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Chief Editor’s Note

Three more articles from the Second Tsinghua-Lingnan
Translation Symposium are presented in this issue —one that
marks the eleventh year of this journal’s publication.

Robert Neather engages with the translation of museum
texts, and unearths a number of problems that can have serious
implications for the theorizing that we have been doing on the
basis of translated texts. For, as he puts it, in the museum, the
interpretation of meaning is “combinatorial and relational ...
involving a complex interaction of text, object, exhibition space,
and visitor responses”. The translator, in this case, has to take
into account not just the text, the reader, the patron, the ideology,
and so on (which have long gone into the theorizing), but,
additionally, the object(s) against which the translated text is
juxtaposed.

The translation of Lin Zexu's Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria
is the subject of Mu Fengliang’s article. In a penetrating analysis,
Mu delineates the tragic consequences of a failure to take into
account possible misunderstandings in cross-cultural
communication. The loss was on both sides. In penning his letter
Lin Zexu obviously expected peace, but the translators who
translated it failed to meet not only Lin’s expectation for peace
but also Britain’s expectation for diplomatic courtesy. The letter

became “a message for war”, as Mu puts it.

vi

Feng Zongxin's focus is the hedging devices (“words whose
meaning implicitly involves fuzziness”) used in fictional texts and
how they can be handled in translation. Citing copious examples
from George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, Feng points out ways
in which the author casts himself in a variety of narratorial as
well as authorial stances, and strives to make the reality he is
presenting more “real”. Feng’s article is a brilliant exegesis of the
demands placed on the translator to be well attuned to textual
innuendoes in fiction.

In the non-Symposium article for this issue, “The
Ideogrammatic Method and Ezra Pound’s The Great Digest”, Wang
Hui revisits the highly enigmatic practices used by Ezra Pound
when he translated one of the best-known texts in the Confucian
canon, one that is least amenable to a unified interpretation.

This issue concludes with Part 1 of a report on the discussion
held at a Translation Panel during the ICLA (International
Comparative Literature Association) conference in August 2004.
The participants are seen to be engaging in a lively debate on the
importance and relevance of contemporary Western translation
theories for the Chinese researcher, especially those of the
“manipulation” school and of postcolonialist critics. How
translation history ought to be written also figures as one of the
key issues discussed. Part 2 of the report is slated for publication
in Issue no. 39.

On 3 September the Translation Quarterly celebrated its tenth

vii




anniversary at the Hong Kong Translation Society’s Gala Dinner
held at Grand Hyatt Hotel, Hong Kong, It has certainly come a
long way since it began, unpretentiously enough, as a slim 80-
page publication. While still in the euphoric mood carried over
from the party, the Editors are confident that the journal will
flourish in the years ahead, considering how it has gone from

strength to strength in the past decade.

Leo Chan

November 2005

Translation Quality in
the Museum:
Towards a Greater Awareness
of End-User Needs *

Robert Neather

Abstract

This paper explores issues of translation quality in the context
of museums and heritage sites, arguing that translated texts in the
museum are frequently constructed with little awareness of end-user
(visitor) needs. The paper begins with an account of how meaning is
produced in the museum, noting that written texts form but one part
of a greater meaning system which includes the objects that the texts
describe as well as the spatial layout of the museum. It then proceeds
to examine examples from the Confucian Temple site in Beijing,
showing how a failure to understand the nature of museum texts
leads to faulty translation and in turn to an “inter-semiotic”
breakdown — an inability on the part of TT users to adequately decode
the artefacts presented to them. In the final portions of the paper,

various reasons and motivations for the production of such

franslations are rehearsed.
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In the public presentation of culture, the role of museums and
heritage sites is crucial. Such institutions provide one of the main channels
through which a given society natrates its cultural heritage, both to its
own citizens and to those of differing cultures. As such, a museum
represents not metely an articulation of the past, but also a commentary
ot reflection on the present state of that society. The presentation of
cultural information in this context involves a variety of different aspects,
including the choice of the artefacts themselves, their spatial arrangement,
as well as various forms of explanatory matertial, of which the written
text is perhaps the most important. Clearly, translation of such textual
material is vital if a museum is to fulfill its cross-cultural role. Yet
translation quality is often highly vatiable.

This paper addresses the issue of translation quality in the Chinese
museum context. (The term “museum” will be used hete to refer both to
museums and heritage sites.) It argues that many poor quality museum
text translations demonstrate a failure to understand the needs of the
end-uset, the museum visitor. Whilst a growing body of scholarship exists
in regard to textual practice in the museum and to problems of textual
quality (see below), such research has focused almost exclusively on a
monolingual context. Issues of quality in translated texts, if discussed at
all, are usually confined to a few practical and perfunctory remarks (e.g.
Devenish 1990: 68; Ambrose and Paine 1993: 90; Serrell 1996: 101). Such
lack of attention is perhaps symptomatic of a greater failure in respect
of broader foreign language provision in museums that is only now
beginning to be recognised. In the UK context, for instance, Koliou’s
(1997) survey of visitors to seven London museums suggests significant
under-provision of foreign language matetial, whilst in China, the prospect
of a shatp increase in foreign visitor numbets following China’s entry to
the WT'O and the 2008 Olympics has led to calls for a far greater awareness

of language and translation needs within the museum community (Duan

Translation Quality in the Museum

2003: 115; Zuo 2003: 88).

The paper will begin with a consideration of how meaning is
constructed in the museum context, and the ways in which texts ate read
by museum visitors. It then proceeds to a case study of translated texts
in the Confucian Temple in Beijing, focusing on examples of outdoor
explanatory text-panels and information brochures used by visitors to
the temple. In assessing issues that influence translation quality, the paper
draws less on a translation studies framework than on the discourse of
museology or “museum studies”. In this way, it seeks to offer a new
petspective from which to explore further our understanding of texts

and translation in this environment.

Meaning and Texts in the Museum:
Ways of Reading

Any consideration of meaning in the museum must start with a
discussion of objects, for it is the objects or artefacts themselves that are
the raison-d’étre for a museum’s existence. The nature of museum display
is, almost by definition, selective. Objects arranged in a given exhibition
are cleatly selected for their particular cultural significance. As such, they
may be read as standing pars pro toto for the particular culture or society
from which they are taken, leaving museum visitors to reconstruct an
interpretively meaningful whole for themselves. This quality has been
explored from various theoretical angles: some scholars (e.g. Hooper-
Greenhill 2000: 116-117) have stressed that our reading of objects
involves a hermeneutic dialogue between part and whole; others (eg
Pearce 1995: 16) have applied the classic linguistic distinction of /engue
and parole to suggest that collections of objects are the “parole” which

inerge from and represent the broader “langue” of the social conditions
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and practices which produced them. The present paper draws on a third
such formulation, which introduces the language of literary ctiticism: in
Mieke Bal’s analysis, objects may be said to function “synecdochically”,
for as Bal reminds us, “synecdoche is the figure of rhetoric where an
element, a small part, stands for the whole” (1996a: 206). Specific objects
in a given museum display, then, may be tead as synecdoches that stand
for a broader cultural unity. For Bal, this synecdochic mode of reading is
what characterises ethnographically-oriented museums. In the
ethnographic context, “the artefact is only readable as cuiture, no matter
what aesthetic qualities it may have” (Bal 1996a: 206). By contrast, she
argues, paintings in an art gallery are read in an essentally “metaphotical”

way, not as synecdoches of a given culture:

Instead, artworks are viewed as standing for an aesthetic, and as such,
they are considered metaphors, transferring their specific aesthetic to
the one cutrent sufficient to make the wotk readable, but readable as arz,
regardless of what it could tell us, also, about the culture it comes from.
(Bal 1996a: 206)

However as Bal later makes clear, these two categoties are not necessatily
discrete, and as we shall see below in relation to translated museum text-
panels, the way in which artefacts are presented may encourage or impede
one reading strategy in favout of the other.

If visitors to a given museum exhibition will tend to read its contents
synecdochically as parts of a cultural whole, then how is that synecdochic
reading constructed? How, in short, do objects “mean”? Recent
museological research, informed by semiotic and ctitical theory, has
stressed the polysemic nature of objects in the museum context, arguing

that given objects possess “multilayered identities” (Maroevi¢ 1995: 25)

allowing of a variety of interpretations. The way in which such identities
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are highlighted or made available will depend on the way that objects are
presented in combination with other elements. Meaning in the museum
is therefore said to be “combinatorial and relational” (Hooper-Greenhill
2000: 3). To begin with, objects will yield certain meanings when placed
in relation to other objects, and therefore the choice and combination
of objects becomes crucial. A second relationship involves the relation
of objects to the various texts that desctibe them, 2 relationship that we
shall explore in more detail below in regard to translation. Texts and
objects are, in turn, linked by a third element, namely their spatial
positioning. Though seemingly intangible, such an element has been
shown (e.g. Silverstone 1994: 171-172; Bal 1996b) to exert a powerful
influence on interpretation. Thus in 2 given museum, we have a range of
differing systems of signification (textual/linguistic, visual, spatial) which,
to borrow a distinction from Toury (1986/1994: 1114), interact both
“inte-semiotically” (e.g. textual and visual) and “Intra-semiotically” (e.g.
textual and textual).

Such relationships, and the meanings they suggest, are however
constrained by the exercise of curatorial control. If a given exhibition is
ultimately the product of a particular curator, then it is necessarily
conditioned by what Coxall (1991: 91) has referred to as the “unconscious
articulation of undetlying ideologies”. Such ideological positions may be
teflected in any aspect of the museum, though they are particulatly evident
in texts. Behind a given text-caption, for instance, there is always the
sense of an “expository agent” guiding the viewer into a particular
interpretive line of approach (Bal 1996b: 111). In mote extreme cases,
text labels may even present curators—and the institutions for which
they work—with “a semantic opporttunity ripe for misuse” (Fetguson
1996: 180), a situation which, until relatively recently, has occurtred in
both Mainland China and Taiwan. In the Taiwan context, for example,
Wang (1999: 37) has argued that Taiwan museums before the late 1980s
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were nothing less than govetnment “propaganda machines”. Whilst the
situation has changed dramatically in recent years, the repeated stress on
the need for “authenticity” of meaning by prominent figures in the
museum community (Huang [2003], for example, devotes an entire
chapter to the issue) pethaps suggests a continued anxiety about excessive
curatorial intervention and control in the construction of meaning in
the Chinese context.

The awareness that objects should be allowed to reveal meanings
in a more objective and yet still coherent way has driven an increasing
move towards greater understanding of end-user (visitor) needs.
Museology has also become increasingly aware that, like the reader of a
literary text, the “reader” of the museum—the visitor—is a key agent in
the making of meaning. And just as literary theory sought to develop a
position which allowed for the fact that the reader’s reconstruction of
textual meaning is at once individualised and part of a shared interpretive
outlook, so museology has attempted to allow for the simultaneously
personal and communal reading of a museum that the museum visitor
enacts (see, for instance, Hooper-Greenhill [2000: 119-123], who applies
Stanley Fish’s concept of the “interpretive community” to the museum
context).

If reading of the museum is at least in part a communal act, then
a central problem arises regarding the nature of the particular community
it seeks to address. Individual exhibitions may seck to address specific
“target groups” ot audiences, a term found extensively in the literature
of museology in both Western and Chinese contexts (see e.g. Dean 1994
20; Su 2000: 76). To this end, one sees attempts to actively involve the
relevant local communities in the selection and organisation ptrocess.
Smith (1991), for instance, discusses the experience of involving the local

Gujarati community in Leicester, UK, in an exhibition of Indian jewelty.

However, if a given exhibition can to some degree successfully address

Translation Quality in the Museum

one community’s needs, it is far more difficult to provide for a specific
group in a larger museum. As Coxall (1991: 87) points out, the problem
of whom the museum is addressing is evident even at the most basic
level, namely the level of language adopted in museum labels. When
both domestic and foreign audiences are involved, the question becomes
more complicated: even within a mono-lingual setting (e.g. English),
Amertican and English visitors will react to and use written information
differently (Cunnell and Prentice 2000), whilst in a bilingual context, as
will be discussed later in this paper, the question of addressing two
culturally remote audiences simultaneously within the same exhibit space
may be still more difficult to negotiate.

Reading the Confucian Temple:
Translated Captions, Limited Perspectives

Having examined such issues of meaning in the museum, let us
now turn to consider the ways in which translated texts operate in such
an environment, and the extent to which translation quality issues impinge
upon the end-user’s reading of museum artefacts. In the following
analysis, we will draw on examples of certain key gente types used within
the museum. Genre analysis, as a research discipline, has not yet addressed
the question of museum texts, and thus little theoretically informed
analysis of such genres exists. Various scholars in the museological field,
however, have at least attempted to provide mote practically-oriented
typologies of differing museum text gentes and subgenres (e.g. Dean
1994: 110£f; Devenish 1990; Serrell 1996: Ch. 3), which provide :;1 useful
basic framewotk for categorisation. Whilst the precise distinctions drawn
viry from one typology to anothet, all tend to place museum texts in a

elear hierarchical framework. Dean, for instance, suggests six divisions,
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namely: title signs, sub-titles, introductory text, group texts, object labels,
and distributional materials. To this we might add further possible
distinctions: for example, distributional materials—texts that, in contrast
to other museum genres, are portable rather than fixed—might include
everything from exhibition leaflets to educational worksheets, and indeed
book-length museum and exhibition catalogues. Each of the various
categories in this typology is defined by a somewhat different
communicative purpose, and exhibits distinctive generic or subgeneric
features, in particular in regard to the density of information presented.
As we shall discuss further, propet awareness of such genre features and
the correct contexts in which they operate—a quality which Bhatia (e.g
1997b: 317) terms “generic competence”—is a crucial factor influencing
translation quality.

Our specific case for discussion is a ptrime heritage site, the
Confucian Temple in Beijing. The Confucian Temple is a major visitor
attraction, whose very name suggests values central to Chinese culture.
As such, it functions as a vital conduit for communicating and making
accessible a cultural tradition. In common with most such sites, vatious
texts play a prominent role in facilitating visitor understanding. Each
area of the temple compound contains text panels explaining the
architecture or artefacts on display. There is also a booklet available,
which offers a rather different presentation of information; and shorter,
individual object labels are used in the temple’s exhibition rooms. In
considering the effectiveness of one particular text, it is worth
remembeting the “intra-semiotic” nature of museum texts which we
mentioned above: a given text must be seen as operating in tandem with
other, differing texts, to provide a composite interpretive framework.

The following is one example of a text panel at the temple. (For a
photograph of the original text panel in situ, see Appendix 1.) The text

explains a group of stele or stone tablets, upon which are engraved the
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names of successful graduates of the “Advanced Scholat” (inshi)

examination through the ages.

E AW

SERRFIRIA R PIRPERELETE - 91 - = AL
W HE—EA B AR AE—TAE Ity
WA BENAR  RRRRERN SRR RS -

BESE ETURSEE LY - A= » HERAPIRIICA
EETFUZ L ESHE A - SRR L Ry
B B TE (1416%) HMELREHAE (16434F)
IEHREHCHRERERN - BREEBZE (16465) BH
R4 (19044F) I > #E—FH—+ /B -

FHEFIE RIATERE » B R R N ESR—
KL BRWAA MR ST G R IBITR LAY
B0 BURAEAIR G TS - BRI EERS =k
7 BIBEEd - #03 ol b maL s - &
A~BEE -t AR —HRS ARIRIT - AR -
WAL BELRE  HETA > BELHE  SHREgE
LTS - BEEFIEERT > SRS SR EREE
PURHEBHRG BI N -

STELES BEARING NAMES OF JINSHI

ON THE TWO SIDES OF THE GATE OF ANCIENT
TEACHER AND THE GATE OF GREAT ACHIEVEMENTS
ARE FOUND 198 STELES BEARING THE NAMES, NATIVE
DISTRICTS AND POSITIONS ON THE LIST OF
SUCCESSFUL CANDIDATES OF 51,624 SCHOLARS WHO
OBTAINED THE RANK OF JINSHI AT THE IMPERIAL
EXAMINATIONS DURING THE YUAN, MING AND QING
DYNASTIES. THEY FURNISH VALUABLE DATA ON THE
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IMPERIAL EXAMINATION SYSTEM OF CHINA.

[Note: original capitalization maintained]

The English target text here strikes us as unsatisfactory. What is
immediately obvious from the translation is its relegation to a secondary
role in the presentation of information. This is evident even from the
layout and typography of the text panel itself (see Appendix 1). The
Chinese text is placed first, given a larger title, and a diagram in Chinese
is added. Moreover, even to a visitor with no knowledge of Chinese
whatsoever, it is clear that significantly mote space has been afforded to
the Chinese text than to the English. It may also be clear to such a visitor
that information has been omitted: for instance, the Chinese text contains
a seties of roman numerals that could only be a chronological sequence
of dates, which are missing from the translation. Such omissions become
fully apparent when the TT and ST ate compared more closely. The TT,
quite simply, translates only the first of the three Chinese paragraphs.
Moteovet, the diagram, which illustrates the titles of the various Imperial
examinations and their relationship to one anothet, is not available in
English. The whole presentation, then, suggests a strong sense of cultural
privileging, in which the Chinese visitor is provided with full information
whilst the English reader is clearly excluded from key portions of the
explanation.

In addition to such omission of information, the TT readet’s
understanding is further obfuscated by the translator’s obvious lack of
“generic competence”~—the awareness as to how the translated text should
operate in genre terms and the ability to construct a TT in which target
“generic identity” is maintained (Bhatia 1997a: 206). Viewed generically,
the text panel might at first be categotised as an “object label”; however,
closer inspection suggests that it be better read as what Dean (1994: 113-
114) refers to as a “group text”: the final line of the Chinese text informs

10
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the visitor that “the characteristics for each dynasty and details of the
positioning are introduced separately in front of the fout groups of
stele”. This text, then, operates at a “higher level of information transfer”
in the museum textual hierarchy, serving to “unify a particular group of
objects or data conceptually” (Dean 1994: 113). Such texts occupy a
pivotal position in the interpretive process. Consequently, Dean cautions,
they should be constructed in a succinct and easily read style; ideal text
length may also be defined as between 75 and 150 words. Even in terms
of a pure word-count, then, the TT in the temple panel example can be
seen to be generically unsatisfactory: it is excessively short in length.
However, more problematic is the presentation of information itself,
which is the direct result of an overly source-oriented translation
approach. The TT seems almost designed to frustrate, raising questions
in the mind of the reader which are left unanswered. For instance, what
is “the rank of jinshi”, what precisely wete the “impetial examinations™
and why are only the “Yuan, Ming and Qing dynastes” mentioned? Or
again, in what way can such steles be said to “furnish valuable
information”? Whilst such questions may pose few problems either for
readers of the Chinese text or for those with some priot grounding in
Chinese history, for the less informed visitor with access only to the TT,
they pose a major problem to understanding the cultural wotld described.

Before analyzing some of the issues at wotk hete more fully, we
should first consider this text in the light of other available texts. For
text panels, as we have stressed above, are of course only one form of
access to information. In the Confucian Temple, as in most museums
and heritage sites, a “distribution leaflet” is also provided. The leaflet
consists principally of pictures of the temple with explanatory captions.
Among the pictures is one featuring a group of the same stele, with a

text which reads as follows;
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ELEAE
LA = b - BIREIRSBRT 8 &
=AY 198 EEHELRERT - RHERIEHEREENEY
HEE - W A 51624 ZIERIEERHPE TS AL
B~ BR - EE - ZR— 2 Z29501E T

Imperial Examination Winner Superscription Stele

Thete are 3 lines of compounds in the Confucius Temple.
In the front compound, there erecting /iz.] up 198 Impetial
Examination Winner Supersctiption Steles belonging to the
Yuan, Ming and Qing Dynasties respectively, which are most
valuable material evidence for China’s Imperial Examination
System. Inscribed on the stele are names, places and birthplaces
of a total of 51624 students who became Imperial Examination
Winners. The top 3 places of each subject were called “Zhuang
Yuan (No. 1), Bang Yan (No. 2) and Tan Hua (No. 3)”.

Text in distribution leaflets such as this may be used for different purposes.
Dean (1994: 116) proposes that leaflets are essentially “information
intensive”, involving longer and potentially “unlimited” pottions of text.
Nevertheless it is also true that some distributional matetials function
differently, providing a briefer, overview account of artefacts that can
then be approached individually in more detail through group texts and
labels. Certainly, this would seem to be the putpose of the Chinese source
text in this example. The text is clearly much shortet, and, with the
exception of the final sentence naming the titles of the top three
graduates, is largely confined to the information found in the first
paragraph of the larger “group text” panel. In short, the leaflet text

complements the panel text: there is, to use out earlier term, an effective

12
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“intra-semiotic” interaction at work which in turn allows the reader—
the visitor—to more easily decode the cultural relevance of the artefacts
in question. (A more in-depth examination of the way in which
information is textualised differently across these gentes, and the issue
of how such a booklet text attempts to “easify” [Bhatia 1997b: 210ff]
the more complex panel-text, will be addressed in a separate paper.)

In the target text, however, the complementarity found between
the two ST text genres is weakened dramatically. The TT leaflet text,
though it contains other imperfections which we shall not discuss here,
is at least more appropriate generically: T'T “genetic identity” is more
effectively maintained. Yet because of the faulty panel-text translation,
discussed above, the two texts merely replicate each other: the panel-text
tells us almost nothing more than the leaflet. The situation might be
explained using the distinction proposed by Touty (1986/1994),
mentioned above, for whom “intra-semiotic translation” (translation
within one semiotic system, here referring to the linguistic system) may
be divided into “intra-linguistic” and “inter-linguistic” translation. When
considering the failure of our two English TTs to wotk in a genuinely
complementary relationship, we may say that an initial failure at the inter-
linguistic level (the faulty text-panel translation) has led to a commensurate
intra-lingual failure, in which information is not effectively “translated”
from one appropriate gente format to another, but is metely replicated
in an almost identical format. The result, in turn, of such a repetition is
a further breakdown at the nser-semiotic level: our ability to decode the
cultural and visual significance of the artefacts before us is obstructed.

How then should we understand the experience of the TT reader
in such a situation? Eatlier we noted Bal’s idea that objects and artefacts
18 museums and related sites may be read “synecdochically”, as parts
that stand selectively for a broader cultural “whole”. Bal’s notion of the

syheedochic has important implications for the visitor experience of

13
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translated texts, as one of her examples powetfully illustrates. Bal relates
the expetience of visiting a Czech museum (1996a: 207; furthet developed
in 1996b: 81-82), in which the exhibits wete introduced only by Czech
labels: no translation was provided, whether in English or any other
language. For Bal, this absence of translation closed off the possibility
of reading these objects “synechdochically”; for whilst one might sense
that such individual objects were cleatly part of some greater whole, it
was quite impossible to interpret or understand their place ot importance
within this broader cultural tradition. Bal was thus forced to interpret
the choice and arrangement of the objects along “metaphorical” lines,
reading them as symbolic of the particular curatot’s own artistic aesthetic.

In the Confucian Temple text-panel, we have a situation which is
one stage on from this. Some translated information is available,
permitting of a partial synecdochic reading, Yet the possibility for such a
teading is limited, frustrated by the withholding of information (and by
an accompanying booklet text that adds nothing new), such that whilst it
is possible to understand something of the steles’ importance in theit
cultural tradition, the reading of them is an impetfect one. A full
understanding of the steles as parts of that tradition is precluded.

In the Confucian Temple text-panels, then, Chinese readets are
privileged whilst English readers are denied the possibility of a fully
synecdochic—and hence culturally meaningful—reading of the objects
in question. Though no doubt unintentional, the resultant effect on TT
readets and visitots is one of exclusion, of obfuscation. In this most
culturally central of Chinese hetitage sites, the Chinese reader is welcomed
into a fuller appreciation of his/het own heritage that celebrates the
glorious traditions of that culture. The TT teader, by contrast, is
subjected—through the exclusivity of the information presented—to a
sense of display of cultural supetiority that is at best frustrating and at

worst unsettling
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The Confucian Temple Translations:
Issues and Motivations in their Production

Having assessed some of the problems inherent in the Confucian
Temple translations, and their effect on end-users, we may now turn to
consider some of the broader issues and motivations underlying the
production of such translations. One obvious factot motivating the choice
of a highly truncated TT in the panel-text is the very practical
consideration of space. The overall panel is already quite large, and it
might be rightly objected that full translation of the ST would lead to a
TT of excessive length. This problem becomes particularly acute in the
Chinese-English context, for the obvious reason that whereas cognate
language pairs such as English and French occupy similar space on a
given page, Chinese is far more spatially compact. Such a problem,
howevet, demands a greater consideration of how source and target texts
may be effectively presented together within a bilingual context: both
texts must share the same, limited space, without compromising the
differing end-user groups’ access to knowledge: both must be constructed
so as to work effectively both on an intet-lingual level as well as on an
intra-lingual level (i.e. with other, complementary text materials). In the
present example, there is a case for rewtiting not only the TT, but for
also adjusting and editing down the ST, so that a greater sense of balance
is achieved. This, in turn, must be done in consideration of how
relationships with other text gentes in the museum may be affected as a
fesult. In short, a spatially suitable and effective translation can only be
produced if it is considered as part of the entire textual system of the
museum.

A second issue seen in these examples concerns the whole question
of precision in museum texts. Eatliet, we commented in passing on the

Excessively source-otiented natute of the Confucian Temple text panels.
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The problems of serious undertranslation seen above are exacerbated
by the fact that what /s translated seeks to replicate closely the language
of the ST. The desire for precision is a key influence on such an approach.
Precision, especially in regard to terminology, is obviously crucial in the
museological field. Objects must be classified and catalogued as precisely
and scientifically as possible, an understanding that undetlies, for example,
the various museum terminology projects taking place under the auspices
of the UNESCO-affiliated body, the International Council on Museums
(ICOM: http://icom.museum/). Yet the desire for rigorous precision
can all too easily lead to excessive ST orientation, a fact which, though
not explicitly stated, would seem to undetlie much of Zuo’s (2003)
powetfully argued attack on current museum translation practice in China.
For Zuo, excessive literalism combined with unthinking acceptance of
standard equivalents, legitimised as “cotrect” through their inclusion in
standard dictionaries, has led not to greater precision but to
misinformation of target users across a range of museum-related genres.
For instance, the entrance to the 00 fEZ collection at the Palace Museum
in Beijing has a headline reading: “Potcelain of the Three Kingdoms and
the Western and Eastern Jin Dynasties”, an apparently direct translation
of the Chinese phrase “Sanguo Liangjin de Taocigi” — BN = H IR 5R.
Yet, Zuo argues, whilst “porcelain” may constitute accepted “correct”
usage for the Chinese term a0z, it is wholly misleading; it is, put simply,
too specific, too hyponymic. Instead, “ceramics™ is a more truly correct
equivalent (2003: 85). In another example from Zuo, a title in a museum-
related archaeology journal translates “Jiandyu hidn sintan” 8RB 5T
P& as “New Research on the System of Wooden and Bamboo
Documents”, yet a consideration of the contents of the text in question
might suggest the more functionally approptiate—though less “literal”—
translation as “Research on the Sizes of the Ancient Wooden and Bamboo

Slips for Writing”. Such a suggestion provides a mote genuinely end-
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user accessible translation, which, whilst maintaining precision, is more
target-otiented, an approach that as Zuo remarks, is seldom seen in
museum translation (2003: 87).

Zuo’s example brings us to a third issue evident in the Confucian
Temple text panel, namely an inadequate understanding of the importance
of the translated text to foreign visitors. Visitor Studies, the branch of
museology which seeks to analyse visitor behaviour in the museum, has
attempted to provide a typology of visitor types, which are categorised
in various ways (sce e.g. Serrell [1996: 41] for an overview of types as
well as the dangets of categorisation). Dean’s typology (1994: 25-26)
divides visitors according to interest, ranging from the casual visitor,
through mote interested but “object-focused” visitors, to the mote serious
visitor who demands more textual elaboration. Such notions of visitor
stratification sometimes underlie the choice of textual content and the
otganization of texts in a given exhibition (Sertell 1996: Ch. 6). In the
temple’s text panels, we have the strong sense that such stratification is
working inter-lingually, and that it informs the terseness of information
provided in the TT. There is the sense that English readers are petceived
as somehow not needing the same amount of information as Chinese
visitors. This may be because they are seen as just an inherently less
interested visitor group who are less concerned with the fine detail of
Chinese culture. Tt may also be due to a curatorial supposition that they
lack the requisite “museum schema” (a term which Parker [1996] botrows
from linguistics to discuss the role of background knowledge in visitots’
understanding) for understanding the museum in question, a schema
Wwhich is simply felt too complex for the Chinese museum to provide
adequately for them.

A final possible motivation for the production of such text is that
of curarorial (and hence, ideological) influence, which we outlined in the

traductory portion of this paper. For it is at least clear that some sort
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of curatotial judgment has been exercised as to the extent of translated
text to be provided for non-Chinese visitors. Whilst Ferguson’s idea of
the curatorial “misuse” of museum labels, cited eatliet, would seem too
extreme a characterization in the present case, the sense of cultural
privileging that we see here may be in part be due to the “unconscious
articulation” of an ideological position, to recall Coxall’s phrase. Such
articulation in the ST is then reproduced in the TT, resulting in the same
imposition of a curatorial viewpoint, but through the medium of
translation. In such a translation, we see no attempt to mediate the
ideological position of the ST for a TT audience. Instead, ideological
biases are reproduced in a way that, once again, bespeaks excessive source-
orientation. Such unconscious articulation of cultural dominance is
sometimes prevalent in the TT even when it was not originally present in
the ST. In a particularly striking example from the Preface to a Museum
Catalogue published by the Shaanxi Museum of History, Xi’an, in 1996,
visitors to the museum are categotised as “the descendants of Yan and
Huang [i.e. the Chinese], and the foreigners”. In the ST phrase (yanhuang
isun, hongwai binpeng REF LR ~ F4hE ) the juxtaposition of
“Chinese” and “foreign” is more neuttal; in the TT, by contrast, it borders

on the offensive.

Conclusion

This paper has aimed to examine some of the issues surrounding
translation quality in museum texts. Drawing on the discourse of
museology, it has analysed examples of texts in a major Chinese heritage
site to show how faulty translation can dramatically influence the end-
uset/visitor’s reading of the cultural artefacts which the site presents. It

has drawn on Bal’s notion of “synecdochic” reading to suggest that
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such translations preclude full cultural understanding, and that in so doing,
they perpetuate a sense of cultural privileging in favour of source text
readers.

In assessing problems in the production of translations, we have
argued firstly that texts in the museum must be understood as working
in a series of inter- and intra-semiotic relationships, the particular
configuration of which will shape the way in which particular readings
and meanings of objects are made available to the visitor. We have argued
further that such an understanding is an absolute prerequisite for the
production of effective tatget texts in the museum, and that many texts
of problematic quality demonstrate a lack of such understanding. We
have also raised the question of what Bhatia calls “generic competence”,
suggesting that a lack of such competence underlies the failure of many
translations to maintain the “generic integrity” of the target text genre.
Such problems, it should be reiterated, pertain both to the textual and
the extra-textual aspects of gente. In all, we noted that such texts suffer
from an excessive source orientation, in those portions where the ST has
been translated rather than omitted altogether.

In addition to pointing out these failutes of understanding, we
also examined some of the possible motivating factors behind the
translations. An initial factor may have been the desire to save space. A
second factor, which may motivate the desire for source-text affinity, is
the issue of precision, which as Zuo shows, can easily be conflated with
*faithfulness™ to the source. We also noted that Chinese perceptions of
Western visitor needs and motivations when visiting the temple may differ
significantly from the petceptions of visitors themselves. Future research
in visitor studies must address the question of foreign audience needs
and the ways in which these can be reconciled with soutce-cultute usets.
Finally, we raised the issue of curatotial and ideological influence, noting

that such influence in the source text is often directly reproduced in the
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tatget text, and that in some cases, it may even be introduced into the
target text where it was not present in the source.

Such issues are prevalent across many museums in China. A trip
ovet the road from the Confucian Temple to the Yonghe Gong (the
Lama Temple) reveals a similar set of problems. This paper has aimed to
raise key issues of vital importance to the credibility and effectiveness of
the museums and cultural heritage sector in China. It is hoped that they
will provide the basis for a field that is keenly deserving of further research.

* This paper represents part of the output from a City University of Hong
Kong funded project. I should like to acknowledge the funding assistance
given, as well as the assistance of the research support staff involved at

different times in the project.
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(i) Text-panel at Confucian Temple, introducing “Steles Bearing Names of
Jinshi”.
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Cultural Policy and
Translated Assimilation:
A Case Study on Lin Zexu’s Letter
of Advice to Queen Victoria

Mu Fengliang

Abstract

This paper explores the cultural differences between Qing
Dynasty China and Great Britain in the period of the industrial
revolution, taking as a basis a case study of Lin Zexu’s Letter of
Advice to Queen Victoria. The paper seeks not to judge the
historical right or wrong, but to analyse past experience as a means
to raise awareness of the often considerable pitfalls involved in cross-
cultural communication. It demonstrates how an understanding of
sometimes finely nuanced cultural differences is essential to a

communicationally effective target text.

1. Introduction

On January 1, 1839, Lin Zexu PABE|ER was sent to Canton
(Gruangzhou) as Impetial Commissioner to suppress the trade in opium.
The two-month journey started from Beijing, with Lin arriving in Canton
on March 10. His task was a difficult one: the opponent this time was
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not the barbarians that Chinese had encountered in the past, but the
leader of the first industrial revolution, a technologically formidable
power. Feudal custom in China dictated that only the strongest could
assume the role of ruler, while those who were defeated would be treated
as slaves. Yet the Qing Dynasty desire for such dominance was
undermined by the fact that it was militarily weak in the face of the
foreign powers, a situation directly attributable to its backward nature
and technological ignorance. Moteovet, it had no route for retreat, for
any diplomatic failure might be the initiation of the Qing Dynasty’s
termination. The task given by Emperor Daoguang to his Celestial
Commissioner was in fact very intangible: on the one hand Lin Zexu
must maintain the image of the country, whilst on the other hand he
must not arouse a frontier dispute (Gu 1987: 23).

However, due to broader political, economic and cultural
differences, Lin Zexu could not avoid such a dispute. As one of the
diplomatic efforts to ease the relationship and seek cooperation, Lin
wrote a Letter of Advice to Queen Vietoria in the process of his confiscating
and destroying the opium. The letter proved to be a failure. According to
Kishlansky, it was a “frank document” written in “the usual highly stylized
language of Chinese diplomacy” (Kishlansky 1995: 266-269). This article
will focus on the analysis of Lin Zexu’s Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria,

with a view to suggesting an alternative approach to translation.

2. Lin Zexu’s Preparation for
the Opium Embargo

Before modern times, very few Chinese had acquired a western

language, and thus Chinese did not normally read foreign books. Even

if someone could speak a western language, he was greatly alienated
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from the mainstream culture of China, either because of his economic
disadvantage, marginalized poverty, or low taste in culture. More often
than not, he was not interested in the western politics or historical
development of institutional changes. His only interest was his personal
sutvival. In his time, China had no need of interpreters, and thus he
probably had to make a living by serving the foreigners ot catrying on a
practical business. In addition, the rulers in China adopted a closed-door
policy to separate the Chinese from so-called barbarians, and consequently
the Chinese were not allowed to study foreign affairs (Wang 1997: 363).
Great Britain had studied China for three hundred years, yet China still
knew nothing of Britain, except the name of England on the world map
drawn by Matteo Ricci.

In need of new markets, European countties started their
pteparation to open up China. They had interpreters and missionaries
who studied Chinese language, politics, history, customs, geogtraphy,
economic structure, and culture, and who translated Chinese material
into books for Europeans to read (Wang 1997: 363). After generations
of effort, Western missionaries also promoted a certain understanding
of the western culture in China. Foreign monks, such as Parthamasitis
(An Shigao Z{tt5)) from Afghanistan, and Lokaksi (Zhiloujiachen 3%
E53) from Pakistan, translated Buddhist Scripture successfully in
ancient China. In the process of colonization, missionaties such as Matteo
Ricci (Li Madou F[I5%& 1552-1610), Jean Adam Schall von Bell (Tang
Ruowang 575 % 1591-1666), Ferdinand Verbiest (Nan Huairen Fg{%{=
1623-1688), Jacobus Rho (Luo Yage FEHE® 1593-1638) and W. A. P.
Martin (Ding Weiliang TR 1827-1916) made prolific translations,
which were well-accepted in China.

Generally speaking, the Chinese were sevetal steps behind in
international studies. Japan provides us with an interesting parameter of
comparison. Later in the 20th century, Lu Xun had to study the West
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with the help of translated resources from Japanese, while Lin Zexu had
to start from zero. Realizing such an information gap, therefore, Lin
Zexu included four Chinese intetptetets, known as Yuan Dehui Z2{EE,
Liang Jinde Z&£7%, Ya Meng §fiF and Ya Lin 5aAk (Ma 1999: 512) in
his team. In fact, Lin Zexu was once the coordinator of the Imperial
House of Translation (fan shufang xinggon BE F1T#E), and thus was

relatively experienced in intercultural communication.

2.1 Study of Foreign Affairs

According to the institutional framework of the Qing Dynasty,
government officials were “celestial representatives”, whilst businessmen
wete not equal to government officials. As a diplomatic rule, foreign
businessmen were not allowed to communicate with Chinese government
officials directly. However, due to the need of the opium-suppression
campaign, Lin Zexu made some institutional breakthrough when he
contacted foreigners such as American missionaries E. C. Bridgman (Bi
Zhiwen #HE0), Peter Patker (Bo Jia {H#E), and British Merchant Ship
Doctor Hill (Xi Er Z#) directly or via Chinese Co-hong merchants.

Lin Zexu also changed the scholastic bias of Confucians who
acknowledged Chinese books only. To deal with foreign affairs, Lin shifted
his concern to translating foreign newspapers and books. As a result, his
staff translated #he Macao Monzhly from 1839 to 1840. In the same effort,
the Encyclopaedia of Geography by Murray was partially translated into
Sizhonzhi VOPNE.

2.2 Legal Preparation

Lin Zexu also made legal preparations by translating a part of
Valtel’s Le droit des gens ot The Law of Nations. According to Lydia Liu, it
was Yuan Dehui “who, in view of the impending trouble with the British,

first called Lin’s attention to the authoritative work of Valtel” (Liu
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1999: 141). Under the request of Lin Zexu “duting the month of July”,
the American medical missionary Peter Parker (1804-1888) paraphrased
three paragraphs of Valtel’s book into Chinese, the paragraphs relating

to “wat, and its accompanying hostile measures, as blockades, embargoes,
etc.” (Liu 1999: 140). It reads:

Every state has, consequently, a right to prohibit the entrance of foreign
merchandises, and the nations that are affected by such prohibitions
have no right to complain of i, as if they had been refused an office of
humanity. Their complaints would be ridiculous, since they would only
be caused by a want of that gain, refused by 2 nation that would not

suffer it to be made at its own expense. (Liu 1999: 141)

Lin Zexu believed that such matters could be understood and shared
with his counterpart delegated by the British government. However, this
unsystematic study was far from being persuasive. In addition, “a language
is just a dialect with an army” (Moztis 2000: 210): when an international
legal term was expressed in a dialect, such as in Chinese, it might encounter
a strong resistance ot challenge. It was not realized until years later, by
Tan Sitong i [5], that without upgrading its institutional framework
over time, China would be paralyzed and powerless. In contrast, a
European state of about one hundred square miles, Switzerland, had
maintained an effectively valid state power, with common protection
won to its favor. Consequently Switzetland enjoyed peace for six hundred
yeats with no army allowed to enter its border (Wang 1997: 370). China’s
case was quite different. Beside political and economic conflicts, there
wete also cultural confrontations. No matter how much innovation Lin
Zexu made in his administration, he could not break through the limit
of what we shall refer to as “tributary diplomatism”, the tribute system

of diplomacy set up by the Chinese emperors.
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3. Textual Study of Lin Zexu’s
Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria

Lin Zexu’s Letter of Advice fo Queen Victoria is frequently mentioned
by both Eastern and Western scholars in connection with the Opium
Wars. Ma Zuyi notes that this letter, or “communication”, was sent to
Britain via a British ship-owner. The British Ministry of Foreign Affairs
refused to accept the letter Ma 1999: 517). Even if it had been otherwise,
it could hardly realize its assumed function. As Gregory has recently
observed: “The fate of the communication is obscure. If it was ever
received by anyone in power in Britain, they would certainly have been

bemused by some of the assumptions behind it” (Gregory 2003: 78).

3.1 The Purpose of the Letter, and Misunderstandings

The purpose of Lin Zexu’s Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria was
originally to keep the peace. It asked Queen Victoria for help in the
Chinese campaign against the sale of opium in China. Unfortunately
this putpose was not cleatly presented because the atrogant tone of “the
Celestial Court” was very much misleading. Firstly the letter tried to show
how powetful China was, and how awesomely its legal code was obsetved.
Secondly, the terms used, though neutral to China, were certainly insulting
to Britain. For instance, the British merchants were refetred to as
“barbarians”, a term intended in Chinese simply to indicate “foreignets”,
but which to British readers would seem grossly derogatory. Such terms
caused misunderstandings. Furthermore, another misunderstanding took
place in communication when Lin Zexu ignored Captain Elliott, the Chief
Supetintendent of Trade in Guangzhou. Captain Elliott was the official
representative of the British government. Instead of contacting him and
handing in the letter, Lin Zexu sent the letter to Queen Victoria via a

British metchant ship. Being ignorant of the function of the Queen, he
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believed he should addtess her directly, while he avoided ditect
communication with the British government, thus losing a direct chance
for peace negotiations. The threatening gesture of force and punishment
in cutting off the market was conveyed by habitual expressions based on
maintaining face and image, but sounded watlike. It turned the peaceful

communication of the opium issue into an ultimatum for war.

3.2 The Thinking within the Frame of Chinese Tradition

The traditional Chinese approach to diplomacy, as noted above,
was one of “tributary diplomatism”. One of its featutes was expressed
in the ancient Zuo Zhuan T2{8, ot Zuo Commentary on the S, pring and Antnmn
Apnnals, where we find the phrase: “pacify the Chinese by virtue, and
threaten the barbarians by punishment” (see Zuo Zhuan, “Duke Xi, Year
25” (€3 "+ FAAF). This feature was well presented in the Letter of Advice
to Queen Victoria, which was in the format of a communication, but the
copy sent to Emperor Daoguang for proof-reading was titled as an official
declatation of a war campaign (o ). Written in accordance with the
discourse of tributary diplomatism, the letter stated:

(1) We have read your successive tributary memotials ... The kings of
your honorable country by a tradition handed down from generation
to genetation have always been noted for their politeness and

submissiveness.

BREICERR - HEER ARG - HRAE -
(For the English version of Lin’s Letter see Kishlansky 1995: 266-
269; for the Chinese version see Zheng 1987: 2-3. All subsequent

quotes from the letter here ate sourced from these works.)

Whenever there was a communication from outside, it was deemed
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as a tribute to China. Whenever polite terms were applied, it was
considered as “submissiveness”. This way of thinking harmed the quality
of communication and degree of understanding.

The letter went on:

(2) we presume that the ruler of your honorable country, who takes
delight in our culture and whose disposition is inclined towatds us,
must be able to instruct the various barbartians to observe the law
with care.

AR B T EMLED - ERERS MR - iRk -

The suggestions here that Britain “takes delight in our culture”
and is “inclined towards us” show the self-assumed ethnocentrism or
sinocentric wotldview, which was not only Lin Zexu’s practice, but also
the common assumption held by China even until quite recently. Maybe
the Chinese had reasons to keep their culture, but it was problematic to
ask other people to practice it or sing one’s own praises.

Here is an example of threat:

(3) Our Celestial Dynasty rules over and supervises the mytiad states,
and surely possesses unfathomable spititual dignity.
BRHAERERE - FETEHE -

This threat was not effective because long before, Ambassadors
Macartney (who visited Emperor Qianlong) and Amherst (who visited
Emperor Jiaqing) had seen China tespectively, and knew that China was
not as strong as it claimed.

Here is another threat:

(4) They must by no means tty to test the effectiveness of the law with
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their lives. May you, O King, check your wicked and sift your wicked
people before they come to China, in order to guarantee the peace of
your nation, to show further the sincerity of your politeness and
subversiveness, and to let the two countties enjoy together the
blessings of peace.

THFHITERE - DRNEAR - s RIEC L > AREZ

g ©

These examples show the pattern of ttibutary diplomatism that China
enforced upon others. The letter lost half of its chance to gain its request
by being unfair in some of its political and cultural positions.

3.3 Problematic Terms of Address

Lin Zexu’s Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria addressed foreigners,
no matter good or bad people, as “barbatians”. He used terms like “the
wicked batbarians” (jian yi {755), “the good barbatians™ (fang yi B 28),
and “the barbarian ships”(yi chuan Ffiff) in his letter. More examples
include the following:

(5) there appear among the crowd of barbarians both good persons and
bad

RREETI

(6) the crime of those barbarians who through the years have been selling
opium

RABERE IR

(7) We take into to considetation, howevet, the fact that the various
barbarians have still known how to repent their crimes and return to

their allegiance to us by taking the 20,183 chests of opium from their
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storeships and petitioning us, through their consular officer
[Superintendent of Trade], Elliot, to receive it.

MR RSHIBRZIHN - FEWRA 8 -8/ SHEE
EHRAE > EEEUR -

Examples (5) to (7) from Lin’s Letfer show that the term of address for
“foreigner” was translated habitually from Chinese into English as
“barbarian”. It was from Lord Napier that the term was taken as a
“respectable rhetoric for war” (Liu 1999: 133). As eatly as 1833, when
Britain abolished the monopoly over British trade with China, the Foreign
Secretary Lord Palmerston appointed Lord Napier as the Chief
Superintendent of Trade in Guangzhou. This official title was translated
by Chinese as Yimu 58 5 (“foreign principal”), but once back-translated,
it turned out to be “the barbarian eye”, and Guangzhou’s Viceroy refused
Napiet’s interview request. Consequently, the translation of Yimx as “the
barbarian eye” caused the confrontation of two governments. At the
death of Lord Napier, the successor Captain Elliott adhered to Lotd
Napier’s hostile policy against China.

The word “foreigner” or “non-Chinese” up to the Qing Dynasty
was commonly translated into Chinese as “batbarian”. Originally this
was because China used to think of itself as the Central Kingdom from
the period of the Shang and Western Zhou Dynasty onwards, as recorded
in the Book of Odes. Bordeting around the Central Kingdom were four
categories of barbarous people. In the east were the Yi 2, whose
character in Chinese calligraphy was otiginally derived from “a picture
of a man carrying a bow” (Bai 1982: 53). In the west lived people named
Rong #, chatacterized as being military. The Di $X tribes lived in the
north and were good at hunting. Finally, there were the Chinese southern
Man . Long after these peoples were assimilated into the Central

Kingdom, Yi, Rong, Di and Man wete still used as terms to indicate 4
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lower type of civilization.

According to Sima Qian, in his Records of the Historian, the term
“four barbarians” (s yi JY55) could be traced back to Di Ku THEE, the
Great grandson of Huang Di, who once suffered the disturbance of
Quan Rong. He offeted a reward of 20,000 liang of gold, and a post to
govern a land with 10,000 tenants. He also offered a princess as a bride,
to anyone who could kill General Wu of the Quan Rong Army. After
the order was issued, it was Di Ku’s dog, with a fur of five colors, and
named Panhu &5, who came back to the palace with 2 human head
held in its mouth. The ministers around Di Ku looked and found it was
the head of General Wu. Di Ku was very pleased, but he could not let
the princess marry a dog, nor could he promote the dog as an
administrator. He was puzzled as how to reward the dog. The princess
heard the story, and insisted that the promise be kept. Di Ku reluctantly
matried the princess to the dog Panhu. Panhu, the dog, carried the princess
to the cave in the South Mountain, located on a bare steep slope, with no
human intrusion. In three years’ time, they gave birth to six boys and six
gitls. After the death of Panhu, those boys and gitls became wives and
husbands to themselves. Thus they were named Man Yi 25, [0

In the Northern Song Dynasty, Shi Jie (54} 1005-1045) extended
the term Yi further by saying that the Heaven was above, and the Earth
was below, in between was China, whilst the Four Yi were at the four
corners; they were outsiders, and China was in the middle. Therefore, the
Heaven and the Earth had boundaries delineating inside and outside. In
China, the monarch and his ministers were independent of outside forces
Ot ceremony. Music was self-composed, clothes and hats were home-
made, marriage and ancestor worship were self-administered, funeral and
its customs were self-regulated, fruits and vegetables were self-managed,
and five corns were self-owned. Each lived his own way, and each practiced

his own custom. Each practiced his own teaching, each worshiped his

35




Translation Quarterly No. 38

own worship, each clothed his own clothes, each lived in his own house.
Thus, the Four Yi were settled at four cotners, and China settled in the
Central Kingdom. There would be no disturbance to each other. @
With such etymological background, no matter how neutralized
the term y/ 38 became, in the English version it would habitually be
rendered as “batbarian”. Such being the case, Lin Zexu’s Letter of Advice
to Queen Victoria was, to Britain, not a letter for peace, but a translated
message of war. As a result of power politics, “the British ... lifted the
ban on the opium trade” and instead banned “the word y7” by the British
Treaty of Tianjin (1858), stipulating that: “It is agreed that, henceforward,
the character )7 [barbarian] shall not be applied to the Government or
subjects of Her Britannic Majesty in any Chinese official document issued
by the Chinese Authorities either in the Capital or in the Provinces” (Liu
1999: 133-134). The Chinese suffered injustice over the Opium Wat.
Even the Times of London stated in an editorial that moral compensation
was owed to China “for pillaging het town and slaughtering her citizens
in a quartel which could never have arisen if we had not been guilty of
an inter-national crime” (Jordan 1999: 62). Nevertheless, China did not
win general sympathy from the standers-by because its cultural and
diplomatic policy involved tributary diplomatism. “Where is your
conscience?” Lin Zexu asked. His counterparts, who were involved in an
organized ctime of trafficking illegal drugs, might have retorted, “you

are at fault yourselves”.

3.4 Ridiculous Assumptions Based on Ignorance of the West

A short letter by Lin Zexu reflects certain ridiculous assumptions
of the Qing Government. Firstly, Emperor Daoguang saw Britain as a
small foreign land (fan bang xiao gno F&FK/IN\B), 2 nation of insignificant
island barbarians (qug# dagy: & & 55 58), and thus neglected his study of

the world situation. Consequently his self-conceited and rootless
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assumptions influenced his ministers, Here are examples from Lin’s letter:

(8) Take tea and rhubarb, for example; the foreign countries cannot get
along for a single day without them.

DUIZRBERE » JNBIFTA T — F -

When Lin Zexu showed the letter to the British Doctor Hill for proof-
reading, Dr. Hill laughed at the exaggeration of the function of rhubarb
and tea, for these were not addictive drugs, so people could still get
along without them.

(9 Moreover the woolens, camlets, and longells [i.e., textiles] of foreign
countties cannot be woven unless they obtain Chinese silk.

SONBLZ WEAANRE - JEIS H IS AR -

This is another exaggeration, for silk was much less important than wool
and cotton.

(10) As for other foodstuffs, beginning with candy, ginger, cinnamon,
and so forth, and articles for use, beginning with silk, satin, chinaware,

and so on, all the things that must be had by foreign countries are

innumerable.
HEREY)  FRRI 2R 4 - FIY 8 B ZEsTmoN » SMNEF
TE - BB

These products were tradable, so they wete beneficial not only to buyers,
but also to sellers. Lin’s view was thus not mature commercially.

(11) On the other hand, articles coming from the outside to China can

only be used as toys. We can take them or get along without them.
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Tishskz ) » RS - TR -

(12) Since they are not needed by China, what difficulty would thete be if
we closed our frontier and stopped the trade?

SR ER - IHEPABIIET

Examples (11) to (12) also depart from the truth. South China was densely
populated with less arable land, so for many years thete wete people who
specialized in business and commerce. It was impossible to stop all the
trade.

Lin Zexu’s letter turned out to be a diplomatic failure. (His other
failure was said to be his ignorance of the approaching war, when he
assured Emperor Daoguang that the British dare not declare war against
China. However, this will not be discussed here.) To sum up the
misunderstandings between Britain and China, they arose from the gaps
created by diffeting institutional frameworks. China was a self-centered
feudal dynasty that was not only backward in technology, but also ignorant
of the sense of democracy and equal rights practice. Such political
background would produce problematic source texts, and their
translations would be as problematic as the soutce, as documented in

Lin ZexWs Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria.

4. Conclusion:
A New Approach in Translation

The Opium Wars knocked open the closed door of China, and
initiated both the Western colonization in China and the Chinese policy
teform for reconstruction. One of the institutional efforts was the

translation of Wheaton’s Elements of International Law, which came twenty
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years later after the first Opium War. This, along with a seties of other
legal translation studies, was responsible for terminating the old sense
of tributary diplomatism. On hearing of such a translation, British
Minister Frederick Bruce said “The work would do good, by showing
the Chinese that the nations of the West have 7z0/ [principles| by which
they are guided”, and that “force is not their only law”. That occurred
after force had gained the desired interests in China. It was now time for
the Chinese impetial court to protect foreign interests “according to the
requirement of international law” (Liu 1999: 142). Tronic as it was at this
initial stage, China was successful in kicking off its isolated state and
unilateralism, to join the family of nations. This happened with pain,
humiliation, curiosity, and at last the status of an equal membership. To
study such a process initiates new dimensions in translation research.

Based on the data discussed above, I conclude that translation, as
a means of cross-cultural contact, can convey a war of words or words
of war, if it is done in a spirit of self-assumed cthnocentrism or
sinocentrism. However, managed in generally accepted conventions and
norms, a translated piece will have motre chances of meeting the target
audience’s expectations. Such being the case, there are two kinds of
expectations: one is from the source text providers, and the other is
from the target text readers. Lin Zexu expected peace when he provided
the Letter of Advice to Queen Victoria as the source text, but the translators
who translated the letter failed both Lin Zexu’s expectation for peace
and Britain’s expectation for equal partnership and diplomatic courtesy
by turning the letter into a message for war.

Such a situation reminds us that it is important for the translator
to be faithful to the source text. This helps the source text to be accepted
positively by the target text readers. At the same time, it is the translator’s

duty to promote the sense of cultural integration and assimilation.
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icti itions and
Hedged Fictional Proposition
Fzglithful Literary Translation

Feng Zongxin

Abstract -
Based on Lakoff’s study of hedges, Fraser’s discussion of hedged

performatives, and Brown and Levinson’s ideas of implicit anzli hedged
performatives, this paper explores hedges and hedlging dezz::nt:u;t
implicitize performatives and modify the s;?eaker 5 com'mz i
truth-valued propositions. It holds that a literary text is a gen ‘
authorial implicit performative, by which the author performs p; ser";els/
of speech acts and commits him/herself dlfferent.ly to aut; ori y
narratorial propositions by means of hedging de‘(J'ICf.BS. An‘a yses |
some examples have found that such subtle linguzstlc.df:wce’s z.uorl
in quite unexpected ways on the discursive level: actI.Aalzzmg fl(:tloﬂ;lﬂ
as well as realistic performatives and constructing more rez;d
fictional reality from authorial/narratorial stances. The paper holds

SR . tor
that these aspects can have important implications for faithful literary

translators and translation critics.

1. Introduction

In his classical essay “Hedges: A Study of Meaning Criteria”,
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otiginally delivered at the Eighth Regional Meeting of the Chicago
Linguistic Society in 1972, George Lakoff was concerned with the logical
properties of “words whose meaning implicitly involves fuzziness—words
whose job is to make things fuzzier or less fuzzy”, which he referred to
as “hedges” (Lakoff 1973 471). His point of departure was to criticize
truth-conditional semantics for dividing sentences into true, false and
lacking a truth value, and argued for studying tuzzy boundaries (Channell
1994: 10). When later studies, especially pragmatics, focused on the
communicative value of hedges, the concept no longer covers linguistic
items merely for (im)precision of category memberships. Along with
“hedging”, the concept now covers 2 wide range of devices modifying
the speaker’s involvement in what he/she says, typically showing “a lack
of full commitment to the propositional content of an utterance” (Kopple
1985, quoted from Markkanen and Schroder 1997: 4-5), or toning-down
of utterances and statements “in order to reduce the riskiness of what
one says” (Wales 1989: 215).

In terms of the speaker’s commitment to the propositional content,
the same is true of speech acts in written communication, of which
literary communication is one type. As is widely tecognized, in a literary
discourse, there is an embedding of complex addresser-addressee
relationships by which the author, while addressing his/her readers,
performs authotial performative acts and makes a series of fictional
propositions. To accomplish their performatives and make their
propositions believable, authors resort to various hedges and hedging
devices to implicitize their petformatives and commit themselves
accordingly to the truth-value of fictiona] propositions. However, such
features have not deserved due attention because of the general nature
of studies on hedges in the Lakoffian sense, This paper deals with hedged
literary performatives and fictional propositions and shows that, instead
of semantically “de-specifying” and “de-intensifying”, hedges and hedging
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s are pragmatically and stylistically specifying and intensifying in that

- a narrative in fact show

hedged fictional propositions in certain parts of

|? ()HIIIICIH trace ()‘ C( l()l ts to Preseflt mote prCCISC O 5
iy S 'y more trut}lful more

assertive and believable fictiona LT
nd metalinguistic comments from the “implied nar 5
ctional speech acts and

| realities, coupled with detailed

descriptions a ;i
By discussing how literary authors perform 1

their fictional propositions for :
i this observation can shed on literary

patticulat purposes, this

paper aims to explote what light

translation in terms of authorial/narratorial stances.

2. Hedges and Hedging Devices

et, Lakoft (1973: 471ff) did not seem to show much
: nly interest

‘A

From the ons
« in the communicative value of the use of hedges, buto ;
“fuzzier or less fuzzy”. For example,

N M. ,
“A penguin is a bird” is not exactly true,

interes
in how wotds can make things

i ird” is true, but
sparrow is a bird” is . ;
d and prototypical representative of the category

knowledge of birds, is not
t mind. Thus,

since a spatrow is a typical
of birds; a penguin, howevet, in our common R
and does not trigger a prototypical image of a bitd in ou
only hedged statements like:
(1) A penguin is sort of a bird. '
(2) A penguin is, techuically speaking, a bz.rd.
(3) A penguin is, i the strictest sense, a bird.
can be true, or close to being true.
Obviously, statements like
is sort of a bird” ate acceptable,
is not acceptable and one like
tidiculous. In order for a statement like

o close to true, hedges such as sor? of, technica
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“A sparrow is a bird” and “A penguin
but a statement like “A penguin is 2 bird”
“A spatrow is sort of 2 bird” sounds
“A penguin is a bird” to be true
lly speaking, and in the strictost
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sense, etc. are useful in emphasizing the (im)precision of logical ot
categotical properties. In other words, whenever we come across a concept
other than typical or prototypical representative of a category ot class of
things, we have to resort to certain hedges to mark the statement in
order to be true in the sense we expect.

Prince, Frader and Bosk (1982: 85), following Lakof, distinguished
two kinds of fuzziness, one within the propositional content and the
other in the relationship between the propositional content and the
speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition conveyed.
Accordingly, there are two types of hedges: those that affect the truth-
conditions of propositions, called “approximators” (e.g. His feet were
sort of blue), and those that do not affect the truth-conditions but reflect
the degree of the speaket’s commitment to the truth-value of the whole
proposition, called “shields” (e.g. I #hink his feet were blue).

Brown and Levinson (1987: 145) include in their concept of hedges
both “detensifiers” and “intensifiers” (e.g. I rather think it’s hopeless; Bill
is a #rue friend; You ate guite right), for they see “hedge” as “a patticle,
word of phrase that modifies the degree or membership of a predicate
or a noun phrase in a set; it says of that membership that it is partial ot
true only in certain respects, or that it is more true and complete than
might be expected”. Generally, people take the term only to refer to
expressions showing discrepancies between what they mean and the
resources available to mean, or at least “the match between a piece of
knowledge and a category is less than perfect” (Chafe 1986: 270).

When practitioners in pragmatics and discourse analysis take this
linguistic phenomenon into their consideration, the term “hedge” no
longer refers to the expressions that modify the category membership
of a predicate or noun phrase. Although Lakoff (1973: 492) pointed out
the link between the semantic study of hedges and pragmatics, the concept

of “hedge” has tended to evade linguistic-communicative definitions,
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due to its essentially philosophical and logical nature. For example,

Bussmann (1996), one of the very few dictionaries of linguistics giving

an entry for the term, defines “hedge” by solely drawing from Lakoff. A

pleasant exception is Wales (1989), who defines “hedge” and “hedging”
discourse analysis and speech

in the same entry from the perspectives of
e into the bargain, i.e. “the

act theoty, mentioning the Lakoffian sens
down of utterances and statements ... by clauses,

qualification and toning-
duce the riskiness of what one says”. And

adverbials, etc. in order to re
the motivations for their use are given as

otherwise seem too forceful” and “politen
.; Would you mind awfully if -.)” (Wales

“mitigation of what one may

€ss Of ICSPCCt to strangers and

supetiors (That may be true, but ..
1989: 215).

It may be assumed that in all communication
tties to avoid the potential possibility of being confronted, questioned,
ot negated. According to Hiibler (1983), the function of hedges is to
“reduce the tisk of negation”. According to Kopple (1985), hedges like
perhaps, seer, might, 1o a certain extent are seen as modifying the truth-value
of the whole proposition, not just as making individual elements inside

kkanen and Schroder 1997: 5). Tannen observes

it mote precise (cf. Mat
that “by qualifying of modifying a wotd of statement, hedges measure
> (1993: 17-18). Since every

the word or idea against what is expected’
certain communicative purposes, with

k to be believed for what

the speaker of writet

instance of language use involves
hedges and hedging devices, politicians can as
they say and be relieved of the responsibility for what they say, thus to
avoid criticism (Schiffner 1998: 185); scholats in academic discourse can

try to “strengthen the argument by weakening the claim” (Meyer 1997

21). That is, by avoiding possibilities of overgeneralization Of

overstatements, scholars can avoid possible risks of disputes and make

their propositions more waterptoof.
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3. Hedges, Performatives, and Propositions

Lakoff . .
“Technically, 1 said that Harry is a l:Zstargf;ZiEatIVe& For example,
mean wps 1; generally be tak
s ilzthilggsfiaoke;; dlf.i not mean the statement “Harryyis a baSteaIrldt’?
the implicature :S : tf-;’l ) : with the ,clause “I said”, seems to be canceliné;
it. Thus, Lakoff conclud 2 speaket’s saying so does not necessarily mean
conditions for utterau e that hﬁ:dges may possibly “interact with felicity
S R Veﬁ}:es and with rules of conversation” (1973: 490).
N eXr $ z;nd syntactic constructions convey hedged
“hedged assertion” ai;nl;;’ { suppose/ guess/ think that Harry is coming is a
(Lakoff 1973: 490-491) Aal’:z 1” EDZZ ZJ@ daor'.? is a “softened tequest”
ql.lestions in detail, he made a no%e thit (i)riffe(:lt? n(.)t discuss these .two
will be “revealing”. gation of the questions
Fraset’s i «
b Stu((ily9zf5)h:ccllea o.f hedged Berformatives” is a classic that
B ooy (£ W lges Into pragmatics, discourse analysis, stylistics,
the general form ;)f . e‘s‘ N 214): He discovered sentences that have
performance of the iﬂoiué);;:; Zit,l‘;e Sentane” may “count as the
: . ) , denoted by the per ;
ik:r]e”:):zi:;zﬁzﬁ} admit, Jﬂgg.m; etc. as in “I can p:;mz‘m I;7ouf EZ?:\EEZ
you have a POi;’lt” T;(:t‘;dw{e you to temain quiet”, “I have to admit that
187). He noted that th:]slfh;:ﬁzthat you ask again” (Fraser 1975:
ar . ' e sentences differ from i
mmi’z;z;d;jgﬁp;fo;mauW .sentences (t.e. We will be there on ﬂ);;gt;h;;
s ’a ZO ddvle a point, .You Should ask again, etc.) in that each of
- a 'or semi-modal, which makes their sentence
- For instance, I must advice you to leave is literally a

Statemelll 1} at 1[ € S])Cakel as a U[)I ga 1on to Say SO rather that I cra Iy
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performing the act of advising the hearer to leave at the moment of | he can “back ¢ up”; (2) he expr,

speaking, The very significant thing about Fraset’s observation is that conditions; and (3 he sgys Wh:::”f’f the state specified in the sincetity

certain linguistic devices can get the speaker less involved in the speech The reason is that “there is a cl €15 specified by the essentig] condition

petformance, or strategically relieve the speaker from some of the constative class of Hlocutiona: ose ’c’onnectlon between saying and the

responsibility for saying what he/she is saying, Since itis not aings eas }; QZS '(Sea%"le 1969: 66)

Although Fraser did not label modals or semi-modals as hedges, utterances from constatives ﬁlei usltlm said, to distinguish performative
he focused on the fact that it is the modal or the semi-modal that makes | language use involves Perfor’mau ¢ 1s little doubt thar every instance of
the difference (Fraser 1975: 187). Markkanen and Schréder (1997: 4) the performance ang . VeS' @d the user’s commitment to hoth
followed this view in their observation and concluded that the modal | communicative putposes, pe f lePOSmonaI c.ontent Thus, for certain
must “gets the speaker off the hook”. In my view, in Fraser’s hedged and hedging devices. In t"act lljedmay :;ary their commitment with hedges
petformatives, it is not the “modal/semi-modal” alone that makes the discourse (with varying degr;es fng €vices can function in 4] types of
difference, but rather, it is the whole “clause structure” that does the job. hopes to be Jess assertive and’jmoug%l) where the addresser deliberately
A hedged performative contains a modal/semi-modal which embeds the and commit him /herself N posing than .Would othetwise sound,
un-hedged performative structure as a down-toned one. For example, a of being more polite and moge h;:f:;:i ZCtS fll?vozed, for the purpose

Cr-irien V.

bald on-record request, “Remain quiet”, can be turned into a softened
request, “Won’t you remain quiet?”’, which could be glossed as “I hedgedly

request that you remain quiet” (cf. Brown and Levinson 1987: 145). Thus, 4. Hed ge d Ficti
a “softened request” is actually an implicit and hedged performative, Ictional P I'OPOSiﬁOIlS
which, as Wales (1989: 215) notices, “metalinguistically” refers to the In literary work

s

illocutionary force of the utterance. acts that are ap Propriate to the specig .

Since Austin and Seatle, it has been widely recognized that when elicity conditions as well. On a hi I;l Cll 1¢ situations with al] the fictional
human beings use language, they do not merely talk or wtite but they knows from expetience very Welgl }zr /e;’d the author, in his/her writing
also perform actions. According to Austin (1962), ritual phrases like “I his/her verbal strategies which cap 1 s . et readers’ possible reaction to
promise” and “I know”, in the approptiate circumstances, are not deseribing | when ad dressing his/het audios S taA en as the same as those employed
the action, but dosng it. If someone promises that S is P, it means that he/ conventions of fteraure ic - theCC Ifhoig’},l.one of the pragmatic
she is specifically committed to the proposition that S is P. This means the author bug e o speaking “T” js understood not to be
that when people perform speech acts, they commit themselves to the authot, what the narrators (whe;arra:or .or ad’dresser created by the
truth value of their propositions. According to Searle (1969: 65), when characters say in the fictiong] iy Crh reliable ’.or “unreliable”) or
someone makes a statement, he is doing three things at the same time: himself/herself Wants to say in the reall‘sv i rfi;i It—(I) be J%ls; what the author
ence 1n fictional discourse

(1) he implies that the prepatratory condidons of the act are satisfied, i.e. authors are, in 4 o
) cnse, pet
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ries of truth-

g themselves to corresponding se
e on the page

constatives, committin
tions at the same time. Thus, every sentenc

valued ptoposi
can be a performative in the guise of 2 constative with 2 propositional

value. A literary wotk as 2 whole can be a general implicit performative
because the authot implicitly «,sks” the readers to do the reading on the

assumption that they will recognize the felicity conditions and accept the

fictional propositions. As Brown and Levinson (1 987: 146) point out,

“to ask someone to do something is to presuppose that they can and are
willing to do it, and have not already donefit ... to hedge these assumptions

__that is, to avoid commitment to them—is a primary and fundamental

method of disarming routine interactional
When hedges and hedging devices a

background assumptions of to tone down s
concern is “politeness” (Wales 1989: 215). The basis of Brown and

Levinson’s (1978/1987) politeness model, closely based on Gtice’s otiginal

versation assuming that human comm
abstract notion of “face”, which

threats”.
re used to soften the strong

peech utterances, their chief

model of con unication is

purposeful and goal-ditected, is highly
everybody has a strong interest in preserving Since most speech acts are
face-threatening, in order to “save

chooses the most polite strategy to commit intrinsically
acts” (FTAs) in an “off record” way, with its threatening-ness veiled in

one way ot anothet, O that the listener is not openly forced to recognise

face”, or not to lose face, the speaket
“face-threatening

and accept it.

While accepting m
politeness, Sell (1991: 215) sees all interaction, and all langu:
operating within politeness parametets, and that politeness is “mankind’s

patient, sleepless super-ego”, and that the writing and reading of literary

texts are interactive communication processes. Since the study of
politeness can be that iz and of literary texts (Sell 1991: 217), Feng and

Shen (2001) discussed authorial politeness towards the reader. One of

uch of Brown and Levinson’s account of
age use, 25

50

l ledged l ICtlollal I I()P()Sltl()lls a]ld l althjul the[a]y lIallS]atl()n

their findin, i
o gz was the literary author’s use of classical hedges (e (2
o > fmlz;g %, etc.) and other hedging devices to soften or 'g.l‘fer b
act of li o
pact o ‘terary speech acts, of to tone down authorial i a’ 'en i
the readers in order to win them over. e e
Alth i .
L ough the fictional world is not exactly the same as th
i . .
A alvery fictional proposition the author makes presuppo i:jal
uth- i ; mm.l
g \Irf 1;:. In different parts of a fictional discourse, the aut}; o,
mself di , - .
fferently to the truth-value of such propositi e
constructs the fiction from different perspectives il
On th - i '
| B e m:;cro level, a fictional creation, made up of seties of h
ces, can be a general implici i
plicit petformative, b i
— . , by which the auth
i jte,,) N e reader to do things (“Read my work and belie aLlll -
] . .. Ve
g s such an implicit performative is also an FTA. th What I
a g
" ot naturally resorts to a further hedged performative (“T hm::lt ad
imql;f:s.t that you read and believe what I hedgedly write”) He o
p c1t.:}lle authorial performative and however strongl h do‘zever
narratoti i .
oy .perft'(})lrmatlve may be, they are after all FTAs. For the ge l:h Y
mative, the reader may | . e
: y leave the authorial
g . request unfulfill
Eerf y .1scard1ng the whole book in the first place. For the h edd o
ormati . iy
. a :eélsuppose the reader’s perlocutionary act in response t gtleld
- e . . e
o P oli he authorial request is successful, the reader may still Of :
omplish the second ste ’ © may
p of the authorial r
» o equest—h
y rztfccept the propositional truth due to a strong disbeliefhft'3 nd
] pe
3 e ;)re dislike for, the author’s fiction-making. Thus, in (: (?f, o
" ‘ . , in order
N S hep hedged performative to be successful, the auth 1'(1)r "
ss the FTA in reducing the “ri = , N
- g the “riskness” of his/her narratorial
On the micro-
P ° Charazrtncro level, for the same putpose, the author lets his/her
ers make appropriately hedged performatives and mod,
odest

assertions, s
, SO as to sound m i
ore like what p
eople verbally do i ;
0 in various
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ceal social settings. Hedges and hedging devices on these two levels

ined, the author can commit less to
mative, appearing less imposing and

comb the propositional content of

the general authorial implicit petfor
making narratosial a
“willing suspension of disbelief”.

vel can be

more inviting, ssertions less vulnerable and more

acceptable, and inviting mote

Typical hedged fictional propositions on the macro-le
modetn fiction. In George Orwell’'s Nineteen Eighty-

hedging devices to tone down
himself as little as possible to

found in quite a lot of
Four, for example, the author uses vatious

the narrator’s assettiveness of to commit

the statements he is making in the text:

(1) ...Downin the street little eddies of wind wete whirling dust and

ough the sun was shining and the sky 2

torn papet into spirals, and th
except the postets

harsh blue, there seemed to be no colout in anything

that were plastered everywhere. (Orwell 1954 06)

somehow curiously savage, in the

@) ... aheavy, murmurous sound,

background of which one seemed to heat the stamp of naked feet
4: 16-17)

and the throbbing of tom-toms. (Orwell 195

(3) For pethaps as much as thirty seconds they kept it up. [t was 2 refrain

that was often heard in moments of overwhelming emotion. Partly it

was a sort of hymn to the wisdom and majesty of Big Brother, but

ct of self-hypnosis, 2 deliberate
¢ noise. Winston’s entrails scemed

1p sharing in

still more it was an a drowning of

consciousness by means of thythmi
1d. In the Two Minutes Hate he could not he

to grow o
the genetal delirium, but this sub-hutman chanting of “B-B! ... B-B”
always filled him with hottor. Of course he chanted with the rest: it

954: 17)

was impossible to do otherwise. (Orwell 1

edged Fictional Propositions and Faithful Literary Translation

(4) It was a lean Jewish face, with a great fuzzy aureole of white hair and
a small goatee beard—a clever face, and yet somehow inhereznl
despicable, with a kind of senile silliness in the long thin nose, n .
the end of which a pair of spectacles was petrched. (Orwell 195:1' :z;

(5) ... Winston had seen O’Brien perhaps a dozen of times in almost as
many years. ... Much more it was because of a secretly held belief—
ot pethaps not even a belief, merely a hope—that O’Brien’s political
.orth.odoxy was not perfect. Something in his face suggested it
1rrf331stibly. And again, perhaps it was not even unorthodoxy that w: 1
written in his face, but simply intelligence. ... (Orwell 1954: 12) )

(6) Winston did not know why Withers had been disgraced. Pethaps it
was‘for corruption or incompetence. Pethaps Big Brother was mer I1
getting rid of a too-popular subordinate. Pethaps Withers or sorneo(:lz
else close to him had been suspected of heretical tendencies. Or
pethaps—what was likeliest of all—the thing had simply ha e'n d
because purges and vaporizations were a necessary partpcf)f t;e

mechanics of government. ... (Orwell 1954: 39)

(7) Pethaps the rumours of vast underground conspiracies were true
-aftet .all—p_me the Brotherhood really existed! It was impossible
in spite of the endless arrests and confessions and executions, to be’
sur.e that the Brotherhood was not simply a myth. Some d; s h
bclsheved in it, some days not. There was no evidence only ﬂe?;tine
glimpses 1:_hat might mean anything or nothing: scratche’s of overheai
conversation, faint scribbles on lavatory walls—once, even, when two
stranger.s met, 2 small movement of the hand which had looked as
though it might be a signal of recognition. ... (Orwell 1954: 17).



Translation Quarterly No-. 38

In all the excetpts quoted above, the underlined patts are the
author’s hedging devices. The classical hedges like 5077 of, kind of, and
somehow are used, not merely for (im)precision of categories oOf
memberships, but rathet, t0 make the authorial/ narratorial presentations
more precise and realistic. Although such devices may seem lexico-
gramrnatically banal, they forma prominent textual and stylistic patterning
showing how the author tries to modify his commitment to the fictional
ptopositions. For instance, “there seemed to be no colout” (1) and “one
seemed to heat” (2) ate much softer and less assertive than versions of
«ghere was no color” and “no one heard”. Instead of choosing an either/
ot polarity (i.e. “existence” Of “non-existence’; “petceiving” Of “non-
petceiving”), the author puts his observational statements 01k fuzzier scales
between the polarities, strategically blurring the distinction to deliberately
and artstically show 2 narratorial uncertainty. While “it was a sor? ofhymn”
(3) and “a keind of senile silliness” (4) may make the concepts of categories
of “hymn” and «gilliness” fuzzier in the Lakoffian sense, the hedges also
Jiterarily show that the author, instead of referring to the chant or the lack
of wisdom in question, chooses to describe them in a way as if there were

no precise wotds available. In (3) the author does not seem to be sure

whether Winston’s entrails really grew cold, for “seemed 10 grOW cold”
indicates that it is an imptession, which can be as good as the author’s,
ot anybody’s, guess rather than an assertion. But at the end of this excetpt,
the hedge of conrse shows that the author is describing a natural instinctive
behaviour with more assurance (“he [Winston] chanted with the rest”),
based on the grounds that «t was impossible to do otherwise”. In contrast
to the intensifiet of course at the end, the detensifier seemed o can strategically
get the author “off the hook”” and impress the reader with greater authotial
detachment and objectivity. Here, the authot/narrator is appealing t0
the reader’s commonsense realism on very reasonable grounds.

Morte significant uses of hedges and hedging devices ate in examples

54

Iled ed I 1Ct1()Ila11 IOp()Sltl()IlS a[ld ] alt]llul the]al y I la]lslatl()]l
g

(), (6), and (7), where the classic hedge perhaps i
it - , aps is repeated in :
ger:;:cltilje_i fi:;zng series of guesses from zil impliezp:z:ll;lriz
for many times in thi :;:eyzsiin(s@forhwmston’s having seen O’Brien
of hi . - , the author leaves
1 o ot b it gt g
been disgraced in (g)nslllgnomnce Of the causes why the Withers had
uncettainty. Parallel iﬂ’s:m the four reasons are hedged for deliberate
e Sec'cu're, they Pr.oceed in an order of inctemental
overriding the previous thremlng negation in presenting the last guess
B Ze with Or perhaps and the intensifier what was
preceding statements c.)f oes not teally mean an overriding of his
Aomi howev,e :1111111{3;7 ilzer;ius; thj[?hlast proposition is at best a
houch it mri ] _ y be. The last hedge in
N ai (ji ::f:: be, is a combination of hedging devices,gin Shij‘)é foofm’ "
ise un-hedged predication was ot had been, which coulzimllase;E

more assertive,

Otwell’s u
ses o : .
I ' f hedging for his fictional propositions wi
e conflicts are more dramatic Examples e
. are:

(8) ... People referr it. i
ed to it, if at all, simpl
Italicization otiginal) e S A

(9) Aﬂd 1t was CXaCt]y at t} 1S moment thﬂ1 hC Slgllli i( an ] 1Ny happe lCd
g

—if, indeed, it did happen. (Orwell, 1954: 17)

Exa‘nlple 8 Presupposes tllat 1 PCOPIC dO SOtlletbln Of referrnlg’

( ) S 4
g
and 11 t}lere 1 SOIIletIlln. afld th.at t}le thlllg 1S Called a bO()k 9
presupposes th.at (1) t]:lere 1S an action ()f eVeIlt, arld (11) the SlgInflCa(Il)t
g ]I > C g g:lf ces f‘ ‘//(E 1:1 2 ‘
i did bﬂpz)éﬂ (9) HIIIIledlalely tone d()Wn, lf not lmIIled.late)ly COIfltradICt),
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hat Searle calls the sincerity conditions that the fictional statements
A They seem to show that the addresser is not absolutely
presuggjtsz;e ﬁceu?’onal happenings, and therefore put the authcl))r/' narrat‘c()ir
e ibili is being said.
i ituation detached from the responsibility for what is being :
;r;;:;ftj:l?y, these hedging devices tone. down the auth:;:// Irll:rr;az)o; :l
itional truth-value and show a certain lack of authori .
propos'l t to the fictional propositions. In fact, hO\xTever, they
;ZZ;ZT; enhance the truth value and make the fiction impersonal
i mzte Orbd]iilc t“t,(j‘V(/ales (1989: 215-216), in narratives hedging is' ]ik.ely
to be “tk:ec (:Lgn oi an obtrusive narratot ot implie('i author; Er thaeri::)]:crz:;
oint of view of a character”. Reliable of unrehzllble as t e n S
ie, my interest is in how the author emplf)ys I.ledgmg 1zlevlclefs 2 e
the statements and how he/she commits himself/ ersih T
value of the fictional propositions. Naturally, we assume : 'iis ot
narrator is omniscient and knows all the ins .a.nd outs o'f W la Oﬂdp -y
and why things happen as they happen in the fictiona \CV Her.lce i
addresser him/herself is not sute, no one .else ?an be :11111;1 .s e m,akes
significance lies in how Orwell constructs h1.s f%ct?onal re .alzv i
fictional presentation more truthful and realistic in a special way,

Iea]lstlc writers (Iy thelt l)est to aC}lleVe maximuim teahty in (helt ilct]()fl.

icati Literary
5. Implications on L1
Translation Studies

S g > 1 g g S
I e(l in (ICV es 1 le(lles 11 llter ry perfOIIIla S a d ctio
S g a tive n fl t1. Ilal
g g ces
pr I : S : C C S C : 5 I : 1 5

“allslatl()rl W}lere tlle ttaﬂslator aCCOIIlPhSIleS a series ()f ChSCL‘lI'SlVC acts
>
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in response to authotial petformatives and react to nartatorial fictional
propositions.

As reader and the first-level addressee in relation to the original
author, the translator has to do two things. Firstly, on the authot-reader
level, the translator responds to the authorial general implicit and/or
hedged performative in the source language text as its interlocutor.
Secondly, on the addresser/ narrator-addressee/narratee level, the
translator willingly accepts the narratorial propositional truth in the
utterances in the source language text, just as the author assumes and
expects. The most important point on these two levels is the translator’s
adequate recognition of () how the original author petforms the verbal
act and what illocutionary effects the original author intends to achieve
by what he/she says; and (i) how the author lets the narratot speak and
what illocutionary effects the source-language-text narrators can possibly
achieve by what they say on the other.

As writer and the second-level addresser in relation to the target
language text reader (cf. Feng 2003), the translator has to do two things,
too. Firstly, on the author-reader level, the translator (as re-writer) has to
produce a functionally equivalent authotial general implicit and/or hedged
petformative in the target language text in accordance with that in the
source language text. Secondly, on the addresser/ narrator-addressee/
natratee level, while the translator (as narrator) “relays” the narrator’s
message, he/she is not doing a word-for-word tendering, but has to
tepresent the narratorial message in apptopriate narratorial perspectives,
faithfully tepresenting the hedged propositions that best fit the original
authot’s narratorial commitment to them. If the literary translator is
unaware of the linguistic-pragmatic hedging devices that serve as
metalinguistic authotial and narratorial comments which ate closely related
to theit commitments to the fictional propositional content, the translator

Is more likely to fail as the re-writer or re-addresser, therefore most
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possibly misappropriating the original authorial and narratotial Messages
in the target language text.

Particulatly in realistic fiction, the authot may artfully put himself /
herself in different authotial/ narratorial stances such as an “implied
authot”, “reliable narrator” and “unteliable narratot” in presenting
fictional truth and creating fictional reality. Thus, the literary translator
has to pay attention O the authot’s linguistic-literary messages in terms
of literary performatives, different authorial /narratorial commitments
to propositions, and occasional shifts of narratotial stances so that he/
she can find adequate linguistic resources to represent them in the target
language text. As Shen (1995: 100£5) points out, the stylistic values of the
same linguistic form or pattetn can be functional in fictional discourse
while tending to be dormant in non-fictional discourse. Thus, it seems
to me that there is a big difference whether a literaty reader (the literary
translator being one, first of all) is aware of the pature of literary discourse.

Further, litetary aesthetic effects are more often than not generated
through deviations, i.e. violation of conventional rules of expectations,
as shown by the examples of Orwell’s unreliable, redundant, and llogical
presentation. But readers may have a general inclination for reliable,

straightforward, and logical presentations in the name of textual
coherence and cohesion. Hence, such deviant elements, linguistically
subtle but literaty-stylistically significant, can pass unnoticed in the process
of incompetent reading and translating.

As the addressee of multi-level messages in the source language
text and re-addresset in the target language text, the translator has to be
in the author’s shoes and bear in mind that the message in the target
language text must coincide with the original message not only in terms
of lexico-grammatical featutes but also pragmatic and stylistic features
(with the approptiate dlocutionary force on the discursive level).

Therefore, 2 competent literary translator is first of all a competent Aerary
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reader) W h.O 1sa faldlflll lrlterlocutor an'd lﬂocutloﬂ.ar; actor Qilth. resPeCt
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ng gh >
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C S p
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1 al cra text. h ran i p S S 1 / rself th
rlght audlorlal/llarrat()rlal stances can hC/ShC be, or on tlle Way Of
g’ 2 I g g g C
an pra atic- ty P P y
d grn S hSth features 1 an ap ropriate manner f()t fuIlCtl()lla]l
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3 g
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are use > a translation critic can be 1n a better poSlthIl Of evaluatin, oW
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Abstract
The Ideogrammatic Method and Ezra Pound’s The Great Digest
(by Wang Hui)
Ezra Pound has produced two English versions of the Daxue or
The Great Digest, the second of which embodies major departures
from orthodox readings of the original. This article traces the historical
context of its production, the translator’s agenda and his unique way
of interpretation. Through a detailed analysis of various Chinese
characters as “deciphered” by Pound, it reveals that the Ideogrammatic
Method, though open to the charge of unsound scholarship in Chinese
philology, is ingeniously employed by Pound as a powerful tool for
putting into practice his modernist poetics and renovating/revitalizing
Confucianism. The article also argues that Pound’s view of language
and translation, which appears rather postmodern, also finds its best

expression in this “heretical” way of reading and translating Chinese.
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:ﬁ ik > RIEEEEED Y TR S e

EEXEPWE%E@;;B‘@%%  TTREHNEE - CREIER
{EEH » B FR%EX24 « (Pound 1975: 80)

RIMEZE] 1939 4 f%%&%%fﬁ%@ﬁﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ%‘?ﬁ’ﬂ&ﬁ
E/New Directions HHERE (A) 58812 1928 ERAREH
J%Ef%ﬁﬂ’ﬁ?x’i%ﬁd\ﬂ%d\ﬁﬁiﬁﬁé% c BE 5 ik EERE ‘o
BRI R B A Y - R

FATERIRTEEAR 1942 R » BEARHISL > EH (Confucio, Ta
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S'en, Dai Gaku, Stndio Integrale) ARG HEEREEEE |
%%gﬁv?ﬁ@%%/b@ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ:@% - 1944 £ 7 FEEIRY
%%(ﬂ?i%%>(DMWMMMMWMD’%%ﬂ%EE%%
JTHERE o fE T RS (K2 1’&%?&%6@%@%@@@%
gy > 7 EEER - ©
19455 B 2H" %?%E%?f@ﬁﬁf% . B R
sER AR REEI7E L T ( Disciplinary Training Centet,
pisa) - FEBHEMEEE (pusEy FI—AFH v T T EE AR
Eﬁ?ﬁﬁ@@@%@%%%ﬁ@%ﬁ? MR RiER R T LR
RS EEE%(@W%%@%&%T?L% ( Cheadle 1997:
84) ° @Eﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%@mﬂ? CETR o RN (KE2)
E%ﬁ%‘li%@zﬁ@i IR (xrmEE) (The Great
Digest) ° ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ%%ﬁ@fiﬁ@ﬁ@@ - BBHERIE
(Note) ﬂ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ?%ﬁ%ﬁ% s BRERE LEME
@u@@ﬁﬁfﬁﬂﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂﬁ 0 f’ﬂm&ﬁ@%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%@ﬁ@ (KR
Yy B TRYERA ? EHER @?L?Ziﬁﬁ%%@ﬁﬁfﬁ@fﬁ
By o & BB AR R AR AR HII1T - Al f&PIa T ©
mEEr (KD B (PLEERTE) A —RERA L
(Kenner 1971 474) > (AdEAEAARR ) B g B AT IE
& - HEEFRGR TEERAE “GEER 2% TE—E
EEEEFEEER e kE  BRE (EEE) M (F
@y WERRBITE HEEEA
NI ,\\Eﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬂ%%%ﬂ%m%ﬁﬁ s flRg (RED
BRI ° o 4 U R PRI WRREHESY i
syEEEK > & H B XHF B %%%fﬁ%%ﬂ@?ﬁ%ﬁ
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Hlfgh Kenner (1971:474) MG HzE (K2) ~ (difF
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E%?Z%iﬁiﬁjzﬁmiﬁﬁﬁ%‘%ﬁ% J %Y?%ﬂ;ﬁ'ﬂ
%%EE/\J .=T=, —iggi;ﬁﬁ%@ﬁ ° ETEHNE M RAI e
iy m; HEREABERIF S — A A s

RILE - REFRK > —HIREEE S T LM ET = - O ¥

BERTIEME  ZRIEES AR e
P - i REET W HRE R T

iﬁ%‘ (HHESHY) REARE RHBURSIRROERHE - RRE
EEBE-TREETVRETY - Rk - SEMAENK
% BRONKD - FIATEEERE - (BT - - ZP

BERE X FHE QgD
» AU DI IR A M2 B9 R -
. mEHJRIRE © (Pound

AR - BIEMERER (ERFRFERHEIE)
U BERMERFRY T4 BRI IE
ALk B ARE BN Ay — T A B HU R RC
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LRI RIGHIET EEATEHIEE %Eﬂf’ﬁ@ii&iﬁﬁ’\]
. e R E R E & T R TE

Ey M REEEZY ﬁﬁ%%%@%2@~f§ﬂ&$’l‘iﬂ%§

(¢} d = o BERH W
%" (Fenollosa 1991: 8-9 ; BFkfE » 1998: 234-235) ° HKEA

[ip=ti %%@@lﬂ?éﬁ%ﬂ’ﬂﬁ%@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁlﬁﬂﬁj o AL

BRI T E
= = PR AR R R 5 %E%E’ﬂfﬁfﬁéﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ

—{EF g S BRI B ﬁﬁ%*‘ﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬂﬂ%’;
2 PR EENE ( consciously luminous) ° e—BERR
ey injategillind dasly fedE AT T R E R T —
BEENE - snEBETrEERRRE EREs I EAD
/M ﬁﬁgfﬁﬁﬂﬂaﬁ » (Penollosa 1991: 255 B - 1996 249)

= AIEFAUESR FeminmEe - BR R
R ENEAEE HERE @fin
Lo g > RBR o QAR GG

HEER
AR « R
2 ELps R SR I T
=k ZEEITIE HERRAEAR mARE -
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—a

Ay LHEEE s R T DA
B 5 FE R SR T AESE
R o TR

R
TERAIIRFE © R AR ETLE ‘
2 R EHEF AR BEEE LTI
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Prr iR BB (RE22) A

BEBH T8 FIREOBIRY - BB T T BEREEFEESR > R
BRIEE R E PHATERESRA (k0 1998: 110) -

BFIRRIE LR - B KRRy - $EEYs
RISCREZR R - REASETREN - SRie T BE050EN
ZEf] - U E B HEEOBRHY -

FETEEHT T RRI G - 12 AR T TR S
& e

FAEHRBERFESEE - BRI EY - HEw2L
EOEE—ETDINKE & NDBH R - i
FERERERIRT > BAP LM - SRR ST R SRR
RS - WB > RS -ETEHRE—RAENEY > —FES
BERT IR LB ERTE ?

(R2) BEIRZHR (F5E) » 8P K7 CHBERE
SRR R MBS AR BaTD - B

BRER > ILINERE -
The twittering yellow bird,
The bright silky warbler

Talkative as a cricket

Comes to rest in the hollow corner of the hill. (Pound 1969: 39)

PR ADEBNEE > HERERYE 88 ke
(bright—H ; silky — 5% ; talkative— 5 ; cricket— &%) - By
W ARELUE - PRI > (5% hE AR |
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(mEET) H=1H

R BIERS ©
In our ceremonial plays,

In the ritual dances with tiger masks and spears

The archetype kings are not forgotten. (Pound 1969: 45)

SRS TR s AT - R 2
= B RN o FRERR(E TIE (£iEe) g o X R
wep “fE (dger) ~ T (titual) I “X" (spear) * H
%ﬁ%*%ﬁ@%%%ﬂ@ﬁP@ﬁiﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ o S EFFETEHIER
mE T EAEEER EmalEnmE  TERERETE BEE

B
H R R FE BT MR TR R E 2R R R

EH -

AT BREL
When others have ability, he acts like a female sick with envy, and

hates them. (Pound 1969: 79)

Sty - %% 0 [l - EEREVERF - Bt AL R

&g b
(sick) » BARTREFHBEHRR -

g g EER R

{Eﬁﬁﬁlﬁﬁiﬂ%iﬁ%%%ﬁﬁEE%E‘%%E’J&? (1g) HEiR

B > BRI EREEITEL - B R IR
itrtior Rl LR

LERTAE » AR -
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W () sk

If thete be a kni
ife of resentment in the heart or enduring ra
ncor,

the mi ) .
¢ mind will not attain precision. (Pound 1969: 51)

7~ B N
heart: | iﬁi%? o B R FZFE “aknife of resentment in the
. R TR NFETEE (resentment) o 14
'iL/LLlZQW'JEP R T ETNEEESE (dire
r:eanlng) P BB F R BT 1 e C:
B WEE DURTINTE AR ] o ST RER 0 = bﬂ/\]ﬁb
R R E B &2 fii - T

7q

ZATHI=ERE = #% &%
:EJQT@ ETERIERR » ETRHFESRH » e
BAGHEI NS - FIEIT P REREFER - RBF G NA=
> SZNLATH - BEFRES > Spaihng ;%Di
AEE - EFTEITES o ( (33
>>) (((nﬂﬁun'

R BN FRMEROBERS > TR AR ‘
%{iﬁ £ R ERFES (what mattiﬁgiﬁfi&ﬁ’ji}i;fzﬁ
FENNEEES S ABEES > EREFE (P 191
g J=54 ound 1969:

smm s =
%ttu}fi:uufﬁﬁgﬁﬁ P BRAE) - b ERET R T AR B A
E J/;/m\% TRESARE -7 > Bl ks —F - #ige
REMAER ISR » HBHE - 138 > DIfEs “j5m Z;“’I;
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(WRET) =1/

MoER AR S  AELURR - (BF 2R (RB)
(hEE) - (EREE) - TEEET - REENETELE fE R ABEEDT
G S (B R » ST 4 i 1 437 S R MY TR
2R -

(B SEABISHIANTFH:RE M (terminology) %
BT - e EhER - E |
wrE gy o WK - FHEER" (precise verbal
definition ) E¥ES B &A1 YIRIEIIFTHE (Pound 1975: 79,
84 ) o

1 E G TR B A — Y FBEIE
% . RS AR - BRRRIGE  BETAFRRNE
oo T REE 2 S R RS0 h K - TR RS » BRIRBER
ol o MR EFIKEE -

MBI R TERHWERR - —
BT - R RN EENTEA TR - WRE
Wi E ) - BEEEAT ERENSY > B (RB) B R IR IE
R - BEEMIGREA RS EA - HBHIHEES L
B(KE) PR T EBNEME - SEEREMERE MR
() fHEse - LA fER CRIBER vkl DATH
VR B o SR AR E PRI A (A - BERT T RO T 2
A Rk RERACE -

mpvE —(EER - METFGE - BEEHE (R2) BRTHRE
E%%ﬁﬁ@%°%%ﬁ%i$%%§ﬁ’%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ
R Y LR BRI R )« B EE LA
ZREASE » SRR ER ORI -
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DS (Ams) =k

T EEE MR W T 0874 5 9 e -

\wigiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’%%ﬂ%ﬁ?%%K
G a&ﬁﬁ%‘éﬁ‘%ﬁ@ﬁﬁ°%ﬂ“%"

virtue

¥

: ‘ B R
MR R ASBEE e ‘Bt »
i RS BRREEE R - R
%ﬁ@%ﬂ#ﬁ‘@%@%’ﬁ‘%%’*%”°@m%igﬁ
VERE -

Nhat reSuItS, l'e" the action l'eSllltaI]t fIOHl thlS Stralght gaze nto the
hea] t. Ihe kﬂOW thy le Cartled nto action. ﬁ. F ;’ ° ﬁ‘ 7 E[/
S 0 ( %f E
oy i [

RERBUTE - “Taryg e
- IRET" W78 - ) (Pound 1969,

Ecﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁ’“%"?E%%%é“?"%ﬁﬁ@’m
&Y w (IREE) EBA T AR <0

o 171 “zg»
1 THE - OE e

o REM—" (8%pizs 2
»2003: 679) > pEg
W CR R
SR E N X%ﬁﬁ@’%ﬁﬁ%%@%ﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ;%
C - BB P 4 — 5 - u
XWﬂT’%@%ﬁﬁ%(“V)%%%?MmM
humanity, in the full sense of the word, ‘manhood’ The m dls ;
” . an and hi
Zuli contents” (A » A ISR /\E’\J%E‘BW?&) ( Pound 196;S
2 , 7o LHE (o B Sy e e :
b @Tﬁ#%?ﬁ?m%k%%kﬁiﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁﬂ@%°M
inﬁ¢’%%%%E%$%%%’E%mu%%5

BAE - bRz -

As prince he came to rest in humanity, in the full human quali
. 4 ualities, in
his manhood. (Pound 1969: 41)
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(WEE) HET/W

Efﬁ@%ﬁZFﬁ “benevolence” B “Yove” 2| {27 =2E

Eﬁ‘é‘ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ’ﬂ}\iﬁﬁﬂﬂ . Tﬁi?ﬁﬂ"]ﬁ]%ziﬁj%%Z:j( 2
(=) %%ﬁ%ﬁfé@ﬁ?—.@%% . EEE (K2 2EAVE
i “HEE Z

%w@mﬁ%ﬁﬁ¢éﬁ’@mm%@»@%ﬁﬁ:

R BV FE RN BRI AR -

7N
TN

T - ETG AR - TR
Know the point of rest and then have an ordesly mode of procedure;

this ordet! rocedure one can «geasp the azure” that is, take
y P g > i

having
hold of a clear concept; holding a clear concept on¢ can be at peace
[internally] ... (Pound 1969: 29)

BRI (AR g

h ” = =

;aven ERSEBIME - 8 “and found precise
wherewith to define it” (jij B E¥E EiE iy
) © definc RIERTRARE MDA E ) %
;\‘i)ﬁiﬁﬁé%{ﬁé ' OFEIT B F- ﬁﬁ%gﬁfiﬁzggﬁﬁ

(nﬂié@?ﬂ%ﬁé&/biﬂfﬁ o B TEAERE WFL%E’\JQ‘\%;%%D
% RERBEHEEN R EFRFAEAZET - T

B LIRS B R 2

" = JHEE EREELS

RS (RE) MEHZ— "WE" WHE: s

b

MIEHLE > SElEE - REHEE - o -

.. wanti lg to lectlfy thelr hearts, they Sought preClSe vetbal

13

2

de l y
fillltlons ()f t}lelt mar tlcu.late tllougllts the tones giV €n Off b (]
th

heart 'S g y
5 WL hll to attain PreClSe Velba.l deﬁmtlons the set t
> (0} CXtCnd

“Grasp the azure” (?ﬂiﬁz%?i/’é) 2 R F R thcie knowledge to the utmost, (Pound
(BxR/H) EfFgE “aclear concept”  (— st. (Pound 1969: 31)
{18 75 W O A ) = EERY %ﬁ/@$ﬁﬁ§ﬁ%?§?ﬁﬁ/%ﬁﬁ"] 2
(HA) FEATmzRE ? g5 FEHERHAE CHERRE

@ o 19 {2 “azure”
MEMEEB > MR LE -

... given the extremm i
e knowable points, the inarticulate thoughts wer
e

C
(i]lcept defllled Wltll preCISlon [tlle sun’s lanCe COIIllng to rest on the

,%ﬁlj\ j(H<§‘( o : o o g < (93
Fﬁé,‘ pIeClSe Spot Vetbally]. I IZ.VIIlg attﬂ.llled thls preCISe Verbal deﬁn.ltloll

(KRE) B Rk B - his sinceti
[this sincerity], they then stabilized theit hearts. (Pound 1969: 31 33)

Tt is said in the Great Announcement: He contemplated the luminous

FisRkEEE - BE#k -

g
I llldlll tlle preCISe WOId fol' tlle mar tlculate lleart S tone means

wherewith to define it.

decree of heaven, and found precise wotd

(Pound 1969: 35)
not lying to oneself. (Pound 1969: 47)

“%”’@ﬁEﬁZ%o“%”%%%ﬁ%’%%ﬁﬁ
decfee Uf L = Y
,E\ \ 44 4 = &%
& NPT o JEEEFTEE “the tone of the heart” -

“He contemplatcd the luminous
I

wroe ERIER
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(W= =1/

O REE S NI L AN lEEEERA - BT - 3 =
‘" RETE

REEHEESHERT peT L B
B “sincere” © FEMERET SRR T R

ey BT R RETEIIRE = W=y o RS RS E €

. g RAOEEE ARSI 7 RESH

%, “Sincerity”. The precise definition of the wortd, pictorially the sun’s

lance coming to rest on the precise spot verbally. The righthand half of

this compound means: to perfect, bring to focus. (Pound 1969: 20)

M AR MR W TR “the sun’s
lance falling true on the word” (Pound 1969: 51) =
g SERET K F ‘B B - BEEEZEEMATE

sEERRERERF (B y Bl KBEET T HEE

“ﬁﬁ’éﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁm@%ﬁﬁﬁi"  EERBERME - pesy syt
() Eo B B ‘X (Morrison 1815-1823, Vol. 1,
Part 11: 189) “x” BEX - fEkg o PO fR#2 Cheadle (1997: 65)

HEE - AR gz EF BINERE {5 H B At
R AR R IR BrE “H” SRR

iRz = R A = = B R B E BT - RS
REEEEIT T KM ( “IEEZ" ) ¢ s DIEEET R
B W gy E B ESWEE -

woE R W EE@?WR%W@E%E’J@(K’K

gE Y (BT RO o1 FEHEE 35S MIEELEM -
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(mEEw) g=H/U8

E R REAEE (melopoeia) ;:f?
(phanopoeia) . 3% (logopoeia) 4 == {EE T %ﬂ@j ’b;ii
2= %EWF@W% (logopoeia does not translate ) HEe

it : i’%%ﬂuiﬁéi@i@ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬂ’?%%%ﬂié
HEE  RERSCFAE

RECHAE
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HIRE fﬂﬂﬁ%\?ﬁ@’éﬂ”éﬁﬁiﬁ%ﬁjﬁﬂ’ﬁﬁ
BEEE R R © =)

EamanE (KR8 :
RIS E?%?E@Eﬁ%% ( direct meaning "
gi;;;?%%%&ﬁ%ﬁﬁ (o E AT EElE F;E%%Hi%@i
VEgIEHR PR - ﬂﬁﬂ%ﬁi@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@%‘Mﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ%%(/ﬁ;%;
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B FA Eﬁii’ﬁjﬁZﬁaﬁ 2 %?ﬁ#uégﬁ ER -
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K BRI SR o BB o

s (B T BAFRORER © 17 F B
TR © RIE

o gl > BREE ﬁlﬁ%ﬁ?\@ﬁizﬁfﬁ%ﬁﬁ’ﬂénn ZH
T oo
R

s —(E () A (Ta Hoo, The Great Learning of Confucins)
] e O Sy E

1928 EEE%@E?E Univetsity of Washington Book Sto
EVERy “2%%3(?%5‘]” (1d
175 1939 R New Directions

Luchini %1’?%)&%?@U$ZE§$ ( Confuio,

Integrale) ° o EEERL © 1944 R ETA

Confucio) » 1945 g (FE
Intograle & 1’asse Che Non Vacilla)
1047 468 (R B New
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re HHER © 1936
cogrammic Series ) 5 T AR SN
R - 1942 fEfEEEE Alberto
Ta S’en, Dai Gak#, Studio
( Testamento di

Yy EAHISGERE ZTHRRR ( Confucio, Studso
- 1945 FE5ERE (RE) ?@ﬁ'ﬁ#ﬁé
Directions SETHIRR ( Confucins: The
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B ESIRE (R mk

Unwabbling Pivot & The Great Digest) > 1949 SEFEEIEELIFT 5 1951 48
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FEMRERERED - E(ERHIEA 1969 FXINA (GREE) 323 (EE) B
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BEE) (1840) ~ (MUFE) (1841) F -
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(REE) h K- BFAFEE MYl - £E+E Q1Y

TLBEMPAARLZ" < EERERERZ B FE(E - BEE

77



(== =18

18]

2]

10

(1960: 26, 360, 367) E%?ﬂ%%ﬂ@ﬁqﬂﬁ%ﬁ?&ﬁ%ﬂ%’?ig%[ |
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W e EETEREE LT : \ =ck s
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= R R - EE teEge RS - B EE ;;‘EA%@
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p. B (EHR) KERAER R
BE) - (ERIE) IRFEEAES S e W
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Abstract
China’s Re-encounter with the West: The Cross-Fertilization of
Research Models for Translation (by Ding Xin)

The advances made in the past two decades in translation studies
in the West are sure to create an impact on a new generation of
translation scholars emerging in China, where new centers for
translation, as well as new programs of postgraduate study, have
sprung up like “bamboo shoots in spring rain”. The invigoration of
translation research by a plethora of approaches that has borrowed the
insights of literary studies, linguistics, psychology, critical theory,
anthropology, information science and cultural studies has given new
life to translation studies in the West; it is also something that Chinese
researchers on translation will have to contend with.

The Roundtable organized for ICLA 2004, as reported here by
Ding Xin of Shanghai International Studies University, gathered
together scholars from China and engaged them in dialogue with each
other on the directions, goals, and methodologies for pursuing

translation research in the Chinese context. A variety of translation
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phenomena as exhibited inside and outside of texts, literary and non-
literary, was the focus of discussion. Among the more specific questions
addressed were: How can Chinese translation theorists benefit from
cross-disciplinary thinking of the kind that has affected Western
translation studies recently? In what way can the Chinese translation
situation be re-read from contemporary Western perspectives? Can
Chinese scholars benefit from the historical-descriptive approach as

advocated in the West in rewriting their own histories of translation?
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BOOK REVIEW

Pop &0 0 80 o5 05 25 oS

Lessons from the Great
Modernist “Translators”

Leo Tak-hung Chan

ngnages of Modernism: Gender; Politics,

Yao, Steven G. Translation and the La
xii + 291 pp. ISBN 0-312-29519-7.

Language. New York: Palgrave, 2002,

Accotding to Steven Yao in Translation and the Languages of Modernism,

translation is 2 mode of literary production, its creativity shown in the

ingenious use of the source text by the translator. In some €ases this

manifests an attempt to surpass the achievement of the original author.
The search for strict correspondence between the source text and the
target text that is the conventional focus of translation researchers is
skewered in this argument, and what emerge
means of which the literary tradition can be tejuvenated and entiched.
This model entails, in effect, a more broadly defined, and less orthodox,

«translation” that includes imitation and various forms
¢ last chapter of the

s is a “generative” model by

understanding of
as illustrated most trenchantly in th

book. There Yao discusses two poet-translators from outside of the
Modernist era, Robert Lowell and Louis Zukofsky, who deliberately break
the model of translating “sense-for-sense”. Ultimately, for Yao, translation

d not be viewed as a purely linguistic operation; it is a literaty mode

nee
of writing in which the greatest of the Modernists patticipated.
hich he outlines the abundance of

After an introduction in W

of rewriting,
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translati
[N pla;’:; ;;i:;allier.l by ‘the Modernists (3-6) and discusses the seminal
S N auths ation in Modermst aesthetics, Yao devotes separat
E arldors and 'fleir works, subsumed under the three rubric:
= o i‘imif;[r S trafnslation and politics” and “translation
o ﬁis . e1 .odermst masters, Ezra Pound figures most
s Latin Ozns ations of Chinese poems in Cathay, of Sextus
G N sub.es, and o.f key. texts in the Confucian canon in The
20 5, espoctive \ %;crt of chsc-ussmn in three chapters (Chapters 1, 2
poems, and mar}:i‘ al C-)ugh skillfully reworking three classical Chinese
Fenollosa, Pound it}: ating the notes of his “collaborator” Ernest
from thei,r | > s'argued, P.resents women'’s expetiences of separation
overs during the First World War. With regard to Homage to

S
A) p Z AN , Y amines th.e dellberate maccur acles 1n
EXTH. 1E70 eriiy. too a0 cXamin S

I ()uIld S Ierlderlrlg Of tl]e Orlglrlal Latnl text dlrougll CIOSC tCXtual Study
5

1 . S 1}16 1 Illfl(:a“ € f ‘j ge in lll S
gl S g c
O l[e constituent e]e (] ] le note 6] omia;

It C(.mSﬂ'EUtes arguably the first of many Modernist works in which th

practice (?f translation functions as a fundamental method of tC )
constiuctlon. In this respect, it also resembles 2 “parody” ... a“ 'eXt'ual
along” of something else, the creation of different mea‘ Hene
same tune ot words. (61) o

And in Ch i
apter 5, Yao gives a comprehensive yet incisive study of

1173 Cﬂ”lo.f, COVCIlIlg n ChIOIlOl( )glcal ()tder (:a.ﬂt() XIII I ()und S flr t
> S

;a;iit:i:n (:’f, Z;Ze freaz‘f_.earmhgin 1928 (as Tz Hi), the “Chinese History”
- e narcl)z, ;hzlrle-translation of The Great Learningin 1947 (as
ia incarcemtio,n Yaomh v, the .late Cantos that Pound wrote after his
- : c art‘s, with amazing clarity, the development in

nking about the importance of Chinese ideograms and the
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usefulness of an “ideogrammatic” method of translation over several
decades. He does this at the same time as he teases out the deftness with
which Pound makes use of his translation (in particular that of the
Confucian classics) to serve his own political agenda.
In connection with the theme of gendet, Yao considers in Chapter
3 Hilda Doolittle’s translations against the backdrop of her troubled
personal life, her relationship with the (male) literary giants of her day,
and her engagement with classical Greek literature. Close textual analysis
is applied to two of H. D.s eatly poems, “Hermes of the Ways” and
“Priapus”; to passages in het two novels Palimpsest and Bid Me to Live,
where her conception of translation is revealed; to her translations of
the opening lines from Homer’s The Odyssey; and to her incotpotation of
lines translated from Plato and Meleager in three of her later poems,
“Lais”, “Heliodora” and “Nossis”. All these, to Yao, exemplify a persistent
urge on H. D’s part to break out of the confines of “masculinist
constructions of literary production” (112) and discover her voice as a
feminine Modernist writer.
W. B. Yeats’s rendeting of Greek drama is the subject of Chapter
4, in which the intricate relationship between translation and politics as
it impinges on the development of a national drama form for Ireland is
discussed. Yao considers at length Yeats’s free adaptation of Sophocles’s
masterpiece in his King Oedspus, even while referring to R. C. Jebb’s more
semantically accurate translation from the otiginal Greek. The abundance
of alterations—especially the deletions in the choral odes—testifies to
Yeats’s effort to “highlight the applicability of the play to a specifically
Irish cultural and political context” (138). Such a project is further
explicated by Yao through a close look at two translations, “From
‘Oedipus at Colonus™ and “From ‘The Antigone™, which represent,
again, exampies of “adaptation” (149) of Sophocles.
The last Modernist writer addressed in this book (in Chaptet 6) s
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James Joyce, one perhaps less often regarded as a “translator” than th
o.thers s'o far mentioned. To Yao, who has drawn significantly ﬁ:ojrlll the
p1oneerlflg work by Fritz Senn on Joyce’s “transluding” (translati i
play) activities, Joyce explores the expressive potentials of the Ennia}j
-language at the same time as he explodes its boundaties by brin i S't
mnto contact with a host of other languages. Yao conducts for his ridg 1
a tour of all of Joyce’s major works, from Dubliners, through A Pors, 'ers
z‘bfz Artist as a Young Man and Ubysses, to the pinnacle of his life’s a”l:f
Finnegans Wake, emphasizing how, in his least understood novZO; ’
transforms (or “translates”) English into a completely different Jan ;1 )
T(.) demonstrate the relevance of Yao’s brilliant study of liil:lragrc
Modernism to Translation Studies, it is necessary to enumerate the centra}lf
features of Yao’s position. First, most modernist “translators” did
hzllve sufficient knowledge of the source language that they were Worklil;) t
with, yet this is to be viewed as an advantage rather than a2 deficie ;
Ezra Pound was hardly proficient in Chinese when he translated r;fby
Book of Odes (Shijing), The Great Learning and The Analects; Joyce had littl e
k.nowledge of German when he translated Gerhart Hau;)tnifann' L : ;
did not have a mastery of Russian, nor did Louis Zukofsky of I’,at(i): )
Second, partly as a consequence of the lack of understandin .of
the source language on the part of these Modernist “translators” gth
test of “fidelity” or “accuracy” will simply not be applicable in’ the
?ssessment of their translations. Lowell, for instance, was interested rnor:,
in . e B .
i z}el:ftmu:zfi rti};e style and “voice” of his originals than in being faithful
”I"hjrd, an essential aspect of the significance of translation durin
the period under review is its impact on creative writing, This is an ea ilg
obs.ervable cultural phenomenon, reiterated time and again in Yaos stusd o
wh%ch is seen in the way writers explored the expressive capabilities oyf,'
their language (English in this case) while confronting new cultural realities
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in the world in which they lived.
_ Fourth, thete is the need to consider an expanded conception of

translation, freeing it from some of the restraints placed upon it by, for
instance, those who refuse to accept imitation as translation. The model
for most translation theorties, in fact, has been provided by semantically
based translations. The cases of Ezra Pound and Louis Zukofsky,
however, are examples of “unorthodox” translations which refuse to be
admitted to a category outside of translation propet.

Fifth, many of the translations studied in this book reveal the
Modernist preference for the mode of “creative” translation, over and
above the “scholatly” mode as adumbrated by Matthew Atnold, among
others (126). This preference needs to be related to two other facets of
the translators’ work: (1) their choice to work with existing translations
(for example, Pound’s use of de Mailla and Legge, and Yeats’s use of
Jebb); and (2) their desire to impose their own interpretations on the
soutce texts. Both encourage as well as enhance the possibility of working
“creatively” with the sources. Quite unwittingly, therefore, the leading
Modernist “translators” furnish the clearest examples of what, in
Translation Studies citcles since the 1990s, has been termed

“manipulation”.

Finally, the attempt to introduce the “multiple Others of foreign
languages and traditions™ is yet another remarkable featute in the work
of the Modernists. This is especially the case with James Joyce’s Finneggans
Wake, in which some 60 languages ate employed. Indeed, his novel
prompts the interesting question of how Translation Studies scholars
should view works that are not translations as such but refer to themselves
as translations.

For us, Yao’s approach suggests possibilities for writing a history
of modern Chinese literature in which translation activities are

incorporated as an essential component. ! More specifically, one notices
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t}le SlIIlllaIlthS thWCCn t]:le IVIOdCtI]lStS aIld Iw:ay IouIth writers Wh()
CXpCIlInCﬂth Wltll new fOtIIlS Of creatve wWritin after t}le]t Oont W1
g contact th
fOrelgIl hteratute- Ille Corldltlorls Of dle C]:urlese World Of letters m tl’le
eaﬂy tWCIltleth—CCIltuty Irlay, aftet aﬂ, be COInpatable to thOSe ()f Anglo-
g h S P . I y Ctivit y
1\“ €rica durin the ame ell()d ]f ttaIlSlathIl a8 a hteia a s
f()ttl]ally uIldertakeIl of Ot}ler WISC, can be Sald to h.ave risen to an
uIlpteCedented level ()f pr()llnlleflce (luI lllg t}le N[OdCIIllSt perlod (n()t
I]latc}led by atly Other h.lS t()t'lcal pCﬂOd mn the OC €8t CXCCpt thC I{enalssance),
>
ther[ ]he Vlay F( N []lh l)el 1¢ )(l We”—k 10W1 1()[ t]le e[lOrIIlouS amount Of
trat lslat]()fl W()Ik car Iled out and for thC cxtent Of writer
S II].V()IVCIUC] 1t

S 5 y y
1 tran la“()]l must be S€en as an cra Of traIlSIathIl not IIlat(:Iled b an
EX:EFttli “’g‘f C t g C 01§

Ya0o's famlharlty Wlth the W()rk ()f Translatl()n Studles SChOlarS 18
CVIdeIlCCd by h.ls IIlttOduCtOry Chaptel, ]Vl()dcl nism ar ld t}le ] ractice ()‘
1111 eta]:y IraIlSlatl()Il . Ih.ete }16 notes t]fle Way n Wthh IIaIlSlatl()Il Studles
the various facetS ()f tt an.Sklu()Il as a Cultural aCthlty. But 1t 1s PICCISCI? m
11]6 S p . g P y

ame tetIIlS t}lat }le faults the dISCI llIle I(Cfel ring s elelcaH to
D . g age
Z 4 Z U ﬂ”.f/ﬂlof IIﬂMJZbZ/Z s he lafrlents ll()W Critics ado tlIlg the Translall()n

.Studies perspective have addressed only a small number of

mnl?r.nerable “translations” found in the many literary and ljno 'tl?e
.trachtlons duting the petiod of Anglo-American Modernism (1 7)gu';'shtic
1s perhaps a suggestion which we Chinese scholars should heed ;15 S
turn our attention to modern Chinese literary and translation histo\je
and contemplate the potentialities of rewtiting it for the new centur g
" IZZ’IZ:I/ZZZZ th’ he I;aﬂigmg'e.r of Modernism is filled with insights abZ;Jt
s r.:ms atlo‘n in .the West” begun in 1901. It provides

piration for literary historians writing about the similar revolutio

that took place in China in the early twentieth century. More generally, 1rt1
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. ]atE:S us to rethn[k lhe bou] darl'es tllat trans at-ion- i
h fy( edl dCIty ni TS y
[0} K eSS, OOO) One .n 0
] theor]sts av 4 7 y.‘

Tra , S
nslation and the Dissemination of Classical Chinese Literature (Rodopi

2 . .
003) and Twentieth-Century Chinese Translation Theory: Modes, I
and Debates (John Benjamins, 200 4). , Issues

set, and reveals the possible limitations of such delineation of “borders™.
Near the end of his book, when assessing Zukofsky’s achievement, Yao
explicates a notion of translation ptedicated upon metonymy rather than,
as is usually the case, upon metaphor. The prevailing (and negative)
influence of the metaphotical approach, I should like to note, can all too
readily be seen in the interest focused on translations “as teplacements
fot, rather than supplements ot additions to, original works, based on
the fetishization of semantic content as the most essential aspect of a
text” (232). In this day and age, what we need to turn our attention to is
“a metonymic sense of translation as a mode of literary production in
which the source-text stands at once as the originary cause and contiguous
fulfillment of the translation itself” (233). Which sounds very much like

a clarion call for the reconceptualization of our disciplinary parameters.

Notes

2 See an attempt at “combining” the two histoties—those of cteative writing
and translation—with reference to one fictional subgenre in my “First
Tmitate, Then Translate: Histories of the Introduction of Stream-of-
Consciousness Fiction to China”, META 49.3 (2004): 681-691.
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Guidelines for Contributors

Translation Quarterly is a journal published by the 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
of the source-text author. It is the translator’s responsibility to

obtain written permission to translate.

Abstracts in English of 200-300 words are required. Please attach
to the manuscript with your name, address, telephone and fax

numbers and email address where applicable.

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.

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 the MLA Handbook for proper formats.

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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Th
e;e should be a separate reference section containing all the
w .
hor s referred to in the body of the article. Pertinent information
should be given on the variety of editions available

. as well as th
date and place of publication, to facilitate use by th )

e readers.

All contributions will be first reviewed by the Editorial Board
N ar
elzl.ber? anc?l then anonymously by referees for its suitability for
publication in Translation Quarterly. Care should be taken b
authors to avoid identifying themselves on the first page i

top or bottom margins, or in endnotes, Ase
the title of the article,

in the
parate cover page with

the name of the author i
S and h
Institutional affiliation should be provided M

Book reviews are to follow the same format as that for submitted
ti ;
articles; they should be typed and doubled-spaced, giving at the
outset the full citation for the work reviewed, plus informati
, on

about ‘S}?ecial features (like appendices and illustrations) and prices
Unsolicited book reviews are as a rule not accepted |

Contributions should be submitted in both soft and hard copies
t 4
L(? Professor 'Leo Tak-hung Chan, ¢/o Department of Translation

ingnan University, Tuen Mun, Hong Kong. ,

Cfontrlbutors of articles will receive three complimentary copies
of the journal, but these will be shared in the case of joint

a . . .
uthorship. Book reviewers will receive two complimentary copies
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