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Rhetoric, Logic and Silence in
“Sailing to Byzantium”
and Its Chinese Translations

Lennet Daigle

Abstract

Gayatri Spivak’s “The Politics of Translation” examines political
subjectivity and linguistic agency at work in translation practices.
Central to her argument is the interplay of rhetoric, logic and silence in
creating the conditions of possibility for the emergence of subjectivity
and agency. In this paper the author will attempt to clarify this ‘three-
tiered notion” with help from Spivak’s own writings and those of Paul de
Man. In the second part I apply Spivak’s ideas to Yeats’ poem “Sailing
to Byzantium” and examine several different Chinese translations to
demonstrate how Spivak’s ideas can be applied to literary translation.

The three-tiered notion of language mentioned repeatedly in Gayatri
Spivak’s essay “The Politics of Translation” seems to provide a tidy
summary of her ideas, especially for readers who might be confused about
her distinction between ‘translation as reading’ and ‘reading as translation’,
or who do not care to entertain Hegel and Zizek on the sublime. The three
terms—rhetoric, logic and silence—are first used together in a sentence
that reads: “Post-structuralism has shown some of us a staging of the agent
within a three-tiered notion of language (as rhetoric, logic, silence)” (1992:
399). But attempts at summarization are frustrated by the complexities of

the text, and students who come across Spivak’s essay in The Translation
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Studies Reader with little or no preparation might be forgiven for asking what
all this means. Why post-structuralism? Why staging of the agent? Even the
title of Spivak’s paper—which seems simple enough—is misleading, in that
readers expecting a discussion of institutional interference in translation
activities or ideological manipulation of translations by governments will
be disappointed to find a meandering discussion of language, feminism and
agency, and of Spivak’s own experiences translating Bengali literature. The
politics of the title is used in a broad way that brings political issues to a
personal level. Governments are hardly mentioned. This is the politics of
the individual, a look at the small individual choices that have political and
ethical ramifications, and that shape the environments in which institutional
politics operate: bottom up rather than top down politics.

In what follows I attempt to clarify this ‘three-tiered notion’ with help
from Spivak’s own writings and those of her teacher Paul de Man. In the
second part I apply Spivak’s ideas to Yeats’ poem “Sailing to Byzantium”
and examine several different Chinese translations to demonstrate how

Spivak’s ideas can be applied to literary translation.

Spivak’s “The Politics of Translation”

Why post-structuralism? Why staging of the agent? Insight into both
questions can be found in the work of Paul de Man, particularly his essay
“Semiology and Rhetoric”. De Man was Spivak’s thesis director at Cornell,
where she received her Ph.D. for a study of Yeats’ poetry (later published
as Myself Must 1 Rematke: The Life and Poetry of W.B. Yeats). “Semiology and
Rhetoric” begins by noting a trend in literary criticism away from formalism

and towards a focus on the relationship between literature and the real world:

...as if, with the problems of literary form resolved once and forever, and
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with the techniques of structural analysis refined to near-perfection, we could
now move ‘beyond formalism’ towards the questions that really interest us.
... With the internal law and order of literature well policed, we can now
confidently devote ourselves to the foreign affairs, the external politics of

literature. (de Man 1979: 3)

De Man sees this as morally admirable but theoretically misguided because it
leaves the nature of the debate unchanged, still dominated by a “metaphorical
model of literature as a kind of box that separates an inside from an outside”
(1979: 5). In traditional approaches to criticism, literary form was considered
to be the outside and literary content the inside (and reading a text was a kind
of unwrapping, a casting off of form to get at the content), while in more
recent formalist approaches the opposite held true. But as de Man says, “It
matters little whether we call the inside of the box the content or the form,
the outside the meaning or the appearance” (1979: 5). Instead of simply
inverting the binary opposition content/form, De Man suggests changing
the terms of the debate and focusing instead on the distinction between
rhetoric and grammar, which is not a binary opposition, and which “disrupts
and confuses the neat antithesis of the inside/outside pattern” (1979: 12).
Moving beyond formalism to the “foreign affairs, the external politics
of literature” is precisely what Spivak wants to do; but as a post-structuralist
she wants to do so in a way that doesn’t simply reverse existing hierarchies,
that doesn’t treat literature as a box to be ‘unpacked’ for its meaning,
whether that meaning be found in its form or its content. De Man reminds
us that semiology is not semantics, that semiology “explodes the myth of
semantic correspondence between sign and referent” (1979: 6). Spivak’s
“staging of the agent within a three-tiered notion of language” can be
thought of as a way to rebuild this link, to re-establish this correspondence
between linguistic form and political content without moving back to

pre-structuralist notions of natural links between word and world. Since
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her aims are political, she must be wary of anti-formalism, of privileging
reference (content) at the expense of form. Spivak’s commitment to post-
structuralism prevents her from assuming that words refer directly to
things, or that language can show us how the world should be—that by
working with language we are working with the world—and her focus on
the staging of the agent helps avoid this pitfall. Language can and does
make a difference, by affecting the way people understand themselves
and by opening or closing channels of linguistic agency; and the text, or
language in general, can be thought of as a kind of platform or conduit for
human action and for human relationships with the world via language, a
space where agency comes into being, creating a link between the formerly
distinct interior and exterior. As Spivak says, “language is not everything”
(1992: 398), and saying something does not make it so. But language does
mould the subject and give the agent tools to work with, tools that can be
used to act, to make a difference, to change the world.

The grammatical distinction between subject and agent is relevant
here, and helps explain the nature of agency. In English (or broadly Western)
grammar, the subject is the noun that governs the verb, and the agent is the
one who carries out the action. The subject can be the same as the agent, but
need not be, and agency can be distorted, misconstrued, or lost all together
when nominalization or passive constructions are used. The subject and the
agent, or subjectivity and agency, are closely related, and Spivak admits that
the difference between them is open to doubt and misunderstanding. She
underscores their similarities when she says in an essay on Rushdie’s Sazanic
erses that “agent and subject are different codings of something we call being”
(1989: 89). But she also suggests, perhaps most importantly for the purposes
of this article, that the relationship between the two can be understood as
a relationship of potential: subjects can become agents. In “The Politics of
Translation” she refers to “...the way in which the staging of language produces

not only the sexed subject but the gendered agent, by a version of centering,
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persistently disrupted by rhetoricity, indicating contingency” (1992: 408). Here
the distinction is between physiological traits and social roles, between biology
and culture, with sex influencing but not determining gender and opening
instead various possibilities. Rhetoricity disrupts subjectivity and provides
room in which the agent gains freedom to act.

The mechanisms of this (or any other) staging are not explained, and a
perusal of some of Spivak’s other writings shows the term to be relentlessly
vague. I believe, however, that we would not be amiss to identify a quite
literal ‘staging of agency’ in action on the new generation of TV reality shows,
some of which make no pretense to be ‘real’, yet are certainly not 100%
‘fake’. The US reality seties The Hills, which ran on MTV from 2006-2010,
attracted criticism for being far too fake for reality TV, though it seemed
fairly clear that it was not scripted. For me, however, evidence of staging was
not to be found in the dialogue or even the situations in which the characters
found themselves, which were occasionally contrived but, as such, perhaps
an accurate portrayal of life in the posh sections of Los Angeles. Rather,
the staging announced itself in the camera angles and mise-en-scéne, which
even during brief or impromptu encounters between the characters were far
too constructed for documentary style film making, suggesting that certain
seemingly fortuitous events were planned in advance, at least long enough
for camera and lighting crews to figure out how to get the best shot. Actors
who are allowed to improvise under such circumstances, while supposedly
going about their lives, are neither acting in the traditional sense, nor §ust
being filmed’. Their reality is not scripted but it is staged; certain things are
decided in advance, but these decisions are not entirely out of the actors’
control, as production decisions are made episode by episode, depending
to some extent on what happened in the previous episode and therefore on
the behavior of the actors themselves. Likewise a staging of agency is not
a determination, an imposition of a destiny, or a scripting. It need not be

overly intrusive. Rather, it can be thought of as a setting in which actions take
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place, a setting which is acted in and acted on, and which in turn constrains
but also makes possible the actions of the one who acts (the agent).

De Man’s essay also, and primarily, sheds light on the relationship
between rhetoric and logic. To begin with, Spivak seems to start with the
same definition of rhetoric used by de Man in “Semiology and Rhetoric”,
clearly stated by de Man as “the study of tropes and of figures (which is how
the term ‘rhetoric’ is used throughout this paper, and not in the derived sense
of comment or of eloquence or persuasion)” (1979: 6). Just as Spivak’s use
of the word ‘politics’ refers not to institutions and parties but to ethics and
responsibility, her use of ‘thetoric’ follows de Man in referring not to the art
of persuasion but broadly to figurative language and rhetorical tropes. She
seems to use the terms ‘rhetoric’ and “figuration’ interchangeably, and in one
case uses them in tandem (“rhetorical figuration”). But the scope of rhetoric
does not stop there. In an interview published in the Journal of Advanced
Composition in 1990, Spivak gives an even broader definition. In response to
the question “How do you conceptualize rhetoric, both as an activity and as

a discipline?”, Spivak replies, in part:

In Paul de Man’s “The Resistance to Theory”, rhetoric is the name for the residue
of indeterminacy which escapes the system. In this reading, the idea that rhetoric
is tropology is not adequate to the notion that it is the name of what escapes

even an exhaustive system of tropological analysis. (Sipiora and Atwill 1990)

Sheis referring presumably to the following passage in the essay “The Resistance
to Theory”, in which de Man establishes a distinction between reading and

decoding, and argues for a residue which resists grammatical decoding:

To stress the by no means self-evident necessity of reading implies at least
two things. First of all, it implies that literature is not a transparent message

in which it can be taken for granted that the distinction between the message
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and the means of communication is clearly established. Second, and more
problematically, it implies that the grammatical decoding of a text leaves
a residue of indetermination that has to be, but cannot be, resolved by

grammatical means, however extensively conceived (1982: 15)

The purpose of reading then, as opposed to decoding, is to acknowledge and
come to terms with this residue; 70/ to master it, situate it, or fix its meaning.
Rhetoric need not be ungrammatical, but it can and will, according to de
Man, escape the grasp of grammatical analysis. On these grounds, rhetoric
would show up in translation as that which resists translation, or provides
the translator with too many options.

Spivak goes a step further than de Man by linking linguistic logic with
social logic, and rhetoric with “the disruptiveness of figuration in social
practice” (1992: 403). She doesn’t give any specific justifications for this
move; perhaps she feels that the linguistic staging of human agency is a
strong enough link to bind language and society. Or perhaps the notion is
merely metaphorical and illustrative, and therefore exempt from justification.
Regardless, the staging of the agent becomes easier to understand when the
three-tiered notion is politicized. The agent (the one who acts) might have
access to the logic of the political or ideological mainstream, to be able to
affect change in ways considered reasonable. But people denied this access,
marginalized, may be forced to rely on rhetoric to make themselves heard in
ways still considered understandable or meaningful. Beyond marginalization
lies silence, the dismissal of speech as meaningless. This phenomenon is
frequently seen in political contexts, with politicians dismissing the speech
of their opponents as political rhetoric and constantly secking to establish
the ‘true meaning’ of contested terms. US politics in particular is constantly
presenting us with examples of rhetorics that become logics, thereby
eventually losing their disruptive potential. The drawing and redrawing of

the boundaries between logic and rhetoric and between rhetoric and silence
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shifts the ground under the agent’s feet; and conversely the efforts of the
agent may be devoted to contesting these boundaries (and patticipating in
this linguistic gerrymandering).

We find then, in Spivak and de Man as well, both positive and negative
characterizations of rhetoric: first as figuration, figurative language, rhetorical
tropes; and then, by extension, as that aspect or quality of the text that
does not yield to decoding, that is not amenable to grammatical analysis.
Availing ourselves of this later broader definition helps clarify the first two
parts of the three-part model with respect to language, thus leaving us with
silence. Spivak seems to think of silence less as a ‘what’ than a ‘where’, as
a “space outside language” (1992: 398) whose existence can be inferred by
the workings of rhetoric: “[The translator] must solicit the text to show the
limits of its language, because that rhetorical aspect will point at the silence
of the absolute fraying of language that the text wards off, in its special
manner” (1992: 400). This fraying of language is compared to dissemination,
presumably in the sense used by Derrida. It might be useful, and even
correct, to think of rhetoric and logic as different degrees of dissemination,
and silence as dissemination that has gotten out of control. De Man provides
specific examples in “Semiology and Rhetoric” of the fraying induced by
rhetoric, one of them drawn from Yeats” poem “Among School Children”
(de Man 1979: 11-12) in which rhetoric (in this case a rhetorical question)
produces two meanings and leads to two interpretations that are equally
valid yet contradictory. As language continues to fray, we can imagine these
interpretations multiplying, becoming a cancerous growth, until meaning is
choked out. Something that can mean anything doesn’t mean anything. Spivak
hints at such an interpretation when she refers to “the founding violence of
silence” (1992: 399), as if the proper functioning of language, its normal
operation (regardless of its political content) depends on the foreclosure
of the meaningless, of the space beyond language, of things that are not

“semiotically organized” (1992: 403). She repeatedly contrasts language with
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contingency, as if language represents organization or knowledge as such, a
charted space surrounded by an abyss of meaninglessness: “Rhetoric points
at absolute contingency, not the sequentiality of time, not even the cycle of

seasons, but only ‘weather” (1992: 410).

“Sailing to Byzantium” in Translation

“Sailing to Byzantium” is full of rhetorical snares for the translator.
Below I offer a reading of “Sailing to Byzantium” with a focus on rhetoric,
logic and silence. I also examine extracts from three published Chinese
translations of the poem done by {8 (Fu Hao), & R#§ (Zha Liangzheng),

and #/ViE (Qiu Xiaolong) to illustrate Spivak’s ideas in action.

Line 1

That is no country for old men.

Is this rhetorical or not? Does ‘country’ refer to a political entity, or to a
vaguely defined landscape? Does ‘men’ refer to males, or does it refer, via
figuration, to all humans? This is something Spivak might take an interest
in. “Sailing to Byzantium” is not explicitly concerned with the relations
between the sexes, but does distinguish between the two on several
occasions (‘man’ again in line 9, and ‘Tords and ladies’ in line 31). It is
natural to assume that Yeats himself is speaking in the poem, and that
‘men’ does refer specifically to males. All three of the Chinese translations,
however, use a gender neutral term - A (old person) both here and in
the first line of the following stanza (“an aged man is but a paltry thing...”).
It is not difficult to see this as a staging of agency, since it is only a small
step from using the word for men to refer to all humans, to denying

women full participation in society. In the context of the poem, we can
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see how rhetoric works even when it is not at work, how the potential for
rhetorical disruption colors our understanding of non-figurative language,
and how it can shape translation, even in its absence. The potential for
rhetoric means that rhetoric is working even when it is not working. Why
have all three translators chosen to read this line figuratively in a way that
degenders the poem? How does Yeats” poem change if we substitute “old
people” and “old person” for ‘men’ and ‘man’® I would suggest that it
avoids the problem of the gendered soul, and the question of whether the
escape from nature is an option only for men and not for women. There is
also the issue of the gender of the sages in line 17, whom I would assume
to be primarily male, and the role of gender in the relationship between
mortals and immortals.

Spivak tells us that “the task of the feminist translator is to consider
language as a clue to the workings of gendered agency” (1992: 397). Here
the feminist translator working into Chinese might choose instead to
retain the surface or logical meaning of the original, which would at least
leave ‘that country’ as a place potentially suitable for women. In “The
Politics of Translation”, Spivak gives another example (the translation
of Devi’s story “Breast-Giver”) in which the rhetorically sensitive
translation is the literal one, one that refuses to re-euphemize a term that
has been de-euphemized to take advantage of its disruptive potential, and
choosing instead a term “...enough like wet-nurse to make sense, enough
unlike to shock” (1992: 400). This suggests that the rhetoric/logic paiting
may well be a way for translation studies to move beyond the literal /free

impasse.

Lines 2 and 3

...birds in the trees - / those dying generations - at their song

“Dying generations” is sutely rhetorical in the classical sense, and looks very

10
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much like an oxymoron. But it is also strictly contingent, in a linguistic sense.
The English word for ‘cohort of contemporaties’ shares a root with a word
meaning ‘to beget’, thus creating the possibility for wordplay. The Chinese
counterparts do not, as far as I know, share an etymology. The Chinese
translations use PHYE or FEIE (both meaning ‘near death’) for ‘dying’ and Tt
or —fAHX (‘generation’ or ‘era’, —UHX implying the plural) for ‘generations’.
The disruptive potential of ‘dying generations’ is evident in the implied
insistence that what is dying should be living or creating life, suggesting
unjust death. Is there any way to capture this in Chinese? The answer would
seem to rest on the ingenuity of the translator, another contingency.

What interests me more about this line, however, is the indeterminacy
of the demonstrative, something that occurs throughout the poem. By the
third line the reader has encountered two demonstratives of indeterminate
reference, ‘that’ country and ‘those’ dying generations. I am not sure if
rhetoric in the classical sense is involved here, but it certainly meets de Man’s
expanded criteria of being impenetrable to grammatical decoding, In the
first case the external referent is unclear, though it is generally taken to be
Ireland. In the second case it is internal reference that is unclear — who is
dying? Which generations? The translators seem to agree that using J (that)
and APLE (those) is the best way to proceed, and all three translations start
with A, namely AMEIE (that is absolutely not) or AB7Z (that is not). This
may strike a strange note with contemporary readers given the use of A as a
semantically empty placeholder in modern spoken Mandarin, a note distinctly
different from the aural and semantic curtness of ‘that’ in English.

From the point of view of the agent, indeterminacy of this type
(i.e. ‘those dying generations’) creates a bit of linguistic wiggle room—
being able to speak about something without specifying what is being
spoken about increases ones options, linguistically and rhetorically (in
the persuasive sense). It’s a way of hedging ones bets. Indeterminacy of

reference intensifies in the second stanza and continues through the third,

11
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coming to a crescendo in the three iterations of ‘it’, which initially refers
to ‘soul’ (no article, definite or indefinite), but is subsequently stretched
to its limit, in what Spivak might allow us to refer to as an example of the
limits of language. The rogue pronoun is first used in a striking, puzzling,
bewildering even, bit of figuration: “...unless/ Soul clap its hands and sing”.
Regardless of how the line is understood, the referent of the pronoun is
unambiguous. In the following line ‘it” appears again (for every tatter in its
mortal dress), surely again referring to ‘soul’ but even stranger now, as a soul
not only has hands and the ability to sing, but is clothed, if only in tatters.
The use of the possessive with ‘tatters’ refers not only back to ‘soul’, but all
the way back to ‘an aged man’, as ‘tattered’ could only refer to the tattered
coat. Yeats uses pronouns to create a complex web of self reference, each
subsequent use expanding the characterization of the original referent
and the reach of signification, until in line 14, the final ‘it’, again in the
possessive form, would be easier to understand in what is most probably the
wrong reading—that is referring to the singing school. How much longer
could the poet keep talking about an ‘it’ originally referring to something
as intractable as the notion of soul? Such an extended chain of pronoun
reference, increasingly ambiguous, could certainly be used as a rhetorical
(persuasive) device, starting with an innocent reference and moving
farther and farther away, maintaining a grammatical link while shifting the
understood reference away from its logical correspondent and toward the

desired persuasive goal, whatever that may be.

Lines 8

Monuments of unageing intellect
The two ‘monuments’ in “Sailing to Byzantium” almost seem to have been

custom made for reading a la Spivak: a politically charged term used in a

rhetorically disruptive way. At issue is not only the logic of the monument

12
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(discussed below), but the preposition connecting the monuments with
their objects. “Monuments of” is ambiguous - one thinks of “monuments
of bronze” (made of bronze), or “monuments of lasting splendor”. It is not
clear whether “monuments of unageing intellect” refers to monuments to
unageing intellect or monuments made from the timeless achievements of
the human intellect. Given that the metrical constraints would have been
equally well satisfied with ‘to’, the ambiguity must be considered intentional.
Likewise the phrase “monuments of the revolution” need not refer to
monuments glorifying the revolution, but may imply something more
like “remnants of the revolution”, suggesting a neutral or even negative
assessment of the revolutionary aims. ‘Of” here is logically indeterminate,
implying correlation but leaving causation unspecified. This pregnant
indeterminacy allows us to see these monuments not only as eithet/of,
but as both: a monument of unageing intellect as a monument to unageing
intellect.

Given the role that the monuments play in the speaker’s actions—
their neglect is his reason for leaving that country, and their respected place
in Byzantium is his reason for sailing—they are an important part of the
stagings that occur in the poem, and their rhetorical disruption disrupts
whatever agency awaits Yeats in his fantasy world. The timelessness of
the monuments in the first stanza is contrasted with the sensual, mortal
world of ‘that country’ and things that are begotten, born, and die; while
the magnificence of the monuments in the second stanza is contrasted with
the tattered paltry old man. Does magnificence make the monument, or is
magnificence being memorialized? Or both?

The distinction is not unimportant. In her essay “Sculpture in the
Expanded Field”, Rosalind Krauss points out the link between the logic of

the sculpture and the logic of the monument:

The logic of sculpture, it would seem, is inseparable from the logic of

13
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the monument. By virtue of this logic a sculpture is a commemorative
representation. It sits in a particular place and speaks in a symbolical tongue
about the meaning or use of that place...Because they thus function in
relation to the logic of representation and marking, sculptures are normally
figurative and vertical, their pedestals an important part of the structure since

they mediate between actual site and representational sign. (1979: 33)

If we follow Krauss in saying that monuments speak (authoritatively) about
the meaning of a place (a space), then it becomes clear why monuments and
even talk of monuments are so fiercely contested, and how monuments (as
makers of meaning) can be involved in rhetorical disruptions. The creation
of a monument effectively speaks for the past, or allows the past to speak,
but it also helps to silence those voices not chosen for commemoration. It
is difficult to imagine monuments to two opposing groups erected on the
same site; it is not normally done. Monuments are typically erected in ‘safe’
places that have been cleared of ideological opponents. Were two conflicting
monuments to share the same ground a tension would certainly exist. [

In “Sailing to Byzantium”, the word ‘monument’ is used twice, once
in reference to something that not only has not passed away but is not
getting any older and has not lost its significance (why then would it need
a monument?), and again referring (in one reading) to a monument built
by the subject of commemoration, the imposed monument, a monument
to oneself, and therefore perhaps not a ‘true’ monument—an ineffectual
monument, the kind that is quickly toppled once its object is out of favor.
The rhetorical ambiguity created by the preposition disrupts the logic
of the monument: if the monument is made ¢/ unageing intellect (truly
a “monument of”), then it can be a monument to most anything; but if
it is a monument to unageing intellect, then opposing monuments must
not be allowed in the vicinity. The question becomes, then, whom does

the unageing intellect serve? Or does it only serve itself? What does the

14
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magnificence of the soul memorialize? Here a rhetorical disruption creates
questions rather than answers. The past can be silent, or silenced. Indeed,
selective remembering is a key political strategy for all political regimes.
Certain voices are silenced, certain voices are amplified, and monuments
are built, but rarely are people or events allowed to speak for themselves.
This seems to be one of the core concerns of Spivak’s work as a whole,
allowing people to speak (providing them space in which to speak, giving
them ‘the floot’, learning to ignore the voices that drown them out), and
then listening,

With monuments (and sculptures) we have something that would
seem fairly universal. The question for the translator is, how far does this
universality extend? We could perhaps go to any inhabited place on earth
and find something we could identify as a monument, but this doesn’t
guarantee that we can translate the word for it in the local language into
the English ‘monument’, or that its cultural logic is the same. The Chinese
translations reflect this ambiguity. Fu Hao opts for abstraction, translating
‘monument’ first as {F (masterpiece) and then %4 (a2 musical passage
or movement). The other translators use #t/&4%) (memorial, but also
souvenir) or fl 7% (memorial stone tablet, monument). More importantly,
Chinese grammar creates different potentials for rhetorical disruption. The
translators all use two F'J’s (a grammatical particle used to indicate attribution
or possession and lacking a clear English counterpart) in translating the
line, e.g BT RFIIMMFIEY (monuments to unageing rationality),
creating logical relationships of attribution or belonging between the three
semantic elements (unageing Y rationality ) monument). Other options
are available, however, and a translation found online and attributed to
Taiwanese scholar JHZEHf (Ying-hsiung Chou) uses only one Y, i.e. 7%
LA ERAE (unageing intellect ) monument). Fecund ambiguity arises in
both cases, roughly equivalent to the potential groupings of mathematical

terms A, B and C as (AB)C or A(BC). Direct juxtaposition of the terms
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with no HJ, something like BEERFHIEFCTY) (unageing intellectual
monuments) would also be possible, and may release even greater potential
for rhetorical disturbance, as attribution itself would be called into question.
The use of one HJ creates the possibility for ambiguities very much like in
the English original, since an implied f# (to make or do) as in 755 EE
HAIFL I (monuments made from unageing intellect) would raise issues

similar to those that arise out of the of/to distinction discussed above.

Lines 19

perne in a gyre

This is very nearly private language, or, to the extent that it is public, is known
to the majority of people only as ‘one of those strange things that Yeats says
from time to time’. I cite it as an example of decoding. We can consult a
glossary or annotated edition to find out how to decipher it, but I don’t see
how it could be considered rhetorically disruptive. Within Spivak’s scheme
I see it moving towards silence. Yeats’ terms have not been widely adopted;
they are spoken only by him. And despite his stature and the continued
strength of his voice, it is still only one among many. One way (the only way?)
to rescue language from silence is to put it to use, provide it with linguistic
environments in which it can live and grow. Private language (the possibility
of which is very much in doubt) is limited to a very narrow linguistic habitat,
and would seem to be divorced from the life-giving tension between logic and

rhetoric, and on the losing side of the battle between rhetoric and silence.

Lines 21 and 22

sick with desire / and fastened to a dying animal

The whole passage runs: “Consume my heatt away / Sick with desite

and fastened to a dying animal / It knows not what it is; and gather me /
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Into the artifice of eternity”. What interests me here is something like the
truth value of these lines taken as a proposition. “Sick with desire” sounds
distinctly Freudian, especially if desire is understood as sexual desire, while
“fastened to a dying animal” is easily Darwinian. Both of these theories
of the self were introduced during Yeats’ lifetime, and were, for him,
relatively modern ways of thinking, or at least not yet ‘monuments’ from
an earlier time. Both can also be seen as revolutions of the Copernican
type, debunkings that permanently displaced humanity from its unique
status as self-aware and separate from the beasts (and left us little more than
great apes in thrall to our unconscious minds and neuroses). As such they
represent a considerable obstacle to the fulfillment of the poem’s narrative
logic, which is driving toward a radical and complete break with nature and
union (reunion?) with “the artifice of eternity”. Reading them as figures of
speech, as harmless metaphors leaves open the possibility of escape from
nature; but reading them as scientific knowledge (as peerless ‘monuments
of unageing intellect’) forces us to read the final stanza as pure fantasy.
Here we seem to have a disruption of logic of the type de Man warns about,
one that leads inevitably to contradiction. For the poet’s aims to be true, or
come true, the poet’s words must be false (rhetorical).

It is hard for me to judge whether the Chinese translations resonate
with Freud and Darwin like the original, though I suspect that without an
extremely precise and directed translation (directed toward or into the territory

of Freudian and Darwinian terminology in Chinese), the resonance is lost.

Lines 25

Once out of nature
Finally, the metaphysical core of the poem, a problem somewhat beyond

the scope of this study. The question, for me, is whether or not the concept

of escaping from nature even makes sense in a Chinese context. It may not,
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at least not in the classical Chinese tradition:

Wen hua—generally translated as “culture”—signifies the process through
which one adopts wen. However, this process in not simply one of civilizational
mimesis or imitation but the “creation” of a new pattern. Most important
is that this pattern appears within a constellation in which the opposition
“nature versus culture” does not have the same meaning as in a Western
cultural context; the pattern of wer is found not only in those things that a
Western mind would usually see as “cultural” but also in animals, vegetation,

and cosmological phenomena. (Botz-Bornstein 2010: 167)

“Sailing to Byzantium” is dualistic to the core, hyper-dualistic, a tangle of
dualisms neatly expressed in binaty oppositions—old/young, sensual/
intellectual, body/soul, nature/artifice, mortal/eternal—which frame the
subject and stage the agent. In each case the leading term is what the speaker
is sailing away from, and the second term what he (she) is longing for and
sailing towards. The poet is asking for nothing less than a complete separation
from nature. “Sailing to Byzantium” couldn’t be more explicit about the
relationship between nature and art (artifice, or what we might be forgiven
for calling culture in the narrow sense), and between the body and soul. The
poet’s immortal soul is bewildered, befuddled, stuck with (and to) a dying
animal, trapped in nature, and wants no part of it. A rhetorical disruption at
this level would be hard to gauge, as it would throw everything else about
the text into doubt. It is instructive, however, to note the presence of such
a master thetoric, and the existence of a web of subordinate rhetorical/
logical relations. What is their effect on agency? This particular issue goes
to the core of agency—the connection between mind and body, interior and
exterior world. Are humans ‘stuck’ in the material realm? Does the firing
of millions of neurons amount to anything more than the sum of its parts?

Tellingly, the Chinese translations are remarkably similar, small

18



Rhetoric, Logic and Silence in “Sailing to Byzantium”

variations on — ELEBIE F 28 (once free of nature). An exception, a translation
found online and attributed to Taiwanese poet Yang Mu, reads ELEF1H
AFHE (now that [I am] mutually estranged from nature), which raises the
intriguing possibility of a mufual desertion—the poet rejects nature, which in
turn rejects the poet. This last is creative misreading at its finest, enrichment

through disruption, fidelity through betrayal.

Conclusion

This study has focused on only one of the many ideas advanced in
“The Politics of Translation”, which as mentioned tesists summarization.
Yet it is a key idea that does to some extent help to unify the text, and that
provides insights into both translation theory and practice. Spivak’s three-
tiered notion was shown to be indebted to the work of Paul de Man, another
scholar whose research into the workings of rhetoric has implications for
the translator. Rhetoric, logic and silence provide the translator and the
translation theorist with an alternative to traditional and unproductive
binary oppositions, and point the way toward a richer understanding of

language and languages.
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Abstract

A Comparative Study of Chinese and Western Philosophy: A
Case Study of The Analects of Confucius: A Philosophical Translation
(by Tan Xiaoli)

The translation of The Analects by Roger T. Ames and Henry
Rosemont was meant to contest the cultural universalism propagated
by Western scholars with their pride in Western philosophy and
religion. The text is characterised by post-structuralist features —the
co-existence of transliteration and interpretation, creative writing
and imitation, subversion and fluency. Some prominent elements
of The Analects of Confucius: A Philosophical Translation are
discussed at length in this article: the emphasis on process rather
than result, the focus on social interaction rather than on isolated
individuals. The translation is also noted for the translators’ creative
interpretation, their use of quotations from various sources and their
artistic language. The article analyses the translators’ strategies
embodied therein and generalise about the project’s relevance to
translation studies.
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FEIRI » 224477 (Roger Ames) ~ #E58C (Henry Rosement) HESEZ/IH
JERFACERR B SRS - B R IT T 2E - SRR TR RS
AR P R o B EE £2 > TEVERIAIEIIIR R ~ BRI R S
ZFT o AT B B T 7T AR RO B GE A  RE E ER RER
PRUME ST ~ R DITIRER - BRERERE - s rhR AR - S0
JRE - TEARIBA R (CBIEESEET - RIMIAER -
FURRAG [EH HIRE S AU LA AR 8 o — (B S LR “fth#”
HIRIEF - th g EHIsN Ry “RE" - DIRERA SR “HiE” el
CTEEET 1 o MRFEELK  EaRTETRRFE - R BE
pF—HEfE LE - BRI ERAVEGE - BT f9IEEA B
R LHRE SRR AE S - i - AR
HORE I DAAE - RSO T i 2 BRL R Bk - "R IRl Ay
VAR R EERN TR - B - ERlER ST EER - #H
fifE LR ORFEMmE” - BRCULZE BRI - RAEHERY
WERGEEER  AAWEAENZOANERRH R P EAE
BV RGRETRIE - HEH - — T 5= RN RIEE A TR L)
At B R R ER AR 2 B AL - T2 e ARG S L2 R B
% i FEE A EIRR ARG H AR (AR TSRS (L ()
E > 2010: 83) o KL n]REMFR B FBih# < TR BR (AR - 2K
LREEE T » SO {ELR ) 3 oK 2 A (P98 JE T L EE L RE -
FEIRAL ~ HE5E - B - RIEVE - TESULEVETE R
B SERE BB K R —RATER T - U S
ERIEE A o BHEE T ER A R RE L U AR AT IR R B B R o IR AN B
Ui - ARICEH NS EEAE - $REFAR} (Tymoczko & Gentzler 2002: xx)
Ffrast

22



A rEoy Pt

AR Z WA HTIROT IR S5 38 S MR R R 2 AR Z B > NRI#ETE
TR AR TR ]~ o 6 it phe 2% T T 0 8 o ) 2% A DL AR LA ) JER S R S A
FBAYSORBERIACH] & RS o (4530

SAURHRE SRR EOE S — 0 - B BARRORIRE SR 8 - MR
[FSA L RS » R B 5 ~ B B 2 R RRCRRTE -
(€ 1993 F12009#) 16 ] » 224487 77 jl| B I B (D.C. Lau) ~ il
Kt (David Hall) ~ FEE =728 & (FRIEE 1 LA B (LR -
fthANZE RS AR GRaEryiT 22/FE) (The Analects of Confucius:
A Philosophical Translation) E5[EEIFIIMFFEE HIBAVE » A 444
TERERms R - BILL GRgR) Ao - 55 e HAthEEAs -

=~ W E A AED R

[FEREAPEFE - FHECAR & 1B H i - BEEHEHES (James
Legge) 8RR » #T— B ZOREAE » L0 F NEHFHEZR U
WE 2 [FZK - K AR B H ) - REGEIE - EE 5 A
AR EIER B EE - AOCE B CHVTEFRAT A o 4T TE M) S0l
R EPIE

A B R RS AP AR - IR aiE A 2 e A s 3R A g R
B — R SCAL TR o AR AR & 00 £ 8 38 A A TBLR 75 T LA A B oA fin s
FEO7 E R R 2 [ 3R B O SR AEE BRE R A R i R v B A B
BT LA 0 » (49T > 2002: 15)

PR C 5 - BRSO e M i ARy (ERE) BAERE T
[FIRHI EHY -
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TEUY » FRAM A AR AL 0 - (AAREE B Y AR T > B RBA o 4 it 3
FUKE S — TS0 IR i MR A S E R B O > e —fRe
SEE B SCAL R I IR PR D) T o (Rosemont & Ames 2009: xii)

DRI - 2488 S 7Y 75 S ) rh B ST ST AT RS 2R e Iy SR -

A
Al A

EHRMIT KT AT REN “H” M “Heaven” - MEAREIEAEE > &
VG 7 i BALS S B A R B A s ) 5 DAL - GREE - il SE
MRS o I A7 R Fate » FAMEBR LA T AR B E - HEE - A
L K H A S £ 56 T 7 S R R B o B oy L AT AR 0 o (R
T 5 2002: 18)

HMLAT R 2488 5 NAET 77 e8I A B e i PR RA - B
HeMEk 2 e E=AY) - MM EEE - SO E R R T
TE -~ b > R E EAEE AR - R R STAIEY
REMUGE I T HFATH - S HATIBIS ERE 1 MBS -

=~ R R
ZREERFRE T LMER RS SR =N 1 007 BAE R - APE -
fibl B & {F & SCEREL T R SRS AR AL M 0 B ep "EIERY” e
AhERIE 2 EE LAy » LRF ARBIRERRS - I EEF AN EAR @
ZH e BILL GGRaR) Al BEKIRAT o

() R AR S A P i e M B R
(EACENEE - BEEMTEREAE - OB BRI - —LIE 2/
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F > BREeE > AR AR - MENERAHER - FEHFERS
HEABHEAE - AT DIE -
TYETTR R PE TR LT By o RS R R T —{E
EF - FRZMFEA] MPNFFEF » ZHERMRRREEFE T
oM - RIS BB ¢ FOZ BIRAR (2488 » 2002: 27) »
R RBER » BUEH — R BT AR - BT 20
TUR B RE S R R S8R o A > "God” B —{EZEEAT ~
SERERY ~ JRATRITFAE - NEEBET Al RESH A (B - th RS i
g2 « “cruch” ﬁﬁ?'ﬁﬂ@%%@%ﬁ@ M “virtue” HIEIETT A9
ERE) TEFT GEME - BEpg)y TEEERMET HER > Y
*E?EEP.EWEE'\ V() By FERE R A Ry " BR B R
(relational thinking) - fi{IER I AHEREE AR 2GRS RN
MERES"  (relational language) BGEEVEFES (process language) *
ERE ISR MRS ER - ERIERRIERE - B8l
FURFIRIE » MRS EE (488 > 2002: 81) o
HE T EHENGE S ?'125’5E"J?E%ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁfﬁéﬁqj%ﬁi
RS 7334 - (BT MRRE ) Gk #4
& “way  MARHE RN “the Way” » M EAITER > BIE M T (%
F EIRELAR NS & - SRS E gt E NS B 5 NTEE
EHNEREK » MRS 77 L B AR S A S B AR JE A -
AR M2 oM e 7 R8T MER IR ME
A “humanity” & —{E#faE % - M52 % » “humanity” 2 —{#%
BT - BEEEEERY “humanitas” fHER > BiEME—H ~ TERY - &
BIERSEIR - 5 7 R —EREEM S - e e aER
P 27 S —(EEMFES “benevolence” HEFiE MG L
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PREEFH) R B e e o (AL - BEE(M3#4# T “authoritative person” {F
By 7 WIEES o “Authoritative” B 1EHT ~ “BIET ~ “HERC
FEE o BIRER 7 LAKSE BT BRI ALER —EEE
BN 0 B DT 2R B EM LB & S ER RS R o
CRNT VR BT RAY R “knowledge” » “wisdom”
1 “to know” o 4T ~ FRIESCER Ry » B LFHEERH T 5" W E
TEERIFRF - PRBEE 7 M B 2B o« BENEHER “HIAT
a—" BENERE > MOLFEE M “realize” KREHZE “A17 - BN
HERET AT TR CEMET ZE o & —BAIFE T TR
SRS BLUERET TV 0 388K 0 “to realize” UGS FEELE
ZRCRHE” > I HEET T “moral” 1 "knowledge” AI#EHIFE T
TR - MUBIROER 187 (ERFE 2 AR & 2B 25
fH “observing ritual propriety” » MAE “ritual” i& {EEHREE L2 R
N HEEERY A5 -
Rz AR MR B LE RN TS - HRVEE 25aa

HER AR AR & R R AN - (G ER &R 7G84
NHIAREHE DU AN\ E R BT E - R EAEH B REE
ERRHEH SR A EAREREA - FESENET A LA TEEF - &%
H B 5 & HRRERDTRERE S| —E R E R < EFERHR » &~
FEAR A (T SRR TR A B R R A SO - 3R
BFRVIB AR - AR SR A LT 2 -

() T T S A 1 R P A
RRIEHIGE S ZGER T IUNE(E AR S SRR - T AR
FUBAVEMETT 20 o ZEET IR TSGR Ry - MHER P55 B TE R A R HE
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AE - HRE AN B E R BRI EHE - BRI B B AR EHME - —REET
FHA BRI AEE B B 9 A BESERABAAE — - RYRE R D TR (&
YEPT 5 2002: 61) » AN » A AT E2REK TEIR” » LGRS
SEHGEEY) > M1 LRCR RIBUEZRAITTHR - 2R ~ FRERE B YRR -
HREd AR EEE T EEYRIRARE - M AR EY) ERRE A S
1T 520t S5 ) 1 B R IR T B LAt SR W)W RAGR AN B - KA 5 ) 2
57 BikiEHH o SR - 2 SET o Bl D
127 Sl “ERS » AR - miEgE SEEass (RkHMm—
HHIEGES ) BEALBEEM (substantial) 355 - M RIS 1E
(eventful) 355 (Ames&Rosemont1998:20)  Hii& & BEAZEYIN “&
B C'HE & AEE SRR~ THOET o HUTER - SEEERIRE AR
T CEEME—T o — () Y[R —(EAEA LEFR [al [F] —(E )
R A i - REARIThREth A FAER - BREME ~ PRI IR
It - EFE MR RNEEE D A ER AL E > f120 - GRag -
2y BAE - FH: “BmFEEZ 0 AT 27 The Master said:
“Having studied, then repeatedly apply what you have learned~is this
not a source of pleasure?” (71)!V FZ& 7 HIEEH T “study” 1 “learn”
A - JRAER T2 Gilbert Ryle (1942) Byl » HH5EE
Baa 0 By EFEME” (process words) F1 “ZRE" (success words)
WRHE > BT BHE “scudy” o SEAH CEEE - AT AERE : RF
A& “learn” EFEAVENGA o HAM > FBFMDERKEMM T HER
Bz - A HFH B2 &8 © 7/ Master You  said:
“Achieving harmony is the most valuable function of observing
ritual propriety.”(74) JFSCHY “187 B “FI” (A 44 FARERL T B4 EA
fH “observing ritual propriety” I “achieving harmony” » Hi/@% T
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#EA T R AT ThHRBIARIAETF TR o BHUEREE R KFEAR L
PR

TERHAFRBET 250 - 8 A FHEER » — 8
FEBY R ARMERINE - FHEFEZE T “virtue” 1 “power” i3 LT
JeiE o — ARG EE SN e T T B RIS - Ay “virtue”
Bl “freedom” > “individual”> “reason” > “autonomy” Z{frzE—ELi#E
AP 7T E RS - B — 71 > “power” —FH “IEHIT HIK
2 BEREEL T RGEA gL - FEEME E #
%y “excellence” » HIRFh M # 35 “consummate excellence” * &
MBI AR > thAT R ARIT & - B AEE T E HAE~EF
BN o EFFR R FEY E B IEER RN RN 2
THIBIBIER R R EFIEERRRA] - “fE” B 57 fHa@ - A
A IMFRNT RRES “LIEEM M » R AR SR
m “WFNRC” BIReEs “DEaF#E o > 5 0AFHR" - %
GEPT ~ FESECGE U “excellence” (1) BIEEERZEXEF “LIEQ
fFat LA 0 LIS S " HIRAT ©

B REZE HEEERAM I R B SR O B AL 1Y “1ER7 3 B R
FE ~ A% ~ 717/ “The ruler must rule, the minister minister, the
father father, and the son son” (156) © 3%/RJFE S » [f XA GAE(L
faaESCHEhER - "W FE(Ife “EMFT o SRANEGEEM R R
THERHERE - & M EEE CHFEE - AL FEEmEn "8
AIRSEBRAY ~ TR “EHE” ~ FEET 0 MR ERE BB E A R
T CET o BEAELEIEE MR TEEEN -

ARHLE DL R AR BRHE 2 5% S A R T e B R AR
WERR L —" (YRR ) BIRRERIEE D -
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Legge: The prince is prince, the minister is minister, the father is father and
the son is son. (171)

Lau: Let the ruler be a ruler, the subject a subject, the father a father, the son
a son. (213)

FHLLZ T » &~ FERIFESCHETR T R SERERIBIRENE ~ SERRIERIRRERIE - 1
BRI ARSI AFRERY ~ BT - BEBTEZRE SRR -

(Z) ALE TR ~ REFH M

DIC RS - 1ERCER e FR RAEE - G LRSI » S "3
AT —AAERNEERE AT EE o BRI EENAKNS - &
AR RPN - MRS E g - RESS SHERME
ERRERR T HEHL LIRS RURTR. » B RSB ERYESRANTE » TE71RE

B ~ YRR BRARRE 2 RARA R b G iR o (BRI
DU AGE 2 h B S22 1Y 7 FEARR H B » [RIRFRAZ 408 178 50 LR
EEEA-0 T

?Eﬁ?ﬁﬂ’ﬂ—ﬁ PR LR GGRag) #0121 R L
FAEMH) SET PSR - HREEIE—LEZ - EEEZEE
HEFE ST Y@ifi?ﬁ% BB EHIRE UM LR - FEBRLUT 01

TH: UG =W EM B B e T T (BED
The Master said: “Although The Songs are three hundred in number, they can

be covered in one expression: ‘Go vigorously without swerving””” (76)

PP 5 T R ROBRR having no depraved thoughts” (71) »
I~ FRICHRESCERES T “JE” (the way or path) FUER » B
& "RAEANEEEES -
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TH: CHE . SR 7 RO

Legge: The Master said: “If a man in the morning hears the right way, he may
die in the evening without regret.” (91)

Lau: “He has not lived in vain who dies in the evening, having been told about
the Way in the morning.” (55)

Ames: The Master said, “If at dawn you learn of and tread the way (dao), you
can face death at dusk.” (91)

BIBE DE” BFREFEAREN “theWay” » & B “H
HRMER EMa® BEREDEHAEGHER (EE) b Lw
Z UET TR B NI RGE R E T e R R
& - Way WEFRAREHGER & EEEBNERLY
TSRO R ER T (L AORAERE o A < A
R¥ 0 2004: 15)° B E” B “HHE - FA AEK - (BER
FREERE > 8 ERETER - MELSY - BEUWET -

ENER “HET - FEA - EER TRAZEET . RATETERL
£ EEEHETERIEE

TH MRS EEER T (L)

Legge: To have faults and not to reform them — this, indeed, should be
pronounced having faults. (211)

Lau: Not to mend one’s ways when one has erred is to err indeed. (291)
Ames: The Master said, “Having gone astray, to fail to get right back on track
is to stray indeed.” (190)

JE A AL AR HER B (B2~ FEEE SCHHY “having gone astray” >
“get right back on track” FHAREH “way” > “path” E—EUidj -

TH: “THES 7 TEHHE CTUAE - AVNTARE 07 B
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Legge: “If you, Master, do not speak, what shall we, your disciples, have to
record?” (233)

Lau: If you did not speak, what would there be for us, your juniors, to
transmit?” (329)

Ames: The Master said, “I think I will leave off speaking”” “If you do not
speak,” Zigong replied, “how will we your followers find the proper way?” (208)

NPT AtE “WhEEERAELAEAMAVEET o BT AR SO
T AT “how will we your followers find the proper way?” (£
MEREERERER ANRISIE S8 ) o« fEAED R SCHE RS Y AT EE
T BREEEEML TR SIAE BT ET ERR AR E AL -

CET ZRSSAHE -~ 5l AEH  KERR GREE) #IRZO
e 7 BfEm o BE > A RN R E S A AR B
T A T B AEE - BREEEES CET
EET EM . T AR B s E L T RIERER - T
T FTELIRHERE S T AR E AR R -

A—RRAIEVER R “proper” —aARVAEEGEM > 40 “IE” —dA
i2F “proper” MIEEMAY “correct” B “rectify” °EH » FEL
BRIENN T “proper” —dd o 4l (FEM) Y “FHEMHEE" / “Zilu
asked how to serve one’slord properly” (177) » G2 T “properly”
—& o (EELA) E HEERTTAE HAEEL 27 #UFESC “If anyone
could be said to have effected proper order while remaining nonassertive”
(185) T “proper” —&d o ZAT LN » [RAH =+ —J71H »
fL TEf% “proprius” {E “appropriate” B( “property” HHIEZ
%% “making something one’s own” - EEMEFILEMAEFRE
W BB ESE - B—)7H - FREIERIBT “1IE” 3% “proper” >
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LS FLERADERE > “IE” B CIERET  “gHERT MEEBALR o MR

CEER ~ SEERT - FEMM > GaiE) BmEREIL T
BOOET WA —ERE (M) R LT REH -LEE
REARIEE - R - "HAIRRR - EArEEAE]T o FOR LS
CRRIET ~ TEMET ~ AILUREILLT 29 o MR HE S
(FER) B ELRB—E BB T - WHEERTR
B ALTAIRZETARER : HEIEENED - JGHEE “hT
B7 - RthiE “RARRT - B TAEFET  ARELEWN HY -
B AERFL T HEREFIETRIEH B - R 5HAR R R B ARy ~ Bt -
WML EIENE - it - NEHE T “5E” ~ "8 " #BHE
ER| T RS o FILER » FEEY “proper” — i AIIE 1 A A2
BT BRI P28 » W DARIEIE T 75 & (2 IR RER —JTH 1L
A -

(P9) ZEAarISIH - Faes e BRI

LA ~ FRRESCBIE R R R EAVER L - eI 7B
Pl AR (ETE - thiRt - b FFERE AR RE 55 e | Heth B o £
HFEREG ET 25 0 W GRas) AR - AR - HE R
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visible is set in the invisible; and in the end the unseen decides
what happens in the seen; the tangible rests precariously upon the
untouched and un-grasped” (AR AR A » A RERAERE AT
A5 AR AT - AR 2 EERE) (FEE -
CHRRE) ZERy “EHE” BONEHE 8 R 2 R th SECE R - faceh
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oA & IR AT R & 1 BB RE (R Z B (It refers to the
uniqueness of one’s particular relations as they contribute to a flourishing
community ) » & AR FI 5 B 7 22 R 12518 ( Whitehead ) Y —8)
it ¢ “Religion is what the individual does with his own solitariness”
(Ames & Hall 2001: 118)° B A “FHE BT ZH" (FEE
EUMER FAREEHEEE - EIrHE -

LT HE N — BRI 2R ER - BE—RERE
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ELEAE o W (Waley 1934: 14)

P 15 ECBBA T o B s ) Py 2 BT 2 A B4R LA~ AL
MR TS » BT LA ERIEREROME - SR1TT » A2 4R
T e AR A S R SO E — o o FE A : B2

34



A rEoy Pt
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EREER . CET) PR RS B A o (HIRIRIE - FrE
& AR B v B SR P PR R F A0 55 - PRI T — 2 ARR M SRy
ZABERTER o (Lau 1963: 7)
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TH o CE/ B L RO EET 2 A BRI - AT/ EET 2 AR
MM - RIS /B FF 27 (BT

The Master said: “Having studied, /to then repeatedly/apply what you have
learned—is this not /a soutce of pleasure? To have friends/come from
distant quarters—is this not /a source of enjoyment? To go unacknowledged
by others/ without harboring frustration—is this not /the mark of an

exemplary person (junzi)?” (71)

TH CRZE/ AWM E S 2 E/ RN o7 R
The Master said, “To truly love it/ is better than /just to understand it,/ and

to enjoy it /is better than /simply to love it.”” (108)

» JROUR FodB 8RS > AR URE e » K ~ feGd ~ AR ~ 53

FEtah W SR SR AT AR G Sl ~ (5 o &~ FRAVFESCE RS
AERICIREINL - A EEME R - BEE A\RIGE SRR L -

FLTRZR - AR EE - RATZW » FURATR o O @M
Confucius remarked on the Ji clan: “If the Ji clan’s use of the imperial eight
rows of eight dancers in the courtyard of their estate can be condoned, what
cannot ber” (82)

TH TR BT o S o ATSIEER 2 ARSI 2 7 KA
(k)

The Master said; “Watch their actions, observe their motives, examine wherein
they dwell content; won’t you know what kind of person they are? Won’t you

know what kind of person they are?” (78)
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Legge: How can a man conceal his character? (73)

Lau: In what way is a man’s true character hidden from view? (21)

Z KRR ST IR T e o IROUNGERRR SRR L RIIR » REX
EEGT AR NERE MR ERE S AR B0

SCEWM R GRal) SCRERY— KRR - RERLRET - BRERAY
EH - FE P RER MG E P F LA - LRI RBIER - SRR
LB o Loy o REEK - PELL  BHEFHLGEE S SRS RS - £ GR
R HhETERRERE] - 2~ FERRESCE E A BF SO B R THE

THE N > AR o KM - NH g AT 28 27
(RO (REIET)

The Master said, “ I am not sure that anyone who does not make good on

their word (xin) is viable as a person. If a large carriage does not have the pin

for its yoke, or a small carriage does not have the pin for its crossbar, how

can you drive them anywhere?” (81)

TH RGO - i - SIMER TR o AR IR R
E - GLIT (W)

The Master said, “To eat coarse food, drink plain water, and pillow oneself
on a bent arm—there is pleasure to be found in these things. But wealth and
position gained through inappropriate (buyi) means — these are to me like
floating clouds.” (114)

TH D HBERR S CHER - AES) - [TER - B CHE T CGE
) (PEEL - )

The Master said, “The wise (zhi) enjoy water; those authoritative in their
conduct (ren) enjoy mountains. The wise are active; the authoritative are still.

The wise find enjoyment; the authoritative are long-enduring” (109)
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sna—fl - FERH : U TIEKES - ZES > FRS
fEgth 2" ( O\R) ) L4 ~ FERESCHIRESURE R

Zixia inquired: “ What does the song mean when it says:
Her smiling cheeks—so radiant,
Her dazzing eyes—so sharp and clear,

It is the unadorned that enhances colot?” (84)
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# > 1999: 34-35 -
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Abstract

Language Matters More Than We Thought in Translation: An
Afterword to My Chinese Translation of The Rubdiydt of Omar
Khayyam (by Qin Xuelan)

The essence of translation is accommodation, a means to
neutralize the differences between the source language and target
language. In this paper the author gives a very brief review of
some contemporary translation theories and arques that culture
and language should be regarded as two isolated items instead of
one in translation studies. Then a distinction is made between two
kinds of differences, namely, those between languages (langue) and
those between utterances or speeches (parole), followed by some
examples illustrating that a translator should first try to neutralize
the differences between languages and then to show the differences
between utterances. The former kind occurs between two languages,
a failure to neutralize which will lead to unreadable translations,
while the latter kind occurs in the same language and an unsuccessful
handling will make different authors’ styles “your” style. In addition,
the author also emphasizes the importance of properly handling the
different rhetorical features between the source text and target text.
A translation without accommodation is unimaginable, yet in some
cases, accommodation may lead to the loss of some specific items, like
the proper nouns in the seven-character version of the Rubaiyat.
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A BELH

JEAREHI3E
And, as the Cock crew, those who stood before
The Tavern shouted — “Open then the Door!
You know how little while we have to stay,

And, once departed, may return no more.”

W

JRHE— R LR

R PN Sk

R AR U e
BAKKRCOWE” o (FHHE > 2009)

fili7
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A T R > A R
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R 201 |
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(HMAE TR - CRLERJRGE > 2011)

2. JFER19 ¢

1 sometimes think that never blows so red
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The Rose as where some buried Caesar bled;
That every Hyacinth the Garden wears

Dropt in her Lap from some once lovely Head.
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DREOMERE  BLLUERTRRIEDRE - BAEIRA 1 BOE B AR Rk R Y
HAEK - thigF 7 RUEREER - B2 RIUTHER - FEHERS
FRURIFEE AR o - BB SR L jﬁ\ff'ff%*{l*ﬁﬂ%?
woa > TS (EM AR S B M N TE AR S 2 R SRR A R Z MR
A& HEA RS -

2. GRS AR BrnE AR R T (L

FrER S A B ER - RIEWFES BN Z3E S —LIRAR
B o MERARFE - ARG S NERIIERARF - FrLLiE RN
IRAFFHBAERA R A - — 135 5 85 —MEEE 5 SRR A
ER —EEE SRR LR - AMURES HEE TR E O
PRFE—EES - — B EA - EEER E R RS RIRAERER -
MANEINER N —BRIGEE LR E (RRAE 2R - FOT SRR S 22
EYNGE A 5 S S RAE MR S T B - P2 gy 3 B 2R 1
TR EKAE o RARITERRE S AR A E BRI GE A A T R £

» BV B — (AR AR HRAL T AN —TERE 5 AR - (BATRSERES
—HEEE SRR R - BB HRRR B TR R A —HEEE S Frat ]
HyR)F » EERAE S HIRVIRA 2R « FrLl > Il - he =2
ke LRER > BB EEZIHMR R UE— =R - B
RERFRE/  DIRFR UL BRI & & 5 — 2L - ORI
HIG IR IR - B

(il

>Hli

She is the youngest gitl and the youngest child but one.
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I

AR R

(mi
i

Tl e/ N e AR /N TR 2 — 1 o

SRR AR BR R Ak T - (EIE RIRRIIAARERE - FTHIAE - B
RS R RN AR - BNGE S ZEEA - A LLERF R EEE Al R 2
(GO ShAN IR PN

LRSSy A5 2NN R (U ER S

HIAT R > (RAeE S 2 FS@ER AL /A SR e - BMERR - 2 Athh
REBIFERE - BB : We had a flat tyre. J& FFE T REERFZ F 415
WORRE - "HME T —(EERG o 7 MEPRRENE - (BIEREH - FrLLEHE -
SRR RDRY - “HIMTEERRRE/ R T o7 ER  EER
“HAMERGER T the A EIE - 8RR D T —(E “a” > HS
INHEEEIFOCHENE - (HrRE A RS “H(Mrukat® 77 G Rk TELE
DiAs PO {ERa e B2 HORRRIFFR T - B0 R “BME 7 —( ¥R
ST FHIE - B AIEE S 2R VR o SEREANL - ERERT
IR W IRE T TS 27 %32 - Do you have any children? 577
NEALELY - MIEF R EZSE ¢ Are you a father/mother/parent?
{EJZRELE I (morphologically) &3 » FEZEBHANILEE (isolating
language) * FEEBINEHTEE (inflected language) » BB
BURIE S TEE - (BRI ITEERIET S Rl - ORI R ERE A
(parataxis) * JRATRENIFERZFEIV & (hypotaxis) © Fraga o BlfEH)H
Bk i Z TR ) 2 RIS & % (R EEAE A B - /D RTEERVERRE - A
LIepsasd 20 MEIR o FraBi & - Rt PIaRHEEE s &) E
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PR AT (syntactic devices) BGEAZETFFX (lexical devices) © (¢E
1% B BEEEERIE LR o AIEETHE - R BOR IR RA RAVERIFE R
B8 - 1 B SN R E R - 1R 2 1500 T AT DI BRI R 1 ]
BEH BRI AREL - MYEEERIE M BRI &R
1B ) B ) o2 P BOR GE L FR—3 (agreement) » BEA “ZFE—5M
BEG" HRFRL > T LU B i B R ARER B E — R -

Bl AR

18 e B R B — M A — R B R - FERMEF B ERE
[BERERMELE T ER > BE—TT8Ee 7 g e — %
HEAEECE AT - FHERY "ANRIRTELLRE (T > BT IR B AR AT SRS X
T ER o RERESE A ] DINEIRGE RV B ERES o A] DIE#GE
fi¥% : No parking!

B2 : ATHA T A7 S E IR o

&8 F) - hRAERSHUERRRI RS - WE “HE AralH als o mEE
S HIRZE AR > — @R “®T —(E2 K7 HhEAE TiER
Al AR LEERIAR ¢ R SR (B RE R AR A -

113 : a. This is a hot topic.

b. These are hot topics.

a®)FIb A B S B E B S - B e B4 7L - af)RE
TEFRSCHIR “E R —EEMIRERE" » E AT LIGR Ry & R (EETEE
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R B CIEREMERE” - bR R TSR ATREE - LAY
w730 % 7 0 AHEIRa R =R - ER AL T T
AR R BEEIE R R LA - DB A SERRRAIK HE B K [R5
— i WHEANES EEA R - HAtWE NG LR AEE TR
BGRE > R _EFE - BOREALL - T BERR ATE AR R > B

—7 W LLEE B CE7 ] DR E - hFBOR R U AT E
i - BRIULARAARE TR ERKY » BAEBER > KEBR
R - AR - FR AR BB A ) U E R
HARIMHRE - B

AR T -

ARG g - B -

uﬁ H&TE}]

MES A - CIEER Ut A] LERISRE - BERHANK - BEFEFE
fs 0 Bl

3

AR — ] -
BRABATN KT « Rz AWAT > B 7T &#H » A7

- fihie TH—%7 - BRI T WMEIERERE M EAE
i - T EARL R ERERY

14 * He put his hands into his pockets and then shrugged his shoulders.
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18 FIGhRE By R IR AT R EL b SO B R G his BT & 2 - BN i
EEFER LA RRE TERT HE S TMIC AV E TE 1 {thAY
TSR > AR TENAYIR T CEETP AR L (A A KA LT A
R ME “fhry” ER553E) - (BERRE TR - B GE 1T (A —
i R R A i) B ERE R - BERMESR) - RS
PG FEIL R - REERIGE CTRER CRLRE - BRE T
EHHEE SRR TINFE T > ERER - AIERREEEHCH
BT o AR KRR R AR (R E AV ARLE “his” TME G
e LB RGN - MG ARG » [z o G T T REE T
1 R TR RSN - E N EAR BRI TN B L “his” o
HIBERAEHREEOE © A ABIHER TIH&ZE “his”5h - thEH
RERIHITT » AR —(E “shrugged (% 7 )7 #pk & TH” o XN

15 : Quietly, so as not to disturb the child’s mother, he rose from the bed
and inched toward the cradle. Reaching down, he gently lifted the warm
bundle to his shoulder. Then, as he tiptoed from the bedroom, she lifted her
head, opened her eyes and—daily dose of magic—smiled up at her dad.

e E SR -

By TR Z T RRES > (i T T 7 - — 25— B Hiis] TR EE
BN > WS M ARR P R L SR A BRI R S el TR 5 Gl > LR
HREEH - BRI - WM T o R - L RE —REE SO RS -

RAAE - AIRE “EEETE - BRAHR RE(E “HadtathioE - BRAMAIAR” -
RIEH TLERNS ©
BRI IERER AR > EMERES BEREN AT HE—

FIlE
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BRI GR L -~ PU PR AR ARG T AT (GO IR - BE R R BLER AR ARG EEAK
R ABHSHYRET  PEEERFE IR EERE LK - R SRR
% BEACENECERD o WA RN - W E R - R
ERHH - BEHEVERY o EHRRER - T ATSFERE LB 31 2 SRR 22
Koo (M clause HEAE —(BEFE « HEHRHEEY » FrAREERE R
LEERRE » MR BV LTT R ERIGRIVERE - JAIHHBRRI R (5
AT LABRZEAE—#E - NHAEATRY connective word™ (17 » 1984: 474)

E TS ERER > HInITES03 A% B B h R A i RiE
BRSNS - [CERE LBE - EER - BE R EEH &
% BRI R SRR - DL ERGIE AT R T
& LB -

1. Even if you go there it won't do any good.

ETEARE/ X THRAL -

2. Of late years the public have been trying to tackle me in every way they
possibly can, and failing to make anything of it they have turned to treating
me as a great man. This is a dreadful fate to overtake anybody. There has been
a distinct attempt to do it again now, and for that reason I absolutely decline
to say anything about the celebration of my seventieth birthday. (George
Bernard Shaw)

AR AR — E T A RHE SR IR R o MR RO AT
BN o ETEEINE ST - BERE L TEREIZNE o BITE > BARSOA AR i
ERRAEET o RIS AR > R BEIA 7058 B RIEE) - A4 EERAT
TR -

3. WHRROHBNER « SWAER AR ZREHE N HAER AR
bl - TR MO MRS —/ERTI o CRAW A R) )
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The last few days have found me very restless. This evening as I sat in the yard

to enjoy the cool, it struck me how different the lotus pool I pass every day
must look under a full moon. (#5& % #JY% =)

4. D b R A D S R o PR R IR — B SO P MU S o p A U
MAESRNE b SR T B — AR SRR o BEZUAE B AT 2R
iy Fr R > — 3 g AR AL MO (1 BT B IR o Rk O - b 2R
B> R G E AR TS B S AR TR FR o bkt - REWA
BRI B S R AR SE VRN > IBALA - EEERA L > BEPRE
TR - EEKIESURARIIAE > /DA RE R E - R -
H—E RIS EESERE AR “H1” HERE o GRER (AH))
Though it was still daylight, the hot lamp was shining full-beam over the
mahjong table. Diamond rings flashed under its glare as their wearers clacked
and reshuflled their tiles. The tablecloth, tied down over the table legs, streched
out into a sleek plain of blinding white. The harsh artificial light silhouetted
to full advantage the generous curve of Chia-chih’s bosom, and laid bare
the elegant lines of her hexagonal face, its beauty somehow accentuated by
the imperfectly narrow forehead, by the careless, framing wisps of hair. Her
makeup was understated, except for the glossily rouged arcs of her lips. Her
hair she had pinned nonchalantly back from her face, then allowed to hang
down to her shoulders. Her sleeveless cheongsam of electric blue moiré satin
reached to the knees, its shallow, rounded collar standing only half an inch
tall, in the Western style. A brooch fixed to the collar matched her diamond-

studded sapphire button earrings. (Julia Lovell ##)

EREE (CERESE) WL > DAL S 2R L
HA EEUREERTHRAINY - (BthE — AT EZIE - MNMFTEEF
HIER3ERIRS2E (AiftrEHt2%)

JREEESE - (B RH45H)
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WFfi EAE 7RG

INAMTESE I 2 i o fE——

“BAMEE | A AR R

—W1 %A% MRFEERE - 7 (FEAEE > 1937)

- (Z2RB45H)

JREFH 82T -

As under cover of departing Day

Slunk hunger-stricken Ramazin away,
Once more within the Potter’s house alone

I stood, surrounded by the Shapes of Clay.

i
A TH iR
e B B fe e
B A AR
BEE st - (FRER# > 1937)

it

F e 30

67 AR B T
15 H BRI KA N lE—
WAL G TR b
HEA YR T REAR K o

LEHX

Kz T HITH »

75 H ik 5y

?JL\%XTEK’JW%

CHR P B L o (REERJEGE - 2011)
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EREHAE - FEFREFN A AEER A ERET LB ER AR
I R BRESINE - e B ENE S RFR - A RAE
fERELE - £F - GIRZ B EZRAGEHHEMERAEFES EHRI

CEALT RGN ARERRZ AR IROIRRE - R BB A — R AR
ENERITINGETRICRERE (NS ) HOBEE - BB MM ORISR R
NG (AERESE ) BRF » BB L AW FATREE B A ST 63
AGERIBLEE - IR RLEE S BAY TR T e

BRa B R — TRl st mr 2ty - LHERAES LRyShE - HERE
T GESIEREA LSRN o (B2 0 PR 0 "B LT R
bt 55 2% L ERZ R AR S S Y > Wobimas - B ERAE R
PR LIRS - A BIRER B IE HAERME BB UL - IREAR
SAEZEREHL T - AVERIGERE AR 2 A T - W R BI(EEE
FRW R RE DT R ERF » 50% 8D # R B ER LAY IR ULFAE -
(HEEREM S - B EED LAY -

ELSRILEATRRR) CEFREE) - IR T BRI E S8 - ATl
AR B (L 2k - BRERTRR S am TGS eE
FS - BERE NENIEREERIER 23 - (HElULARAET S » Wil
FARREER(L - B EHL - ELIE18E Rl -

Fm

They say the Lion and the Lizard keep

The Courts where Jamshyd gloried and drank deep;
And Bahram, that great hunter — the Wild Ass
Stamps o’er his Head, but cannot break his Sleep.

RSP
e R R -
e 4 ST
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MG EMZER S o (B TR 5 2009)

Py CHERT S PHRT - R FER A P EEFOU L PRI T
PRI LAE » — LB AiafEaE T R SR - 20 Jamshyd
f Bahram » ;@ th NgENFRR —HENE - e E LS g s 7
MR - B R 7 B RS SCRE IR EEE LR © AL

E
ST 3'8
N H P I P AR 4 2k 1
B4 B 2 M Wl o R AT
L s ] 6 4 e B LA TR T
TP 153 S O RS RE MM A (RAR T AT o (RLERJEG% > 2011)
LE#X
HHABMER
JURS sre 3
AR A
IR B AR o (FLELEGE > 2011)

3. B BAE R E R TR

FEMEEE S AL T A SRR ER > & B ME E—F
WO R RSB — B - [AIER - TE(ERE L - SCEERIEEE 5 thFEE R
AR TE—R o BELIT RS eSS B - AR KR
B RS - BEREBZIGEEE R - mRil ) RIS - AN ERLE
mEME » AIEAF GRS T - BERETEIE R DR RERTUER Z ik - REAR
AR VRS A A 5% 1 R » S T HERIRA)SS - (BT SO R AR S+
HEENAWEL - BRRRZSCRZG - HREERE &) IR A
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HE B CBRRE SR - a0 TEEML - SRA R - AR EFER
i ARG MR L E P E R R Al LIRS B -

KHE T - KGR TUR0RERE > NI A RTURARE (b R
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18 AIEG o HEERIEVME T E o ITEVR AT RS~ A SGEE TR
EFRR )T o EZ A G N RIS A ES R TIFIE RS - A - 58
RVEEE TP SCRIREE R A AR RS AR o IR - B
AlEs 1 o BAERMIBRUGE SN FE & 00 A L AR A 3 #raE AIas ¢ Jeait
CREEDEM YT AREFERA AR - E T ME LR 0 &
MARRIAGTE  BE AR IEOEEE - NRA R IR
Bk SE RSS2 AE M WESAO KRB RS R R LR HEAR 2 WS
NEATR LR IVRELBE 2 LB A - BB H) KRBT~ N
T ES e - &g ANLDUBIHIRAL 2 - &k - WMHELHRSR
SRR R MU BLER T o fu B RE TE B AE U (8 I B
C HBRBEME  AERMARR ?(EFAMK) BRI
K SNE SRS RE BRI (ETEXL) BRARY
R B R R MBEELCRRRNAER R TRE D
28~ T~ NEL S BT e AR - iR E R (AR A E i FE o
ERFERE - Bt A EIE R R (thErm AT L% - R
BAERIIE D » IR REFE K ~ ABF ~ £oKF) 2SR - FrLL -
LDRHERER LR AEARNER  £AFhEZA L
FRERZREMAZ o MRS Al —(ELR I MY 72468 - m
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AOKRT mEH CIURABE” . FABIERATE A RE” mem
) “HEGHE » @RURIE M TR B E SRS i ) TR B L - KR
EIHBE T AR ORI R RE TS - _LIE FEE LT
e IR Ay

K AR - A RAR -

SRTER BRI A » B2 JF2RE) A) - » TEHREEE AR » ATREAE S
RATEAE T » Frbl > #ME - SR EFREER TR - HiE
Ho AP [e] 58 7 it 1 o B R A R AT — T IR E (8 B 5 - B
CREEREM T REPSUERALR - BR—EF 1% > —(EFT
Do IGEIFRE - B AGREE R SR - #RIF LU - AR RIRIE S
MRS IARMS - "REEREH T FRRE T —ERE - 1558
HIFE—T > fE WS T — @ B R E - R R
" MEREMZ RN SEuys” GEEaEnEIL - g - Hlf
AL ERE L3 - B ESTT R E KRBT M N
HAE” - EMBEREN S RS “REEREH )T - IEREDIRE
B AR OIGEPROP LG - (RERE LR AREMER - &
FHAIERFIEREZE - NME - Az - KiEah )7 - MELBE
1 ARIRE - AT R - {eEme L3 - efM BRI~ 2es -
FREJH G54 F)FE £ ¢ The city of Tianjian produces neither grain

I}

nor fruit % X 2% % : The city of Tianjin, with all its streets and lanes,
produces neither grain nor fruit ° Fa5E42 Hal Al RIS 60
X (HEZFANBS U BRI T > WA BIERE) “with all
its streets and lanes” R FHUFEEHEZR “RBEE” M/ NAR”
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fE R T - (HEE FE(E wich FHEEAINOE TIRSCER » BT
CRELEFEIRT - BEIR KR REEA VB AR - (HAIE N ER Rt
PEEKR” - EE B FEREE » HHOCRASINEE » UATFE grain
I fruic EFFHGRESCE - A0 grain #25% food °
AL LR E BIZE — & SR MRS S RS & T A E
=

They never confine themselves to one science, but are inevitably masters of several.
The big book of Nature they know by heart. Only the other day I was reading
an account of a great novelist, a most sophisticated and subtle person, and was
told that he knew the name and habits and history of every wild flower and plant
and tree and bird in the country. Nor is that all. There is not one of these big-
wigs who is not (I quote the customary phrases) a sensitive and accomplished
musician, or an extraordinarily fine amateur water-colourist, or the possessor
of a magnificent prose style. We are always told that, had circumstance been
different, their talents were such that they need only have given their serious
attention to one or other of these arts to have procured for themselves lasting and

perhaps world-wide reputations. So runs the legend of the eulogists.

HMEE —F THIEERGEX |

MR ACRIEAA [ C SR BRI — PIEERE » TS R 2B S i T Je S (R B2 )
KW o K B RIEAR B FMATMATEN - AR - REF — AR N S A H
B > B — 0 RE A REGNERA - BRI AL RS2 - H
PEDA B SR AN A o SRR AN R TE 2L « FE LR T (Rl Al ) WA — A2
HURTT BATAERR A & 485 SRE R RIBE M SE K TR - Bl — TR R
BIOCTME A o RAMAE PR AMERTEA —4 - st X
S Al U R AT T D R E SR A — PR — M B s DA Rt
A OB AT A MR 28 o SEAHE M EE R [ pURIE R -
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MERZAE B A LR R IR R R BEAR 7 o (R AN EE
RACC B L E WIS STEE R LS BRVFF T - TR SGEREAHR R
FARZIR - BEESCRAS o NS BGEESCAFE R EE 1 S
FE S (LIERETHRYER |

AP S — M ER R > TR B R - BeARE A A TR S nl, 1 T 4HI
AR o ZER RIS AT EUI M RN - T 5% SAERTAZ N >
FORTEFF G SOUE R AT, LA RZ M - METAKS > BREEIA 148
BRI T R YERIASRE R - AR ANEEK S > ME—AH > ME—RIBE o T
EEAR EATE < iSRRI A - B RRATIRGE - AR
SRS - A RRPERERY ORI - FUERENE - SRAREKR T S
A B BKITHOCA K o H ERT RIS - MR BRI > 151
IR RI - 7R Le)y RS THSERT— T - R LA B 441175 e a4
R o FEAMHE S E R T - FRME RIS RS o

DATEEAE » TEEFI - 3OV T IR R B R R CE AT T
R ARILS DEDELEERE - T AIE IR - R R -
RZG N - THEEE  "TMBRE » A T TR
Bt SERREEE” ~ LR - SENEET TSNS  EURSEKT o B]
LIER - st BT D ERE R LATAEETUER - (EILIER L3s - R TR
& {8 SCRIENR =73 © XA -

He walked every day, rain or fine, for exactly one hour, but if the weather was

threatening, his servant walked behind him with a big umbrella.

PR AR RARHOE AL R D — /NG - SR RIS EE T > AR EER
S MR BEA R B 2 — R MR AR T

2 IS > AR s AR N . — MRS > — R
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Do Ko > BRROAL > MG EF LR > BRHRE -

PrEESCIRIEE 02 0 BE5L1fF “for exactly one hour” FEF “f&Z D
—{E/NRE” BRIE RS - B CSCHE - 32 2RIERE "/ N > —
DAL > — AT FEE Tk ([BERCRANELEE S 1A
f5—3& -

EHR - WMEEATR A RBZER R AEE - MRIRE
BEEEMERER EMETHEEEE - IR ENERR - JMEnaE - &
ST (ERE LREIE LRI - thRERITRFIS (S E » TE IR RNR &
o BTLL - SEERERF > HIEBHEE AT R IR B R E R
FEE - 40

I have a dream that one day every valley shall be exalted, every hill and
mountain shall be made low, the rough places shall be made plain, and
the crooked places shall be made straight and the glory of the Lord will be

revealed and all flesh shall see it together.

L AR IRRA — K B RS B EA R > b
LU LA AR JRIn] 8 7 A 58 S > 5 ) 6 A 5 1+
H > ERNSRISPRE - AR A EERE -

M2 BERA K RAME - WL S e o i€ -
EATEDEIER B KT ARSI o

FAH L » B3 8 - FESC218 B4y b th A Dei g TR A VY Fo (8 AR AR

RERE [ THAEFARARRISENEL » EXCRTHERRFE -
ARIE » ERAEH > B _EmPTERA IR - RS - EiEd
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B2 R P BEE A LB AT L8 T » MRS R - =2 < KR
FER - ElErEE > HE > HR LR RHREREE S EEE L
W RALRE > T IERE R LA B T3S SR

AEGEE - LAEE T - MEARMR RS R R =R
» BERRIANT o AEEE D DUNMEE (BEIIRL KDY ) &% - R L
i (EFRESUKDGY) &% (@ ARAEER » R R Al £
i o FEEERAHETEANER TG (R AR SRR - A0 P ELE R FEE I SR &
BT-RTEE R

%ﬁ m\\ [

. lktTJ?JE e
—IGEIEZ R o
% G FET AT -
IR — SR IEAF TR -
38— HRIR B IEF T HIBRSE K -

r‘ iy nu r‘uu r‘ (s

FEEREREEAET » FTRERM—f) - —HREE SRR T Y
FOR > ZHGR BT ARARR ) - o

LLERrRK - TR R S M ZaE S RN B R T I ERFE Rk
ER - EEEREEFENER > mIHEREER - MEREER
TEAFIRIGE S LA TIE 77 IR S LLIRF A RERZBA R

4. Tl R v S R 2 B T BN RS

PRT _LofiEE S R LB REEROREE 2N - BERREPE
RERAIN-(EEZME - SERSEERER - FHrE—0:

He must be the most stupid person in the world.
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ATEEA:
M A5 7E J2 RIE R B MERIK T ©
byt St B R E
RIE FEAAERA R E N FER AR B T -

e et —TERE SO GE R LIZSE R,

It seems that you cannot find another person/there is no other person who is

so stupid as he in the world/under the sun.

ARIE » ERHLE I T —(EES S RN R - FBETEE ST
XHRFEES K EHHE 2

FEZEEME > BME e AR RERWERRITUAETZ
ERINFDER AN o METZERNRIE A EE R RERL — (IR
AANSEEERBEMRIETE - BHE TE 8 JMsa R B
EBA R SR BRERE R T E T EEENREEFCE
RRFE A BEBEK -

SEERGES ZRRMEANFNME - 35S ZR WA
WEES ZHER - M5 FEERARIERE —E SHEM 2 MFE T 2=
B EEARRA ERBNFE—EES - BRRED > R
FEEER NATHUM TS ERMER L 435 L SiEE R0
B o FrAfSaE= R MR B UARRE S WA L - 15533
WERHE— R RE N 535S - MRS ERE > IR s
THIE 55 BB TARE T REA - FUUREHA » U6
BEAREZ » 1 © You're late for the last time &38R “IRIERE T~ LA

BBy URHEERR T TESSGETE R AT LK E S ERERTE © You're

66



IR S O B A R F R

sacked/fired o TRMFFES ERUEFEER )| PEEIES EAE
VFSEAFARE - I RERREUE S - MEAE  5—)7H >
HIFE FTREAMU UIREE S Z R BRI IS 2 » RS FEERN AR -
HERBAE R T A—IH - HRIFEE R HARE RS FIE e AnH
JElRE - ATRERGE (T —3E > AR TIRE CHIERE T -

Ry 7 FTREMIBEER 5 A5 R R EE B AR - MR ERR
HUHI RIS R TE (LR 13RS AR b R TRt ERE AGE
HEIRERSIUHIE S EE 2 BN RB T XA USRI N 2R - iR
) —FEEOE R A UIERE S 2 RAORIEE T Fn] REHIER A IR 7 B0
TTEERRIRFEE S o THHMLL Max Weber FI—&FHE “Night” #)1
[FlRE SRR B E (AR -

NIGHT
Max Weber
Fainter, dimmer, stiller each moment,

Now night.

HMeRE— B LRI -
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MRS MEABEIERY - HERERN - MARAE A
BB RS G « R AR —EERRE - LR
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IR LA FTEBER A - RESHES - ERFIEAVS HORIER
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7 EARR” @R L FAERE -
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Dear son,

I’'m writing this slow, cause I know you can’t read fast. We don't live where
we did when you first left. Your Dad read in the paper that most accidents
happen within 20 miles of home, so we moved. I won't be able to send you
the address as the last family here took the numbers with them for their next
house, so they wouldn’t have to change their address. This place has a washing
machine. The first day I put four shirts in, pulled the chain, and I haven't seen
’em since. It only rained twice this week, three days the first time and four
days this time. The coat you wanted me to send you your Aunt Sue said it
would be a little too heavy to send in the mail with the heavy buttons, so we
cut them off and put them in the pockets. About your sister, she had a baby
this morning. I haven’t found out whether it’s a gitl or a boy, so I don’t know

if you are an Aunt or an Uncle. Not much more news this time, write soon.
Love, Mom

P.S. Was going to send you money, but the envelope was already sealed.

(FHIFREEENE - TEBEREEHEMANMELER R » MHEE
MERREL o HEHENR—EME - BRENIRIR - e s BEI&R S 58 4=
FAVBETIHAE - Fr UG RR R TRERR T SR - A LS
FEFERC “HER ZHARREM  ERIMS - BEERM TTHEEAL B
RS KRR MO B UP.S. MEAE SR EEEAITEACIE - (HIERRRFAT
HERER M "X X577 F - MABILEE - D7 e
B “X7 8 57 GRIELE HBET R AN —B o IEfER—5) -
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AL E] Max Weber FIAFE “Nighe” HUERE » EHEEE
BIZGER RSB RIRE - S EHERENRE PT LIS M E — B F0as: -
FZ{EHEE—H)GE ¢ This place has a washing machine. The first day I put
four shirts in, pulled the chain, and I haven’t seen ’em since ° FRRAYZEE
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B (R 1996) ~ ZEHE (2004) ~ HIEE (1990) ~ #—8 (2003) ~ B/ (2007) ~ T
i (2009) ~ B2 (1996) ~ S IEH (1998) ~ JRFIE (1998) ~ EILJy (2000) - 2
#(2001) ~ BERR 32 (2006) ~ HRE (2007) ~ ZE507 (2007) ~ F 4T CEAL 2010) ~ B4
(B 2010) ~ Mk AEF 2011) 55 - #48 »> Al & A MR o

(21 S TS A U R SO o ASELEE I R I 1 BT RS (R S0 W BRI A e R
B — IR > R FRRR R 0 7y 35 i SC A S AN ) T A Y s SR RE I DL o A0
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(B3] BRI » ASCR B RESC R AmCT — TR > R SUR A F RS —
fift LAY My > N ) SO -

(45N S S » Wi The Translation Studies Reader (2000) —2 » MEET| S0 2 H 5% o

70 AR MEATI BRSO R R T (B R ES > 2010: 350) ¢

250K

Benjamin, Walter (2000). “The Task of the Translator”. In 7he Translation Studies Reader. Ed.
Lawrence Venuti. London: Routledge. 15-24.
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A Cognitive-Pragmatic Approach
to Discourse Markers in
Simultaneous Interpretation

Zheng Wenbo

Abstract

Drawing on the interpretive framework of Relevance Theory, this
article presents the findings of an empirical study into such issues. It
begins with a short introduction of the research literature on relevance
and translation, as well as a brief review of cognitive-pragmatic
studies of discourse markers and simultaneous interpretation. It then
proceeds to a detailed analysis of discourse markers in an original
speech and four interpreted versions. Seven key issues are addressed:
the frequencies of discourse markers, the correspondence between
the original and target speeches, the understanding of discourse
markers in the original speech, the different interpreting strategies
used, different translations of the same discourse markers, individual
preferences, and translation errors. The study offers cognitive-
pragmatic explanations for the phenomena observed, and concludes
with related suggestions for interpreter training.

Discourse markers provide pragmatic clues for the audience to update
existing contextual assumptions. In simultaneous interpretation, discourse
markers help the interpreter grasp the speaker’s communicative intention,
and interpreters in turn use such devices in the target language to render

the original information without putting the audience to unnecessary effort.
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1. Theoretical Framework

Before the cognitive-pragmatic approach was introduced, there were
mainly two schools of thought in simultaneous interpreting research. One
was the interpretive school led by Seleskovitch and Lederer from Paris, who
advocated “deverbalization”, and the other, the information processing
school led by Daniel Gile, who put forward the influential “effort
model”. In 1999, Robin Setton, in his book Simultaneons Interpretation: A
Cognitive-Pragmatic Analysis, constructed the cognitive-pragmatic model for
simultaneous interpreting based on Relevance Theory, frame semantics and
mental model theory.

The current study draws inspiration from Setton’s framework, with
a focus on the Relevance Theory of Sperber and Wilson (constructed in
1986 and revised in 1995), who believe communication to be an “ostensive-
inferential” and dynamic process.

According to Relevance Theory, translation may be viewed as a two-
step ostensive-inferential process of interaction, first between the speaker
and the translator, and then between the translator and the reader, aspects
which have been explored in detail by Gutt (1991). This also applies to
interpreting and carries special implications for simultaneous interpreting,
as the two steps happen at the same time. As simultaneous interpreting
is such an intensive mental exercise, saving energy and achieving the best
communicative effect in the relevance-seeking efforts are crucial for the
interpreter. To this end, discourse markers are a linguistic device of high
value for interpreters.

The first studies on discourse markers were carried out from the
perspectives of syntax and semantics but since the 1970s a pragmatic turn
has been witnessed (Schiffrin 1987; Blakemore 1992; Rouchota 1990).
According to Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995), discourse

markers provide pragmatic clues for the audience to update existing contextual
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assumptions with the minimum processing efforts. So at the first ostensive-
inferential stage in simultaneous interpretation, discourse markers help the
interpreter figure out the speaket’s communicative intention. In the second,
the interpreter uses such devices in the target language to render the original

information without putting the audience to unnecessary effort.

2. The Case Study

The data for the study comes from the recorded performance of a
graduating class in the Graduate School of Translation and Interpretation,
Beijing Foreign Studies University. The graduating students have mastered
all the basic skills and competencies for simultaneous interpreting and have
accumulated some interpreting experience.

The speech was delivered in English by Jerry Yang, the founder of
Yahoo, on the subject of the Internet and business development. The
whole speech lasted 30 minutes and 40 seconds. Ten students sat in five
booths, that is to say, there were two interpreters in a booth taking turns to
interpret. The first 14 minutes and 12 seconds of the original speech and
the corresponding interpreted speeches were transcribed word for word,
recording the complete versions of the first interpreter in each pair. This
provided a total of five recordings. However, due to technical problems,
one of the recordings was of poor sound quality and thus could not be
used. So altogether, four interpreted versions of the first half of the speech
were examined.

Three of the interpreters are female, and the fourth is male. All of
them speak Chinese as their mother tongue and English as their second
language, which means they are here interpreting from their B language into
their A language. This and all the other working conditions in the study are

consistent with the standards laid down by AIIC.
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2.1. Frequencies of discourse markers

The first research question is how often the speaker and the
interpreters use the discourse markers and what the popular choices are.
Table 2.1 presents the frequencies of discourse markers in the original and

target language.

Table 2.1 Frequencies of Discourse Markers

Number Number | Frequencies | Average | Discourse Average
of words of of discourse | words per | markers/ | number of
sentences markers [ sentence number discourse

of words | markers per
sentence

Speaker 2114 101 152 20.93 7% 1.50
Interpreter] 3383 113 215 29.94 6% 1.90
Interpreter2 2909 106 108 27.44 4% 1.01
Interpreter3 2801 97 218 28.88 8% 2.25
Interpreter4 2495 96 97 25.99 4% 1.01

As Table 2.1 shows, the speaker and the four interpreters all
use discourse markers. The speaker uses them 152 times, with an
average of 1.5 discourse markers in each sentence. The interpreters
use them 215, 108, 218 and 97 times respectively, with an average
of 1.90, 1.01, 2.25 and 1.01 discourse markers in each sentence.
The proportions of discourse markers in the speeches, including
both the original and the interpreted speech, range from 4% to 8%,
not comparable to the other phrases which are thought to carry
concrete meanings. This also partly explains why interpreters and
researchers often overlook the function of these small linguistic
devices.

Table 2.2 and Table 2.3 list the detailed calculation of different
discourse markers and their frequencies in the original and target

languages.
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Table 2.2 Discourse Markers Used by the Speaker

No. Discourse marker Frequency

1 also 1
2 and 95
3 as a result 1
4 as many of you know 1
5 At least there are some examples here. 1
6 but 7
7 clse 1
8 em 1
9 especially 1
10 for example 15
11 in fact 4
12 instead of 1
13 Let me talk a little about the history. 1
14 like 1
15 many of you know 1
16 more than 1
17 not only, but also 3
18 One of the key things I shared with you earlier was that 1
19 or 3
20 rather than 1
21 SO 6
22 such as 1
23 to give you an example 1
24 So I want to show you this chart. 1
25 then 1
26 well 1
Sum 152

Table 2.3 Discourse Markers Used by the Four Interpreters

No. Discourse marker Interpreter 1 | Interpreter 2 | Interpreter 3 | Interpreter 4
1 teTER 2 0 1 0
2 tean 8 5 2 4
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3 T 5 4 3 2
4 HE 5 5 1 0
5 g 6 0 94 14
6 ifi 4 6 13 2
7 il 11 9 4 9
8 i 2 2 0 4
9 % 0 0 8 0
10 | H4h 1 2 0 1
11 ji 03] 39 8 34 6
12 |’ 57 0 2 1
13 || 0 0 6 4
14 Kk 4 1 0 1
15 | #EE 4 3 1 2
16 | FRLL 17 1 11 8
17 FERIR 2 0 0 0
18 | [AINF 4 7 0 1
19 |t 32 16 9 4
20 | MR 2 6 9 0
21 A 0 0 4 0
22 | HA 10 10 10 9
23 FEHRZ 0 1 0 1
24 A 0 1 0 0
25 | iE(H 25 1 6 24
Sum 215 108 218 97

The calculation reveals a noticeable difference in the occurrences of
different discourse markers. As the above tables show, the speaker adopts
26 discourse markers in his speech, repeating four of them for more than
five times, namely, and, but, for example and so, among which and is repeated
95 times and for example 15 times. Other discourse markers such as iz fact, not
only, but also and or are mentioned 4, 3, and 3 times respectively and the rest
of the discourse markers once.

The interpreters use 25 discourse markers altogether. The ten common
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choices for the four interpreters include “ELAI”, “AME?, I <, <HR (T,
HER L7, <pr L, <th”, “IA %y and “S8{#”. Popular choices which are repeated
for more than five times by all the four include “BF (), “FrLL”, “IA Ay and

i&{[E”. Less popular choices which are used by only one or two interpreters are
“J:l:jﬁ'gﬁ”’ “I]z/zv, c:q):’ c{##}lijl”%”’ “JH:”, “j[‘:EXEEv and ccﬁ/\\\T\EEI”'

2.2. Correspondence of discourse markers

As Table 2.1 cleatly shows, discourse markers in the original and target
speeches do notalways correspond to each other. On the one hand, we know that
the preference of discourse markers is language-specific. On the other, discourse
markers, according to Relevance Theory, are used to highlight the link between
the discourse and its context. As the original and the target speech are supposed
to be logically consistent, then, what might be the corresponding relationship
between the discourse markers in the original and the target speech?

Generally speaking, the Chinese language (especially spoken Chinese) uses
discourse markers less often than English, which could be partly attributed to the
implicit and concise nature of the language (He 2006: 274). But the experiment
does not support this finding. While the speaker uses discourse markers 152
times, Interpreters 2 and 4 use such devices 108 and 97 times respectively,
less than the speaker. However, Interpreters 1 and 3 seem to prefer discourse
markers much more, with 215 and 218 usages respectively, which surpass that
of the speaker significantly. Here it should be noted that an interpreted speech
in Chinese is different from a spontaneous Chinese speech. When interpreters
are at work, they may unconsciously be affected by the structure of the original

language, resulting in obvious influence of syntactic transfer.

2.3. Discourse markers in the original language
In the first phase, in which the interpreters listen to the speech in
English, there are mainly three types of relevance indicated by the discourse

markers which help the interpreters to understand the speaker, based on
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the three general types of interaction of new and old information indicated
by discourse markers, which are 1) to strengthen the existing contextual
assumption by adding elements using devices such as “not only, but also”
and “in fact”; 2) to contradict the existing contextual assumption by using
“but”, “rather than”, etc.; 3) to explain or elaborate on the existing contextual
assumption by using “because”, “for example”, “especially” and so on.

The discourse markers from the original speech are categorized

according to the type of relevance indicated by them in Table 2.4

Table 2.4 Types of Relevance Indicated by Discourse Markers in the Original Speech

Types of relevance Logical subdivision | Discourse markers in the original speech
1) to strengthen the existing addition and
contextual assumption not only, but also
also
in fact
alternative or
exemplification as many of you know

many of you know

2) to contradict the existing transition but
contextual assumption .
comparison more than
correction em
elimination rather than
instead of
3) to explain or elaborate on the causality as a result
existing contextual assumption 50
explanation for example
especially
to give you an example
like
such as

At least there are some examples here.

continuity and
then
turn-taking and
well

So at the first ostensive-inferential stage, in which interpreters act as listeners,
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discourse markers highlight the logical turning points, thus facilitating the
interpreters in locating the message within the specific context. For example,
“and” as a discourse marker indicates that the two parts before and after it
bear the same status or have certain things in common, while “not only, but
also” has the same function and in many cases further implies the latter is
more important than the former.

For example, in the speech, we find the following sentence:

(1) And we really believe that our business, the Internet business is a global
business, and so we have not only 8 offices in the US, but also have offices

in 10 countries around the world.

According to Relevance Theory, the interpreter as the listener will decode
the meaning of the words first and locate it in the context. In this case, as
mentioned, the discourse marker as a language device reminds us that there
will be two parts, and that the latter somehow prevails over the former. Then
as the context comes into play, three things should be noted: 1) Jerry Yang
said “the Internet business is a GLOBAL business”; with the information
provided by the teacher beforehand and common business knowledge, we
know 2) Jerry Yang represents Yahoo; 3) Yahoo is based in the US.

Thus, the interpreters may well anticipate after hearing the “the internet
is a global business” and “not only” that the speaker is likely to emphasize
the fact Yahoo started from “the US” but more importantly, it now operates
“around the world”. This is indeed exactly what the speaker says, and the
interpreter, with anticipation beforehand, may feel a sense of relief after his
or her guess is proved right.

While in written texts, we have the spaces and punctuation marks to
divide the paragraphs and make it easier to grasp the overall picture, in oral
speeches, interpreters normally do not have the privilege of identifying the

structure and logical arrangements of the speech. That is why they may
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heavily rely on discourse markers such as “first”, “second” and “finally” as
road signs in their understanding. This is why the significance of discourse
markers should be highlighted as bearing the “procedural meanings” which
may mobilize the limited resources that are in the hands of interpreters and

thus save their energy.

2.4. Interpreting discourse markers

In this section, we address the following questions: how do
the interpreters deal with discourse markers in the second phase of
communication, when interpreters act as speaker for their audience? And
what are the possible explanations of their strategies of translation?

In the present study, the ways of interpreting discourse markers fall
into five categories: literal translation, substitution, combination, omission

and addition, shown in Table 2.5 as follows.

Table 2.5 Interpreting Discourse Markers

Discourse markers

Interpreter 1

Interpreter 2

Interpreter 3

Interpreter 4

also literal translation | omission (error) omission
literal translation, | literal translation, | literal translation, | literal translation,
and combination, combination, combination, combination,
omission omission omission omission
as a result literal translation | omission substitution omission
as many of you know | Substitution literal translation | addition literal translation

At least there are some
examples here.

literal translation

literal translation

literal translation

literal translation

literal translation,

literal translation,

but literal translation L. L. literal translation
omission omission
else literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation
em literal translation | omission literal translation | (error)
especially literal translation | literal translation | substitution literal translation
substitution, L. L. substitution,
for example . substitution substitution .
omission omission
X - omission, literal omission, R .
in fact substitution . . literal translation
translation addition
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instead of literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation

Let me talk a little . . . . . . . .
R literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation
about the history.

like literal translation | omission literal translation | literal translation
many of you know literal translation | literal translation | substitution omission

more than Substitution substitution substitution substitution

not only, but also literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | combination

one of the key things I
shared with you eatlier | Substitution literal translation | omission literal translation
was that

substitution, L L L. R
L N substitution, Substitution, omission, literal
or omission, literal . . . . .
. literal translation | literal translation | translation
translation

rather than literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | (error)

literal translation,

literal translation, | literal translation, literal translation,

SO L. L. substitution, .
substitution substitution . omission
omission
such as literal translation | substitution omission Omission

to give you an example | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | Omission

So I want to show you | . . . . . . .
’ literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation

this chart.

then literal translation | literal translation | literal translation | literal translation
well omission omission omission omission

(no discourse markers) | addition addition addition addition

Relevance-based explanations for each interpreting strategy are given below
with examples. Differences between interpreters, and translation errors, will

be discussed later.

2.4.1 Literal Translation
Literal translation refers to a strict linguistic correspondence between
the discourse markers in the original and the target language. For example,

“especially” as a discourse marker stands for a deductive mental process
from a general situation to a specific case, highlighting the latter half. In

Chinese, this meaning is usually expressed with “F5ll” or “JCE”. Three of
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the four interpreters interpret the discourse markers accordingly.

Speaker: And what we are going to see in the future is that the growth outside
of the US is going to be much more rapid, much faster, especially
in countries like China, in Asia and in Europe.

Interpreter 1: WIERKEBINIEVNG €2 » FHRIBEIMG—LL > F5HIY
RWE - @ ER - R BAPEIE KRB % - 52H nr i) H At B
F o BN — LR R -

Interpreter 2: AVETEARZE » AL @EE] - HRE UM ABHER BT TR
P JCH ARG ~ B - LU BRE B — et -
Interpreter 4: HAHRA » 7ERBISMBHTZ R G EIL - CHAEHE - 7EE

IERRABIZ  E A RN — LR %

The discourse marker “then” could be literally translated as “ZRf%” in
Chinese, indicating the procedures of relevant things. Two interpreters

choose literal translation in the following example.

Speaker: They can talk to whoever they want to talk to, do some research and
then conduct the transaction based on their own behavior.

Interpreter 1: RIS E CHIDIER » R ERRFRMMIZREEA - Kk
AT DARZIRALFS B TR EEIE - 28R P A o

Interpreter 2: AR LUEIT—SE3REITE - RRAEEEN B CHI— AT Aokt
T—272 5 - RIS R S AR E A )5 7 RERE B R A -

According to Relevance Theory, understanding is such a process: a) the
pursuit of minimum efforts in calculating the cognitive effect; b) the process
ends as soon as the expected relevance is found. This is to say, interpreters
will consider the most reachable context based on decoding in the first
place and expand the scale for searching if no relevance is found. Thus in

simultaneous interpreting, if the original and target language contain the
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same or similar logical links with similar expressions, interpreters may easily
find and adopt the corresponding words. Literal translation is widely used
because it calls for the least effort on the part of the interpreter, not only in

understanding but also in expressing the message.

2.4.2 Substitution

Substitution refers to a situation in which interpreters find that a literal
translation of the discourse markers might not facilitate the understanding
of the audience, and thus they tend to choose alternative devices in the
target language. Jerry Yang prefers the discourse marker “for example” and
uses as many as 15 times in 15 minutes. A literal translation in Chinese of
this phrase might be “[J73#” (‘to give you an example’). But in several

places, that is not what the interpreters do. For instance:

Speaker: The Internet is very interesting for example it is a platform for

information, for business, for commerce and for content.

The four interpreters in this study all translate the phrase into “[K %7, which
in Chinese means “because”. This reminds us of the fact that here, Jerry
Yang is actually explaining why he thinks the Internet is interesting. To put
it in another way, some part of the discourse is omitted in the speech, which
should be “The Internet is very interesting FOR SEVERAL REASONS,
for example”. Here the interpreters fill in the blank and provide a version
which they think better facilitates the understanding of their listeners.

This is also consistent with Relevance Theory, which believes that as
procedural devices, discourse markers will be identified as language road signs
but they will not stay in the mind as concrete concepts. So the interpreters
recognize the discourse markers first and anticipate the changes of the
contextual assumption, thus inferring the direction of the speech. If there

happen to be corresponding versions which suit the context, the interpreters
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will use the most convenient one; alternatively, they will look out for other
expressions which fit the contextual understanding of the listeners.

Another example is given below.

Speaker: The key for Yahoo, as many of you know, is a directory structure

and its navigational guide.

Interpreter 1: AR Yahoolle » EBE 12— @ E R TA -

Here “EF% [, which literally means “in fact”, is not a direct rendering
between English and Chinese but another active choice on the interpreter’s
part based on the specific context, expecting to trigger the most relevant

contextual effect on the listeners’ part.

2.4.3 Combination
Under the tight time pressure, interpreters sometimes adopt

combination as an interpreting strategy.

Speaker: And T always try to tell them with some numbers and statistics of
what is happening on the Internet.

Interpreter: HeabHE A ] — LRI S P o — L BRS » 5 3t M A%
MBI

Interpreter2: AR SR —LLBERL - AP AR BUIR -

Interpreter3: HARRR Ay S M — LR [ 3R » PR AR B IR A2 5%
BT -

Interpreter4: TR A — LB R - BRAMIMREREPR MRS S AL ARG -

In this example, “and” as a discourse marker shows the two parts linked
by it carry the same weight and are similar in terms of category, but with
subtle differences. Consequently, all the four interpreters, under the time

pressure, combine the meaning of “numbers” and “statistics” and use “#4
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5 (‘data’) as a summary of the two notions. If they tried to distinguish the
subtle difference here, it could only be done in haste, leaving little room for
processing the continuing flow of message.

Here is another similar example with the discourse marker “not only,

but also™:

Speaker: And this is why I would think that it is very, very important for
not only businesses, but also users to get on to Internet and start
using it as a way of getting their information and making their life
easier.

Interpreter 4: FIFEEHAF] - (HARKGRESRAREERY » AT LR FIERT
B o RIS EANEERE -

A detailed analysis of how the discourse marker “not only, but also” helps
the interpreter understand efficiently has already been provided in section
2.2. In the second “ostensive-inferential” stage, interpreters evaluate
the cognitive context of the audience and themselves, and make quick
decisions of how to interpret certain meanings and links of meaning In
the example above, Interpreter 4 chooses to combine the two parts linked
by the discourse marker with a single-syllable word “#}” in Chinese, which

should be taken as a suitable choice here.

2.4.4 Omission

To attract the attention of the audience, the speaker often resorts to
metapragmatic expressions by quoting questions from others which lead to
his response afterwards. In terms of pragmatics, this is a device to clarify
the discourse structure as a salient reminder of the logical clue. The quoted
questions and the speaker’s answers are linked by discourse markers like
“well” in English. While no literal translation could be easily borrowed here

without further explanation of the link per se, this does not mean that

87



Translation Quarterly No. 67

without such a device the listener would not understand. So in the following
example, the four interpreters, without an easy way to translate or replace
the exact discourse marker, decide to leave the link open for the listener to
seck the relevance themselves. This way of translation is termed “omission”

in the present study.

Speaker: Many people ask me how we come up with the name Yahoo.
Well, Yahoo, if you look in a dictionary, it means a very rude and
uncivilized people from Gulliver’s Travels.

Interpreter 1: fR% AFHGER - (KEEGEEYahoo 2{d 4 FIE » WRIFE
FHLATES » Yahoo EIRZE R IRLLIE » Gulliver’ Travelia {8177 #9
—LLREPREI N o

Interpreter 2: 772 A » HfM/EREZEAREE] TH5E Yahoo B HHA T © 4l
RRZEETROGE > TEELRAKE (RIIHELD) h—Edk
PR

Interpreter 3: A NG » FERBHERENE » 3> B> MRHE LR —
BE 5 WE - REHMEAI A ERER -

Interpreter 4: {R% A » B VREEEE 7R - FfFIE 7d - g
AR T HAYEE > Yahoo REMREE ARIEM -

2.4.5 Addition

Sometimes interpreters add discourse markers in the target language
where in the original speech no such devices are found. This happens in
two circumstances. First, in order to maintain the completeness and flow
of the speech, interpreters add such language devices as “HREE” and “FrlL”
according to the logical context. Second, modal particles such as “J&” and
hesitation fillers such as “JE” are also found to be added by the interpreters.

For the first type of addition, we may cite the following example:

Speaker: Let me talk a little about the history.
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Interpreter 1: HREFIUE R B —3KYahoo HY B
Interpreter 2: HBEE - FRAHRR AR -
Interpreter 3: FEHAEAGR—3% - W0 » BFRTZEREEL -

The speaker does not refer to any discourse markers in this sentence while
three interpreters add “BF/% to indicate the continuity of the speech. The

following is another relevant example of addition:

Speaker: And this is from a very rapid growth in 1995. There was less than
30 million people on the Internet, and you can see that in the last
three years it has grown very, very fast and very, very rapidly.

Interpreter 1: AN » fEOSEEIHAE - E(MBFHERIEF TR - VEERIE - RH
=THEORE - fibMEBEN =% - EERRIA P RZIER
iy -

Interpreter 2: i8/EPUEATHEER » FEISFERINFE - (£(EH 30008 » frAikfE
B> ERER = > BRHESE TR R o

Interpreter 4: 382 (E95F » EIFFISFERHFI0008 » [ LA L& AN A& F I -
WRISIEFR -

The three interpreters omit the link “and” and add “fT 2L (‘therefore’) to
indicate the implied causality in the original speech, which should be taken
as an ostensive approach to seck the optimal relevance to facilitate the
understanding of the audience.

Hesitation fillers are another type of discourse marker added
by interpreters in the current experiment, such as “NE” in the following

example:

Speaker: The key for Yahoo, as many of you know, is a directory structure

and its navigational guide.

Interpreter 1: JREETHENE i B8 SRR —(EMERS - W > W > 3R5 [FIEHT -
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It is easily noticed from the recording and the transcript that Interpreter 3
is exerting herself to process the message of the whole sentence. Instead
of literally translating the discourse markers into “IEAIKZFALEN)”, she
chooses to fill the blank with “lF”, which should not only be taken as a
sign of intensive mental exercise on the part of the interpreter but also
as a signal to the listener that the speech is continuing. In the specific
context, it could also be taken as a coping tactic which the interpreter
adopts to save time for the key message and to maintain the flow of
speech at the same time.

The use of hesitation fillers is frequently observed in daily
conversation and is even more salient in interpreting. Although it is a
coping tactic which should be acceptable from time to time, the privilege
should not be abused. In the experiment, Interpreters 1, 3 and 4 use “
WE” as a language filler 6, 94 and 14 times respectively. In the case of
Interpreter 3, the heavy use of such hesitation fillers might easily cause
a certain degree of discomfort for the listener, distracting their attention
with “irrelevant” information and disrupting their capacity to seek optimal
relevance in understanding.

All in all, based on the three general types of interaction of new
and old information indicated by discourse markers, the interpreters have
relatively extensive freedom to choose the expression suitable for the
audience. The strategies they adopt are quite flexible, and include literal
translation, substitution, omission, combination and addition.

The criterion for choosing the best rendering from vatious possible
alternatives is to make the speaker’s intention highly salient and relevant
to the audience so that optimal relevance can be achieved with adequate

contextual effect and as little processing effort as possible.

2.5. Same discourse markers in different parts of the speech

This section addresses the following research question: when some
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discourse markers occur repeatedly in the speech, are they translated in the
same way or in different ways? Why?

While a certain way of indicating relevance could be fulfilled by
different discourse markers, the same discourse markers, occurring at
different parts of the speech, might indicate two or even three types of
relevance, which call for different strategies of translation. Take “and” as an
example. The interpreting strategies of this discourse marker include literal
translation, substitution, combination and omission, which are illustrated
one by one as follows.

“And”, used as a discourse marker to link parallel constructions, could

be literally translated as “F1”, “B”, “[@]” or “LLE”. For example:

Speaker: And what we are going to see in the future is that the growth outside
of the US. is going to be much more rapid, much faster, especially
in countries like China, in Asia and in Europe.

Interpreter - FAFEARRERIRIE DU E 2 > ERBIIMY—LL > THGHEE
WE > HSEr s - FERIRBPELERIIE R - AR E MR % -
BN — SR 5575 o

Interpreter2: ANEFEARA » HlMth ErEE] - 2B LIIMN ELIRHE T G & 5 Rl
& > ERAEG PR ~ ZE - DURERIER: — Ll -

Interpreter3: ANEHAFIRE » 2R AESERIZ SN - UE - SR ER - Han
{GRAEFRIE > BENE R DU R 5 -

Interpreter: FAEARN » FEFZBRINRAIR R EE MR « LHEADR - EHELE
RIS - A TERCM A —LERl % -

When the parallel constructions are similar in meaning and there is huge
time pressure, an interpreter might combine the parallel parts as the example
in section 2.4.3 shows.

It should be noted that in Chinese, such devices as “FlI” and “LLkz”

only link words and phrases and are not used between sentences, while in
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English, “and” not only links words and phrases, but also sentences and
even paragraphs. In the current study, the speaker uses “and” 95 times
in less than 15 minutes, among which half of the usages occur as links
between sentences. When “and” is used to link sentences, the interpreters
often replace it with “JFE” in Chinese, which could be categorized as a

form of substitution. For example,

Speaker: And this is from a very rapid growth in 1995. There was less than
30 million people on the Internet, and you can see that in the last
three years it has grown very, very fast and very, very rapidly.

Interpreter 1: 88 » FEOSEEFIIAE » BB FIGRIER L - EENE - A=
THEHF > BrLHERERN=F - SRR PR RRIEF TR -

Interpreter3: HPEEEZ—{8 - WE - 52— AIEFEHLERIBL - [HATEISFERY
IRl - TNE - WE - =T o B (EEML - E AR R R

Due to the syntactic difference between Chinese and English, sometimes
“and” as a link between sentences could also ignored in interpreting,
in a similar way to the example of “well” in section 2.4.4. Here is an

example.

Speaker: We always talk about the Internet a lot, and people always come to
me and say, “Jerry, what is the big deal about the Internet?” And
I always try to tell them with some numbers and statistics what is
happening on the Internet.

Interpreter 2: Fl145 K » WAHEERS 0 ALY - ATHUZIRIG > “Jerry -
HREEER AR 27 B2 SRt —Ltedh) - Savh{
LLEGHERIEIR ©

Interpreter3: FAMHEH 715 A BHE - APTHERMIL > “Jerry » HHESHEREH
JEERE - G EFRINE 27 TR A S — L RS 113
B - PR AR R IEAE S AR SR -
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2.6. Personal preferences in interpreting the same
discourse markers

In terms of the strategies of interpreting, the personal preferences
of the interpreters are observed in addition to the common choices
mentioned above.

Table 2.3 reflects the individual preferences of the interpreters. For
example, Interpreter 1 prefers “JFE” in order to maintain the flow of
the speech and “E” as a modal particle to maximize the communicative
effect. Interpreter 4, when thinking hard, resorts to the hesitation filler
“IB” as many as 94 times, as mentioned above.

Table 2.5 compares the different interpreter strategies of each
individual. In dealing with discourse markers such as “for example”,
“instead of” and “well”, the interpreters make similar decisions. But
they demonstrate different choices in translating some other discourse
markers. Take the example from section 2.3.4 again. While Interpreters 1,
2 and 4 interpret the word “especially” literally as “FFAll/2” or “JLHZE”,
Interpreter 3 adopts the method of substitution and replaces it with “Lt.

W1 (‘for example’), as follows.

Speaker: And what we are going to see in the future is that the growth outside
of the U.S. is going to be much more rapid, much faster, especially
in countries like China, in Asia and in Europe.

Interpreter 3: APELATRIG - ZIREFER ZIMIME - T8 > BREER - L
AGAErPED - BRI LR BB R A e -

In terms of highlighting the latter part after the link word, “H.A41” might
not be as effective as “JLHSE”. However, considering the whole text, it
indicates the exemplification which neatly leads to the coming message.
Therefore as long as it reminds the listeners of the logical clues and reduces

listeners’ efforts to the minimum, the interpreted version is acceptable.
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2.7. Translation errors related to discourse markers

At the same time, due to the time pressure and the fact that discourse
markers are easily overlooked as they are usually short phrases, there are some
discourse-marker-related interpreting failures including misinterpretation

or missing the point.

2.7.1 Misinterpretation

Slips of the tongue are common in oral communication. Sometimes
the speaker uses the discourse marker “em” to indicate the correction, as
in the following sentence, where the speaker tries to correct the mistake

without announcing it directly:

Speaker: In 1997, em, in 1996, the number of dollars spent on the Web was

around 270 million US dollars. That is the amount of money that
the Web advertisers spent.

Interpreter]:7E9CERYIFFENE > EIRFHERE B A& IR - HA2AE7 F&E 35T
RS (8 AR R & PRI ©

Interpreter2: {E9TEEHIRFE » 1E9GCHF - I ALEHERIE G2 E] 1287 TH 3=
T sEnte AR S RIEEA (1)

Interpreter3:{EO7TAEHYIHE » WE » 9GAFRYIREE » fEETEAMES - U » L#Y >
WE - BAAMRAE27008 37T - AR ARLLAra i S ra P A E A

Interpreter4:19974ERI964E » f8lE_ LAY - WHEHMIE MR27008 » :ERHE
eI FD B T 2 o

The four interpreters cope with the correction differently. Interpreter 2
chooses to ignore the sign of correction, while Interpreter 3 adopts the
Chinese literal equivalent “JE”, and Interpreter 1, with a long ear-voice
span, waits until the speaker corrects the year and delivers the correct year
directly. Interpreter 4, by saying “1997#11996” (‘in both 1997 and 1996,

misinterprets the message, which could be partly attributed to the neglect
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of the discourse marker “em” in the original speech.

2.7.2 Missing the point

Missing of messages should be distinguished from omission. The
latter means deliberately eliminating something insignificant, while the
former is an obvious translation error. An example of missing the point is

the following:

Speaker: And what we are doing is also expanding very rapidly around the
world. We have numerous Yahoo versions in Europe, in Asia, in
Australia, and we are always expanding, hoping to do more.

Interpreter :ANERAMEZERAVBIRMIER R o FAERM > CERmyl - HA
FlEE » R % B ZHE Yahoo I E MM » A LAIFUFT 7N Hh

Ji o

Interpreter2: HAMHI I FERBREGE A NETER: o AR » (el DUk iR
KRR AR HEA 5 % 3555 -

Interpreter3: FAMITE > WE » B ~ ZEYH ~ BRI - 1% - HHEFRAH A —Lk
e -

Interpreterd: FMIEFE MV RR E 2 R R - BUFIETRZ BN
Y ahootfdili » EBEAFRALRAN - HMFHEHELHFER -

Among the four interpreters, Interpreter 3 misses the first sentence. This
cannot be wholly attributed to the overlooking of discourse markers, but
also to a failure to grasp the sentence as a whole. This example is cited here
to illustrate the fact that discourse markers rely on the conceptual meaning
of the discourse. They act as the road sign but not the road itself. That is to
say, inferences of the contextual assumption could only be drawn based on
the result of decoding, which is consistent with the relevant explanation of
discourse understanding,

In the process of seeking optimal relevance, the ostensive clues
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help the interpreters to narrow down the conceptual assumption. If no
link is found, and thus no sense is made out of the context, the search will
end. This is particularly true for simultaneous interpreters. Any failure in
cither the first decoding and inferencing process as a listener, or in finding
an optimal way of expressing the message ostensively with logical clues
in the second phase as a speaker, could lead to the failed attempt of an

interpreter.

3. Conclusion and Suggestions
for Interpreter Training

3.1. Conclusion

Based on the analysis, the conclusions from the empirical study are
as follows:

First, the speaker and the four interpreters all use discourse markers
to highlight the link between the discourse and its context. Yet the discourse
markers in the original and target speech do not always correspond to each other.
This may be partly attributed to the difference between the two languages.

In terms of the first phase, in which the interpreters listen to the speech
in English, there are three main types of relevance indicated by the discourse
markers which could help the interpreters in understanding the speaker.

Based on their understanding, interpreters interpret the discourse
markers in accordance with their different functions in the context. The
methods they adopt are quite flexible and include literal translation,
substitution, omission, combination and addition.

In terms of the strategies of interpreting, personal preferences are
observed. As long such a rendering serves to remind listeners of the logical
clues and reduces listeners’ efforts to the minimum, the version is acceptable.

At the same time, due to the time pressure and the fact that discourse
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markers are easily overlooked as they are usually short phrases, there are
some discourse-marker-related interpreting failures, including missing the

point or misinterpretation.

3.2. Suggestions for interpreter training

Because discourse markers are procedural rather than notional in
meaning and relatively small in structure, they are usually unstressed in
pronunciation and easily escape the attention of the listener. As Setton
(1999: 93) has commented, interpreting students tend to overlook procedural
information. He also believes that addressing this problem involves not
only language proficiency but also special training.

The purpose of the present study is not to suggest ways to translate
discourse matkers per se, but to draw attention to the ways which interpreters
can make full use of their limited resources to save energy. In this way,
focused training on discourse markers helps simultaneous interpreters
enhance performance and reduce errors.

To be specific, first, it is recommended that interpreters undergo
special training in regard to discourse markers and how to catch them
when speeches are delivered at speed. Second, what discourse markers
mark is contextual information. Context refers not only to the linguistic
but also to the cognitive context (which also includes familiarity with the
topic, relevant experience and attitudes), and thus the more interpreters
know about the cognitive context, the easier they can grasp the logic of
the speech. When it comes to discourse markers, they will be in a better

position to choose the best interpreting strategies.

Notes
W The frequency refers to the occurrence of discourse markers rather than the

number of different discourse markers.
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Asian-centrism and the Japanese
Translation of China

Leo Tak-hung Chan

Emanuel Pastreich: The Observable Mundane: Vernacular Chinese
and the Emergence of a Literary Disconrse on Popular Narrative in Edo
Japan. Seoul: Seoul National University Press, 2011, pp. 366. ISBN:
978-89-521-1177-7

Recently, there has been a widespread call for translation theorists to
move beyond a Eurocentric emphasis through incorporating the diverse
conceptualizations in non-Western contexts. Maria Tymoczko, as one
of the most vocal proponents of this non-Eurocentric turn, has argued
for such an “enlargement” of thinking about translation. In the context
of East Asia, other than a series of conferences on Asian Translation
Traditions and a number of articles by Judy Wakabayashi, in-depth research
on translation in the region has been minimal, especially when compared
with intra-European studies (on, say, England and Germany). Considering
the rising importance of China and Japan on the international scene, the
paucity of research in Hast Asian translation, especially as communicated
in English, is perhaps appalling. Pastreich’s monograph, though not billed
as translation history, is nevertheless an invaluable contribution well worth

the attention of Western-trained translation scholars. On the face of it,
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The Observable Mundane is a piece of reception research, focusing on the
Japanese response to the importation of Chinese vernacular fiction in the
eighteenth century. But there is a translation twist.

This rather voluminous book is divided into eight chapters, preceded
by an introduction (while Chapter Eight serves as a kind of conclusion).
It covers prototypical translations (verbal transfer from one language to
another) in two forms: Japanese translators rendered both Chinese fiction
into their mother tongue and indigenous materials into Chinese. Yet in
addition to that, it surveys an astonishing array of quasi-translational
genres, including adaptations, parodies, imitations, transpositions and
bilingual writing. The translational relationship between the two countries
some three centuries ago proves, quite surprisingly, to be a minefield for
ruminations on what translation is about, from an East Asian and then a
Western perspective.

Chapter One of the book begins by examining the Japanese
fascination with things Chinese against the background of the Ming-Qing
interregnum and the flourishing of an urban culture in Edo, Osaka and
Kyoto in the mid-seventeenth century. It then describes briefly the earliest
translated vernacular novels, like that of the Sangno zhi (Romance of the
three kingdoms), and early translators like Nishita Isoku (?-1765). Chapter
Two discusses the work of the leading translator of the time, Okajima
Kanzan (1674-1728), who not only “translated” (i.e. kundoku-annotated)
the Shuihu zhunan (The water margin), but also rendered the Japanese classic
Taiheiki (Chronicle of Grand Pacification) into vernacular Chinese at a
time when classical Chinese was the norm of writing for the educated.
The latter act was nothing less than revolutionary.

Ogyu Sorai (1666-1728), the translator-theorist who averred that
Chinese should be viewed “as a foreign language and not an elevated
domestic discourse” (1406), is the subject of Chapter Three. This is cleatly a

counter-reaction to the dominance of Chinese in Japanese intellectual life
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prior to that time. Pastreich details the background to Ogyu’s founding of
the Translation Society and translates into English the influential treatise
Yakubunsentei (A tool for translation) (see Appendix, 299-330). Ogyu’s
most important contribution, as Pastreich observes, lies in his valorization
of vernacular Japanese as the language of translation, which “more
accurately reflected the content of the Chinese classics.” He juxtaposes
this more “explicit” form of translation against £undoku translation, which
“is but an imperfect [form of] translation” (144). The subtle shift in the
Japanese petception of China/Chinese is indeed revealed in the diversity
of translations produced at the time.

Chapter Four of The Observable Mundane moves to the Kansai area,
where the Kogido School members—Ito Jinsai (1627-1705), Ito Togai
(1670-1736) and Hozumi Ikan (1692-1769)—were most active. Pastreich
highlights yet other uses of translation that are perhaps not so “Western,”
especially the deployment of back translations (Chinese to Japanese,
then back to Chinese) (164) to support close hermeneutic readings of
the Chinese classics, and the compilation of translingual glossaries and
dictionaries to help readers deal with the original. The full translational
significance of these efforts is seen in the degree to which they generated
Japanese vocabulary used later to translate Western terms in the nineteenth
century (179). One of the ironies of history is that some of the translated
terms (we know) made their way back into China in the twentieth century
and became standard ones in use till today. The circle was thus complete.

In spite of the burgeoning of modern forms of translation and
the gradual distancing from China, &undoku translations continued apace,
as described in Chapter Five. Examples are Oka Hakku’s (1692-1767)
and Sawada Issai’s (dates uncertain) anthologies of huaben (prompt-
book) stories, most notably Shasetsu sezgen (Novels in Fine Words; 1743)
and Shasetsu suigen (Novels in Refined Words; 1758). They include stories
mostly from Feng Menglong’s (1574-1645) famed collection Sanyan (Three
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words).

Beginning with the last section of Chapter Five, which is already
two-thirds through the book, Pastreich focuses on the quasi-translations
triggered by the Chinese vernacular novels, in particular imitations and
adaptations. Tsuga Teisho’s (1718-1794) “translation” of the Chinese tale
“Du Shiniang Sinking Her Jewel Box in Resentment” (1760) is thus an
adaptation (hon-an) where the setting is completely localized. One wishes,
though, that more analysis had been given to Ueda Akinari’s (1734-1809)
famous adaptations of stories of the strange from China, Ugezsu monogatari
(Stories of rain and moon) (1776). Pastreich also discusses at length Sawada
Issai’s imitative piece Engi Kyogiden (The vernacular tale of the righteous
courtesan) (1749), based on a real-life event but clearly borrowing from
Chinese huaben conventions. The mixture of narrative text, intetlinear
glosses and running commentary gives rise to a hybrid text is one of the
most interesting features of the “translations” of the period.

Even more fascinating tales that exemplify how the linguistic and
literary influences of China were superimposed on indigenous Japanese
modes of writing are surveyed in Chapter Seven. Reading the plethora of
examples cited of cross-linguistic punning, multiple glossing in Chinese
and Japanese, and so on, one might even think of the literature of
eighteenth-century Japan in post-modernist terms. When one scrutinizes
the bewildering list of unconventional “influenced” texts, a question arises:
How do we integrate these anomalies into a history of translation in Japan,
or for that matter, a history of translation anywhere in the world?

From a translation studies perspective, the following comments may
be offered about The Observable Mundane. First, as Pastreich has noted,
his book is not intended to be about the actual “traces” of Chinese
novels in Japanese literature, but the intellectual discourse on vernacular
literature prompted by the arrival of the Chinese texts (22). Judging

from the bibliography, he has not referenced recent translation research,
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which would have thrown into high relief other aspects of the materials
he uncovered. Generally considered, in contrast to the rich contextual
discussion, textual analysis is rather scanty (see 64-65, 118, 178-179, 199-
200). One would like to see more of the internal dynamics at work when
texts were translated from Chinese into Japanese and vice versa. As it is,
neither the adaptive strategies nor the abridgement methods, for instance,
are fully demonstrated. Given that Pastreich’s concern is primarily with
context, perhaps such a lacuna can be filled in by interested translation
scholars in the future. Furthermore, The Observable Mundane interprets
the Japanese translation of China as an attempt at domestication:
“appropriation” is the term Pastreich uses from quite early on. This
actually is a departure from the common assumption that translation in
Japan is by nature foreignizing, due to its readiness to absorb things from
abroad, firstly from China then from the West.

The conclusion (in Chapter Eight) about the “layers” of external
cultural influence on Japan places history in contemporary petrspective,
especially in that of globalization in the East Asian context. Pastreich’s
argument is that it is wrong to see Japan’s receptivity to Chinese culture
during the past two millennia as totally separate from her Westernization
in the last two centuties. The link between the two is addressed indirectly
in the question: “Why was it that Meiji Japan so readily imported Western
literature and its theories in the nineteenth century in contrast to the
marked resistance in Korea and China?” (286). To him, the eighteenth-
century experience of yoking together vernacular Chinese with Japanese
vocabulary had prepared Japan well when confronted with the (later)
importation of Western literature. Historians have been misguided in
thinking that “the Western literary tradition was directly imprinted on the
Japanese tradition” (284-285), ignoring the intermediary, catalytic effect
played by Chinese vernacular literature. Pastreich’s discussion refocuses

attention on how Japan has been more actively “translating” the foreign,
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or appropriating things alien, than atleast her two FEast Asian neighbors. In
his Asian-centric analysis, he also queries the viability of the globalization
thesis, according to which the impact of Europe and the United States
has caused Japan to break completely with her pre-modern past, in which
China figured prominently.

Allin all, The Observable Mundane is a much-needed investigation into
a crucial moment in the translation history of Japan, making it available to
Western theorists of translation. Pastreich has documented the seismic shift
from kundoku—a “translation” method used for centuries to make classical
Chinese readable by rendering it into Japanese pronunciations and making
explicit the syntactical and grammatical structures—to translation in the
modern, Western sense, involving meaning transfer from one language
to another. It must be noted that in the so-called “Chinese character
sphere,” translation has had, for centuries, an eccentric character. The gap
between translation and non-translation was vague and indeterminate.
The vernacular narratives that form the object of Pastreich’s study were
not always read in translation; they were also read in the original language
(through reprints), with assistance provided by interlinear &aeriten and
furigana, which aided comprehension. Viewed textually, the original exists
alongside the “translation” (&undoku annotation). Considering that such a
practice has lasted till the present, and wielded by contemporary Japanese
Sinologists in particular, might it not be considered an alternative but
unique form of translation? And isn’t it the ideal translation that Walter
Benjamin has envisaged, an extremely literalist rendition which gives the
translator little room for interpreting freely, but offers great laxity to
the readets, each of whom is allowed to interpret in his/hetr own way?
This may point the way to resolving the debate on the nature of kwundokn
translations.

Although much research on the subject by Japanese scholars

(like Nakamura Yukihiko) has appeared in print, practically nothing
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substantial has been published in English, while in Chinese scholarship
the field is relatively unploughed, except for limited contributions from
Wang Xiaoping and others. Most importantly, in engaging so extensively
with the critical issues on the Early Modern Japanese translation scene,
Pastreich’s monograph challenges translation scholars trained in Western
theories to rethink what translation is all about. Unfortunately, however,
it is marred by quite a few textual errors, with book titles and Chinese
and Japanese terms often un-italicized, words left carelessly in the wrong
places, random oversights, and so on. These are, of course, more the fault

of the editors and do not detract from the book’s many merits.

About the Author
Leo Tak-hung Chan is Professor and Head of the Department of
Translation, Lingnan University, and President of the Hong Kong
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Guidelines for Contributors

1. Translation Quarterly is a journal published by Hong Kong
Translation Society. Contributions, in either Chinese or English,
should be original, hitherto unpublished, and not being
considered for publication elsewhere. Once a submission is
accepted, its copyright is transferred to the publisher. Translated
articles should be submitted with a copy of the source-text and a
brief introduction to the source-text author. It is the translator’s

responsibility to obtain written permission to translate.

2. Abstracts in English of 200-300 words are required. Please attach
one to the manuscript, together with your name, address,

telephone and fax numbers and email address where applicable.

3. In addition to original articles and book reviews, review articles
related to the evaluation or interpretation of a major substantive

or methodological issue may also be submitted.

4. Endnotes should be kept to a minimum and typed single-spaced.
Page references should be given in parentheses, with the page
number(s) following the author’s name and the year of publication.
Manuscript styles should be consistent; authors are advised to

consult earlier issues for proper formats.

5. Chinese names and book titles in the text should be romanised
according to the “modified” Wade-Giles or the pinyin system, and
then, where they first appear, followed immediately by the Chinese
characters and translations. Translations of Chinese terms obvious

to the readers (like wenxue), however, are not necessary.
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There should be a separate reference section containing all the
works referred to in the body of the article. Pertinent information
should be given on the variety of editors available, as well as the

date and place of publication, to facilitate use by the readers.

All contributions will be first reviewed by the Editorial Board
members and then anonymously by referees for its suitability
for publication in Translation Quarterly. Care should be taken by
authors to avoid identifying themselves. Submissions written
in a language which is not the author’s mother-tongue should

perferably be checked by native speaker before submission.

Electronic files of contributions should be submitted to Professor
Leo Tak-hung Chan, c/o Department of Translation, Lingnan
University, Tuen Mun, Hong Kong. Email address: chanleo@LN.
edu.hk

Given the accessibility, from summer 2009, of the journal via the
EBSCO database, authors will no longer receive complimentary

copies unless special requests are made to the Chief Editor.
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