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Abstract

The introductory first chapter begins with a brief survey of translation
in the pre-linguistics period. It holds that comparativeness and
comparison should be the foundation of translation studies. The model
of Structure of Meaning (SOM) is thus created by incorporating and
extending the two three-dimensional models provided by systemic-
functional grammar and speech act theory. It consists of three
dimensions of linguistic composition, interactional dynamic and aesthetic
impact, for the analysis of the SL text, for the creation of the TL text
in translation, and for the comparison of the two in translation studies.

In linguistic composition, the word-order is observed in terms of
A(gent)-V(erb)-O(bject) sequence and its wvariations, elaborated by
modification in text formation. The functions of linguistic elements are
classified as syntactic bearer, information carrier and stylistic marker
for analysis. The issue of Unit of Translation is also addressed.

Information distribution is analyzed for the interactional dynamic
of the SOM in terms of implicit versus explicit presentation of
information and how this is dealt with in translating on the basis of
thematic structure.

Aesthetic impact combines form, function and effect to give a SOM
1ts individuality. This is discussed via the translation of figurative
language, and syntactic iconicity and enactment. Attention is also
devoted to the relations between Shape, Sound and Sense in translation.

The model of SOM, in conclusion, identifies Stance and Style
within the conventional meaning of ‘stvle’, and proposes the practice of
stylistic translating in the creation a TL SOM which matches the Sl. SOM

in the three dimensions.
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Some Conventions Used in Examples

1. ('x’): x is a translation intended for linguistic comparison. how

close it is kept to the linguistic features of the original depends on

the purpose of the comparison.

2. ('x:y’): x and y are componential lexical meanings of the word they
stand for in the Chinese original. The use of such componential

listing depends on the purpose and needs of the exemplification.

3. [x]: x 1s the co-text of the example, which is not included in the

study.

4. #: a Chinese text marked as such at the beginning is supplied with

a graphic version.

0. Numbering:

a. In example number [x.y], x is the number of the chapter; y is
the sequential number of the example in that chapter.

b. An example number marked with ‘tr’ means the text is a
translation, eg, [3.3 tr] is the translation of [3.3].

c. An example number containing a roman number means the text
is an altered version for comparison, eg, [3.11 ii] is the second
altered version of [3.11], and [3.22 tr.i] 1s the first

altered version of [3.22 tr].



Chapter |
Introduction:
Structure of Meaning (SOM) - A Three Dimensional Model

Of Translation and Translating

1.1 TRANSLATION IN THE PRE-LINGUISTICS PERIOD

The moment human beings found themselves doomed with the gift for
possessing more than one language, what would be later called
translation was born. Since then, millennia have passed with translations
undertaken but underestimated, teased while taught; translators
besought then belittled, complimented yet condescended to. Yet in
translation as an academic pursuit, there have been too many normative,
laconic and frequently contradictory claims from empirical speculation
and too few well organized attempts at theory. The fullness of the
discipline, as flexible as language itself, as dynamic as culture and as
multifarious as its social contexts, seems yet to be achieved.

Despite such an unpromising situation, both in the East and the
West, the fact remains that, as Bates (1843:7) puts it, 'Nothing moves
without translation’; and translation has never faded from the
foreground of the development of human culture. Religions were once a
principal vehicle of philosophical, political and social messages; and
translations of sacred scripts have left their imprint in the genetic
makeup of the receiving societies. In the West a most prominent example
is the influence of the English Bible. Chinese translation enterprises in

the late 19th century and the early 20th century had revealed the
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impotence and limitations of the refined and fossilized classical written
(Chinese, and called for a radical switch to the lively and dyvnamic
vernacular i1n order to accommodate modern ideas and ‘foreign’ stvles.
Thus translation in C(China, apart from ushering in new thinking,
triggered off a revolution in the development of the modern Chinese
language and gave shape to the modern styles of fiction and poetry in
Chinese literature in the early 20th century. The moral of the story of
modern Chinese 1s that a language which wishes to remain serviceable
and in keeping with the times should be organic and augmentable,
always responsive to new demands, as should a mature and confident
culture.

With translation undertaken in astonishing quantity and wvariety,
the lack of theoretical frameworks gradually came to be noticed as an
impediment to its improvement in quality. In Europe, the Middle Ages
and the early Renaissance had gone by without an adequate theory of
translation; only after centuries of practice, with 'the growing dignity’
of translation, ‘'the Augustan fondness for literary criticism’ and ‘a large
body of comment on methods of translation’ (Amos 1920:137), did the last
decade of the 18th century see the publication of Tytler's Essay on the
Principles of Translation, the first treatise on translation theory. In
China, it was as late as 1897 that a British educated translator, Yan Iu,
put forward a tripartite guideline for his translation of T. H. Huxley’s
Evolution and Ethics and Other Essays, namely, faithfulness ('xin’).
accessibility ('da’), and elegance ('ya’). As a prefatory comment on his
own translation, or rather, on the odds he had been up against, 1t says
more about what a translation should be than about how one might
produce such a translation. And. like most marginal notes in traditional

Chinese literary scholarship, Yan Fu's faithfulness-accessibility -elegance
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maxim, edictal though 1t may sound, was too skeletal and intuitive to
obviate the ensuing controversy. which has unfortunately generated
more heat than light, and been unnecessarily prolonged among those
exegetically minded rather than theoretically oriented Chinese translation
scholars. In Chinese translation the want of theory in any true sense
can be illustrated by Ma's Zhongguo Fanyi Jianshi (A Concise History of
Translation in China) (1984): what the book has managed to collect are
more historical facts than theoretical contemplations. Researchers like
Luo Xinzhang, who had set out to unearth a system of theories specific
to the practice of Chinese translation In history but came back with
just a conspectus of empirically normative remarks, have had to admit
that a book of systematic translation theory has yet to be written (Luo
1983/84:601).

In general, translation in the pre-linguistics period was 'In 1ts
infancy’, most of it was ‘subject to taste and temperament rather than
to knowledge’ (Bates 1943:15), and, 'in relation to the volume of
translation, little was written about it (Newmark 1981:4). To make
matters worse, translations as a branch of literary production ‘have by
and large been ignored as bastard brats beneath the recognition (let
alone concern) of truly serious literary scholars’ (Holmes 1988:81). As a
means of foreign language acquisition, translating and translation
criticism were first praised as 'a particularly fascinating and instructive
method of language study’ (Ogden and Richards 1923/56:230) and later
discarded, lock stock and barrel, as the ‘almost universally condemned
"Grammar-Translation Method"’ (Catford 1965:viii, but see Newmark 1991,
ch.4, for an analysis of the relation between translation and language

teaching).
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One result of such prejudice against translation has turned out
to be that the mainstream of literary scholarship. which has to do with
evaluation and interpretation, and that of linguistic studies, whether in
relation to authorial technique or not, as exemplified in styvlistics,
discourse analysis and speech act theory, are confined largely to
monolingual topics. Although reasonable attention has been paid to
cross-language/cultural problems in comparative discourse analysis and
contrastive linguistics, and there is even a suggestion of the potential
benefit of the approaching discourse through [limited] translation in the
EFL classroom (see eg McCarthy 1991a:130, 164-5), investigation of the
validity, acceptability and applicability of the results of literary and
linguistic studies In the sphere of translation remains a nascent
enterprise (eg Hatim and Mason 1990; Bell 1991). While on the other
hand, translation theorists are left alone in their academic cul-de-sacs
(for a general account of the situation, see Bell op. cit.:xv, 4-5, 21 and

33 (note 7)), or plodding still hopelessly through that notorious

argument between literal and free translations.

But the study of translation has received a new lease of life since
becoming an established element on courses for training professional
translators, as opposed to the centuries-old practice of translation as
a technique in foreign language teaching and testing. The subject of
translation studies is further elevated to an independent academic
pursuit when it broadens its scope beyond the confinement of ‘literar)y
translation’, putting itself in a more extensive literary and linguistic
environment, striving for better insights into its own workings, rather

than surrendering its identity in subservience to other disciplines.
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1.2 COMPARATIVENESS  AND  COMPARABILITY: A POINT  OF

DEPARTURE

I'ranslation, in general, is conducted from one language into another:
but more significantly for our purpose. it is, in particular, an effort to
generate a new text In the target language (TL) from one already
existing in the source language (SL) -- that is, it is more between texts
than between languages. Although some critics, as Holmes (1988:10)
observes, have abandoned 'the measuring stick of the original’, one
cannot gainsay that, in general, a translation is held accountable more
for the world in the original (ie, the real world filtered through or even
twisted by the grids of the author's mind and the language used)
rather than the general truth of the real world itself. Translation
studies 1s therefore comparative in nature. But though a TL text may
in its own right possess a structure distinct from that of the original,
it must be comparable to the SL text, albeit that the degree of
comparability may vary from genre to genre.

But how to make a comparison between the SL and the TL texts?
wWhat factors are to be taken into account in such a comparative study
of the texts in question? I.A. Richards (1953) first drew our attention
to the ‘comparing activity’ illustrated by the ‘simplest’ room/box
comparison in length, breadth and height, with a suggestion of seven
dimensions or functions to consider in linguistic comprehension. This
version, already increased from his previous one of six dimensions, was
later extended to eight (Russo 1989:137). Another case, on a different
basis but equally instructive, can be found in Coulthard’'s (1985:24-25)

more recent observation of the increase in categories in the attempt at
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classification of illocutionary acts: from Searle's five macro-classes to

LLeech’s six and Stiles’ eight categories.

The numbers do nothing magical and should not be our present
Interest, of course. But these cases do reveal the fact that classification
can grow almost indefinitely in delicacy in line with the increasing
sophistication of one’s theory or of the studies in a specific field. \lso
they carry a warning: in every single use of a language there can be
as many aspects to consider as one may wish. But in translation studies
we certainly do not wish to start with comparison and end up in mere¢
classifying. Comparison is of primary importance in translation studies
but should be kept at the most fundamental level relevant to the
general purpose of translating activity. It is in this connection that we
find that three-tier descriptions of language and language use in
modern linguistics offer a useful framework for comparison between the
SL. and the TL texts. The coincidence of the number alerts us only to
the fact that a language, in its textual realization, can be fruitfully
explored on the whole as a structure of just three dimensions, for each
may contain further ‘facets’ observable in the text. A comparison of two
Structures as such (in its simplest and most straightforward manner) 1s
thus a cubic one similar to that of solid space. This understanding puts
translation comparison on a more definite as well as comprehensive basis
while offering adequate flexibility to meet diverse demands in particular
cases. The present research is concerned with the establishment of a
cubic model, which will be referred to as STRUCTURE OF MEANING
(SOM), and with the investigation into its applicability offered as a
guide (but not a rule) for the practical purposes of textual comparison

In translation between English and Chinese.



1.3 SYSTEMIC-FUNCTIONAL THEORY AND SPEECH ACT THEORY:

THEIR APPLICABILITY IN TRANSLATION STUDIES

Before we can begin contemplating the three-dimensional SOM in the SL
text and in the TL text as the result of translation, it is necessary to
consider some three-tier models in a general linguistic framework. which

may not have been developed for direct use in translation studies but

certainly will cast some light on the subject.

1.3.1 Systemic-functional theory and translation

Halliday (1973, 1978, 1985) identifies in his systemic-functional theory
the tri-stratal nature of linguistic systems, which consists of three

principal systems roughly glossed as follows:

Semantic system (meaning),
Lexicogrammatical system (wording),

Phonological/graphological system (substance).

Halliday further specifies three components of the semantic system:

Ideational (experiential and logical): the content or meaning that
embodies the language user’s experience of the world and
his/her relation with that world as he/she perceives it, and
transitivity that carries the logical mechanism of meaning

which may be different from the surface-structures of

traditional grammar;
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Interpersonal: the mood. modality, person and intonational
components of the syntactic form, which express the
language user’s attitudes and realize his/her position and
role in the communication with other users, it is ‘'both
interactional and personal’ (Halliday 1973:107);

Textual: which performs the enabling function of text formation or
creation, relating the text to the context (the situation and
the preceding text) as well as giving it an independent and

unique ‘textuality’.

This functional perspective serves to explain the nature of
language. In Halliday’s (1978:48) words: ‘language is in fact structured
along these three dimensions’. Together with the situational determinants
which have to do with subject matter, participants and language
performance, ie, field, tenor and mode, the most basic features of this
model can be put in a diagram as Fig. 1 below. In this diagram, one may
notice that the relation between the three strata within the linguistic
system is not as fully accounted for as the relation between the three
components of the semantic system. And Halliday has rightly pointed out
that the textual component, as an ‘enabling function’, is distinct from
the other two (ie ideational and interpersonal), since ‘language can
effectively express ideational and interpersonal meanings only because

it can create text’ (Halliday 1978:130).



Fig. 1
field tenor mode
|
(activating) (activating) (activatlng)
| | l
ideational interpersonal textual
- —
phonological/graphological semantic lexicogrammatical
| —_ . —_— ]

linguistic syvstem

Thus so far as written text is concerned, the lexicogrammatical
stratum appears as much distinct from the other two within the
linguistic system as the textual within the semantic, because it is the
lexicogrammatical that provides the primary material means ('wording’)
for the textual function of the semantic system to create text. As
Halliday observes: 'It is the function of the lexicogrammatical stratum ...
to form a single integrated structure that represents all components
simultaneously’ (Halliday 1978:128). The secondary means 1is the
phonological/graphological stratum, and its significance in the written
forms of a language is by no means negligible, a point to which we will
refer time and again in the present study.

The creation of text can be inspired primarily for a transactional
purpose of conveying ideational information about the world, or can be
occasioned by an interactional need to establish and maintain certain
interpersonal (social) relationships. And as McCarthy (1991:136-7) has
argued, no matter which of the two elements (transactional or
interactional) is emphasized in a typical stretch of communication, it Is
usually complemented by the other so as to perform a normal social
function, a point which seems to be adequately borne out by natural
data. In interpreting a text for translation, therefore, we have to

observe all these systems simultaneously, because the text as the
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product of a text-creating process represents all of them at the same
time. But when tracing the process of translating itself, we may find
that such a decision-making process appears to be more successive and
transactional in nature. In other words, activated (inspired or called
upon) by the field (eg the value of the SL text appreciated or deemed
marketable in the TL social environment), one has something to translate
(the ideational content); and more or less simultaneously determined by
the tenor, one starts to anticipate the target audience, which may be
different socially from that of the SL text (the interpersonal
consideration). Then, with rhetorical modes made available by the
lexicogrammatical and phonological/graphological systems of the target
language, one sets to and creates a relevant text (exercising the textual
function). One fact, significant in writing and translating alike, is to be
noted though, that at the stage of text creation one is still governed,
through the constraints of register, jointly by the situational factors of
field, tenor and mode. That is why the meaning finally produced in the
text, an actualization of the meaning potential of the language’s semantic
system, may still be somewhat different from the original ideational and
interpersonal meanings that have triggered off the process.

This insight into differences between the analysis of textual
products and the analysis of textual processes is of vital importance to
translation. That is to say, in analyzing the SL original, which is
already in existence, the translator should ideally speculate
simultaneously on the three dimensions of the text for a comprehensive
interpretation. And in the process of creating a TL text, the translator
may have to switch the focus of attention between dimensions; what Is
more, the situational factors that affect the translator at this stage can

very well acquire some elements typical of the socjo-cultural context of
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the target language. From the systemic-functional framework we may
work out a preliminary model of the writing-translating process as

shown in Fig. 2 below.

Fig. 2
ideational interpersonal
content component
SL textual SL
phonological/ —— function +~—— lexicogrammatical
graphological & svstem
system i
|
SL text
!
ideational interpersonal textual
content component function
................... |
|
|
" |
TL textual TL
phonological/ —— function - lexicogrammatical
graphological § system
system i
1
TL text
Symbols:
1 direct presence; 2) ... .. ' indirect presence
()H]_u p (): | P
(3) & text creating; (4) — by means of;

(5) ™ derived simultaneously:

(6) ----- determining through the register

From Fig. 2 it will be clear that in the process of writing, the
primary intention or motivation that has stimulated the writing
(whatever it has been, transactional or interactional) is being

materialized textually, with ideas and experience clarified and structured



Pt
|

through the use of language (see Halliday 1973:106. 109-10; Hudson
1984:37-38), as the three functions work simultaneouslyv on the actual
process of writing. And it 1s in this sense that we say the performance
of textual function involves the writers’ experience of the language
used, as opposed to the experience of the external world and the
internal world of their (sub)consciousness in the ideational domain. And
in translating, the translator’s experience of the target language may
be very different from that of the original author, although the
translator may succeed in approximating the author’s experience of
these worlds. It should be pointed out, though, that a Hallidayan
description of translation as such does not have much to offer about
the issue of intention and effect, hence, as it stands, is not extensive

enough to cover the aesthetic domain of translation in general.

1.3.2 Speech act theory and translation

Another three-dimensional theoryv. which supplements our perception of
translation by dealing with intention, effect and communicative
achievement in language use, is speech act theory. As Austin puts it,
‘'we have three, if not more, different senses or dimensions of the "use

of a sentence"...’ (Austin 1975:109). The three dimensions, or, types of

speech act, are:

Locutionary act: a linguistic act of saying something with an

identifiable propositional meaning;
[llocutionary act: a linguistic act in saying something wvalid In a

conventional communicative context, which acquires a
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certain conventional, thus cultural, force to effect the
communication by eg securing uptake, inviting a
response, etc;

Perlocutionary act: a social act by saying something which would
produce effects (intended or unintended) upon the listener’s

feelings, thoughts or actions.

The perlocutionary act, not conventional in nature, is a consequence of
the other two acts. It can take the form of achievement or
failure of a perlocutionary object such as convincing, persuading or
surprising, or the form of production of a perlocutionary sequel without
using a conventional illocutionary formula (Austin 1975:118).

Speech act theory brings wunder focus our concern with
reference/ 'meaning’ conventions, and their consequence in language usec.
These can be roughly summed up under two categories: cultural and
individual. On the one hand, as the collective title of Austin’s William
James Lectures suggests, speech act theory, especially the illocutionary
component, has a lot to do with language use in its cultural situation,

because 'how to do things with .. manifests itself as a basic cultural

pattern. On the other hand, the speech act takes into account the

individuality of language use as well. As Coulthard (1985:20) points out,

a potential investigation of the perlocutionary could lead to another
pattern, that is, "how to achieve things through ... The pattern 1is

inclined to be more individual than cultural, as it deals with effects on

feelings, thoughts and/or behaviour.

It is in respect of individuality in a broader sense, ie individual

intention and interpretation, that we notice an interesting shift of

cmphasis in the evolution of speech act theory, which has been
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observed by Coulthard (ibid): for Austin, the illocutionary force lies in
the successful realization of the speaker’s intention. while for Searle it

is a product of the listener’s interpretation. Coulthard goes on to argue

that to discover the speaker’s intention has long been regarded by

literary critics as a 'fruitless endeavour’, and:

those analysing language in use have discovered, there is,
fortunately, no real need to concern oneself with the speaker’s

intention because interaction proceeds according to the listener’s

interpretation of the force of an utterance.

This reminds one of the apparently bifurcating trends in this century’s
literary scholarship and linguistic studies. Literary studies have drifted
from the nineteenth century’s realist tradition towards a more indulgent
concern with personal and private feelings and inner thoughts, with
authors’ meanings and intentions becoming more and more multiplex and
elusive.' In linguistics, however, the theoretical tendency has basically
followed a communicationally-oriented line, concentrating more and more
on the refining of the reader’s interpretation of text as a socio-cultural
product.

Such a state of affairs has certainly an important bearing on
translation studies as a whole; an immediate result is the formation of
some reader-centred translation theories such as Dynamic Equivalence
(eg Nida 1964:176-177, Nida and Taber 1969:22-23), one of this century'’s

echoes to Francis Newman’s argument that 'the educated but unlearned
public is the only rightful judge [of the taste of a translation}]’ (quoted

in Bassnett-McGuire 1980:9: for the opposing argument, see eg Lefevre

1975:3). It is interesting, nevertheless, to point out that by following
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this argument of reader-centredness, or in other words Edmondson’s
‘hearer-knows-best’ principle (quoted in Coulthard ibid), one is bound
to arrive, paradoxically, at a translator-centred view of translation. In
reading the SL text, it 1s the interpretation by the translator, as an SL
reader, that matters; while in writing the TL version, as a TL writer,
the translator should resign him/herself to the prospect that both the
author’s and his/her own intentions are to be left to the mercies of the
TL reader’s interpretation and should not be of a real concern, as it
were. To put 1t in a less pleasant way, the reader is the customer, is
God, and not only does God know better, but as Robert Browning wittily
remarks, ‘when I wrote these lines, only God and I knew their meaning.
Now only God knows’ (quoted in King and Crerar 1969:99)!

A reiteration of the distinction made by Rodway in his The (Craft
of Criticism (1982:175-176, 184-185) seems necessary at this juncture.
That is, the so-called ‘speaker/author’s intention’ which has caused
dissent among language analysts and indeed Iliterary critics, as
Coulthard has referred to, is a kind of ‘intentionalism’, for the
fallaciousness of which Rodway (ibid) has given seven reasons.
Intentionalism as such means deriving the speaker/author’s intention
from external, non-discoursal data (eg from the author or from
scholarship), and in consequence may be quite irrelevant to the textual
reality an analyst or critic is dealing with. So it is another Kkind of
intention, the internal intention, or purport as termed by Rodway. which
is implied or evidenced by the discoursal arrangements of the text, that
engages our attention throughout the current study. This is essential
not only to critical appreciation in literary scholarship, but also to a

wholesome understanding of the relationship between illocutionary force

and perlocutionary effect in discourse analysis.
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>uch a perception of intention helps to furnish an aesthetic
dimension to language studies as well as providing a linguistic basis for
literary criticism. It also explains why, as a matter of fact. the author's
intention, internal of course, has never faded from literary criticism and
stylistics, and is always on the translator’s mind. Halliday has argued

rightly and convincingly for the importance of ‘motivation’ in his

stylistic analysis of William Golding’s The Inheritors:

Foregrounding ... is prominence that is motivated. ... Where [a
linguistic] function is relevant to our interpretation of the work.
the prominence will appear as motivated.

(Halliday 1973:112)

This bears a strong suggestion of the concern over the issue of
intention in the guise of motivation, or about ‘the distinction between
attempt and achievement’ (Austin op. cit.:106) of perlocutionary effects
of a speech act. In translation, even the reader-centred method, ie
Communicative Translation, proposed by Newmark (eg 1991:11), takes it
as one of I1ts features or criteria to pursue the author’s intention.
wWhatever method employed, a translation is the product of the
translator’s interpretation of the SL text in the translating process; but,
arguably, it cannot be deemed successful or reliable if it fails to bear
out, or at least recognize or acknowledge the author’s apparent
intention or motivation as suggested by the textual evidence and
signalled by the conventions of his/her time. The translator may very
well have his/her own intention in translating, which may or may not
be made known to the TL audience. Moreover, the TL reader may

interpret the translation in a way different from the way the TL text
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1s supposed or hoped to be interpreted. But this goes beyond the scope
of the present research.

What speech act theory has alerted us to is the issue of author
intention. The problematic nature of discovering what the author's
intention was gives the translator more responsibility than liberty.
because In most cases translation is done in line with what the
translator understands as the author’s intention: and the TL reader will
hold him/her to that. A story (as against a fable with a moral), a poem,
or even a metaphor (as against a simile with its intention signalled by
patterns such as like..., or as... as...) frequently constitutes a
perlocutionary sequel to an illocutionary intention which is too complex
to be formulated with overt precision, even by the author's own
speculation (see Austin op. cit.:118 and Coulthard op. cit.:19-20 for
perlocutionary act without illocutionary formula). This, paradoxical as it
may seem, points to the need for a substantial effort in textual analysis
to find out what the author’s intention(s) were, as indicated by the
textual evidence of which Bell (op. cit.:163-164) has proposed seven
‘'standards’, 1ie, cohesion, coherence, Iintentionality, acceptability.
informativity, relevance and intertextuality. Only in this way can
translators find themselves in a better position to see any relationships
between attempt and achievement, in the SL and the TL texts
respectively.

Although in identifying a speech act one’'s attention frequently
goes no further than the contour of a sentence, a point typically
illustrated by sayings such as ‘The speech act or acts performed in the
utterance of a sentence are in general a function of the meaning of the
sentence’ (Searle 1969:18), we have to resort to a greater stretch of text

and communicative context in our attempt to assess the effects. For
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instance, we have to take into account the answer in a given situation
to recognize the illocutionary force of a question. Also we have to
appraise the non-linguistic aspect of reading activity, that is, the
reader’s response, to judge the effect(s) of a perlocutionary act, eg in
terms of the distinction between the attempted and the achieved. or
between the intended and the unintended. An obvious case is to
determine the illocutionary intention in second person pronouns. The
distinction between ni and nin in Chinese, as between tu and vous in
French, can be taken as an illocutionary marker. while in English yvou
certainly lacks such a distinguishing feature. In rendering the pronoun
from English into Chinese, consequently. discourse markers have to be
sought, within and without the sentence in question, for the
transference of not only the correct locutionary content of number
(singular or plural) but also the intended illocutionary force. Greater
complication may arise when an 1llocutionary force functions 1n support
of a perlocutionary effort in bringing about a change in the internal
world (mind, feelings, thoughts, etc) of the reader in, say, a literary
text. This points to the need for closer analysis of what iIs meant by
illocutionary intention and how it is retrievable in actual text, since a

speech act in isolation rarely offers any substantial clue about its

1llocutionary force.

1.4 STRUCTURE OF MEANING (SOM): A COMPREHENSIVE THREE-

DIMENSIONAL MODEL OF TRANSLATION AND TRANSLATING

If the systemic-functional model is mainly concerned with the semantic

structure of text, then speech act theory appears to be more about

sentence in use. Although text may lack a grammatical structure to
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support its status in the rank scale, analysis of text as an expanded
and elaborated act based on sequences of speech acts has led to the
notion of text act and its use as a unit to judge translation equivalence
(Hatim and Mason op. cit.:78). And in our study, the pattern of
‘illocutionary force + information’ on the sentence level can be applied
to discourse analysis on the text level. So if we assume the applicability
of speech act analysis on the text level, we can discern another
significant link between the two models: the systemic-functional model
provides us with an insight into the mechanism of text creation in
relation to language user, communication and situation, while the concept
of speech act draws our attention to the illocutionary force and the
periocutionary effect of a text in actual communication, both models
hinged on a three-dimensional perception of text.

At this juncture we are reminded of the potential three
dimensional view of translation in the ‘faithfulness-accessibility-elegance’
maxim of the discerning Yan Fu, who, without the sophisticated
apparatus provided by modern linguistics, has notably touched upon the
nature of text formation in translation, namely, to be ideationally
faithful, interpersonally accessible, and textually elegant.” And it is
interesting to see that after nearly a century, this oriental intuitive
insight finds support in the western analytic tradition.

The tri-stratal nature of language and language use can be
further demonstrated by the general comparability between the two
models along the three dimensions:

First. both the ideational function and the locutionary act refer
to ‘content’, or ‘meaning’ in the traditional sense. Together they

contribute to an awareness of the logical mechanism of sense-making in

language use.
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Secondly, both the interpersonal meaning and the illocutionary act
concern themselves with communicative issues. But the interpersonal is
more about ‘which pattern can perform what function': thus it begins
with patterns such as mood or modality, management of point of view
(person), and expressiveness of intonation. The illocutionary, on the
other hand, seems to work from the other end of the line: ‘in
performing what function |[eg informing, ordering, warning] which
linguistic act is |conventionally} right’, and its effects, which are
different from the perlocutionary effects, are to be verified in terms of
securing uptake, taking effect, inviting a response. The two jointly
provide a communicative perception of linguistic performance in terms
of role relationships in the socio-cultural context, which to a great
extent determines information distribution in text formation.

In their third dimension, the two models are more complementary
than similar. On the one hand, the textual, instrumental to the ideational
and interpersonal (Halliday 1973:107) as an enabling function, goes
deeper into the linguistic potential of a language for the rhetorical
modes in creating text. The performance of the textual function is thus
a linguistic representation of the social interaction which should be
closely connected with the context in which the text is generated; also
it is an instance of application of the linguistic system of the language
in which the text is written. The perlocutionary act, on the other hand,
opts out of the linguistic framework and is regarded as a non-linguistic
act, a consequence of the locutionary and the illocutionary which are
definitely linguistic acts (Coulthard op. cit.:19). How far it can stay
outside the linguistic domain remains a question though, because the
'‘persuasive and oratorical techniques’ it involves, as implied by

Coulthard himself (op. cit.:20), are by and large linguistically-oriented,.
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at least in written texts. But the consideration of non-linguistic effects
on an individual’s feelings, thoughts and behaviour has suggested a
very significant area of attention in text analysis: the effects of
textualization on the reader.

Translating starts from the analysis of one text and concludes
with the creation of another, normally crossing at least two languages
and cultures, a process that begins with comparison and terminates in
choice. (But a translation is never finished!) 'Text is meaning and
meaning is choice’, as Halliday (1978:137) puts it. The systemic-functional
model and speech act model, as we have seen, have offered.
complementarily, some important insights into the text in creation as well
as 1n use. But to cover the translating process proper, we are still in
need of a more comprehensive model, or understanding, on the basis of
those existing ones, to cater for the demand of interlingual and cross-
cultural operation of choice-making in text creation. Meaning is choice
and choice is three-dimensional in nature, as functional grammar and
speech act theory have proved. The meaning chosen in the process of
writing /translating thus constitute the text as a three-dimensional
‘structure - referred in the present study as Structure of Meaning
(SOM) - which in translating should be delineated in (SL) text analysis
and reconstructed in (TL) text creation. In other words, at each end of

the translating process there is a SOM, whose comparability and

similarity determine the successfulness of the translating.

There can be no clear-cut lines between the three dimensions,
each of which contains ‘facets’ slanting in the direction of the others.
The dimensions represent the emphases we put on the features of a text
in one language and its translation in the other; they are not to limit

our attention to one particular aspect of a linguistic fact at the expense



i'l,l"]

|

of others. In light of this, each dimension is a part of the whole SOM.
and as we will see, each unit on the rank scale can potentially lend
itself to comprehensive analysis as a SOM in its own right - even ‘every

lexeme of a language is an entire world in itself’ (Mel'cuk quoted In

Carter 1987a:3).

1.1.1 Linguistic composition: the first dimension of a SOM

In this dimension the emphasis is first of all put on the linguistic
physique of a text, that 1S, its lexicogrammatical and
phonological/graphological patterning. And secondly as a locutionary act
of writing down something as a text, we must attend to its ability to
make sense. Or from the translator’'s point of view, one must trace the
1deational content activated by the field in the original text formation.
To start with, one has to pay sufficient attention to the cognitive
meaning and the logical relations in transitivity that make up the basic
experiential sense of a text. Because syntactic sequential patterning 1is
usually a useful and straightforward guideline to get to the most
fundamental meaning of a stretch of language, analysis at this stage is
generally of the wording on the sentence (‘clause complex’ in Halliday’s
terms) level or below. Translation in this linear manner can be

mechanical. similar to the traditional practice as a means of foreign

language acquisition. But translation has moved on.



1.4.2 Interactional dyvnamic: the second dimension of a SOM

Translation has moved into a communicative domain. Those whom it
serves are no longer language pupils but reading publics of various
interests. And text becomes interaction, exchange of meaning, bearer of
social values rather than Jjust a dead congregation of words. This
underlines the interactive function of translation.

In this dimension connotative meaning presents itself as
interpersonal meaning, in the sense that it depends on the reader’s
interpretation rather than the writer’s intention to secure uptake. But
on the other hand, the illocutionary forces of a text have to be explored
for attitudinal messages in a conventionally agreed or recognized way.
Analysis of the SL text in respect of interpersonal significance and role
relationship, like analysis of the illocutionary act, is a process based on
the SL convention, which should ideally find itself retained in the TL
text as cultural message.

Another facet that has to be dealt with is distribution of
information. This is textual in function (eg arrangement of Theme-Rheme
patterns), but communicative in nature. It is based on the participants’
assumption of shared world-knowledge, of agreed (ie conventional)
principles of selection and organization of information, of common faith
in retrievability of omissions in interpretation, and of common past
experience referred to in the language of the text (cf. Halliday 1978:60).
Even the non-structural textual devices of cohesion draw their
efficiency from how much the reader has activated memory, knowledge,
experience and the logic of deduction in, for instance. picking up a

referent, reconstructing an ellipsis.
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Translation in this dimension therefore takes the whole text into
account. The method frequently wused 1is that of Communicative
Translation proposed by Newmark; the main criterion is dvnamic
equivalence. Translation at this stage takes as its principal task to

convey the ideational and the interpersonal information, but not

necessarily the stylistic significance of the textual function. So

translation has to move on.

1.4.3 Aesthetic impact: the third dimension of a SOM

As the word ‘'impact’ suggests, the third dimension of SOM is still
interpersonal in nature (for a parallel use of ‘impact’ as related to
interpersonal meaning, see Smith 1986). But emphasis here has shifted
from information to effect, or, from information presentation to
‘information manipulation’, to match as far as possible the effect
intended by the SL text and the effect actually achieved by the TL
text. Approaches to the text (either SL or TL), like the analysis of
perlocutionary acts, are more individual than conventional. Textually,
rhetorical modes and authorial techniques in this dimension can be
analyzed in greater detail to reveal the author’s possible intentions as
understood by the translator and felt by the reader.

This is the dimension that closes off the SOM by drawing on the
resources of the other two dimensions. Let us consider the figuration
of a text. In order to assess its semantic significance for translation,
the translator has to examine it ideationally, interpersonally as well as

textually, taking into full account the situational factors that affect text

formation at two stages (cf. Fig. 2 above). Moreover, semantiC resources
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go beyond the boundary of the semantic system. Phonological and
syntactic enactments of semantic meaning, in the form of phonaesthetic
elements, marked collocation and syntactic imagery. are actually
configurations of lexicogrammatical, phonological and semantic features

of the language as a whole.

As for units of translation, the concept becomes rather flexible
when the texts involved are seen as corresponding SOMs. On the one
hand, we have to move frequently upwards from text to take into
account situational activation and generic constraints. And on the other
hand we more often than not have to concentrate on levels downwards
from text, 1e sentence and below, to produce a matching local effect in
the light of the global significance of the text. Accordingly, the method
used in translation should be more faithful than Communicative
Translation, but broader and more flexible than Semantic Translation by
minimizing the awkwardness usually associated with the latter. In so
doing the translator is conveying the original’s ideational message as
intactly as possible while textually involving the TL readers in, instead
of merely informing them of, the effects intended by the SL text, using
positively and actively the resources of the target language 1n
textualization.

When translation is studied comprehensively as a three
dimensional structural process it begins to stand as an academic
discipline. Such a study of translation, drawing on developments In
contemporary linguistics, should neither be drifting and floating on
practising translators’ intuitive or empirical speculations, nor imposing
a burden of theory, to be held in contempt, disliked or feared by the
translator (Newmark 1981:100, Reynolds 1992:29) as 'a poor substitute for

several yvears of intensive practice’ (Lawendowski 1978:2635). It should
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offer itself instead as a reassuring bridge between theory and practice.
providing theoretical awareness and remedies for the practice of
translation. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to attempt to create
a direct perspective of translation activity through the analysis of the
SL text and the TL text in their corresponding dimensions of linguistic
composition, interactional dynamic and aesthetic impact. Theories of
various emphases are to be employed in the interest of practice - to
make good translators better (Nothing turns bad translators into good.)
without asking them first to become experts in linguistic theory, as

some theorists may have privately hoped.

1.5 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE DIMENSIONS OF A 50M

The notion of SOM offers a perspective on translation in its linguistic,
interactional and aesthetic dimensions. This is different from two-
dimensional mosaic descriptions of structure, which will be more
appropriately referred to as ‘area’ (eg 'meaning area’), or 'pattern’ (eg
‘sentence pattern’). In this analysis, the problematic relation between
‘linguistic structure’' and ‘aesthetic structure’ in literary studies, as
mentioned by Driére (1957:88), would cease to be so troublesome, as the

two ‘structures’ are treated as two complementary (instead of

conflicting) constituent dimensions of a SOM.
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1.5.1 SOM and genres

What is to be translated is text. And it is the SOM in the SL text that
is to be reconstructed in the TL text. But the proportions of the SOM
are by no means identical in all of its dimensions in all tvpes of texts.
And it 1s the difference in proportionate importance of dimensions of a
SOM that gives rise to the variety and diversity of text tyvpes.

A text, whatever generic group it belongs to, first of all appears
as a sequence of symbols or signs on the page, i.e. words, phrases, or
sentences, which form the linear linguistic composition of its SOM (see
Ballmer (1981) for an overall account of the relation between words,
sentence and text). Beyond its sequential appearance, a text presents
itself as a two-dimensional pattern of ‘form x information’, only to
complete its SOM with a third, aesthetic dimension. The third dimension
as such is the result of personal emotional involvement on the writer’s
part, in consequence effecting an involvement of a similar nature on the
reader’s part in the process of reading. If we endorse the argument of
literariness, an element degrees of which are identifiable along the cline
of text types in text analysis (Carter and Nash 1983:124), we can see
that the aesthetic dimension of the structure of meaning runs in parallel
with literariness, and may be posited as actually finding its textual
realization in the latter, a question so far largely unaddressed in
literary scholarship.

In this analysis, the prototypes of those text types addressed
more to objective facts than to subjective emotions are generically
characterized by less density of literariness and a ‘flat’ SOM.” A
‘round’ SOM will display a higher degree of literariness and a more

significant aesthetic dimension. Broadly speaking, the three dimensions
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of a cubic SOM as such work respectively and cooperatively in a
communicative situation through grammar, information processing and
emotional involvement, to perform the locutionary act for a well-formed
and valid sentence, the illocutionary act for an appropriate interactional
force and the perldcutionary act for the intended impact (cf. Hatim and
Mason op. cit.:59-60).

The cubic model of SOM also means examining each text
individually, by placing its features and functions in appropriate
dimensions, within the framework of conventional classification of text
types. A perception of text as such is of great import in translation, as
a translator i1s most of the time dealing with individual texts. Generally,
an advertisement text, for instance, presents a SOM which is short In
the first dimension (if it is terse in wording), long in the second (if it
carries a great amount of message in relation to its textual size), and
variable in the third (depending on the impact it makes on the receiver
by means of the presentation of message). A phatic text, on the other
hand, can be enormous in the first dimension but meagre in the second
(apart from performing some specific social functions), and, generally,
low in the aesthetic (see Sampson 1980:224 for an account of phatic text;
see also Laver 1975). And a poem by nature is inclined to be not sizable
in the first dimension, variable in the second, but high in the aesthetic
third.

So far as text classification is concerned, the traditional division
between literary and non-literary languages is now under question, with
the introduction of the concept of literariness and the positing of
literary clines. In translation studies Newmark (1981:127) has advocated
a more functional basic distinction 'between good (or effective) and bad

(or ineffective) writing'. Hatim and Mason, on the other hand, have
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warned of the danger of over-classification, arguing that classifyving
texts either by text feature or by text function has its built-in
weakness: it tends to be too broad in the first place. and a more
narrowed focus of description would either ‘run the risk of ending up
with virtually as many text types as there are texts’', or be caught in
the problem of multifunctionality (Hatim and Mason op. cit.:138).

It is probably right for a translator to be content with a general,
or even noncommittal text classification, but certainly it is not right not
to avail oneself of the sophisticated insights provided by genre and
register consideration, in the tracing of the situational factors of field,
tenor and mode (after Halliday 1978, see Figures 1 and < abiowr) which
have a direct bearing on the actualization of the SL text. The author
may claim, with witty authority, that God only knows what his work
means; readers may well dodge the subtle challenge of good writing and
keep whatever they have gathered from reading to themselves. The
translator, however, in a sandwiched position between reader and
writer, seems to be the only one who has to make every single effort
to perceive the reasons behind, as well as the meaning of, the textual
features in order to justify his/her own output and not to wrong either
party (cf. Raffel 1971:160). The model of SOM is, In a sense, designed to
help reveal the ingredients of good, or bad, writing for inspection 1n
translation. In this way the SL text and its TL counterpart can be
analyzed and the process of translating studied 1n the light of the
degree of compatibility between the two independent SOMs sustained by
their individual internal relationships among the componential
dimensions. All these relationships can be appropriately examined only
against a dynamic background projected by the typological and generic

contexts of both languages and cultures.
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1.5.2 SOM: where form and content merge

Text typology, or generic classification, by nature can be regarded as
one of the recent attempts to address the problematic classical
dichotomy of form and content. It is a useful approach to the matter
but still too general for the purpose. For linguists, it has proved not
advisable (even harmful) to divide language by textual feature into
literary and non-literary types. For translators, it has been found risky
to go into detailed classification by function. C(Classifying texts by
informative message, for instance, into scientific and non-scientific
types, does not help either. Typology is useful when it highlights the
collective features of genre and register; but it can be a precarious
practice if one is led to over-stress certain aspects of text at the
expense of others (see McCarthy and Carter, in press, ch.l).

On the other hand, the Hallidayan system of ideational,
interpersonal and textual functions and the speech act theory of
locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts, as we have argued
above, have pointed, respectively but correlatively, to the three primary
dimensions of text, and our model of SOM is designed to incorporate the
two and to extend them in dealing with the issue of translation
comprehensively.

‘Form’ and ‘content’, in the dualist’s terms, are two distinct, or
even polar and opposite components of text (see eg Nida and Taber op.
cit.:14). In the ordinary sense of the words, however, they make up
only the first two dimensions of SOM. For a text to assert its
individuality, to acquire a sustainable structure, any two of the
dimensions have to be connected with a third for a structural stability

of stylistic significance. Form and content, or linguistic composition and
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interactional dynamic, therefore, should be related to the third
dimension of impact. In this sense we can indeed see a parallel with the
‘enabling’ nature of Halliday's third (textual) dimension. Textual
management can thus be viewed as active implementation of the author's
interpersonal intention as to it emotional and aesthetic implications have
been attached.

The aesthetic impact as a dimension of the SOM in our sense
therefore will not be regarded as limited, as a 'minor’ function of
language, ranking with the phatic and the metalingual (Newmark
1981:21), or as extreme, as the principle distinguishing poetry from
prose (Driere op. cit.:90-1), or as heavy-weighted, as features against
semantic content and formal contour (Levy quoted in Bassnett-McGuire
op. cit.:5-6). And at this juncture we have to reiterate our point made
above: a text viewed from different angles can yield different
proportionate relationship between the dimensions of i1ts SOM.

The linguistic composition provides the text with material being
that makes logical sense; the interactional dynamic renders the text
communicatively purposeful; and the aesthetic impact ascribes
individuality to the text by combining the ‘being’, the 'sense’ and the
'‘purpose’ through the realization of ‘effect’. Language and information,
whatever the relation between them, have long been regarded as
essential in text creation: but the aesthetic is equally indispensable with
its specific contribution to shaping the text as a structure. The
aesthetic quality of the text can be positive (ie, pleasant to the senses).
negative (ie, unpleasant to the senses), or neutral. It is neither the
languag’e nor the information about the world, but the linguistic
presentation of the information governed by the aesthetic that

pigeonholes the text into a particular genre. And, when we consider the
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text In relation to its genre membership, the essence of its third
dimension emerges: appropriateness to the generic requirements. Genre.
fluid as it may be as a concept, provides therefore a tangible framework
tor textual performance (see McCarthy and Carter, in press. ch.1). The
choice of a particular genre is actually a manifestation of communicatiy¢
purposes In a certaln socio-cultural situation, ‘ultimately a function of
users’ intentions’ (Hatim and Mason op. cit.:140). The well-writtenness
of the text, to a great extent, means appropriateness on the genre level
and stability on the text level. For instance, if neutrality is appropriate
to a certain genre, say legal texts, then it should be obtained as the
required aesthetic dimension of the SOM and the textual stability can
thus be maintained; any other properties, positive or negative, will
reduce the well-writtenness of the text of this type and upset the
stability of its SOM (see McCarthy and Carter ibid, sec.1.6 for a
summary of genre classification). In texts of high literariness, on the
other hand, innovative writing (either positively or negatively oriented)
IS regarded as appropriate and 1s actually expected, so it can be a
fundamental contribution to the aesthetic dimension of a text of this
kind.

The better the text is written, the more stable its SOM will be;
and in consequence the more difficult it will be to translate it.
Translation deals with texts individually, dissecting the SOM in the 5L
text in an attempt to rebuild a matching one in the TL text. As a result
it is bound to affect the dimensions of SOM at various degrees,
regardless of the kind of language or the type of text. 50 far as
translation is concerned, the aesthetic is useful as a general criterion,
materialized in parameters such as communicative purpose (the relation

between author/translator and reader), appropriateness (the relation
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between text and genre as institutionalized social mode of expression),
and structural stability (the relation of the aesthetic with the other two
within a text, ie the individuality of a text).

wWith the rise of communication theories in the twentieth century,
a drift of emphasis from text to reader has marked contemporary
thinking in translation studies. The phenomenon, noticed by some
translation theorists (eg Newmark), indicates a progress from a single-
dimensional perspective of pure linguistic concern (for instance, how to
translate an adjective clause, etc) to a two-dimensional approach to
translation as information conveyance and acceptance. It implies,
however, a tendency to ignore textual features of the SL text in favour
of more ready acceptance of ideational content in a new linguistic,
soclo-cultural context. This, if carried too far, may become another
version of one-dimensional understanding of translation which regards
communicativeness as the only thing that matters in translating.

The application of communication theory to translation in our
study, however, has led to an understanding of text iIn its three
dimensions: and translation is viewed as a text-based (both SL and TL
texts), translator-centred and reader-oriented performance aiming to
construct in the target language a SOM that will match as much as
possible the original one in the three dimensions. Translating 1s no

longer a rude practice shedding off the ‘form’ to pass on the ‘content’.

This chapter has so far been a preliminary outline. As the
starting point, it should be clear that our purpose is firstly to bring
the focus of attention back to the text(s), to the workings of translating
as distinct from those of writing, and secondly to put the translator

alongside the writer and the reader. This is meant to neutralize the
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‘worship’ of the reader’'s response in modern translation studies, in the
interest of the TL readers themselves. by giving back to them the
access to the world of the SL text; and to provide a ground for target-
text oriented translators and source-text oriented translators to ‘bring

their versions closer to each other’s’. as advocated by Newmark (1991:1).

1.6 TRANSLATING: A THREE DIMENSIONAL PROCESS

Theorists have found it not easy to define a translated text in relation
to the original. The difficulty is typically seen in such a circumlocutory
statement as Lattimore’s (1959/66:49), that a translation presents ‘what
the original would be, might be, or ought to be, must be’ in the target
language. Descriptions via fuzzy metaphors, such as translation being
‘a living work’ (Popovic 1970:80), or ‘a living entity’ (Bassnett-McGuire
op. cit.:70-71, talking about Edward Fitzgerald's translation of The
Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam (1858)) in the TL culture, border on an
elusiveness and subjectivity similar to that in classical Chinese critical
practice which, according to Jing Wang (1989:267), 'embodies a kind of
intuitive insight beyond one’s analytic grasp,” and defies definition.

It is not, however, our purpose here to clarify the description,
or prescription, of what a translation should look like, since translating
as a process inevitably proceeds from the original text towards its (at
least temporarily definite) end product in the form of a TL text. It is,
therefore, probably of more interest to trace this process in a more
analytic way. to see what the roads in a jungle of vying claims

(linguistic and cultural) will lead a translator to.
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1.6.1 Idiomatic and creative use of language

In the first dimension of the translating process, the translator deals
with the lexicogrammatical system of both the source and the target
languages, each of them ‘organizes its view of reality ... in its own way’
(Leech and Short 1981:122). Here, on the one hand, the translator has
to work against structural and functional differences between the
languages, a full recognition of which has yet to be given by modern
linguistics. On the other hand, the translator believes in the (at least
theoretically) infinite resources of the target language and his/her
capability of and licence in using the language creatively, making
sentences that may have never been heard, conveying ideas that may
have never been articulated before in the language. This is. the basis
of cross-cultural translatability; it implies the possibility of deviation
from idiomaticity in translating on not infrequent occasions.

It may be interesting for a translator to notice the alterations and
fusions of canonical forms of idiomatic expressions among native English
speakers in conversational discourse observed by Tannen (1989:40-42),
a linguistic phenomenon existing among native Chinese speakers as well,
and certainly not uncommon in written texts. For instance, zhaixid
(‘cramped:narrow’) is a fusion of zhaixiao (‘cramped:small’) and xia‘ai
(‘narrow:limited’); liangtou shouyan (‘being smoked at from both ends’ -
- being blamed by both parties) is an altered form of the idiom liangtou
shouqi (‘being blown at from both ends’) of the same meaning. Such
petty ingenuity, unwitting though it may seem, can be, in Tannen’s (op.
cit.) words, ‘a form of linguistic creativity rather than an error oOr
misfire’'. Therefore, being idiomatic is not at odds with being creative

and off-beat to claim the reader’s attention. Idiomaticity and creativity
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are two complementary elements in any good writing. If they are

a matching style what has been written originally in some other

language, some other time.

1.6.2 Restoration of information distribution

I'ranslating acquires its second dimension when the translator sees
through the locutionary sense, the thought, or the information to get
to the illocutionary message. Here lies the umbilical cord that links a
translation to its original. If the truth value of the SL text is subject
to the conditions governed by the reality of the world it belongs to, the
TL text, in principle, can be true only to the reality of the same world.
This world should be the one created or depicted in the SL text if it
1S a text of high literariness and thus of high text-sovereignty (see for
instance wWiddowson (1993) for the 'non-accountability’ of literary texts).
And if the SL text is ‘utilitarian’ in nature, then it is the objective
world, to which both the SL and TL texts should be true, that acts as
a constant reference or governing factor throughout the translating
process to ensure the wvalidity of the TL text.

To be faithful to the world and the illocutionary message of the
SL text, translating in this dimension should seek to restore in the TL
text the distribution of information in the SL text. A question worth
asking 1s what is the author's communicative intention behind the
arrangement of i1nformation units in the text. The organization of text

as such links linguistic choices with discourse choices, and language
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uses  (idiomatic or innovative) with socio-cultural conventions (cf.
“tcCarthy and Carter, in press, ch.2, esp. sec.2.1). Translating would bhe
reduced to some general or even desultory rewriting, once severed from
Iits SL origin in this dimension since, looking beyond this dimension, we
can see that the other two dimensions of the TL text are Just
reflections’ of their SL counterparts, subjected to the filtering by the
linguistic and cultural faculties of the target language, and above all.

of the translator as a human being as well as an operator.

1.6.3 Matching the effects

Since the second dimension of translation is so important, it tends to
overshadow, unduly in most cases, the significance of the third. This
happens when translation becomes more ‘communicative’, which means
the translator is more interested in informing the TL readers of rather
than involving them in the world presented in the SL text, as in the
case of modern Bible translation observed by Newmark (Newmark 1981:405;
on bible translation see also Beekman and Gallow 1974). In so doing, the
translator concentrates, more often than not, on the first two
dimensions, or even the second one only. Although the translating of
most texts is more communicative in nature, (of such ‘run-of-the-mill
texts Newmark (1991:10) has given a long list), the project of
reconstructing a matching TL SOM does require a process of three-
dimensional translating.

In itgthird dimension translating manifests itself as an aesthetic
activity, calling for a more active and creative involvement of the

translator to feel for the SL text’s perlocutionary effects in order to



38

retain them in the TL text. It is in this sense that we sayv the third
dimension of translating offers a chance for the translator’'s ability,
talent, and originality. The perception of the original’s aesthetic impact
at this juncture becomes very important although the realizati-on of such
an impact in the TL text is better appreciated in line with the TL
cultural orientation.

In this analysis, the three-dimensional process of translating is
actually a dynamic, cross-cultural channel with two matching SOMs at
the ends. The first dimension of the translation process, mechanical in
practical exertion and eventually comparable between the SL text and
its TL counterpart(s), provides a field for manoeuvre of the target
language’s linguistic resources. The second dimension, having to do with
information distribution on wvarious levels, lends itself to measurable
truth conditions which may determine the successfulness of conveyance
ofihgropositional message. In the third dimension, however, with greater
involvement of the translator and the reader, translating becomes more
personal, emotional, and more like an art than a science. As Lefévre
(1975:99) points out, 'unsatisfactory renderings of the source text ... all
concentrate exclusively on one aspect of the source text only, rather
than on its totality.” A translating process which fails to take account
of the three dimensions of the original text, can turn out a translation
either like a distorted reflection of the original in the linguistic and

cultural waters of the target language, or a parasitic growth which

bears little resemblance to its host.
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1.7 A FEW WORDS ABOUT THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERS

In the following chapters we will be taking up each of these dimensions
with reference to the other two, simply because it is impossible to study
fruitfully any of them in isolation. Practical problems in translating will
be dealt with in due course, illustrated by examples gleaned from
modern and contemporary practice. Although due attention is paid to
context whenever and wherever possible, one cannot help enlisting
instances, short passages, sentences, or even individual words, without
giving their contexts. To compensate for this, some full texts of prose
and poetry are given with their translations in the appendices for any
prospective speculation on a more extensive basis.

Also, 1t 1s hoped that translations should be read in their
historical contexts, for ‘what 1s good or adequate translation in one
generation may be laughable in another’ (Furley 1958:52). And as Hatim

and Mason (op. cit.:12) point out:

The translator’'s motivations are inextricably bound up with the
socio-cultural context in which the act of translating takes place.

Consequently, it is important to judge translating activity only

within a social context.

Any responsible renderings are treated with due respect. In this light
even the controversial Chinese translation of T.H. Huxley's Evolution and
Ethics (Tian Yan Lun) by Yan Fu, for instance, can be justified as a
‘social equivalent’ of the original under the conditions in China at the
turn of the century, although it may not be valid as a model for later

practitioners (see He (1925/1984) for an overview of Yan Fu's translation
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practice and its criticism and Ng (1991) for the cultural confrontation
between Tian Yan Lun and Evolution and Ethics). The interest of our
research, therefore, is in finding to what extent the concept of SOM can
improve translation between English and Chinese as a whole, rather than
to find fault for fault’'s sake.

Last but not least, the present thesis is meant to be more
illustrative than exhaustive, exploratory and descriptive than rule-
setting and prescriptive. The ‘shoulds’ and ‘should nots’ are based on
our analysis. But to our conclusions, as to any conclusions, there are
always exceptions. ‘Black swans and dark horses’ are inevitable in
Translation, a subject still young as an academic discipline and always

diverse as an intellectual and emotional activity.

Notes:

1. The trend has been picked up in Chinese literature on two major
occasions so far, first in the New Poetry Movement in the twenties
and later in the Menglong Poems (the Mists) and Novels of the New
Period in the late seventies and eighties.

2. From the viewpoint of speech acts, it can be understood that Yan
Fu’'s maxim was meant in theory to make his translations more
appealing, persuasive and acceptable to the classically educated
mandarin officialdom and intelligentsia at the time, a plausible
perlocutionary attempt of this exponent of the Western new
thinking.

3. It is noticeable, however, that even those types which seem 1o

have a zero aesthetic dimension, eg ordinary workshop manuals
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and legal documents, if employed in a text designed to involve the
reader emotionally, can serve a potential aesthetic purpose, by
means of contrast for instance, on a more global level of text. On
the level of word, how the potential aesthetic of a monosemic term
can be brought into play through ‘register borrowing’, or ‘re-

registration’, is wittily illustrated in Carter and Nash (1983:129).
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Chapter II

Linguistic Composition: Foundation of the SOM

Linguistic composition, which materializes a text, constitutes the
fundamental dimension of the SOM. In this dimension choice of word-
order (syntagmatic choice) and choice of word (paradigmatic choice)
stand out as two primary concerns in translating as well as in writing.
I'he word-order of the text signals the fulfilment (by means of textual
devices provided by the language) of the syvntactic obligations under
which the writer (author or translator) has been placed by the
language. If the text is to be viewed as a sequence of words, the order
of the words as a whole draws on the choices of these words for its
ideational meaning and interpersonal initiative to engender the
communication between the writer and the reader. A comparative study
of the linguistic composition of the SL text with that of the TL text in
this chapter is thus necessary not only to reveal the seemingly
mechanical aspect of translation activity, but also to prepare the ground
for the subsequent discussions on the more dynamic and aesthetic sides
of translating.

For that purpose in this chapter we shall be looking firstly at the
linear sequence of word-order, up to the sentence level, when we make
a comparative study of the sequential options 'in terms of permissible
combinations of units from the rank below’ (Coulthard 1985:121).

Secondly it is the choice of word that will engage our attention:
The translator’s problem is not confined to finding a suitable equivalent
for a word but also involves the question: Why, apart from grammatical

or phrasal obligations, is it this word (or no word), instead of other
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possibilities, that has been used to fill this syntactic slot? Factors such
as the syntactic context as well as the semantic features of the word
should be the immediate constraints; but the issue. to make it more
meaningful for translation, must be perceived, from time to time. from
a more global viewpoint of textual or discoursal organisation.

Such a comparative study of syntactic sequence and semantic
choice will, as a matter of course, give rise to questions which it is
more appropriate to deal with in the following chapters. This should be
seen as a proof of the organic nature of the SOM as an integrated unit.
But none the less, the discussion will lead us in this chapter to the

third topic, 1e, Unit of Translation, on the usefulness of which theorists
have found it difficult to see eye to eye.

The comparative study of the linguistic dimension in this chapter
is intended to prepare the ground for the study of the other two
dimensions of the SOM model by offering a new classification of textual

components, which consists of:

svntactic bearers: the elements which support the grammatical

edifice of a text;
information carriers. the elements which convey ideational and
interpersonal messages in writer-reader communication:
stvlistic markers: the elements which signal the stylistic features

and the aesthetic impact of a text.

[t should be pointed out, though, that every textual component in the
traditional sense, e.g. a word, a sentence pattern. can play more than
one role: or in other words, belong to more than one category listed

above when viewed from a different dimension.
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2.1 WORD ORDER: LINEAR SEQUENCE OF SYNTACTIC ARRANGEMENT

AND COGNITION PROCESS

when talking about 'a correlation between form and content’. Lakoff and
Johnson (1980:133) point to a basic fact: 'Since we speak in linear order.
we constantly have to choose which words to put first'. Which words to
put first, and which words to follow - this is syntagmatic choice put in
the plainest terms, in speaking, writing, and translating alike. And
between Chinese and English, translation theorists and practitioners
have not been slow in noticing the similarities in word order, which led,
or misled, Fenollosa to believe that translation between English and
Chinese can be ‘exceptionally easy’ (1936:16), and which, according to
Graham, have contributed to ‘the greater success of poetic translation
linto English] from Chinese than from Japanese’' (Graham 1965:14). But,
as Raffel (1988:45) points out, 'Chinese employs particles unknown to
English and does not strictly parallel English’s analytical syntax’,
besides other well-known differences such as lack of concern with verb
conjugations, plurals and tenses in (hinese. Moreover, there are some
other features possessed by English that are alien to Chinese, such as
the extensive and subtle use of pronouns and articles (see examples
below).

wWhat is more important, however, is that word order in the two
languages influences meaning in very different ways. This fact needs
to be stressed in our observation of the relationship between word
order and meaning in the two languages, as in this area there are yet
fewer regulating guidelines to follow in translation. It is, of course,
heyvond the scope of the present study to dwell on a detailed

comparative study of word order between English and Chinese; rather,
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we will illustrate the point by analyzing different expressions of one of
the commonest transitivity patterns, ie the transitive pattern of action,
in Chinese with its English counterparts. Later we shall observe how
modification would amplify the basic pattern as such into more fully-
fledged sentences in discourse, and its significance in translation.
The most fundamental point to make here is that Chinese grammar
1S so functionally-oriented, as observed by Li and Thompson (1981,
sec.2.3), that the language should be typed as a ‘topic-prominent’ one.
For Chinese, a traditional syntactic analysis in terms of subject-
predicate formation may yield little, but a functional one in terms of
topic-comment or theme-rheme distribution will provide much insight
into the linguistic composition and the interactional dynamic of the text
materialized in the linear arrangement of the syntax. Since English
grammatical theories are developing into a more and more functional
scheme to accommodate the meaning in use and information structure of
real texts, it is on the functional level that we have found the workings

of the two languages are best comparable, and that the study of

translation can be most effectively based.

2.1.1 A-V-0 sequence and Its variations

Given an Agent (Actor) ta (he), a Verb (Process) chi (eat) and an Object
(Goal, as the 'affected participant’) fan (meal) and some function words
(fw) such as le (indicating completion or expressing assertiveness)
rang/gei/ bei (passive coverbs in Chinese, functioning like by in
English) and ba (to invert V-0 order), we are able to give a list of

declarative clauses in Chinese with various word orders to illustrate



46

how the niceties of ideational/interpersonal meaning can be matched or

approximated to by their English counterparts, as we see in the

respective analyses of Chinese and English below:'

[2.1]
(1) Ta chi fan.
A-V -0
He eats (a meal).
A-V-fw -0
Neutral In modality, this i1s a typical ‘grammatically congruent’ clause,

indicating only the action (of eating a meal).

(2) Ta chi fan le.
A-V -0-1f1w
He has started eating.
A-fw -V - 0
Neutral in modality, (2) asserts the onset of the action, with fan (meal)

too non-specific to be accountable in the English version where the

object semantically specifies the action.

(3) Ta chi le fan.
A-V -fw -0
He has eaten (a meal).
A-fw -V - (fw - 0)
Neutral in modality, (3) indicates the resultant state of the action, eg
the actor's readiness for some other action(s). Such clauses are
frequently used in narrative discourse as a lead-in to the subsequent

action(s) or happening(s) in temporal or logical sequence.
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(4) Ta fan chi le.

A-0-V-tfw

He has eaten his/the¢ meal.

A-fw -V -fw - 0
(4) suggests a state the actor i1s in after completing the action (eg 'he
is full’), and In consequence the actor is supposed to be ready for some
other action expected of him. By forwarding the object to a preverbal
position, a sign of referentiality (specificity), the speaker displays more

commitment to a particular stance or attitude than in (3).

(5) Ta ba fan chil le.

A-fw -0 -V - tw

He has eaten the meal. or

He has eaten the meal.

A-fw -V - fw - 0
This is a stronger version of (4) in the sense that it stresses the agent
and/or the result of the action, eg answering the question 'Who has
eaten the meal?’. The Ba construction here is a device to end-position
(hence to potentially mark) the verb; meanwhile it shifts the post-verbal

noun (object) to a preverbal position and thus the noun stands for a

definite referent (See Yip and Rimmington 19391:15).

(6) Ta ba fan gei chi le.
A-fw -0-fw -V - fw
He has eaten the meal
A -fw -V - fw - O
with a hint as to the speaker’'s personal stance or feeling., eg an

implication that the actor should not have done the action. (6) IS
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stronger than (95), as the end-positioned verb is further asserted by

Zel.

(7) Fan ta chi le.
O -A-V - fw
The meal he has eaten.
fw- O - A - fw -V
with the object (meal) fronted to the thematic position (as the topic), (7)

1S stronger than the unmarked (4), and potentially answers the guestion

‘What has happened to the meal?’

(8) Fan ta gei chi le.

O-A-fw -V - fw

The meal he has eaten.

fw - O -A-fw -V
(8) is a stronger version of (7), which is already a marked pattern. It
answers the same question but has an attitudinal overlay, eg with a
touch of regret about the state (ie unavailability) of the goal as the
result of the action and the extent to which such a state affects the

concerned party (eg the hearer). The A-V order has been interrupted,

and thus enhanced, by ger

(9) Fan rang/gei/bel ta chi le.
O - fw - A -V -fw
The meal has been eaten by him.

fw - O - fw - fw - V - fw - A
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AS a passive construction. (9) is stronger than (7). with the agent
emphasized by rang/gei/bei to answer the potential question 'Byv whom

has the meal been eaten?’.

(10) Fan rang/bei ta gei chi le.
O -fw - A -fw -\ - fw
The meal has been eaten by him.
fw - 0 - fw - fw -\ - fuw - A
Also passive, (10) is even stronger than (9) with the A-V combination
interrupted by gei 1t could answer the question 'What has happened to
the meal?’ in terms of 'What has been done to the meal by whom'. Like
(6), it may carry an attitudinal implication, eg that (the result of) the

action 1s a mishap.

In the above comparative observation, it may be worth noting that
we have adopted the notion of logical Agent instead of traditional
Subject to avoid controversy over the identification and position of
subject and object in Chinese, which is topic-prominent rather than
subject-oriented (For an overview of the situation, see Yip and
Rimmington op. cit.:7-8). But for convenience' sake we have retained
Object instead of using terms such as Goal or Patient. All this is iIn
preparation for the examples to be viewed in terms of the more
fundamental contrast of VO:0V ordering, covering both active and
passive patterns, in both English and Chinese.© In the analysis we
have also noted:

a) word order as a linguistic bearer (the elements that serve to
shape the linguistic being of a text): One of its options, A-\-0, IS

common to both Chinese and English as a basic pattern of transitivity.
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In Chinese, though, there are partiallyv reversed groupings such as A\-0O-
vV (4-6) and O-A-V (7-10), which have more to do with semantics than
with grammar. Yet this shows that the A-\" combination with a freer
object remains the core pattern of the material process in (Chinese even
In passive clauses, while in English the fixed O-\-A pattern is the
institutionalized passive. (For a detailed observation of the
supramorphological referentiality of the position of the noun object in
relation to the verb in a Chinese sentence, ie V-0:0-\. see Yip and
Rimmington op. cit.; for a more general survey of O-\:\'-O typology of
languages, see Dryer 1991; a discussion of the relation between meaning
and word order can be found in Li and Thompson 1981, sec. 2.4.2. esp.
pp. 23 and 26.)

A function word (fw) in English sometimes can be no more than
a ‘filler’ of a ‘syntactic slot’, (eg the in in the search for as against
in search of). But more often it has a double role to play: to help carry
a cognitive and/or attitudinal message as well as perform a syntactic
function (eg moving house versus moving the house). This can be
sufficiently demonstrated through comparing the counterparts of English
function words in other language(s) and as such is significant in
translation. Function words in Chinese, less used though they seem to
be, have to play a double role nearly all the time.

b) Most cognitive information 1is carried by words with
independent content meaning (denotation), ie content words, which, as
the information carrier, are intended to give an utterance its
locutionary sense when they take their syntactic positions as A(gent),
V(erb) and O(bject). Auxiliary carriers can be those function words

suggesting, for example, logical and interpersonal functions.
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c) Stylistic markers do not perform conspicuously in these basic
patterns, but the clauses have already enabled us to see a significant
difference between English and Chinese in creating an effect. In English
this is mostly done through the placing of intonational accent on certain
words while marked syntactic patterns such as cleft sentences (eg It is
a computer that we need) are used to carry much greater discoursal
weight. In Chinese, however, word order as we have seen is a primary
device, while the role of intonation is much limited by the rigid four-
tone system. For instance, among the above clauses, the partially
reversed A-O-V (4-6) is stronger than the ordinary A-V-0O (1-3), and
the fully reversed O-A-V (7-10) is the strongest. Passive clauses In
Chinese (eg (9) and (10)), less often resorted to, are stronger in tone
(passiveness) than their English counterparts. It is worth pointing out
that the latent stylistic power of word order in such basic patterns, as
we will show, can be brought into much fuller play in a discourse
elaborated by means of, say, modification. And Li (1991:20-21) has even
noticed that difference in word order can be so significant as to
constitute a major distinction between a prose version and a free verse

rendition of Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet in Chinese.

2.1.2 Modification

Among the different logical elaborations of a basic transitivity pattern
in text, eg modification, apposition, repetition, ellipsis, conjunction and
co-ordination, substantival modification (that is, by using adjectives,
adverbs and/or adjuncts to modify a noun participant, an action or a

transitivity process) and determination (that is, by using endophoric
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demonstratives or personal possessives) are the two elaborations
operating on the ideational content in creating text. This will be one of
our main topics in this chapter, with the concept of modification
expanded to accommodate determination. So a determiner, in our sense,
will be treated as a kind of modifier. Other elaborations, such as
repetition, apposition and ellipsis which draw on the reader’s memory
for their ideational sense, and conjunction and co-ordination (including
parallelism and antithesis) which play upon textual features to elaborate
ideational meaning, are more interpersonally or textually significant and
will be dealt with in later chapters.

But it 1s necessary to point out here that our stance on
modification does not stretch as far as that in some dependency
theories, such as Hudson’s (1984) which regards, for instance, subject
and object as modifiers of the verb head. Instead, we leave this area
open as flexible combinations of A(gent), V(erb) and O(bject) to
accommodate interlingual comparisons for translation purpose. In the
light of this, we are able to say that sentence patterns as such, when
extended by modifiers, provide more semantic room for the analysis of
the three principal categories: linguistic bearer, information carrier and
stylistic marker in a text, and their significance in translation. What we
need to do is., in a rather traditional vein, classify modifiers into two

basic groups:

Att-modifier: adjectives and attributive phrases/clauses;

Adv-modifier: adverbs, adverbial, and adverbial phrases/clauses.

Modifiers are more significant as information carriers and stylistic

markers than syntactic bearers since grammatically they are more
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frequently optional than elements such as Agent. Verb and Object.
Modification in text usually takes the form of Modifier-Head combination.
the sequential ordering being more flexible in English than in Chinese.
Agent and Object normally take on Att-modifiers and \erb Adv-
modifiers; thus in English we find Att-Head-Att and Adv-Head-\dv. and
in Chinese Att-Head and Adv-Head(-Adv) respectivelyv. But both Att- and
Adv-modifiers in turn can have their Adv-modifiers and become the
Head on a lower rank.

The fact that translation involves a lot of readjustments of the
position of modifiers obviously calls for an awareness of the original's
arrangements of modifiers as information carriers and styvlistic markers,
as these features have much to do with the positioning of modifiers
along the kernel linear patterns.

A grammatically possible slot for a modifier in a sentence pattern
does not always mean that it is a textually acceptable or feasible
position for one. Discoursal appropriateness 1n this connection can

sometimes override grammatical allowability and world truth. For

instance:

|2.1]
Do not allow children - up to age five at least - out alone on the

road. Go with them, walk between them and the traffic and alwa)'s

keep tight hold of their hands.....

(The Highway Code 1987:5, my emphasis.)

In ‘always keep tight hold of their hands’ we have an Adv-modifier and
two Att-modifiers, which carry compulsory information to guide the

receiver's action - wWhen (Adv: ‘always'), What kind (Att: 'tight’) and
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whose (Att: 'their’). But no further description or modification of hands
in terms of ‘'what kind’ is textually (i in terms of discourse
development) permissible. though it is grammatically possible and could
be cognitively acceptable. To modify hands by specifying any potential
detail (eg tiny) would create a new. distracting information focus.
slacken the control of the information presentation, and render the
utterance out of keeping with the perlocutionary intention and the
generic convention because of the attitudinal focus implied in the
modification. In other words, the notion of hands here is treated as an

undescribed prototype, and should remain so in a prospective

translation into Chinese.

The capability of a modifier to create a new 1nformation focus, on
the other hand, is much exploited in literary texts, which can give rise
to new problems as perlocutionary intentions in literary texts may be
profound or elusive. An interesting illustration can be found In

smoky/smokily in the following three passages.

[2.2]
Crippled for ever, knowing he could never have any children,
Clifford came home to the smoky Midlands to keep the Chatterley
name alive while he could.
(D. H. Lawrence Lady Chatterley’s Lover, ch.l)
[2.3]

Outside, the fire-red, gas-blue, ghost-green signs shone smokily
through the tranquil rain.

(F. S. Fitzgerald 'Babylon Revisited’)
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12.4]
Ahead, expanse of smoky waves lies / Beneath the pressing haze
/ Spanned by the vast Southern Skies.

(Llu Yong ‘'Farewell’, Appendix 1)

T'he Att-modifier smoky in [2.2] serves to project a panoramic view of
the Midland area of England. Put back in its historical context, the word
would be an anachronism as a bearer of the same negative associations
towards industrial pollution as it tends to have nowadays. On the
contrary, 1t might even be seen as an ode to the rising industrial
Strength, in contrast to the decline of aristocratic power and wealth:
the latter has found expression in the crippled, impotent and alienated
figure of (Clifford.

Different from [2.2], the Adv-modifier smokily in [2.3] draws the
reader’s attention to one more microscopic detail In this sentence
already laden with Att-modifiers. As Tannen (1989:135-138, 140, 143)
points out, the three stages of detail - image - scene in narrative text
are an effective strategy to secure reader involvement. The description
in [2.2] certainly puts the reader in the picture. But it takes a
sensitive reading of the whole story before one can grasp the deeper
meaning of the design. Do those colour images not stand for a colourful
confusion in the life of Charlie, the protagonist? Is 'smokiness’ against
the tranquillity of the rain not a premonition of the uncertainty in his
visit to his brother-in-law’s to see his young daughter? All these are
significant for translation.

The Chinese original of smoky waves in [2.4] is 'yanbo', a banal
image in Chinese classical poetry. But placed between a sentimental

traveller and a vast inapprehensible sky (\s tian [sky., heaven], in
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ancient Chinese belief, governs human destiny), the image requires a
new reading for translation, for it betrays a sense of uncertainty about
the future and a sting of despondency, as it does in 12.3] and [2.2]

respectively. This reading is confirmed in the second stanza of the

poem:

- Where will T find myself, soon,

when my night drunkenness is gone?
With a setting moon

Chilled in the breeze of dawn,

On the banks, weeping willows forlorn.

(My translation)

Now let us embark upon the translation of the word smoky(ly)
into Chinese. For [2.2] I would suggest yanwu-zhengteng de Yinggelan
zhongbu (‘'smoke-steaming middle England’) as against other options
such as yanwu-xuntian, which sounds like ‘sky:high-smog’, and yanwu-
liaorao (‘smoke-curling’), which lacks masculinity (in the sense of
contrasting with Clifford’s impotence) and is too languid. As for [2.3],
something like ruvanruwu de =zhaozhe ('like:smoke:like:fog shining’)
would hopefully evoke in a Chinese reader that tinge of uncertainty and
transience.

Since Chinese is still thought by some to be not quite able to
bear the load of a string of modifiers such as ‘(Adv-)Att, (Adv-)Att, ...
Head’, (More than two would come under suspicion of translationese.) a
translator of [2.3] might pack the modifiers into one or two of those
versatile and general ready-made four-character phrases abundant in

Chinese. In this case, for instance, fire-red, gas-blue, ghost-green into
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‘'guangguailuli (grotesque and bizarre)’ in Qian’'s (1981) version. But an
SL text would not come out of that treatment unscathed if it had a
deeper layer of meaning, and "huohong, youlan, canli (fire-red, gloomy -
blue, ghost-green)’ adapted from Weng's (1981) translation would do
better in securing the desired perlocutionary effect by dropping a hint
as to Charlie’s burning and haunting memory of his past as he sees it

in those neon signs.

12.5] below provides a more difficult case to translate Iinto

(‘hinese, which contains a complex group of modifiers, that is, Att-. Adv-

Att Head.

12.5]
Her plump, stickily glistening lips smiled.

(Vladimir Nabokov cited in Tufte 1971:71)

A Chinese version prefers some textually altered renderings that back-

translated into English would read as:

2.5 1]

Her plump, sticky lips smiled glisteningly.
[2.5 1i]

She smiled, her plump, sticky lips glistening.
[2.5 1i1]}

Her plump, sticky, glistening lips smiled.

Ideationally, all carry a similar amount of information. But with textual
alterations, in [2.5 iii] we lose that intimate association of dependency

between 'sticky' and 'glistening’, which itself is a formal enactment of
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'stickiness’. As we can see, the image of lips in the original seems to
have been projected, from her through heavy modification (hence
detailed description and textual elaboration), in a close-up. The effect
IS that it is the entity of the lips, not her, that becomes the actor. In
2.5 1] lips is no longer presented in a textual close-up as smiled has |
taken away part of the modification and with it some of the reader’s
attention; and in [2.5 ii] the original's literary edge has been dulled. A
translation such as [2.5 tr] below, however, could be a daring one from

the viewpoint of Chinese syntactic convention:

[2.5 tr] #
Ta na fengmande, niannide shanzheliang de shuangchun wan’er
yixXiao.
(‘That plump, stickily glistening pair of lips of hers

smile a smile.’)

The control of the unfolding process of information presentation through
syntactic manoeuvre to create suspense and to manipulate the reader’s

response 1S further illustrated in [2.6]:

[2.6]
[Ed Thatcher was a little man with two blond wisps of mustache
and washedout gray eyes.] He seized the nurse’'s hand and shook
it showing all his uneven yellow teeth in a smile.

(John Dos Passos: Manhattan Transfer, p.o)

where the effect achieved by withholding the smile until the end of the

sentence has already been analyzed by Leech and Short (1981:240-41):
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LLp to the last word. the sentence reads threateninglv.... The
aggressive connotations of seize, shook, and uneven teeth

Interanimate one another, so that by postponing the keyv word

smile, Dos Passos seems to trick the reader into a wholly negative

response.

To maintain the effect in a Chinese translation of the sentence,
therefore, a similar delay of the word smile has to be considered.

syntactic analysis of [2.6] reveals a pattern far more complicated

than previous examples:

Viseir7ed) Att(the nurse’s) O(hand)

A(He) fw{and) Adv(showing ... smile),

V(ishook) O(it)

in which the sentential Adv-modifier can be further displayed as

Att (uneven)
(A) V{showing) fw(all) Att(his) O(teeth) Adv{in a smile).

Atti(yel low)

The analysis also yields a clear-cut iconic ordering of the actions in the
narrative foreground, ie seized and shook, 11n line with their
temporal/logical sequence in the real world. This narrative order 1S
amplified and dramatized by the concurrent backgrounded event
described in the showing-phrase. In theory, without the constraint of
sequentiality aforementioned, a backgrounded element such the showing-

phrase can be located at any point along the time axis (¢f. Hopper
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1979:215) charted by seized and shook. But the actual sequence in [2.6]
shows a natural process of perception by the narrator/observer: from
the more dynamic, aggressive and eye-catching actions of seizing and
shaking to the less noticeable one of smiling. Even in the smile, one’s
attention still hangs on to those unusual, aggressive teeth before one
sees the smile itself, which significantly has been further backgrounded
into a prepositional phrase. So the much-modified image of teeth serves
to create interpersonal involvement between the author and the reader
(cf. Tannen 1989:139), by which the former is about to lead the latter
to an unexpected conclusion.
Thus the original has created a series of informational ‘slots’

expected to be filled in in a matching order in translation:

(He) seize (hand) - shake (hand) - show (teeth) - smile.

The following translation has followed the original’s presentation:

[2.6 tr] H

Ta zhuazhu hushide yi-zhi shou yaozhe, luchu mankou

buzhengqide huang ya weixiaozhe.

(‘He seized the nurse’s one hand shaking (it), showed a mouthful

of uneven yellow teeth smiling.’)

while a less calculated wversion:

(2.6 tr.i] #

Ta zhuazhu hushide yizhi shou yaozhe, weixiaozhe, luchu

mankou buzhengqide huang va.
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(‘He seized the nurse’s one hand shaking (it), smiling. showed a

mouthful of uneven yellow teeth.’)

would convey quite a different impression.

Syntactically, moreover, the linguistic potential of the Chinese

language has moulded [2.6 tr] in a parallel pattern which is different

from the English original:

 ——

V(iyaozhe)

V(7zhuaguo)Att(hushide) O(yizhi shou) -

A(Ta)
V. (luchu)Att(mankou)Att(buzhengqi-de)Att(huang) O(ya)

Viwelxiaozhe) .,

If the modifier-head combination forms a basic and conventional
pattern of information unit on the sentence level in both English and
(‘hinese, then, as we have seen, 1t 1s the sequentiality of 1nformation
units as such, ie information distribution facilitated by the syntactic
resources of the language in question, that determines the formation of
the linguistic dimension of a SOM (which produces the interactional
dynamic and the aesthetic impact in the other two dimensions) in the
process of translating. For the moment though, let us look further into
the relationship between the modifier and the modified.

Generally speaking, the modified, ie the head, on the sentence
level, belongs to the 'narrative foreground’, that is, the main line of
events through which the ‘plot’ of narration develops.® The modifier
helongs to the 'narrative background’, performing a descriptive function

to support the narration with vividness and authenticity, which creates
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interactive involvement. As an information carrier. a backgrounded
modifier can be more freely positioned as shown in [2.5] and its
variations above, but its actual textual position contributes to
information distribution. An unusually placed modifier, eg set off by
punctuation, is textually foregrounded or marked, and the position itself
draws the reader’s attention to the news the modifier carries. The
translation can greatly benefit if such a modifier is treated in a way
that retains its functional merits.

For instance, an end-positioned modifier is quite unusual in
Chinese, and its positioning may become a stylistic marker contributing
to the third dimension of the SOM, as dairande and shiluode in [2.7}, on

which the emphasis of the sentence falls:

[12.7] #
Meiyvouren huibo ta, ye meiyouren fuhe ta. Dajia wushengde
rangchu yitiao lu, you ta chuqu, dairande, shiluode.

(Yu Lihua Youjian Zonglii Youjian Zongli, ch.18)

[2.7 tr]
Nobody refuted him, yet nobody agreed with him either. They
made way for him in silence as he walked away, stunned and

frustrated.

Stylistic or emotional foci of a sentence can be found more often
than not in the descriptive modifiers that answer the questions 'What
kind of?’ or 'How?'. To modify a head often means to create a potential

focus of attention. Avoiding modifying a head word, on the other hand,
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can be (part of) an attempt to channel the reader’s attention away from
the head word to a different focus in the sentence.

For instance, unlike their hands in [2.1], it is generically as well
as grammatically allowable for the nurse’s hand in [2.6] to take on a
descriptive modifier. The fact that it does not have one can be
explained in terms of a possible intention on the author’s part to keep
up the intensity of the heavily modified teeth before the full impact of
the sentence is felt in the smile. By so doing, a perlocutionary effect
1S created, that is, to defeat the reader’'s expectation of (as Leech and
Short (ibid) put 1t) ‘a snar/ rather than a smile. It is important for a
translator to be aware of the relationship between deployment of
(descriptive) modifiers and distribution of i1nformation, and seek to
maintain as much as possible in translating a similarly significant
sequential process of information backed wup by the linguistic

composition of the TL SOM.

2.1.3 Function word as syntactic bearer and information carrier

The major function of adjectives and adverbs is to modify descriptively,
and therefore to carry ‘'the news of the sentence’ (Tufte op. Cit.:63). As
for the other two main groups of content words, i.e. nouns and verbs,
they work mainly as information carriers when slotted In thelr positions
as syntactic bearers. When we talk about the relationship between the
modifier and the modified, we have in mind the logical connection of
these content words in terms of their ideational meaning. To make such
a connection valid, however, we have to take into account another type

of word, ie the function word.
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A sentence 1S syntactically borne up jointly bv function words
and content words (plus inflectional morphenes in the case of English).
Cognitive information is carried mainlv in content words. delineated as
well as strung together by the function words. Stylistic significance is
not only marked by the cultural and emotional implication of the
modifying elements (eg adjectives and adverbs), but also by the
sequential arrangement of the information presentation.

A simplistic classification as such needs modification itself, as
overlap between the roles should not be neglected. For instance, a
function word as syntactic bearer can be an information carrier when
its semantic potential is taken into account, and its role in forming the
linguistic being of an information presentation certainly has to be
appreclated when the syntax is stylistically meaningful.

The practical significance of such a refined classification is that
it provides translators with a guideline in deciding what to keep, what
to drop and what to alter in translating, especially when they are
dealing with the logical subtleties of function words, the cultural
intricacies of content words and the enacting suggestiveness of
syntactic forms. This can be illustrated by applying such an

understanding to a further analysis of the translating of [2.6]:

[2.6]
He seized the nurse’s hand and shook it showing all his uneven
vellow teeth 1n a smile.

[2.6 tr}
Ta zhuazhu hushide vizhi shou yaozhe, luchu mankou buzhengqi-

de huang yva weixiaozhe.
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('He seized the nurse’'s one hand shaking (it). showed mouthful

uneven yellow teeth smiling.’)

Those lexical items whose ‘'meanings’ are not presented in the translation
are treated as 'pure syntactic bearers’. elements whose usefulness
normally does not extend beyond the boundary of the language in which
the text 1s written. They are explained as follows:

I'he in the nurse’s hand indicates given information (the nurse
has already been present in the scene and being human she has hands);
the translation would have to include the article had it been a, which
suggests new information to follow, in this case introducing a nurse to
the scene. (See sec. 3.2.1 below for the functional translation of English
articles into Chinese.)

And, the purest English conjunction here functions in its purest
use, simply to make a co-ordinated pattern of V-0 combinations. An
unmarked Chinese co-ordinated pattern, however, tends to be an
asyndetic construction (see sec. 4.3.2 below).

It in shook it. Chinese builds up its syntax so much on logical
deduction and common sense that it often leaves no room for a ‘formal
object’ as such, so long as it is contextually or experientially inferable
(see sec. 3.2.1 below). The translation, put back into English, reads like
‘seize her hand to shake’, though it does not carry the purposefulness
suggested by the infinitive phrase in English.

His in his ... teeth. The possessive pronoun in this case works as
a modifier referring to ownership, but as a function word it is In a
position similar to that of a definite article (ie the slot avallable for

deictic modifiers), and would not have a formal representation in a
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Chinese translation unless it carried new information or re-emphasized
the given information. (See sec. 3.2.1 below.)

In and a in In a smile. The ideational message of the prepositional
phrase is in the word smile, and the phrase embodies the English
conceptualization of ‘smile’, by way of ontological metaphor. as a
substance, a container, hence an entity can appear ‘in a smile’ (cf.
Lakoff and Johnson 1980:30-31). In Chinese, however, the message is
delivered in a more straightforward manner, for instance, ‘do something
(and) smile’, ‘do something while smiling’, ‘smile while doing something’.

A function word with more substantial cognitive information plays
a double role as an information carrier as well as a syntactic bearer.
This appears to be the case of he and all, which have been held in
account in the translation. The tricky part of this grey area between
linguistic bearer and information carrier includes those items which are
subject to a great extent to personal readings of the text, such as his
in this case. Certainly there is the possibility that someone may
(mistakenly) read an emphasis into his by stressing the word, and
translating the phrase showing all his uneven yellow teeth in a smile
into Chinese, by adding an idiomatic collocation ta na ('his that’) to

mark ownership, as in:

[2.6 tr.ii]

... luchu ta na mankou buzhengqide huang ya xiaozhe

(‘showed his that mouthful uneven yellow teeth smiled’).

The lack of correspondence between function words in English and
Chinese has, therefore, informational as well as syntactic implications,

and may also raise stylistic questions.
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<.1.4 Word choice and word order as styvlistic marker

The core of the analysis of information sequentiality is that content
words can perform as information carriers only when they are
pigeonholed in their appropriate syntactic positions. In this sense every
lexical unit by nature has to be a syntactic bearer before it can have
Its semantic meaning passed on as a component of the sentential
information. Since it is usually not difficult to assess the grammatical
status of a word i1n text, its semantic value becomes more significant to
a translator and has to be weighed up in translating as such. In [.2.6]
above, for instance, hand has to be set against its plural form hands,
as Chinese uses other means to tell the plural from the singular than
inflectional endings. Here hand is translated as one hand (yvizhi shou),
and it would be two hands (liangzhi shou) or the pair of hands (shuang
shou) had the original been plural. On the other hand seize has to be
viewed against its semantic field membership, ranging from neutral take
to metaphorical claw, in order to get to its right connotations 1In
translation. So the choice of word, as well as that of the linear
sequence in which the word appears, is not only a matter of grammatical
correctness, or informational accuracy, but can be a matter of stylistic
compatibility between the SL and the TL texts. Here the word chosen
stands as a stylistic marker.

If a translation aims solely at the conveyance of factual truth. a
great variety of versions can be viable candidates so long as they
contain a similar chunk of information to that in the original. This 1s
where paraphrase finds its place.

[2.5 1), [2.5 ii] and [2.5 iii] above provide an example. And simply

by regrouping the four actions in [2.6], ie seizing, shaking, showing
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and smiling, on the sentence level (which is grammatically possible) we
are able to turn out a number of variations, let alone paraphrasing on
the word level. Translation studies as a subject can never justify the
academic attention it claims if the practice remains merely empirical,
intuitive or even impressionistic. Therefore in translating we have to
look for more specific elements, something unique to the original text,.
as further determinants to narrow down the choices to an assessable
extent. These elements function as stvlistic markers, the textual
properties that distinguish a text from others telling basically the same
story. In this connection the writer’s intention is not as significant as

the actual perlocutionary effect the textuality of a SOM has created on

the reader.
Let us return to [2.6] once more, whose stylistic features and
effect, elucidated by Leech and Short (1981:240-41). are as follows:

'-

a. the connection between the handshaking and the smile °'is

forced by juxtaposition and reinforced by alliteration: ° shook
showing"’;

b. ‘the delay of the smile to the end’;

c. and the effect is that ‘the aggressive connotations of selze,

shook, and uneven teeth’ nearly ‘trick the reader into a wholly negative

response’.

The question is: Does [2.6 tr] do justice to the original analyzed

as such? Let us look at it once more.

[2.6 Lr]

Ta zhuazhu hushide yizhi shou yaozhe, luchu mankou buzhengqi-

de huang ya weixiaozhe.
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The answer is:

a. we have to give up the reinforcing alliteration of shook and
showing, as it is so embedded in the phonological mechanism of the
source language. Its place, however, is taken by an echoing pair of
yaozhe (shaking) and weixiaozhe (smiling), both of which contain glides.
In a more parallel syntax.

b. The syntactic structure has been altered in the interest of the
Chinese text, but the smile is delayed to the end in a similar way.

c. The aggressive connotations of these words persist in their
Chinese counterparts; they ‘interanimate one another’' as the English
original does. With the delay of the smile, the same trick has been
played, hopefully, on the TL reader.

No matter how grammatically and logically complicated a sentence
may be, it has to take the form of a linear sequence when put on the
page. Such a sequence, on the one hand, is the product of the
organization of information and the application of linguistic resources
by the SL author with some more or less definite communicative purpose
in mind: on the other hand, it is a linear process of the presentation
of the constituent units of information, the only physically possible
means of communication in writing. Technically such a textual process
may have little to do with the process taking place in the real world,
be it chronological or simultaneous. In reading a textual process,
however, there is a parallel, structural processing of information going
on in the reader’'s mind, which will reorganize the information to fit
real-world schemata.

But the comprehension of the factual information and the
appreciation of the stylistic feats of a text cannot take place until both

processes have progressed to a satisfactory end, eg the end of a
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sentence, a paragraph. a text, or a speech act. Reading a translation is
a repetition of this joint process in the TL environment. lLike the SIL
author, the translator is responsible for the material basis of the TL
communication, ie the representation of the information in as
pragmatically and stylistically effective a manner as the original. In
translation, as we have been arguing, it is the linear presentation
embodied in the linguistic composition of a SOM. rather than the
grammatical formation which can vary from language to language, that
Is pragmatically and stylistically significant, and that should be a major
concern of the translator.

So far as the translator is concerned, the consideration of
stylistic markers would practically narrow down the textual choice of
word order to a most desirable one as translation candidate. The room
left for negotiation would be more on the paradigmatic axis, that is,
choice of word, which at this stage depends greatly on the translator’s
personal reading of the text. Anyway the choice of word in translation,
to a great extent, reflects the perlocutionary effect a text has on the
translator as a person. This, I am afraid, is the only privacy of the
translator from which translation theory would shy away.

The privacy provides a ground for the translator’s creativity to
blossom. Since creativity is quite a personal matter, it has seldom been
studied to furnish a translation theory, though much of it has been
used to Jjustify the diversity of versions in the practice of translation.
(Creativity displayed in a translating process can actually be interpreted
as the joint result of a stylistic reading of the message presented In
the SL text and an original (not necessarily extraordinary or deviant)
use of the target language to bear out such a reading. What translation

theory can do at this juncture is not to govern the translator’s choice,
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but to improve his/her awareness of choice, so he 'she can bhe more

discerning, responsive and responsible.

2.2. WORD AND WORD CHOICE

The grammatical potential of a language, when actualized in word order,
as we have seen, can be a powerful textual apparatus to organize
information for stylistic presentation. Grammar, in this sense, gives style
1ts organization. For it reflects not only the general process of
cognition and perception of the world by the users of that language as
a whole, but in actual use it also reflects a particular process of feeling
about and representation of the world by a particular user of the
language who has been activated by a particular situation. But as the
linguistic dimension of the SOM, the syntactic patterns for information
organization are generally more definite, and their occurrence I1n a
certain context more predictable than the interactional and the aesthetic
dimensions. As a more mechanically-oriented aspect of translation, this
is an area where Machine Translation at the present development of
technology stands a chance. given a limited vocabulary and subject
matter, for instance, in the case of weather forecasting (but certainly
not yet the conversational-style weather programme on, say, British
television).

Translation reveals one of its greatest challenges when we come
to the issue of word choice. Each lexical word is a cross-section of the
culture (institutionalized ways of seeing/doing things) it belongs to, a
passage into history., and a world live with momentum for development

in actual use. Communication will break down if the receiver fails to
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derive relevant information from the words in a text. The network
woven of words, the vocabulary, is a linguistic corollary of centuries of
human effort in capturing and depicting the world in a more organized,
thus more comprehensible, communicable, and recordable manner by
using the language. This stimulates as well as equips us for fresh
attempts to further our understanding of the world. Translation is one
such attempt by cross-fertilizing our understanding to make it more
comprehensive. The justification of the possibilityv and necessity of the
study of such a human endeavour lies, first of all, in a study of cross-
cultural and interlingual word choice, as ‘every language divides up the
world, or reality, in its own way’ (Lyons 1981:68).

Systemic grammar has brought the attention of the translator up
to the level of sentence and more recently, developments in systemic-
functional approaches (eg Halliday 1985), along with the growth of text
linguistics, have directed the study of translation to the level of whole
texts. However, if one goes so far as to concelve that one can and even
should intuitively take a whole sentence or text in one go in order to
produce a healthy translation, one is still not doing justice to the two
great developments in modern linguistics. An analysis on the sentence
level should be adequate to alert a translator to the syntactic ordering
of words and especially the roles played by function words in making
possible such an ordering. Text/discourse analysis, on the one hand,
broadens translators’ horizons to take in the overall textual strategy of
the SL text; on the other hand, it should draw their attention to
different connections between segments of the text. For the cohesion
and coherence of a text may well hinge on the interpretation of a single
word:; in this respect lexical motifs can be a good example (Zhu 1986).

And a word as humble as an article can frequently play a decisive role
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in determining the distinction between such elements as Theme and
Rheme, which in a more sophisticated, or 'scientific’ rendering certainly
deserve special attention.

Neither sentence nor text, therefore, may provide a springboard
for a translator to skip over the realistic concern of the meaning 1n a
lexical word. And the Chinese experience with translation early this
century, when there was a heated debate over how to translate 'names’,
ie terminology/nomenclature (eg Rong Tinggong 1914/1984, Zhang Shizhao
1914/1984, and Zhu Ziging 1919/1984) indicates that a culture's
translation practice, especially in its infancy, is apt to be engaged first
of all in finding or standardizing translations of foreign words, nouns
in particular, before it can devote its consideration to issues on higher

levels such as sentence and text.

2.2.1. The Chinese word defined

To lay the foundations for further analysis, we have to give a clearer
description of the concept of word in Chinese 1n relation to the unit of
character.

Generally word formation in Chinese does not lend itself to a
clear-cut classification of morpheme (free or bound) and word as that
in English (see, for example, McCarthy 1991b:314). If the morpheme 1S
regarded as 'the smallest meaningful unit (which] cannot be divided into
smaller meaningful units’ (Coulthard 1985:121) in English, its Chinese
counterpart then seems to be the constituent radical in a character,
which itself is quite often a basic character. Radicals in Chinese

~haracters play two roles: the signific indicates the meaning while the
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phonetic suggests (but does not stand for) the sound and frequentiy
contributes to the meaning as well (cf. Lin 1972:5 and Graham 1965:17).
Yet going one step higher, we find that character is not automatically
the equivalent of word in English.

Some characters, lacking independent meaning. have to find their
significance in a combination, eg kongtong (AZ 18] ignorant), cuotuo
(BE$Z, [of time] wasted) and zhangfu ( £ % ., husband), of which the
constituent characters do not have an independent meaning. Characters
with Independent meaning are able to stand as a word in their own
right or to join others in forming a word which usually takes the form
of syntactic compound and the joint meaning of the compound word
normally has more precise semantic bounds than its constituent words
taken individually. Here we may draw an analogy between morpheme and
character and classify characters in Chinese as bound and free
characters. So the word as 'the minimal free form’ (Coulthard op.
cit.:125) holds in Chinese as well as in English, to make it convenient
at least for the purpose of translation studies.

Lin (1972:6) has noted an important role played by the sound
mechanism in Chinese word-formation, such as alliteration, rhyme,
reduplication and onomatopoeia. This, with the graphic feature of
Chinese characters, accounts significantly for the aesthetic impact of
Chinese textualization, to which we will return under the topic of sound
and shape. Here we have to be content with a list of logical, or
syntactic formations which combine free characters into a compound

word:

(1) A\gent + Verb, e.g. minzhu ('people:decide’: democracy);

(2) Verb + Object, e.g. aiguo ('love:country’: patriotism);



(3) Binomials: (3i) antithesis, e.g. tiandi (‘heaven:earth': uni\ erse.
world), (3ii) tautology, e.g. fengdian (‘'mad:insane': mad):

(4) Modifier + Modified, e.g. dajie ('big:street’: main street).

Of these (4) is the most significant one since in its nature as an
endocentric compound, it gives access to the most fundamental semantic
components of a word, as words of any type, when componentially
analyzed, can virtually yield to a Modifier-Modified dissection (in that
components at increasingly delicate levels may be compared to the
modiflcation process).

One-character words are abundant in Classical Chinese (wenvan).
And because a single character as a word could potentially embody too
many meanings to ensure an unambiguous conveyance of ideas, the
incompatibility between Classical Chinese and new, or foreign, ideas was
acute when Chinese society was first opened on a full scale to Western
influence In the late nineteenth century. It is not surprising that

mediators between the two cultures would find that:

the Chinese language was a singularly intractable medium for the
expression of their ideas. Many felt that the language, by its
nature and structure, inevitably distorted or deformed the foreign

ideas expressed in it.

(Wright 1953:2806)

wright (op. cit.:296) correctly identified the cause to be 'a wide range
of meanings accumulated through the centuries’ in the individual
characters and hence predicted an improvement of the situation with

'the development of a literate but classically uneducated public’. Yet one
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should not neglect the fact that the fast growth of multi-character
words in Modern Chinese, on the other hand. has also helped greatly to
ease the confusion caused by unintended connotations in separate
characters. Wright (op. cit.:294) has illustrated ‘a very real weakness in
the Chinese language ... namely, the variety of alternate meanings of a
Character’, such as the ambiguity of quan used for both ‘powers' and
rights’. The distinction, however, is clearer in Moder