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摘 要

近来，翻译的伦理问题成为翻译研究的重点，受到越来越多的翻译

研究者的关注。正如伦理学家们对伦理学有不同的理解，翻译学者们也

不能在翻译伦理的问题上达成共识。本论文探讨解构主义观照下的翻译

伦理。

传统的翻译研究将“忠实”视为翻译的伦理标准。译文要尽量忠实

地再现原文内容和作者的意图。任意的添加或删减都被斥为不忠实的翻

译。虽然近期的翻译研究越来越重视差异，但很多翻译研究者仍将“忠

实”看作翻译的伦理标准，只是对“忠实"的定义，也就是对什么忠实

的问题上有不同看法。随着解构主义对翻译研究影响的深入，应该认识

到仅仅将翻译伦理的研究停留在对“忠实”的重新定义上是远远不够的。

解构主义从根本上颠覆了“忠实"作为翻译伦理标准的理论基础。

本文首先简要论述了列维纳斯的“他者伦理"。解构主义的伦理思

想是对列维纳斯的批判性继承。列维纳斯认为，真正的他者是绝对外在

性的他者，不能被自我和同一性还原、认知和占有。所以，列维纳斯的

伦理就是这种他者和自我之间的关系，是他者对自我的质疑。德里达对

这种“绝对他者"并不完全认同，但列维纳斯对逻各斯中心主义的批判

态度与解构主义一致，并影响了德里达的伦理思想。

解构主义的翻译伦理是解构主义伦理在翻译活动中的映射。解构主

义否定文本具有超验的、唯一的意义，认为意义是文本的作用而并非外

在于文本，只能在阅读中体现出来，即“文本之外别无他物"。这样，

作者无法预设和左右意义，也就是说作者的意图和文本产生的意义之间

会存在差别，甚至相互矛盾。因此，解构主义提出用“双重阅读’’颠覆

对文本的传统解读。解构主义的伦理性就在于这种意义的“不确定性"。

不确定性在解构主义的翻译中就是德里达提出的“相关"的翻译。在双



重阅读中发掘的传统的和反传统的意义都应该在翻译中体现出来。因

此，解构主义的翻译伦理不仅仅是注重不同语言和文化之间差异性的列

维纳斯式的“他者”的伦理，还应该是寻求不同理解方法的“求异’’的

伦理。

文章以韦努蒂的翻译伦理思想为例，分析了解构主义翻译伦理在翻

译实践中的应用。文章认为韦努蒂的翻译研究具有明显的解构主义特

征。其对归化和异化翻译策略的态度以及最后提出的“因地制宜”的翻

译伦理可作为解构主义翻译伦理在文化层面翻译实践中的体现加以评

述。

最后，综合了解构主义翻译伦理对翻译研究和翻译实践的贡献及其

局限性，作者认为解构主义及其伦理思想是一个有力的批评和自我批评

的方法，应当成为翻译工作者破除成见的必备工具。

关键词：解构主义；翻译伦理；德里达；韦努蒂



Abstract

RecentlM more and more translation theorists have noticed the

importance of translation ethics in translation studies．Like each ethical

theorist conceiVes ethics in a personal waM translation meorists cajmot agree

with each other about translation ethics．This thesis is to discuss translation

ethics according t0 deconstmctiVe approach．

1’mditionallM the ethical nom for translation is considered as“fidelit)，，’．

The translation must faith如lly show the original meaning aIld the author’s

intention，or it will be criticized as unfaithml．In spite of the shia of focus

fbm sameness t0 difference in recent translation stlldies，most translation

theorists still hold“fidelity’’as the moral nonn；the distinction is that they

redefine“fidelity’’dif．ferently．But such rede6nition is f打insu币cient，

especially when the philosophical foundation of fidelity is oVerthrown by

deconstlllction．

The thesis first introduces Levinasian ethics of the Other，which is

critically inhented by deconstmctiVe ethics．LeVinas strongly questions the

whole westem philosophical discourse， which he criticizes as the

totalization of the 0ther and othemess．According to him，the real Other is

exteriority'which cannot be reduced to the Same，and which escapes the

cognitiVe powers of the lmowing subj ect．It describes the relation between

the Same and the 0ther．Thus it is also called the ethics of the Other．De币da

does not totally agree with this exteriority’but the LeVinasian ethics has an

obvious influence on him．

Then， the thesis focuses on the ethics of deconstmction， which

influences the translation ethics of deconstrllctiVe approach．Deconstlllction



defies the convention that a text has an exclusive and transcendental

meaning，or in De玎ida’s word，‘‘There is nothing outside of the text’’．It

越gues mat meaning is me e仃ect of language and can only be obtained

through reading or tmnslating．So，deconstmction proposes如“6彪，阳历略

to oVerthrow the traditional understanding of the text．The ethical moment Of

deconstIuction lies in this‘‘undecid￡lbility’’of meaning，which is renected in

t啪slation as the“relevant tmslation"．The traditional and ami-traditional

meaning found in d6“6彪M讲刀g should be both presented in tmIIslation．So，
deconstructive translation ethics is not all about me ethics 0f the oth％

which focuses On diff宅rences between languages and cultures；it is als0

about finding a difrerent way of understanding meaning，which is the ethics

ARer this，V．e肌ti’s thought on translation ethics is taken as an example

to show the application of deconstmctiVe tlanslation ethics in praCtice．

There is an obVious tendency in V-enuti’s translation studies．His discussion

about foreignizing aJld domesticating tmnslation strategies and his“ethics of

location”can be seen as I．ealization of deconstIuctive translation ethics in

translation practice in culturalleVel．

In the end，the author points out that，in spite Of the limit of this

印proach，deconstlllction and its ethicalthought should be considered as a

power如1 weapon of(self-)criticizing for translation theorists．

Key words：deconstmction，translation ethics，DerTida，V色nuti
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Introduction

O．1 MotiVation and Significance

In the histo眄of tI．anslating praCtice and trallslation study’the only

ethical conc印t related with translation is fidelity．In certain degree，therc is

only immonal odginal text a11d no immortal translation．EVer since mere is

traIlslatiOn，the authodal meaIling 0f the original钯灶is se明弱t啪sC锄dcnt，
while the t啪slation and the translator take the scconda巧 positiOn．

1’ranslation ethics in this sense is the ethics of fideli吼Such觚ethics is so

taken for granted that any如nher discussion on this subject is seen弱

redundant．Tllis is why translation ethics，if it is ever noticed，is not the key

point in traditional tmnslation studies．This opinion has never been questioned

until deconstmction in the late 20m centu巧breaks hiemrchical oppositions

like onginal／tmslation，speecⅣwriting，author／translator，etc．
The westem philosophy is rooted in ancient Greek and Hebrew

ciVilization． So，the westem translation theor弘under the shadow of this

ph订osophical thinl(ing，is influenced by logocentrism and the tmslation of

the B汤尾．This is the cause of transcendent meaning of the text and the ethics

of fidelity．But the westem philosophy is not unquestionable． Emmanuel

LeVinas adVocates the attack upon metaphysics and 1090centrism 6-om the

mid一20山century．His thinl(ing can be seen as a predecessor of De币da’s

deconstmction， which originates in France in the late l 960s and is

characte^zed by its rebelling and reVolutiona哕features against structIlralism．

Deconstruction is a strategy Of analysis that has been applied p^marily to

linguistics，literamI．e，and philosophy de矽ing the“bina拶opposition"and the

“onIy t111th"in stmcmralism a11d metaphysics．It shal(es the background of the



ethics of fidelity in translation，and calls for a rethinking on translation and

translation stlldies．

Like westem philosoph弘the traditional westem ethics also originates

行om these two traditions，namely，the Greek tmdition and Judeo-Christian

tradition．In the Greek tradition，ethics was conceiVed as relating to the“good

li佗"．Inqui拶was directed toward discoVering the nature of happiness；

diff．eI．ences of opinion upon the characteristics of the happiest lifIe and the

m铭ns for aChieving it are the main topic of锄cient philosophers．While in the

other tradition，the ideas of righteousness before God锄d the loVe of God雒d

neighbor constitute the substance of morali吼These俩o diVerse traditions，

together wim many other historical and Cultuml factors，produce a multiplicity

of systems in ethics．HoweVer’ethics of deconstruction is not related in either

of these traditions，rather it is an ethics in LeVinasian sense，which regards

、耽stem philosophy as its ta玛et to break down．

Recent translation stlldies witness a§hia of t11e ethics of t11e same toward

the ethics of difference．Many translation theo—sts realize the importance of

the issue of translation ethics．Y_et fIor most translation theories translation

ethics still refers to that of fidelity．This phenomenon is rather paradoxical．

Fidelity cannot solVe the ethical problem in translation all at once，especialIy

in a post—modem background where the traditional ph订osophy is questioned．

So，this thesis tries to work out the new ethics and its theoretical ground in

deconstruction．I beIieVe that deconstmctiVe translation ethics could bring

矗-esh breeze to preValent translation studies．

Besides，in the cu门沱nt context of globaIization，the traditional ways of

thinking are conrespondingly out of date and become inValid； while

deconstmction， with its productiVe power’ could b^ng some li曲t for

researChers tO lOok for new way forward．I think this is especially true for the
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influence of deconstn】ctive translation ethics in tI．anslation studies．

0．2 Approaches and Arrangements

The previous仃anslation stlldies seldom pay attention t0 the ethics of

deconstruction．The author holds the opinion that an ethics of di髋rence based

on deconstmction has its root in the ethical moment of deconstmction．So，

apaIt舶m its introduction and conclusion，this thesis consists of fiVe chapters

弱follow：

In the first ch印ter'this thesis briefly reviews me studi铭on tmnslation

ethics and deconstnlction，and points out mat the relation between ethics and

deconstruction is not brought into preVious translation studies．

Then，in the second ch印ter，the thesis analyzes the ethical moment in

deconstmction，arld shows how deconstruction takes place ethically．Also，the

innuence of LeVinas’s thinking on Den．ida is displayed．

The third chapter carTies out a disCussion of the relation be铆een

deconstn_lction and translation ethics． Deconstmction overthrows the

traditional translation ethics of fidelity and sets up a new ethics of the Other

and di虢rence．

The forth chapter chooses Vbnuti and his a唧ment on translation ethics

to illustrate the印plication of deconstructiVe translation ethics in practice．In

this chapter the present thesis proVes the deconstnlctiVe tendency in 1V．enuti’s

translation stlldy and points out the Value of his work．

In the last chapter'a c^tical Vie、Vpoint is made to show the contnbution

and limitation of deconstIuctive translation ethics．It broadens the mind of

theorists and encourages them to seek new ways of thim(ing．Although it has

obVious demerits，this translation ethics invites researChers to rethink their

stud如ng method and move fonⅣard in translation studies．

3



At last，the thesis draws a conclusion and makes some suggestions for

如rther stlldy．
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Chapter 1

LlteratUre KeVleW
T●● 』1r、 ●

1．1 The Return to Ethics in 11ranslation Studies

“Flowing beneath eve巧human action is the Cu玎ent of emical

significance，and in an ages and places，questions about moral conduct and

moral p曲ciples are posed and aIlswers atteInpted．"(Denise，White觚d

Peter觚end，2006：3)This paItly explains the word“嘲m’’used by Anthony
PyIn in the砌抛幽c咖刀of砀P砌珊肠幻厂’Volume 7，Number 2，2001．It is

harrd to define ethics because of its m【ultiplicity of systems．Theorists like

AIIistotle a11d Kant conceive ethics so din’erently that a tmly meaning如l

conc印tion of it requires a great project of acquaintance with tlle ethical

theories themselVes．Y．et it is genemlly agreed that ethics is a_bout“the study

aIld eValuation of human conduct in the light of moral埘nciples’’(Harris，

William and LeV姒Juditll’l 975：896)．In this sense，translation ethics has a

histo叮as long as that of translation itsel￡yet it was almost inVisible until

l 984，when the French translation theorist Antoine Be咖an proposed this

conc印t in an academic s肿posium． Still，it was“an unhappy word of

over-reaction"untilthe end of the 20m centll巧(Pym，200 l：l 29)．

TraditionalIy'the ethics of translation has oRen been sought for Via the

concept of fidelity(Koskinen，2000：l 3)．Famous dictIJms like￡mdhf幻，B

护口讲幻陀(the translator is a betmyer)and 6P，Z嚣啦／赢托胞(unfaith凡l beauties)

revealthe fact that fidelity is vital and hard to aChieVe in translating．In fact，

most t1．aditional translation studies hold an equiValence—based ethics：

philologicalt啪slation theorists甜empt to explore the author’s attention and

reproduce it in the translation；theorists of linguistic approach think that there
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is a pre-eXisted meaning waiting for a translator to find，and the缸a11slator’s

responsibility is t0 reproduce the original meaning in trailslation by grasping

the transfe币ng mles be俩een俩o languages．As Pym(200 1：1 30)”ts it，“a

strong tI．adition in ethical questions is to consider the缸anslator responsible

for representing a sourCe text or author．If something is in the source but not

in the translation，the translator is at fIault and is thus somehow unethical．”

EVen among the re昕sionists of仃anslation theory’there still seems to exist a

hidden equation mark between fidelity and ethics(Kosl【inen，2000：20)．

There ar℃also some t啪slation theorists who do not want tO touch the

issue of ethics．For exarnple，descriptiVe tmnslation theorists，especially TouⅨ

forcibly avoid ethical aspects in tmnslation studies beCause they believe

setting up m01．al nonns is against the principle of descriptiVe study(ibid：l 8)．

This omission is unf．orcunate because choosing des嘶ption against

prescription is a moral-judgment by itsel￡

HoweVer，since translation is a complicated human act of choosing and

decision-making (ibid： 14)，and eValuation is an indispensable part of

choosing(Bauman，l 993：4—5)；so t啪slators cannot escape the ideological
and cultural constraints which always tilt the translation in one direction or

another．ARer the“cultllral turn，’came onto stage in l 990 with Susan Bassnett

and Andr6 LefbVere’s co—edited book乃诅咒s肠f幻，l，m，fD秒口nd仇，纵陀，

translation studies began to focus on cultural i|mpact and constraints on

translation and on “the la唱er issue of context， histo眄 and

convention”(Bassnett and Lefevere，2004：11)．Current translation studies m(e

feminist and postcolonial theories do not see translation as the reproduction of

the original any more．A compass of fideli哆is far too limited for a translator

to work with in the enVironment of contempora叫world．With the explanatory

power of fidelity petering out，a refonnulation of tmnslation ethics is noeded，
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and a rethinking of translation ethics should be one of the key issues in

today’s translation studies．

1．2 1陪anslation Ethics

Translation ethics can be seen as moral principles that goVem

t啪slators’aCtiVi够BasicallM one can inte印ret a11 translational mles as

ethical decisions(Kosl(inen，2000：l 4)．Since translation involves all l(inds of

panicipants and relations be押een theIIl'translation ethics should be able t0

CoVer an the aspects．

Just as eaCh ethical theorist conceiVes ethics in a personal wa弘

tmslation meorists cannot agree with each Other about translation ethics．

Antonie Beman，the initiator of the conc印t，defines that the properly ethical

aim of the translating aCt is“receiVing tlle foreign as foreign”(Li Heqing，

Huang Hao，Bo Zhenjie，2005：170)．For Venuti(2004：20；1998：25)，the

ultimate ethical implications of translation extend to issues like wo订d peaCe

and democratic geopolitical relations．For Pym，the mOst mnd锄ental aspect

for translators’ethics is the responsibility to the pro氨胬sion(Kosl(inen，2000：

96)．Ⅵmile the feminist tr蜀mslation theorists find translation ethics in

unsettling the receiVed ideas of women’s condition and questioning the

hegemonic power stlllctures of patriarChM postcolonial theorists find it in

unsettling subaltem condition and questioning colonization(ibid：43)．

Chestennan(Pym，200 l：l 30)concludes fiVe approaches to talk about

translation ethics：the ethics of representation(of the source text，or of the

author)，an expending ethics of serVice(based on内16lling a bdef negotiated

with a client)，a more philosophical ethics of communication(focused on

exchanges with the foreigner as Other)，and a norm-based ethics(where

ethical behaVior d印ends on me expeCtations specific to each cultural

7



location)，and an ethics of commitment(an attempt to define the“good”

ideally attained by translation，embodied in an oath that might wOrk as a code

of professional emics for translators)．

These fiVe approaches coVer almost all t11e panicipants and their

relationship in translating process．They行equently oVerlap，and even conflict

in translation practice．Yjet this is what“decision mal(ing"is about，because

only when con6．onted with seVeral co—eXisting noms will the translator need

t0 choose and decide in仃anslating．If merc were only 0nc correct line of

aCtion，follo谢ng it would not require consulting one’s moral conscienCe；but

嬲 soon as there exist more thaIl one option， choosing between them

necessitates moral consideI。ations，and the choice can also be judged by otheI．S

f如m the point of View of ethics and morality(Kosl(inen，2000：l 4)．

Among these approaches， the ethics of representation a11d

communication are the special features that differentiate translation ethics

f而m other印plied ethics． These觚o aspeCts arc the main concem of

deconstnJctive translation ethics，which is the focus of this thesis．

1．3Research of Deconstructive，I’ranslation Ethics

The word“deconstmction”is coined by Jacques De讯da in Fmce in the

late l 960s and is characterized by its rebelling against stmctumlism．As one

of the most innuential theories in the westem academic world，deconstruction

inVolVes the 血ndamental problems in philosophy； linguistics， historM

1iterature，politics and ethics．Holding a sign讯cant position in translation and

ethics studies，deconstllJction has been hotIy discussed by theo^sts in these

fields and greatly innuences the deVelopment of theories there．

With a philosophical origin， deconstn．1ction is inherently related to

translation and ethics．The problem of translation haS a Ve巧essential position

8



in deconstruction，a11d Demda considered it as“the problem of the Ve巧

passage into philosophy，’(De玎ida，l98 l：72)．A1though it seems that Derrida

used trallslation as a tool to solVe philosophical problems since he was not a

t啪slation theorist，deconstmction does open a new direction for translation

studies and make profitable contribution．It influences仃anslation theorists

like Lawrence Ve肌ti，Rosemary A11rojo and Gayatri Chal(1．avony SpiVak，and

proVides theoretical support for feminist and postcolonial translatiOn studies．

It calls for rethinking of tmnslation弱wen as tmnslation ethics．

A1though it is debatable whether Ve肌ti should be labeled as a‘‘purc，’

deconstll】ctionist because of his afjEinities with M鲫【ism and cultIlral

materialism(see Kosl(inen，2000：4 1)，he is the mostly disCussed translation

theodst with deconstmctive tendencies and seen as the representatiVe of this

translation study approach．No one caIl talk about deconstmctiVe translation

theory without mentioning him．His work砀P．S∞玎如居矿7k忍s肠加刀?

乃M趔伽黝舾矿D咖翮∞as the name suggests，is reflection ofhis

translation ethics thought．In his another wo咄7诱P乃Ⅵ以s肠fD，．§』h1，括汤fJ『f纵

he builds his whole theoretical appaml【us around the critique of inVisibility'

which is presently probably the most widely aCc印ted ethical notion in

translation smdies(ibid：98)．

E肋rts have also been made in Kathleen Davis’D卯D以sfⅢcf面疗口咒d

乃讶刀s肠f幻刀to ponray the issue of ethics，or responsibilitM in translation，

which tllms out to be a slim part of the book． In fact，deconstllJctiVe

tr：anslation ethics is indispensable of the ethics of deconstnlction．As Critchley

(1 999：2)puts it，‘‘the pattem of reading pr．oduced in the deconstllJction of
，

philosophical texts has an ethical stmcture：deconstruction‘is’ethical；or to

fomulate the same thOught less ontologically'deconstruction takes plaCe

ethically’or there is duty in deConstlllction．”And the“ethics”here is not

9



understood traditionally．So，a researCh of deconstmctive translation ethics

should be a combination of the deconstlllctive ethics and translation in

context，which is the starting point of this thesis．
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Chapter 2

The Ethics of Deconstruction

The way inⅥ恤ch the question of ethics win be mised within

deconstructive reading will be mrough a，．昭P加幽e朋绷f with the work of

Enlnlanuel Levinas(Critchley'1 999：3)．De币da a11d LeVinas share the same

double仃adition of phenomenology and Judaism， and Derrida iIlllerits

Levinas’s thinl(ing in a critical way As De而da says，“faced witll a thinl(ing

like that of Levinas，I neVer have all objection．I撇ready to subscribe t0

everything that he says．That does not mean that I think t11e s锄e thing in the

s锄e way'but in this respect the di仃erences are Ve巧difhcult to detemine．I

tried to pose a certain number of questions to LeVinas whilst reading hinl'

where it may have been a qHestion of his relation to me Greek五99仍，of his

strategy，or of his thinl(ing with respect to femininity for example，but what

h印pens there is not of the order of disagreement or distance”(ibid：l O)．

These remarks show the importance of LeVinas in De盯ida’s minbng．In fact，

the ethics ofdeconstnlction should be understood in L启vinasian sense．

CoInpared with the tmditional sense of ethics，the L．eVin蕊ian conc印t of

ethics is novel and its meaning is transf．erred，or in De—da’s words，“I belieVe

that when Levinas speaks 0f ethics．一1 wouldn’t say that this has nothing in

common with what has been covered over in this word from Greece to the

Geman philosophy of the l 9th centlHM ethics is wholly other’and yet it is the

s锄e word”(Derrida，l 986，quoted in CritchleM l 999：l 6)．This is why it is

essential to put Levinasian ethics at the starting point of the discussion in this

chapter．



2．1 Levinasian Ethics

LeVinas takes it as his responsibili妙to rethiI墩and criticize the whole

westem philosophical tI．adition，which he considers ont0109ical and cannot

produce the real ethics．For LeVinas，westem philosophy has most oRen been

what he calls“ontology，’，by which he means the attempt to coInprehend the

Being． It consists in suppressing or reducing all foms of othemess by

t啪sInuting their alterity into the Same．The ego，or“I"，is me site for the

咖nsmutation of othemess．Thus philosophy is defined by Levin弱勰the

alch锄y whereby alterity is transmuted into sameness，by means of the

philosopher’s stone of the knowing ego(Critchle弘l999：6)．

If one says that(traditional)ethics occurs as the putting into question of

the ego，the l(Ilowing subject，selfconsciousness，or the Same by the Sel￡

then the Levinasian conc印t of ethics is dbout putting into question of the

Same by the Other．The Other'in LeVinas’s word，is the“alte^ty，’，or

“ext酣。一妒’，Ⅵ，hich cannot be reduced to the Same，and Which escapes the

cognitiVe powers of the knowing subj ect．For him，ethics is cdtique；it is the

critical m括P P以g“劣f幻以of the liberty'spontaneity，and cognitiVe emprise of

the ego that seeks to reduce all othemess to itself(ibid：5)．Rather than ethics

being understood as a traditional and regional component Of philosophical

thill玉(ing，built upon the ground of an ontological or logocentric metaphysics，

LeVinasian ethics di s九】pts ontology or logocentrism．It descnbes the relation

between the Same and the Other．Thus it is alsO called the ethics of the Other．

LeVinas’s thought is about an openness to the Other at the expense of the

Self．the Other“persecutes”the Sel￡leaves no room for escape or eVasion of

respOnsibility：The Self must be hospitable tO the Other’which means t0

welcome the Other’ the stranger and in no small part． This involves

recognizing the othemess of the stranger precisely as othemess，nOt弱some
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Version of one’s own thought． If the traditional philosophy is seen as

extremely selfcentered，LeVinas’s aFgument shows a tendency toward the

other pole．For him，this is the way to eradicate Violence and get rescued，

because the respect of the Other caIl be real only when eve搿self regards the

other as Other．HoweVer，this is a dangerous and paradoxical a玛ument

because it d印ends on the assuInption that the Other，the other Sel￡will

pe晌珊the same ethical Ilom with the Sel￡Although he only demands of

the Self to act morally without exp。cting anyoIle else t0 d0 me s锄e

(K-oshnen，2000：58)，it c锄ot be denied that his book is嘶tten to influence

eVeD，one，including the Other．Tbus LeVinasian ethics does not escape the

logocentrism it tries to de舭This will be mrther explored in 2．3 beloW．

2．2 Ethics of DeconstructiVe Reading

As mentioned above，Levinas’s innuence on Derrida is obVious．

De玎ida’s whole project caIl be seen as a LevinasiaIl one，yet not the sarne．

Deconstnlction is always deconstruction of a text． Derrida’s thinl(ing is

always thinking about a text，and deconstmction is always engaged in reading

a text．An ethical moment is essential to deconstlllctiVe reading，or in other

words，deconstruction takes place ethically．The question is：“How does

deconstmction take place?”This will be answered with the following process．

2．2．1￡·曩多Ds and Logocentrism

The tem Z99仍waLs first promoted by the famous Greek philosopher

Heraclitus．It refers to“speech”，“logic"，“discourse"and“reason”in Greek，

and“the Wrord Of God"in biblical tenlls．Logocentrism is what westem

philosophy has beeI卜the metaphysics of presence，which is the belief in a

transcendent self．presence founded on tlle Z99伽．Wbstem philosophy relieS
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upon oppositions like meaning／form， soul／1)od弘 intuition／expression，

literal／metaphorical，natural／artificial，imelligible／sensible，positiVe／negatiVe，

transcendental／empirical，content／fonn，origina们mnslation，etc(see DaVis，

2004：29)．In such oppositions，as Derrida des嘶bes，there is“not a peacefhl

coexistence of fIacing tems but a Violent hierarChy． One of the teHns

dominates the other，occupies the commanding position”(Culler，2004：85)．

The sup耐or tenn belongs to the 269∞and is a hi曲er presence，a11d tlle

infedor tcr】m makes a fall．Logocen伍sm thus私铋m懿the priod哆of the first

teml舳d conceives thc seCOnd in他lation t0 it，勰a cOmplicatiOn，a negatiOn，

a manifestation，or a disllJption of the first．

Logocentrism is phonocentrism，which presumes that the Voice，ORen

associated with breath and spirit，“has a relation of essential and immediate

proximity with the mind’’(Derrida，l 967：11)．It suggests that the speaker’s

consciousness is a如lly isol￡lble self--presence，an independent self．-identity：

Speech has been understood as the diI．ect expression of this pI℃sence and the

tnml of its meaning．In speech there is already mediation but the signifierS

dis印pear as soon as mey are uttered；they do not obtmde，and the speaker can

explain any ambiguities to insure that the thought has been conVeyed．Wnting，

on the other hand，is understood as a deriVed system that simply represents

speech in the 2lbsence of the speaker．Thus it breaks the unity of consciousness

and poses a threat to the conVeyance of truth．This is why philosophers do not

think philosophy should be wnting．W|estem philosophy treats writing as a

means of expression which is at best in．eleVant to the thought it expresses and

at worst a ba币er to that thought．As Richard Rorty puts it，“for philosophy'

writing is an unfor吡nate necessity；what is really wanted is to show’to

demonstrate，to point out，to exhibit，to make one’s interlocutor stand at gaze

before the world⋯．1n a mature science，the words in which the investigator
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‘writes up’his results should be as few and as trallsparent as possible’’(Culler'

2004：90)．This甜itude is not held by natllral scientists only．Saussure posits a

typicallogocentric relation be觚een speech and writing：While speech is

“natural’’，writing is“artificial"；speech foms the“tme bond"of unit)，in

language，Ⅵ，hile the bond of writing is“fictitious”and“superficial"；speech

presents language directly， but writing obscures a11d disguises language

(Saussure，2001：32，25，30)．

Tb break down logocentrism or phonocentrism is an aim shared by

Levinas and De而da．It is of劬d锄enta“mportance for t11e noVel LcIvin撕孤

ethics and De仃ida’s deconstmctiVe proj ect．

2．2．2 Dif托rence and T】race

Derrida inherits Saussure’s description of language as a system of

di虢rences：

The conceptual side of Value is made up solely of relations锄d dia柏lccs wim

rcspect to me other t锄s oflaIlgIlage，and t11e s锄e c锄be said ofitS matcrial side．

Ev叼恤ing that h嬲been said up t0 mis point boils dow．Il t0 t11is：in l锄guage tllere

are only di‰ces．EV铋more iIIlportaIlt：a di侬彻cc geIlerally illlplics positiVc
t锄s beMeen which the di丘．ercllce is set up；but iIl l锄guage there arc only

di毹reIlc骼wimout positiVe t锄s．Wh甜l盯we tal(e t11e si舯ified or me si印ifi％

laIlguage has neither ideas nor sounds that cXistcd bef．0re me linguistic system，but

only conc印tual and phonic di毹rences tllat haVe issucd舶m me syst锄．ne id％

or phoIlic substallce that a si印C0ntains is of less impoft纽Cc th锄tlle other si口s

that sun∞und it．(Saussure，200l：117·118)

Consequently'De仃ida obserVes，the signi6ed concept is neVer present，or a

present，in and of itsel￡rather’“eVe哕concept is insc五bed in a chain or in a

system within which it refers to the other’to other conc印ts，by means Of the
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systematic play of difrerences"(Davis，2004：1 3)． In this sense，there are

only signifiers，sinCe each signifier refers not to a signified presence outside

of language，but to other signifiers．As a result，meaning is an efrect of

language，not a p^or presence merely expressed in language．Deconstnlction

rejects the ideas that meaning is before orbeyond language．

In order to describe the inte印retation of meaning in this sense，it is

necessa哆to bring f．o珊ard the abstract conc印t of trace．As Derrida eXplains

in尸Dsff国咒s：

Wheth盯in me ordcr ofsplokeIl or writtcn dis00lIrSe，Im cl锄饥t啪fhnction鹪

a si印without ref-erring t0锄other element which itself is肿t simply present．This

inte刑ea啊ng results in eaCh“el锄∞t，'_-phon∞锄or聊hem卜曲eing constituted
on tlle b捌s of the t1．ace wimin it of me other eleIllents of nle chain or sySt锄．This

interweaVin吕is the text produced only in me栅lsfo册ation of锄other text．

Noming，neither锄ong the eleITlents nor within the systeIIl，is锄ywhere eVer simply

preSent or a_bsent．There are only’eVerywhere，diff旨ences and trac岱of traces．(ibid：

16)

A signi研ng element which is present is always related to those elements

which are absent，and traCe is the“place’’where their relation is marked．With

ref-erring t0 other elements，no element is缸lly odginal；also，eVery text must

car叮traces of preVious texts．Pursuing meaning is not a matter of reVealing

some hidden presence that is already there；rather’it is relentless tracking

through an always moVing play of di毹rences．

In this sense．De州da’s famous remark“There is nothing outside of the

text”(Derrida，l 967：l 63)means that the general text is a limitless network of

diffIerentially ordered signs which is nOt preceded by any meaning，presence

or transcendental sign湎ed，but rather which constitutes each of the latter

(C^tchley'l 999：26 1)．In this way’text is released fIrom the restriction of the
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timeless presenceⅥ，hich it is supposed to r印resent，and this consequently

causes significallt change in reading and comprehending and eventually

translating．

2．2．3 Authorial Intention

As mentioned before， writing has been seen not only a deVice of

representation but also a distortion of speech．This judgment is as old弱

philosophy itsel￡In砌口e咖淞Plat0 condcIIllls writing笛a bastardized f0咖

of C0mmunicatiOn；s印撇tod f如m thc father Or moment of origin，writing can

giVe rise to all sorts of misunderstaJldings since the哪aker is not merc to

explain t0 the listener what he has in mind．Although this Viewpoint is

logocentdcal，it holds the same argument with Demda that the aumor’s

intention(if it exists)is distorted in t11e text．Of course the reasons are

For Plato and many other philosophers，writing is extemal and

nontranscendental，and the threat posed by writing is that the operations of

what should be merely a means of expression might affect or infect the

meaning it is supposed t0 represent．HoweVer’to say an author intends to

conVey certain meaning in the text is tO assume that the meaning pre—exists

the text．Since meaning is the eff-ect of language，it cannot pI．ecede and be

extracted疗．om the latter．So，the author’s intended meaning“must await being

said or written in order to inhabit itsele and in order to become，by differing

f而m itsele what it is：meaning”(DaVis，2004：53)．And because the

signi助ng elenlents present in the text is ref．erring to锄d car咖ng traces of

other elements，the author’s intended meaning always get failed in the moVing

play of di虢rences．

Besides，the concept of intention is also problematic．A pre—existing
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intention can be pr．o(1uced only by a self：．identical intending subIject outside

the system of difrerences，y锐this is impossible because“there is nothing

outside of text’’．As Derrida puts it，“the‘subj ect’of writing does not exist if

we mean by that some soVereign solitude of the author．The subj ect of writing

is a system of relations between strata’’(ibid：57)．The author caIⅡ10t如nction

as ahistorical，isolated identities，and an author’s work is“not the result of

spontaneous inspiration，but is tied to the institutional systems of the time and

space oVer which the indiVidual 硼thor h弱 littlc C0ntrol of awarelle姆’

(Gentzler'2004：l50)．Tlle陀fore，thc intended meaning of a text can not bc

transcendental a11d only eme唱es邪it is read or translated．

2．2．4 D0uble Reading

Deconstmction takes places ethically， and what takes place in

deconstllJction is reading．Now it comes to answer the question of how

deConstruction takes place．

、Ⅳhat distinguishes DeconstmctiVe I．eading with the reading in general

conc印t is dfD“6彪，幽咖，namely’a reading that interlaces at least two motifs
or layers of reading，most 0Ren by first repeating what Derrida calls“the

dominant interpretation’’of a text in the guise of a commenta哆and second，

within and through this repetition，leaVing the order of commenta哆and

opening a text up tO the blind spots or ellipses within the dominant

inte叩retation(Critchley' l 999： 23)．The author’s intended meaning，as

mentioned aboVe，relying on the play of difFerences，could be Veiled，which

means that tllc author did not mean to say what he actualIy said in a text．Thus

therIe is space or distance between the authorial intention and the text，

be铆een what the author commands and fails to command in a language．This

is the space that deconstmctiVe reading occupies．
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The first l妁rer of double reading，the dominant inte印retation，is也e

讹ditionallogocentric reading which is the ta唱et of deconstruction．Although

it“has always only protected a11d has never opened a reading"，it is the

“indispensable guardrail’’ in critical production (ibid．)． This dominant

inte印retation of a text in reading can aVoid to“say just an”hing at all"，and

De币da has never“acc印ted sa姐ng，or being encouraged to say'just anything

at all"(Derrida，1 967：l 58)．The seCond moment of double reading is the

oVe啪ming of me dominant inte印retation． It brings the text into

contradiction with itself by opening its intended meaning to an alterity which

goes against what the text wants to say or mean．De丌ida ORen aniculates this

double reading around a semantic ambiValence in the usage of a particular

word，like．，聊厶锄绷f in Rousseau，or础口删口切刀in Plato’s砌口谢≯凇．

“Languages are made to be spoken；writing seryes only as a supplement

to speech，"writes Rousseau(see Culler’2004：l 02)．Forhim，the supplement

is 锄 inessential extra， added to something Complete in itsel￡ But a

supplement is something that completcs or makes an addition；it is added in

order to Compensate for a lack in what was supposed to be complete in itsel￡

These似o di虢rent meanings of supplement are liI墩ed in a powe向llogic，

and in both meanings，the supplement is presented as exterior'foreign to the

essential natllre of that t0 which it is added．These two meanings are both at

work．

According to the second meaning，writing is added to speech only if

speech is not a seIf．sumcient，natural plentitude，only if there is already in

speech a lack or absence that enables writing t0 supplements it．For De币da，

Rousseau’s Va^ous extemal supplements are called in to supplement precisely

because there is already a lack in what is supplemented，an originallack(ibid：

103)．
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For example，Rousseau discusses eClucation as an extemal addition t0

nature，which is in principle complete．But the description of this supplement

reVeals an iIlherent lack in natllre：nature must be completed by education；the

right education is needed if human nature is to eme玛e as it tmly is．The logic

of supplement thus makes nature the prior tem，a plentitude that is there at

the stan，but reVeals an inherent lack or absence within it，so that education

becomes an essential condition of that which it supplements．

What De而da finds in Rousse绷is锄锄dless chain of supplemeIltS．

Wnting is a supplement t0 speech，but speeCh is al陀ady a suppl锄cnt(t0

children’s wealmess，for example)．In this sense，efrects of the o—ginal are

made pOssible by supplementation．So，the seC0ndaw position of writing硒

supplement is deconstructed；writing is needed and called for by speech．

Similarly'deconstnlctionists rega订translation as supplement to the original，

which will be discussed in chapter three．

In-％口8dpz博writing is described as a p办口，-聊cz足D刀，which means bOth

“remedy'’(a remedy for weakness of memory)and“poison'’．Socrates treats

writing as a dangerous dmg，although it is inVented as a remedy for human

beings．This double meaning of p^口—竹口ZrD刀pIIoVes essential to the logical

placement of wnting as a supplement：it is an artificial addition which Cures

and infects．，惕口朋口勋刀is closely related to础口朋口妇螂(magician，sorCerer'

prisoner)，a tem that is applied in the dialogues to Socrates as well as to

others．1’o his interlocutors Socrates is a magician who works by indirection

and enchantment；in a strange town he would swiRly be arrested as a sorcerer；

and in Athens when he is an?ested and led to drink poison p^口厂Jw口』面以)it is

for seduction of youth．

Though writing and the p^口，．m口幻啊were presented as anifice ma唱inal

to the order of reason and nature，the signi蜘ng relations imply a reVersal of



tms order and the identification of philosophy as a partic．ular detennination of

the p^a，．7”如，z．The p^口，，”口幻，l has no proper or deteminate character but is

rather the possibility of both poison and remedy．So，as Derrida argues，“the

p办口，．m以勋刀 is ‘ambiValent’because it constitutes the element in which

oppositions are opposed，the moVement and play by which each relates back

to the other’reVerses itself and passes into the other：(sou们)ody，goo出eVil，

inside／outside，memory／fo唱et向lness，speeCh／writing，etc．)．It is on the bases

of this play or this moVement that Plato establishes thc oppositions 0r

distinctions．1’lle加口朋口幻万is tlle moVement，the locus，锄d the play(the

production)of di仃erence”(see ibid：l 43)．

De币da’s r锶ding of Saussure’s CD“坶P觑＆刀P厂口J『￡伽∥括比譬is also

deconstmctiVe． There is 锄 a伍mation of logocentrism in Saussure’s

ar{弘ment．The conc印t of the sigIl itself is based on a distinction between the

sensible and the intell酒ble．The signifier exists to giVe aCcess to the signified

and thus seems to be subordinated to the conc印t 0r meaning that it

communicates．He also relegates writing to a seconda巧and de—VatiVe stams，

and maintains that“the object of linguistic analysis is not defined by the

combinatiOn of the written word and the spoken word：the spoken alone

constitutes the object”(Saussure，200 l：23-24)．But Saussure’s analysis of the

nanlre of signs leads to the conclusion that signs are the product of a system

of difrer．ences．Sound itsel￡he argues，cannot belong to the linguistic system，

and“in the linguistic system there are only difrerences，without positiVe

te咖s” (ibid： l 20)． This is a powe晌l critique of Iogocentrism． Thus

Saussure’s disCourse deconstructs itsel￡a11d his aFgument leads to the reVersal

that speech is a fo硼of、Vriting．According to the chamcteristics traditionally

attributed to writing，such邪iterabili吼speech can be seen as a foml of

、砸ting because only when it is r印eatable can it mnction弱a signi6er(see
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Culler，2004：10l一102)．

So we can see that in spite of Rousseau，Plato and Saussure’s attitude

toward、vriting，their argument on the seconda拶position of wnting is

selfdeconstmctiVe．In fact，the Value and f．orCe of a teXt may depend to a

considerable extent On the way it deconstmcts the philosophy that supports it．

That is what makes deconstmctiVe reading productiVe and necessary．

2．3 Summary

Both L时in鹊and Dcrrida’s thinl(ing aim at disrupting the wcst咖

philosophical tradition，i．e．，the aCtiVity of assimilating all otherIless t0 the

Same，or logocentrism；but their ways of thinking are dif．ferent．The cmx Of

their disagreement，as De盯ida writes，is that“the attempt to aChieve an

opening towam the beyond of philosophical discourse， by means of

philosophical discourse，which Can neVer be shaken ofr completely'cannot

possibly succeed within language’’(Culler'2004：133)．That is to say'the only

language available for Levinas to disrupt philosophy is that of philosophy'or

logocentrism；when philosophy is down，its language must go down with it．

Thus the paradox is that he has to use the resources of metaphysical discourse

eVen when he tnes to promote their dispIacement．

Unlike LeVinas，although inflicted by the same problem，Den‘da seeks tO

deconstruct logocent^sm within itself、^men it refers to the“goal"or“aim’’

of deconstIuction，he wntes(1 967：l 6 l—l 62)：“Wb wanted to attain the point

of a certain exte—o—ty with respect to the totality of the logocent^c epoch．

From this point of exteriority a certain deconstruction of this tOtality cOuld be

broached．’’It is f}om such a point of exteriority that deconstruction could cut

into or penetrate the totality'thereby displaCing it．The goal of deconstruction，

therefore，is t0 locate a point of othemess within philosophical orlogocentric



conc印tllality and t11en t0 deconstnlct this conc印tuality f如m that position of

alteri够It is at this point to understalld幽I“6彪陀口讲”g properly：it is either

comnleJlta巧or inte印retation；rather it enacts a destabilization of the stability

of the dominant inte印retation or intemional sel￡understanding of a text(see

Critchle弘1999：257)．Deconstmction如nctions as a constant remainder that

eve巧approach haS its reVerse side，that eve巧Vision is limited．What is seen

is always haunted by what remains unseen(Kosbnen，2000：27)．The ethical

moment in deconstmction lies in‘～ndeCidability，’，or the anempt t0 breal(the

uniVocality which risl【s aIl end of humaIl thought．There should be more thaIl

one way of thinl(ing，wim difjf’erent Voices co-existing and competing．

Thus I should argue that LeVinas makes a t凇sfomation舶m ethics of

sameness toward ethics of the 0ther'focusing on the ethics of communication

which deals wim exchanges with the foreigner硒Other；while DerTida makes

it more toward ethics Of diff．erences，focusing on the ethics of r印resentation

of the sourCe text．Both of these two t啪sformations cause significant change
in translation studies．



Chapter 3

Deconstruction and TIranslation Ethics

A1tllough Demda is nOt a trarlslation theorist and deconstruction is not a

translation meOry’the problem of translation is never如lly absent in Derrida’s

texts．According to Derrida，an of philosophy is centrally concemed with the

notion of t啪slation：“the origin of philosophy is仃anslation or the tllesis of

traIlslatability"(Gentzler’2004： l 47)．As ethics，traIlslation，觞well硒

translation ethics，unde玛oes a tmsfonnatiOn by deCons屯mction．

3．1 The oVerthrow of Fideli锣

Althou曲in comemporary translation theories the notion of ethics is

onen touched upon，and many tI．anslation theorists with a Variety of difrerent

theoretical backgrounds stress the need to rethink tlle issue of ethics，the

supremacy of fidelity is still holding its own．It seems that fidelity is still

perceived嬲the word to be used in speaking about t砌slation and ethics．For

example，Sher巧Simon’s inte叩retation of the feminist Version of fidelity is

that，instead of being faith如l to the author or the reader，fidelity is to be

directed towards the、V—ting project itself(Simon，200 l：309)．In other words，

eVen if there is among f．eminist translators“de印suspicion of rules de6ning

fidelity’’(ibid：3 l 5)，the explanato巧power of fidelity itself is not tn】ly

questioned as long as the rules for definition are agreed on．So，what really

h印pens is redefinitions of fidelity．Y．et today’s translation theo巧requires

much mor-e than this．

Fidelity relies on the presupposition that there is pre-existing meaning，a

I．emote t11Jth，in the o^ginal text(ibid：32 1)．The logocentric bina巧opposition



that s印arates language and meaning is the theoretical ground of fidelity．It is

belieVed that the source text has a deteminable meaning which can be

tmslated into another system of signification．The translator’s task is to

印proach and reproduce mis meaning．Thus，in traJlslation stIldies，what has

been mainly focused on is the issue such as whether a ta唱et text is faim缸l Or

nOt．

Such a tl?anslation ethics is overthrown with the deconstlllction Of

logocent—cal bin撕够AcC0rding to deConstmction，signifie鹉only他fIer to

other signifiers rather than to some signified presence，锄d Ineaning is锄

e虢Ct of language，generated through play of di蜀衙ences．Theref-ore，it cannot

be simply extracted fbm 1anguage aIld仃．ansfe丌tⅪ．This does not mean that

texts are untranslatable，rather that the source text for仃-anslation is already a

site of multiple meanings and intert咖al crossings．In this sense，the author
cannot control the play of di虢rences to make sure his intended meaning

conVeyed； also， the translator can neVer simply re—present an intended

meanmg．

Ultimately， in the perspectiVe of deconstmction，wherc there is no

meaning before or beyond texts，or no intended meaning can be found in

I．eading or translating，ethics of：fidelity loses its theo-etical background in

translation studies．

3．2 Deconstruction on 1’ranslation

De—da’s argument about translation can be found in many of his works，

附o of which are chosen here to illustrate his main opinion on translation．But

the discussion should start with Benjamin， who is considered as the

predecessor of deconstfllctiVe translation，and his f．amous essay on translation，

“The佻k of the Tf独slato，’，which proposes the concepts of‘‘aflerlif．e'’and



‘‘pure language"that influence De而da’s thinking．

3．2．1 Benjamin’s‘‘The Task of the Translator’’

In llis f．amous essay“The 1’ask of tlle 1、r乏mslatof’，a preface to his l 923

translations of Baudelair，s勋6切溉砌廊砌s，Walter Benj锄in shows a

deconstmctiVe attitude toward tra【Ilslation． He revises the origina价mslation
relation and advances the conc印t of“pure language”． His thought 0n

t瑚slation innuenced that of De耐氓a11d his essay is oRen cited by De玎ida

aIld most deconstmctive t啪slation theorists．

According t0 Be巧撇in，the tmslation is not d印endent upon the

original for its existenCe；rather，the original d印ends upon the translation for

its suⅣiVal(Davis，2004：40)，and the臼．anslation is the“aRerlife”of the

original：“Translations that are more than tmsmissions of subject matte，’，
writes Benjamin，“come into being when in the course of its surviVal a work

has reached the age of its fIame⋯．The life of the originals attains in th锄to

its eV*reIlewed latest and most abundant flowing"(Benjamin，l 969：72)．

Derrida also adopts Benjamin’s tem“surviVal"to explain how traIlslation

modifies or supplements the original．The“task"of the t砌slator'argues

Demda，adopting Benjamin’s a唱ument，is no less than to insure the surviVal

of language and，by extension，the surviVal of life，and his essay is about

giVing life，t啪sfomling the sourCe text so that it“liVes on，’，that it“liVeS

more and better’’，that it liVes“beyond the means of the authof’(Gentzler，

2004：1 62—3)．

Benj枷in also claims that translation has nothing to do with

communicating content or info砷ation． Rather' it “uItimately serves the

pu印ose of expressing the central reciprocal relationship between languages”

(ibid．)．He argues that pursuing faith凡lness is not the pu巾ose of tI-anslation：
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“Instead of resenlbling the meaning of the original，(a tr．anslation)must

loVingly and in detail inco印orate the original’s mode of signification，thus

making both the original and the translation reCognizable as舒agments of a

greater language，just as fIragments are part of a Vessel"(ibid：79)．The whole

Vessel， for Benj amin，is the language of God，or the“pure language，’．

“Languages are not strangers to each oth订’(ibid：73)，they are pale shadows

of the diVine language． Benjamin defines this diVine language弱“【A】

supmhistorical kinship of languages【which】rests in the intention undedying

each language as a whole一锄intention，however，which n0 single language

can甜ain by itselfbut、柚ich is realized only by the total时of their intentions

supplementing each other：pure language'’(ibid：74)．

In this sense，For Benj锄in，the task of the translator is to“release in his

own langUage that pure language which is under the speU of another’to

liberate the language imprisoned in a work in his re-creation of that wofk’’

(ibid：80)．In order to accomplish this task，the translator should not t巧to

conVert a foreign language into his own，but，on the contra嘎should let his

own language be power如lly affected，eVen penetmted，by the foreign one．

Johnston(1 992：45-6)argues that this notion of a“pure language’’has

t、Ⅳo如nctions．One is to designate a language of pure meaning uniVocity

unobscured by the mediation of any particular language．Thus this notion

implies a theological View of language．The other is to grasp the dif-ferentiaI

and diacnrical natllre of all languages， because the essential nature of

1anguage only becomes Visible in and through diff．erences in particular

languages．For Benjamin，a translator should tq to ke印the di flference of

language in tmnslation rather than suppress it．

Although Benjamin’s a玛ument on translation has an obvious

deconstructiVe mne，his aim is nOt quite the same with that Of deconstruction



theorists．For Benj锄in，translation is the way to reVeal or approach me“pure

language”，which has a theological tinge．His dismission of the tradition

relation between original and tmslation does not change tlle f．act mat he stiU

holds the smct bina巧opposition of them．Besides，the conc印t of“pure

language" is in connict with deconstmction， which demonstrates the

necessarily plural nature of language，and insists that the notion of a pure

tongue or uniVersal language is ultimately totalit撕aIl(see DaVis，2004：45)．

Anyway'the influence of his thought about臼唧【lslation in“The疋塔k of thc

TraIlslato，’is sigIlificant．It challenges traditional纰mslation studies and

beconles the starting point of Derrida’s most famous and most quoted essay

on tmslation，“Des Tburs de Babel”．

3．2．2“Des r]rourS de Babel"

Following Benjamin’s“The 1、ask of the 1’ranslato，’， this essay is

interwound with Benjamin’s and Derrida’s Voices．It stans f-rom the Babelic

curse and the word“task"．

The story of the Tower of Babel，which is about the origin of languages，

is f．rom the Bi6彪：

Now the whole earnl had one l觚guagc锄d me s锄e words．And鹊mey

mi伊ated舶m tlle east，mey c锄e upon a plain in the l觚d 0f SKnar and settled

merc．And mey said t0 one锄om％“Come，let uS make bricks，and b啪thenl

thoroughly．”And they had brick for stone，and bitumen for mort托Then they said，

“Come，Iet uS build ourSelV懿a city，锄d a tower witll it in the heaVens，锄d let us

make a n锄e for ourselV懿；ot}lerwise we shall be删ered abmad upon the f．ace of
tIle whole earth．”The Lord c锄e down t0 see t11e cit)，锄d the tower'which mortals

had built．And tlle Lord said，“Look，mey黜one people，锄d they haVe all one

l锄guage；锄d tIlis is 011ly tlle be舀眦ing of what tlley will d0；nothing that mey



propose to do will now be impossible f．0r th锄．Come，let uS 90 down，觚d con向se

tlleir l锄gllage there，s0 that mey will not u11derstand one another’s SpeeCh．”So廿1e

L0rd scaltercd th锄abroad肋m there oVer me face of all the e训h，aIld mey leR off

building tlle ci够There向re it w缎called Babel，because there the Lord con如sed the

lallguage of allⅡle eanh；锄d舶m therc me Lord sc甜ered mem abroad over me

f．aCe of all the earth．

According to this sto以there was only one language in the beginning．

This他minds us of Benjamin’s argum∞t that languag终are∞gment3 of the

“pure language’’．Y．Ct it is not nly place here t0 discuss whether there is a

theological character of this tenn．Der矗da’s essay focuses particularly on the

proper name that typicany r印resented by“Babel"．

“Babel’’，which origins仔om Hebrew，originally means con如sion，as it is

shown in the biblical story；but it cannot recall such a meaning to the readers

without Hebmic background．Besides，aus a proper name，‘‘Babel”does not

refer to a unique referent．De币da cited the French translation of the Bf6彪by

Choumqui，who attempted to be literal．This Version renders：‘‘Sur quoi【la

Ville】订clame son nom：BaVel，Con如sion”(Over which【the cit)，】he

proclaims his／its name：Bavel，Conmsion)(DaVis，2004：11)．According to

Den．ida， “Babel'’ is the name of both the city and Of God， and thus

demonstrates the possibility of language naming an identity that exists before

0r outside context；God is seen as a deconst九1ctionist，f．or He interrupts the

constmction of the 1’ower of Babel．This is not merely deconstruction of a

building；it is also deconstruction ofthe assumption that words or signs haVe a

one·to．one correspondence with a referent that exists before or outside

language．God preVents the Shemites矗。om“making a name”for themseIves

and brings“conmsion”into their language：“At the same time as God giVes

his name to the sons of Shem，He loses it as a properly proper name’’(Davis，



2004：12)．

LiterallM“The 1’ask of the Translator’implies that the tmslator is in

debt；he must commit the du锣giVen to him．For De玎ida，this“debt’’，or

“du可’，h印pens be觚een tlle original teXt and the缸狮slation rather than

between the author aIld the tmnslator．111e authOr does not giVe mealling，or

tmth，to the translator so that the latter must render it back．Rather，De币da

re—defines tmnslation as a commitment，a duty'a debt，aIld a responsibili妙

(Derrida，1 985：l74-1 75)．The t啪slation is called for by the original text；it

supplements也e ori西nal．God’s int锄ption makes lallguage doomed to be
traJlslated．He forbids and allows translating at the Same time．For De币da，

translation is an inescapably dual actiVity．It is goVemed by“the law imposed

by the name of God who in one s仃oke commands aIld forbids you to traIlslate

by showing and hiding舶m you the limit”(ibid：204)．That is to say’

t砌slation is both necessa巧and impossible．Y已t this does not mean that

translation cannot h印pen；rather'it means that t啪slation cannot resolVe me

debt on it．

In Derrida’s弘gument，the originaltext is equally indebted：‘‘The original

is the first debtor'the first petitioner；it begins by lacking arld by pleading for

tI．anslation"(ibid： l 84)．The original text is indebted because it is not a

self二sumcient entity and need to be suppI锄ented，or in De币da’s words，“it is

because at the origin it was not there without fault，如ll，complete，total，

identical to itself’’(ibid：l 88)．The“mobility’’or“f≥Iult"in the original is what

Derrida has desc“bed as破脬厂口，l卯，the signi研ng moVement in language

wheI-eby the signified is an ef诧ct of relations and differences along a

potentially endless chain of signifiers and therefore is always di脆rential and

def蚤oI℃d，neVer present as a unity(V_enuti，l 992：7)．HoweVer’no transIation

can eVer exhaust the translation possib订ity because translation， like t11e
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original or any Other text，is nOt selfsumcient either．In this sense，“the

t啪slation will tmly be a moment in the growth of the original，which will

complete itself in enla玛ing itselP’(ibid．)．This might explain why Delljda

r印eatedly stresses me unfinishness of translation．I shall argue that me

original text calls for not a single translation，but a process of仃anslation and

re．translation．

In“s essay’and every other essay o仆is on translation，Derrida tries to

change the seConda可position Of transIation．A tmnslator山les not extract

pre—existing and stable meanings f而m the originaI text'but舯0duces a new

text which is productiVe、Ⅳriting．Yret productiVity doeS not allow豫ndom

、Ⅳ订ting．A的nslation called for by the sourCe text must haVe a particular

relationship with the latter．This relationship，in my opinion，is best described

in Derrida’s another essay：“What is a‘relevant’Translation?’’

3．2．3“What is a‘Relevant’Translation?’’

In“Qu’est·ce qu’une translation‘releVant’?”(tmslated by L抓鹏nce

Venuti as“、枷at is a‘Relevant’1’ranslation?’’)，Derrida makes a description of

the“releVant’’translation through a discussion of“mercy，’in Shakespeare’s

The Merchnnt西讫nice．

A relevant translation，De币da(ibid：l 77)observes，is taken to be one

that does its job“while inscribing in the receiving lang_uage the most彤尼wz小

equiValent f．or an original，the language that is砌P，”Dsf right，appropriate，

pertinent，adequate，opportune，pointed，uniVocal，idiomatic，and so on”．Such

a translation requires an economy which is double and contradictory，namely'

the economy of p唧∈哪and the economy of q“口以f露)， (see ibid： l 78)．

According to the 11Jle of“proper妒’，translation is an“attempt at appropriation

which aims to transport home，in its language，in the most印pro砸ate way
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possible，in me most releVant way possible，me Inost proper meaning of me

originaltext’’(ibid：1 79)．1hnslation in也is sense would如lly，exhaustiVely，

tr趾sfer everything in the source text．Yet it would de矽the rule of‘‘quanti妒’，

which requires that me tmnslation“be g“日，z打搬打w纱equiValent to the original，

印art fbm any paraplu镪e，explication，explicitation，analysis，and the like，’

(ibid．)．

Such a comradicto巧situation calls for an ethical perfonnance Of

decision一撇king．触JolIIl Caput0 puts it，“DeCision-撇king【．．．】pos“iVely

d印ends upon undecidabili吼whiCh giVes。us sometKng to decide’’(Davis，

2004：5 1)．Undecidabili哆should not be C0n向sed with indetenninaC弘or that

nothing caIl be done．Only when f-acod with an impOssible decision d0 we

deCide．In Derrida’s words，‘‘a decision that didn’t go through the ordeal of the

undecidable would not be a丘．ee decision，it would only be the pro铲ammable

application or unfolding of a calculable process”(Derrida，l 990，in Davis，

2004：94)．A decision cannot be justified by appeal to pre-existing nonns，

rules orlaws．In a decision，there needs to be a moment of suspense．The

decision may reamrm a pre·existing 11Jle or law，but not through paussiVe

confomity or mechanistic application．For De耐da，noms and conVentions

and other collectiVely fomulated standards can only o虢r limited ethical

guidelines． HoweVer' these guidelines cannot be oVerlooked．W|e camlot

blindly rely on them or uncritically follow them．Undecidability'or what

Derrida calls the experience of印D，．缸，makes it impossible to reach perfectly

just or moral decisions．

Y．et the decision haS to be made．A decision always inVolVeS satisfaction；

someone’s economy is served at the expense of someone else．This is also true

with the tI．anslating process．

As discussed in‘‘Des TIours de Babel"，translation is defined勰a debt，
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which is just 1ike the one bond be帆een Shylock and Antonio in

Shakespeare’s stoⅨIn this contract，money is equal With a pound of flesh

(without blood)．This contract is legal y就cannot be paid．W11ile Shylock

insists that the bond with the merCham Antonio cannot be changed or undone，

Portia a理皿es against strict application of justice as de6ned through codified

law，and declares：“Then must the Jew be merci如1”(Demda，200 l：1 86)．A

“relevant’’仃anslation，in De玎ida’s sense，would pe疵m t啪slation in the

way that，like Ponia in thc st0眄says，“meI’Cy seaso腿justice'’．F0r De而da’

also in Ponia’s a曜：ument，“mercy”acts as tlle IeaV∞ing agellt，like the

seasoning that enhances the taste，liRing it above itself s0 that‘‘justice is eveII

more just，it tmscends itsel￡it is spiritualized by rising and thus liRing itself

aboVe itself，’(ibid： l 96)．“ReleVe?’，in Dell五da’s opinion，caITies all these

aspects，and he proposes it as a translation of‘‘seasons"．

However'De耐da r印eatedly emphasizes that his translation is not a real

translation，not to say a“releVant"one，and the most relevant tmslation is the

one most impossible to be releVant(see ibid：194)．He cautiously avoids the

possibility of making one tr觚slation better than or superior to the others．This

may be why he does not giVe a clear answer to the question in the title．

Anyway’it can be leamt仔om this essay that a“releVant’’translation，in

De丌ida’s sense，should f01low traditional rules，laws and conVentions in the

first moment，and 1iR beyond these already established possibilities later．The

later moment deconstructs rather than destroys the first one；in other words，

what is de{1ed is kept in translation．

3．3 The Ethics of the Other and the Ethics of Dif琵rences

The ethics of the Other is rather Levinasian than deconstructive，

although it has a deconstnlctiVe甜imde towards logocentrism and proposes a



new way of thinking．7rhere is，as discussed in chapter 2，disagreement

between Derrida and Levinas．

For Levinas，languages can be translated because they refer to a t11ird and

all encompassing category'a whole Vessel，which is experience itself that is

shared by eve巧“human being"(Eaglestone，2005：1 3 1—1 32)．This argument

is Ve巧similar to Benj锄in’s‘‘pure language”，which is criticized of being

“ultimately totalit撕an”(sec Davis，2004：45)．Also，for Derrida，such an

experience is an empiricism that is only a“dream"that“must Vanish at

daybreaI【，懿sOon嬲language awakens’’(Eaglestone，2005：l 33)．Besides，for

Levinas，the Other cannot be totaliz酣or reduced to the Self and is beyond the

leaming power of the knowing ego．In this sense，LeVinas ofjI’ers an ethics that

suggests the impossibility of translation，because to translate the neighbor is

tO tum hin池er／it into a catego巧Of one’s own language and so to deny

hi咖er／its othemess．It is only by approaching the neighbor，t11e other’弱that

one ca衄ot understand Or cOmprehend，or仃anslate，that one acts ethically．So，

to translate，or even the attempt to tmnslate，is an iI珈moral behavior．

HoweVer'this is not to say that deconstruction rejects an ethics of the

Oth既 De币da critically iIlllerits LeVinas’s thilll(ing on the Other and

LeVinasi觚ethics．As Simon Critchley(1999：14)puts it：“Ethics would begin

with the recognition that the Other is not an object of cognition or

comprehension，but precisely that which exceeds my grasp and powers．"This

leads to undecidability and makes it impossible to make a“right”decision．

The ethical moment in deconstruction，the moment of responsibility’arises

out of the restlessness of an exp．erience of印D，‘面，that is，the suspension of

choice，ambiguity’equiVocity'hesitation，undecidabili吼As Derrida、谢tes in

“ARerword"to￡f肌比Bd砌c．，“there can be no moral or responsibility without

this tnal and without this passage by way of the undeCidability”(ibid：26 1)．
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So，aCcording to LeVinasian ethics，the translation should treat the foreign

odginal text as the Other and get afIfected by it；while according to Den．ida，an

ethical translation should be a decision—making pI．ocess producing Inultiple

meaning rather man that whichjust follows codified mles．

3．4 Summary

“Babel"deconstlllcts the assunlption that words or signs or eVen proper

nam鼯have one—tO．0nc Con呛spondence with a ref确t t11乱exists bef．orc or
outside of language．EVe眄signi助ng element c删es加化of other sigllifiers．
This makes it impossible to exhaustiVely t瑚slate one language into anom既

A 900d illustration is枷挖∞，a neologism coined by De币da．The French
Verb班膨，．汐has two meanings，roughly corresponding to the English“t0

defe，’and“to dif五F’，while the common word吨汐爸翮cP retains the sense of

“dif梵rIence"but lacks a temporal aspect．So d{￡澎朋刀cP was coined to recaU

the temporal and actiVe kemel of吹移饧w．D￡汐凯甩cP is not a conc印t or a

wOrd．It acts as a reminder to show the play of di侬：rences．As Derrida writes

in j)Dsf咖，ls，“D砀毯朋力cP is a stlllcture and a movement that cannot be

conceiVed on the basis of the opposition presence／absence．Di汐锄．口刀cP is the

systematic play of dif．ferences，of traces of dif．ferences，of the spacing by

which elements relate to one another． This spacing is the production，

simultaneously actiVe and passiVe(the口of破∥；?，℃，lce indicates this indecision

as regards actiVity and passiVity’that which cannot yet be goVemed and

o唱anized by that opposition)，of intervals without which the‘向ll’tems

could not signi耽could not向nction"(Culler'2004：97)．

HoweVer'the play of di行erences is not complete仔ee play；rather’it is

the requirement for meaning．Here we need to go back to what was said in

chapter 2 about dD“6彪阳口c加g，which includes two layers：the dominant



inte印retation of the text and de矽of it．This is because meaning is both stable

and unstable．It is stable not because any eXpression has some essential core

of meaning，but because舰dition and institlltionalization conserve dominant

pattems of mealling e行ects． nese consen，ations， laws， and mles are

guardrials in reading．Accordingly，a responsible translation“answers both to

the generallaws guiding and safeguarding inte印retation of the text aIld to that

which is singularly other within it’’(Davis，2004：93)．

My argument is tllat deConstmctiVe translation ethics is锄ethics of

difjElerences based on that of tlle omer．Such a ljl：anslation ethics should havc

觚0 layers：first，the foreigll text nmst be conside砌d as foreign，whose

linguistic and cultural di行erences should be reserved in traJlslation；second，

the translation should be based on deconstmctiVe reading，or c幻“6彪膨口扰略，

so a tmslation，instead of pursuing也e authorial intention or faith如lness，
should renect plural meaning of the translated text．
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Chapter 4

V．enuti and the Ethics 0f Dif．ference

1’ranslation is one m句or aspect of DeHida’s thought，yet it is also a fact

that he uses the disCussion of translation to solVe philosophical problem．For

him，“the origin of philosophy is t啪slation or the mesis of tmnslatability’’

(Davis，2004：18)；while forI am．ence Venuti，the foCus is on仃aIlslating

praCtice．Maybe it is not right to attaCh the label of deconstmctionist t0 Venuti，

but the deConstmctiVe tendency is Ve叫obVious in his thinl(ing on translatio坞

which has a great innuence on the tmslation study field．Among the

aCIVocates of deconst】mctive tmslation theory，Vbnuti is no doubt如lly the

most innuential one．Through out the l 990s he h勰been waging a one—man

war for raising the status of translation(Kosl(inen，2000：47)．His thinking on

translation studies is best renected in his works：刀iP乃馏船肠幻，．≥砌y厶西f疗缈

A Hist0曙可Tr口nsl饿ion，，Ihe sc弧dnlS《Tr傩SIntton：勋w嘲An Em记S硝’

Dij盼陀nce，孤a Rethinl(ing Ranstntion：DtScourSe。Stlbjectivi够．Ideot0斟

(ed．)．

4．1 visibility and Fluent r】陌anslation

Visibility is prDbably the most widely accepted ethical notion in recent

trallslation studies．The most obVious proponent of Visibilit)，is Lawrence

V．enuti，who has built his whoIe translation theo呵system around the c^tique

of translator’s inVisibility．According to him，“the concept of translator’s

‘inVisibili妙’is aIready a cultllral critiqpe，a diagnosis that opposes the

sitllation it represents”(V|enuti，2004：l7)．The te咖“inVisibility”describes

the t啪slator’s situation and actiVity in contempora叮Anglo—American
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cultllre． It refers to two mutually deten】缸ning phenomena f幻m the

perspectiVes of the translator and the reader： one is the way translators

themselVes tend to translate nuently into English，to produce an idiomatic and

readable ta玛et text，thus creating an illusion of transparency；the other is the

way the tmnslated texts are read．

In order to produce nuent translation，me translator makes great ef南rt to

insure the readabili哆of the translation by appl如ng current usage，maintaining

continuous syntax and fixing a p斌ise meaning．Under the regimc of nuent

traIlslation，me tmslator tries to make his／her work“inVisible’’，pro￡Iucing the

illuso巧ef．fect Of transparency that simultaneously makes its status as an

illusion．The more fluent the translation，the more inVisible the translator(ibid：

2)．

V．enuti(2004：1)states：“A translated text，whether prose 0r poetⅨ

fiction or nonfiction，is judged aCc印table by most publishers，reViewers，and

readers when it reads fluently，when the absence of any linguistic or stylistic

peculiarities makes it seem仃ansparent，giVing the印pearance of the foreign

text⋯the appea豫nce，in other words，that the translation is not in fact a

translation，but the‘Original’．’’This can be seen as the starting point Of his

theorization．ARer surveying the westem tmnslation histoⅨVrenuti claims

that the dominant translation strategy is fluent translation， namely'

domestication．According to him，“a fluent tmnslation is w^tten in English

that is current(‘modem’)instead of archaic，that is widely used instead of

specialized (‘jargonisation’)， and that is standard instead of colloquial

(‘slangy’)”(ibid：2)．

Such a舰nslation will annihilate the linguistic and cultural di艉rence of

the foreign text，and bring it to the same．The fluent tmnslation is consistent

with westem philosophy which is seen by LeVinas aS“the attempt t0



domesticate othemess"，or“the actiVi哆of assimilating aH othemess to the

same”(Critchle弘1999：28-29)．Similarly，Venuti(1998：12)defines nuenCy

as“assimilationist emic by signi所ng the linguistic and Cultural(1i脓ences of
the text"．This can be seen as a deconstmctiVe tendency in his translation

study．

Venuti doubts and challenges the dominant translation strategy to eleVate

the sta吣s of translation，the translator'a11d those cultures under the shadow of

An酉o-AmeIIican culture．This involVes a new st随tegy aIld a new etllics of

translation which bears afjEinity to deConsnⅥction．

4．2 Resistant and Dissident 1’ranslation

According t0 tlle D记巧on口砂矿7妇舢肠砌，l&“旅嚣，the conc印ts

“foreignizing translation”and“domesticating tmslation'’are first promoted

by Vrenuti (Mark Shuttleworth&Moim Cowie，2004： 59)． He uses

“domestication”to describe the translation strategy in which transparent，

nuent style is adopted in order to minimize the strangeness of the foreign text

for ta唱et language readers；while“foreignizing’’ref．ers to the type of

tmslation which deliberately breal(s ta唱et conVentions by retaining

something of me foreignness of the original．HoweVer，this is basically a

I．eformulation of Schleiennacher’s f．anlous dif!l’erentiation bet、veen methods

that take the reader to the foreign author and those that bring the foreign

author to the reader．In fact，Schleiemacher’s a唱ument on translation is pan

of Vrenuti’s discussion in 7乃P 7>．口，ls肠幽p，．§砌y括i6f，f砂．

Among the methods Of tmslating，Schleiermacher adVocated the One

leaVing the writer in peace and moVing the reader to him，that is，the method

we are accustomed to call“foreignizing strategy’’．This is consistent with the

Romantic background which argued for a method that intended to giVe the
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reader an image of the odginalin its foreignness(Koskinen，2000：49)．The

ultimate goal of this tmnslation method is to enrich the national culture

through contacts with the foreign．Schleiemacher claimed this as a moral

calling(see ibid．)．Beman，a pI．edecessor of V．enuti’s project，f．ollows this

a理Vment．He seeks an ethics of translation to combat ethnocentric translation

and defines good tmnslation as that“manifests in its own language the

foreig彻ess of the foreign text’’(、厂enuti，1 998：11)．According to him，the

languagc and cultural difl研ence in the original text must be嫩ognized，

他speCted，and aCc印ted舔the othee觚d the task of trallslation is to e耐ch

and impr0Ve n砒ional language and broaden nationaI cultuml space．But

Venuti sees Schleiernlacher’s foreignizing method as political mther than

ethical and essentially ethnocentric because of his“nationalism and elitism”

(Venuti，2004：99-11 8)．This，of course，is not to say that Ve肌ti objects

foreignizing translation．What he objects is ethnocentrism and tmnslation

strategies supporting it．

Foreignizing仃anslation in the V色nutian sense is far di仟erent舶m

“ke印ing the foreign’’or“stay close to the sourCe text”．For him，foreign

elements can originate in the sourCe text／language／Cultllre， but they can

equally be drawn舶m the ta唱et culture to achieVe a distancing ef梵ct．In

other words，the word“foreign’’oRen refIers to those aspects of the domestic

culture that are hidden，ma唱inal or stigmatized．Or else，“foreign”，in、厂enuti’s

VOcabula吼 is to be understood as foreignness in comparison with the

preValent translation strategV．This is similar to the use of the word“ethics"

by LeVinas．V|enuti is ready to praise any nonfluent，nonconfomlist strategy’

and the tenn‘‘foreignizing translation’’is just a label of his acceptance(see

1995：135，200)．

In such a translation stmtegy'the conc印t of“reminder，’is essential．It is
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borrowed盘Dm Jean-JacqueS Lecercle，who de行nes it as constimted by“the

details that any gr舢atical m印necess撕ly leaves out”(Davis，2004：64)．
V-enuti(2004：2 1 6)describes it as the“release of咖ltiple meanings that

exceed and sometimes impede the transparent uses of 1anguage'’． The

reminder is usually found in regional or group dialects，j a玛ons，clich6s and

slogans，st)，listics innoVation，nonce words，and the sheer accumulation of

preVious uses．According to Lecercle，and aCcepted by Vrenuti(1 998：l O)，“the

reminder subVerts the major fom by reVealing it to be socially and

historically situated， by staging ‘the retllm within lallguage of t11e

contradictions and stmggles that make up the social’and by containing as

well‘the anticipation of如t11re ones"’．Such a translation strategy has obVious

deconstructiVe tendency．The concept of reminder can be drawn parallels with

De币da’s conc印t of trace．For Demda，eve巧sign carries with it traces of an

the meanings that haVe been attached to it in dif!I’erent contexts．The meaning

of a sign can neVer be fixed as contexts ke印changing，but neither can a sign

obtain completely new meanings as the old ones caflnot be brushed away(sec

Koskinen，2000：53)．Also，the reminder can缸nction as a means to challenge

the dominant inte印retation of a text．

Of courSe one may question whether“foreignizing"can be a suitable

name for this tmnslation strategy．This may be the reason why it was renamed

“minoritizing” in Venuti’s 砀e &口刀如厶 矽7妇，ls肠砌刀． The aim of

minoritizing translation is“neVer to acquire the majority，neVer to erect a new

standard or to establish a new canon，but rather t0 promote cultuml innoVation

as well as the understanding of culturaI difference'’(V，enuti，l 998：11)．The

issue of di虢rence fIo肌s the essence of Venuti’s ethical stand．Forhim，the

aim of translation is to promote cultllra“nnoVation and change，and di日’erent

strategies and choices are to be judged f如m this perspectiVe(ibid：l 8 8)．This
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can be seen as a version of De仃ida’s deconstmctive tI．anslation extended to a

larger conteXt Of Culmre．

4．3 The Ethics of Location

For V．enuti，the essence of translator’s ethics is not to be found in any

redefinition of fidelity：He holds a typical deconstmctive understanding of

translation by claiming that“a translation is neVer quite‘faith如l’，alw幻，s

somewhat‘讯跫’，it ncver establishes an identi劬always a lack鲫d a

supplement， 锄d it can neVer be a tmnsp锄斌 唧resentation， only 觚

int唧retiVe协msfomation that exposes mllltiple aIld diVided meanings in the

fbreign text and displaces it with another set of m朗nings，equally nmltiple

and diVided"(Venuti，l 992：8)．Venuti defies fidel时as an ethical nom of

translation and tums to a completely dif．ferent direction．

In the beginning of the book j隅P j5妇以如厶Q厂】rj馏刀s肠f硒刀(1998：4)，

V色nuti points out that“asyTnmetries，inequities，relations of domination and

d印endence exist in eVeq act of translating，of putting the translated in

service of the tmnslating culture"are the“greatest scandal of translation'’．He

wants to expose and recti匆this scandal by inViting a productive rethim【ing of

translation．Thus he advocates an ethics of difIference．As a translator’unlike

De币da，he focuses on finding the method to approach this translation ethics．

This leads to the discussion of foreignizing and domesticating translation

strIategies．V．enuti accuses domesticating of this scandal and ar]gues

“domesticating strategies of choosing and translating fIorei gn texts are

ethically questionable because it is a narcissistic dismissaI of foreignness in

faVor of dominant domestic Values" (ibid： l 87)．、№ile the foreignizing

strategies，for him，can best obtain the foreignness of the foreign test and

establish an ethical relationship between difrerent subjects．



The eleVation of foreigmzing trallslation does not necessarily de矽the

domesticating translation．Both V_enuti and his critics haVe reCognized that

translation is by definition an act of domestication． So， foreignizing

translation has to be understood more as an accompaniment thaIl an opponent

of domesticating tmslation．、厂enuti’s attitude towards domestication

unde玛oes a sh纸For example，in砀P 7妇船肠幻，．§如V括汤f哟，，he abandons

his customa巧extremism a11d acknowledges the cons仃aining power of the

preValent non】[1s for a Inoment，by praising BlackblLlm’s fluefIt t豫nslation(2(珥：

267)．In砀P&口刀如氐矿7妇淞缸砌刀，mis shi最is more obVious in llis

disCussion of the English仃anslation of BaIlana Y0shimoto’s厨砌册，where

he maintains that it is not necessaq for me translation to deViate too much

丘．om domestic noms，and that one does need to risk unintelligibility to make

a difference(see 1998：87)．

So，in spite of the claim of“an ethics of di豌rence"in the title，what is

promoted in砀P&硼刀协矿7h以s肠肋，z is aIl ethics of location based on

recognition of culmral dif艳rence．When the scene of tmnslation changes，and

the power relations are dif．ferent，Vrenuti’s pref色rences also seem to f．aVor eVen

domesticating methods．For example，within a postcolonial context，where the

“domestic”can be seen as hybrid of global local tI．ends，、愚nuti(1 998：l 89)

maintains that“translation can reVise hegemonic Values eVen when it seems t0

employ the most conservatiVely domesticating strategies"．

It should be noted that the ethics of location does not de匆the ethics of

di矗’erence；rather，it should be seen弱the way to achieVe the latter．V|enuti

sees the ethics of lOcation as a uniVersal tI．anslation ethics，applied in a

complicated context，which can realize the aim of translating，i．e．，“tO promote

cultural innoVation and change”(ibid：l 88)．Just as De订五da does not point out

a particular way for t瑚slators to complete their responsibili坝Venuti does
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nOt stick tO a particular translation strategy either．The translator must take

into account the contextual sitllation and respond aCcordingly．

4．4 Summary

Vbnuti’s thinl(ing on仃anslation is a typical印plication of deconstnlction

to仃anslation stlldy and translation practice．It is applauded and criticized eVer

since it was proclaimed．The c^tiques are foCused on the following aspects．

First，the C0姗ection between flu铋cy and impefialism is doubt允1．

SeC册d，his claim that the westem tr觚sIation hist0哆is-histo眄of fluent

t啪slation is also questionable．Third，although Venutihas唯atedly stressed
that his critique is direCted to contempora哆Anglo·Am甜c锄culturc，he als0

claims that the featllres that he discems are not exclusiVely Anglo—American，

and their applicalbility can be extended(see V乏muti，l 998：l；2004：1)．This

ineVitably causes con如sion and paradox to his readers and shows the

incompleteness of his theoretical触me．Besides，according t0、厂enuti，literary

translation is the center of tmnslation stlJdy．For him，“litem秽translation is

emphasized because it has long set the standard applied in teChnical

translation，and，most importaIltly for present pu叩oses，it has traditionally

been the field where innoVatiVe the0五es and practices eme唱e"(2004：4 1)．

This emphasis of literary translation results elitism which is not wanted in any

translation or translation theoⅨ

HoweVer'V-enuti’s tr．anslation thinking has its Value， especially his

translation ethics．V．enuti has overcome the obstacle of行delitV．His elhics of

difrerence is not based on any refomulation of the notion of fidelity．For him，

the most important considerations lie in the wider行amework of cultllral

exchange．The ethics of location may proVe to be the most佃】it几l aspect of

、，enuti’s ethical project．It is a reminder that in different circumstances a



di虢rent strategy may be more suited．

V-enuti’s attitude towards foreignizing translation a11d domesticating

tmslation is typically deconstlllctiVe．Deconstmctionists t巧to deconstmct

hierarChal s印aufations with the following st印s(see Li Heqing，Huang Hao，

Bo Zhen西ie，2005： 1 8 1)： firstly，they show how mose oppositions are

stlllctured；secondly'they oVermm those hierarchies temporarily；thirdly’they

displaCe and reassen both tems of the opposition within a nonhierar．Chical

relationship by pointing Out mat tllere in not a center 0r ma唱in but

‘‘dif!I’erence"between these conc印tions．So，what is essential is not t0 reverse

the hierarChy but t0 aCc印t the ins印arabili哆of me似o poles．In the same

way'Venuti sets up the hierarChal opposition between foreignizing and

domesticating． Then，in the first moment，he eleVates foreignizing oVer

domesticating translation； while in the second moment， he claims that

domesticating can perform ethically in some cirCumstance．

For De币da，and what is difrerent行om Levinas，the other is not outside

but found within the sel￡The two poles of hierarChy only exist in relation to

each other．This is also cOnsistent with Vrenuti’s position．He ultimately

dismantles the opposition by me唱ing the似o poles：for him，domesticating

strategies are always foreignizing，and foreignizing strategies always already

domesticating(Koskinen，2000：96)．

Deconstruction calls for different ways of thinking，thus it opposes the

a玛：ument that one translation strategy can be preordained as uniVersally

acc印table or another one in all cases forbidden．So，V．enuti’s translation study

should be seen as a Voice bI．eaking the situation that One kind 0f thinking

dominates and excludes others．
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Chapter 5

A CriticalⅥewpoint Upon

Deconstructive Translation Ethics

Deconstmction and its way of inte印reting text exert great impact on

translation stIldies and result in the(1econstmctive school of translation．As

any otllerⅡ啪ry'including deconstmctiVe translation theories of course，

deconstmction aroused criticism right舶m its birtll．Surly there are paradoxeS

觚d deficiency'but it rnust bc adlllitted that this tlleo巧brings much

inspiration aIld rethinking in t啪slation studies，one imponant钺'pect of

which is the rethinking on ethics of t啪slation．In this ch印ter，a critical

analysis is made upon the ethical approach．

5．1 C0ntribution

ARer the analysis of present translation studies，Koskinen(see 200：

l 6·l 9)points out that there is a shiR f．rom the ethics of sameness towards the

ethics Of di虢rence，and concludes that“one can rather safely a唱ue that

Views related to equiValence，similarity and translators’subservience haVe

lately been in decline in theoretical discussiOn，while conc印tions stressing

cultural and 向nctional di琢orences are more dominant" (ibid： l 9)．

Deconstruction giVes theoreticaI support to this shiR as wen as t啪slation

study schools holding this opinion， such as f．eminist and postcoloniaI

translation theories．

DeconstmctiVe translation ethics has t、Ⅳ’o aspects： 6rst，it regards the

foreign text and culmral other as the Other，which is referred to as the ethics

of the Other；second，it pursues and tries tO keep the plural meanings Of the
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odginaltext，which is known as the ethics of di frerence．

With the first aspect，deconstmction plays an imponant role in the

current conteXt of globalization，in which hegemonic countries tend tO impose

their culture and Value system to the Third—world countries．In translation，this

tend is realized by，as V色nuti calls，“fluency，’，or“assimilationist，’(see V．enuti，

1 998：1 2)，which eliminates di能rences of the foreign text and cultllral other．

A deconstnlctive emical attitude in t1．anslation is to value the dif】’er．ence of the

Oth既For‰inist theorists，the other re觚t0 wOmen；for poStColoniaI
theorists，the Other refers t0 colonial countries．This is similar to t11e

establishment of an ethical relationship between two subjeCts．One should not

他duce the other to the knowing ego and annihilates its di胞崩1ce because the

latter is beyond the grasp and knowing power of the Sel￡This uncertainty

leads to the hesitation before a(1eCision is made．Only in this sitllation the

Other gets its／he饥lis ind印endence and released f玷m the control of the Sel￡

Second，translating process begins with reading，yet it is more complex

and calls for much more effort than the latter．DeconstllJctiVe reading is

如“6彪比口西馏，consisted of two layers，which is based on plurality of

meanings of the text．Translation，a食er finding out these meanings according

tO the economy of quality’must ke印them in another text，following the

economy of quantity(see De盯ida，200 1：l 79)．So，translating is not any easer

than writing an onginal work，and it is the creatiVe work same to any kind of

writing．’I’ranslation is the“aRerlif．e"of and called f-or by the source text．In

f．act，there is no onginal text；every text is translation or retranslation of

translatiOn． DeconstllJction elevates the status of transIation as weIl as

translation studies in the academic fields．And Venuti向rther promotes the

status of translator in culmral exchange．

Y．et the most sign湎cant contribution of deconstructiVe translation ethics



lies in the‘‘undecidabili妒’it advocates．It defies that a text has a stable and

fixed meaning waiting to be found，and that the authorialintention can be

delivered success向lly and completely to readers．When something is decided，

it means that a discussion is tenninated，or ended．De币da neVer a殍．ees with

such a te吼ination of argument and minhng．In fact，undecida_bility is

renected in eVe巧aspeCts of De耐da’s thiI山ing；it is the ethical moment of

deconstlllction(see aboVe 3．3)．In this sense，that one language dominates the

others，or one culture suppresses the rest，0r One thinking b10cks me sight of

omer ways of thinking，is a lo鼹for eve巧language，eve哆Culturc，觚d cVe秽

theoⅨDeconstlllction does not seek some劬mslation mles or ethical nom

for the translator to obey；rather'this is exaCtly what deconstruction opposes．

The ultimate aim of deconstlllctive translation ethics is t('assuI．e the ef!fbct of

translation，i．e．，to proVide ene唱y for the deVelopment of languages，or in

Derrida’s words：

【E】ach l锄guage is笛if a呐phicd in its i∞lation，m铋g％锄他sted in itS grow电

sickly Owing t0觚slatio玛in otller words t0 tllis Iinguistic跚ppl锄eIltarit)r by
whiCh one language百Ves t0觚otller what it lacks，锄d舀Ves it ha肌oIliously’tllis

crossing of laIlguagcs部sures tlle growtll of languag鹳，eVeIl that“holy印w吐l of

laIlguagc，⋯uIlto tlle messiaIlic∞d of histoⅨ”All of that is锄。蚰ced in me

咖slation process．(De币d玛l 985：202)
Deconstmctive translation ethics does not proVide some guidance for

traJlslators to follow’which is aIl outcome of the nature of deConstmction．

This might be the陀ason why、，enuti changes his attitude toward foreignizing

aIld domesticating tmnslation strategies． According to deconstmction，

tmslation ethics does not correspond with some exclusiVe translating
method．
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5．2 Limitation

As an ethics of translation，the limitation of deconstmctiVe印prOach is

obVious．1’ranslation is a complex actiVity inVolVing all kinds of panicipators

like translator’publisher，donator，etc．Thus the situation of“undeCidability'’

that a translator conf．ronts is much more complicated and far beyond linguistic

and cultural bound撕es．Yet both Demda and Venuti put the burden of

responsibility on the translator alone．The exclusion of other panicipators is

due to the domain of disCussion．Among the 6Vc app嘞∽h骼madc by

Chestenl蛆n，deConstructiVe translation ethics occupi鹤only t、Ⅳo of m锄，i．e．，

the ethics Of r印resentation and communication．These twO aspects are the

central ones，the Ones that distinguish translation ethics with 0ther applied

ethics．But this is not t0 say the other relations and participants are not

necessary．So，deconstructiVe translation ethics，no matter how productive，is

not a suf!Eicient guidance in translatiOn study as weU as translating pmctice．In

fact，ethics can neVer be resolVed Once and for all since moral aspects need t0

be continuously renegotiated as conditions and situations change．

Both Derridean and Venuti’s仃anslation thinking should be印plied to

litera巧translation．In a world that litera巧work occupies Ve巧limited space

in communication，the application of their translation theo巧is quite nallrow．

One might haVe also noted that Dell广ida’s argument of如“6尼—已口讲心g and

“releVant translation”is restrained to the leVel of words．For example，he

oRen articulates this double reading around a semantic ambiValence in the

usage of a particular word，like sfi7妒，否，”P门f in Rousseau，or P^订厂，"o幻圩in

Plato；and in the discussion about“relevant translation"he focuses on the

translation of the word‘‘season’’in“merCy seasons justice"．W6rds are the

如ndamental unit of translating，but not the only unit．The grammatical and

culmral ba币ers between Chinese and English，for instance，caJlnot be solved
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only by finding a“releVant"translation for some particular word．

Besides，the ethics of dif．ference is actually a paradoxical issue．

Deconstructionists insist that the authorial meaning of a text cannot be

decoded，and that a reading or translation of a text is always a misreading．

Meanwhile，deconstlllctionists are too obsCure to read and comprehended，

especially De币da，which oRen makes them“misunderstood”and i币tated for

being misunderstood and distorted．This is a little errIbarrassing．It sounds like

De玎ida does not want to be read，or translated，in the way he proposes．

As b，IIl puts it，“deconstmction can and should raise passing doubts on

the way to concrete aCtion．But translation theo巧has a lot of other things to

do，awaiting the philosophers’retllm f．rom De玎idean islands"(Koskinen，

2000：45)．Today，womng in translation study field，one cannot avoid the

innuence of deconstruction．It is the way eVeDr translation theorist has to pass

by；but it should lead to a new direction．
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Conclusion

In the past few decades translation studies underwent some shiRs，锄ong

which the most eye—catChing one is promoted by deconstmction．It redefines

t啪slation and calls fbr a brand new translation ethics．

Deconstmctive translation ethics is r．elated to the ethics Of deconstlⅥction

甜1d deconstmctiVe translation theory．So，in tIlis thesis，the author stans f的m

the discussion of Leviansian ethics，which has a significant innuence On

Denida’s thilll(ing．Here，the word“ethical"tal(es a new sense，and is realized

by decision—making process based on the undecidability．DeCOnstruction tal(es

place as reading，or more specifically'幽I“6彪陀饿扔2岛which is t0 repeat the

dominaIlt understanding of a text in the first moment and bring up another

meaning de匆ing the fomer in the second moment． Accordingly’

deconstructiVe translation ethics demands to ke印these two layers of reading

in tramslation．Thus this tra【11slation ethics is called the ethics Of the Other'0r

more acCurately’the ethics of di虢rence．

Deconstmction challenges the traditional ways of thinking，including

traditional translation studies．It breaks the hierarchical oppositions likes

speecll／writing，origina肌ranslation，author／t随nslator’faith允l／unfaith如l，etc．

The traditionaltranslation ethics of fidelity is oVerthrown and replaced by the

new one．Whi le Derrida does not clearly points out how to achieVe an ethical

translation，or in his words，“releVant"translation；V|enuti attempts to promote

a method of translating．ARer a change of his attitude towards the bina巧

opposition of foreignizin∥domesticating，his argument rests on that there

rather cannot be two distinct and opposite methods but only the third，the

middle one wim VaD，ing degrees of foreignizing and domesticating．
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As deconstmctiVe reading does not throw away the traditional

interpretation with the r印lacement of a new one，deconstructiVe translation

theoDr does not adVocate a new dominant strategy．Preordained mles and laws

are obstacles to achieve丘．ee deCision．Accordingly，deconstmctiVe translation

ethics does not set up moral noms for translators to follow．It is rather a

reminder for translators to make responsible answer to the caU of the odginal

teXtS．

In the present context of globalization，the ethics of deConstlllction is of

great importance．The development of histo巧is a process of cirCulation of

constmction and deconstmction． The essence of deconsn．uction lies in

undeCidability，or doubts of the existing ways，espeCially dominant way Of

thinking．In this way’it proVides power and chances for the development of

languages，Cultures，as well as theodes．

Although deconstmctiVe translation ethics cannot present all the

relations and participants in translating actiVity，nor can it act as a moral nom

to follow， it has its aim of making translators act more ethically and

I．esponsibly：1’ranslators should also IIealize that，sunjounded with all kinds of

demands行om dia’erent directions，they must make decisions con行．Onted with

the situation of undecidability；which is the way to perfonn ethical action in

deconstmctiVe sense．Also，theorists should be enlightened by deconstnlction

to realize that there are always other options，other possibilities，Other Voices

rather than a conVentional，codif；ied，exclusiVe way of thinking．

The fact that deconstruction is promoted with a negatiVe relation to the

westem philosophical tradition causes a major obstacle for non—westem

theorists to receiVe，study and apply this theory in their research．This is not t0

say that deconstllJction is inValid in di酋FeI．ent philosophical background．For

Chinese theorists，as well弱other non．westem theorists，deconstfllction also



has its critical Value． Hence me author suggests a combination of

deconstmction and Chinese translation tradition in矗ltlll．e studies．
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员会2008年度学术征文活动中获“优秀论文”称号，并发表于湛江师范

学院学报，2009(1)：120．123

2．陈可培，郝妙文．解构主义翻译伦理评析，唐山师范学院学报，2009
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解构主义翻译伦理评析
作者： 郝妙文

学位授予单位： 长沙理工大学

  
相似文献(10条)

1.期刊论文 陈可培.郝妙文.CHEN Ke-pei.HAO Miao-wen 解构主义翻译伦理评析 -唐山师范学院学报2009,31(4)
    解构主义的伦理思想是对传统形而上伦理学的批判.解构主义的翻译伦理颠覆了传统的"忠实"翻译观,提出了求异的伦理诉求.解构主义并没有制定翻

译的伦理规范,译者只能体现在具体的语境中做选择.但是,由于不同的翻译语境中政治和意识形态的影响,求异的伦理诉求往往受到挑战,甚至难以实现.

2.学位论文 杨霄 交往行为理论与翻译伦理学 2008
    当前的翻译界解构主义与文化转向十分盛行：解构主义赋予译者无限的主体性，翻译成为无限衍义，意义的不确定也使跨文化交际成为幻影；后殖

民研究者则从政治和意识形态的角度研究翻译，强调翻译长期沦为后殖民主义统治的工具，渴望通过异化的手法改变长期被塑造的“东方”的“他者

”形象。这种过分强调外部研究而脱离翻译本体研究的趋势，可能使翻译沦为政治和文化批评的附庸。

    同时，在生活世界，一方面，随着经济全球化的强势推进，异质文化间的交流渐趋增强，德国神学家孔汉思(Hans Kong)提出建设普世伦理(the

Global ethic)，解决当期人类共同面对的问题。另一方面，翻译活动中仍存在着大量不合理、不平等的交流，某些后殖民语境下产生的翻译，占据中心

地位的强势文化把弱势文化排挤到边缘。译者对原文文本的态度问题，及翻译交往中应当遵循的基本准则和规范，都可以而且应该纳入翻译伦理研究的

范畴中。因此，本文拟在建构主义翻译学指导下，根据哈贝马斯的交往行为理论建立翻译伦理学框架。

    在伦理学框架下，使各方翻译主体都能受到交往理性的引导，通过平等对话协商，规范翻译活动。面对文化多元化，以及由文化障碍造成的交往困

难，在翻译过程中，本着文化交流主义的文化立场，以平等公平的原则，承认不同文化和价值观念上的差异，认同其不同的文化归属，将之还原本色并

翻译出来，以差别共存和相互尊重为指导。由此，将当前翻译中存在的文化转向看作翻译研究多元视角中的一个视角，纳入翻译伦理学的研究框架下

，继而深化、辅助翻译本体的研究。促使翻译学朝着健康的方向发展。

3.学位论文 姜东 通向翻译的后现代伦理 2007
    翻译的后现代伦理关注的是研究领域的新近发展，如：解构主义，女性主义翻译和后殖民主义理论。本文围绕后现代这一概念，试图分析和检验当

代翻译理论中翻译伦理的最新进展。借助当代理论的基础框架，对韦努蒂及其他不同学派的立场进行解构性的分析。

    这一分析指出，他们的理论观点给我们提出了一些在当今探讨翻译研究中的关键问题，促使我们去反思现有的理论。如果要提出有意义的翻译伦理

的后现代理论，我们必须理清这些问题所的方方面面。这些基本问题包括：翻译理论的二分现象，译者的显身与信任及忠实的死结。韦努蒂的伦理基础

是建立在这样一种认识：责任及道德兑现不能仅注重当下的翻译任务。除了作者，委托人，译者和读者的直接关系外，每一个单一的翻译活动都是一个

更大系统的组成部分，这样的系统在决策时需要予于考虑。

    本文以批判的态度概括描述翻译理论中的后现代趋势，尤其关注解构主义及相关理论。在翻译研究领域中，这些新方法已经指出以往观点的缺陷和

疏漏，并揭示了很多问题：如许多翻译理论中的男性偏见和西方视角的局限性。将后现代策略一并解读，我们会发现一些共同之处：如克服非此即彼逻

辑的必要性，对翻译语境性的认识，考虑道德和伦理的个性和共性及重新审视和思考如何界定译者语境责任的问题。这些特点对于未来的探讨有指导性

意义。

4.期刊论文 周宣丰.李茂莉 从翻译伦理的角度重释诺德的"忠诚" 原则 -湘潭师范学院学报(社会科学版)

2009,31(5)
    解构主义翻译观通过消解原文和源语作者的中心地位,认为"作者已死""作品之死"来提高译者的主体性地位,赋予译者中心地位.在缺乏协同性的狭隘

和专断,以作者死亡为代价无限扩大译者能动性的解构主义翻译观的指导下,译者必定会为违背翻译职业道德伦理寻找借口.深受解构主义翻译观影响下的

德国功能翻译理论前期代表有"泛功能"的倾向,为了纠正和弥补其极端化,诺德在功能原则的基石上建立了忠诚原则.本文从翻译伦理的角度重新阐释其

"忠诚"原则,这对正确界定译者主观能动性,维护1翻译伦理, 规范翻译市场,具有一定的建设性意义.

5.学位论文 周伟 翻译伦理与译者职责—基于中外译者伦理规范的对比研究 2009
    随着科技的发展和社会的进步，伦理问题也吸引着各行各业的人们越来越多的关注。在我国翻译领域，不论是在翻译理论方面，还是在翻译实践方

面，伦理问题都逐渐人们关注的热门话题，这主要有两方面原因：一方面，解构主义背景下的翻译理论摒弃规约性、体现出更多的描述性和宽容性，却

给各种不正当的翻译行为提供了保护伞；另一方面，我国当前翻译市场出现了繁荣兴旺与杂乱无序共存的尴尬局面，翻译行业亟待规范。在这一背景下

，本研究主要从以下两个方面逐步展开：

    首先，伦理是在人类核心价值基础上衍生发展而成的一系列行为规范和标准。它的主要功能在于规范人们的行为，引导个体在处理本体和他者的关

系时做出恰当的抉择。翻译是一种带有明确目的性、复杂的人类行为，它更需要翻译伦理的规范和引导。在翻译过程中，翻译的主体(译者)需要处理好

各种本体与他者之间的关系，因而会面对一系列的伦理困境。文章探讨了翻译过程中译者面临的各种伦理困境，并在实例分析的基础上提出应对这些伦

理困境的措施，并总结翻译过程中(包括译前、译中、译后和重译过程)译者应该遵守的各种伦理职责。

    其次，翻译已经发展成为一种正式的职业和独立的行业类别，因此非常有必要建立一套专门针对这一职业的伦理规范，以确保该行业的健康、有序

发展。鉴于此，国际译联和各国(及地区)译协都颁布了针对翻译服务的职业(道德)规范，对译者伦理规范做出了明确、详细的规定，中国译协翻译服务

委员会也于2005年10月制定出《翻译服务行业职业道德规范》(以下简称《规范》)。论文以前文总结出的译者伦理职责为参照系，将《规范》与国际译

联《翻译工作者宪章》、美国、英国、澳大利亚等国的译者规范进行对比分析。研究发现：1)同国外相关伦理规范相比，《规范》中的条款过于笼统、

含糊，其中的表述有必要更加具体化，以利于贯彻执行；2)《规范》的涵盖面过于狭窄，只提到了“顾客要求”、“严守顾客秘密”、“尊重同行互惠

互利”、和“促进行业健康发展”等四条译者职责。所以，在《规范》的修订过程中，必须将其他的伦理职责囊括其中；3)鉴于中国当前重译中的问题

层出不穷，文章认为非常有必要在《规范》中强调重译过程中的译者伦理。

    在对比分析中外译者伦理规范的基础上，本研究还发现，和翻译伦理相关的各种议题在我国当前的译员培养、翻译资格认证过程中也未得到应有的

重视。因此，在借鉴国外译员培养和资格认证的成熟经验的基础上，文章建议：1)以大学外语、翻译院系为主体的译员培养机构应将如何处理伦理问题

纳入到课程体系当中；2)全国翻译专业资格(水平)认证(CATTI)在译员资格认证过程中，也应将译者对翻译伦理问题的认知和解决能力作为一项必需的考

核标准。

6.学位论文 葛林 论跨文化伦理对翻译的规约 2008
    跨文化伦理作为协调并衡量平等、公正、和平、友好的文化群体间交往的尺度，是保证合理译介原语文化和丰富译语文化，从而推进人类文化整体

进程的重要因素，对于译者的翻译动机、翻译策略、翻译行为和翻译效果具有重要影响。然而，迄今为止，相关的翻译研究还没有形成一个较为深厚的

体系。肇始于20世纪70年代的翻译研究的“文化转向”，将翻译放置于更为广阔的文化语境中考察，成为翻译研究历史上具有划时代意义的重要变革。

然而，已有的研究较多停留于寻求翻译过程及结果的目的文化动因，其前提在于假定翻译行为相关的双文化或多文化在历史、国际地位、态度、价值观

念等方面彼此平等，理所当然地将翻译理论及实践放置于公正、民主、互利的文化交流背景中。较深入的探讨表现为后殖民主义翻译和女性主义翻译

，两类研究着眼于如何以翻译为中介，促成、揭示或抵制殖民、新殖民、性别歧视等行为，强调若干翻译策略及文本选择的文化功能，为维护跨文化伦

理这一终极目标发挥了不可或缺的作用，然而，在经历了一段时间的热潮后，进展平缓，人云亦云的讨论较多，仍然留有许多有待解决的问题。翻译学

者有必要继续深入地思考，翻译行为如何成为维系跨文化伦理的工具?挑战跨文化伦理的行为如何受到批判?如何保证跨文化伦理更有效地规约?翻译还涉

及宗教群体、阶级群体等文化群体，翻译促成或阻碍文化群体间合理交往的方式存在多样性，许多违背跨文化伦理的行为不能简单地划定为殖民、新殖

民或性别歧视，许多谋求跨文化伦理的行为目的并非限于抵抗，同一服从或违背跨文化伦理译文对于不同价值观取向的读者群、评论人、赞助人理解和
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反响方式多样，而相关的翻泽策略、赞助行为、读者反应、翻译批评等许多方面的研究尚未全面展开。因此，本文尝试通过较为细致、严谨地研究跨文

化伦理对于翻译理论和实践的规约的必要性、方式及效果，促使更多学者更为深入地关注“文化转向”后的翻译理论及实践，推动文化中介功能相关的

翻译研究的进一步发展。

    全文共分六章，重点章节为二、三、四章。

    第一章为引言，主要阐述本研究的理论背景、意图、角度及方法，通过对于文化取向的翻译研究、翻译伦理研究、翻译规约研究等方面的理论综述

，尝试较清晰地论证跨文化伦理的定义以及本研究的重要意义。

    第二章从译者地位、语言层次、忠实程度、异质忠实等侧面回顾国内外忠实策略的研究，质疑André Lefevere对于中西方忠实传统的误读及其它相

关观点，进而提出，以往的忠实翻译研究往往局限于对“直译”与“意译”或是“归化”与“异化”之间的争论，忽视译者文化动机的适度。如果人们

能够从跨文化伦理角度审视这些问题，突破二元对立的窠臼，将有可能在一定程度上对以往的研究进行有益的补充。从跨文化伦理的角度考察，准确的

译文不一定合理。同时，Warren(1989：20)，Chesterman(1997：80)等学者认为，翻译主体有必要履行合作、服从等责任。然而，本章对于赞助行为、

翻译评论等方面的论证表明，翻译主体的行为可能不合乎跨文化伦理，从而共同生成有损于某文化群体的译文，或共同导致某些译文受到不应有的排斥

。跨文化伦理是保证翻译合理性的必要规约。

    以往的译者主体研究往往忽视译者主体性的公正、适度的跨文化关联。本文第三章指出，跨文化伦理从翻译策略、文本取向以及语言杂糅等侧面

，为译者主体性提供了新的诠释视角，是食人主义、杂合、异化、归化、劫持等挑战传统翻译规则的译论引发广泛关注的深层次动因。本章分析了相关

理论和研究的独特性及缺憾。例如，在分析foreignization成为热点的原因以及纠正对于Lawrence Venuti的误解的同时，通过对于国内1998年至2006年

间采用异化和翻译作为关键词的670余篇论文的统计分析，本次调查发现，Venuti对于国内研究的广泛影响至少在1999年开始出现，之前的讨论更多涉及

我国本土的异化或欧化策略；受到Venuti的影响，截至2006年，国内学者更多倾向于异化策略，归化策略、语言归化/文化异化等并非主流；国内大部分

学者并非盲目因循西方理论，而是更多地与中国实际结合，主张恰当地根据译者动机、文本类型等组合两种策略；同时，我国的异化策略研究明显侧重

于翻译的文化传播功能，虽然跨文化伦理倾向逐年递增，但是比重偏低。本章也讨论了跨文化伦理在其它方面对于译者主体性的规约，如交互式翻译、

自翻译、作者翻译等。通过论述Sydney Shapiro以及Pearl Buck对于《水浒》译文的不同处理，以及The Gadfly中译文的读者效应等，本章论证了由于

不同译者接受跨文化伦理规约方式的差异，译者主体性相对独立于跨文化伦理规约。本文作者赞同René Descartes的主体观，主张译者与作为客体的文

化语境之间存在互动，译者会发挥主体性，通过有意识的翻译行为促使跨文化伦理被接受。同时，她强调跨文化伦理对于译者主体性的规约受到其它参

数的影响，如官方政策、社会背景、译者取向等。

    第四章论述了跨文化伦理规约翻译的途径，指出至少存在五种规约方式，即简单或繁复的规约、多渠道的规约、单方或互动的规约、半独立的规约

以及接纳或拒斥的规约。存在简单或者繁复的跨文化伦理规约模式。由于文化群体的多样性，后殖民女性主义译者以及其它意识形态取向的译者会采用

相同或不同的策略，处理其支持或反对的不同跨文化伦理变体；由于文化的流动性，同一跨文化伦理会在不同时期产生不同的效果，某跨文化伦理变体

会由于另一跨文化伦理变体的存在而被重新阐释；存在多渠道的跨文化伦理规约模式。通过大量的译文分析，本文作者发现，维护跨文化伦理的文本、

违背跨文化伦理的文本或者无明显跨文化伦理关联的文本，都会通过多样的翻译策略，转化为支持跨文化伦理的译文；存在单方或者互动的跨文化伦理

规约模式。作者会改变观点，与译者共同修改原文，促成跨文化伦理动机的实现，可见Roland Barthes(1977：148)以及Paul deMan(1986：84)提出的原

作或作者死亡的观点具有局限性；跨文化伦理半独立规约，后殖民主义翻译研究以及女性主义翻译研究等之所以接受和深入分析跨文化伦理，导源于特

定的历史背景并得益于心理分析、解构主义、马克思主义等理论，已有的分析失之零散，本章尝试进行较系统的回顾；跨文化伦理规约是否被接受，取

决于其对于目的文化主流意识形态和赞助人的迎合，这种迎合并非整齐划一。目的文化中的意识形态会倾向于排斥跨文化伦理，此时跨文化伦理成为特

例性的规约，可见意识形态的操控会有损于翻译的文化中介效果；跨文化伦理有必要迎合赞助人，由于多层次的赞助人之间会存在分歧，某些赞助人可

能创造条件，促成一些被官方赞助人压制并合乎跨文化伦理的译文的面世与流传，某些违背跨文化伦理的作品可能受到某些国家赞助人的支持，却引起

其它国家赞助人的反感，可见操控学派的赞助理论有待细化。

    翻译主体遵循跨文化伦理规约并不能保证翻译行为合理。本文第五章通过分析包含TNIV在内的近十本《圣经》译文的语料库，总结了对于TNIV译文

评论的不完备性，并通过大量其它例证，指出得体的策略、有责任感的赞助以及恰如其分的翻译批评是保证翻译适度维护跨文化伦理的必要前提。其中

，评论人介入的质量如何把握，罕见有学者深入分析，本章从跨文化伦理规约的角度提出翻译策略评论的合理性、翻译目的评论的合理性以及关于其他

评论人评论的合理性等三个标准。

    为了保证翻译作为维系文化问真诚、友好交往的桥梁，跨文化伦理具有存在和深入研究的理据。

7.期刊论文 杨镇源 论"忠实"之后的文学翻译伦理重构 -当代文坛2010,""(4)
    解构主义消解了传统文学翻译的"忠实"伦理,释放了译者被压抑的主体性.然而,这一思潮在将译者主体性推至极端的同时也导致了文学翻译在本体论

上的沦落.本文立足实践,从主体间性的视角来考察文学翻译活动,指出应在"忠实"消解之后依托主体间性重构文学翻译伦理.

8.学位论文 蒋童 从异化翻译的确立到存异伦理的解构：劳伦斯·韦努蒂翻译理论研究 2008
    本文研究翻译研究派的集大成者、美籍意大利学者劳伦斯·韦努蒂(Lawrence Venuti, 1953- )的翻译思想。本文认为韦努蒂从德国重异质的思想传

统以及德里达的解构哲学(延异策略)中汲取养分,并在此基础上构筑了自己独特的翻译研究及翻译体系。本文认为韦努蒂翻译研究系统分为内部系统与外

部系统。由于韦努蒂使用的是解构主义的“延异”策略,因而其内部系统的翻译理论话语互相关联,并在内部产生出强大的张力。这种张力向外蔓延,从而

生成韦努蒂翻译理论的外部系统。这就是韦努蒂用来考察翻译所产生社会效果的理论话语。本文从韦努蒂的理论论著中提取最具代表性的理论话语作为

脉络,力图揭示其话语系统的生成过程及其翻译理论对翻译研究从学术边缘走向中心的重大推动意义。

    本文从以下几个方面展开对韦努蒂翻译思想的研究：

    引言部分概要论述韦努蒂其人其学,以及梳理韦努蒂中国研究的现状及本文的研究目的。

    第一章论述韦努蒂翻译理论产生的背景,论及翻译语言学派的翻译研究以及翻译研究派的翻译研究。

    第二章解释韦努蒂翻译思想的资源及其翻译思想之根。在考察韦努蒂翻译思想资源之后,本文提出“归化中心主义”的概念。认为韦努蒂的“一以贯

之”之“道”,就是对归化中心主义的解构,并将其运用在翻译所产生的语言、文化以及社会的变革上,以翻译伦理来进行衡量,成就了其翻译研究派集大

成者的地位。

    第三章研究韦努蒂翻译理论话语的内部系统,以揭示其对“归化中心主义”的解构。基于对“译者的隐身”、“症候式阅读”的认识,韦努蒂从施莱

尔马赫那里借来“异化归化”,并将二者放在二元对立的两极。其后韦努蒂通过梳理英美翻译史上典型的例子展开对“归化”翻译的批评,从而提倡异化

翻译,并提出实施异化翻译的具体策略,即妄用式忠实与对抗式翻译。

    第四章研究韦努蒂翻译理论话语的外部系统,也即韦努蒂以更大的视角考察翻译所起到的社会作用时构筑的一系列话语。韦努蒂在认识到翻译遭受到

种种来自社会的耻辱之后,推出抵抗译入语文化的“小民族语言的翻译”,主张在译文中释放“语言剩余”。实行这种策略的翻译产生塑形“文化身份

”的作用。翻译起到巨大的社会效应。应该怎样衡量这种社会效果呢?韦努蒂继而构筑新的二元对立：存异伦理与化同伦理。并通过解构法将这一对二元

对立解构,推出定于一尊的“因地制宜”伦理,即一种促进文化变化与更新的因地制宜的伦理。本文认为,韦努蒂不仅以“异化”翻译这种独特的视角为翻

译鸣不平,而且也以他独特的方式促进学术界正视并重视翻译理论研究与翻译实践所具有的重大理论价值,并加速了翻译研究由学术的边缘向中心移动的

步伐。这就是异化翻译以及翻译伦理转向所烛照的神韵。

9.学位论文 杜玉生 翻译研究中的伦理性问题——西方当代伦理学的发展与译学研究 2008
    所谓“伦理性”是指人类社会中人与人之间关系与行为的秩序规范。它不仅涉及同一民族、同一文化中人类关系问题，同时指涉不同文化之间的关

系。翻译是一项历史悠久的文化交流活动，只要不同民族、不同国家之间发生跨文化的交往行为，就不可避免地产生伦理问题；翻译的本质属性决定了

翻译活动和翻译研究需要伦理学的指导。考察中西方翻译思想史，我们发现，从翻译研究的语义文学范式、结构主义范式到解构主义范式，翻译理论研

究深受伦理学理论的滋养。本文首先简单介绍了一下国内外伦理理论的研究现状，然后从两种基本的道德思维模式入手重点阐释伦理学的本体内涵：并

从历史的角度梳理及分析西方当代伦理思想的发展和演变。接着在前人研究翻译中的伦理性问题的基础上。从翻译的本质属性入手阐明进行翻译伦理研

究的必要性。本着以史为鉴的原则，文章分析了西方当代伦理思想发展对翻译研究的影响，对以前的译学研究范式尤其是其不足进行了阐释：语文学研

究范式受非理性伦理思想的影响，片面夸大自我的主体灵性，具有自我中心主义倾向；结构主义语言学研究范式受结构主义简化伦理思想的影响，没有

表现出对他者的尊重，具有文化霸权主义及狭隘民族中心主义倾向；解构主义研究范式受后结构主义他者伦理思想的影响，过度夸大了他者的权威。指

出三种译学研究范式都是独白式道德思维模式的必然产物。最后，文章就如何合理的借鉴伦理学理论进行了尝试性的探索，指出应该以哈贝马斯的对话

http://s.g.wanfangdata.com.cn/Paper.aspx?q=Creator%3a%22%e6%9d%a8%e9%95%87%e6%ba%90%22+DBID%3aWF_QK
http://d.g.wanfangdata.com.cn/Periodical_ddwt201004011.aspx
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http://d.g.wanfangdata.com.cn/Thesis_Y1390884.aspx
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http://d.g.wanfangdata.com.cn/Thesis_Y1330908.aspx


式的商谈伦理思想为基础，建立翻译伦理学这一新概念，从内部研究以及外部研究出发，阐释翻译伦理学的基本内涵，以促进译学研究全面而深入的展

开。

10.期刊论文 李淑杰 后现代语境下的译者主体性 -科技信息（学术版）2008,""(32)
    译者是翻译活动中最活跃的因素,但在不同的翻译研究阶段人们对译者主体性的认识不尽相同.本文论述了在后现代主义语境下.解构主义.后殖民主

义和女性主义关照下的译者主体性的发展和局限性,以及如何解决译者主体性问题的困境,并指出后现代主义范式下的译者主体性的理论研究必然走向翻

译伦理学.
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