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Abstract    

The essence of translation is the key issue in the study of translation and different schools give different definitions to translation. According to the different research methods adopted, translation has been studied by three schools: the literary school, the linguistic school and the cultural school. In chapter one, different opinions on the essence of translation from the three schools are reviewed. The literary school studies translation activity from the perspective of aesthetics because the scholars of this school think translation is a fact that need not be defined, i.e. translating is a process of transcribing one language into another, so there is no need to probe the metaphysical issue such as the definition of translation. The linguistic school seeks for equivalence between the target language text and the source language text, regarding “faithfulness”, “equivalence” as the criteria of translation. The cultural school studies translation from the perspective of culture and defines translation as an activity of cross-cultural communication, but it exaggerates the intervention from the translator and the target language culture and neglects the incommensurability between two cultures. This thesis, however, chooses to re-expound the essence of translation from the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics. 

In chapter two the development of hermeneutics is introduced. Hermeneutics mainly has experienced three periods: Classical Hermeneutics, Modern Hermeneutics and Contemporary Hermeneutics. At each period, hermeneutists studied translation to different extent when they constructed their own hermeneutic system. From the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics, translation is interpretation. The proposition has been probed and explained by famous hermeneutists such as Sleiermacher, Gadamer and Heiddger.

In chapter three the essence of translation is re-defined from the perspective of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics. It is thought translation is interpretation, specifically speaking, translation is that in cross-cultural historical context, the translator, who has historicality, fuses his or her own horizon and that of the source language text into a new horizon. And next the translator fixes the newly formed horizon in the target language when he or she interprets the source language text, so as to form the target language text. In this chapter the inevitability and diversity of interpretation in translation are also further proved from textual characteristics, linguistic differences, cultural differences, differences between translators’ horizons and differences between reception contexts.

In chapter four the essence of translation is further probed from philosophical hermeneutics. It is held that the essence of translation is interpretation, but this kind of interpretation is not unlimited. The limitation mainly comes from two aspects: one is the determinacy of text and the other is the shared horizon of translator. Their common effect determines that the interpretation in translation is limited. This further proves the essence of translation: translation is interpretation, but the interpretation in translation is limited.

Then a conclusion is given to this thesis.

Key words: essence of translation;  philosophical hermeneutics; 

          translation is interpretation;  limited interpretation

中文摘要

论文第一章论述了翻译本质问题是翻译理论研究的一个核心问题，不同的学派对翻译的本质有着不同的界定。文学学派从审美的层面上来研究翻译活动，因为他们认为翻译就是把一种语言转化为另外一种语言，翻译是不证自明的，没有必要去探讨翻译本质这样的形而上学的问题。语言学派从目的语文本和源语文本语言对等的目标出发，将忠实等效作为翻译本质考察的重点，从而忽视了语言的文化语境及译者的创造性问题。文化学派虽然主张从文化的高度对翻译进行研究，将翻译的本质界定为一种跨文化的交际活动，但它夸大了译者的主观作用以及目的语文化对翻译过程的制约作用，从而忽视了两种文化之间的不可通约性。在这样的理论背景下，我们选择哲学解释学的视野对翻译本质问题进行重释，认为翻译的本质是解释，但翻译中的解释是有限制的。

论文第二章从历史的角度对解释学的发展历程进行梳理，解释学在发展过程中共经历了三种不同的阶段：古典解释学、近代解释学和当代解释学。在这三个不同的阶段，每一个解释学家在建构自己的解释学体系时，对翻译问题都作出了不同程度的探讨。从解释学的角度来看，翻译就是解释，施莱尔马赫、伽达默尔和海德格尔等著名的解释学家都对“翻译即解释”这一命题进行了深入的探讨。

论文第三章从当代哲学解释学的视角对翻译的本质进行重新界定，认为翻译即解释。具体来说，翻译的过程就是，在跨文化的历史语境中，具有历史性的译者使自己的视野与源语文本视野相互发生融合形成新的视野，并用浸润着目的语文化的语言符号将新的视野重新固定下来形成新文本的过程。文章分别从文本差异、语言差异、文化差异、接受语境差异和译者视域差异这几个方面来进一步论证翻译过程中解释的必然性和差异性。

论文第四章进一步从哲学解释学的视野探讨翻译的本质，认为翻译的本质虽然在于解释，但这种解释并不是无限制的，而是具有一定限度的解释。我们认为，对翻译中解释的限制主要来自于两个方面：一个是文本自身的确定性；一个是译者视域中的公共视域。这两方面的共同作用决定了翻译中的解释是有限度的解释，而不是由译者任意加以发挥的，从而进一步论证了翻译的本质：翻译即解释，但同时是有限度的解释。

关键词：翻译本质    哲学解释学   翻译即解释   有限度的解释

Translation  Is  Interpretation

 Introduction
Translation is a complicated activity involving many factors, among which the most important ones that influence the process and outcome of translation, are possibly the translator, the source text, the languages and cultures involved in translation，and the readers of the target language. Many issues are involved in both Chinese and foreign histories of translation. However，in translation activity, an essential issue which has always been neglected, but which involves the existence and development of translation activity is the essence of translation, i.e. “what translation is”. In this thesis this neglected issue will be expounded from contemporary philosophical hermeneutics. 

The thesis is structured into five chapters. In chapter one, different opinions on the essence of translation from the three schools are reviewed. As these definitions are flawed with various problems, this thesis chooses to re-expound the essence of translation from the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics. 

In chapter two the development of hermeneutics is introduced. Hermeneutics mainly has experienced three periods: Classical Hermeneutics, Modern Hermeneutics and Contemporary Hermeneutics. At each period, hermeneutists studied translation to different extent when they constructed their own hermeneutic systems. From the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics, translation is interpretation. The proposition has been probed and explained by famous hermeneutists such as Sleiermacher, Gadamer and Heiddger.

In chapter three the essence of translation is re-defined from the perspective of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics. It is thought translation is interpretation. In this chapter the inevitability and diversity of interpretation in translation are also further proved from textual characteristics, linguistic differences, cultural differences, differences between translators’ horizons and differences between reception contexts.
In chapter four the essence of translation is further probed from philosophical hermeneutics. It is held that the essence of translation is interpretation, but this kind of 
Introduction
interpretation is not unlimited. This further proves the essence of translation: translation is interpretation, but the interpretation in translation is limited.

Then a conclusion is provided to this thesis.         

Translation  Is  Interpretation
Chapter One: A Review of the Definitions of Translation     
                           
Before the essence of translation is expounded from contemporary philosophical hermeneutics, some typical definitions of translation will be reviewed so that the necessity and urgency of re-defining the essence of translation can be proved. According to the different research methods adopted, translation studies can be divided into three schools: the literary school, the linguistic school and the cultural school. In the following, definitions of translation from the three schools will be reviewed.    
1.1 Definition of Translation from the Literary School of Translation

In its long history of development, the literary school of translation has focused on translating literary works from the perspective of aesthetics, i.e. the aesthetic intention of the source language text need be expressed in the target language so that the readers of the target language can have the same aesthetical taste as those of the source language. For this goal, scholars of the literary school have discussed the issues in translation from different aspects and have suggested many criteria and requirements. But they only discussed translation of some informal writings and failed to give a systematic study to translation. So they hardly define translation clearly. They just defined what a good or ideal translation is. For example, Guo Moro’s “ideal translation” required that the meaning, especially the Qi Yun of the source language text must not be changed (Luo Xinzhang, 1984:331). Lin Handa’s “correct translation” suggested that the meaning of the source language text must be expressed faithfully according to the convention of Chinese (Luo Xinzhang, 1984:593), and so 
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on. All these, i.e. “good translation”, “ideal translation” and “correct translation”, and so on, are actually the requirements in translation and can be summed up as criteria in translation, but they can not be regarded as definitions of translation.  

Then why did the literary school fail to give a definition to translation? The basic reason is that they believe translation is a fact that need not be proved, i.e. translating is a process of transcribing one language into another and so there is no need to probe into the metaphysical issue such as the definition of translation. Because of this biased presupposition, they focus their discussion on some concrete issues, such as criteria of translation, methods of translation, translatability and in-translatability, and so on. Although the literary school did not give a clear definition to translation, in the long time of translation practices they often use figures of speech through which they tried to expound the essence of translation vividly to prove their opinions. 

The figures of speech can be seen in Chinese history of translation, such as Guo Moro’s “matchmaking” (Luo Xinzhang, 1984:329), Fu Lei’s “painting” (Luo Xinzhang, 1984:558) and Qian Zhongshu’s “reincarnation” which he cited from the Westerners (Luo Xinzhang, 1984:696). All these reflect some characteristics of translation. But we should also see that because the literary school looks on translation as a fact that need not be proved, the characteristics of translation as reflected in the above figures of speech are only intuitional. And the revelation of the essence of translation by these figures of speech is partial, one-sided and sometimes even distorted.

1.2 Definition of Translation from the Linguistic School of Translation

The literary school’s opinion, i.e. translation is a fact that need not be proved and there is no need to give a definition to translation, was totally changed by the linguistic school of translation which rose in the 1950s. The scholars of the linguistic 
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school regard themselves as a branch of linguistics and their research patterns and methods are deeply influenced by linguistic study. In linguistics the research methods of science have been adopted and various independent research patterns have been established. These patterns and methods require strict definitions for the terms in the field. Influenced by this, the linguistic school began to give definitions to translation from different aspects. It can be said that almost every translation pattern from the linguistic school has its own definition for translation. But it should be seen that although the linguistic school has many branches, they are all based on modern linguistics theoretically. They stress the universality of languages and think all languages have the same communicative and expressive functions. So the common goal they pursue is to seek for equivalence between the source language text and the target language text, which is reflected in their probe into the essence of translation. For example, Nida and Taber thought that translation was to reproduce the closest natural equivalent of the source language in the target language. The most important was meaning, then style (1969:12). Newmark thought that translation was a skill of replacing the written information and statement of one language with the equivalent ones of another language (2001:7).

Fedrolve gave two definitions to translation from linguistics. Firstly in 1953 he defined translation as “translation is to express faithfully and fully what is expressed in one language in the form of another language”. Then in 1983, influenced by discourse linguistics, he revised and improved his previous definition, pointing out “translation is to reproduce the linguistic products of one language in another language” (cited from Cai Yi & Duan Jinghua, 2000:6). There are many other translation researchers who defined translation from the perspective of linguistics, such as Catford (1965:20), Wilss (2001:121), and so on.

 These definitions from linguistics do reflect some characteristics of translation, or precisely speaking, reflect people’s expectations and requirements (including those of writers, translators and readers of the target language) in translation. These expectations and requirements seem somewhat idealized, but the attempt, i.e. to 
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define translation strictly, plays a positive role in the study and construction of translation theory. Moreover, it is more valuable that the linguistic school has established the research patterns of translation theory by giving strict definitions to translation so that the translation studies can develop according to their own theoretical patterns. Thus the linguistic school totally breaks the tradition of the literary school, bringing translation studies to the direction of science and makes them more standardized. 

But when these definitions of translation given by the linguistic school are reexamined, some common defects can be exposed: firstly, they limit their horizon in the discussion of “language” and neglect that beyond translation with linguistic method there are wide academic fields; secondly, they place stress on “equivalence”, which sets prescribed norms and makes translation standardized; thirdly, the words such as “replacement”, “reproduction” and “duplication” make the definitions of translation appear static; fourthly, the translator’s role of active intervention in translation is neglected so that the translator is confined to the source language text and is not allowed to have his or her own space of explanation and development; lastly, the particular context of translation is neglected and it seems that translation is carried out in vacuum.

Because of the above reasons, the definitions of translation from the linguistic school are flawed with the defects of staticness, closeness and one-sidedness. For example, in Nida and Taber’s definition of translation, the above defects can be found: in the definition there is not only the prescribed side (the closest natural equivalent), but also the static side (reproduction). What’s more, the things it stresses are only the “information”, which include “meaning” and “style”. The more important is that in the definition “equivalence” is stressed and the factors, such as “translator” and “context”, are neglected in the process of translation.

In translation, the linguistic school has its own linguistic patterns in the studies of the essence of translation, but because this kind of pattern translation is only regarded as an issue of replacing the linguistic unit of the source language with an equivalent 
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one of the target language, and the factors, such as context and translator, are not considered, its studies of the essence of translation are not comprehensive.

Many scholars in the circle of translation recognize the defects of the definitions of translation. Professor Wang Kefei thinks the definition of translation should reflect the essential characteristics of translation and have adequate universality. He also points out that in the definition of translation, the words, such as “faithfulness”, “expressiveness” and “elegance”, are often mentioned for the purpose of language analysis, but they are not the definition of translation— they are only descriptions of the criteria of translation. He thinks the two concepts, i.e. “translator” and “culture”, should be introduced into the definition of translation, so he defines translation as “translation is a cultural activity in which what one language means is expressed in another language by the translator.” (1997:4) In Professor Wang’s definition the descriptive characteristic and the factors of translator and culture are included, and his definition is also concise. But it should be seen that in this definition still only the static characteristic of translation is kept and the creative role of the translator in translation is not mentioned.

From the above analysis it can be seen that because of the defects, the definitions of translation from the linguistic school are criticized. The following is a discussion on translation definition given by the cultural school. 

1.3 Definition of Translation from the Cultural School of Translation

The way of pursuing equivalence from the linguistic school is totally disserted by the cultural school of translation. It studies translation from culture, thinking translation, after all, is a kind of cultural activity, and only thus can the essence of translation be expounded rationally.

The cultural school was derived from comparative literature, in which both their

Chapter One: A Review of the Definitions of Translation     
ideas and research methods can be found. They oppose to studying translation with prescriptive method and insist on adopting descriptive method, i.e. giving description of the phenomena in translation. As to the target of study, they devote much attention to the study of the translated text and divert the emphasis of translation study from process to result, i.e. the translated text. And they think the main goal of translation study should be to probe the effects and influences of the translated text on the target language culture. For example, Toury thought the translated text was the established fact in the system of the target language and what was important was not the relationship between the translated text and the source language text, but the influences exerted by the translated text on the target language culture. He even thought the translated text has nothing important to the source language text. Even though the readers of the source language text knew the existence of translated text, they would not pay attention to it and the target of the translated text was to play its role in the context of the target language. So Toury asserted the study of translation should focus on the roles and influences of the translated text on the target language, and there was no need to study faithfulness and equivalence between the translated text and the source language text (Hermans, 1985:19). 

Toury’s research method is obviously different from the traditional translation theories, which include those of the linguistic school and literary school, and makes translation studies free from the prescriptive translation theories. This greatly influences contemporary translation theories: firstly, it makes people recognize that there is no translation theory which is applicable to all translation activities. The recognition of the relationship between translation and context by the cultural school can help people probe the essence of translation better; next, like Lefevere’s “rewriting theory” (1992:xi), this definition widens people’s perspective to translation studies.

 Bassnett and Lefevere, the representatives of the cultural school, further defined the essence of translation. They thought translation was a process of rewriting. All the rewritings, no matter what their intentions are, reflect certain ideologies and poetics 
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and so they all dominate literature which plays a role in a special way in society (1992:xi). It can be seen that in this opinion the translator’s role of active intervention is further stressed. Just as Gentzler pointed out, they have accepted the fact, i.e. the translator wants to throw his or her own interests in literature and culture into the translated text and make his or her own works be accepted in another culture through the translated text (1993:134). It is further proved that the intervention of the translator is an inevitable trend, and thus the rationality and necessity of translator’s intervention in translation is stressed.

It can be seen that the cultural school stresses the important role of the target language culture and translator when they are probing the essence of translation. This is a refutation of the opinions from the literary school and the linguistic school. At the same time it is also a total overturn of the traditional views on translation, such as “equivalence”. But the originality of the translation theory from the cultural school turns out to be its defect, i.e. it exaggerates the subjective aspects of the translator and the restriction of the target language culture in translation process. So it neglects that there is no complete equivalence between the translated text and the source language text, not only because of the active intervention of translator and the restriction of the target language culture, but also because of a more objective fact — the irreconcilable differences between the target language culture and the source language culture, i.e. incommensurability.

From the above analysis it can be seen that the literary school has no definition for translation and most of their definitions are requirements; the linguistic school gives strict definitions to translation, but because of many defects, such as their narrow, prescriptive and static characteristics, and the neglect of the factors of translator and context, they are criticized by other schools; the cultural school over-stresses the translator’s role of “intervention” in the definitions of translation and neglects the irreconcilable differences among languages which lead to incommensurability in translation. It can be said that the three schools’ study of the essence of translation has different defects. Then, how should the essence of 
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translation be defined? This issue will be expounded from the perspective of hermeneutics so that this old issue can be addressed in a new way.
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Chapter Two:Development of Hermeneutics and Its Studies of Translation

   Hermeneutics is a branch of study which aims to interpret a text. In the West hermeneutics has experienced a long period of development. According to the viewpoint of the famous hermeneutist Hong Handing, hermeneutics can be classified into two schools. One is the hermeneutic theories which are methodology-oriented; the other is hermeneutic philosophy which is ontology-oriented. The representatives of the former are Schleiermacher, Dilthey and contemporary hermeneutist Bettie; the representatives of the latter are Heidger and Gadamer. With regard to its history, hermeneutics can also be divided into three periods: the classical hermeneutics (the Renaissance and before the Religious Reform), modern hermeneutics (from the Religious Reform to the hermeneutics of Schleiermacher in the nineteenth century) and contemporary hermeneutics (from Dilthey’s epistemological hermeneutics to contemporary philosophical hermeneutics). Next the development of hermeneutics will be analyzed, and translation studies in every period of hermeneutics will be expounded to show how hermeneutics has been related with translation in its development.

2.1  Classical Hermeneutics and Its Studies of Translation

Classical hermeneutics refers to the period of hermeneutics before the Renaissance and the Religious Reform, during which hermeneutics actually did not have much development. Although it did not form any unique theory, it informed people of the origin of hermeneutics. It can be said that what classical hermeneutics means to us is about the origin of hermeneutics. The development of hermeneutics in the first period will be analyzed.

Chapter Two: Development of Hermeneutics and Its Studies of Translation
     It is often considered hermeneutics has two origins. One is the linguistic theory of Aristotle. During Aristotle’s time an important work was finished by scholars, i.e. to compile and revise the works of Homer. Because one thousand years had been past from the Trojan War, during the long time Homer’s epics were handed down orally and needed to be recorded in written language. During Aristotle’s time Homer’s epics were recorded as fixed texts. Of course the scholars’ task was not only 

to recognize the fixed texts but also to combine philology, grammar and compilation. So during this period linguistics experienced preliminary development, which was fully reflected in Aristotle’s works. Aristotle is the earliest scholar of all the old Greek philosophers who studied linguistics and maybe also the earliest philosopher who expounded and studied linguistics systematically in human history. His achievements in linguistics can be found in his books titled “De Interpritatione”, which can be regarded as the early work of linguistics in a sense. In the book Aristotle used the word “grammarian” and mentioned the classification of “concepts” and the subordinated relationships among them. He also analyzed some basic characteristics of language and pointed out the commonness and objectivity of language and the relationship between the part and the whole of a word. The linguistic theories of Aristotle became the embryonic form of hermeneutics. 

The other origin is the annotation of the Bible. As the classic document of Christianity, the Bible implies a kind of theological ingredients. Because of these religious factors, the Bible was not an ordinary document which could be understood through the analysis of language any more; in fact, it became a language of secret code which had implied meanings. It could only be understood with the aid of religious experiences and the inspiration provoked by the instruction of God. Thus the explanations of the Bible became very complicated and became a highly abstract field of thinking which the ordinary people could not understand. If they want to understand the meanings of the Bible they must depend on the explanations from the professional interpreters who determined the true meanings of the Bible through the application of linguistic method and differentiated the literal meaning, moral meaning 
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and spiritual meaning through different interpretative systems. So there were many annotations and the tendency of over-elaborating annotations was very prevalent in the Middle Ages and dominated the Middle Ages of the whole Europe. Confronted with a lot of annotations, people forgot the source text of the Bible, which made the source text more and more difficult to understand. The Bible in Greek was totally disserted and was replaced by the Bible in Latin, the explanations of which were 

fixed, became ossified and were depreciated as a pure skill which completely served religious doctrines. This situation was not changed until the religious reform initiated by a German named Martin Luther, who put forward the scriptural principle, thinking only those who understood the Bible according to its strict literal meaning could master the true meaning of it. So Luther put forward the principle of hermeneutic circle, thinking the details of a text should be understood through the context and the unified intention the whole text implied. This opinion exerted very important influences on the later development of hermeneutics. The most important achievement of Martin Luther’s Religious Reform in the history of hermeneutics was the secularization of the Bible, in which the Bible and classic literary works were treated equally. It laid a foundation for the development of modern hermeneutics, i.e. methodological hermeneutics.

        Classical hermeneutics is only the embryonic stage of hermeneutics and it only describes the origin of hermeneutics. So it did not form its own unique hermeneutic principles. We can only explain the translation studies in this stage from the origin of the word “hermeneutics”. 

        In etymology, the origin of the English word “hermeneutics” can be traced back to the old Greek word “hermeneia” which originated from the name of a Greek god Hermes. Hermes was the messenger of Geek gods, often going between the mountain named Olympus and the place in which the mortals lived, and was responsible for passing gods’ decrees to the mortals. Because the gods’ language was different from the mortals’, he not only had to pass the decrees to the mortals but also 

Chapter Two: Development of Hermeneutics and Its Studies of Translation
had to interpret the decrees in the language both the mortals and gods could understand. It can be seen that from the beginning the Greek noun “hermeneia” had already contained the meanings of “interpretation” and “translation”, and similarly its correspondent verb “hermeneuein” had also contained the meanings of “to interpret” and “to translate”. So they had already determined the scope of meaning adopted by the later hermeneutics (Selden, 1995:225). Just as Hong Handing pointed out, in ancient times, hermeneutics was a science of understanding, translating and interpreting, or more precisely speaking, it was the artistry about understanding, translating and interpreting. From this it can be seen that translation was originally an important part of classical hermeneutics and only because translation was actually interpretation, hermeneutics was often regarded as the artistry of understanding and interpreting (2001:3). With regard to the original relationship between translation and hermeneutics Gadamer had a good description. He pointed out: “Hermes was the messenger of gods and passed the decrees of them to the mortals — in Homer’s description, he often passed the decrees literally. While in actual use, the task of ‘hermeneia’ is just to translate something strange or incomprehensible into understandable language. Translation always presupposes the complete understanding of the strange language and the original meaning of the expressed. If someone wants to be a translator, he or she must express what the others mean in another language again”. (Hong Handing, 2001:2) Here it can be seen that Gadamer had already brought translation into the study of hermeneutics and analyzed translation from the origin of hermeneutics. So there is a close relationship between translation and hermeneutics.


2.2   Modern Hermeneutics and Its Studies of Translation

Modern hermeneutics was formed with the propelling of German Romanticism Movement. Modern studies of hermeneutics have some common 
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characteristics: firstly, they abandoned the slogans of classical hermeneutics which explored the absolute decrees of gods in text of Bible, and made the meaning relatively independent; secondly, they cast off the yoke of theology and raised hermeneutics to the level of general principles of methodology. So it is also called “methodological hermeneutics”. Schleiermacher’s methodological hermeneutics is the first comprehensive system and formation of modern hermeneutics. 

  Schleiermaner’s methodological hermeneutics is a kind of technical hermeneutics, the main goal of which is to lay down a set of methodological system for correct comprehension of a text. It originated directly from the annotations of the Bible. If the text of the Bible had been understood according to the textual meanings, it would have contradicted the Christian doctrine and have destroyed the common beliefs of Christianity. If the text of the Bible was understood according to the Christian doctrines, the meanings of many texts would have seemed unbelievable. Because of the contradiction, Schleiermacher applied the principles of the annotations of the Bible to the understanding of all the texts and founded his methodological hermeneutics, main aim of which was to reveal the author’s intention. Thus understanding the words in a text correctly became the key issue of his hermeneutics. So Schleiermacher regarded grammar rules as the basic method of studying hermeneutics and expounded meaning according to grammatical rules so that people could understand the original meaning of the text correctly. But from the experiences of reading it was not difficult to find that even though the strictest grammatical rules were mastered, different meanings could still be produced in understanding because originally languages were polysemous. This showed people could not determine the original meaning of a text and the author’s intention through the method of language analysis. So Schleiermacher added another new method, i.e. psychological method, and its role was to prevent the polysemy of language expression. The core of this method is “psychological transference” which requires readers to transfer their hearts and thoughts into the situation in which the author wrote the text and figure out the    psychological activities of the author when he or she was writing. It also requires 
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readers to understand the author with a considerate attitude, infer the author’s intention and choose the understanding which conforms to the author’s intention from the word with different meanings. Much attention was attached to this view by hermeneutist Dilthey, in whose empirical hermeneutics this “psychological principle” was further developed. But because human psychological activities are difficult to be defined, it is impossible to understand the author’ intention through the controlling of psychological activities. So in later development of hermeneutics the “psychological principle” was abandoned.

        The following are the main rules of modern hermeneutics. Firstly, interpretation is both possible and necessary. Interpretation is possible because the interpreter can probe into the original meaning of the author and interpretation is necessary because the original meaning of the author is implied and need interpreter’s expounding. Secondly, the core of interpretation is to reconstruct the original meaning of the author, to understand the author better than the author himself or herself and to reveal the implied meaning of the author from the text. Thirdly, understanding and interpreting are regarded as general methodology of the humanities and the historicality of understanding is valued. 

       These principles of methodological hermeneutics have great significance to the development of hermeneutics. The theory of methodological hermeneutics belongs to objective hermeneutics, because it still puts the objective goal of resuming the original meaning of the author in the first place and tries to avoid the subjectivity and relativity of interpretation. It attempts to master the true meaning of the text by transcending the specific historical context of the author and makes the interpreter become an absolute knower who can transcend his or her own historical times. Thus it falls into the predicament of “hermeneutic circle”. 

During the period of modern hermeneutics Schleiermacher contributed much to translation studies. In 1813 he gave a speech titled “on the different methods of translation” in the imperial academy of science in Berlin, which has been regarded as one of the greatest translation dissertations. Many of the western translation theorists 
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spoke highly of Schleiermacher. George Steiner thought that Schleiermacher and his translation dissertation marked the end of the first period of western translation theories and the beginning of the second period. The main significance of his dissertation was reflected in the following aspects (2001:391).

       Firstly, Schleiermacher is the first person who distinguished translating and interpreting; secondly, he thought that human beings were living in a dialectical relationship of linguistic freedom and linguistic restriction; thirdly, he distinguished true translation from mechanical translation; lastly, he tried to answer such a question “should the translated text be subordinated to the source language text or should the source language text be subordinated to the translated text?” from the perspective of hermeneutics. By answering this question, Schleiermacher became the greatest and also the most important translation theorist in the history of western translation. He thought there were only two answers to this question, i.e. the translator tried his or her best to keep the author quiet and lead the readers to the author or keep the readers quiet and lead the author to the readers. Schleiermacher chose the former, i.e. he asserted foreignization should be adopted in translation.

       It can be seen that Schleiermacher’s view on translation is in accordance with his hermeneutic idea of making a text re-appear. He thought that understanding was the reconstructing of an author’s intention. The interpreter should try his or her best to imagine he himself or she herself is the author and reflect the psychological state of the author precisely. Only thus could the interpreter get the precise understanding of the author’s intention.

Schleiermacher’s view on the relationships among the author, the readers and the translator has influenced many contemporary western translation theorists. For example, influenced by his ideas, Postergate divided translation into prospective translation and retrospective translation. He thought the former mainly gave consideration to the readers of the target language and the latter mainly gave consideration to the author of the source language text (Liao Qiyi, 2000:12). Lefevere first translated Schleiermacher’s article into English in his book “Translating 
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Literature: the German Tradition” and thought Schleiermacher’s translation theory was the foundation and also the peak of German translation theories (Guo Jianzhong, 2000:25-26). 

        In 1980s and 1990s, Schleiermacher’s translation theory was introduced into China and was highly praised by Liu Miqing, Tan Zaixi, Liao Qiyi, Chen Dehong and Zhang Nanfeng. Liu Miqing thought Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic translation ideas were followed by Heidegger and Gadamer and became an important source of literary translation theory in contemporary Europe (1989:2). Liao Qiyi pointed out that Schleiermacher’s achievements and modes of thinking on the issues of the possibilities and limitations of translation inspired many translation theorists later, opened a wider way for the studies of translation theories in the twentieth century and made translation theories enter a stage of multi-level, multi-direction and multi-branch-of-learning study (2000:12-13).  Tan Zaixi, giving a systematic introduction to Schleiermacher’s translation theory, summarized his own viewpoint in this way: “if you insist that the translated text is subordinated to the source language text, then the method you adopted is literal translation, or even rigid translation; if you assert that the source language text is subordinated to the translated text, then the method you adopted is liberal translation or flexible translation, or even undisciplined and arbitrary development.”(1991:135) He thought Schleiermacher’s translation theory had already exerted a great influence in the nineteenth century and would still have important significance.

2.3    Contemporary Hermeneutics and Its Studies of 

Translation

         According to different approaches to the study of hermeneutics, hermeneutics can also be divided into two schools, i.e. methodological hermeneutics and ontological hermeneutics. The methodological hermeneutics founded by 
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Schleiermacher and Dilthey, is permeated with an obvious principle of objectivism which was founded on the basis of scientific epistemology, i.e. eliminating misunderstandings and reading correct and objective understandings. So it is also called objective hermeneutics, which stresses that as an acceptor, the reader should eliminate his or her own prejudices and try to master the original meaning of the text, i.e. to master the author’s intention. The spirit initiated by this kind of methodological hermeneutics is in accordance with the requirements with the translator’s traditional identity, i.e. to express the original meaning of the source language text objectively and faithfully.

         The change of trend from traditional methodological hermeneutics to contemporary ontological hermeneutics was initiated by Heidegger. In his book “Being and Time”(1962, translated by John Macquarrie & Edward Robinson), Heidegger thought understanding was the basic way of being-in-the-world and understanding was not only a methodological problem but also an ontological problem. He also thought understanding was a kind of historical behavior which happened in a time and there was no pure objective understanding as assumed in objective hermeneutics which transcended time and history. Gadamer, student of Heidegger, accepted his teacher’s two hermeneutical principles, i.e. principle of ontology of understanding and principle of historicality of understanding, and founded contemporary philosophical hermeneutics systematically.

         In the field of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics, reading and understanding the text becomes the focus of hermeneutical theory and the historicality of understanding becomes the basic principle of this theory. Gadamer paid much attention to the historicality of understanding and his direct target of criticism was the traditional methodological hermeneutics, in which the goal of understanding was to eliminate misunderstanding, transcend time and get a precise understanding of the author’s intention. Gadamer absorbed Heidegger’s idea of fore-understanding which claimed that understanding was not to master an objective fact, so understanding was not objective but subjective, and understanding had no objective effectiveness. In a 
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word all understandings are self-understandings and the understanding of any interpreter presupposes fore-understanding, which includes three aspects: the first is fore-having, i.e. a human being must live in a certain kind of culture, and the history and culture have already possessed the human being before the human being recognizes them; the second is fore-sight, i.e. the human being accepts the language and the way of using the language in the culture and he or she must bring them into his or her own understanding; the third is fore-conception, i.e. before any understanding, the human being has already had certain kind of concept, presupposition and supposition and also has had some knowledge. It is the historic fore-understanding that constitutes a human being’s prejudice when he or she understands a text. The prejudice is the outcome of history and can not be avoided. At the same time it is legitimate because prejudice is different from error and was chosen by history and preserved in tradition. His viewpoint, i.e. historicality of understanding is also called “legitimate prejudice”.
On the other hand, it is claimed in contemporary hermeneutics that a work does not have definite meaning previously, but have indefinite and open-ended meaning which waits for the interpreter’s finding and interpretation. Of course, a work has its own author, time of composition and related historical and cultural environment. But it also contains the following: the first is the contents of social norms; the second is the contents of art tradition; the third is the contents of the author’s style. But these contents do not constitute the definite meaning of a work because these contents are deformed through textual composition and can only exist as a kind of background. The textual meaning of a work is open-ended and new different meanings will be produced if the interpreter chooses different norms. So fundamentally speaking, the meaning of a work is open-ended. If someone wants to get the original meaning, i.e. the meaning expressed in a work by the author, he or she will make a futile effort. The interpretations of readers are the talk among different people. (Here text is not a passive objective thing waiting for being expounded, but something subjective.) During this understanding process like talk, the interpreter does not obtain the truth 
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which already exists in a work, but finds the truth through his or her own creative activity. He or she does not totally bring the work into his or her own perspectives of fore-understanding, but breaks through his or her own fore-understanding through the work which is beyond and different from his or her own fore-understanding. When the interpreter breaks through his or her own fore-understanding through the work, the work also breaks through its own meaning by the new understanding which is different from that of the interpreter and obtains a new meaning. The process of understanding is the process of two-way breakthrough in which the interpreter and the work transcend themselves and depend on each other.

        In contemporary ontological hermeneutics, to pursue the original meanings of the text and the author is not the main goal. Then how do people think about translation? Heidegger, the initiator of contemporary ontological hermeneutics, probed into the problems in translation comprehensively. His main view on translation is found in his article “the Anaximander Fragment” (Sun Zhouxing, 2004, 337-396) in 

his collection of dissertations named “Road in the Forest”. In the article, through the comparative study of two different versions of “the Anaximander Fragment”, Heidegger found although different translators had different intentions and methods, the two versions were very similar. Not only the two were faithful to the source text literally, but also the understandings of Anaximander’s ideas and concepts were very similar. So when Heidegger retranslated this article he tried to free himself from the yoke of literal connection and preconceived associations, saying what was in his mind and seeking for other suitable meanings. In the end, in translation he got the same effect with that of the source language text. So he thought only when the source language text was put in its correspondent historical context could the author’s intention be obtained. Chinese scholar Wei Maoping gave a systematic analysis and study to his translation theory, pointing out, “In translation Heidegger preferred focusing on the original meaning, examined the origins of words and paid much attention to hidden ideas”.(2000:30) This has important significance to translation studies. Liao Qiyi pointed out, “Heidegger’s theory further emancipated people’s 
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minds and pointed out a way of transcending texts”.(2000:75)

       Chinese scholars are very familiar with Schleiermacher’s and Heidegger’s translation ideas, but they are not familiar with that of Gadamer which is mainly found in the third part of his book “Truth and Method”. Although the goal of his translation studies is not for the sake of translation itself but to prove his ideas of philosophical hermeneutics, his elaboration of translation is very significant. His translation theory mainly includes the following aspects: firstly, from the aspect of essence, translation is interpretation; secondly, from the aspect of process, translating is highlighting; thirdly, from the aspect of result, translation is a kind of compromise; fourthly, on the issue of translatability and in-translatability, dialectical method should be adopted; fifthly, on translation strategy, it has the trend of foreignization; lastly, on the status of translation, the explanation of the essence of translation is better.

       From the above analysis it can be seen hermeneutics has experienced three periods and has two different hermeneutic systems, i.e. methodological hermeneutics and ontological hermeneutics. What’s more, all the hermeneutists have studied translation to different extent when they founded their own systems of hermeneutics. This shows that hermeneutics and translation studies are interactive and interrelated essentially. On one hand, the achievements in translation can provide convincing examples for hermeneutics; on the other hand, hermeneutics can provide abundant theoretical basis for translation studies. In the following chapter, the essence of translation will be probed into with the basic principles of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics.
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 Chapter Three: The Essence of Translation — Interpretation

In chapter one, it has been expounded that the three schools in translation studies have different views on translation. The literary school has no strict definitions for translation and their definitions are mainly the requirements with translation. The linguistic school gives strict definitions to translation, but these definitions are handicapped with narrow, prescriptive and static characteristics and the neglect of the factors of translator and context. The cultural school over-stresses the controlling roles of translator and neglects the insurmountable differences among languages and cultures. It can be said that the three schools have different defects in translation studies. Then how can the essence of translation be studied? It will be expounded from the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics so that it can give new interpretations to this old issue. 

  3.1  Expounding the Essence of Translation from the Perspective of Contemporary Philosophical Hermeneutics

        It has been mentioned above that from the perspective of hermeneutics translation is interpretation, which was put forward by British theologist L.Humphrey in the sixteenth century and further expounded by P.D.Hut (France) in the seventeenth century (Hong Handing, 2001:39-42). Later hermeneutists such as Schleiermacher, Gadamer and Heidegger studied translation thoroughly. In Western translation and hermeneutic theories, the terms such as “interpretative translation” and “translation is interpretation” are commonly used.

Whereas it should also be seen that although the expression “translation is interpretation” seems to be an ordinary sentence in translation studies and 
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hermeneutics, it has different connotations in different periods of the development of hermeneutics, because the relationship between understanding and interpretation is understood in different ways. 

       In the period of classical hermeneutics, understanding and interpreting were two different concepts: understanding was to understand explicit things and only ambiguous things needed to be interpreted. So in this situation, the connotation of the expression “translation is interpretation” was: in translation because there were some contents in the source language text which the translator or the readers of the target language could not understand, they need be interpreted. The targets of interpretation were only the incomprehensible components in source language text.

       In the period of modern methodological hermeneutics, Schleiermacher’s attitude towards the proposition “translation is interpretation” was obviously different from that of classical hermeneutics. On one hand, Schleiermacher thought understanding equaled interpreting and interpreting was the expression of understanding. On the other hand, he thought that the goal of understanding and interpreting was to reconstruct the author’s intention. So in the framework of understanding, the concrete connotation of the proposition “translation is interpretation” was: in translation the translator got correct understanding and interpretation of the author’s intention through eliminating the misunderstandings caused by the distance in time and language. A translator should also eliminate his or her own personal prejudice, and put the source language text in the historical context it depended on in order to make it separate from present context of the translator. Thus the translator could get correct understanding of the author’s meaning and intention.

      Then what does the proposition “translation is interpretation” mean to contemporary philosophical hermeneutics? Does it accord with the former two? Before the connotations of the proposition “translation is interpretation” are further studied, the range of “translation” and “interpretation” must be prescribed, because the connotations of the two concepts are very complicated, especially the concept of “translation”, the meaning of which has changed constantly.
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                3.1.1  Scope of “Translation”
Traditional discussions on the problems of translation were only limited in the transformation between two languages. Before modern translation theories, the range of translation studies was extended continuously, and correspondently the connotations of “translation” were also extended. Firstly, in 1959 Roman Jakobson classified translation into three kinds, i.e. intra-language translation, inter-language translation and inter-semiotic translation. This greatly widened the perspectives of translation studies and made the traditional translation studies in a strict sense become only a part of translation field. Then the cultural school represented by Bassnett and Lefevere brought the adapted forms such as pseudo-translation, secondary translation and false-translation into translation studies. These ideas undoubtedly enriched the connotations of translation theories, widened the horizon of translation studies and made people understand the essential characteristics of translation more clearly. Thus they have exerted profound influences on translation theories. In this dissertation the range of translation will be limited in the cross-cultural transformation between two languages because any “translation behaviors” which go beyond this range are interpretative behaviors. The interpretive characteristic possessed by these translation behaviors is very clear. So there is no need to prove the “interpretive characteristic of translation” which goes beyond the range.

3.1.2  Scope of “Interpretation”
The view held by contemporary philosophical hermeneutics on “interpretation” is different from that of modern methodological hermeneutics essentially. On one hand, Gadamer, following the tradition since Schleiermacher, admitted the internal unity of understanding and interpreting, and thought 
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understanding was always interpreting and interpreting was the expression of understanding. On the other hand, he was different from Scheiermacher in his view on interpretation, which stressed understanding the meaning of the author and the text objectively. He thought the distance in time was the basis for understanding and interpreting to be possible. So he regarded understanding and interpreting as a process in which the past horizon fused with the present one or a process in which the horizon which represented the source text fused with the one which represented the present readers. In the following when the connotations of the proposition “translation is interpretation” are further expounded, Gadamer’s defining of “interpreting”, i.e. interpreting is horizon fusion, will be introduced.


3.1.3   Horizon Fusion   

After the two concepts “translation” and “interpretation” are defined, the opinions on the proposition “translation is interpretation” from the perspective of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics will be further studied. In the second chapter it has been mentioned that Gadamer probed into the problems in translation and definitely pointed out “translation is interpretation” and “translation is always a process of interpreting”, and so on. But the basic goal of Gadamer is not to discuss translation, but to prove his philosophical ideas through discussing translation problems. So he did not, and also was not possible to, give strict definition to translation. Since contemporary philosophical hermeneutists have not given a careful and serious analysis to the definition, on the basis of the proposition “translation is interpretation”, the definition of translation will be defined more precisely and strictly according to the basic principles of philosophical hermeneutics.

From the perspective of contemporary philosophical hermeneutics, the following characteristics should be embodied in an ideal translation definition: descriptiveness, dynamic-ness, factors of translator, openness and cultural factors. The 
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following are the reasons. Firstly, descriptiveness should be embodied in a definition of translation. Descriptiveness is the requirement with any definition. In modern Chinese dictionary, the explanation of “definition” is “precise and concise illustration for essential characteristics of a thing or connotations and denotations of a concept”. From this definition it can be seen that the accurate meaning of a thing must be stated and the nature or the basic characteristic of a thing must be described in a definition. Any definition is supposed to state or to describe, but not to prescribe. Caiyi pointed out that “the definition of translation” and “the requirements with translation” should be distinguished and the two belonged to different categories: requirements and standards are prescriptive and definitions are descriptive (1995:6). The definition of translation should be a precise and concise description of the behavior (or process) and the essential characteristics of translation, not a prescription of them. This is one of the rules that the definition of translation from philosophical hermeneutics should follow.          
Secondly, dynamic characteristic should be embodied in the definition of translation. Dynamic characteristic is the basic feature of philosophical hermeneutics. According to Gadamer’s viewpoint, translation is interpretation, which is horizon fusion. It is to fuse horizons, not to replace one language in another language simply or replace one symbol with another one. Then this process should not be static, but dynamic because the so-called horizon fusion is that the textual horizon and that of the interpreter continuously break their own limitations and fuse into one. Furthermore, horizon fusion is constant because neither present horizon nor past horizon is static. Correspondently, this dynamic characteristic should be embodied in the description of translation process, i.e. in defining translation.

Thirdly, factors of translator should be embodied in the definition of translation. The dynamic characteristic is mainly formed by the translator’s role of active intervention in translation process. Translation behavior is firstly a controlling behavior of the translator and the translator is the origin of the motive force which makes translation behavior look dynamic. Just because of the translator’s role, the 
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symbol of language can be changed from one form into another. So when translation is defined, the translator’s factors should be embodied. 

       Fourthly, the open-ended characteristic should be embodied in translation. In translation, because of the active intervention of the translator, the meaning of language symbol is not closed, but open-ended. This leads to the openness of the translator’s interpretation. So when translation is defined, the openness of meaning should be embodied.

       Lastly, the cultural factors should be embodied in the definition of translation. Above all, the translator is a human being. According to the viewpoint of philosophical hermeneutics, the human being is always a kind of historical existence and always lives in the objective historical environment. The essential environment for human existence is culture, i.e. culture always influences the translator’s horizon. Because of the active intervention of the translator who has historicality, translation is interrelated with culture. So the interrelationship between translation and culture should be embodied in a definition of translation.

       According to the five basic characteristics of the definition of translation from philosophical hermeneutics, the definition of translation is, translation is interpretation. Or concretely speaking, translating is that, in cross-cultural historical context, the translator who has historicality fuses his or her own horizon and that of the source language text into a new horizon, then he or she fixes it with linguistic code flavored with target language culture and forms a new text.

        The following is the explanations for the definition. The logical relationship between the component parts and the essential characteristics which differentiate this definition from others will be revealed. 

        Firstly, translation is interpretation. Precisely speaking, translation is one of the interpretive forms, a special form of interpretation. According to Gadamer’s viewpoint, translation is an typical example of interpretation.

        Secondly, interpreting is horizon fusing, which means that the translator’s horizon and that of the source language text fuse into one. In philosophical 
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hermeneutics it is thought that the translator and the source language text have their own horizons and in translation the translator fuses his or her own horizon and that of the source language text together. 

        Thirdly, in philosophical hermeneutics it is thought that, on one hand, a human being has historicality, i.e. he or she comes from tradition, lives in tradition and is restricted by various traditional norms. So the translator, as a human being, must respect the norms in translation. On the other hand, the human being is not totally passive; in a certain aspect he or she is active. In translation the subject is the translator and so in horizon fusion, the translator is always in an active position. It is the translator who actively fuses his or her own horizon and that of the source language text into one.

         Fourthly, the translator is a human being who has historicality. The historicality of the translator is concretely reflected in the translator’s horizon or it is the translator’s historicality that constitutes the translator’s horizon, which plays an active role in translation.

         Fifthly, in translation the translator’s horizon and that of the source language text fuse into each other. It neither happens in the range of one culture nor has nothing to do with culture; it happens in cross-cultural historical context. It shows this kind of cross-culture is not only cross-spacial, but also changing with time, and has historicality, too.

         Sixthly, because of the influences of the above various factors, the horizon formed by the fusion of the translator’s own horizon and that of the source language text, is not only different from the former but also different from the latter and thus it is a new one.

         Seventhly, the translator’s horizon and that of the source language text fuse into a new horizon, but this is by no means the end of interpretative behaviors in translation. What’s more, the new horizon is not the horizon of the target language text at all. The latter can only be formed after the translator fixes the new horizon in the target language. Only when the horizon of the target language text is formed can 
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the whole interpretative behaviors in translation be finished.

         Eighthly, the new horizon is not that of the target language text because the target language, which is used by the translator to fix the new horizon, is not “pure”, but is imbued with the flavor of the target language culture.

         Lastly, as the target language is imbued with its own cultural flavor, when the translator fixes the new horizon in the target language, the new horizon is changed into one which is different from its own and is just the one of the target language text. From this it can be seen that from the translator’s beginning of translating to his or her finishing the target language text, horizon fusion happens not once, but twice. The first is the fusion of the translator’s horizon and that of the source language text, and the second is the fusion of the new one formed after the first fusion and that of the target language and culture. Each horizon fusion will change the previous horizons and each new horizon is different from the previous ones.

         From the above explanations it can be seen that the connotations of the proposition “translation is interpretation” are very rich. It can be said “translation is interpretation” is the result jointly acted on by the subject, i.e. the active intervention of the translator or of the target language culture, and the object, i.e. the incommensurability of language. Admitting the incommensurability between languages does not mean in-translatability, on the contrary, this incommensurability leads to interpretibility of translation because translation itself is interpretation and interpretation itself does not admit equivalence, equal effects and faithfulness. While the requirements of equivalence, equal effects and faithfulness in traditional translation theory are just the essential causes which lead to in-translatability. So to admit “translation is interpretation” is to eliminate the theory of in-translatability naturally. 

         From this definition it can be seen that the interpretibility of translation is not only embodied in the period of the translator’s understanding, i.e. the first horizon fusion, but also embodied in the period of the translator’s expression, i.e. the second horizon fusion. Each interpretation will make the result more departed from the 
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source language text because of the active intervention of the translator and the differences between the two languages and their correspondent cultures.

         It seems that translation is the fusion of the translator’s (as a human being) horizon and that of the source language text. But essentially translation is the fusion of languages and in a deeper level it is the fusion of cultures. In the process of multi-level fusions, the translator and texts, as representatives of two languages and cultures, are the direct participators and executors of language fusion and cultural fusion. So the interpretibility of translation, brought by textual characteristics, linguistic differences, cultural differences, differences between translators’ horizons and differences between reception contexts, must be further studied.

         In the following, the inevitability and necessity of interpretation in translation will be further proved from five aspects, i.e. textual characteristics, linguistic differences, cultural differences, differences between translators’ horizons and differences between reception contexts.  

3.2   Textual Characteristics 

         Textual characteristics are the most important factor which determines the interpretibility of translation. Then what is a text? What characteristics does a text have? How does textual characteristics influence translation and make it have interpretibility? The answer to these questions is a prerequisite to prove the interpretibility of translation.          

         Firstly Iser’s defining of the concept of text and description of the characteristics of text in his two books, i.e. “the Act of Reading”(1978) and “the Reading Process”(1977) will be introduced, and then the interpretibility of translation will be proved with examples.

         It is known that the concept of “text” has different meanings in different schools of learning. In linguistics it can refer to not only written language but also 
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spoken language. While in reception aesthetics it only refers to the literary language in written language, i.e. literary work. But literary work and text are not the same thing. A text can only become a literary work after the fusion of the horizons of the text and the reader. So the so-called text refers to the existence of the literary work before being realized by a reader. It can only become literary work through the reader’s active participation. Actually the text itself has no meaning and its meaning can only be produced in the reader’s reading process. What’s more, the meaning of the text is not a mysterious thing which is hidden and waits for reader’s exploration, but the result of the interaction between the text and the reader. So the meaning of the text is in a state of indeterminacy and always looks indeterminable and open-ended. The indeterminacy and openness of the text is composed of a series of blanks and spots of indeterminacy which wait for the reader’s supplementation. As for translation, the indeterminacy and openness of the text is just one important reason which makes translation always look interpretative. The indeterminacy of text provides a kind of driving force, which offers a vast field for the translators to give the full reins to their imaginations and enables the translators to interpret the text from different aspects and so different versions are formed. The following are the different versions of Su Shi’s “Shui Diao Ge Tou” from different translators, which prove the interpretibility of translation.

Example1:  明月几时有？把酒问青天。不知天上宫阙，今夕是何年。我欲乘风归去，又恐琼楼玉宇，高处不胜寒。起舞弄清影，何似在人间。

转朱阁，低绮户，照无眠。不应有恨，何事长向别时圆？人有悲欢离合，月有阴晴圆缺，此事古难全。但愿人长久，千里共婵娟。

Version1:

     Bright moon, when was your birth?

     Winecup in hand, I ask the deep blue sky;

     Not knowing what year it is tonight

     In those celestial palaces on high.

     I long to fly back on the wind, 
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     Yet dread those crystal towers, those courts of jade,

     Freezing to death among those icy heights!

     Instead I rise to dance with my pale shadow; 

     Better off, after all, in the world of men.

     Rounding the red pavilion,

     Stooping to look through gauze windows,

     She shines on the sleepless.

     The moon should know no sadness;

     Why, then, is she always full when dear ones are parted?

     For men the grief of parting, joy of reunion,

     Just as the moon wanes and waxes, is bright of dim;

     Always some flaw—and so it has been since of old,

     My one wish for you, then, is long life

     And a share in this loveliness far, far away!

     (translated by Yang Xianyi & Dai Naidie, 2001：69-70)

Version2:

     How long will the full moon appear?

     Wine cup in hand, I ask the sky. 

     I do not know what time of year

     ’Twould be tonight in the palace on high.

     Riding the wind, there I would fly, 

     Yet I’m afraid the crystalline palace would be 

     Too high and cold for me.

     I rise and dance, with my shadow I play.

     On high as on earth, would it be as gay?
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     The moon goes round the mansions red

     Through gauze—draped windows soft to shed

     Her light upon the sleepless bed.

     Against man she should have no spite.

     Why then when people part, is she oft full and bright?

     Men have sorrow and joy; they part or meet again;

     There has been nothing perfect since the olden days.

     So let us wish that man 

     Will live long as he can!

     Through miles apart, we’ll share the beauty she displays.

     (translated by Xu Yuanchong, 1990：197-9)

Version3:

     How rare the moon, so round and clear!

     With cup in hand, I ask of the blue sky, 

     “I do not know in the celestial sphere

     What name this festive night goes by?”
I want to fly home, riding the air, 

     But fear the ethereal cold up there,

     The jade and crystal mansions are so high!

     Dancing to my shadow,

     I feel no longer the mortal tie.

     She rounds the vermillion tower,

     Stoops to silk-pad doors,

     Shines on those who sleepless lie. 

     Why does she, bearing us no grudge,
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Shine up on our parting, reunion deny?

     But rare is perfect happiness—

     The moon does wax, the moon does wane, 

     And so men meet and say goodbye.

     I only pray our life be long, 

     And our souls together heavenward fly!

     (translated by Lin Yutang, 2002：118-21)

Version4:

     “When shall we have a bright moon?”
     Holding up a wine cup I queried the Blue Heaven:

     “Tell me, in the celestial palace up so high

What year in its annals is tonight”.

I’d to ride the wind and go there 

But was afraid it would be too cold up on high
In those sumptuous palaces and marble halls.

I rose to my feet and danced with my own shadow.

’Twas not too bad down here!

The moon turned round the vermilion penthouse,

Casting its beans down through the lattice windows

And shining on the sleepless.

It need not evoke sadness, you know,

But why is it always so bright when the loved one’s away?

We all have joys and sorrows, partings and re-unions.

The moon, its phases of resplendence,

Waxings and wanings—

Nothing in this world is ever perfect.
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I wish a long life to us all.

Then, however far apart we are

We’d still be sharing the same enchanting moonlight.

(translated by Gong Jinghao, 1999：93-4)

          This piece of Ci, written when Sushi was forty-one years old (1076), reflects the psychological process in which the poet’s attempt of being free from vulgarity is transformed to loving human life. At the beginning the poet imagines traveling to fairyland and the moon, but in the end he returns to the reality and claims his love for earthly human life.

        The above are the versions from four famous translators. Because they understand the Ci differently, they interpret it in different ways. In some places the differences are drastic. Take the translation of the first two lines as an example:

        1) 明月几时有？

           把酒问青天。

         Version1： Bright moon, when was your birth?

Winecup in hand, I ask the deep blue sky;

（translated by Yang Xianyi & Dai Naidie）

         Version2： How long will the full moon appear?

Wine cup in hand, I ask the sky.

（translated by Xu Yuanchong）

         Version3： How rare the moon, so round and clear!

With cup in hand, I ask of the blue sky,

               (translated by Lin Yutang)

        Version4： “When shall we have a bright moon?”
Holding up a wine cup I queried the Blue Heaven:
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（translated by Gong Jinghao）

         With regard to the translation of the second line, besides the syntactic difference among the four versions, the most obvious difference is the understanding of the image of “青天”. In the first three versions, “青天” is translated into “the (deep blue) sky”，while in the last version, it is translated into “the Blue Heaven”. It seems there is no difference between them except the form. But when they are analyzed carefully, a great difference between them is found. It is known that in English the meanings of the two words “sky” and “heaven” are only partially overlapped. The word “heaven” can be used to describe the natural phenomenon “天空”, but it is also a word with very rich religious implications and can be used to refer to “the abode of God, the angels, and the souls of those who are granted salvation”. So its meaning is further extended as “a condition or place of great happiness, delight or pleasure”. (American Traditional Dictionary) 

         Then what does “青天” mean? It is sure that “青天” does not refer to “天堂” or “天国” in Christianity. But it is uncertain whether the author is writing realistically, i.e. “青天” refers to the natural phenomenon “天空”, or he gives his imagination to the image of“青天”, i.e. “青天” refers to the entirely imaginary fairyland? Which kind of version can more fully express the author’s original intention? Or can the two words “sky” and “heaven” be used to fully express the author’s intention? When native English speakers read the two words “sky” and “heaven”, can they have the same feeling or imagination as that of Chinese readers? Each of the four translators, by choosing “sky” or “heaven”, adds their own understanding and interpretation of the source language text in their version.        

       It may be said the four translators’ understandings of the second line are not very different except the image of “青天”. But their understandings of the first line are drastically different. People are very familiar with “明月几时有？”, and they believe they can understand it very well. But it is unexpected that the understandings of the four translators are so different. If the four versions are translated into Chinese 
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again, they are   

                                               

Version1: 明月，你是什么时候出生的？                                        Version2: 满月将会在天空持续多久？                                          Version3: 月亮如此圆且清澈， 多么少见（稀罕、珍贵）!                               Version4: 我们何时才会拥有一轮明月呢?

         Then which translation is more suitable? It can be inferred from the source language text that maybe the first version is closer to the author’s original intention. But can it be said the other versions are incorrect? What’s more, even if the first version is more suitable, can the English readers recall the source of the line when they read it? Can they see the more profound cultural connotations from the surface?

         Different translators have different understandings for the above two lines. One of the main reasons is that some indeterminacies and blanks are left in the sentence and make its meaning look somewhat indeterminable, which gives translators different imaginative and interpretive space. What’s more it is just the existence of this kind of indeterminacy that provides conditions and chances for translators to adopt different strategies in order to reach different goals. The four translators were born in China, grew up in China and were nurtured by the Chinese culture. If their interpretations of the line are so greatly different, it is not difficult to imagine what kind of understanding and interpretation the English readers will have if the versions are introduced into the English world. So it is not unreasonable to say translation is treason or translation is rewriting or controlling. Here is another example:

         2) 起舞弄清影，何似在人间。

         Version1：Instead I rise to dance with my pale shadow; 

                  Better off, after all, in the world of men.

（translated by Yang Xianyi & Dai Naidie）
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         Version2：I rise and dance, with my shadow I play.

                 On high as on earth, would it be as gay?

（translated by Xu Yuanchong）

         Version3：Dancing to my shadow,

                 I feel no longer the mortal tie.

(translated by Lin Yutang)

Version4：I rose to my feet and danced with my own shadow.

’Twas not too bad down here!

（translated by Gong Jinghao）

        Similarly the four translators also give different interpretations to the two lines. If the versions are retranslated into Chinese, they are 

         Version1: 我站起来伴着我灰色（或苍白）的影子跳起了舞：毕竟还是人间好。 

Version2: 我站起来跳舞，与影子一起嬉戏。天上也象人间那么快乐吗？ 

Version3: 我伴着影子一起跳舞，感觉不到什么尘世间的约束了。

Version4: 我站起来伴着影子跳舞，人间并不是太糟糕。

        Firstly, here “起舞” actually means only “to dance” (like the third version) or “to stand up to dance” (like the other three versions)? Secondly, what color is the shadow in “清影”? It is “a pale shadow” (like the first version)? Why is the word “清” not translated in other versions? Thirdly, how to interpret the word “弄” and how to express it in English vividly? After all only in the second version the phrase “play with” is used to embody the importance of the word in the line. But can the phrase 
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“play with” be used to convey the charm of “弄” vividly? Lastly, the four versions seem to have the same understandings, but the tone of the source language text can not be found in any of them: “哪里有人间这么好”or“怎么能跟人间比？”. Just because of this, the rhymes which can embody the heroic spirit of Su Shi can not be reproduced in the versions.

Through the analysis of the above versions, it can be seen that any text has certain indeterminacy and contains some blanks. So in translation the translator can give the rein to his or her imagination and give personalized determination to the spots of indeterminacy and personalized blank filling so that he or she can get a temporarily fixed text. What’s more, undoubtedly the higher the literariness of a text is, the higher the extent of indeterminacy is and the more the blanks there are. As a result, there are more ways for the translator to determine the spots of indeterminacy and fill in the blanks and less assurance he or she will have. Consequently it will be further from the source language text, and the translator’s intervention and interpretation of the text will be more important. 

                 3.3    Linguistic Differences 

         Linguistic differences are a problem which received earliest attention and is most frequently discussed. Almost none of the schools in translation studies can neglect the existence of linguistic difference. But the difference is that the traditional philological school and linguistic school stress the commonness among languages, thinking this kind of commonness is universal while the difference between languages is only a kind of special phenomenon, so people speaking different languages can basically reach the goal of communication. More and more people in the circle of translation studies question this traditional theory of linguistic commonness. Contemporary translation theories tend to pay more attention to the close relationship among language, thought and reality so that the difference between languages can be 
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seen and stressed. It is thought that difference is more important than commonness and difference is the fundamental characteristic of language.

         As for the relationship between English and Chinese, the problems with linguistic commonness are gradually recognized in Chinese-English contrastive study and translation study. Some linguistic and translation theories based on linguistic commonness are criticized and challenged. It is thought there is an essential difference between English and Chinese, which leads to inevitable interpretation in translation. This kind of interpretibility is embodied at each level of a version, i.e. interpretation can be found from the sound, form, meaning to the whole style of a version.

         Firstly, in translation the change of phoneme is inevitable. For example,

         Example2： All political parties die at last of swallowing their own lies.

         Version1：一切政治党派终因吞食谎言而垮台。

         Version2：一切政党终因吞食谎言而灭亡。

         Version3：一切政党终因食言而亡。

         In the above versions, both “派”“台”and“党”“亡”keep the characteristic of the rhyme of the target language text and coincidentally “派”and“台”keep the rhyme of “ai”. But still, the whole rhymes of the sentence can not be kept and at last interpretation is inevitable.

         The differences between English and Chinese are most demonstrated in syntax. For example, some scholars point out that English stresses hypotaxis and Chinese stresses parataxis. Some describe English sentences as tree-like structure and Chinese ones as bamboo-like structure and they also point out this kind of metaphor is not only applicable to the description of long sentences but also a basic rule for organizing sentences in English and Chinese. The difference between English and Chinese sentences sometimes makes translation look more interpretive at the level of linguistic form. In translation, the expressing form of the source language text often need to be changed and replaced with a new expressing form which is suitable to the convention of the target language. For example: 
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Example3：Spanish moss dripped from huge cypress and oak trees along 

the winding Atchafalaya River, providing cover for the birds 

calling to each other in the fading afternoon sunlight.

         Version：午后的阳光渐渐隐退。阿查法拉娅河蜿蜒流淌着。河的两岸矗立着高大的柏树和橡树，铁兰从树上倒挂下来，小鸟在枝叶间鸣啾，互相应和着。（笔者译）

        In the version the original sentence order is broken and the sentences are re-organized basically according to the logical order of Chinese, i.e. from large to small, wideness to narrowness: 渐渐隐退的阳光—阳光下的河流—河堤上的树木—树上的铁兰—铁兰中鸣啾的小鸟。

This version is actually a kind of interpretation of the source language text at the level of linguistic form. Through shifting the English hypotactic sentence into Chinese paratactic one, it transfers the tree-like structure into bamboo-like one and makes the version conform to the convention of Chinese.

         With regard to the meaning of a text, when the criterion of translation is discussed, “faithfulness” is often required basically in traditional translation theory. But can the meaning of the translated text be actually faithful to the source language text? The answer is that it should be faithful as much as possible. It is admitted that in translation the meaning of the source language text can only be conveyed as much as possible, not completely. So it is evident translation has the characteristic of interpretibility at the level of meaning. Thus, because translation inevitably has the characteristic of interpretation at the levels of sound, form and meaning, the style constituted by these factors will inevitably have the characteristic of interpretibility. 

                 3.4   Cultural Differences

         It has been almost universally accepted in the circle of translation that the 
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cultural differences lead to the interpretibility of translation. For example, in the above Sushi’s “Shui Diao Ge Tou” has been analyzed from textual characteristic. It is not difficult to see the Ci contains many images closely related to Chinese culture, such as“ 明月”，“酒”，“青天”，“宫阙”，“琼楼玉宇”，“起舞”，“朱阁”，“绮户”，“（月）圆”，“阴晴圆缺”，“千里”and“婵娟”，etc. All these images contain many cultural elements. When they are translated into English, can the cultural connotations be conveyed to the target language readers precisely and make them have the same feeling as that of Chinese readers?

         Take the image of “明月”as an example. In Chinese culture “明月”is not only the moon hung in the sky in an astronomic sense; it has its own special cultural connotations. When the image of “ 明月”is seen by Chinese readers, in their minds it will appear vividly the vision of “full moon in Mid Autumn’s Day” and nostalgic longing will be produced. These imaginations and feelings undoubtedly have close relationship with “the Mid Autumn’s Day” in Chinese culture. Once “ 明月”is cut off from this tradition, whether it is translated into “(a) bright moon” or “the full moon”, or only translated in “the moon”, the special cultural connotations can not be conveyed to the target language readers. As for the image of “moon”, the target language readers may not only associate it with its physical or astronomical meaning, but what appears in their minds is undoubtedly another kind of imagination which has their own cultural connotations. In this sense, any translation of cultural image must be interpretive translation. It is the same with other images, such as “（月）圆 ”，“（月的）阴晴圆缺”and“ 婵娟”.

         If“ 明月”can be translated into “the bright/full moon”, then the special cultural images in Chinese culture, such as “宫阙”，“琼楼玉宇”，“朱阁”，“绮户”，and so on, can only be interpreted in translation. Because in “Modern Chinese Dictionary (revised in 1996, third edition)” the explanation of “宫阙”is“宫殿”,but to the Chinese readers the imagination provoked by the image of “宫殿”is not the same with that provoked by the image of “celestial palace(s)/sphere”, i.e. as for 
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cultural connotation,“宫阙”or“宫殿”in Chinese is not actually equivalent to “palace” in English.

         Similarly, “(琼)楼(玉)宇”is not equivalent to “(crystal/crystalline/sumptuous) palace/mansions”,“(朱)阁”is not equivalent to “the (red) pavilion/mansions” or “the (vermilion) tower/penthouse”,“(绮)户”is not equivalent to “(gauze/gauze-draped/lattice) windows ” or “(silk-pad) doors”, and Chinese traditional “舞” is not equivalent to English traditional “dance”, etc, although in almost all the English-Chinese dictionaries they are thus explained.

         From the above analysis it can be seen that each language has its own special cultural characteristics which can not be completely conveyed to the target language readers. So when they see the correspondent word in target language, they can hardly have the same or similar imagination with that of the source language readers. This further proves that, fundamentally speaking, any translation is inevitably marked with the trace of interpretation. In other words, interpretation is universal in translation, the main cause of which is the existence of cultural differences between languages. Because of this, in contemporary translation studies more and more attention is paid to the cultural factors. In this sense it is not accidental for the cultural school to emerge and develop. 

3.5   Differences Between Translators’ Horizons 

         In the above the proposition “translation is interpretation” has been proved from three objective factors which influence the process of translation, i.e. textual openness, linguistic difference and cultural difference. It deserves attention that the interpretibility of translation is not only determined by the objective factors such as text, language and culture, but also determined by subjective factors to a large extent, such as translator’s horizon, which plays a decisive role.

         Philosophical hermeneutics holds that the historicality of a human being 
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determines he or she has fore-understanding, prejudice and horizon. According to Gadamer’s explanation, horizon refers to the field the eyes can reach, and the field refers to all that the subject of understanding can see from a certain standpoint before he or she begins to understand. (Gadamer, 1975: 269) The interpreter’s understanding 

of a text is the understanding limited in the range of his or her own horizon. Departing from horizon, the meaning of the text can not be revealed. (Gadamer 1999: 390, translated by Hong Handing)

         Evidently, the translator’s horizon is different from that of the source language readers and so there will be a disparity between the two. The disparity is first shown in terms of the goal. When the source language readers are reading, their goal is to understand and interpret. But to the translator, although understanding and interpreting are also important, his final goal is not only to understand and interpret, but also to rewrite the interpretation of the source language text in the target language. From reading the source language text to the final formation of the target language text, the translator’s horizon is changed constantly. And the horizon produced after change is obviously not only different from the translator’s horizon when he or she begins to read the source language text, but also different from that when the target language text is formed.

         It can also be said that before the final formation of the target language text, horizons have been fused twice, or that before the formation of the target language text, the translator actually has two kinds of horizons: one is the horizon which emerges after the translator begins to read the source language text and the other is the extended horizon which emerges after the translator reads the source language text. The two horizons may both play roles before the target language text is formed. Any of the two horizons can not be neglected.

         It is thought that a translator’s horizon is the summation of his or her knowledge, opinion, cognition and attitude before the target text is formed. It not only includes the translator’s prejudice before he or she comes into contact with the source language text, but also includes all the information the translator gets through various 
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ways, such as consulting various reference materials or inquiring experts. Different translators have different living environments, experiences, personal interests, personalities, intelligences and different means and abilities to get and store the information from the outside world, so they have different outlooks on life and world 

and different opinions about translation. All these can finally lead to the different attitudes in translation towards the key factors, such as criteria of translation and tactics of translation, etc. which directly influence the formation of the target language text. 

         The differences show that different translators have different prejudices, i.e. different translators have different horizons before starting translating and before the formation of the target language text. Every kind of horizon can influence the process and result of translation. In fact, the various disputes in the history of translation are, in the final analysis, caused by different horizons. Furthermore, it can be said from the beginning to the end, the formation of the target language text is carried out in the translator’s horizon and controlled by the translator’s prejudice.

         Because different translators have different horizons, their interpretations of the same source language text are different and thus different versions are formed. While the translator’s horizon is different from that of the target language readers, it is also different from that of the target language culture, thus the horizontal difference is produced, i.e. the author’s horizon is not only different from that of the translator but also different from that of the target language readers. It is the horizontal difference that leads to the interpretibility of translation. There would be no interpretibility of translation if there was no horizontal difference. But it is proved in translation theory and practice that the translation without horizontal difference does not exist.

3.6   Differences Between Reception Contexts

         After being interpreted twice by the translator, the source language text is 
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changed into a new text, i.e. the target language text, which begins to exist in the new cultural context. Although it inevitably has certain trace of the source language text, such as the content and stylistic characteristics, and so on, the role it plays in the cultural context of the target language is different from that in the cultural context of the source language because the environment is changed. The essential reason lies in that the cultural horizon which interprets the target language text has been completely different from the one which interprets the source language text. They are two relatively abstract concepts, but are both embodied in the group of readers who live in the correspondent cultures and the individual reader. Moreover, what the target language culture interprets is not the source language text, but the new text formed after the two interpretations by the translator.

         From the above analysis it can be seen that the author fixes his or her own horizon in the form of the source language, thus the source language text is formed and its horizon is different from that of the author. Then in translation the translator fuses his or her own horizon and that of the source language text into a new horizon, which is not only different from that of the source language text but also different from that of the author. And next the translator fixes the newly formed horizon in the target language when he or she interprets the source language text, and the target language text is formed, whose horizon is obviously not the one the translator fixes in the target language. Finally, another fusion of horizons happens in the process the target language readers accepts the target language text and this newly formed horizon is totally different from those of the above.

         Thus through many times of interpretation and horizon fusion, the final information of the source language culture received by the target language culture may be different from the one contained in the source language culture, and may be more distant from the one the author wants to convey to the readers. Just because of this, any culture’s acceptance of another one is, to some extent, a kind of cultural misreading. Because the culture we receive through translation is only our self-interpretation in which we inevitably leave our own traces and instill our feelings 
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into it. In this sense, if any text is already the “translated text of translated text of translated text” before it is translated, then the acceptance of the source language culture by the target language culture is already the “interpretation of interpretation of interpretation” before acceptance.
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Chapter Four: Translation — a Kind of Limited Interpretation

In chapter three, translation has been re-defined from philosophical hermeneutics and the proposition “translation is interpretation” has been expounded from five aspects. It has been pointed out that the essence of translation is interpretation and interpretation is the general characteristic of translation. But does this mean translation is submitted to no restriction? In this chapter this issue will be probed with the basic principles about textual characteristics and horizon from philosophical hermeneutics. It will be expounded that although interpretation is universal in translation, translation is a kind of limited interpretation. The limitation of the interpretation in translation mainly comes from two aspects: one is the determinacy of the text; the other is the shared horizon of the translator. The common effect of the two determines that the interpretation in translation is a limited one. 

4.1    Textual Determinacy 

In second chapter it has been pointed out that text is the existing form of literary work and it is always open, i.e. different readers get different meanings from reading the same text. But this is only one aspect of textual characteristics. Besides the characteristic of openness, text has another important characteristic, i.e. the relative determinacy of its meaning. In fact, text is a dialectical entity of indeterminacy and determinacy, openness and closeness. Its meaning is that in the same text, there are both in-determined factors and determined factors, blank space and concrete aspect; what’s more, there is only one textual structure, but the ways of filling in the blanks and determining the spots of indeterminacy are various. Text is open, but the extent of its openness is limited and controlled by the textual structure. 

Chapter Four: Translation — a Kind of Limited Interpretation
This characteristic can be proved in text defined from the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics.

         In philosophical hermeneutics it is thought that when an author establishes his or her own idea and intention in the form of a text, his or her own original meaning has been condensed in the structure of the text. The author’s intention is difficult for the readers to grasp, what they can understand is the meaning of the text.  Because the text is fixed by its structure, although it has many blanks and spots of indeterminacy, it has only one structure, which leads to the relative determinacy of the textual meaning.

         The so-called textual structure refers to the basic frame of a text, which determines the range of meaning. So proper and effective reading is the one with free imagination in the range limited by textual structure and any reading and interpretation exceeding the textual structure is in vain, which will lead to over-interpretation or interpretation exceeding the text’s intention.

         In his book “the Effectiveness of Interpretation”(1992), contemporary interpreter of hermeneutics Umberto Eco points out that the interpretation of a text is neither sole nor arbitrary, but an unlimited interpretation under limited conditions. Eco thinks the limitation mainly originates from the text itself, i.e. it is the structure of the text that limits the interpretive behavior of readers. He also thinks the author’s intention can not be grasped, the readers’ intention will cause disputes and there is a clear textual meaning between the author’s intention and that of the readers. As to the origin of meaning, the intention of text plays an important role in reading and it gives some determinacy to textual meaning, but it also gives freedom to the readers’ interpretations within the frame of the text. It is the text’s intention that makes those ungrounded interpretations collapse.

         In some aspects Eco’s viewpoint is in consistent with that of Gadamer, who thinks that the view, i.e. there is a new creation after a text is read every time, is a nihilistic viewpoint of hermeneutics which requires that in reading the readers should pay attention to the limitations brought by the accidental ideas. From the statements of 
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Eco and Gadamer, it can be seen that in philosophical hermeneutics it is held that reading is not arbitrary, but should be limited by the structure of the text. This shows a text is not only open, but also limited. This dialectical characteristic of a text plays an important role in translation studies. On one hand, it is admitted interpretation is the essential characteristic of translation and it is thought that any text has spots of indeterminacy and blanks and the ways of determining or filling in them are different. So there are many different but equally effective target language readings of the same source language text during different historical periods or even in the same historical period, and it is the main reason of re-translation; on the other hand, the aspect of determinacy of a text can not be neglected. Because of the determinacy, no matter how many versions of “A Dream of Red Mansions” there are, some basic characteristics are preserved. The following is an example.

     Example4：About midnight, while we still sat up, the storm came rattling over the Heights in full fury. There was a violent wind, as well as thunder, and either one or the other split a tree off at the corner of the building; a huge bough fell across the roof, and knocked down a portion of the east chimney-stack, sending a clatter of stones and soot into the kitchen fire.(Emily Bronte,  Wuthering Heights, 1994: 84)

   Version1：大约午夜时分，我们都还坐着的当儿，暴风雨来势汹汹地在山庄上隆隆作响。起了一阵狂风，打了一阵霹雷，不知是风还是雷把屋角的一棵树劈倒了。一根粗大的树干掉下来压到房顶上，把东边烟囱也打下来一块，给厨房的炉火里送来一大堆石头和煤灰。（杨苡译，《呼啸山庄》，1990：59）

   Version2：大约到了半夜，我们都还守着没睡，象千军万马般的狂风暴雨降落到山庄上来。只听得又是风吼，又是雷轰，接着一声巨响，宅子一角的一株大树倒下来了——也不知是给狂风吹折的，还是遭了雷劈；那粗大的树枝压在屋顶上，把东边的烟囱打开了一个大缺口，砖石、煤灰，哗啦啦地落到了厨房间的炉灶里。（方平译，《呼啸山庄》，1993：
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75）

       It was dark and Hickley had not gone home. “We” looked for him everywhere and did not find, but “we” were still waiting for him anxiously till midnight. The above description is the weather condition when “we” were waiting.

       Although this is a paragraph of description, many blanks and spots of indeterminacy are still left. It is not difficult to imagine, because of the existence of the spots of indeterminacy and blanks, that each reader will have different details in their minds, which will lead to different situations due to the difference of their personal experiences. Chinese readers and British readers, British readers and American readers, British readers in different times, areas or with different levels of education, or even British readers in the same time, area or with the same level of education, will have different interpretations for the same paragraph.

Similarly, when a translator is reading or translating a text, he or she will also have imagination of many different details which are finally changed into different situations. The concretization of these spots of indeterminacy and blanks will undoubtedly influence the translator’s concrete operation directly in translation or even influence the final expression of the target language text. This can be seen from the two different versions of the above paragraph from the two translators. For example, Yang Yi translated “the storm came rattling over the Heights in full fury” into “暴风雨来势汹汹地在山庄上隆隆作响” , while Fang Ping’s version is “象千军万马般的狂风暴雨降落到山庄上来”. This makes us see a scene not completely the same with the source language text, especially in Fang Ping’s version, the image of “千军万马”, which can not be found in the source language text, is added. It makes the extent of interpretation larger, making a large scale of war appear in readers’ mind. As to the scene  “(the storm) came rattling over the Heights”, Yang Yi’s imagination is “在山庄上隆隆作响” and Fang Ping’s is “降落到山庄上来”; Yang Yi’s imagination of “in full fury” is “来势汹汹” (description of a person) and Fang Ping’s is “象千军万马”. For another example, Yang Yi’s imagination of the scene “either 
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one or the other split a tree off” is only “把屋角的一棵树劈倒了”, while Fang Ping’s is “接着一声巨响，……一株大树倒下来了”, so the noises of a tree being broken off and falling down onto the roof are described; what’s more, the imaginations of the tree knocking down the chimney are also different, Yang Yi’s interpretation is “把东边烟囱也打下来一块” and Fang Ping’s is “把东边的烟囱打开了一个大缺口”, which leaves two clearly different impressions in the minds of the target language readers.

         The two translators have different imaginations for the scenes and different versions are formed. Through re-imagination and re-concretization by the target language readers in their minds, the situations have already been completely different from those of the source language readers when they are reading the source language text. They are also different from the translator’s feeling in the process of translation and that of the author when he or she is writing. So it can be said the two versions are not only different in manifestations but also different in imaginations. Or it can be said their ways of determining the spots of indeterminacy and filling in the blanks are different and the source language text is given different interpretations and different extent of fusions of horizons, and finally different target language texts are formed. From this it can be seen that as a universal characteristic of translation, interpretation is essentially inevitable, but despite this, the two versions convey roughly the same impression with that of the source language text. In the midnight, “we” were waiting for Hickley’s returning home. Out of the house there were violent wind and pouring rain and there were lightning and thunder. A tree was broken off either by wind or by thunder and fell onto the roof and knocked down the chimney and things such as stones and soot fell into the fire. Similarly, it can be imagined the source language readers have roughly the same impression when they are reading the source language text.

         What’s more, it can be further imagined, in that bad weather condition Hickley was still out solely, whether the source language readers or the target language readers, as long as they have sympathy for others, they can’t help worrying 
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about him as “we” did. If this assumption is true, it can be shown that even through reading the target language text, the target language readers can also share roughly the same impression or feeling with that of the source language readers when they are reading the source language text.

         That the target language text has this kind of effect, is mainly because a text — either the source language text or the target language text, not only contains innumerable spots of indeterminacy and blanks for the readers to give rein to their imagination, but also contains innumerable factors of determinacy controlling the readers’ imagination. This is like a flying kite — a kite can fly in the sky freely, but it is always controlled by a thread. In this sense it can be said a text’s role on the translator is like a thread’s role on a flying kite. And just because a text has factors of determinacy, it is required that a translator should control his or her own interpretations of a text within certain range in translating.

4.2  Translator’s Shared Horizon 

         Besides the factor of the determinacy of a text, the limitation of interpretation in translation, in large measure, comes from shared horizon, because of which there is the final standard of judgment for the extent of interpretation, although fundamentally speaking, this kind of standard of judgment is also historical and relative. In the above chapter, a translator’s horizon has been defined and it is thought that a translator’s horizon refers to the summation of all the knowledge, opinions and attitudes a translator possesses before the final formation of the target language text and it is also pointed out that because the human beings have historicality, different translators have different horizons, which becomes the main factor determining the interpretibility of translation.

         But on the other hand, a human being has not only historicality but also sociality. He or she is not abstract and can not exist out of the social environment he 

Translation  Is  Interpretation
or she lives in. To make a living, he or she must communicate with others and tries to be in harmony with the society. It can also be said he or she has to try to make himself or herself a member accepted by the society; this process of trying to adapt oneself to the society is the so-called socialization process, which is realized mainly by two ways: compulsory education and conscious adaptation. Socialization process is a process in which a person who has historicality constantly examines and changes his or her own prejudice with the common understandings of the society within his or her own horizon. In this process he or she constantly gives up the prejudice he or she finds unreasonable and yields to the social common knowledge, achieving the goal of adapting himself or herself to the society.

         Similarly, a translator also has a process of constantly examining and changing his or her own prejudice and gaining the common knowledge. So his or her personal horizon not only includes the particular prejudice which is irremovable and different from those of the others, but also includes the common knowledge and opinions he or she shares with others, which is one of the four concepts once Gadamer studied in his book “Truth and Method”, i.e. sensus communis. According to Gadamer’s point of view, “sensus communis” refers to the general faculty which can be found in all people and the feelings constituting the basis of a community. Gadamer, by citing Vico, said, sensus communis is a feeling for rational things and public welfare which can be found in all people and a feeling got through living in a community and determined by the structure and goal of the community (1966:59).

         As a member of the society, a translator undoubtedly has sensus communis, which is a bridge for the translator to communicate with others, i.e. the target language readers. From the perspective of philosophical hermeneutics it can be called the translator’s shared horizon, which refers to the common horizon a translator shares with others. The attainment of shared horizon is mainly realized through the translator’s accepting education constantly and adapting himself or herself to the society. Each translator will try to extend his or her own horizon before he or she becomes a translator, trying to make himself or herself a qualified translator and make 
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his or her fruit of labor — the target language text, be admitted by others.

         Because of this kind of shared horizon, in translation the new horizon resulting from the fusion of the translator’s horizon and that of the source language text, can be accepted by other members of the society. What’s more, when the new horizon departs from the shared horizon too far, the translator can adjust his or her strategy of interpretation according to the shared horizon he or she can understand and tries to limit his or her own interpretation, making its distance from the shared horizon as close as possible. Just as Gadamer points out, “the meaning related to tradition can be realized because we share some basic prejudices with tradition.” (Gadamer, 1975: 262)

         From this it can be seen that a translator’s horizon is mainly formed by two 

parts: one is the special horizon formed by the translator’s special historicality, which leads to the different interpretations of the same source language text from different translators. The other is the shared horizon, which the translator, as a member of the society, gets through accepting education and consciously adapting himself or herself to the society, and which is overlapped with the horizon of others. The existence of the shared horizon can prevent the new horizon from departing from that of the source language text too far. So fundamentally speaking, different versions of the same source language text translated by different translators are distinguished from each other and they have many differences from the source language text, but their similarities can also be found. This can be further proved by the following example.

Example5：The clouds over the land now rose like mountains and the coast was only a long green line with the gray blue hills behind it. The water was a dark blue now, so dark that it was almost purple. As he looked down into it he saw the red sifting of the plankton in the dark water and the strange light the sun made now. He watched his lines to see them go straight down out of sight into the water and he was happy to see so much plankton because it meant fish. The strange light the sun made in the water, now that the sun was higher, meant good weather and so did the shape of the clouds over the 
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land. But the bird was almost out of sight now and nothing showed on the surface of the water but some patches of yellow, sun-bleached Sargasso weed and the purple, formalized, iridescent, gelatinous bladder of the Portuguese man-of-war floating close beside the boat. It turned on its side and then righted itself. It floated cheerfully as a bubble with its long deadly purple filaments trailing a yard behind it in the water. (Ernest Hemingway, The Old Man and the Sea, 1989: 26-7)


Version1：云块这会儿象座大山似的笼罩在陆上，海岸只成了长长的一条绿线，后面是   灰蓝色的山峦。海水现在成了深蓝色，深得几乎近于发紫。他向水中俯视时，瞧见暗沉沉的水中那些纷杂发红的浮游生物以及这会儿太阳在水中奇特的反光。他瞧见自己的钓绳，看到它们笔直地垂下去，隐没在水下，同时很高兴看到有这么多的浮游生物，因为这意味着有鱼。这会儿太阳已高，它在水中映出的奇特光芒说明天气会很好，陆地上空云的形状也同样说明着这一点。不过那只鸟儿现在已飞远，几乎看不见了，同时水面上也已消失了任何迹象，只除了零零碎碎几条被太阳晒白了的黄色马尾藻，还有浮在船边的一个规整、闪光、粘糊糊成紫色泡囊状的僧帽水母。它侧倒过去，又翻了过来它象个气泡轻快地漂浮着，有一根根深紫色的长长触丝拖在身后的水面上，足有一码长。（吴钧燮译，《老人与海》，1987：21）

Version2：陆地上空的云块这时象山岗般耸立着，海岸只剩下一长条绿色的线，背后是   些灰青色的小山。海水此刻呈深蓝色，深得简直发紫了。他仔细俯视着海水，只见深蓝色的水中穿梭地闪出点点红色的浮游生物，阳光这时在水中变幻出奇异的光彩。他注视着那几根钓索，看见它们一直朝下没入水中看不见的地方，他很高兴看到这么多浮游生物，因为这说明有鱼。太阳此刻升得更高了，阳光在水中变幻出奇异的光彩，说明天气清朗，陆地上空的云块的形状也说明了这一点。可是那
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只鸟儿这时几乎看不见了，水面上没什么东西，只有几摊被太阳晒得发白的黄色马尾藻和一只紧靠着船舷浮动的僧帽水母，它那胶质的浮囊呈紫色，具有一定的外形，闪现出彩虹般的颜色。他倒向一边，然后又竖直了身子。它象个大气泡般高高兴兴地浮动着，那些厉害的紫色长触须在水中拖在身后，长达一码。（吴劳译，《老人与海》，1995： 21）

         

         It can be seen that no matter in form, content or style, the two versions have the trace of interpretation of the source language text. For example, the two sentences “云块这会儿象座大山似的笼罩在陆上” and “陆地上空的云块这时象山岗般耸立着” give people two different impressions: behind the coast are there “山峦” or “小山”? Are the hills “灰蓝色” or “灰青色”? When the old man looked down into the water, was it “暗沉沉的” or “深蓝色的”? What is the shape of the plankton in the water, “纷杂发红” or “穿梭地闪出点点红色”? etc. The change of rhymes, language structure and image often occurs, which leads to the change of style. And because personal experiences are different, the pictures constituted by the images are different in different people’s minds.

         Although different people have different clouds, lands, coasts and hills behind the coasts in their minds, give different imaginations to “the blue” of the sea water and give different concretizations to the species, shape and activities of the plankton in the water, etc. or although the scenes before people are greatly different, there are still similar scenes, such as clouds, lands, coasts and hills, and evoked by the images of them, in different readers’ or translators’ minds there are different pictures.

         So it can be said there are certain similarities between the two versions and the source language text. In this sense it is reasonable to say that the impression got from the source language text is roughly the same with that got from the two versions. This shows that there are both differences and similarities between the new horizon formed through the first fusion and that of the source language text. Although they are two different texts, they have similarities in which the shared horizon just plays roles. 
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In fact, shared horizon is a key factor determining whether a communication is successful or not. If there was no shared horizon, there would be no linguistic communication, let alone text readers’ understanding and interpreting. As for translation, the shared horizon exists not only between the translator and the source language text, but also between the translator and the target language culture. Because of this, the translator plays the role as a bridge for the readers in the source language culture and those in the target language culture to communicate with each other. So in this sense what the translator possesses is actually a kind of cross-cultural shared horizon, which makes part of the source language culture finally be conveyed to the other land, i.e. the target language culture, through the bridge — a translator.

         From the above analysis, a conclusion can be reached: as for translation, the translator’s horizon is the summation of the knowledge, opinions, understandings and attitudes the translator possesses before the formation of the target language text. His horizon includes not only his special horizon, but also the shared horizon, which refers to the common knowledge, opinion, understanding and attitude toward particular things that the translator shares with the particular group during a particular historical period. The shared horizon exists not only between the translator and the target language culture, but also between the translator and the source language text, and it finally limits the translator’s freedom of interpretation in the process of translation. But on the other hand, when the translator is confronted with the shared horizon, he or she does not follow it passively or blindly, but gets close to it actively while interpreting, so that he or she can make his or her own interpretation — the target language text, be accepted by other members of the group.

Conclusion


  Conclusion

In this thesis the essence of translation is re-expounded from contemporary philosophical hermeneutics. It is held that the essence of translation is interpretation, but this kind of interpretation is limited. The so-called “translation is interpretation” refers to that in translation — a kind of cross-cultural communicative activity, the text has the characteristic of openness and there are many differences between two languages, so the translator’s horizon and that of the text will transcend each other and fuse into one, which proves that the translator acts as an interpreter in translation. In this sense it can be said the interpretibility of translation is universal, and the horizon fusion between the translator and the source language text and that between the new horizon and the target language text are the concrete expression of the essence of translation “translation is interpretation ”.

But on the other hand, the interpretibility of translation is not arbitrary, i.e. any translation is a kind of limited interpretation, because any translation is the interpretation of a certain kind of source language text that it is based on and limited by. What’s more, the limitation also comes from the translator’s shared horizon because any translation activity happens in a concrete historical and cultural context, and is inevitably limited by it. But in translation activity, the translator’s behavior is not limited by all factors of context, but only by those that emerge in the translator’s horizon and become the translator’s shared horizon. It is impossible that the translator can transcend the shared horizon too much and interpret the text arbitrarily because too much transcending can not be recognized and accepted by the target language culture.

It is important for the construction of translation to probe the essence of translation from contemporary philosophical hermeneutics, i.e. to consider translation as interpretation which is limited. It helps to provide answers to these questions: What is the nature of this branch of learning? What is its object of study? What is its 
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research method? There should be reasonable explanations for the above issues. But the essence of translation is the basic issue of translation studies and important for the construction of translation theory.

The hermeneutic view of translation, i.e. the essence of translation is limited interpretation, has an advantage over the views from other schools. As a kind of behavior in translating, interpretation takes the place of the static, close and one-sided view of translation from the literary and linguistic schools, and is also free of the defect of the cultural school which exaggerates the intervention from the translator. In a word, the hermeneutic view of translation is well-grounded, dialectic and original.

Bibliography:

[1] Baker, Mona. In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation. Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press, 2001.

[2] Bell, R,T. Translation and Translating: Theory and Practice. Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press, 2001. 

[3] Bassnett, Susan. Constructing Cultures[C]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[4] Bassnett, Susan. & Lefevere, Andre. 1992. General Editors’ Preface to Translation/History/Culture[A]. in Lefevere (ed.) Translation/History/Culture[C]. London & New York: Routledge, 1992.

[5] Catford, J.C. A Linguistic Theory of Translation[M]. London: Oxford University Press,1965.

[6] Eco, Umberto. Interpretation and Overinterpretation [C]. Cambridge University Press, 1992. 

[7] Gadamer,H.G. Truth and Mothod[M]. China Social Sciences Publishing House, 1999.

[8] Gadamer,H.G. Garrett Barden and John Cumming (tr.) Truth and Mothod[M]. London: Sheed and Ward Ltd, 1975.

[9] Gentzler, E. Contemporary Translation Theories[M]. London & New York: Routledge, 1993.

[10] Gentzler, E. Contemporary Translation Theories[M]. Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2003. 

[11] Heidegger, M. John Macquarrie & Edward Robinson (tr.) Being and Time [M]. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1962.

[12] Heidegger, M. Being and Time [M]. China Social Sciences Publishing House, 1999.

[13] Heidegger, M. Poetry, Language, Thought. China Social Sciences Publishing House,  1999.

[14] Hermans, T. 1985. Introduction: Translation Studies and a New Paradigm[A]. in Hermans (ed.) The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation[C]. London & Sydney: Croom Helm Ltd, 1985.

[15] Hirsch. Validity in Interpretation[M]. Yale University Press, 1967. 

[16] Iser, W. 1977. The Reading Process: A Phenomenological Approach[A]. in Lambropoulos & Miller (eds.) Twenty Century Literary Theory[C]. Albany: State University of New York, 1987.

[17] Iser, W. The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response[M]. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978.

[18] Lefevere & Bassnett, 1998. Introduction: Where are we in Translation Studies?(A). in Bassnett & Lefevere’s Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary Translation[M]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[19] Lefevere, A. 1998. Translation Practice(s) and the Circulation of Cultural Capital: Some Aeneids in English[A]. in Bassnett & Lefevere’s Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary Translation[M]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[20] Levinson, S,C. Pragmatics. Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press, 2001. 

[21] Newmark, Peter. Approaches to Translation[M]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[22] Nida, E. A. & Taber, C. R. The Theory and Practice of Translation[M]. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969.

[23] Nida, E. A. Language, Culture, and Translating[M]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 1993.

[24] Poole,S. An Introduction to Linguistics. Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press,  2001.

[25] Schulte&Biguenet. Theories of Translation[C]. the University of Chicago Press, 1992.

[26] Selden, R. the Cambridge History of Literary Criticism: From Formalism to Poststructuralism [C]. Newyork: Cambridge University Press,1995.

[27] Shen Dan. Literary Stylistics and Fictional Translation[M]. Peking: Peking University Press, 1995.

[28] Steiner, G. After Babel: Aspect of Language and Translation[M]. Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[29] Toury, G. 1985. A Rationale for Descriptive Translation Studies[A]. in Hermans (ed.) The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation[C]. London & Sydney: Croom Helm Ltd, 1985.

[30] Wilss, W. The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods[M]. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2001.

[31] Zhou Fangzhu. Principles of Translation From English Into Chinese. Hefei: Anhui University Press,2002.

[32] Zhu Gang. Twentieth Century Western Critical Theories. Shanghai: Shanghai foreign language education press, 2001.

[33] 勃朗特, 艾米莉. 杨苡译. 呼啸山庄[Z]. 南京: 译林出版社, 1990.

[34] 勃朗特, 艾米莉. 方平译. 呼啸山庄[Z]. 南京: 译林出版社, 1993.

[35] 蔡毅, 段京华. 苏联翻译理论[M]. 武汉: 湖北教育出版社, 2000.

[36] 蔡毅. 关于国外翻译理论的三大核心概念[J]. 中国翻译. 1995, (6).

[37] 胡健. 关联理论与语用推理[J]. 山东外语教学. 2001，（2）

[38] 伽达默尔. 洪汉鼎译. 真理与方法 (上下卷)[M]. 上海: 上海译文出版社, 1999.

[39] 伽达默尔. 哲学解释学[M]. 上海: 上海译文出版社, 1994.

[40] 龚景浩选译. 英译中国古词精选[Z]. 北京: 商务印书馆, 2000.

[41] 郭建中. 文化与翻译[A].北京: 中国对外翻译出版公司, 2000.

[42] 郭建中. 当代美国翻译理论[M].  武汉:  湖北教育出版社, 2000a. 

[43] 海明威. 吴钧燮译. 老人与海[Z]. 北京: 人民文学出版社, 1987.

[44] 海明威. 吴劳译. 老人与海[Z]. 上海: 上海译文出版社, 1995.

[45] 洪汉鼎. 诠释学——它的历史和当代发展[M]. 北京: 人民出版社, 2001.

[46] 洪汉鼎. 理解的真理——解读伽达默尔 真理与方法[M]. 济南：山东人民出版社，2001.

[47] 洪汉鼎.  理解与解释—诠释学经典文选[C]. 北京: 东方出版社, 2001， 编者引言, 3.

[48] 廖七一. 当代西方翻译理论探索[M]. 南京: 译林出版社, 2000.

[49] 林语堂译. 东坡诗文选[Z]. 天津: 百花文艺出版社, 2002.

[50] 刘重德. 文学翻译十讲[A]. 北京: 中国对外翻译出版公司,1991.

[51] 刘宓庆.  西方翻译理论概评[J].  中国翻译.  1989, (2). 

[52] 罗书肆. 介绍泰特勒的翻译理论[J]. 翻译通报, 1950, (5).

[53] 罗新璋.  翻译论集[C]. 北京: 商务印书馆, 1984.

[54] 孙周兴. 林中路[M]. 上海: 上海译文出版社, 2004.

[55] 田德蓓. 论译者的身份[J]. 中国翻译  2000，（6）

[56] 谭载喜. 西方翻译简史[M]. 北京: 商务印书馆, 1991.

[57] 谭载喜. 翻译学[M]. 武汉: 湖北教育出版社, 2000.

[58] 王克非. 关于翻译本质的认识[J]. 外语与外语教学. 1997, (4).

[59] 王岳川. 现象学与解释学文论[M]. 济南: 山东教育出版社, 1999.

[60] 卫茂平,1998. 海德格尔翻译思想试论[A].谢天振. 翻译的理论建构与文化透视[C]. 上海: 上海外语教育出版社, 2000.

[61] 谢天振. 翻译研究的新视野[A]. 青岛: 青岛出版社, 2003.

[62] 谢天振. 翻译的理论建构与文化透视[A]. 上海: 上海外语教育出版社,2000.

[63] 谢天振. 译介学[M]. 上海: 上海外语教育出版社, 1999.

[64] 许渊冲译. 唐宋词一百五十首[Z]. 北京: 北京大学出版社, 1990.

[65] 许钧. 翻译论[M]. 武汉: 湖北教育出版社, 2003.

[66] 杨玲.英汉篇章修辞对比研究中的方法问题[J]. 安徽农业大学学报2004，（2）

[67] 杨宪益, 戴乃迭等译. 宋词[Z]. 北京: 外文出版社, 2001.

[68] 杨自俭，刘学云. 翻译新论[A]. 武汉: 湖北教育出版社, 2003.

[69] 张柏然，许钧. 面向21世纪的译学研究[A]. 北京: 商务印书馆,2002.

[70] 周方珠. 翻译多元论[M]. 北京: 中国对外翻译出版公司, 2004.

[71] 朱跃. 论交际者在非语言语境中的核心的地位[J]. 天津外语学院学报, 2005，（3）

Appendix

                        Publications  

A. 付昌玲. 从解释学法则看译者身份的转换[J]. 合肥：安徽教育学院学报，2005（1），81-83. 

 B. 付昌玲. 关联理论对翻译学研究的贡献与局限[J]. 六安：皖西学院学报，2005（1），102-104.     

PAGE  
1

