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sing journalistic texts, this paper contrasts English norms for cohesion with Japanese
u norms. One major difference found is that English texts make much heavier use of
anaphoric reference items than do Japanese texts. Second, in Japanese, predicates play an
important role in giving a sequence of sentences a sense of unity. Third, English journalistic
texts tend to have cohesive devices between paragraphs, more so than their Japanese equivalents.
Fourth, the Japanese writer often repeats an identical word or phrase for a referent to maintain
lexical cohesion, while the English writer has more options — the use of a synonym, metonymy,
or superordinate —made available by the definite article. Fifth, translators putting English
expository paragraphs into Japanese may have to use discourse markers that are implicit in the
original, a difference created by the presence, or absence, of a code for paragraph organization.
In either direction, translation done without regard for those differences creates texts that are

unnatural at best, unintelligible at worst.

1. Introduction
Texts produced by major newspapers or broadcasters, printed or aired, are, by and large,
written in a way that provides the reader or the listener with information he wants, in as
much detail as is required, and in a manner that he will find satisfactory, with one idea in a
paragraph relevant to all the others. In other words, they usually live up to the four
maxims —the maxims of Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner —that comprise Grice’s
(1975) Principle of Cooperation.

Translated into another language for a culturally different readership and audience,

however, they can be found in violation of one or more of the maxims (Katori 2005). With
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respect to the maxim of Manner, for instance, Westerners often make critical remarks about
“the Japanese style.” Baker, for one, notes “the Japanese favourite ‘dot-type” pattern in
which anecdotes are strung together without an explicit link or conclusion can infuriate
western readers” (Baker, 1991: 236). Kato & Hardy quotes an unnamed Western academic
as saying, “essays and theses written by Japanese are often out of focus,” and another as
saying, “It is not that Japanese essays and theses have no focus. In fact, they often have too
many focuses all over them in a scattershot fashion” (Kato & Hardy, 1992: 10,
translation — Katori). The same point was made by English-speaking participants in a study
conducted by Hinds (1983) involving English translations of the Asahi Shimbun column
Tensei Jingo “Vox Dei, Vox Populi’.

At the same time, a tightly-woven English text, translated as it is into Japanese, often
strikes Japanese readers as stifling. Nakayama (1998) concedes that the nature of the
Japanese language, coupled with the attitude in which the Japanese use it, makes
ambiguity one of the characteristics of the Japanese language in daily use, but he sees the
“dot-type” pattern in a more favorable light. Many Japanese passages may be “a dotty
sequence of ideas,” says Nakayama, but that fragmented style creates a void which readers
are free to fill with what they think is implied there. Put another way, a close-knit text does
not give readers enough room to work their imagination; it denies them freedom of
interpretation. To quote novelist Inoue on this, “Folk tales rewritten for children are often
boring because they have had any deep and wide gaps between sentences narrowed or
closed by the officious editors—blanks which the kids would otherwise enjoy filling for

themselves” (Inoue, 1984: 97, translation — Katori).

2. Contrasting different norms for achieving cohesion

It is not that English texts are cohesive and Japanese texts are not: a text, be it a
newspaper editorial or a folk tale, in Japanese or English, has cohesion, for a sequence of
sentences without cohesion is just that, a sequence of sentences. However, preferred types
of cohesive ties and degrees of cohesion differ between Japanese and English as well as
between different genres in the same language. Using the analytical framework developed
by Halliday & Hasan (1976), where possible, this section contrasts a Financial Times
editorial with a Yomiuri Shimbun editorial in terms of cohesion between sentences. Written
in July 2005 in response to the release by the U.S. Department of Defense of a report on
China’s military power, both editorials discuss a threat posed by Chinese military

expansion.
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2.1 Cohesion in English

2.1.1 Dissecting an English editorial for analysis of cohesive devices

Financial Times

©Congress on (Chinese (e)|military power

, mcondemning (the Pentagon for

“

munreasonably” and “rudely” mattacking (,)Beijing’s modernization of its (@M

forces|

would like —is measured and clearly written. It does not reach nalarmist conclusions
but summarises what is known about Chinese strategy and ()the People’s|

there is something inherently jabnormal and disturbing about (,yChina’s attempts to

modernise its old-fashioned (omilitary forces.

Nothing is more preasonable or predictable than a (grising economic power such

responsibility.
Here (;China’s Communist rulers have much to learn. The statement last week by

Major-General Zhu Chenghu, a phawkish (e), that ;China was prepared

(“The Pentagon and China’s rising power”, July 21, 2005)
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a) Lexical cohesion:

(@) the Chinese government

(b) hostility and friendliness; war and peace
(c) the US government

(d) report

()

(f) therise of China

b) Reference:

anaphoric the in “the US document,” “the report,” and “the Chinese complaint.”

anaphoric it (=the US document) in “It does not reach alarmist conclusions...”

anaphoric these in “these public annual assessments”

anaphoric that in “that strength”

deictic here in “Here China’s Communist rulers have ...”

personal pronoun his in “his wild threats”

comparative reference such in “such inflammatory rhetoric”

comparative with an implicit standard of reference in “A more immediate threat to US

interests”

c¢) Conjunction:

yet (at the beginning of the third paragraph)

In the above example, cohesion is achieved in part through reiteration, a form of
cohesion “which involves the repetition of a lexical item, at one end of the scale; the use of
a general word to refer back to a lexical item, at the other end of the scale; and a number of
things in between—the use of a synonym, near-synonym, or superordinate” (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976: 278). Reference items, including demonstratives and the anaphoric the, add
greatly to the cohesion of the passage. Located at the beginning of a sentence, five of the
eight referential items listed above exert an even stronger cohesive force, establishing a
close link between that sentence and what has gone before.

Special attention should be paid to cohesive devices used between paragraphs. The use
of synonyms (China has reacted angrily—Beijing protests too much) links the first
paragraph with the second, and the conjunction yet serves as a link between the second and
the third paragraphs. What the deixis here does at the beginning of the fifth paragraph, the
comparative more immediate does at the beginning of the sixth paragraph. The link between

the third and fourth paragraphs is more subtle. It is achieved through the use of antonyms:
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abnormal and disturbing in the last sentence of the third paragraph, set against reasonable and

predictable in the first sentence of the fourth paragraph.

2.2 Cohesion in Japanese

2.2.1 Dissecting a Japanese editorial for analysis of cohesive devices

The Yomiuri Shimbun

(1] BT % O B o) TE O BB A T3 X /0 12T 5 NAT,
[2 ](d)ﬂéllyi‘f"’*\% ﬁ‘(b)qjl(a)$$jj F%Eﬁ"é(e)ﬁ/k?& EERF L,

[6 ](b PEOGEFFERIL. @FFE—DL-oThH, MEOR—/LIUENTET,

[7] @ EEEIC L, %&ﬁ@(a)ﬁg,\ E o) P EBUT DARED 2~3 5T,
@KE, 7 TR SR 3D EFAET, [8]Z OMEMA T I 2025 4F £ TIZ

@EFENITAD 3HL LT D L
[9] (2500 1 CIE . R B2 ) D BRI U TR o B 2P LTl 2,
[L0EFDp T E@EIE. gBBoAFICFEREENTE 2, [11] o@mEHIL. oBBlE

M@(a)$$/\7 A i(b)EP.{EH HE->oHDH, LWETLHEEBIC r(b)%?l(f)

[12](b)6i(a) AEREZB U, [P EITREE 72 (a)%ﬁ% 2 BERE LKz
ICBIEZ ROV EE L TV 5, [18]2285, miEOmHE O @iz 7.5 &
LN ToET A~ —8 ThHo.

[14] @ P E 1T o I EH O @@ & 250D T 5, [15] BT HIEKIEIC X 5 ¢ 0 AR

DRI, £ LIciEFBO—BRTE, [16]E L A TR L SIS, BFREAT

OBENREENT (W ERELHVED) EOBEE TR LI, 7o kT, 74
J L OyEAHES IR LT,

(18] EE TN TV WND, g3 ¥ v =X 2L T o PEHIToEFEH D
FRE 7R MRS R 1 2 RV TN D, [19] (o MBS [~ (o EHEAE H % H 5 @B X 72,

[20](a) KBURE D ) TE D @ BFE IR D o ERKIT, Z< DpfEilEIckET 56D

72, [The article continues]

(IT&ZE] 2RI Uiz ksiEE) 2005427 H 21 H)
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a) Lexical Cohesion:

(@) . _(military)

(b) H[E (China)

() B« 4 (hostility, conflict)
(d) KE (the U.S)

(e) FXRHIEFE (report)

() JH IS (neighboring countries)
(g) 1&E) - X (movements)

b) Reference:

(demonstrative) “ Z ®” in  “Z OM[A” and “E 5 L7Z” in“ & 5 LIZ{R®E”

(themes introduced by the participle “{X”): The participle “I%” is used to bring in given
information, and “#% (X" does not refer to just any report, but “the report.” It is
therefore accompanied by the definite article in English translation (see section 3). In this
sense, the phrase “#& &1 in Sentences 3, 11, 16 and 18 can be considered a reference

item as well as a lexical item.

¢) Conjunction:

IR AN TER, RO EOEM A R D L7

d) Ellipsis:

The notion of ellipsis put forth by Halliday & Hasan (1976) —substitution by zero—is
hard to apply to the analysis of Japanese texts. By definition, an elliptical item is “one
which, leaves specific structural slots to be filled from elsewhere” (Halliday & Hasan,
1976:143), but it is hard to decide if Sentences 4 and 5, for example, have an opening at the
beginning to be filled (with “# % #F(3”, the report), or if they are full sentences by
themselves, just supplying extra information about the theme — #3 — of the preceding
sentence. To the extent that they cannot be interpreted without some information provided
from what has gone before, however, the sentences can be said to have an elliptical item to
be filled anaphorically. By the same token, Sentence 9 has an elliptical item (%3 (3) at the
beginning, and so do Sentences 13 (*f'[EI%), 17 (#H&E#F(T), and 19 (FTEIT).

e) Predicate:
The Yomiuri Shimbun editorial opens abruptly with “FEILEEHR 2 O & D HE O E R % 7%
TR VIZT DA (Its content throws into bold relief the threat posed by ever-

accelerating military expansion of China. / Translation —Katori), without first clarifying
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what the pronoun “its” refers to, leaving the reader wondering, what content? That
question is resolved cataphorically by Sentence 2, which supplies the context on which the
interpretation of Sentence 1 depends, a device often exploited by Japanese newspaper
editorials at the opening to engage readers’ interest. The rheme of Sentence 2 — published
an annual report—reappears at the beginning of Sentence 3 as its theme, the report. To this
given information is added new information by Sentences 4 and 5, on the content of the
report. In other words, Sentence 2 supplies new information, which is consistently held
thereafter as the theme of the rest of the paragraph.

In the succeeding paragraph, the theme of Sentence 6 — Chinese military information (4
[E o FE 4 #) has what is called a split rheme, supplying one theme—China’s actual
military spending—for Sentences 7 and 8, and another —China’s military equipment— for
Sentence 9.

A similarity in the form and content of predicates located close-by also enhances
cohesion. The closing of Sentence 1 “PN% 72" is similar, in form and content, to “ZFK&i72”
(Sentence 4), and “fFm-21F TV %" (Sentence 3) corresponds to “#4 L Tu %" (Sentence 8),
“RLTWA” (Sentence 9), and “#5#i#i L TV %" (Sentence 11) all of them making a statement

about "the report."

2.2.2 Other elements enhancing cohesion

Another unifier, not present in the editorial quoted above, is the participles “»72” and
its variant “? T %.” Used at the end of a sentence, they indicate that the proposition is
the judgment the speaker has formed about the situation described earlier, that it is an
explanatory statement about that situation or that it is the speaker’s decision about it. In the
following example, “? 72" at the end of the passage indicates that this last sentence is the

writer’s judgment about the G7 joint communiqué.

Uy M TRV EE T VEMBA - hREITIRERE (GT) 13, AfLC
LT b DD, PEICAHBESRO LB L 2R 2 L EA RV IAATEILFF I 2 £
RLT,

AN TR L — b OFMEZ R FEZRE - #ill] (2o T, K0 Rz &
HZENEELW, &L, FoTHSLERBLED, SN EIIHLNTH D,
ANEICIZHWT, BEMESGHIO K 5 72 B 5 OIS O BT 2B AL X D
L 9RkD7=D7Z, [underlined added, The article continues]

(TARGEZF OFF T2y [ BT +£7 2005 44 A 18 H)

2.3 Summary

At first glance, the English editorial is not that different from the Japanese editorial in
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its use of lexical cohesive items and overall number of cohesive ties. It feels tighter,
however, probably for three reasons. One is the definite article serving as a reference item.
In the Financial Times editorial, “the report” in “The report talks of a possible future threat

”

to Asia...” is doubly cohesive, through the reiteration of the lexical item “report” and
anaphoric reference directed by the definite article. In semiotic terms, its cohesive potential
is created through both indexicality (the definite article) and iconicity (lexical reiteration).
The second reason is the links between paragraphs, as noted already. Located at the
beginning of a paragraph, those cohesive ties ensure a smooth flow of discourse from one
paragraph to the next. The third reason is a stronger code for organization that governs
English journalistic paragraphs (see 4.4).

The cohesion of Japanese journalistic writing is mainly achieved through lexical items,
the succession of a theme from one sentence to the next, the forms and contents of

predicates and the participle “? 72" used at the end of a sentence. It does not rely so much

on such reference items as demonstratives and pronouns or on substitution.

3. Translating Japanese cohesion into English
3.1 Translating loose texture into tight texture

In the light of the different norms outlined in the previous section, this section looks at
how translators turn a loosely cohesive sequence of Japanese sentences into tighter English
texture, by comparing two sections from the Yomiuri Shimbun editorial quoted earlier and
its English translation carried by the Daily Yomiuri..

The first five sentences, translated one by one without any attempt at adjusting the level
and nature of cohesion for English readers, might indeed create a discourse that deserves

the reputation of the Japanese style as “the dot-type pattern.”

HHILEMRE O T2 ED PEOE B 2R EW Y ICT DRNET
KEHeE S PEESE ST D FR RS EEREER LT,
WE R, TR EI DS e T, IR OMER BB %) LfimoT T
Wb, FEEE TITIERNo 1o, BZSAATEREE, KEORWVEMEEL RTNAL S

A%

A sentence-by-sentence translation would go like this: “Its content throws into bold relief
the threat posed by ever-accelerating military expansion of China. The U.S. Defense
Department released an annual report on Chinese military power. The report concludes
that ‘If the rapid modernization of the Chinese military should continue unabated, it could

be a threat to neighboring countries.” The wording of the report is more direct than that of
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any previous report. It indicates heightened alarm on the part of the U.S.”
Instead, the translator put together a tighter English passage, by changing the order of
the first two sentences and turning the last sentence into a participle phrase that was then

incorporated into the preceding sentence.

In its annual report to Congress on China’s military capabilities, the U.S. Defense
Department said Tuesday that China’s ongoing military buildup policy could pose a
threat to other countries.

Should China’s rapid modernization of military power continue, it could certainly
present a threat to its neighboring areas, the Pentagon report said.

The language used in the report to refer to China’s military expansion is much
more direct than that in previous Pentagon reports, indicating the strong concern
harbored by the United States over the issue. (“U.S. report points to risks posed by
China’s military” The Daily Yomiuri, editorial, July 21, 2005)

BT R RERE S, BIREECTRENAEEZVE THERELH VD)
EDREERE TR LTc, NhFA T4 VLR E L OBEAHEFNBIR LT,
(ST-1) FEFFMN TRV, Iy ==/ %27 T, PEIFEFET S AJHE
TR PRTEREHIZ ) 2 VTV D, (ST-2) HulsE N E A~ BEFrydEm 4 BT #h X 72,

Taking into account the recently soured Japan-China relations, the report also
expresses concern that if tensions between China and other countries escalate over
China’s claims to disputed territory or resource rights, crises and conflicts could
erupt. The report also refers to territorial disputes China has with such countries as

Vietnam and the Philippines.

(TT-1)Not mentioned in the report is the fact that China is throwing its energy into

improving ports and harbors in Myanmar and Pakistan that could be converted for

military use. (TT-2)This indicates China’s aim to extend the reach of its military into

its neighboring countries. [underlines and sentence markers added] (“U.S. report

points to risks posed by China’s military” The Daily Yomiuri, editorial, July 21, 2005)

The sentence marked (TT-1) in the translated text is inverted to follow the word order of
the original. Without the use of inversion, the resulting English sentence—China is
throwing its energy into improving ports and harbors in Myanmar and Pakistan that could
be converted for military use, although the report says nothing about it—would not only

obscure the contrast between what is written in the report and what is not, but it would
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also weaken the lexical cohesion achieved by the repetition of “the report,” by placing the
two occurrences of the lexical item farther apart. The translator took care that “the report”
in this sentence was located as close to the preceding sentence as it could be. The number of
words between two lexical items matters.

The link between the sentences marked (ST-1) and (ST-2) is strengthened in the
translated text. The new information given in the latter half of (TT-1) is condensed into a
reference item (“This”), which is then not only integrated into (TT-2) as the subject/theme
of that sentence but also placed at the beginning.

The following two passages, from an Asahi Shimbun editorial on terrorist bombings in
central London, have wide gaps between sentences: how each of the underlined sentences
is logically related to the preceding sentence is not immediately clear. The gaps are so wide,
in fact, that even native readers of Japanese would have to make conscious effort to fill

them —if they were meant to be filled at all.

1Y R AR o Tobl TR, RGO KRBT TH D, 9-11 LA, =
O L7 R ICBIE SN IR 2. (RO IRBECAS B R O il ) 7 & D BR Ak AL
DESGR T WS, -

Za—3—7, v U =RV TEETr Foplibni, 47 7&F~0O®H
EREBEOME RO L2, 7223, G8 1TUFK S5 SLHEsE E A~ DO N Y 5
WZdH 5 L HDH~_X7Z, [The article continues]

(T DBEEN LN 2 5] [ A B #175 2005 47 A 8 H)

The translator apparently felt the need to fill the gaps.

It was not that London was unprepared for terror. As one of the world’s leading
cities, London reportedly put together a set of emergency plans after 9/11 for the
evacuation of citizens and control of mass transit systems in case terrorists struck. ...

The fact that London was targeted after New York and Madrid may suggest this
attack was in retaliation for the invasion of Iraq. But we believe it is more reasonable
to assume the perpetrators were motivated by their hatred for the developed world
represented by the G-8 nation.

(“Terror in London” The Asahi Shimbun, editorial, July 9, 2005)

3.2 Choosing words for reiteration
To return to the Yomiuri Shimbun editorial on China’s military capabilities, there is one
aspect of lexical cohesion that is of some interest to translators: the choice from among a

repetition, a synonym or near-synonym, a superordinate, and a general word.
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Compare:

(Financial Times) the US defence department’s report—the US document—the report—these
public annual assessments

(Yomiuri Shimbun) FUHRE H-WE H-WE HF-WE H-W G H-W Wb H

(Daily Yomiuri) annual report—the Pentagon report—the report—Pentagon reports—the

report—the report—the report—the report—the report—the report—the U.S. report

The Financial Times avoids repeating the word “report” though admittedly it makes
mention of the referent only four times. The Yomiuri Shimbun, by contrast, has six &2
(report) and no other noun phrase used in its place. The paper’s English translation, The
Daily Yomiuri, has even more repetitions of the word “report” because, for syntactic reason,
several elliptical ##% 3 in the original had to be made explicit in English.

Keene (1980) contrasts Japanese writers” choice of words with English writers’. One of
the problems faced by a translator putting a piece of Japanese literary work into English is
that “Japanese writers seem free to use the same word several times in a piece of writing,
but a good English writer will not repeat on the same page a word with low overall
frequency in the system of the English language” (Keene, 1980: 172, translation — Katori).

Translators have to become creative if they are to avoid sounding monotonous, but in
general they seem to prefer following the original closely to making attempts at rewording,
apart from substituting reference to the government of a country by the name of that
country’s capital, e.g. the Chinese government by Beijing and the U.S. government by

Washington.

3.3. Summary

As quoted in section 1, Nakayama notes that the Japanese favorite dot-type pattern
“creates a void which readers are free to fill with what they think is there.” Observations of
this sort are often made in Japanese-English contrastive rhetoric studies, but it may be
worthwhile examining them.

Do Japanese readers have the freedom to fill the gaps between sentences with their
imagination? The present author doesn’t think they do. Japanese readers do not have the
freedom to fill the blanks, because they do not see them. The absence of something creates
a semiotic phenomenon only when it is marked. When it is marked, the receiver of a
message —in this case the reader of a passage —sees it as a signfiant to be interpreted in one
way or another. Unmarked, the absence just doesn’t exist. In the earlier example from the
Asahi Shimbun editorial dated July 8, 2005, the gaps between the sentences are not marked

for Japanese readers; they would be for English readers were they left unfilled in translation.
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Professional translators rendering Japanese into English often feel the necessity to create
a tighter text than the original, making implicit cohesion in the original explicit in

translation or sometimes creating cohesion at their own risk.

4. Translating English cohesion into Japanese
4.1 Choosing words for reiteration

One reason — there are certainly other reasons—that Japanese writers in general repeat
an identical noun phrase for a referent throughout a piece of writing is that doing
otherwise—using a synonym or a superordinate, for example—can undermine the
cohesion of the text. An article from the Nihon Keizai Shimbun provides an interesting

example:

1948 A=, KPRTHTIN CHW 72 = AL & Fi - 7= B 23 d S iz, 5o 5 234797 OF AL,
T Al -> T e, HEOKE THEREZER L CRED LM -7,
RETIE TS ARNS ) LFiA, BELLZLRBICUITZHODLETE o7,
[underlines added, the passage continues]

(“F#K” The Nihon Keizai Shimbun, January 13, 2005, morning edition, p.1)

This passage is the opening paragraph of a column, Shunju (%%K), Nihon Keizai Shimbun's
equivalent of Asahi Shimbun’s Tensei Jingo “Vox Dei, Vox Populi.” The problem is that the
link between “%” (man) in the first sentence and “Ji & DX 42 T.” (sick draftsperson) in the
third sentence is not immediately clear, and for many readers who didn’t bother to re-read
the passage, it probably remained forever unestablished. The only endophoric clue to
concluding that the “$5” is the “Ji & DIXZ2 T.” is that there is nothing in the entire column
to suggest the presence of another person implicated in the currency counterfeiting case.
An alternative to risking confusion would have been to use a demonstrative (e.g. % DL
DX % T), but that descriptive phrasing would not match the literary flavor of the column.
The surest way to maintain lexical cohesion, then, would have been to use the same noun
(eg MZBVOOENHNBRLOHRELZEML -+).

In English translation, that metonymy would not cause confusion, because it would be
accompanied by the definite article (e.g. They were banknotes forged by the sick draftsman
abusing his skills.)

Here is another example, also from the Nihon Keizai Shimbun.

(JUNKEEIRF R = ) BN TEBAT OB T EERFICHE, RFERDOTFE
WESLODIEFARY =F VRPRE N, B OFAERRE [=— b IZPIX 7 H T,
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BEFORFCHANCSF O N7 REEETLOE VR ATH—E THLA T L 72 R{R
DFEERE L TEHEWHRDOILEZED -, TORERBIEN RO LR Lo T,
[underline added]

(“FFK” The Nihon Keizai Shimbun, January 25, 2006, morning edition, p. 1)

It must have taken a few moments for many readers to realize that the author meant
Takafumi Horie, a.k.a. Horiemon (7~ U =% ), by the phrase “youngster who said he/she
might as well have been a NEET in his/her student days” (H 43 OF4A R A [=— ) (26
R T-HE).

In English, writers have broad options, made available by the definite article. As
Halliday & Hasan put it, “we can [interpret reference] as a means of avoiding the repetition
of lexical items and thus making it clear that if the lexical item had been reiterated it would
have the same referent” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 281). Hence, the Yomiuri Shimbun
editorial sticks with the same word “# & &” throughout the editorial, the Financial Times
has three different noun phrases for a single referent, and a summary Japanese translation
by the Asahi Shimbun of the Financial Times editorial has “#%53%" for every occurrence of

the referent.

KEBRAE IR LT EO RS 2R HAE (the original phrase: the
US defence department’s report) (Zxf L, FEIZHEFELAE THAR) (CHES S
Lo, LRV EHOLDIZLT,

PE ORI ITIERITZ, #EF (the original phrase: the U.S. document)(X, H[E D&
FNIADOL ZAREMTZ L L, KENT R TER LT EORBEZ DT 5 &
= L TW5%, [notes in brackets, added] [article continues]

(T, |\HEHOME] T8 H ] 2005 457 A 24 H, morning edition, p.10)

4.2 Translating English reference items into Japanese
That the type of cohesion preferred by Japanese speakers is different from the one
familiar to English speakers is also obvious from a quick perusal of the following text, on

the impact of overpopulation on human behavior.

COLEFERYy—F U X Mebid, BWEOITED O NHOITE~ & iEl 271
BSETWZ, AHOERZ BT, 25 LEBEMAHE TERELE LD LN
MEWSHENR D, FlZIE, —ANHTD DRARERE 1 HTFr A —Mrdi-
WONARE L ZRBAETHESTAHE Y, LD, o TLEL I, [199% FhiE
HAARE] OF =2 &ffioTH LS, b UWENEMARL L, 20 2 5130EKL
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TEAT 2ITTIEN, EBEITITZ S 25T, Fat I EE R FBEEIX R,
Ll 20X BT Z b < BRATE LLVRBEHRME,. £ OMAEE EHE
Lo THPVIZLK LK RDDEL NI FRLHDHIEAH S, 101, Dl & HILAICHE
LCIEZD Eidnaenk 57, Fexid, ZhboE~ % HRERE, FHRHT 2
7. FEEREWDS 3OOHFIRICHE L., BEOETRoTc, ARITLH D EERH
BIMEZ TR L7228, 2B Mo F ORI ~7=, 2F 0, HEMT v v 7 Ok
H N OBEDIKOE 2 DIFFA, REILIEA LN LR ENTZD7, [underlines added]

Actually, the passage above is a translation from English, done by a student in a translation
training course. The article opens with the authors’ criticism of several journalists and
commentators who cited an experiment using rats, conducted by experimental
psychologist John B. Calhoun, to predict disastrous effects of overpopulation on human
behavior. In Calhoun’s experiment, the rats in a crammed room set about killing, sexually

assaulting and, eventually, cannibalizing one another.

In extrapolating from rodents to people, however, these thinkers and writers were
making a gigantic leap of faith. A look at human populations suggests why such a
simple extrapolation is so problematic. Compare, for instance, per capita murder
rates with the number of people per square kilometer in different nations—as we did,
using data from the United Nations's 1996 Demographic Yearbook. If things were
straightforward, the two ought to vary in tandem. Instead there is no statistically
meaningful relation.

But, one could argue, perhaps such a relation is obscured by variation in national

income level, political organization or some other variable. Apparently not, at least

for income. We divided the nations into three categories—free-market, former East
Block and Third World—and did the analysis again. This time we did find one
significant correlation, but it was in the other direction: it showed more violent crime
in the least crowded countries of the former East Block. [underlines added]
(“Coping with Crowding” by Frans B. M. de Waal, Filippo Aureli and Peter G. Judge,
Scientific American, May 2000, pp. 76-81)

English cohesive devices rendered as they are into Japanese create a text that feels
stilted or, worse, frustratingly unreadable. A glance over the student’s translation will
leave native readers of Japanese with the impression that there is something about the
passage that slows their reading speed: excessive use of “ Z % &” demonstratives. Checking
them with the original shows that they correspond to English referential items such as these,

such, other and the, and an ellipsis Apparently, not.
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One obvious problem in the student’s translation stems from shifts in word order. A
good translator does his or her best to arrange ideas, words and phrases in the order in
which they are presented to the reader of the original. For syntactic reasons, however, there
are limits to how closely a translator can follow the original word order, with the result that
demonstratives and the words, phrases or ideas that they refer to have to be placed at
longer distances in translation than in the original, creating a wide gap that obscures the
link between the index and the referent. The use of a deictic element in “% 9 & IZW\ 2 720
in the second paragraph is a case in point. A more competent translator would have
repeated “[E K% (national income) and rendered the line as “/272 < & & EHEFFIZOW
TIEETEES RV,

Still, given that Japanese texts do not rely so heavily on referential items for cohesion as
do English texts, the student used far too many demonstratives. There are 11 “Z % &”
deictic elements in the student’s 443-letter translation, compared with only two in the
Yomiuri Shimbun editorial on China’s military expansion, which is more than 1.5 times as
long. Some of the student’s “Z % &” phrases can be rephrased (e.g. % ® 2 DiI—->WEX),
and some others can simply be deleted (e.g. Z# 56 DE% % —[E % %). Many writer’s
manuals in Japanese—including [#& J7DO#dir] (Shinoda, 1989) and [ HAFEX#F /)]
(Watanabe, 2003) —counsel against excessive use of “Z % &” demonstratives. Translators
are advised to keep their use to a minimum.

That said, blaming translators for more-than-normative occurrences of demonstratives
may be unfair. Part of the phenomenon is a natural consequence of translating “an English
expository paragraph,” which “usually begins with a topic sentence, and then, by a series
of subdivisions of that topic statement, each supported by example and illustrations,
proceeds to develop that central idea and relate that idea to all the other ideas in the whole
essay” (Kaplan, 1966: 4-5). In short, English paragraphs are organized in a way that every
statement refers back to what has preceded, making anaphoric reference a far more

significant feature of cohesion than it is in Japanese.

4.3 Dealing with changes of subject/theme

Another insight that can be gained from the comparison in section 2.2.1 is that since
cohesion in Japanese is in part supported by the succession of a theme from one sentence to
the next, explicit on the first occurrence and implicit on subsequent occurrences, it may be
more easily disrupted by a thematic change in mid-sentence, more so than cohesion in
English. The following is a passage from an article in the Foreign Affairs November/
December 2003 issue. Titled “The Baby Trade,” it discusses how international adoption of

children should be regulated..
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An American agency that helped bring 600 Russian children to the United States in
the 1990s admitted giving orphanages clothing and medical supplies in order to
establish preferential relationships with them. But the agency claimed that because it
did not pay the orphanages, the Russians had not been “selling the children.”

(“The Baby Trade” by Ethan B. Kapstein, Foreign Affairs, November/December 2003)

Its translation reads:

B ZIE, 1990 FRC e T DFEH 6 EADEFHFiMED>EA LTET AU I DFEH
WL IURBRICESERICKTISE L Th B 9 7o DI ESR M A 1AL L7z 2 & 380 7273,
ZO¥EE L, IMEBRICIEESEE > T RVOENS, By T AN [ 8 %55
THbholt] OTEHARWEFR L7, [underline added]

(TEEEMR o720 DL ERN — L Zifikd X [FmEl 2004 428 A5 p.294)

The translator, rightly, is consistent in her viewpoint from which to describe the event.
Tracing the thematic shift of the original (e.g. = ®¥#F X, MEBEICIZAEZ A>T
DEPEr T NETFESZTE S TWDOTIEZRW ], & F5E L) would have disturbed the

flow of the discourse.

4.4 The unifying force of a paragraph

One aspect of English cohesion not fully discussed by Halliday & Hasan (1976) is the
unifying force of a paragraph. The course of development for English journalistic
paragraphs is governed by a code with a far greater binding force than that for their
Japanese equivalents. This explains relatively few occurrences of the discourse markers for
example and for instance in English paragraphs, and the need to use “fi| 2 [£” (for example)
in their Japanese translations

In the Japanese translation of “The Baby Trade,” that appeared in the August 2004 issue
of Ronza ([ ]), a bimonthly published by the Asahi Shimbun Company, there are six “/5
%13, only two of them having a corresponding phrase in the original. Compare the

following original paragraph with its translation:

It is also difficult at times to distinguish child trafficking from legitimate adoption;
the difference may be clear conceptually, but it is not always clear in reality. An
American agency that helped bring 600 Russian children to the United States in the
1990s admitted giving orphanages clothing and medical supplies in order to establish

preferential relationships with them. But the agency claimed that because it did not
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pay the orphanages, the Russians had not been "selling the children." (p. 120) [The

paragraph continues]

BERRE RS FELDAFTHE R T L20BHELWGS L H D, HERICIX
HOENCKRATELDOEN, BEIZIIZNUIIEF -2V L2l bbb, B,
1990 FRUICE T DF E L RNEANOE Lo LT A U I D¥EHIT, ML
BEIHESEANITRIE LT B D 7o DICASEPEI L A2k L 72 2 L 2GR, 20X
Fix, MERRICIZEEE2 X > T ARVWDENSL, By T A TFELE2E->THH
ofc] OTIFZRWE EELZ, (LLTER) [underline added]

(MERRIE RO T O D ZEBL— L & iRkt X [FRE] 2004 458 A 5 p. 294)

Why the translator felt it necessary to use the phrase “# 2. /X" at the beginning of the third
sentence, or, to put it another way, why the original writer didn’t use a similar discourse
marker, is revealing. English readers have the expectation that a general assertion made at
the beginning of a paragraph will be followed by a few specific examples, while Japanese
readers don’t. For Japanese readers, the logical relationship between the second and the
third sentences in the paragraph above would not be as obvious without “fi 2 |3” used in between.

The difference noted above can be explained in semiotic terms. Ikegami (1983)
postulates a code for syntagmatic text organization. “The stronger the binding force of a
code, the less the need to turn to the context for interpretation of a message,” writes
Ikegami (Ikegami, 1983: 173, translation—Katori). “The producer of a message, in the
expectation that the interpreter will activate the same knowledge system as his own, can
decide not to give explicit linguistic expression to certain information, and the interpreter
of the message can read that information that has not been made explicit, on the
assumption that the producer has produced the message under the same knowledge
system.” (ibid.:182, translation — Katori).

In many English paragraphs, the middle position is a slot to be filled with an example
or two. In Japanese it can be filled with a paraphrase of the first sentence, another
argument building on the preceding one, or an example of the author’s observation just
made. In short, without a code with as much binding force, the course of development for a
Japanese paragraph is much less predictable, an unpredictability that Nomura (2000), in
effect, attributes to the nature of the Japanese topic sentence.

This difference probably explains fewer-than-expected occurrences of other
conjunctions in English journalistic texts, as well. A writer feels a greater need to use some
link word(s) when contradicting or canceling a statement he or she has just made, than

when adding another piece of information to the statement. In the following example from
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The Economist, on the accident of the Space Shuttle Columbia, the unifying force of the topic
sentence, underlined, eliminates the need for a contrastive conjunction, such as but,

between Sentences 4 and 5.

Could the astronauts have been saved had the damage been noticed sooner?

Probably not. It is unlikely that a rescue mission involving another shuttle could have
been prepared in time. [4] Audiences fed on a diet of science fiction are used to
astronauts hopping into waiting spacecraft. [5] Preparing a shuttle for flight requires
about 1.2m separate procedures. So the shuttle may have been doomed from the
moment of take-off. Others, though, say it was doomed a lot earlier than that.
[underline and sentence numbers added, the article continues]

(“And then there were three” The Economist, February 8, 2003, p. 76)

A translator rendering this paragraph into Japanese would be advised to use “L72>L"

(but) between the two sentences for the reason explained above.

4.5 Summary

In translating English reiteration items, translators have two options: 1) repeat the same
word, whatever else the original has for reiteration (e.g. The Asahi Shimbun’s translation of
the Financial Times editorial has “#53" for all references to the report in question: “the
U.S. defence department’s report”, “the U.S. document” and “these annual assessments”).
2) give different translations for different reiteration items (e.g. [KBUfF @G E [EHERAE O
XFE ) MERFHEE] ). However, since literal translation of the synonym, superordinate or
general word used in the English original can confuse the Japanese reader and often
requires the use of an anaphoric reference item (e.g. [Z®) £ 95 L7z) [Z95 Lz [[H]),
which can grate on the reader, translators are advised to use the same word for all
occurrences of the same referent throughout the text. (Generally speaking, the need for an
anaphoric reference item in Japanese translation depends on the need for contextualization:
the more general a noun is, the greater the need for contextualizing it with an anaphoric
reference item. But it also differs between the repetition of the same word and the use of
some other reiteration item: in the Asahi Shimbun translation, “# & E" is used several times
unaccompanied by an anaphoric reference item, but the use of other reiteration items
would have required one, e.g. [EB#E D Z DOXE] 12 OFEURGHEE] ).

Second, entry-level students of English-to-Japanese translation should be careful with
the use of “Z % &”demonstratives. Although translating English expository paragraphs

often requires their heavier use than is normative in Japanese newspaper editorials for the
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reason explained in 4.2, entry-level students tend to use them where they are not necessary
or where they can be associated with the wrong word or idea in the preceding passage.

Third, since the succession of a theme from one sentence to the next, explicit on the first
occurrence and implicit in the succeeding sentences, plays an important part in Japanese
cohesion (see 4.3), translators would do well not to change the theme, particularly in
mid-sentence, if this is at all possible.

Finally, translators should use conjunctions, as defined by Halliday & Hasan (see notes),
including 5] 2 I¥ (for example) and L 7> L (but), where appropriate, to guide the
Japanese reader through the paragraph organization that is familiar to the English reader

but not to the Japanese reader.

5. Directions for future research

Halliday & Hasan (1976) discussed cohesive devices, some of them syntactically
obligatory and others less so, that the speaker/writer uses to give a sequence of sentences a
sense of unity. In other words, they discussed cohesion from the production side.

A cohesive text thus produced has to be received by the hearer/listener as such,
however, and the inclusion of the hearer’s (reader’s) role in the discussion will expand the
scope of research. It will be based on the assumption that the speaker (writer) creates a
cohesive potential, and the hearer (reader) realizes it. In the following example, the tacit
agreement between writer and reader that an opinion will be followed by a reason seems to
play at least as important a role as the lexical item “the station” in achieving cohesion,

putting the two underlined sentences tightly together.

Experiments requiring microgravity can be done on cheap unmanned rockets with no risk

to human life. In fact, Andrew Coates, at University College London, argues that

microgravity research on the space station is a positively bad idea. The station is a big

throbbing structure with human occupants rattling around in it, and this distorts any results.

(“And then there were three” The Economist, February 8, 2003, p. 78)

When a story, narrative, discussion or an argument unfolds in the expected course, the text
feels strongly cohesive, and there will be less need for discourse markers. However,
English readers and Japanese readers may not have the same expectations about what idea
will be followed by what. In the example above, the logical relationship between the
underlined sentences would not be as obvious to Japanese readers as it must be to English
readers, and it would, therefore, have to be made explicit in Japanese translation (e.g. PI#T
TAMDBEEENANZANZEEES>TEY | AT =3 3 VIR DOIEEM Th 5, £ DT IR
TERDPBOONTLED, LEID, )

87



Interpretation Studies, No. 6: 2006

Discussion in section 4.4, on translating English expository paragraphs into Japanese,

focused on other such cases. There will be more to be explored.
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Notes:

1. Halliday & Hasan (1976) classifies cohesive relations into five types: reference, substitution,
ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. “Reference” is an item with the property of
reference; “that is to say, instead of being interpreted semantically in their own right, they
make reference to something else for their interpretation. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 31).
“Substitution” is “the replacement of one item by another.” (ibid.: 89). The authors use the
term “ellipsis” to refer to “sentences, clauses, etc whose structure is such as to presuppose
some preceding item, which then serves as the source of the missing information. An
elliptical item is one which, as it were, leaves specific structural slots to be filled from
elsewhere” (ibid.: 143). They define “conjunction” as “a specification of the way in which
what is to follow is systematically connected to what has gone before” (ibid.: .227) and

“lexical cohesion” as “the cohesive effect achieved by the selection of vocabulary”

(ibid.: .274).
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