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Xof T 45 A Fx A R A A3k B o8 3 SCHE VPR SO U, “ SO E A TAEMMIE S
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PR IE A S X Se A i EE R S A R S M ARE 2 Ak . < SR B AR  HEAS AR AR UL
“TE R 1L 518" (Hormed speech) , SRIAXT H % 186 5 #7280 9k, ££ 2 B iy, A 52 3% R B 3L pr
{BS M A H i8S 0 PE A4 16” (defamiliarisation) b 3 , A P A% 24 IR (B 1h A B2 52 I 3 35t i
PRI TFIES  LARIE S & RIT R IrE fH AW ZEE#” (chythmic impulse) 115
FEH. WE 2 SCEET A 5 ERSF UK KRS

55 B v FRAR BT 19 SO B A7 AT LA G A X SO B 8 ML S, 3027 — ), W AR 4R
SRR BRSO L R R hA S 0 7 BRI L B B R R SCER R T
fiE " SCAAE B S 2R BOA A 5T H ¥18 5 0 B QSRR E s A 454 . REE
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. RE%H& 218 (). B. Casagrande) 896 3C2% Bl b “# £—FF B 1 B (aesthetic-

poetic translation) ;

... aesthetic-poetic translation thus refers to the translation of poetic texts,
where it is necessary to retain the expressive and stylistic features of the author’s
work to as large an extent as possible. ... while the content is clearly important,

“express consideration is given to the literary or aesthetic form of the message in
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both languages. ” (Shuttleworth & Cowie, 1997: 7)

P ZE(Olive Classe) 76 (35 % ¥ B @ Bt 42 15) (Encyclopedia of Literary Translation
into English ,2000) 4§ . “ 30247 & A “ 362 H 9, A R AR Bk Z 1 SUERBUR 97
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AEAS PR3 SC 20 1 A 22 5 1T 52+ A4 R 2 5 R JREGD » SLRB S8 A DR A LA A XUBK , IR S5 AT “ 1k
B (A B 77O MOE S BIE ZR R E A — 2R G BV T — 2R . (8 R I
INF ) B AR T ) T AR A . A T B AT R 2R EER TR WD L
Bi”, (BB SCERPAE M 2R IR SR A AR R X 5T S B NS 8 B R
ot B LA B SR A T A ) S A A, IR A A SRR BE T B T SCIE BB
2 AE PR TR H A S A R i SR IREZ

MR CSCEWERIR NIRRT ARG . REPAE 2 TESE - T R R RIK, i AR
B B R A R R A E B AN AR B ETE S R Z AL (“precisely those
aspects of language which are most resistant to translation” as they “partake of the unique
qualities of the individual language™) ., MKif 34 ACA E KA 242 K 5% 55 (Benedetto Croce,
1866-1952) (i : “ FLELIE I8 2 ARAE i #R SR AN R IR 7 C(JR)_E  504) 8 75 156 - ** BV e AR 55 110 %
3, HF R 2 I SCAAN il A K. BHPRES RS H 40 0 X A I B, o SR 2 Kk A K
WSR3 FAS K, () b2 624) A) WL, TE SO 7 09 2 RE P Al S0 B8R A W] T A S A 1
BHPE  (EL R Be 8 T B PR A () ME B

LS SO W SO A BT A, R AT TR A U 7 B W A LU TS
]Iz AR E UL S AR AL S . #6201 (Theo Hermans) 4§ H : X T 244 SC 40P 58 % K 36
A T4 2 TR A B — M DA 5 T SURAR AR b X S A7 e R %% 7, T 0 M SC 2 i B
A SR A 2 L. & JR i ( Terry Eagleton) 8§ Hy : SC2% S — Ry A3 M {8 21 W 19 5 1
P AE AN A T D) 57 1) A E S A BUER . 9% « K (Jonathan Culler) W35 . 32,
SER T SR B — bR 2, B R AR —Fh S BT N BOR — A SCARFA, AT R 2R G
28 T I R AR PR S, A S RERIBOR T RE .

PR ZR R S 8 0 SC27 SR FF) BB T 4% 8 S A VLR i 5 %o 2 BB 5 1) S s
FEALATR T IRZIAISEM . &2 AR s BRSO D B A R A SCAR T 3 45 3 DA AT E X
SCEF TR 3 SR WD AS U » JL AR 28 i) B S B iR A A KT RE PRk . AEfb B Ok,
v« PoAE/RKIK B (Mark Shuttleworth) FlEEARHHL « %4 (Moira Cowie) )¢ B i3 0T 7% i) 41 )
(Dictionary of Translation Studies, 1997) A $EAE 24710 55, FF 9 19 R BEAR 2% i
O PR 0 B L A MR, 20 - DA Jose Lambert) 76 (3% B % 2 B 50)
(Literary Translation : Research Issues) "%} 3C24 BRI A BRI E 1S . 1845 « 1 ft (Peter
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Bush) 7 SC2:BHP% 2 9288 ) (Literary Translation ; Practices) W W% i 25 1368 B0+ 15 FE H , bt
T S . PSR - #i07 (Katharina Reiss) B R%F BHEA) SCARIERINE T 7038 ABAE R IR
A% (expressive texts) SR, i FURABAUFAE S ORI ARF S LS BRI/ G R 2R 229581 L F B
AR SRRV T TR B o 17— 2 Ll (1 S % 1) S D) B 5 R T AR 48 B AT D0 302 1
PRAIAUL L AVERE S RO SR , [F3RE T J& . T LA, SCEERHIE 2 4 B Y s .

A8 B4 302 SO BH R RIS MR WSS R AL . 15 2B 5 W ST AR AR T 3 OO B
(Theories of Literature, 1956) 55 —FE( SCFMIAT ) o 12519 O ST 11 B3R © 18R SCE 0T
ST SCEARMARIA PG 28 B35 1, R IF 5T SO BRI 2 NS . bR 2 0T (S
%) (Literary Translation)— 3L XFAS [R) g st B 301 69 SC 2% BHRREAT 1 12 95 48, JUH X
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B PR A B B3 1 f O 2% o il EL PRI BH 1 B3 PG A B A B S, ] L A
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U A AT SR AT B4 S 00 SCAE BRI 250, DL, b e AR M X S 2 B R A 17 S A [ J5T R R A
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% X

%&£ 3Z— The Nature of Literature
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S o8 i e |
RXCXE W AR B X E WP B2 ff— (X ¥ ) (Theories of Literature,
1956) .16 # Z ¥ A + * ¥ 7 (Rene Wellek, 1903-1995) fu B # 3T - % 4 ( Austin Warren,
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The first problem to confront us is, obviously, the subject matter of literature
scholarship. What is the literature? What is not literature? What is the nature of literature?
Simple as such questions sound, they are rarely answered clearly.

One way is to define “literature” as everything in print. We then shall be able to study
the “medical profession in the fourteen century” or “planetary motion in the early Middle
Ages” or “witchcraft in Old and New England. ” As Edwin Greenlaw has argued, “Nothing
related to the history of civilization is beyond our province;” we are “not limited to belles
letters or even to printed or manuscript records in our effort to understand a period or
civilization,” and we “must see our work in the light of its possible contribution to the
history of culture.” According to Greenlaw’s theory, and the practice of many scholars,
literary study has thus become not merely closely related to the history of civilization but
indeed identical with it. Such study is literary only in the sense that it is occupied with
printed or written matter, necessarily the primary source of most history. It can be, of
course, argued in defense of such a view that historians neglect these problems, that they are
too much preoccupied with diplomatic, military and economic history, and that thus the
literary scholar is justified in invading and taking over a neighboring terrain. Doubtless
nobody should be forbidden to enter any area he likes, and doubtless there is much to be said
in favor of cultivating the history of civilization in the broadest terms. But still the study
ceases to be literary. The objection that this is only a quibble about terminology is not
convincing. The study of everything connected with the history of civilization does, as a
matter of fact, crowd out strictly literary studies. All distinctions fall; extraneous criteria
are introduced into literature; and, by consequence, literature will be judged valuable only so
far as it yields results for this or that adjacent discipline. The identification of literature with
the history of civilization is a denial of the specific field and the specific methods of literary study.

Another way of defining literature is to limit it to “great books,” books which,
whatever their subject, are “notable for literary form or expression. ” Here the criterion is

either aesthetic worth alone or aesthetic worth in combination with general intellectual

y 4 cr
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distinction. Within lyric poetry, drama and fiction, the greatest works are selected on
aesthetic grounds; other books are picked for their reputation or intellectual eminence
together with aesthetic value of a rather narrow kind: style, composition, general force of
presentation are the usual characteristics singled out. This is a common way of distinguishing
or speaking of literature. By saying that “this is not literature,” we express such a value
judgment; we make the same kind of judgment when we speak of a book on history,
philosophy, or science as belonging to “literature. ”

Most literary histories do include treatment of philosophers, historians, theologians,
moralists, politicians, and even some scientists. It would, for example, be difficult to
imagine a literary history of eighteenth-century England without an extended treatment of
Berkeley and Hume, Bishop Bulter and Gibbon, Burke and even Adam Smith. The
treatment of these authors, though usually much briefer than that of poets, playwrights,
and novelists, is rarely limited to their strictly aesthetic merits. In practice, we get
perfunctory and inexpert accounts of these authors in terms of their specialty. Quite rightly,
Hume cannot be judged except as a philosopher, Gibbon expect as a historian, Bishop Bulter
as a Christian apologist and moralist, and Adam Smith as a moralist and economist. But in
most literary historians these thinkers are discussed in a fragmentary fashion without the
proper context—the history of their subject of discourse—without a real grasp., that is, of
the history of philosophy, of ethical theory, of historiography, of economic theory. The
literary historian is not automatically transformed into a proper historian of these disciplines.
He becomes simply a compiler, a self-conscious intruder.

The study of isolated “great books” may be highly commendable for pedagogical
purposes. We all must approve the idea that students—and even beginning students—should
read great or at least good books rather than complications or historical curiosities. We may,
however, doubt that the principle is worth preserving in its purity for the sciences, history,
or any other accumulative and progressing subject. Within the history of imaginative
literature, limitation to the great books makes incomprehensible the continuity of literary
tradition, the development of literary genres, and indeed the very nature of the literary
process, besides obscuring the background of social, linguistic, ideological, and other
conditioning circumstances. In history, philosophy, and similar subjects, it actually
introduces an excessively “aesthetic” point of view. There is obviously no other reason than

“

stress on expository “style” and organization for singling out Thomas Huxley from all
English scientists as the one worth reading. This criterion must, with very few exceptions,
favor popularizers over the great originators; It will, and must, prefer Huxley to Darwin,
Bergson to Kant.

The term “literature” seems best if we limit it to the art of literature, that is, to
imaginative literature. There are certain difficulties with so employing the term; but, in
English, the possible alternatives, such as “fiction” or “poetry,” are either already pre-

empted by narrow meanings or, like “imaginative literature” or belles letters , are clumsy and
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misleading. One of the objections to “literature” is its suggestion (in its etymology from
litera) of limitation to written or printed literature; for, clearly, any coherent conception
must include “oral literature. ” In this respect, the German term Wortkunst and the Russian
slovesnost have the advantage over their English equivalent.

The simple way of solving the question is by distinguishing the particular use made of
language in literature. Language is the material of literature as stone or bronze is of
sculpture, paints of pictures, or sounds of music. But one should realize that language is not
mere inert matter like stone but is itself a creation of man and is thus charged with the
culture heritage of a linguistic group.

The main distinctions to be drawn are between the literary, the everyday, and the
scientific users of language. A recent discussion of this point by Thomas Clark Pollock, The
Nature of Literature, though true as far as it goes, seems not entirely satisfactory,
especially in defining the problem is crucial and by no means simple in practice, since
literature, in distinction from the other arts has no medium of its own and since many mixed
forms and subtle transitions undoubtedly exist. It is fairly easy to distinguish between the
language of science and the language of literature. The mere contrast between “thought” and
“emotion” or “feeling” is, however, not sufficient. Literature does contain thought, while
emotional language is by no means confined to literature: witness a lovers’ conversation or an
ordinary argument, Still, the ideal scientific language is purely “denotative.” It aims at a
one-to-one correspondence between sign and referent. The sign is completely arbitrary,
hence can be replaced by equivalent signs. The sign is also transparent; that is, without
drawing attention to itself, it directs us unequivocally to its referent.

Thus scientific language tends toward such a system of signs as mathematics or symbolic
logic. Its ideal is such a universal language as the charateristica universalis which Leibniz
had begun to plan as early as the late seventeenth century. Compared to scientific language,
literary language will appear in some ways deficient. It abounds in ambiguities; it is, like
every other historical language, full of homonyms, arbitrary or irrational categories such as
grammatical gender; it is permeated with historical accidents, memories and associations. In

y

a word, it is highly “connotative.” Moreover, literary language is far from merely
referential. It has its expressive side; it conveys the tone and attitude of the speaker or
writer. And it does not merely state and express what it says; it also wants to influence the
attitude of the reader, persuade him, and ultimately change him. There is a further
important distinction between literary and scientific language: In the former, the sign itself,
the sound symbolism of the word, is stressed. All kinds of techniques have been invented to
draw attention to it, such as meter, alliteration and patterns of sound.

These distinctions {rom scientific language may be made in different degrees by various
works of literary art: For example, the sound pattern will be less important in a novel than
in certain lyrical poems, impossible of adequate translation. The expressive element will be

far less in an “objective novel,” which may disguise and almost conceal the attitude of the



