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Abstract

As a bridge linking state to state, nation to nation, cul-
ture to culture, translation has become an important practice of
human communication, whose significance for the progress of
civilization and social development of human beings can not be
underestimated. With the increasing expansion of globalization,
translation is playing a more and more important role in facilita-
ting international exchange and the development of politics, e-
conomy and culture of each state. As a result, more and more
people have become interested in translation studies. Among
them are linguists, literary men, semiotists, philosophers, his-
torians, ethnologists in addition to translators.

Tracing translation studies, we can find that for all the
variation of researchers’ focuses with the rise of new theo-
ries, they more or less revolve around the following issues:
(1) How is translation possible? (2) What is the transference
of “meaning” between different languages? (3) What are the
relationship among the basic factors in translation—the writer
of the original text, the translator, the original text, the tar-

get text, the reader of the target text? The three are not on-
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Iy the key issues of translation studies but also the major
concern of researchers. Translation in essence is a cross-cul-
ture and cross-language communication. It follows that the a-
bove three issues can be categorized into the issue of commu-
nication by language. As for communication by language,
what matters is understanding and interpretation. Therefore,
this book attempts to make a profound and systematic study
of the three issues mentioned above on the basis of relevant
theories of meaning.

As it is known, with the linguistic and heumeneutic turns
in sciences of humanity, meaning has turned out to be a major
concern in such fields as philosophy, linguistics, history and lit-
erary critics. The inquiry into meaning has brought about a va-
riety of theories of meaning whose approaches to the subject
from different aspects and at various levels have undoubtedly
made their respective contributions to the studies of meaning.
However, confined to their perceptive limits, these theories of
meaning are entangled with their own difficulties. The referen-
tial theory of meaning equals the meaning of a word to objects,
invoking criticisms and laughters by treating meaning as enti-
ties; The ideational theory of meaning is criticized for attribu-
ting meaning to the ideas of a person’s mind, making meaning
as one’s own internal experience which makes it impossible to
communicate, transmit or understand. The behavioral theory of
meaning has been questioned for it treats the meaning of a ver-
bal expression as the stimulus for the expression, making it im-

possible to establish the publicity of meaning. The use theory
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of meaning i1s confronted with its problem of being too inclusive
and vague. All this drives Donald Davidson, one of the well-
known contemporary American philosophers in the world, to
seek other ways to come up with his own theory of meaning.
In comparison with its predecessors, the charm of
Davidson's theory of meaning lies in that he approaches the
meaning in the extensional context instead of the intensional. He
skillfully employs Tarski’s notion of truth, modifies and ex-
pands it by introducing the two factors-time and speaker, trans-
ferring the notion of truth whose structure has been described
by Tarski as Convention T from a model merely for defining
truth of sentences to a theory of truth in relation to time and
speaker on the basis of Convention T. Truth is no longer the
feature of a sentence but that of an ordered three-factor set
composed of the sentence, time and speaker, taking on the fea-
ture of an utterance. As a result, the expression of meaning in
terms of truth has really made the pragmatic turns in the stud-
ies of meaning. In order to highlight the use of meaning, Da-
vidson proposes the operational strategy of radical interpretation
as a solution to the matter of meaning. The aim of such a
strategy is to show that the interpreter should restrain his pri-
orities in observing the verbal behaviors of the interpretee so as
to interpret his utterance better. Radical interpretation is guar-
anteed by the ontological-epistemological justification of holism,
the principle of charity and the semantic externalism. Holism
makes it clear that most of our beliefs are coherent. The prin-

ciple of charity claims the intersubjective coherence and truth of
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our beliefs. And that the interpreter and interpretee can share
an objective world and truth is underlain by semantic external-
ism. Accordingly, the methodology of radical interpretation
shows that the understanding of natural languages rest ultimate-
ly on non-linguistic goings-on. Natural languages are intelligible
in that they are understood in a social and public context where
the speaker, the interpreter and their shared world interact
with each other. This suggests on the one hand that the un-
derstanding of natural languages calls for intersubjective commu-
nication, On the other hand it reveals that intersubjective com-
munication is based on social norms and conventions and a
shared world. It is due to this that Davidson has drawn us a
triangular model of linguistic communication in which a person,
a second person and a shared world interacting with each other.

What mentioned above accounts well for our option of
Davidson’s theory of meaning among the various theories of
meaning as our theoretical basis for the inquiry of the three
key issues in translation studies. As for the issue of the pos-
sibility for translation, focuses have so far been on the dis-
pute over translatability and untranslatability. Those in favor
of translatability hold that communication and .translation. be-
tween different languages are made possible by the similarities
of man’s experiences and the communication of cultures.
Those for untranslatability hold tha_t different languages and
cultures have their own special features, which leads to un-
translatability of different languages. Untranslatability can be

classified into linguistic untranslatability and cultural untrans-
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latability. The former results from the lack of equivalences in
the target language, while the latter lies in the fact that
there are no corresponding counterparts because of cultural
differences. According to the ideas of the advocators of in-
translatability, the possibility for translation depends on
whether there are equivalent linguistic forms and correspond-
ing cultural factors between source language and the target
language. The problem of such a conception of the possibility
for translation is that it has simplified the translation between
different languages as a static and mechanical code-switch
process, overlooking that the essence of translation—the
transference of meaning is a dynamic generative process. The
link between the world of words and that of life must be
grounded on translation. The truth about “equivalences” is
the product of translation rather than its presupposition. As
the products of translation, equivalences will in the end re-
flect true understanding to make communication possible. U-
sing Davidson’s theory of meaning as our theoretical basis,
we find that from the perspective of radical interpretation
translatability is a matter of sharing the concept of truth.
The concept of truth and the concept of translation is so
closely related that if a sentence cannot be translated into a
language we understand, this sentence is in principle not the
extension of the truth we know. If a sentence is in the ex-
tensions of the truth predicate we know, it can be translated
into a language we know. It can be inferred then that if two

sentences have expressed the same concept of truth, that is,
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they two are the extensions of the truth predicate we know,
they can be mutually translated. When people communicating
by language do share a concept of truth, they have in fact
understood that their utterances share a common cause, for
sharing a concept of objective truth help speakers tie their ut-
terances to the common objects or events of the external
world. It is these common objects or events that constitute
the common topic for their communication. “Meaning is
shared when a common event, object or state cause assent or
dissent” For Davidson, “The translation of your sentence into
mine is based on what is going on outside, which brings a-
bout different stimuli and causes different responses to
words. ” Therefore as far as one can form a concept of objec-
tive truth as that of ours, he can interpret and translate our
langdage correctly no matter whether he speaks a different
language or comes from a culture quite unlike our own.

As for the transference of meaning in translation, research-
ers have focused on the conception of meaning. Translation is
to translate meaning and studies on translation are in essence
researches into the matter of meaning. Various divergences in
translation studies are derived from divided notions of meaning.
Influenced by the western literary theories and hermeneutics,
researchers have undergone three major shifts of conceptions of
meaning. One conception of meaning takes the intention of the
author as the basis for the meaning of a text; another regards
the text itself as the source for meaning; and the last one holds

that meaning is derived from the reception of the readers.
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When we seek for the intention of the author, we are as a
matter of fact guessing what it is. However, the intention of
the author in operation can never be reached, for there is al-
ways a gap between what the author wants to convey and the
meaning of the text as his product. The basic ideas of the text-
centered theory of meaning are that meaning is the qualities of
a language, the meaning of a text consists in the organization
of words, formats and techniques. The text-centered theory of
meaning regards the meaning implied in the linguistic world as
the quality of the text itself so that it closes up the text, cut-
ting off its tie to the author or the reader. However, the text
is merely a transmitter of information, so meaning cannot come
into its own without the author’s loading of ideas and the
readers’ interpretation. A reader-centered conception of meaning
is that the meaning of the text is neither the expression of the
author’s intention nor the inborn constituents of the text itself,
but the product of the reader’s involving in reading. When the
reader-centered notion of meaning takes the meaning of a text
as the construct of the reader, it has hence endowed the reader
with the absolute monopoly over meaning. Since there is no
limit to the dialogue shaping meaning, there must be no stand-
ards governing understanding and the justification for the ade-
quacy of meaning. The meaning of any text is the outcome of
the interactions of the author, the text aﬁd the reader. The
three notions of meaning mentioned above are trapped by rela-
tivism for they give priorities to only one factor without concern

for the other two.



