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Abstract

This thesis focuses on the Chinese translation of Shakespeare’s bawdy
language, a subject which is seldom addressed in the field of Shakespearean studies
within China. Among the many works by Shakespeare, ten plays and the sonnets
are taken as the primary texts and are dissected in great detail. The selected bawdy
innuendoes are then distinguished into two aspects, “sexual” and “non-sexual”
bawdy. Once categorized, these suggestive terms are studied and compared with
their translations to identify the various relationships between the source-text
bawdy and their corresponding sections in the target texts.

In this study, I have adopted a descriptive approach, with the ultimate aim
of finding reasons and explanations for the changes that have been made to the
source text after undergoing the translation process. The first two chapters are
introductions to the definition of “bawdy”, the characteristics of Shakespeare’s
suggestive language, previous studies on the topic and the overall theoretical
framework of the present research. In chapters three and four, I will move on to
present findings of a contrastive analysis of the bawdy innuendoes in
Shakespeare’s texts and their translations, from the macro- and micro angle
respectively. The implications of the results are further discussed in chapter five,
where I seek to evaluate and expound the occurrence of specific translational
behaviour by uncovering a variety of the “norms” that govern the translators’
preferences in dealing with the problem.

An in-depth analysis shows that the transposition of Shakespeare’s bawdy,
in the Chinese context, involves a rich combination of underlying factors that exert

influence on the decisions of different translators. Firstly, there is a cultural norm



which prescribes the minimization of bawdy elements. The norm, however, was in
conflict with other types of norms that prevailed at the time of the translations. In
addition, linguistic constraints arose during the transference of ribaldry, fluctuating
theatrical interpretations of bawdy overtones and the subtle changes in indelicate
vocabulary over the centuries all contributed to the distortion and loss in

translation.
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1. Introduction and Literature Review

1.1 Introduction

The interpretations of Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets have been subject
to considerable debate since their very inception, with one of the most
controversial topics of all being his use of bawdy language. Shakespeare himself is
revered by many as one of the most celebrated playwrights to have ever lived and a
genius who was “not of an age, but for all time” (Jonson, 1623)". The Bard’s works
undoubtedly represent the very best of English literature; and to a certain extent,
the masterpieces were and to this day still are so popular that they have actually
become a “cultural stronghold” or even a “secular Bible” of the West (Epstein,
1992: 8). However, contrary to the elevated status of the playwright, abusive
expressions are considered to be offensive, indecent language supposedly spoken
only by the lower classes. Shakespeare was thought of as being “just too good”, so
that he could not have written such strikingly low scenes of bawdy talk (Macrone,
1997: 7).

According to Macrone, the tendency to “decorate” or “embellish”
Shakespeare “began shortly after his death and reached full speed by the end of the
seventeenth century” (Macrone, 1997: 7). Since then, “few of the English editors
and critics have moved freely and without constraint in their exposition of the sex
imagery and allusion of Shakespearean art” (Hulme, 1977: 91). The so-called
“incorrect” lines and poor behaviour of Shakespeare were simply cut or ignored in
order to hide the filthy side of the Bard from the populace. Famous expurgators
like Thomas Bowdler and his sister Henrietta would “weed Shakespeare like a
garden”, preserving what they regarded as “flowers”, while eradicating the

“nettles” that disgrace the work of the Bard (Perrin, 1992: 63-64). On the other



hand, repeated attempts were made by the critics to protect Shakespeare’s
reputation by finding “scapegoats” for him, putting across the idea that he was
only “obliged” to include bad jokes and obscenities so as to gratify the vulgar
stratum of his audience (Bridges, 1966: 2). Some even proposed that the “low
stuff” was only interpolated by actors after Shakespeare’s death. Over the past four
centuries, Shakespeare was praised but also condemned; remained popular but
continued to be the target of censorship. Even today, when bowdlerization has
already died down and moral standards have changed, expurgation of sensitive
ideas like sexuality and ethnicity in his work still continues to exist in the West
(Govind, 1998).

In another part of the world, when the original texts of Shakespeare were
first rendered into Chinese in the early 1920s, the Bard had not yet drawn much
attention” (Meng, 2002: 116), but he was already considered by certain Chinese
critics as a “literary giant” (Li, 1991: 9). Starting from the 1930s, Shakespeare’s
name was frequently bandied around and abundant new Chinese versions of
Shakespeare’s works began to appear around China (Li, 1991: 9-10). Shakespeare
was then enshrined atop the cultural canon. As suggested by Liang Shiqiu’s essay
which was written in the early 1930s, “the Bard was often idolized by ordinary
people who thought that the impropriety would most possibly detract from the
work of the great author” (Liang S.Q., 2002: 17). Few Chinese critics tried to pick

<

faults, like Samuel Johnson, by pointing out that Shakespeare “wrote without
moral purpose” (Fang P., 1995: 20). However, the lack of heated controversies
does not necessarily mean that no problem came up in the transposition of
Shakespeare’s bawdy language. On the contrary, since Shakespeare enjoyed such an

exalted status in China, it is reasonable for us to state that a similar conflict

between the “lighter” (beautiful status) and the “darker” (ugly and foul) side of the



Bard which is found in the Western world is likely to happen when his work is
carried abroad to China. Sexual and scatological themes of all kinds which are
widespread throughout Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets might also compound
problems for the translators.

In the Chinese translations of Shakespeare, different attitudes and
strategies of the translators can be observed in their handling of the bawdy
language. Some who were not willing to accept the “immoral language” reshaped
and refined Shakespeare’s works to their own personal standards. As a result, the
offensive material which pervades the plays was suppressed or deleted. This type
of translation strategy is particularly noticeable in the work of some early
Shakespearean translators. One of them is Zhu Shenghao, who is arguably the
most renowned Chinese translator of the Bard’s plays, but also the one who
filtered by far the largest amount of obscenities due to the constraining
environment that prevailed in the country at the time of his work:

One of the major disadvantages of Zhu Shenghao’s translations is that he

did not faithfully render a large amount of foul language in Shakespeare’s

works. He often filtered the contentious elements or made his version

more elegant when dealing with this kind of language. If we consider the

guoging [national condition] that prevailed in Zhu’s time, his translation
approach is actually understandable (Zhu J.G., 1998: 20).

However, how did other translators under the same national condition
handle the same situation? Are there any other undetlying factors affecting the
decisions of different translators? Even for the word ‘“condition”, further
clarification and elaboration is needed to make the discussion of the subject more

meaningful.



1.2 Previous Studies of Shakespeare’s Bawdiness in China

In the field of Shakespearean studies in China nowadays, the problems
regarding the translation of Shakespeare’s bawdy language are seldom addressed in
any detail. Fan Shen, in his article “Shakespeare in China: The Merchant of 1 enice”,
regarded sexual themes as being an “obvious taboo area” of Shakespearean
criticism in China:

The recent period is the most active period of Shakespearean criticism in

China; critics have touched upon almost all the perspectives on

Shakespeare’s plays explored by Western scholars. But there is one obvious
taboo area that Chinese critics do not touch: sex (Fan, 1988: 35).

Until the present time, Chinese literary criticisms that deal with sexual
mores in Shakespeare are still very limited. A general review on the subject can
occasionally be found in books and journals. For example, Professor Simon Chow
of the Hong Kong Baptist University, who examined in depth the six Chinese
versions of Hamlet in Hanyi Hamuleite [A Critical Study of the Chinese Translations
of Hamled], did include in his work a small section of three to four pages relating to
the translations of bawdy language in Hamlet (Chow S., 1981: 289-292). Some
other articles have appeared periodically, which lightly touched upon the topic in
question, such as Liang Shiqiu’s short essay on “Shakespeare and Sex” (Liang S.Q.,
1990: 9-12), Fang Ping’s review on “Shakespeare’s Vulgarity” (Fang P., 1995: 17-25),
Bai Liping’s article which analyzed the rendering of ribaldry in Shakespeare’s Sonnet
151 (Bai L.P, 2002: 169-180) and Shen Lin’s attempt in examining the translation
of bawdiness in Romeo and Juliet (Lin, 1989: 173-201). Most of these studies gave an
overview and discussed the generalities of the subject. Yet, no systematic study of
the topic has ever been undertaken. The present research therefore intends to

show specifically how the practice of translation might be influenced by the



various modes of bawdy innuendoes within texts by examining the corresponding
sections in the Chinese renderings of Shakespeare’s works. In writing this thesis, I
have adopted a descriptive approach, with the primary aim of finding reasons and
explanations for the changes which have been made to the original after
undergoing the translation process. The second chapter is an introductory
discussion about the definition of the term “bawdy”, the nature and characteristics
of Shakespeare’s bawdy language and the overall theoretical framework of the
research. In chapter three and four, I will move on to present findings of a
contrastive analysis of the bawdy innuendoes in Shakespeare’ texts and their
translations, from the macro- and micro angle respectively. The implications of
such results are then further examined in the final chapter, where I seek to embed
translated literature into a larger cultural context and evaluate the occurrence of
specific translation behaviour by uncovering a variety of the “norms” that govern

the translators’ preferences and determine the kind of translation relations.



2. Definition and Methodology

2.1 The Definition of “Bawdy”

Since this thesis aims at studying the translations of Shakespeare’s bawdy
language, a problem with terminology must be addressed in the initial stage. The
term “bawdy” is actually often adopted by Western scholars to categorizing
Shakespeare’s crude words, and according to the Collins Cobuild English Langnage
Dictionary, it commonly denotes “a story or a joke that contains humorous
references to sex” (Sinclair, 1987: 107). Apart from being humorous, “a bawdy
piece of talk or writing also has to have behind it the intention to startle or shock,
even if only fleetingly or mildly”. Another aspect is that bawdy often pertains to
“an exercise of wit” and it is often “indirect, metaphorical or allusive” (Colman,
1974: 2-3). Its origin is difficult to trace, but it appears to originate from the old
French word “baud”, meaning lively, merry and bold (Ayto, 1993: 55). After the
transfer from French to English in the fourteenth century, “bawd” was also
applied to “prostitute” or “procuress”. The word does appear in Shakespeare’s
plays—the “bawd’s house” (MM, 2.1.76) is a whorehouse, and when Mercutio
cries out “A bawd, a bawd, a bawd” (Re¢>7/, 2.4.128), he is referring to a “hare” and
hinting at a “procuress” (Levenson, 2000: 2306).

The Chinese phrase weixze yu [indecent language] is often being taken as the
equivalent of “bawdy”. But very much like the English adjectives “licentious”,
“lewd”, ‘indecent” and “obscene”, it tends to be more pejorative. Thus, in the rest
of this thesis, comparatively neutral terms such as “bawdy”, “ribaldry” or
“suggestive language” will mostly be used in referring to Shakespeare’s sexual or
scatological references. Before the textual comparison of translation with its

original text comes into play, a brief historical survey of Shakespeare renditions in



China will first be included to provide a clearer background to the overall picture
of the research, followed by a discussion on the steps in selecting useful empirical

data for the present study.

2.2 Chinese Translations of Shakespeare’s Works: An Overview

Shortly after the Opium War in 1840, the Chinese started to realize that
China was not the strongest centre of the world. However, what they took notice
of at the very beginning was only the military strength and advanced technology of
the West. It was not until the Sino-Japanese War of 1895, in which China was
defeated by a country whose culture had been supposedly inferior but was more
westernized, that they started to shift their focus of attention to Western culture.
From that time on, a large amount of translations concerned with foreign literature
were brought into China after 1895. Lin Shu (1852-1924), one of the most
celebrated and prolific translators in the early twentieth century, was the first to
translate a significant number of Western novels into classical Chinese prose and
opened the eyes of the Chinese readers to the foreign life styles, societies and arts.

The name “Shakespeare” was first introduced by a British missionary
named William Muirhead (Mu Weilian) who, in 1856, briefly mentioned the
playwright’s name “Shekesibi” in his Chinese translation of Thomas Milner’s The
History of England: From the Invasions of Julins Caesar to the Year A.D. 1852 (Li, 1991: 1).
Since then, a number of missionaries and Chinese intellectuals referred to
Shakespeare in their works, even though the transliteration of his name at this early
phase had not yet been standardized. At least ten versions could be found,
including “Shekesibi”, “Shasipi’er”, “Shaisibi’er”, “Xiasipi’et” and so on.

“Shashibiya”, the transliteration which is now widely accepted and commonly



adopted in the Chinese world, was rendered by Liang Qichao in his work Y7nbingshi
Shibua [Talks on Poetry in the Yinbing Studio] published in 1902 (Li, 1991: 4).

In 1903, the plays of Shakespeare first became known to Chinese readers,
although they were not translated from the originals, but from a selection of stories
based on Charles and Mary Lamb’s Tales from Shakespeare. The Chinese version was
entitled Xiewai Qitan [Wonderful Stories from beyond the Seas] and numbered ten
stories, which were adapted by an anonymous writer. The complete Lamb’s Tales
Yinbian Yanyn [Swallow Talks| rendered by Lin Shu and Wei Yi was published one
year later in 1904. Although Lin Shu had no knowledge of foreign languages at all
and he only succeeded in translating the Western works with the aid of his
assistants (people who interpreted the original works for him), his translations of
Shakespeare were so renowned that he contributed greatly in acquainting the
Chinese people with the great playwright. Lin’s Tales from Shakespeare had exerted a
greater influence and was far more important than the other adaptations because
almost all of the Shakespearean stage performances presented in the Chinese
theatres at the beginning of the Republic of China relied on his version.

The New Cultural Movement initiated by Hu Shi in 1919 marked a new era
in Shakespearean translation. Tian Han, one of the most famous modern
playwrights in China, was the first translator who attempted to translate an entire
Shakespearean play into modern vernacular Chinese. Tian originally intended to
render nine of the plays, but eventually only completed two of them. His prose
translations of Hamlet and Romeo and Juliet were published in Shanghai in 1921 and
1924 respectively. During the ten years between 1920 and 1930, at least twelve
Chinese versions appeared (Chow S., 1981: 7), including Muaikepeisi (Macbeth)
translated by Dai Wangshu; Ruyunan (As You Like I7) translated by Zhang Caizhen;

Ruomiao [inniao Xin Tanci (Romeo and Julie?) translated by Deng Yizhi and so on. It is



noteworthy that there were no complete renditions of Shakespeare’s plays within
China during this period and thus the translators did not have any base to draw on
whilst doing their translations. They simply rendered one or two plays, without any
clear plan to finish the whole collection of Shakespeare’s works.

In the 1930s, a large-scale translation of Shakespeare was undertaken,
despite the fact that China was actually fighting a war of resistance against Japan
and later a full-blown civil war. It was then that three of the prominent translators
of the time—Zhu Shenghao, Cao Weifeng and Liang Shiqiu—tried to render the
complete works of Shakespeare and their translations have greatly influenced the
later Shakespeare renditions up to the present day.

Cao Weifeng was the first translator who planned to render the entire
collection of Shakespeare and he began his work in 1931. But he did not actually
achieve his goal owing to the difficult living and working conditions at the time
(Zhang, 1993: 112; Cao W.F., 1954: 32). Eleven of his translations were published
by Guiyang Wentong Press in 1943, with the title of The Complete Works of
Shakespeare. His works were then reprinted by the Shanghai Cultural Cooperation
Ltd. as Cao’s Translation of Shakespeare in 1946.

The second translator Zhu Shenghao was a young editor who worked in
the Shanghai World Publishing House after graduating from the Hangzhou
Zhejiang University in 1933. In 1935, at the age of twenty-four, he set himself a
target to render all of Shakespeare’s works and viewed his goal as a “patriotic act”
(Zhu H.D. & Wu J.M., 1989: 107) because many world masterpieces at the time
were not available in Chinese. As told by his wife Song Qingru, Zhu Shenghao
suffered from poverty and sickness throughout his life and his original manuscripts
were destroyed twice in the Sino-Japanese War, so much of his translated work

had to be rewritten. Zhu worked under very difficult conditions for around nine



years, until he was bedridden and died of tuberculosis in 1944. Only six and a half
plays were untranslated. Zhu’s renderings were published by Shzjie Shuju [The
World Book Store| in 1947, three years after his death.

The third translator Liang Shiqiu took up the task of translating
Shakespeare in 1931, when he was invited by Hu Shi, who was the Chairman of
the Translation Committee of the China Educational and Cultural Foundation, to
be part of the committee (other members include Wen Yiduo, Xu Zhimo, Zhen
Dongbo and Ye Gongchao) and participate in a big Shakespeare translation project.
But the actual situation deviated from their initial plans as one of the members Xu
Zhimo died accidentally in a plane crash and the others refused to take part in the
project. Liang was then the only translator left to take on this formidable task.

Since Zhu Shenghao died at the young age of thirty-two and only managed
thirty-one and a half of Shakespeare’s plays, whilst Cao Weifeng completed a mere
fifteen of them (most of which were comedies)—Liang was therefore the first
translator to finish rendering the whole collection of Shakespeare’s works.
Spanning thirty-three years, from 1936 to 1969, his project was finally and
successfully completed. Even to this day, Liang is still the only Chinese scholar
who accomplished the task single handedly.

After 1949, some Shakespearean translators preferred to work on the
existing editions, especially Zhu’s. Yu Erchang, who was one of Zhu’s university
classmates, carried on the unfinished work of Zhu by rendering six of the
remaining histories and all the sonnets. The ‘“Zhu Shenghao/Yu Erchang”
collection was then published by The World Book Store in Taipei in 1957 and was
titled the Complete Works of William Shakespeare. In mainland China, Zhu’s project
was also edited and enlarged with the addition of his unfinished works by other

translators including Fang Ping, Fang Zhong, Wu Xinghua and Zhang Yi. The
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complete works were then published in a set of eleven uniform volumes in Beijing
in 1978 by the Renmin Wenxue Chubanshe [People’s Literature Publishing House],
which has been widely praised and considered as a monumental achievement in
Chinese Shakespearean studies.

On the other hand, new translations continued to emerge. They sought to
fill in the gaps and make amendments to the past translations which they saw as
insufficient. Some even managed to escape from past influences and broke
through the traditional framework of the previous generation, in order to give a
full view of Shakespeare’s works. For example, a change of genre can be observed
in some of the translations. Most of Shakespeare’s plays were written in blank
verse. They were, however, being rendered into prose by Zhu and Liang, which
upset several scholars such as Qiu Ke’an, Fang Ping and Taiwan translator Peng
Jingxi, who proposed to translate the complete collection of Shakespeare again in
verse (Du C.N. & Wen J., 1994: 348). Qiu Ke’an even claimed that the study of
Shakespeare in China could not move a single step forward if scholars were just
content with the existing prose translations (Qiu K.A., 1991). Since the 1980s,
translators such as Bian Zhilin and Sun Dayu published their poetic renderings of
the Four Tragedies of Shakespeare (including Hamlet, Othello, King Lear and Macbeth). A
third collection of the Complete Works of Shakespeare, translated in poetry by Fang
Ping and other hands’, was also published by Hebei Jiaoyu Chubanshe [Hebei

Educational Press] in year 2000.

2.3 The Selection of Data
In this research, empirical material of two kinds can be distinguished,

namely, the “textual” and “extratextual” sources (Toury, 1995: 65).
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2.3.1. Textual Sources

2.3.1.1. Source Texts

To assist in the selection of relevant soutrce text material, a2 word list was
first compiled in order to count the actual number of bawdy innuendoes in
Shakespeare’s works, their exact locations in the source texts and the characters
who actually spoke the suggestive lines. The citations were identified
predominantly on the basis of Eric Partridge’s pioneering study, Shakespeare’s Bawdy,
first released in 1947, which is recognized not only as “the first comprehensive
listing of the bawdy uses of Shakespeare in comparatively forthright terms”
(Williams, 1997: 10), but also “a fairly reliable guide in this domain” (Delabastita,
1993: 150). The systematic study, in Stanley Wells” words, also “helped to lead a
way towards a new freedom and honesty in responding to the sexual resonances of
Shakespeare’s vocabulary” (Wells, 2004: 27). Aside from Partridge’s book, other
studies concerning themselves with Shakespeare’s bawdy language that are
consulted in the present research also include: The Dramatic Use of Bawdy in
Shakespeare (Colman, 1974); William Shakespeare: Spacious in the Possession of Dirt
(McCall, 1977); Shakespeare’s Animal (And Related) Imagery: Chiefly in the Erotic Context
(Webb, 1988); Shakespeare’s Erotic Word Usage: The Body, its Parts, Analogues and Images
(Webb, 1989); A Dictionary of Shakespeare’s Sexual Puns and Their Significance
(Rubinstein, 1989); The Wordsworth Dictionary of Obscenity, Taboo and Euphemism
(McDonald, 1996)*; A Dictionary of Shakespeare’s Sexcual 1angnage (Williams, 1997);
Nanghty Shakespeare (Macrone, 1997); Bawdy and Soul: A Revaluation of Shakespeare’s
Sonnets (Pointner Erik, 2003). The word list helps to keep a record for the ranking
of Shakespeare’s works from the bawdiest to the cleanest by the number of
citations, with reference to the number of Chinese translations available for each

text.
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Following Partridge’s analysis, Measure for Measure and Othello are
“Shakespeare’s most sexual and most bawdy of plays” (Partridge, 2000: 46). Then
again on the other hand, there is Richard II which is a “remarkably chaste one, with
only a single sexual reference worth mentioning” (Partridge, 2000: 45). Generally
speaking, the Histories are sexually the purest when compared to the Comedies,
whereas the Tragedies belong to a class of their own due to their high level of
bawdiness (Partridge, 2000: 44). Among the many works by Shakespeare, ten plays
and all of the sonnets were taken as primary texts. The selected plays include
Measure for Measure, Othello, Romeo and Juliet, Hamlet, Antony and Cleopatra, The Merry
Wives of Windsor, King Lear, Much Ado Abont Nothing, The Comedy of Errors and Troilus
and Cressida.

These texts were chosen mainly because their ranking in the word list is
high, which indicates that they are comparatively rich in ribaldry. Despite a certain
amount of suggestive language, however, some of the semi-bawdy texts were not
selected owing to their limited number of Chinese translations. The availability of
translated texts is thus the second criterion for source-text selection. The data
gathered in the word list indicated that more than 700 citations could be
recognized in the source texts already mentioned. The present research, however,
did not take into account all these citations owing to the following grounds: The
first consideration pertains to Shakespeare’s literary techniques and how he
disguised his use of bawdy instances, in order to “circumvent the Elizabethan
restraints on coarse language” (Hughes, 1998: 108). The ironic circumstance is:
during a period considered to be marked by emancipation, there were still works
that infringed on the restrictions concerning profanity, and were considered
“unacceptable” for public consumption. The main law governing profanity spoken

on the Elizabethan stage was the “Act to Restraine Abuses of Players” passed in
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1606. As declared in the Act, no person may “in any Stage play, Interlude, Shewe,
Maygame, or Pageant jestingly or profanely speak or use the holy name of God or
of Christ Jesus, or of the Holy Ghost or of the Trinity” (See Hughes, 1998: 103;
Rawson, 1989: 5). Anyone who violated the law would be punished by a fine of ten
pounds, which was a huge sum of money at the time. The countermove to this Act
was that “minced oaths avoiding direct reference to foul or profane language grew
in profusion” (Hughes, 1998: 103). Circumvention was greatly encouraged by using
the writer’s own ingenuity. Due to the specific situation, a complex variety of
coded evasions, double entendres, eaphemisms, images and allusions were employed
by Shakespeare in his plays and sonnets.

This kind of swearing, although characterized by its exuberant creativity,
has posed some thorny issues in its interpretation. With the linguistic features of
the English language changing continuously over the past four centuries, it became
an even more perplexing problem for scholars to detect or guarantee the existence
of a pun’, since “much of Shakespeare’s verbal humour has irretrievably been
buried beneath a mounting drift of semantic, orthographic and phonological
change” (Ellis, 1973: 9). As a result, a part of Shakespeare’s use of bawdy language
is actually in dispute. Criticisms reflected that a number of the sexual innuendoes
chosen by Partridge in Shakespeare’s Bawdy are actually inadequately or unreasonably
supported by his examples’ (Colman, 1974; Macrone, 1997). Some of his selection
of indecency was challenged for “going overboard without providing any explicit
defense” (Colman, 1974: 12-13), or simply being too implicit and indirect, which
raised questions as to whether they should have been studied in this research at all.

A second concern is related to the “norm of understanding” (Martin, 2001)
that affects the analysis of the source text and hence the accuracy of the target text.

A portion of the sexual innuendoes in Shakespeare were left untranslated or
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mistranslated only because they were not noticed by the Chinese translators. This
may be a weakness concerning the translator’s state of knowledge or language
competence, or due to the inadequacy of research material available to the
translators, as it is highly likely for them to encounter problems in decoding the
“secret language” of the source text. Difficulties in grasping Shakespeare’s use of
bawdy language may arise owing to the bad living and working conditions of some
translators, thus hindering and inhibiting them from doing much deeper research
on the virgin script (He X.L., 1981). For example, Zhu Shenghao rendered
Shakespeare’s works between 1936 and 1944: an era belonging to a period of
continuous war when life in China was profoundly disrupted by the Japanese
invasion. The reference books available to Zhu are very limited—the only tools he
had were two dictionaries: one the Oxford English Dictionary and two the Ying-Han
Siyong Cidian [ A Four Purpose English-Chinese Dictionary] published by The World
Book Store (Zhu H.D. & Wu J.M., 1989: 129)—which to a certain extent
“contributes to many of the inaccuracies in his translated texts” (He X.L., 1981:
86). In fact, anxiety over the lack of research material did not only happen to Zhu.
Other translators such as Liang Shiqgiu and Sun Dayu also claimed it was extremely
difficult to gather reference material and various annotated editions of
Shakespeare’s works when China had been in a state of war for some years (Liang
S.Q., 1967: 76-77; Sun D.Y., 1991: XV; 2003: 15).
In view of the above-mentioned problems, only those entries that fulfill
certain selection criteria stated as follows will be shortlisted for the present study:
1. The annotations and commentaries of various editions of the source
texts are compared so as to avoid bawdy instances which are not
adequately supported. The consulted editions are chiefly The Oxford

Shakespeare, The Arden Shakespeare and The Riverside Shakespeare.
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Attention will also be given to the edition of source text(s) studied by
the Shakespeare translators and the explanatory notes provided by
these texts. This procedure serves to explore whether the translators
were aware of the bawdy innuendoes in the source text. Basically, if
sexual sense is made clear to all in the Oxford English Dictionary (OED:
1933), it is mostly assumed that translators would most probably
notice them.
If the bawdy meaning of a citation is not explicitly explained in the
editor’s notes or the OED, it will then be situated in the overall
context to see if the connotation is revealed, since the judgment of
bawdiness also depends on the dramatic context in addition to the
possible dictionary meanings and etymological roots of the words.
Colman had made some suggestions on how the near-bawdy lines
could possibly be weighed:
1. Keywords or phrases are occasionally repeated to give the readers or
audience time to grasp double meanings.
ii. One can also get the connotation from the attitudes and responses
of a character. The speaker of a bawdy line will sometimes hesitate
over what he says or apologize for it in advance.
iii. The validity of possible bawdy ambiguities can also be determined
by looking into the atmosphere of the speech, the nature of the
character speaking or whether the potentially indecency appeared in
rapid succession or not.

(Colman, 1974: 11-21)
iv. Finally, I believe if the abandonment of a bawdy connotation leads

to an unclear context and hinders understanding—while including
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that particular connotation would make the process of
comprehension run smooth—it is hypothesized that the sexual or
scatological connotation of that word or phrase is not only necessary
but also essential.

After that, the filtered items (a total of 210 bawdy instances) are further
grouped in categories. Shakespeare’s bawdy in the present context will be divided
into two kinds—*“sexual” and “non-sexual”. A major category of bawdy language
in Shakespeare’s works consists of sexual words and phrases that are widely
distributed throughout his texts. Hence, under the heading of “sexual bawdy” are
expressions having to do with the genitalia and certain bodily parts that display
sexual sensitivity, ranging from commonly used euphemisms such as weapon, tool,
sword which denote a “penis” to other witty allusions specifically invented by
Shakespeare. Apart from male and female bodily parts, a vast range of activity
characterized by its sexual nature and topics with regard to syphilis will also be
subsumed under the same section. A minor category, namely the “non-sexual
bawdy”, will also be touched upon. This group consists of words designated for
the elimination of bodily processes. References to feces and elimination can be
singled out—rmake water, turd, breaking wind and the like—most of which are either

cursory or humorous.

2.3.1.2 Target Texts

Another kind of empirical data in the present research is the Chinese
translations of Shakespeare. Apart from those which cannot be accessed or
obtained from major libraries (marked with an asterisk in the table shown below),
all notable translations of the chosen plays and sonnets will be analyzed, including

the Cantonese translations produced on request for the theatre. The translations
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studied are primarily based on a comprehensive list from A Historical Survey of
Shakespeare in China (Meng X.Q., 1994: 110-137) and other bibliographies,
catalogues and indexes of Chinese translated literature, such as A Comprebensive
Bibliography of the Republican Period: 1911-1949 (Beijing Library, 1987), .A Classified
Catalogne of Current Chinese Books (Shanghai Booksellers, 1935) and .4 Bibliography of
Chinese Translations of Western Language Publications during the Last Hundred Years
(Beijing Library, 1958).

From the above sources, it was found that there were seventeen translators
who had rendered one or more of the selected source texts and the total of target

texts is sixty-two in number. The translators whose renderings of Shakespeare’s

plays will be investigated are: Tian Han H% (1898-1968), Zhou Zhuangping /]
HERE/ Zhou Ping JEF (2-?), Zhu Shenghao RAESE (1912-1944), Liang Shiqiu
BEIK (1902-1987), Fang Ping J7°F (1921-), Cao Yu H#H# (1910-1996), Cao
Weifeng A JE (1911- 1963), Bian Zhilin 2 #k (1910-2000), Sun Dayu 4
KF (1905-1997), Ying Ruo- cheng JE47 i (1929-2003) and Peng Jingxi 48
% (1945-). For Shakespeare’s Somnets the translators are Liang Zongdai %53 1N
(1903-1983), Tu An J&# (1923-), Liang Shiqiu, Shi Yongzhou HiFHM (1919-),
Gu Zhengkun = 1EH (1951-), Yu Erchang R & (1904-1984) and Yang

Xining # B&#E  (1927-1989). Basically, a different group of translators are

involved in the translation of sonnets, except Liang Shiqgiu, who remains constant
for both the plays and sonnets. Below is a list of the textual sources which will be
dealt with. As one translation taken from different publishers will not be used, only

the editions adopted for this study will be noted:
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Fig. 1 The Translators and Translations of Ten Shakespeare’s Plays and the Sonnets
Translators Translated texts Publishers #1 Year | #2 Year
Hamlet
1. H# i i R g R 1922 1921
2. JEHEE n e R O R 1938 1938
3. BRI | BRI W S SO R 1996 1938
4. HECORE | BEBHEE BT S L AT 1955 1944
5. RAEZE | BN A E R 1996 1947
6.  RZHk | MAEERY SHISHIES HH R AT 1999 1956
7. FBRKW | TR i S & /N 1999 1991
8. P I Ul AL HE At 2000 2000
9.  WEitd | WA EE S T /A 2001 2001
Romeo and Juliet
10. [ e 25 K B JHE g e ) 1924 1924
11, SRLLE |+ A SR 1928
12. HE % 2 W L i NI S L B A 1979 1942
13, HRE | BOKBXIURIEYE g A A AR A ] 1946 1943

(HEEVb T L 424 34)

14, RAZE | BEEBEURELE TH L )5 1996 1947
15, REK | AREBULRREE W5k S L Rt 1996 1964
16. FRNF | ZE% BB RE e RS S L WA 2003 1998
17. Ji°F A B K B TALHE At 2000 2000
Othells

18, ZEPERk | AIRER W5l SCAGH Rl 1996 1936
19. KAEZE | RS L E 5 1996 1947
20, HORE | BRI g SR L A 1958 1958
21, JiP DR A TACHE 2000 1980
22 RZHE | BB HEER N BRI AN R SHiSIEES L R AT 2000 1988
23. RN | R S i /A 1999 1999
King Lear

24, RAEZ ZHWE H L2 1996 1947
25 REK | FWE N5k A Rt 1996 1936
26, HRHE ZHF AR 1944 1944
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27, $RAN | BT/ BT A H R 3E A ] 1999 1948
28 NZHE | EniE SHI S HY AT 1999 1988
29. Ji°F LSRR TACHE it 2000 2000
Antony and Clegpatra

30 BEAFEC | w2 e BRA ULl - - 1946
31, KAEZE | WEMERT L 1996 1947
32 ZEEERK | 22 B R AT B WS SO R 1996 1965
33 HORE | s eBlwmne bR SCH R 1983 1959
34. JF 22 R e B v ] SR iy T ALHE At 2000 2000
Much Ado Abont Nothing

35, RAEEE | SR TS E =) 1996 1947
36. GRWEN | ¥R - - 1947
37. JiF RS AL HE At 2000 1953
38. UK | *fE/EAR S R A 1962 1962
39. REK | MEOE WS SO R 1996 1965
Measure for Measure

40.  BRAFEC | *HNVEARVE - - 1944
41, REZE | BARRL/ —WRE R TS E =) 1996 1947
42, REK | EATEW W5 SO H R 1996 1957
43, JiF A E % TALHE At 2000 2000
4. TR | EEAZE o [ S A R L SR 1999 1982
The Merry Wives of Windsor

45, BERE | *EEEep - - 1929
46. AREZE | RIS LR AT TS E =) 1996 1947
47, BEERC | RIS R A WS SO R 1996 1967
48, JiF T 1 JE L AR A TALHE At 2000 1979
Troilus and Cressida

49. RAEE ISR I ED 7 E R 1996 1947
50.  HEECRK | MR vy 4 WS SO R 1996 1967
51. JiF I B A S B T Y I TALHE At 2000 1979
The Comedy of Errors

52, RAEZE | BERRMIEE 7 E R 1996 1947
53. BEERRK | SErhah RES=p&idiiT:s 1996 1965
54, R | BEHPES b RS ST H A 1983 1944
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55. JiF SR AL b AT 2000 2000
The Sonnets

56. LM | Phbrhni DU RE JERUREH R AT 1998 1998
57. B 3w R AR S =5\ Ay = /A 1979 1979
58.  GESRAN | Yb b bbniDUATRE SR DTN TG H R 1983 1942
59. BEEM | PETER 55 H AR AT 1973 1973
60. AuEeEy | Phhbhni DU TR A NEFEP NI T 1980 1980
61. JEkE W R PUAT R AR RS AR A 1988 1950
62. EEME | TPUATRE ALt A H R 1996 1957

* Chinese translations of Shakespeare’s works which cannot be accessed from major libraries.
#1 The publishing year of the Chinese translation used in the present study.

#2 The year when the Chinese translation was first published.

2.3.2 Extratextual Sources

The third type of data, after the source and target texts, is “secondary
texts” which are largely semi-theoretical and critical statements made by translators,
editors, publishers and critics. This kind of data usually appears in newspaper
reviews, literary magazines, translator’s biographies or diaries and so on. In most
circumstances, the translators would also include a preface or afterword which
explained their intentions for the translation, what they wanted to achieve with
their works and their preferences as well as describing some of the problems they
encountered during the translation. Though worth looking into, secondary
formulations should be treated with caution, as sometimes there may be
inconsistencies between arguments of the secondary sources and the actual
behaviour observed in the translations: discrepancies between what is “said” about
translations and what is actually “done” in translations do exist (Pym, 1998:
111-112). Even under some circumstances when translators made certain

declarations of their intentions, what they claim does not necessarily concur with
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their product, which can explain why some researchers prefer to work on
translations. In spite of their pitfalls, however, these secondary texts can still
provide useful data for the analysis of translation behaviour and thus play a
“supportive” role rather than being totally ignored or abandoned. To avoid being
distorted by misinterpretations, the status of each secondary text should be
clarified; various formulations compared with one another and the findings should
as often as possible be checked against the actual behaviour in the translation
products (Toury, 1995: 66). This will reaffirm that certain translation behaviour
does not occur incidentally.

Secondary texts used in this research include materials concerning the
personal backgrounds of individual translators, such as Zbu Shenghao Zhuan
(Biography of Zhu Shenghaol; other books or articles written by the translators, such as
Yashe Tan Shu | A Cottager’s Discussion on Books| composed by Liang Shiqiu; as well as
criticisms and prefaces to all translations that may involve the awareness of
translators or explain why they have made certain decisions. These texts can serve
as supplementary materials in determining the constraints faced by the translators

and provide justifications for the adoption of certain strategies.

2.4 Shakespeare’s Bawdy: Modes of Translation

According to David Frantz’s Festum Voluptatis: A Study of Renaissance Erotica,
sexual innuendos are basically inseparable from the literary works in the
Renaissance period:

It would be only a small exaggeration to say that almost all of the “fiction’

of the English Renaissance (poetry, drama and prose fiction) contains

some element of erotica, be it the bawdy, the obscene or the erotic.

Sidney’s Astrophel and Stella, Shakespeare’s Venus and Adonis or his “Will”

sonnets, Spenset’s Bower of Bliss—the mind boggles at what might be
included (Frantz, 1989: 208).
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Even though Shakespeare’s plays or even his Wi/ sonnets could hardly be
classified as “erotica”, they still to a certain extent share some facet of it. It is
therefore not possible for one to avoid erotica in studying plays of the era. For a
more thorough understanding of Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets, knowledge of
the language of sexuality is essential, as it is used masterfully by the dramatist to
develop characters, themes, plots and so on. The various types of “dramatic
functions” achieved by Shakespeare’s use of bawdy were illustrated in minute detail
in Colman’s critical study The Dramatic Use of Bawdy in Shakespeare.

As referred to in the previous subsection, many of the sexual or
scatological themes in Shakespeare are introduced by the use of indirect means or
in a roundabout fashion. Four letter words commonly used today such as “fart”,
“fuck”, “shit”, “cunt”, “arse” and explicit descriptions of sexual acts are
conspicuously absent from the Bard’s texts (McDonald, 1996: vii; Delabastita, 1993:
150). Shakespeare did not actually use the word “fuck” (Sheidlower, 1999: xix), but
his plays do contain several instances of probable puns or references to the
F-word. The French word foutre appears in 2H4, 5.3.92, which is the literal
equivalent of “fuck”; and a raft of wordplays or euphemisms like—focative case in
MW, 4.1.47, punning on “the vocative case used for direct address” (Sheidlower,
1999: xix); firk in H5, 4.4.26, with a legitimate sense “to beat” (Greenblatt, 1997:
1502) and foor in MW, 2.1.117, the surface meaning being “to walk” (Greenblatt,
1997: 1248)—can be found in his plays (McDonald, 1996: xix-xx; McCall, 1977: xi).
It is not easy to dig out the bawdy elements since they usually appear in an
ambiguous form, “mostly expressed through wordplays, especially puns” (Liang
S.Q., 1990: 12). Double entendres, sometimes triple or even quadruple, pervade his

work and can seldom be avoided. In Sonnets 135 and 1306, for instance, Shakespeare
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toyed with the vagueness of the word w2/, which carries up to six senses and even
possibly more: 1. what one wishes to have or do; 2. the auxiliary verb indicating
futurity and/or purpose; 3. lust and carnal desire; 4. the male sex organ; 5. the
female sex organ; 6. the name “William” which can be an abbreviation of the
poet’s first name or the name of the speaket’s friend and/or the datk lady’s
husband (Booth, 2000: 466; Partridge, 2000: 218-219; Williams, 1997: 337-339;
Macrone, 1997: 208). Hyland added the seventh meaning: a “testament”,
“something one bequeaths to another” (Hyland, 2003: 177). Apart from the
sonnets, the character Pistol also plays on the same word in MW, 1.3.47-48: He
(Falstaft) hath studied her well and translated her will (Craik, 1998: 98).

Puns referring to bawdy matters are so common that “hardly a play goes
without mentioning the cuckold’s horns or the male codpiece” (Liang S.QQ., 1981: 349).
Shakespeare’s fondness for making puns while conveying sexual and scatological
themes is partly related to his culture’s delight in verbal games. During the
eighteenth century, when propriety and correctness became the ultimate concern,
Samuel Johnson complained bitterly about Shakespeare’s addiction to the play on
words, criticizing that:

A quibble, poor and barren as it is, gave him (Shakespeare) such delight,

that he was content to purchase it, by the sacrifice of reason, propriety and
truth (Johnson, 1765: preface’).

Back to the Renaissance period, however, puns and other forms of
wordplay did not carry such moral charge. There was great interest in the richness
of language during the Elizabethan period. Instead of focusing on a morally
appropriate expression, the ornate was highly appreciated. Much vocabulary is
borrowed and adapted from foreign languages and a general attention to wordplay

is clearly observed in writings of the day. Shakespeare and his contemporaries took
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advantage of puns not only to entertain the Elizabethan play-goers, but also to
demonstrate the ambivalence of human behaviour in the real world, as “words, like
the human actions they describe, are subject to multiple interpretations”
(McDonald, 1996: 188-189). Besides, Shakespeare also fully exploited equivocation
in bringing up bawdy topics because it “allows text producers to communicate
sexual meanings without overtly transgressing the existing social taboos”
(Delabastita, 1993: 307). Due to the cleanliness of the surface meaning, the teller
of the pun can presume innocence by leaving it up to the listener to connect the
innocent and bawdy meaning. One can therefore challenge the taboos of his/her
community, while remaining “guiltless” by hiding behind the mask of the
superficial meaning, In spite of the fact, when this kind of objectionable play of
language is transferred to the target texts, the three notions “translation”,
“wordplay” and “bawdy” seem to connect with each other in a complicated
manner. Linguistic wordplays have long been viewed as root problems in
translations. It is “almost impossible to reproduce a play on words” (Nida, 1964:
194), as “the semantic field of a word, the entire complex network of meanings it
signifies, never exactly matches the semantic field of any one word in any other
language” (Holmes, 1988: 9). “Wordplay” is therefore arduous, if not well-nigh
impossible to translate. Noticeable shifts in terms of formal structure, semantic
structure or even textual function have to be involved in order to render a
source-text pun into the “host” language. That being the case, the richness of
ambiguity within Shakespeare’s work would most probably be the reason to explain
why his work loses so much in the translation process. When “bawdy” is added to
the wordplay formula, which means that one of the layers of meanings is found to
contain bawdy themes, the whole issue becomes even more intricate. At least two

types of constraints are simultaneously acting on the translator in rendering bawdy
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lines which are expressed through puns—Iinguistic constraints pertaining to the
“translatability” of wordplay and cultural norms pertaining to the “acceptability”
of taboo matters. In other words, when the wordplay is bawdy, the effects of a
particular constraint would become not as distinct and more difficult to access. It is,
however, obviously necessary to ponder over these bawdy wordplays as “the
untranslatability of the pun may easily become the foolproof pretext for toning
down the sexual content” (Delabastita, 1996: 135). Rather, they should be carefully
dealt with in a new, separate category, distinguished from the bawdy non-puns
which are free of double entendres.

In this research, the bawdy instances in Shakespeare’s works were separated
into two aspects for identification and description of the relationships between
translation solutions and their source-text counterparts: First, the rendering of
“bawdy puns”; and second, the rendering of “bawdy non-puns”. Bawdy features
of the source and target texts were examined and compared to find out if there are
any similarities and differences between a translation and its original form, so as to
identify shifts between the source and target texts. The exploration of translation
shifts can “provide insights into the translation process as well as into the function
the translation seeks to fulfill in the target language culture” (Leuven-Zwart, 1989:
154). In Leuven-Zwart’s words, therefore, detecting shifts can “serve as a basis for
hypothesizing the translational norms”. The hypothetical modes of translation
shifts can be summarized into possible relationships between the punning STs-TTs.
These ST-TT relationships are required since the concept of translation in this
context is viewed as a selection or decision-making process in which a translator
needs to choose an option from a number of alternatives available to him. The set
of decisions or translation methods actually employed will in turn determine the

final shape of the whole text and they most often vary due to a variety of factors
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such as the particular socio-cultural parameters and so on.

2.4.1 Delabastita’s Model of Pun Translation

Ten possible ST-TT relationships in rendering Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
were selected with reference to the theoretical possibilities put forward by Dirk
Delabastita. Delabastita’s theory was thoroughly developed in his in-depth study of
the possible modes of wordplay translation titled Theres a Double Tongue: An
Investigation into the Translation of Shakespeares Wordplay with Special Reference to Hamlet
(Delabastita, 1993: 191-221). A similar theoretical framework was also suggested in
his article “Translating Puns: Possibilities and Restraints” (Delabastita, 1987:
148-150) and in the introductory section of Wordplay and Translation (Delabastita,
1996: 134). Most of his illustrations came from Hamlet and other Shakespearean
plays and many of their Dutch, French and German translations. The nine
categories located by Delabasitita, as listed below, “serve as a starting point” and
are “certainly open to further refinement” whenever necessary (Delabastita, 1993:
191). In some cases, two or more translation techniques can also be
combined—for example, a bawdy pun is being suppressed, with a footnote
explaining what was left out and with a compensatory bawdy pun inserted
elsewhere (Delabastita, 1996: 134):

1. Pun translated into the same pun (same type)

The translator has been able to find a pun in the target language that

exploits corresponding means to make the same two meanings intersect.

2. Pun translated into the same pun (other type)

Same as strategy 1, save that there is a shift from one formal category to

another, eg. From vertical to hotizontal wordplay®.

3. Pun translated into other pun

The source-text pun is “replaced” by another instance of wordplay which

does or does not share its formal characteristics with the source-text pun.

One of the original two meanings may be retained or approximated, or
they may both be approximated.
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4. Pun translated into non-pun

The pun is rendered by a non-punning phrase which may salvage both
senses of the wordplay but in a non-punning conjunction, or select one of
the senses at the cost of suppressing the other. The original pun may also
be substituted by some wordplay-related rhetorical device such as
repetition, alliteration, rhyme, referential vagueness, irony, paradox and so
on, which aims to recapture the effect of the source-text pun.

5. Non-pun translated into pun

The translator introduces a pun in textual positions where the original text
has no wordplay, by way of compensation to make up for source-text puns
lost elsewhere, or for any other reason.

6. Introduction of new punning text material

A new pun is introduced without any immediate source-text counterpart.

7. ZLero-translation

The portion of text containing the pun is entirely omitted.

8. Editorial Technignes

The group of editorial techniques includes explanatory footnotes or
endnotes, comments provided in translators’ forewords, the ‘anthological’
publication of different solutions to the same source-text translation
problem.

The portion of text containing the pun is entirely omitted.

9. Non-translation

The source-text pun is untranslated and reproduced in its original
formulation.

(Delabastita, 1987: 148-149; 1993: 191-221; 1996: 134)

Delabastita’s classification offers a number of advantages. First, his
descriptive categories emphasized “relevance” from a translation perspective and
were specially designed for the purpose of translation research. Typological
approaches to pun rendering which solely focus on linguistic shifts in
morphological structure, semantic structure or syntactic structure, for example, the
shift from “homograph” (same spelling, different meaning) to “homonym” (same
sound and spelling, but different meaning), can hardly contribute to the
advancement of our understanding of wordplay translation (Delabastita, 1994:
232-233). The purely linguistic similarities or variations which are restricted to the
lexical aspects, have also been found to be ineffective in helping us to study a
particular cultural approach to wordplay translation and the poetics of individual

translators. Delabastita’s theoretical model, in contrast, can help to make
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generalizations that are useful in revealing the translator’s inclination towards the
treatment of bawdy puns. For instance, if a translator often omits the sexual puns
and is in favour of picking out or majoring on the sexually innocent meaning of
the ST pun without leaving the slightest trace or footprint of any of the original
bawdy—yet never make use of any compensatory devices elsewhere—it is
reasonable to consider that it is intended to play down the bawdy aspect of the
wordplay’.

Second, the descriptive apparatus proposed by Delabastita is both
complete and meticulous. His comparative framework has covered most of the
possible methods in pun translation. In comparison, the theoretical approaches to
pun rendering suggested by some Chinese scholars are not as detailed, since they
tend to focus on the rendering from pun to pun, whether of the same type or not
(Chang N.F., 2004: 177). Some of these translation criticisms mentioned the use of
footnotes (L J., 1983: 34; Hwang, 1974: 76), but seldom did they acknowledge
“deletion” as an existing method of pun translation, a tendency which can be
observed in many Chinese approaches to pun rendering such as the typology put
forward by Mao Ronggui (1992: 48-52), Xu Zhongbing (1988: 9-12) and Li Jun
(1983: 32-34). This is most probably because many of the Chinese scholars have
adopted a prescriptive approach in their analysis and at the same time rule out
“deletion” as one of the strategies of translation, whereas Delabastita only tried to
present the possible options “without reflecting any order of preference”
(Delabastita, 1993: 191). Guided by their own value judgment, the hard fact that
omission in reality does exist is mostly ignored by the Chinese translation critics.
On the other hand, other descriptive categories offered by some Western scholars,
such as the six techniques propounded by Malcolm Offord" in rendering

Shakespeare’s punning, are also criticized as “rudimentary” and “incomplete”
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(Delabastita, 1994: 233). Clearly, the theoretical model of Delabastita is more
exhaustive, presenting a full range of the potential solutions in dealing with the ST
puns. Each strategy in his model is also adequately defined and unambiguous,
which minimizes the shortcoming of overlapping between strategies. Finally,
Delabastita’s framework is not confined to a specific language-pair. That means, it
is not only applicable to the rendering of puns between European languages
(which forms the basis of his illustrations), but also to that between Chinese and
English. Owing to the above-mentioned advantages of his model, it is therefore
chosen as the foundation to measure translation shifts of Shakespearean bawdy

innuendoes.

2.4.2 Translating Bawdy Puns and Non-Puns: An Adjusted Model

Nevertheless, in order to work out the different translation possibilities
which are specifically applicable to the rendering of “bawdy” instances, several
adjustments have been made to Delabastita’s hypothetical list. What follows in the
table below is a brief comparison between the original model and the adjusted

model applied in this study:

Fig.2 A Comparison between Delabastita’s Model and the Adjusted Model

Delabastita’s model The adjusted model

1. Pun translated into the same pun (A1) Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with

(Of the same type) the same double meanings

2. Pun translated into the same pun

(Of other type)

3. Pun translated into other pun (A2) Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with
different double meanings
(A3) Bawdy pun translated into innocent pun

4. Pun translated into non-pun: (B1) Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which

mentions both the innocent and bawdy sense
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a. Pun->Non-selective non-pun (B2) Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which

b. Pun->Selective non-pun only preserves the innocent sense

c. Pun—> Punoid (wordplay-related device) (B3) Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which
only preserves the bawdy sense

5. Non-pun translated into pun (C) Non-bawdy non-pun translated into bawdy pun

6. Introduction of new punning text material

7. Zero-translation (D) Omitting the bawdy pun
8. Editonal Techniques (E) Editorial techniques and stage instructions
9. Non-translation (F) Reproducing the bawdy pun in its original form

Firstly, strategy 1 “Pun->Same Pun (same type)” and strategy 2
“Pun—>Same Pun (different type)” of Delabastita’s model are combined into one
category, since the minute changes of the underlying formal or linguistic structure
of a pun— for example, from a vertical to a horizontal pun— are distantly related to
the translation of bawdy language and thus go beyond the scope of this study.

Strategy 3 “Pun->Other Pun” is split into two subcategories, so as to
investigate whether the other pun replaced by the translator is bawdy” or
“innocent” in nature. For strategy 4, when the pun is rendered as a non-punning
conjunction, the adjusted model, similar to Delabastita’s framework, basically
investigates whether one of the two linguistic meanings of the ST pun has been
singled out, or in a second circumstance, both senses $1 and S2 are disconnected
and rendered in a non-pun. But again, the focus here is to explore if the translator
displayed both the bawdy and innocent senses or he actually favours one of them
at the cost of sacrificing the other.

Further, an additional element, “stage instructions”, since it is adopted as
one of the compensation devices in rendering bawdy puns, is supplemented under
strategy 8, the “editorial techniques”, which originally comprise of “footnotes (or
endnotes), parentheses within the primary text and the ‘anthological’ publication of

different target texts” (Delabastita, 1993: 218).
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Strategy 9 “Non-translation” (direct copying of the ST pun), although
being regarded as “a rarely adopted strategy” and is “generally inapplicable to
English- Chinese translation” (Chang N.F., 2003: 32; 2004: 178), is preserved in
the proposed amended framework. In the rendering of Shakespeare’s bawdy
innuendoes into Chinese, it is found that some translators resort to this approach
when they encountered letter puns or Latin wordplays present in the source text.
The various theoretical possibilities in the adjusted model are further elaborated as

follows:

The translation of bawdy non-puns:

(A) Retaining the bawdy non-pun

The ST bawdy non-pun is retained and revealed as such in the TT.

(B) Rendering the bawdy non-pun into an innocent expression

The bawdy meaning of the non-punning conjunction is diluted or
understated in the TT by replacing the suggestive words with less offensive
terms.

(C) Omitting the bawdy non-pun

This category involves the omission of ST bawdy non-puns.

(D) Editorial techniques

Supplementary footnotes or stage instructions are added in the translation

to explicate the hidden meaning of the bawdy non-pun.

The translation of bawdy puns:
(AT) Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with same donble meanings
The ST bawdy pun is rendered by a TT bawdy pun, which consists of the

same two layers of meanings S1 and S2 as the original wordplay.
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(A2) Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with different donble meanings

Again, the ST bawdy pun is rendered by a TT bawdy pun, but one or both
of the two meanings S1 and S2 of the TT pun do not belong to the two
semantic fields in the ST pun.

(A3) Bawdy pun translated into innocent pun

A wordplay still exists in the TT fragment, but there is a clear translation
shift of the bawdy sense to an innocent one. The sexual or scatological
isotopy in the TT is simply deleted by the translator.

(B1) Bawdy pun translated into non-selective non-pun

The ST bawdy pun is rendered into two expressions which mentions both
the innocent and bawdy sense.

(B2) Bawdy pun translated into selective non-pun (innocent meaning)

The ST bawdy pun is rendered by a non-punning phrase which only
majors on the innocent layer of meaning, while the other has been erased.
(B3) Bawdy pun translated into selective non-pun (bawdy meaning)

The ST bawdy pun is rendered by a non-punning phrase which only selects
the bawdy layer of meaning, at the cost of deleting the other.

(C) Non-bawdy non-pun translated into compensatory bawdy pun

The translator introduces or creates a bawdy pun in the surrounding textual
positions where the original text contains no wordplay, so as to
“compensate” for the ST bawdy pun lost somewhere else in the TT.

(D) Omitting the bawdy pun

The ST bawdy pun is entirely omitted in the TT.

(E) Editorial technigues and stage instructions
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Additional footnotes, endnotes or stage instructions are provided, as
another sort of compensatory device, to elucidate the bawdy domain that
was left out in the T'T and why it was left out.

(F) Reproducing the bawdy pun in its original form without “translating” it

In this technique, the translator reproduces the bawdy pun in its original
form without actually “translating” it, which means that the bilingual
wordplay is copied directly from the ST and inserted as such in the TT

(Delabastita, 1993: 210).

Owing to the vague and indirect nature of Shakespeare’s bawdy puns, it is
not an easy task to prove or offer conclusions on this issue. But then, on the basis
of the distribution of usage for different techniques which is derived from a series
of ST-TT comparisons, obvious translation tendencies or an overall pattern can
still be traced from the findings. In order to obtain an even more accurate and
reliable result, one can concurrently investigate the translation of other semantic
wordplays which are free of sexual or scatological elements, so as to cross-examine

the individual’s overall strategy in tackling Shakespeare’s puns.



3. The Treatment of Shakespeare’s Sexual Bawdy by Translators

As suggested in the previous section, different translation methods were
open to the translators in rendering Shakespeare’s bawdy innuendoes. In the
following survey, the distribution of strategies will be presented in the form of a
table, followed by a description of the general findings. Some relevant textual
examples will also be given for each of the subcategories. The discussion will first
deal with the treatment of sexual- bawdy puns, and afterwards, the sexual-bawdy
instances which are free of wordplay; whereas the non-sexual bawdy will be the
subject of discussion in the next chapter.

From among all of the translations, I will concentrate particularly on the
three complete renderings of Shakespeare’s works (the shaded area of figure 3).
They are— Zhu Shenghao’s translations and their revised versions; Liang Shiqiu’s
works, which is to date the first and only full collection accomplished single
handedly; and Fang Ping’s new renderings that were most recently published in the

millennium year of 2000.
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3.1 Sexual-Bawdy Puns

Fig. 3 'The Total Number and Distribution of Strategies in Dealing with Sexual-Bawdy Puns

in Shakespeare’s Plays

Notes

A1l: Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with the same double meanings

A2: Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with different double meanings

A3: Bawdy pun translated into innocent pun

B1: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which mentions both the innocent and bawdy sense
B2: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains an innocent sense
B3: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains a bawdy sense

C: Non-bawdy non-pun translated into compensatory bawdy pun

D: Omitting the bawdy pun

E: Editorial techniques and stage instructions

F: Reproduce the bawdy pun in its original form without “translating” it

Tian Zhou Zhu Liang Fang Cao Bian Sun Cao Peng Lai Ying
H. Z.D. S.H. S.Q. 12, W.E. ZL. DY. Y. JX J. R.C.
Al 1 0 1 12 30 4 1 5 10 1 0 1
@1%) | 00%) | 08%) | 92%) | @31%) | G6%) | G.0%) | 8.6%) | (263%) | (11.1%) | ©.0%) | (6.3%)
A2 0 0 1 1 9 3 0 1 6 0 0 0
00%) | 00%) | ©8%) | 08%) | ©9%) | @42%) | ©0%) | @7%) | 158%) | 0.0%) | ©0.0%) | 0.0%)
A3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0.0%) | 0.0%) | 0.0%) | 0.0%) | 0.8%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (20.0%) | (0.0%)
B1 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 1
(0.0%) 0.0%) | (0.0%) (0.0%) (3.8%) (1.4%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (6.3%)
B2 38 8 62 85 53 56 10 46 18 2 3 8
(80.9%) | (88.9%) | (47.7%) | (65.4%) | (40.8%) | (78.9%) | (30.0%) | (79.3%) | (47.4%) | (22.2%) | (60.0%) | (50.0%)
B3 1 1 2 7 10 3 1 1 1 1 0 6
Q1% | A11%) | A5%) | GA%) | 7% | @2 | Gow) | 7% | 26%) | 11.1%) | ©.0%) | (37.5%)
C 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
(0.0%) 0.0%) | (0.0%) (0.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (2.6%) (0.0%) (20.0%) | (0.0%)
D 6 0 64 1 3 4 3 1 0 0 0 0
(12.8%) | (0.0%) | 49.2%) | (0.8%) | @3%) | (5.6%) | (15.0%) | (1.7%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%) | (0.0%)
E 0 0 0 21 17 0 5 3 1 5 0 0
©0%) | 00%) | 0.0%) | 162%) | 131%) | ©.0%) | @5.0%) | 32%) | 2.6%) | (55.6%) | ©.0%) | 0.0%)
F 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
@1%) | 00%) | ©0%) | 5% | as5%) | 00%) | ©0%) | @7%) | @6%) | 00%) | ©0.0%) | 0.0%)
Totals | 47 9 130 130 130 71 20 58 38 9 5 16
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Fig. 4 The Total Number and Distribution of Strategies in Dealing with Sexual-Bawdy Puns

in Shakespeare’s Sonnets

Notes

Al: Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with the same double meanings

A2: Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with different double meanings

A3: Bawdy pun translated into innocent pun

B1: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which mentions both the innocent and bawdy sense
B2: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains an innocent sense
B3: Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains a bawdy sense

C: Non-bawdy non-pun translated into compensatory bawdy pun

D: Omitting the bawdy pun

E: Editorial techniques and stage instructions

F: Reproduce the bawdy pun in its original form without “translating” it

YuE.C. Tu A. Liang S.Q. Liang Z.D. Gu ZK. Shi Y.Z.
Al 2 0 2 0 6 5
(10.0%) (0.0%) (10.0%) (0.0%) (30.0%) (25.0%)
A2 0 0 1 0 0 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
A3 0 0 0 0 0 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
Bl 0 0 1 0 2 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%) (10.0%) (0.0%)
B2 18 19 12 19 8 15
(90.0%) (95.0%) (60.0%) (95.0%) (40.0%) (75.0%)
B3 0 0 0 0 3 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (15.0%) (0.0%)
C 0 0 1 1 0 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (5.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
D 0 0 0 0 0 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
E 0 1 3 0 1 0
(0.0%) (5.0%) (15.0%) (0.0%) (5.0%) (0.0%)
F 0 0 0 0 0 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
Totals | 20 20 20 20 20 20
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3.1.1 Reproducing or Recreating Bawdy Puns

The first subcategory includes those occasions when the translator
succeeds in bringing out “both” meanings of the bawdy puns. Preliminary findings
indicated that Cao Yu, who only rendered one Shakespearean play (Romeo and [ulie?),
was the most inventive and was logged as using the largest amount of suggestive
puns in his renderings. He has reproduced bawdy puns in 10 of the 38 cases, which
comes to 26.3% in total. Fang Ping and Liang Shiqiu invented bawdy puns less
often than Cao Yu: 23.1% and 9.2% of the occasions respectively; whereas in
contrast, Zhu Shenghao recreated only in 2 of the 130 cases (a mere 1.6%), and
not even a single bawdy pun can be found in the translation of Zhou Zhuangping''.
In the following example taken from Measure for Measure, two of the low characters
Mistress Overdone and Pompey, exchanged witticisms loaded with puns
concerning why Claudio was arrested. Liang unveiled the sexual sense of 4o, which
means “to copulate with” (Colman, 1974: 191; Williams, 1997: 101; Partridge, 2000:
95):

ST:

Mistress Overdone: Well, what has he done?

Pompey: A woman. (MM, 1.2.86-87)

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

;A TAT R

Jig: — 2N

[Mistress Overdone: What did he do?
Pompey: A woman.]"®

In Chinese, gan ¥ [do] is a colloquial word for “make love” or “do it”
(Wang J., 1994: 27). Thus, in Liang Shiqiu’s translation, ganle sheme B TAPEE can

mean “what he did”, but when the reply is: (ganle) yige niiren (% T)*fﬁ /\, it
then refers to “having sexual intercourse with a woman”. The surname of Mistress
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Overdone also plays on the same sexual undertone. For similar examples, see
Appendix 1: Bawdy Puns 3 mettle Fang P.), 4 Inch (Fang P), 22 stuff (Liang S.Q.), 27
sound (Fang P), 28 burn (Fang P), 42 nothing (Peng J.X.), 48 respected (Liang S.QQ.), 89
tool (Zhu S.H., Sun D.Y., Cao Y. and Fang P.), 90 naked weapon (Sun D.Y., Cao Y. and
Fang P), 93 raise a spirit (Cao Y.), 106 tale (Fang P), 111 occupy (Liang S.Q.) and 130
cliff (Fang P).

As for the sonnets, Gu Zhengkun and Shi Yongzhou reproduced
Shakespeare’s technique in 30% and 25% of the cases respectively. For example,
when dealing with Somner 151, probably the crudest and most vulgar sonnet of
Shakespeare (Hecht, 1997: 134), Shi attempted to render the verbal play on
con-science (cunt knowledge), which refers to both “moral sense” and “carnal
knowledge” (Williams, 1997: 80; Greenblatt, 1997: 151; Booth, 2000: 526; Partridge,
2000: 84-85):

ST:

Love is too young to know what conscience is;

Yet who knows not conscience is born of lover (SON 151)

TT:

Shi Yongzhou

EORERE, AL,

(EEREAN RTE PR A R 52 2

[Love is too young to understand what sex is
But who doesn’t realize that sex comes from love?]

Shi suggested that the sexual pun is best translated as xing 1 [sex], which

P

can mean xingging TENE [inborn nature or disposition], as well as xingyn 145
[instinctive sexual desire] (Shi Y.Z., 1973: 16). Although the use of the character
xing alone is likely to pin down the meaning to indecency, Shi’s approach actually
sought to make variant readings feasible so that ambiguity in the source text can be

preserved. By contrast, Tu An and Liang Zongdai never adopted the techniques

39



within the range of category A (le., translating from pun to pun).

3.1.2 Majoring on the Innocent or Bawdy Meaning

Generally speaking, over 70% of Shakespeare’s bawdy ribaldry was actually
lost in the translation process. The most common strategy adopted by the
translators is to major on the superficial or innocent meaning of the pun and
ignore the underlying bawdy meaning (ie., to major on technique B2). On nearly
half of the occasions (62 examples in total), Zhu Shenghao solely selected the
clean sense of the pun (see his renderings of Puns 1 nose, 4 inch, 22 stuff, 70 will and
90 naked weapon); again Liang Shiqiu stuck to the same strategy for over 60% of the
time (see his renderings of Puns 3 mettle, 4 inch, 23 sheet, 42 nothing and 89 tool). One
of the examples is Mistress Quickly’s ludicrous misuse of the word erection when
she means “direction” in The Merry Wives of Windsor, which is a typical
malapropism' playing on the phonological similarity between two words (Colman,
1974: 192; Williams, 1997: 116; Partridge, 2000: 101). Zhu Shenghao adhered to
presenting the primary meaning of the wordplay:

ST:

Mistress Quickly: She does so take on with her men; they mistook

their erection. (MWW, 3.5.38-39)

TT:

Zh;l Shenghao
Ao S AL Dt 0 o {11 58 A, AR BN S s i T M A

[Mistress Quickly: She trusts her two servants too much. Who would have
thought that they actually misunderstood her?]

Much less frequently than the former strategy, some of the translators
would prefer to pick out the bawdy undertone and ignore the innocent one. Part
of these occurrences can be observed in Ying Ruocheng’s Qingiunruweng (Measure

for Measure) (technique B3: 37.5%) and the renderings of Fang Ping (technique B3:
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7.7%,). In the following case, Mistress Overdone is the surname of a bawd (pimp) in
MM, at the same time playing on the secondary sense of being “worn out” in
sexual activities:

ST:

Escalus: Your mistress’s name?

Pompey: Mistress Overdone.

Escalus: Hath she had any more than one husband?

Pompey: Nine, sir: Overdone by the last. (MM, 2.1.199-202)

TT:

Ying Ruocheng

PSR W IR Z R Ay A2 ?
JEkE:  THEREEER ] K.

Beii R4 i digaE A b —E sk T

JBEEE: JUE, KN Bfg—MEided 1.
[Escalus: Your mistress’ name?

Pompey: Mistress “worn-out”.

Escalus: She was married to more than one husband?
Pompey: Nine, sir, worn-out by the last.]

Ying Ruocheng’s translation gan guoton ¥FIEEH [overdo] gives priotity to
the secondary or bawdy sense of the original text. Other typical examples of
technique B3 can be found in Puns 11 Ze (Fang P.), 30 plain dealer (Fang P.), 39 cock

(Cao W.X), 59 french crown (Ying R.C.) and 62 Mistress Kate Keepdown (Fang P.).

3.1.3 Omissions

This strategy is frequently employed in Zhu Shenghao’s renderings. He
adopted technique D and ignored almost 50% of the sexually suggestive puns (64
of the 130 cases) in Shakespeare’s plays. Apart from Zhu’s works, large-scale
omissions are rarely found in other translations, though some suggestive speeches
are occasionally removed. One of the examples being Cao Weifeng’s omission of
around seventeen lines with sexual words like #hrust, stand, weapon, tool in the

boastful and bawdy exchanges of the Capulet servants Sampson and Gregory
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during the opening scene of Rowmeo and Juliet:

ST:

Gregory: That shows thee a weak slave, for the
weakest goes to the wall.

Sampson: "Tis true, and therefore women, being the
weaker vessels, are ever thrust to the wall. Therefore 1
will push Montague’s men from the wall and thrust
his maids to the wall.

Gregory: The quarrel is between our masters and us
their men.

Sampson: "Tis all one, I will show myself a tyrant: when
I have fought with the men, I will be civil with the
maids—I will cut off their heads.

Gregory: The heads of the maids?

Sampson: Ay, the heads of the maids, or their maiden-
heads. Take it in what sense thou wilt.

Gregory: They must take it in sense that feel it.
Sampson: Me they shall feel while I am able to stand,
and ’tis known I am a pretty piece of flesh.

Gregory: "Tis well thou art not fish; if thou hadst, thou
hadst been Poor John. Draw thy tool. Here comes of
the house of Montagues. (Re>/, 1.1.13-32)

TT:

Cao Weifeng

1 IRA BE R R (1 8 T I 0CA s DA A AT S 88 T 1) A &5 i
P PRI AR AR T

[Gregory: That proves you are a useless servant; because only the most

useless ones walk along the wall... draw your sword; two of the

Montague’s men appeared.]

Other remaining cases highlight obvious suppression of the suggestive
puns, such as in Bian Zhilin’s rendering of Puns 43 and 44 (the “thing joke” in LR,

1.5.49-51), where neither meanings of the sexual pun can be traced in the target

text.

3.1.4 Editorial Notes and Stage Instructions

Results of the findings reveal that Peng Jingxi, Liang Shiqiu and Fang Ping
all used the highest number of footnotes in elaborating on the bawdy sense of the
pun in Shakespeare’s plays (55.6% for Peng, 16.2% for Liang and 13.1% for Fang);
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but translators like Zhu Shenghao, Cao Weifeng and Ying Ruocheng never resorted
to editorial techniques. The following quote shows how Fang Ping explicates the
bawdy wordplay in footnotes:

ST:

Cleopatra: I would I had thy inches; thou shouldst know
There were a heart in Egypt. (A>C, 1.3.40)

TT:

Fang Ping

PR R e AR AR R Z B B EE R T, I AR B IR
WA A BB B o

E: ZRMIBERS, JFE3C “Iwould I had thy inches”, i 7%
il LIRS IS Crl Rl <2 RemRE RS 2.4 AR
LR, RS A0 T, 52 T R RS, g EkA
INEE

[Queen of Egypt: I do wish I could grow a few inches more like you,
so as to let you see there’s such a brave heart in Egypt.

Note: “Grow a few inches more”: the original text is “I would I had
thy inches”. A phrase with double meaning: 1. Refers to one’s height
(can be translated as “grow a few inches taller”); 2. Refers to the male
sex organ. The queen seemed to say: if she was born as a man, she
would definitely fight with Antony when insulted by him.]

A few of the more adventurous translators such as Cao Yu and Fang Ping,
did in some instances even creatively invented stage instructions which were not
present in the original editions. The main purpose of these additional stage
instructions is to combine the dramatic language and the gestures of the actors, so
as to assist the audience in understanding the suggestive puns. Take Mercutio’s
lines in Romzeo and Juliet, followed by Cao Yu’s translation:

ST:

Mercutio: Good gi” good morrow, fair gentlewoman.

Nurse: Is it good €’en?

Mercutio: "Tis no less, I tell ye, for the bawdy hand of

the dial is now upon the prick of noon.
Nurse: Out upon you! What a man are you? (R&>J, 2.4.108-112)
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TT:

Cao Yu

SRHCR: (WFE) BR AR I, OK, ERRERIRK.

Wyhs: #R v A nh?

SRHOR: IAGE, L) BIBREFIESRE T .

Pyhh: (A MIBR, ) FHURE, AHEE AR Z!

[Mercutio: (Sneering) Good afternoon, gentlewoman, fair gentle-woman.
Nurse: It’s already afternoon?

Mercutio: Yes, indeed. (Coarsely) My prick is now pointing at noon.
Nurse: (Realizes that he is making fun of her, suddenly becoming angry)
Damn it! What kind of man you are!]

In translating sexual puns like dia/ (with an image of female genitals) and
prick (representing penis) (Partridge, 2000: 93, 167), Cao Yu’s tactic was to render
part of the dialogue into stage instruction (as shown in brackets) so that some
flavour of the bawdy jokes can be preserved. The audience in the theatre can also
immediately understand and appreciate Shakespeare’s play with the help of the
actor’s body language. As Cao Yu stated: “one of his intentions is to let his readers
get as close as possible to Shakespeare and the added stage instructions aim at
assisting the readers to ‘interpret’ Shakespeare, rather than to misinterpret him”

(Fang P, 1979: 696).

3.1.5 Other Translation Strategies

Some rarely adopted techniques include code C (creating compensatory
bawdy puns) and ¥ (non-translating). The purpose of technique C is to “make up
for the loss of those ST puns that the translator has felt unable to render
sufficiently adequately in their original positions” (Delabastita, 1993: 215). An
example of such compensatory device is demonstrated in Liang Shiqiu’s rendering
of the last line of Sonnet 151:

ST:

No want of conscience hold it that I call her ‘love’, for whose dear love 1
rise and fall. (SON 151)



TT:

Liang Shiqiu

Hei b fif a2, Ayt B i BV

[I call her ‘love’ (‘to make love’), for her I rise and fall.]

When the poet rise and fall for his love, he obeys her every command, but

the 7ising and falling is also signifying male sexual desire, implying tumescence and

detumescence (Duncan-Jones, 2003: 418; Burrow, 2002: 682). Liang shifted the

focus and inserted a new TT pun in wo han ta suo ai U5, which can be
read as wo han ta no—ai FIFMAL——F> [I call her—=love”] or wo han
ta—zno’ai FWFU——“%F” [T call her—“to make love”], depending on how

one splits up the sentence.

Technique F is also most uncommon and seldom ever adopted by any
translator when handling Shakespeare’s bawdy innuendoes. A few of the
exceptions observed were from Liang Shiqiu and Fang Ping’s direct copying of the
original text when they came up with Latin equivocations which are associated with
a series of bawdy connotations. In order to circumvent laws against profanity on
stage, Shakespeare was “adept at using foreign language as a vehicle for obscene
puns” (Hughes, 1998: 107). The language lesson in The Merry Wives of Windsor
(similar to the naughty grammar lesson in H5, 3.4.22-51) is a scene which “used
multilingualism to create a context for sexual humour” (Delabastita, 2002: 310):

ST:

Evans: Show me now, William, some declensions of

your pronouns.
William: Forsooth, I have forgot.

Evans: It is qui, que, quod. If you forget your qui’s,
your quae’s and your quod’s, you must be

preeches. Go your ways and play; go. (MWW, 4.1.69-74)
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TT:

Liang Shiqiu

L BUEIRAESCR, B, ARA sl iRl a2 L .

i PSHRE T .

2 2 qui, quae, quod; WIHRARISHC TR qui, 7R quae, PRI
quod, TRWLERYE 74T, REbudg; L.

[Evans: William, talk about it now, the declensions of pronouns.

William: I have forgotten.

Evans: That is qui, quae, quod; If you forget your qui, your quae, your
quod, you must be whipped. Go and play; go.]

Qui’s, quae’s, quod’s are pronounced as “keys, case, cods” in Latin, with

2> <«
b

“keys” a euphemism for “penis”, “case” a term for “vagina” and “cods” slang for
“testicles” (Kokeritz, 1953: 119; Greenblatt, 1997: 1273; Charney, 2000: 193).
Delabastita indicates that the “Direct copy: Pun S.T.=Pun T.T” strategy can be
helpful for translators who feel embarrassed by the sexual frankness of the source
text jokes (Delabastita, 1993: 211). However, in the present circumstance, it is
more likely a method used by the translators in breaking through the foreign
language barriers rather than circumventing sexual frankness. Other than one or
two examples, such as the letter pun on R (“snarl” vs. “arse”: Colman, 1974: 211;
Vazquez, 2003: 3-4) in R&>J, 2.4.204-2006, technique F (Pun S.T.=Pun T.T) is by
and large not employed by the translators, and is generally less applicable to
English-Chinese translation (Chang N.F., 2003: 32), given that a striking linguistic

difference is observed between the two languages and that their writing systems are

totally dissimilar.
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3.2 Sexual-Bawdy Non-Puns

Fig. 5 The Total Number and Distribution of Strategies in Dealing with Shakespeare’s

Sexual-Bawdy Non-Puns

Notes

A. Retaining the bawdy non-pun

B. Rendering the bawdy non-pun into an innocent expression
C. Omitting the bawdy non-pun

D. Editorial techniques

Tian Zhou Zhu Liang Fang Cao Bian Sun Cao Ying Peng
H. Z.P. SH S.C P. Y. Z.L. DY. W.F. R.C. JX
A 6 4 23 39 35 21 14 22 3 3 5
40.0%) | (7.1%) | (46.0%) | (78.0%) | (70.0%) | (75.0%) | (70.0%) | (78.6%) | (37.5%) | (30.0%) | (71.4%)
B 4 3 20 10 13 7 6 6 4 3 2
Q6.7%) | @2.9%) | 40.0%) | 20.0%) | @6.0%) | @5.0%) | (30.0%) | @1.4%) | (50.0%) | (50.0%) | (28.6%)
C 5 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
(333%) | 00%) | 14.0%) | 0.0%) | @0%) | ©0%) | 0.0%) | ©0%) | 125%) | 0.0%) | 0.0%)
D 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
©0%) | 0.0%) | 00%) | @0%) | @0%) | 0.0%) | 00%) | ©0%) | 0.0%) | 0.0%) | ©0.0%)
Totals | 15 7 50 50 50 32 20 28 8 6 7
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3.2.1 Retaining the Sexual-Bawdy Non-Puns

The Chinese translators show different characteristics when it comes to
treating Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns. Half of the translators studied retained
over 70% of the bawdy non-puns (including Liang S.Q., Fang P., Cao W.F., Bian
Z.L. and Sun D.Y.). As for Zhu Shenghao, 46% of occasions are preserved (as
compared with just 0.8% of bawdy puns in figure 3). Take, for example, Zhu’s
translation of the phrase faste her sweet body (“to have sexual enjoyment of’—

Partridge, 2000: 198) in Othello:

ST:

Othello: I had been happy, if the general camp,
Pioneers and all, had tasted her sweet body,

So I had nothing known. (OTH, 3.3.361-363)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

R BB R L, AR AR IS, AR QR A i (1) DA 6 1)
o, HEHMEpTR, FIEE RGN,

[Othello: If the entire general in the camp, privates and all, had tasted her
sweet body, I was still happy as long as I knew nothing about it.]

In general, when double meanings are not involved, the translators are
keener in revealing the bawdy message of the source text. Other examples that
retained the sexual- bawdy non-pun can be located in some renderings of
Non-Puns in Appendix 2: 14 tumble (Zhu S.H.), 26 set to’t (Fang P.) and 48 womb of

death (Tian H.).

3.2.2 Omissions

Omissions of bawdy non-puns can scarcely be found (in most cases below
5%). Even if we look at Zhu Shenghao, who cut out almost half of the bawdy
puns, but only removed 14% of the non-puns (7 of the 50 cases). The difference
of strategy in working with bawdy puns and non-puns is most probably due to
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linguistic constraints as well as the translator’s own perception on the dramatic

function of bawdy wordplays, which will be further analyzed in later sections.

3.2.3 Rendering into Innocent Expressions

Some portions of Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns are played down by
several of the translators. Zhu Shenghao (40%), Zhou Zhuangping (42.9%) and
Cao Weifeng (50%) all tended to adopt this method more often than any of the
others. For instance, the use of explicit sexual language such as words like make love
is avoided in Zhou’s translation:

ST:

Hamlet: Nay, but to live

In the rank sweat of an enseamed bed,

Stew’d in corruption, honeying and making love
Opver the nasty sty! (HAM, 3.4.93-96)

TT:

Zhou Zhuangping

W IS ZATER, SUNAEMETT R AR LEEH, (ERmim gz,
fer AE TSP AR T 2% Bl Tl o

[Hamlet: This is not so important, you only need to pass the day in a greasy
and sweat stained bed, steaming in obscenity, leaning by the filthy sty,
talking with sweet language.|

Zhu also cleaned up the source text when he came across content related
to emasculation, for example, in Measure for Measure, when the pimp Pompey asked
Escalus about his wish to stamp out prostitution in Vienna:

ST:

Pompey: Does Your Worship mean to geld and spay

all the youth of the city? (MM, 2.1.229-230)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

I AREHR 1T TS IT S A A AL 1 A AT B e A W

[Pompey: What your master mean is that he intends to incarcerate all the
young people in the city of Venice?]
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Pompey carefully distinguished between male and female castration when
he used ge/d for the castration of male animals and spay meaning to remove the
ovaries of female animals (Partridge, 2000: 112-113, 187; Williams, 1997: 139, 285).

In Zhu’s version, however, the idea of castration is completely concealed,
substituting in its stead guan gilai FCH [incarcerate]. For similar renderings, see

Non-Puns 2 the best turn i'th bed (Zhu S.H.), 6 fortunate bed (Zhu S.H.), 15 come to my
bed (Zhu S.H.), 22 motion generative (Zhu S.H.) and 38 fasted her sweet body (Liang
S.Q).

The above figures and percentages in general depict an overall picture of
the translation shifts occurring to the selected bawdy innuendoes. The discussion
of these findings, from another perspective, can also be described and summarized
according to the size of linguistic unit, that is, whether shifts take place in the

macrocontext (sentence level or above) or microcontext (word or phrase level).

3.3 Macro-level Shifts

Translation shifts on the macro-structure of the text seldom occurred in
the rendering of Shakespeare’s sexual-bawdy puns and non-puns, with the
exception of some early translations between the 1920s and 1940s, particularly in
Zhu Shenghao’s works, which to the fullest extent suppressed references to sexual
acts and bodily functions or secretions. In Zhu’s version, sexually or scatologically
suggestive passages relating to the essentials of the narrative were retained and
preserved, while those comparatively non-essential digressions and stylistic devices
thought unimportant or irrelevant to the main plots were suppressed or discarded
by him. Omissions on the macro-level in the ten plays were mainly the sexually
suggestive innuendoes of the low comic characters—one of the major examples
being Romeo’s friend “Mercutio” in Romeo and Julzet.
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Mercutio’s speeches can be taken as the most offensive lines in Romeo and
Juliet, or even arguably the bawdiest among all of Shakespeare’s plays. Even today,
when the play is taught to American high-school students, Mercutio’s crude sexual
humour is either silently excised or left unexplained for what the open-arse or pop ring
pear might possibly stand for (Smith, 1991: 99). However, one cannot deny that
Mercutio was an interesting figure who is characterized by exceptional vitality, so
witty and appealing that he somehow nearly overpowers the romantic hero of the
play. That is why Dryden claimed that “he was forced to kill Mercutio in the third
act, to prevent being killed by him” (Dryden, 1672)", or probably to prevent him
from “killing” Romeo. In act two, after the masked ball held at the Capulet’s house,
both Mercutio and Benvolio went searching high and low for Romeo. Then, using
the guise of “invoking Rosaline” to “conjure up” the absent Romeo, Mercutio
steers the puns and imagery towards one of his favourite topics: sex. He then
delves into a series of double entendres describing sexual intercourse. After Mercutio
mentions Rosaline’s guivering thigh and the demesnes nearby (i.e., her buttocks and
genitals), what follows in the passage is vocabulary allusively pointing to the sexual
organs:

ST:

This cannot anger him. "Twould anger him

To raise a spirit in his mistress’ circle

Of some strange nature, letting it there stand

Till she had laid it and conjured it down;

That were some spite. My invocation

Is fair and honest, in his mistress’ name
I conjure only but to raise up him. (Re>/, 2.1.24-30)

Mercutio imagines Romeo raising a spirit in Rosaline’s circle, until she lays
it and brings it down. Here, spirit refers to a “supernatural being or creature”, with

a sexual double meaning “penis” (Williams, 1997: 284-285; Booth, 2000: 441-443);
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while cirele, similar to ring and the letter pun O, can be taken as a “magical circle” (in
which séances are conducted to summon spirits), but also a mistress’ circle,
“vagina” (Colman, 1974: 187; McDonald, 1996: 24-25; Williams, 1997: 70). To
conjure it down means “to make the spirit return from whence it came”, with sexual
double meaning: “made the erection disappear by giving him an orgasm”
(Silverbush, 2002: 751-752). He then explored other puns on medlar and pop ring
Dpear.

If love be blind, love cannot hit the mark.

Now will he sit under a medlar tree

And wish his mistress were that kind of fruit

As maids call medlars when they laugh alone.

Oh, Romeo, that she were, oh, that she were
An open-arse, and thou a pop’ring pear. (R&>/, 2.1.34-39)

Medlar 1s a fruit which has a suggestive shape being “a deep depression at
the top, surrounded by the remains of the calyx lobes” (Williams, 1997: 204-205),
thus it hints at “either pudend or podex or the pudend-podex area (the lower
posteriors and the crutch)” (Partridge, 2000: 147). The word also puns on weddler,
referring to someone “with a penchant for fooling around sexually” (Silverbush,
2002: 752). Pop’ring pear, a fruit that came from the Flemish town of Poperinghe,
was thought to resemble the male genitalia. Its shape perfectly fits the medlar, thus
makes it clear that it implies “penis+scrotum” (Partridge, 2000: 164-165), with an
additional homonymic pun on “pop her in” (Williams, 1997: 230-231). Unlike
most double meanings which are more subtle and covert, the sexual content of
Mercutio’s earthy jokes is blatant and obvious (Silverbush, 2002: 754). But the
above-mentioned monologue which involves the insinuation of genitalia and
copulation, together with the other carnal catalogues of Mercutio (including Re>/,

2.1.23-42; 2.3.50-97; 2.3.122-131) were completely left out by Zhu Shenghao. As
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such, the image of this character is almost invisible in his translation. Also
rendered in the 1940s, Cao Yu’s version of Mercutio’s jokes appears to be tainted

with bawdiness:

TT:

Cao Yu

A R

BTN TAHBEIS, 515 A A 2 A R el I8 Eh K

I8 KR AAFRE S FUIH PG P

HARRIMB 2N S T e, A e MG,

BB B IR T

H NG N4 I, B A MU A S .
WREZEHEK, NS ATIREH.
BUAEARIEAEAS “AE5L” 85N i,

R AR AL (B,

BESLAE LM R DR R A B 7R,

i, RERC A RIS,

v (11T TP i (1Rt

[Mercutio:

This cannot anger him, but only stirs up a spark of flame in his mistress’
circle.

This flame comes in a strange manner and makes that thing to erect! Until
his lover makes enough circles around it, coax him to bend his head.

This really requires a great deal of effort! My invocation is true and honest,
I conjure him in his mistress’s name only but to call up his strength to
stand.

If love be blind, love cannot hit the target.

Now he is sleeping under that peach tree,

Thinking that his lover were a peach,

Peach is the word used by girls to point at a certain thing when they gigele
together.

Oh, Romeo, wish your lover is oh,

Is an open-mouthed peach. You are a banana.]

Similar to the original text, a number of bawdy wordplays exist in Cao Yu’s

translation, such as yidian huo —%i‘K [a spark of flame] refers to both “the flame
of fury” and “the flame of lust”, while airen guanguan % NVEIPE| [mistress’ circle]
also implies the female pudend. Other phrases such as jiao na dongxi hitingting #

T PG EHHEHE [makes that thing to erect] and huanchu ta de tinging "5 H A HE
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§)) [call up his strength to stand] are all sexual puns. The fruit images are more

difficult to retain, since the brown apple-like medlar and the Flemish pop’ring pear
grow in Europe but not China, so the same picture of copulation cannot be
projected on the target texts. Faced with an element of the source culture which is
absent from the target culture, Cao Yu tried to reconcile them by substituting a
“banana” for the missing “pop’ring pear”, and the “medlar” fruit is replaced by an
“open-mouthed peach”. Instead of proposing an exact correspondence between
the source and target texts, he aimed primarily at reproducing the message and
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chose a “dynamic equivalent”” which serves “the same purpose or function in the

target language as the original text served in the source language” (Jin & Nida,
1984: 90-91). The banana, with its curved shape, has long been taken as an obvious
phallic symbol. The peach was often linked with feminine beauty in early Chinese
poetry. With its velvety skin, juicy flesh and aroma, the fruit “most closely
approaches the quality of human flesh” (Davidson, 1999: 589), and it has also been
associated by the Chinese with ripe sexuality. A banana and an open-mouthed
peach therefore naturally produced an erotic effect as in the original context. Aside
from Mercutio’s bawdy speeches, many of the Fool’s sexual allusions, such as the
“codpiece song” and “thing joke” were also erased in Zhu Shenghao’s rendering of

King Lear.

Codpiece song:
Fool: He that has a house to put his head in has a good
headpiece.
The codpiece that will house
Before the head has any,
The head and he shall louse;
So beggars marry many.
The man that makes his toe
What he his heart should make
Shall of a corn cry woe,
And turn his sleep to wake.
For there was never yet fair woman but she made



mouths in a glass.
(LR, 3.2.25-36)

Thing joke:

She that’s a maid now, and laughs at my departure,

Shall not be a maid long, unless things be cut

shorter.

(LR, 1.5.49-51)

Even in his translation of Othello, where large-scale omissions did not
occur conspicuously when compared with the other plays, the Clown’s gross
wordplay on fai/ (a common FElizabethan and later a colloquial for the sexual
organs)'’ in OTH, 3.1.8-11 was filtered by Zhu. Superficially, both of these
so-called secondary figures or “bit part” comic characters seem to be brought in
merely as farcical interludes and thus do not exert significant influence on the
overall impact of the plays. The main plots seem to go on uninterrupted with or
without the bawdy exchange of these marginal characters. Hence Zhu chose to
make ample use of his scissors in reducing and removing the obscenity of the
entertainers so that they would not “shock” the common readers and soil the
beautiful pages of a world classic. It is also quite obvious that Zhu insisted on a
“comprehensible” language for his readers; and working towards this direction,
stylistic features were also intervened to safeguard and enhance the clarity of his
translation. Zhu tended to reduce the complexity of the source texts by ignoring or
even erasing the various images, “double tongues” and wordplays contained in
them. The humorous language, particularly gags and the impromptu comic
gestures and remarks made by the actors, together with the sexually suggestive
lines were simplified or completely stripped away, as Zhu believed that “omissions
at this particular level would not necessarily affect the overall aim or the identity of

the source text” (Zhu H.D. & Wu J.M., 1989: 129). Nevertheless, in reality, Zhu’s

deletions did contribute to a loss of the original work. The Fool’s sexual remarks in
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King Lear, being cut out by Zhu, appear to be nonsense, but these commentaries
actually “reach out to encompass a large problem within the play and create echoes
of things past and hints of things to come” (Videbzk, 1996: 130). The erasure of
the clown’s speeches and rhetorical devices might also stem from the fact that they
are more difficult to render. As suggested by Pugals: “one of the major obstacles
of translating Shakespeare were the seemingly unimportant passages: the lesser
details, absolute allusions and play of words” (Pugals, 1975: 28).

Omissions on the macro-level also include passages of the so-called VD
jokes (jokes related to venereal disease). These references to sexual potency and
syphilis were standard fare on the stage during the sixteenth and seventeenth
century. Venereal disease became a topic often touched upon by writers during
Shakespeare’s age—

During the sixteenth century, when venereal disease was a consuming

social problem for all classes of society and treatment was relatively futile,

writers found this particular affliction a target for mordant wit and a

convenient metaphor for corrosion and corruption. Many contemporary

euphemisms for the disease, its symptoms, and its treatment were exploited
by Shakespeare (Rubinstein, 1989: 70).

In fact, if we pay attention to so many different accepted portraits of
Shakespeare, what we do find in common is the receding hairline of the bard.
Johannes Fabricius, a scholar who devoted himself to studying syphilis in
Shakespeare’s England and his drama, even attempted to draw relationships
between the pathological clusters of images pervaded in Shakespeare’s works and
his “mid-life crisis” (Fabricius, 1994: 231-254). Fabricius argued that the symbolic
imagery of “sickness, disease and medicine” and especially the Bard’s heightened
awareness of the “foul disease” at some time around the turn of the seventeenth

century revealed that he might have contracted syphilis at the time. There are also
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new criticisms which pointed out that strong syphilitic symbolism does not
particularly exist in Shakespeare’s “darker” period and more mature plays, but also
in the “sunnier” work like The Comedy of Errors (Harris, 2004: 29-51). Thus, most of
his plays brim with venereal puns with a satiric undertone and syphilitic symptoms
such as baldness, hollow bones, aching bones, worned eyes and so on. Among all
these visible symptoms, “Alopecia” (the loss of hair, eyebrows, eyelashes and
beards) was the most commonly joked about side-effect of the disease (Harris,
2004: 46). When men’s “hair” was discussed in Shakespeare’s words, it was
associated not only with old age, infirmity or wit, but also as a typical symptom of
the “French disease” (Keevak, 2001: 88-89). In The Comedy of Errors, there is a
lengthy exchange between the Syracusian Dromio and Antipholus (CE, 2.2.71-88)
who joke about a common effect of syphilis, that is, the loss of hair in sexual
pleasure. Neatly fifty lines of the dialogue disappeared in Zhu’s rendering, part of

which was cited as follows:

Syr.Dro: There’s no time for a man to recover his hair
that grows bald by nature.

Syr.Ant: May he not do it by fine and recovery?
Syr.Dro: Yes, to pay a fine for a periwig and recover
the lost hair of another man.

Syr.Ant: Why is Time such a niggard of hair,

being, as it is, so plentiful an excrement?

Syr.Dro: Because it is a blessing that he bestows on
beasts, and what he hath scanted men in hair he hath
given them in wit.

Syr.Ant: Why, but there’s many a man hath

more hair than wit.

Syr.Dro: Not a man of those but he hath the wit to
lose his hair.

Syr.Ant: Why, thou didst conclude hairy men

plain dealers, without wit.

Syr.Dro: The plainer dealer, the sooner lost. Yet he
loseth it in a kind of jollity. (CE, 2.2.71-88)
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Besides The Comedy of Errors, there are also large-scale omissions of VD
jokes in Measure for Measure, when Lucio and two other young gentlemen are
exchanging wisecracks in a vulgar tone. Around twenty lines were deleted by Zhu
Shenghao (see MM, 1.2.29-55). Similarly, in Troilus and Cressida, the voice of
Pandarus!” in the final soliloquy, addressing to all “traders in flesh” (bawds), faded
in Zhu’s translation (refer to Te>C, 5.10.45-56).

In Liang Shiqiu’s translations of Shakespeare, which were made from the
1930s to 1960s, editorial notes" were often adopted to describe and explain
sexually suggestive innuendoes that might cause problems in comprehension. Most
of these annotations are “linguistic notes” which help to clarify the double or
multiple senses embedded in the bawdy wordplays, such as to explain the two
meanings of zub in Measure for Measure. The word has a connotation of “the vessel
in which syphilitics were sweated as part of their treatment” (Williams, 1997: 315)
where it superficially means the “bath tub™:

ST:

Pompey: Troth, sir, she hath eaten up all her beef, and

she is herself in the tub. (MM, 3.2.56-57)

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

Jig: dbATAh ) E NEZ G T, W H QBB R L T

VE: JROC cub BERE: () BEASAIOREG, () WY, AREDINEE, A

BF, TEARAG . T in the tub RVEARAIIN 2 5H .

[Pompey: She has eaten up all her beef, and she also jump into the tub.

Note: The source text ‘tub’ is a pun: (1) tub for salted beef, (2) bath tub,

with salt added, induce perspiration, can cure syphilis. Thus to be ‘in the

tub’ means to contract syphilis.]

In a few cases, Liang would also site other references related to the text and
commentaries of Western critical editions, such as the long historical note for
Dromio’s pun on French “hair” or “heir” (Partridge, 2000: 120; Williams, 1997:
149; Whitworth, 2002: 133):
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ST:
Antipholus of Syracuse: Where’s France?

Dromio of Syracuse: In her forehead, armed and reverted,
making war against her hair. (COM, 3.2.125-127)

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

V22 VAR PEAEDEAL?

VTS AEMB I TIRR B, R, BEME, R AL AR AR
E: In her forehead; armed and reverted, making war against her heir. [
AR FEAHE TG heir B hair & AHIL Wilson 1 23 armed and reverted,
a reference to the “French disease”, (HIFEMII), (a) in the body politic of
France, ie. the civil war between Henry IV, the “heir”, and the “reverted”
League. (b) ie. venereal disease, “armed”= with eruptions and “reverted”=

receding because of the loss of hair. 1% —JUTLJUAEVE B 145 Z2 B 01
Henry of Navarre #¢ Henry $if 7€ A5 B LR N, B R EHW
the Holy League R ICEEHRYT, KR, (HJA— TJUDYAE = H#R%E
EEAE, FEAERDULE . SRE AR R R, RN EETET, B
MU, FORBEIRIREE . SRR IR A ERIR KR, AR AT 55
B, IR A IR R B A

[Antipholus of Syracuse: Where’s France?

Dromio of Syracuse: In her forehead, battlescarred, with hair loss, at war
with the heir to the throne. Nofe: In her forehead; armed and reverted,
making war against her heir. The meaning of this sentence is complicated.
First, ‘heir’ and ‘hair’ are phonologically similar. According to Wilson’s
notes: armed and reverted, a reference to the ‘French disease’ (syphilis). (a)
in the body politic of France, i.e. the civil war between Henry 1V, the ‘heir’
and the ‘reverted’ League. (b) i.e. venereal disease, ‘armed’=erruptions and
‘reverted’=receding because of the loss of hair. The Protestant Henry of
Navarre of France was designated heir to the throne in 1589. The Catholic
Holy League began armed resistance, and the civil wars commenced. But
in February 1594, he ascended to the throne as Henry IV. Navarre’s
forehead was battlescarred, as if the military successes were recent. The
hair loss indicates that the rebellious troops were defeated. England was
also interested in the civil wars in France and did not watch with folded
arms. In 1591, Queen Elizatbeth sent troops to the aid of Henry.]

One additional point to note is that Liang Shiqiu participates actively in the

elucidation of bawdy innuendoes. The judgments of the commentators were not

accepted and applied uncritically. Rather, Liang did ponder over the reliability of

some annotations provided by the Western critics, especially when the meaning of

a citation in the text is either contested or subject to a multiplicity of readings. In

his translation of Troilus and Cressida, Liang questioned Eric Partridge’s reading of
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“sunburnt” as a wordplay implying “infected with venereal disease” (Partridge,
2000: 194).

ST:

Aeneas: The Grecian dames are sunburnt and not worth

the splinter of a lance. (T¢>C, 1.3.282-283)

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

B A MR 2 NAR S L84 b iR, ANMEAS BT B8 .

I RO sunburnt A (AL IR Z R (DRI ARGEAR S [1E Partridge

(Sh’s Bawdy. 1947, p.198) M & W 2z : there is a Pun on son
(man)-burnt...1e., infected with venereal disease. A LR

[Aeneas: The women of Greece are country gitls, they are not worth
fighting for with weapons.

Note: The source text “sunburnt” means deeply tanned skin. But the new
critical edition quotes Partridge’s idea (Sh.’s Bawdy. 1947, p.198): there is a
Pun on son (man)-burnt...ie., infected with venereal disease. This appears
to be unreliable.]

Liang’s own interpretation is revealed as he made a brief comment towards

the end of his note, pointing out that Partridge’s understanding of the bawdy

innuendo “appears to be unreliable”. Similarly, Liang would also show agreement
by making comments such as sizuo 32 [it seems valid] or po shide zhuyi FEAHAS

JEE [it should be noted].

3.4 Micro-level Shifts

3.4.1 Expressions Tied up with Erotic Passion

Zhu Shenghao deemed it desirable to smoothe over bawdy interpretations
that are intimately tied up with sexual relationships or erotic passion. One of the
typical examples is the word bed, which appears twelve times in the selected works.
In the works of Shakespeare, a bed “evokes the vision of a bridal bed or a bed of
love-making” (Partridge, 2000: 64). Thus, for instance, in dealing with the

following lines, a clear tendency to “spiritualize” the language of sex can be
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observed in Zhu’s translation. In the example below, Zhu, who did his translation
in the 1930s and 1940s, euphemized a highway to my bed as “a bridge to lead the way
for the lover’s yearning”, while Fang Ping, who took on the work between the
1950s and 1990s, does not scruple to say “climb up onto my bed”:

ST:

He made you for a highway to my bed,
But I, a maid, die maiden-widowed. (R&>/, 3.2.134-135)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

Al B VR S AL O RE R, w2 FRANEEA {6 =3 2 B 0 A% £
M4t%. [He made you a bridge to lead the way for the lover’s yearning,
But I have to die as a widow|

Fang Ping

A ZAEIRAMEELS, B LRI, I BEiE i &, ~issE, 2
BE Lo

[He originally made you a short cut to climb up my bed; but I, a pitiful
virgin, have to remain a widow until I die.]

A second instance which indicates Zhu’s suppression of the word “bed” is
a quotation from Antony and Cleopatra, when the Messenger brings the news of
Antony’s marriage to Octavia, and replies to Cleopatra with a sexually suggestive
sense of “turn’:

ST:

Messenger: Free, madam? No, I made no such report:

He’s bound unto Octavia.

Cleopatra: For what good turn?
Messenger: For the best turn ’th’bed. (Ae>C, 2.5.57-60)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

i A, 2JE0 A, RATENGR; i CAARR R AI R
(S

s ATERIR?

il A SRS KA T Uf

[Messenger: Free, queen! No, I haven’t said so; He’s restrained by Octavia.
Cleopatra: What kind of restraint?

Messenger: They have a harmonious union which lasts for a hundred
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years.|

Fang Ping

i H, R A

Tl P ARE o A K S AR
WKt IEAATIELS?

i fER BUrRAS T
[Messenger: Free, queen? No!

I haven’t said so; He’s controlled by Octavia.
Cleopatra: What’s so good about this?
Messenger: Extremely good in bed.]

For the best turn i'th’bed (AC, 2.5.60), which means “sexual bout” and is
“used allusively for copulation” (Williams, 1997: 3106), tends to be carefully handled
by Zhu. He neutralized the possible bawdy interpretations by turning it to an
expression acceptable to the traditional Chinese ethics: zamen yijing dijie bainian hi
hao fAM O & &5 45 T -2 IF [They have a harmonious union that lasts for a
hundred years]. Again, in contrast, Fang rendered the bawdy association in a
straightforward manner: (famen) zai chuangshang haode budeliao ya (TEAM)TEIR L1543
ANF T [(They are) extremely good in bed].

Zhu’s tendency to tone down the concept of “bed” can further be

observed in his translation of Hamlet, where sate itself in a celestial bed (HAM, 1.5.57)

was softened to yajuan yu tianshang de changsui 2hi le JFREETS R _LIRVEFE 2 4% [sate
with the happiness of singing together in the sky]. In the same play, one of the
lines in Ophelia’s song An thou hadst not come to my bed (HAM, 4.5.67) was also
replaced by shuiliao rujing bei ni qizha FHERHINAHEARIKTF [Who would have
thought that I am now cheated by you]. The same situation happens in the comedy
Much Ado Abont Nothing, when the fortunate bed (ADO, 3.1.45) was completely

removed in Zhu’s rendering,

The second expression characterized by its sensitivity is the word /ap, which

62



in the ordinary sense points to “the front portion of the body from the waist to
the knees of a person seated” (§OD, 1539), but the word “seems to have always
borne a sexual connotation” (Partridge, 2000: 19), with an “implied localization in
the pudend” (Partridge, 2000: 132). Lap is also defined as the “general area of
thighs and groin on which a woman may support a lover who tends to acquire a
vaginal focus” (Williams, 1997: 182). In Zhu’s version, the taboo meaning of the
original text is diluted and understated by replacing the questionable expression
with less offensive terms. In Much Ado About Nothing, for instance, Benedick’s
reflections about dying in Beatrices lap (there is also a sexual pun on die) have
undergone remarkable translation shifts through directing the thoughts of target
readers to more innocent areas of the female anatomy, such as Beatrice’s arms or
bosom:

ST:

Benedick: I will live in thy heart, die in thy lap, and be

buried in thy eyes... (ADO, 5.2.95-96)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

2% PBHRISAE ORI O, SUAEURI IR, FRAEURIHR AL .

[Benedick: I am willing to live in your heart, die in your arms, buried
in your eyes.|

Similarly, when Hamlet asks to /Ze in your lap, Zhu Shenghao made an
adjustment in his rendering and changed it to /e in your arms so that the
conversation between Hamlet and Ophelia can be suited in the Chinese context:

ST:

Hamlet: Lady, shall I lie in your lap?

Ophelia: No, my lord.

Hamlet: I mean, my head upon your lap?
Opbhelia: Ay, my lord. (HAM, 3.2.110-113)
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TT:

Zhu Shenghao

: /NG, Beon] DUBIEAE R (1) 1R A G

%! K’ %‘Fo

W FMEEZR, AT DHC R SR A (1 B2
ﬁi%: I:]El, E&To

[Hamlet: Lady, shall I lie in your arms?

Ophelia: No, my lord.

Hamlet: I mean, shall I put my head on your knees?
Ophelia: Ay, my lord.]

=
o

Another part of the human body closely linked to erotic desire is the
“liver”, which during the Renaissance period was thought to be the “seat of
passion” (Crystal, 2002: 265), especially sexual passion (Williams, 1997: 191; Webb,
1989: 70-71). The word appeared five times in Shakespeare’s works, for example in
The Merry Wives of Windsor: With liver burning hot. The three Chinese translations of

the line are as follows:

ST:
Ford: Love my wife?
Pistol: With liver burning hot. (MW, 2.1.111-112)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

fill: 2 LRWFET
ALK BRI EAE o
[Ford: Fall in love with my wife!
Pistol: His heart-fire is also hot.]

Liang Shiqiu

. B BT RN

Bl BEARIEAE K Sk

[Ford: Fall in love with my wife!
Pistol: Love is burning hot.]

Fang Ping

s Ah gL

KM AR AEREWE o Ve IR A2 I R AR I JH i

[Ford: Take a fancy to my wife!

Pistol: His liver-fire is burning.

Note: Sexual passion was thought to originate from the liver at the time.]



The “carnal desire” of /er was spiritualized to “love” in Liang Shiqiu’s
translation az de ghenggai hunochi A IELE K% [love is burning hot]. In contrast,
Fang Ping literally translated the “burning liver” and provided a footnote for the
specific Elizabethan sense. The necessity of providing readers with such a footnote
on this occasion is most probably to avoid a clash with the existing expression in
the target language which has a meaning different from what is intended by the

original sender. If the phrase is directly rendered as 7z de ganhuo zai shao I K
{EJE [his liver-fire is flaring up] without any further explication, the bawdy
message attached cannot be transferred to the target receivers. To the Chinese

receivers, ganhuo K [liver-fire] refers to anger, whereas ganhuo sheng/ ganhuno wang

JH K& /I KHE [hyperactivity of liver-fire] describes someone who is irascible.

“His liver-fire is flaring up” will thus be understood as a person filled with rage

instead of being preoccupied with sexual desire. In Zhu’s case, he simply replaced
ganhno WK [liver-fire] with xinhuo 0>’K  [heart-fire], where heart seemed more

likely to be the seat of erotic desires, thus eliminating the “strangeness” of the

Elizabethan culture.

3.4.2 Male and Female Sexual Organs

This section will be restricted to discussing the translation treatment of
male and female sexual organs in Shakespeare. For the female genitals, ie. the
vagina and the womb, they were to Shakespeare “of considerably greater
importance, and significance singly than all the rest of woman’s sexual features
collectively” (Partridge, 2000: 21). This can most probably account for the
comparatively higher number of synonyms to female pudend”. One of the most

explicit references to the female genitals is waidenhead, which is generally used as a
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synonym for “virginity”, but it is still intimately related to its second meaning, “the
hymen or virginal membrane stretched across external orifice of the vagina”
(Williams, 1997: 200). The second sense is obviously displayed when Sampson (in

Romeo and Julie?) threatens to cut off the maids’ “heads™:

ST:

Sampson: I will be civil with the maids,

I will cut off their heads.

Gregory: The heads of the maids?

Sampson: Ay, the heads of the maids, or their maidenheads,
take it in what sense thou wilt. (R&>/, 1.1.21-25)

Liang Shiqgiu adopted the archaic sense of maid (which means “a virgin”)

and rendered their conversation as follows:

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

Bi: BB L ARG B DI PR 5

1 B WIS

W, JE WOH, ol b B S EARRE

[Sampson: ...I won’t be lenient to their women; I want to cut their heads.
Gregory: The heads of virgins?

Sampson: Yes, the virgin head, or virginal membrane; explain whatever you

like.]

The bawdy pun is lost, but Liang tried to recreate similar textual effects by

the use of other wordplay-related devices, in this context, “repetition” on chunii Jiz

4 [virgin]. This technique is defined by Delabastita as “Pun—>Punoid”, which

)
constitutes one of the subcategories of “Pun=>Non-Pun”. Repetition, imagery,
alliteration, assonance, rhyme, irony and allusion are all “punoids” that could
become serviceable when translating puns (Delabastita, 1993: 207-208). Cao Yu
skips over the sexual pun on women’s Jeads and focuses on the sexual undercurrent

of cut off in the surrounding text:
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Cao Yu

P ORI N — 1, BBt 1 A AR

e (M) e gt i AP FF G A2

i (LN W, B, g wp PRI

[Sampson: ...I'll be hard to the women and do off with their heads.
Gregory: (threatening) Do off with their heads?

Sampson: (blinks) Yes, do off, and you are free to interpret the word “do”.]

Cao makes use of the phrase gandiao §545, which literally means “to kill”

or “to get rid of ”. But similar to its English equivalent “do”/”do it”, it is also used
as a word/phrase for “sexual intercourse” (Ayto, 2000: 67). Alternatively, Zhu

Shenghao offers a new wordplay to substitute for mwaidenhead:

Zhu Shenghao

S BHRGUMT AN G IR, BB i A A S

B F AR LM SR

Fe BT, WOLMEE, SO MR PIRLEE, IRE RS
[Sampson: ...I won’t be lenient to the women; I want to cut off their
heads.

Gregory: Cut off their heads?

Sampson: Yes, the heads of the wenches, or their nipple heads, whatever
you like to say.]

Zhu’s translation approach, in Shen Lins words, to a certain extent
“acquires an inadvertent deflection of sadism” (Lin, 1989: 176). The target version
underwent shifts from the strongest sexual taboos associated with the female
genitals (the maidenhead) to secondary sexual characteristics (the nipple) which are
only “semi-taboo” (McDonald, 1996: ix). The word womb also seems to be avoided
by some of the translators. Zhu omitted it a few times: for example, he skipped
over the womb of death in Romeo and Juliet and neutralized ber plenteons womb to “her
body” in Measure for Measure:

ST:

Romeo: Thou detestable maw, thou womb of death,
Gorged with the dearest morsel of the earth... (R&>], 5.3.45-46)
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TT:
Zhu Shenghao
A UREEREIOYE L, AR T B 2.

[Romeo: You heartless mud, gobble up the loveliest girl in the world.]

ST:
Lucio: ...even so her plenteous womb
Expresseth his full tilth and husbandry. (MM, 1.4.43-44)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

B B IKE R, AORAE I S EASRAR T T .

[Lucio: The hard work of your brother has eventually born fruits in her
body]

Liang and Fang occasionally opted for a more general and eatly sense of

womb which refers to “belly, stomach or bowels” (McDonald, 1996: 163), such as
Liang’s translation of the womb of death as siwang de dupi JET-IINE S [the belly of

death]. Fang has created a new Chinese pun for the word ckf (Pun 130) which
successfully conveys the original bawdiness. When Ulysses remarks about
Cressida’s skill in sexual sight- reading, he jokes on sing, which also means “to coit
with” (Partridge, 2000: 183; Williams, 1997: 278):

ST:

Ulysses: She will sing any man at first sight.

Thersites: And any man may sing her, if he can
take her clef. She’s noted. (Te&C, 5.2.9-11)

In response, Thersites continues with his wordplay and adds: “And any
man may sing her, if he can take her clef”. A second pun can be found on c/f,
originally refers to a musical symbol indicating the pitch of notes to be played but

allusively it points to the “vulva” (Colman, 1974: 188; Williams, 1997: 70-71). The

translations of Zhu and Fang are cited as follows:
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TT:

Zhu Shenghao

JC: W AT A T O B TR A 05 N PE G

[Ulysses: She will sing to any man at first sight...]

Fang Ping

SR AT AT 55 Nt 2 — SR 1 o

AP AR S5 Nt i — DAt G AR A B4 B i ) = T 1
Ao o BEAT T R o

[Ulysses: She will flirt with any man at first sight.

Thersites: Any man will flirt with her at first sight, if he can push open her
palace door. She is quite sentimental.|

Thersite’s reply to Ulysses was omitted in Zhu’s version, whereas Fang

attempted to recreate his own musical bawdy by playing on the vagueness of
tongkai ta de gongmen FHBAMLIFE [T [push open her door of palace]. In musical
terms, gong ¥ [palace] is a note on the ancient Chinese five-tone scale “Gong,
Shang, Jiao, Zheng, Yu”, corresponding to “doh” in the Western “doh, ray, me”

musical scale. Physiologically, however, the character also means “womb or uterus”.

The pun gongmen also appears in Gu Zhengkun’s translation of Sonnet 151:

“To stand in thy affairs, fall by thy side.” (SON 151)

To stand in thy affairs superficially projects a military image: to take up an
offensive position against an enemy. But its embedded sexual image is also
noteworthy. While szand refers to “penis erectus”, affairs can be stretched to mean

“vagina”. Gu Zhengkun rendered the line as #ngli yu ni de gongmen, bing leidao ni shen
FENL AR = Y, A6 R EIRE [standing in your door of palace, and tiredly lying
on your body|. Again, the same Chinese bawdy wordplay is applied to the vagina.
A birds nest is another euphemistic reference to the “pudend and pubic hair”

(Partridge, 2000: 66), when the Nurse tells Juliet—

To fetch a ladder, by the which your love
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Must climb a bird’s nest soon when it is dark. (R, 2.5.73-74)

While most of the Shakespeare translators rendered the bird’s nest as a non-
. . . (<3 . . .
ambiguous instance siaochao K55, the genital idea attached to the phrase is

implicitly suggested in Fang Ping’s translation of the sexual reference:

Fang Ping

LEWHRA, KRBT, GBI AN DSy S i -

[Go and fetch the soft ladder, it’s getting dark, so that your lover can climb
into the bird’s pit.]

Likewise, the Chinese character wo ## [pit] is adopted by Liang Shigiu to

imply the woman’s genitals in his translation of Somnet 144, in which the poet
suspects the friend of being inside the Dark Lady’s “hell” (slang for vagina). The
origin of the sexual slang can be traced back to medieval illustrations, which
suggest that “the gate of hell may represent the vulva; hence the vagina is hell itself,
with an analogy of hell-fire and syphilitic pain” (Webb, 1989: 60-61):

ST:

I guess one angel in another’s hell. (SON 144)

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

HHE el U 5 A B

[I guess one must have moved into the pit of another.]

An additional note is provided by Liang to explain the background
information and hidden sexual connotation of the slang: “the term e/ is quoted

from Boccaccio’s story of Rustico and Alibech (See Decameron, 111, 10), =female

sexcual organ”. For the representations of male sexual organs, the most frequently
exploited expression in the translations is jiaokuo 154K [the thing]. Take the

following example:
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ST:

Gregory: Draw thy tool. Here comes of

the house of Montagues.

Sampson: My naked weapon is out. Quarrel, I will back
thee. (Re>/, 1.1.31-34)

TT:

Cao Yu

Jrvdr o BREAK R FEAAR TN T, WA

P OMERCE, R Ay, BEA AR T 28, Rl 3K
RAR, FEARAREH.

[Gregory: ...Fuck things! There are people coming from the house of the
Montagues, two!

Sampson: (drawing the sword inattentively) Fellow, the hard thing was out.
Come, be ferocious! I'll help you, right at your back.]

As suggested by McDonald in his Dutionary of Obscenity, Taboo and
Euphemism, “there is an ancient and widespread association between sex and
violence”, and this association is “reflected in many names for weaponry that are
also applied to the genitals” (McDonald, 1996: 159). In the above context, #s0/ and
weapon are thrusting instruments which provide analogues for the penis (see Webb,
1989: 118-119, 127; Williams, 1997: 310, 334; Partridge, 2000: 202, 215). Naked
weapon signifies the “drawn sword or rapier” (Webb, 1989: 127) but also “the male
organ in an aggressive state” (Macrone, 1997: 206-207), whereas the word o0/ is
applied to a sword. Cao Yu rendered both terms as jiahuo, a slang that functions

within most places in China. He also applied the offensive vulgar cao ## which

means “to have sex with” and is “an equivalent of ‘screw’ and ‘fuck’ in English”
(Wang J., 1994: 27). Nahuar Hifi 5 [that story/that thing] is another commonly

used Chinese term for penis. Fang Ping played on the vagueness of #abuar when he

rendered the sexually suggestive jokes between Benvolio and Mercutio:

ST:

Mercutio: Thou desirest me to stop in my tale against
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the hair.

Benvolio: Thou wouldst else have made thy tale large.

(R, 2.4.93-95)

TT:

Fang Ping

PRy PR P e A A G AR [ 25

PLRAN: St VR A DL R o

[Mercutio: You force me to withdraw my huar?

Benvolio: So that you won’t drag your huar longer and longer.|

A pun with /e on the phonological level can be found the above quote:

the surface and innocent Zale refers to a “narrative or story”, whereas its homonym

tail is the bawdy undertone that directly gives reference to the “genital areas”

(Partridge, 2000: 197-198). In Fang Ping’s translation huar &7, originated from

nabuar MGG (2 Chinese euphemism for penis), he succeeds in capturing the

double meanings of the ribaldry. In rendering the forbidden words related to the
male sexual organs, Liang Shiqiu used the symbol XX to substitute codpiece in King
Lear. In Shakespeare, codpiece denotes “a bag-like flap which, in front of breeches,
covers the penis and scrotum” (Partridge, 2000: 81; Macrone, 1997: 184; Williams,
1997: 73), and frequently the “penis” itself, as in the following example when the

Fool sings on Lear’s folly in ILR, 3.2.25-36 (see section 3.3):

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

A 1 & 1 A 8 e BN
SHIE R A H T

XX S BEHAEE (1),

SRR XX #8ZE

2 D E LI

(D)

J53C codpiece it 24 N LY.L 8, SR ENREL I .
[A man who has a house to hide his head has a good head

Still having nowhere to hide his head

He first finds a house for his XX

There is a louse in his head and his XX

So many beggars marry.
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Note(1):

The source text codpiece originally means the part of a man’s trousers which
holds his penis. In this context, it simply refers to the penis.]

The use of XX is a kind of rhetorical device which indirectly expresses

subjects regarded as taboo and supposed to be concealed (Lin L.L., 1994: 144). In

this case, Liang adopted this symbol for the privates.

3.4.3 The Bawdy Punning Names

In view of Shakespeare’s and his culture’s fondness for wordplay, it is not
at all surprising to find a group of names and nicknames exploited for that
purpose. The punning names of many Shakespearean comic characters “cleverly
sum up the person in question and provide, directly and indirectly, a clue to his
social status or his function in the play” (Kokeritz, 1950: 240)*. The group is
rather small, comprising only thirteen characters in all of Shakespeare’s plays.

For instance, Abhorson, a secondary character in Measure for Measure, has an
obvious pun on “abhor” and “ab whoreson”, meaning “son from a whore”
(Partridge, 2000: 55; Williams, 1997: 23). Further such semantic puns in the same
play also include Mistress Overdone: a bawd whose surname Overdone simultaneously
plays on the second sense of “being ‘worn out’ in sexual activities” (Partridge,
2000: 156) or “sexually debilitated” (Williams, 1997: 223) since she was said to have
been wed nine times. Mistress Kate Keepdown was one of Mistress Overdone’s
acquaintances and therefore most probably being a whore or at least a wanton. Kaze,
punning on “cat”, is a name commonly associated with whores; while Kegpdown is a
joking surname to imply her profession: “she kept men down on the bed”
(Partridge, 2000: 129) or “she is the one who keeps on lying down” (Bawecutt,

1998). Doctor Caius, the French physician in The Merry Wives of Windsor, is “a
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fanciful respelling of Keys” (Rubinstein, 1989: 43), and “Key” in turn was a slang
expression for the penis which provides a broad hint of the doctor’s specialization
(Kokeritz, 1950: 241). In The Merry Wives of Windsor, The Second Part of Henry 117
and Henry 17, Pistol is not only a name that reveals the explosive temperament of
Ancient Pistol, but also stands for an obsolete vulgarity “pillicock” (Macrone, 1997:
197) and one of the many English names for weapons (such as “sword”, “gun”,
“pike” and so on) that are used for male genitals. Do// Tearsheet of The Second Part of
Henry I1” was another suggestive name. Do// is “a common name for prostitute”
(Williams, 1997: 102) which derived from Dorothy, with a “strong implication that
the woman is a plaything” (Rawson, 1989: 14); and the character was named
Tearsheet either because “she tore the bed-sheets in her amorous tossings or
because her partners did so while consorting with her” (Partridge, 2000: 198). Jane
Nightwork (2H4, 3.2.210) may as well be a wordplay that again hinted at the lady’s
profession.

Confronted by a group of punning and bawdy names, “transliteration” is

almost the only method adopted by Zhu Shenghao to indicate the similar

pronounciation. For example, Abhorson was rendered by him as abaosheng iy fifa A=
Mistress Overdone as aofudong taitai iz %%ﬁjﬁ, Pistol as bisidno =1 %; Doll

Tearsheet as duo % and so on. Zhu even erased two of the comparatively

insignificant bawdy nicknames in Measure for Measure: Pompey’s pet name Buw
(which refers to the “rump”: see McDonald, 1996: 19)* in MM, 2.1.216 and
Madam Mitigation (who helps to “mitigate the pangs of desire”: Bawcutt, 1998: 93)

in MM, 1.2.43. Mistress Kate Keepdown mentioned in the same play was also

simplified by Zhu as yige gnniang — WG [a girl]:
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ST:
Mistress Overdone: Mistress Kate Keepdown was with
child by him in the Duke’s time... (MM, 3.2.194-195)

TT:
Zhu Shenghao
B A RZ AR, A AR TR

[Mistress Overdone: When the duke was in power, he made a girl
pregnant...]

Liang Shiqiu obviously realized the bawdy nature of some punning names,
as he did acknowledge the underlying sexual meanings of Mistress Overdone and

Pisto/ in a footnote:

MM, Act 1, note 12:

JASC “what has he done?” H:H1) do “FIR-A 1R M. BUABTAAR R (Mrs.
Overdone) IHEMIRA LR FE. [The source text is: “what has he done?”.
“Do” in the context contains salacious connotations. The surname of
Mistress Overdone also plays on the same sexual undertone.|

2H4, Act 2, note 48:

Bl J SC &y Pistol, ARy “TH87, M. {H Delius $7HPTRE <Wi
R AR RS, AN, RUPTE Pistol AMREEZ BBk
LA 2R K KAUANE » [The source text of “pisitu” is Pistol, which literally
denotes a “firearm”. But Delius points out that the “two bullets
discharged” aforementioned is a bawdy pun. If so, the name “pistol” may
also be a bawdy pun. It seems that Mistress Quickly did not understand.]

However, in most circumstances, Liang chose to sacrifice the bawdy sense
of the names, and footnotes turn out to be his only resort. In contrast, some
translators seem more zealous in preserving the sexual equivocations. Some of the

bawdy punning names are skilfully retained in the translations of Fang Ping and

Ying Ruocheng, For example, Fang figuratively rendered Abhorson as Abiaosheng W
A [borne by a “whore” (biaozi 1 ¥)]. He creates a homonymic/phonetic pun,
Ye Laizhen %332, for Jane Nightwork, since ye lai Y:38 shares the same sound

with ye ki LA in Chinese, which literally means “to come at night”, while Zhen
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B is the transliteration of Jane and it also refers to ghengui [precious]. Thus, the

name can be read as “to become precious at night”.
If a pun can neither be retained nor created, Fang and Ying would rather

evoke the bawdy association in some cases. Two of the examples include Dzan Dir
HAJC B [mattress on the bottom] (Kate Keepdown) and Gan Guoton i HH

[overdo] (Mistress Overdone), which are apparently not usual names of the Chinese,
but they do successfully preserve the hilarious nuances of a play and their comical
effects are particularly desirable when pronounced on the stage. Some hidden
connotations of the bawdy names seem not to be recognized by all of the
translators, such as the underlying meaning of Doctor Caius, Pandarus and even

Botton/™.

3.4.4 The Syphilitic Puns

Quite a number of syphilitic puns are also neutralized, if not excised, by the
Chinese translators. A common Elizabethan term alluding to the effects of syphilis
is “burn” (Colman, 1974: 186; Williams, 1997: 59-60). For instance, when Dromio
plays on the syphilitic nature of prostitutes in The Comedy of Errors:

ST:

Dromio of Syracuse: It is written, they appear to men like angels of light;

light is an effect of fire, and fire will burn; ergo, light
wenches will burn. Come not near her. (CE, 4.3.53-55)

Light wenches refer to women of loose morals, or prostitutes, who will burm a
man with venereal disease (Partridge, 2000: 74; Whitworth, 2002: 149; Crystal,
2002: 59). The colloquialism burn, which is widespread in Elizabethan England,
implies syphilitic infection (Harris, 2004: 44). However, the burning mode of

venereal transmission is simply disappeared in the translations of Zhu and Liang:
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TT:

Zhu Shenghao

KI5 WO B, & IR N . ABSETM s, b b
K.

[Dromio of Syracuse: She is a hag, pretending to be a whore to infatuate
people. Don’t go near her, there is fire on her body.]

Liang Shiqiu

VUt a5 LRCHE M2 DOG IR A8 A4 RBAE IS NIRRT HE B s
K ED, JOEREENI; PTLk, Bilmaef N AZRITIAT .
[Dromio of Syracuse: According to the records in books, they appear to
men as bright angels: light is the product of fire, fire can hurt people; so,
dissolute women will also hurt people. Don’t stay close to them.]

Fang Ping borrowed a disease name /Zubuo LK [erysipelas at the shank]

(Xia Z.N., 1999: 2545) from the traditional Chinese medicine to suggest syphilitic
infection:

Fang Ping

ANERE R B Rl AE IR, WAk 1 P P 30 i R A ——i8
RS L. SEttEJOt, IKEERES, BB, AT
MR SE A 1 ] BEAG YL o T it — B

[Dromio of Syracuse: But in the eyes of men, they became shining
angels—this is written in books. Bright light is firelight, lighting a fire will
burn one’s body. This said, anyone who troubles the eye-catching whores
would contract erysipelas at the shank. Be sure to stay away from them.]

The same terminology is adopted again by Fang in another reference to
syphilis in King Lear: “No heretics burned but wenches’ suitors” (LK, 3.2.84). In
both cases, he included a footnote to clarify that “erysipelas at the shank, in this

context, refers to the venereal disease”.
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4. The Treatment of Shakespeare’s Non-Sexual Bawdy by Translators

4.1 Scatological Bawdy

As compared with the sexual bawdy, the translators effect fewer changes

when they come across scatological instances in Shakespeare’s plays. A few direct

references to urine and urination, including Non-Puns 5 stale of horses in Ae>C,

1.4.63; 28 make water/ nrine in MM, 3.2.107 and 35 &nog your urinals in MW, 3.1.13 are

basically retained by all translators. Take an example:

ST:
Evans: I will knog his urinals
about his knave’s costard... (MIV, 3.1.13-14)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

18 BARAGHE M) S a8 PR A AR L

[Evans: How I wish I could throw the chamber pot on his dog head.]

Liang Shiqiu

e JATHR T (1R PR (0 1 EE 5 Al 1 o = AT 1 VR R PO ARG

[Evans: If given the chance, I will take his chamber pot and crush it on his
ridiculous head.]

Fang Ping

HACH: - P MR AN SR A (1 {0 i ] A3 16 0 (1 1 S %
[Evans: How I wish I could raise up his chamber pot and throw it
accurately on his gourd head.]

The translators do not seem to be so squeamish when they come across

words denoting bodily secretions. But their performance is rather different if a

wordplay is involved in the scatological reference. In The Merry Wives of Windsor,

for instance, the French physician Dr. Caius’ pronounes #hird as turd (Kokeritz,

1953: 150):

ST:
Doctor Caius: If there be one or two, I shall make-a the turd. (MW,
3.3.215)
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Turd (Pun 77) literally means “a piece of excrement” (Partridge, 2000: 207).
The word used to be Standard English, but since the eighteenth century, it is
considered to be “improper” and has been ‘“avoided in the polite society”
(McDonald, 1996: 150). Both Zhu and Liang majored on the innocent sense #hird

of the scatological pun, thus concealing and correcting the mistake Dr. Caius made;

while Fang created a scatological pun on fen {7} [member], which can also be

pronounced as fer 3£ [dung]:

TT:
Zhu Shenghao
gl BOE NG RN L, Bt =M.

[Dr. Caius: If only one or two people go, I'm the third one.]
Liang Shiqiu
ol 7L, B =,

[Dr. Caius: If one person goes, I’'m the third one.]
Fang Ping
KK B2 T s, FARMME =001 .

[Dr. Caius: If there is member one, member two, I'll be member three.]

23 -
7= is also “the source and

Apart from urination and defecation, “flatulence
the target of humour and wit among all classes” in Shakespeare’s days (Partridge,
2000: 10). Frankie Rubinstein pointed out that Shakespeare himself does not
actually use the word “fart”, but “he puns on the flatus and on the anus as a
‘wind-instrument™ (Rubinstein, 1989: 96-97). In The Comedy of Errors, punning
jokes on wind breaking (Puns 31 and 32) can be found in the conversation between
the Dromios who are standing on either side of the door:

ST:

Dromio of Syracuse: Break any breaking here, and I'll break your knave’s

pate.

Dromio of Ephesus: A man may break a word with you, sir, and words
are but wind,
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Ay, and break it in your face, so he break it not

behind.

Dromio of Syracuse: It seems thou want’st breaking. Out upon thee, hind!
Dromio of Ephesus: Here’s too much ‘Out upon theel’ I pray thee, let

me in. (CE, 3.1.75-78)

There is a wordplay on wind: “words on the one hand, flatulence on the
other” (Partridge, 2000: 10; McDonald, 1996: 161-162). To break wind therefore
does not only mean to “break a word”, but also “to relieve flatulence the anus
way” (Partridge, 2000: 70). The translations of Zhu Shenghao and Liang Shiqiu are

presented in below:

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

KIF: UREGEFTEE TAHEARON, BopldT iEIRig IR 13

WNRF: B TRET, SRR IE AT

[Dromio of Syracuse: If you break anything, I will break you scoundrel’s
head.

Dromio of Ephesus: Well, well, please let me in.]

Liang Shiqiu

Ut FEARSTHEAE, BEFTRAR A

R SARRARAN IR, AR HE

iy HANE LE TR AR, A T A

VO IR ARG W, RIG TR &R

WA IRER T RZ M, aRIRIE B .

[Dromio of Syracuse: If you want to break in, I will break your skull.
Dromio of Ephesus: It’s unimportant to say a word, words are only
rumours to be disregarded: not murmuring behind, but stating clearly and
personally.

Dromio of Syracuse: It seems that you want to be beaten: scram, you
nitwit!

Dromio of Ephesus: You mentioned too many ‘scrams’, please let me in.|

Zhu obviously cleaned up the scatological jokes for his prospective readers,
as the entire joke on wind breaking is simplified into one sentence: “if you break
anything, I will break your scoundrel’s head”, while the other parts are missing,
Liang Shiqiu also seems to be unaware of the hidden vulgarity: he renders break it

not behind (break a word vs. farting) of the original version with the purely innocent
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sense “not murmuring behind”; whereas iz seems thou want’st breaking (“want to be
beaten” vs. “want to fart”) is rendered as “it seems you want to be beaten”. In
both cases, the indelicate layer of meaning is cast aside by Liang, but in Fang Ping’s

version, the scatological humour of the Dromios’ talk is revealed:

Fang Ping

AERORBL: URITI T, BITHARDCA R 5

RIERK IR Ahafi 2 iRrsah, D, i,

il TR SRAR I AR U

BRI Pon] BT IR ? 45 BRI

RIERORR: 2ot s B! SRORIR, RIE .

[Dromio of Syracuse: If you break the door, I'll break your slave’s head.
Dromio of Ephesus: All he said are empty talks, young master, empty talks
are like empty air, he tells a barefaced lie, the same as farting behind.
Dromio of Syracuse: I may beat the shit out of you, scram!

Dromio of Ephesus: Always “scram”! Please, let me in.]

In Chinese, fangpi JRUE [fart] is generally applied in two ways: it indicates
either “passing gas” or “someone’s nonsensical talking”, quite similar to the phrase

hushuobadao 7% J\JE [talk nonsense or rubbish] (Wang J., 1994: 53-54). Fang

Ping tactfully plays around the two possible interpretations of fangpi. So, in his
translation, a double message is conveyed when the Dromio of Ephesus said: “he
tells a barefaced lie, the same as farting behind”. In dealing with the second
equivocation thou want’st breaking, Fang adopted another Chinese colloquialism, da
de ni pigunniaolin [beat the shit and piss out of you|, where pigunniaolin usually
describes somebody who is “frightened to death” (Lin Y.T., 1972). Strictly speaking,
the original pun is lost, but Fang obviously succeeds in preserving the coarse
effects that the source-text pun seeks to achieve. Further such scatological
wordplay, also related to wind (flatulence), is uttered by the Clown in Othello. In the
opening scene of act three, the Clown plays on the “anal” wind instrument (Pun 85),

adding thereby hangs a tail (here tail and its homonym Zale both applied to the “male
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genitals”) (Williams, 1997: 300; Macrone, 1997: 203):

ST:

Clown: Are these, I pray you, wind instruments?

A Musician: Ay, marry, are they, sir.

Clown: O, thereby hangs a tail.

A Musician: Whereby hangs a tale, sir?

Clown: Marry, sir, by many a wind instrument that I
know. (OTH, 3.1.6-11)

Zhu Shenghao attempts to erase a significant part of the bawdy exchange:
the fail/tale wordplay is erased and the scatological overtone of wind instrument is

not put foward either. The comic dialogue becomes rather monotonous:

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

H: 550 LHR 2 G AR G2
%I EFI : EEZEéi j(%: o

He WL skt ...

[Clown: May I ask, are these wind instruments?
First Musician: Exactly, my big brother.
Clown: O! I see...]

In Liang Shiqiu’s version, the sexual remarks are also suppressed, but it

seems that he tries to offer his potential readers a scatological suggestion in fang
shui JRUK [to let out water or to urinate], though not necessarily the same as the

original wordplay, to substitute for the wind instrument.

TT:

Liang Shiqiu

He PR, LR AERZE A ?
LeRmAR: 2Ny, St

e W2 T, BASSHEERE.

YRR . ARERAEAT IR 5518, S0k

e BUREAE UK IR A (¥ 5538 1

[Clown: May I ask you, are these wind instruments?
First Musician: Yes, sir.

Clown: O yes, no wonder that a tail is grown at the side.
First Musician: You said at the side of what, sir?
Clown: Right at the side of the thing that let out water.]
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Bawdy quibbling on the word “fart” itself also occurs in The Merry Wives of
Windsor, as “an error for ‘virtuous™ (Craik, 1998: 130; Crystal, 2002: 169), when
Mistress Quickly claimed that Mistress Page is “as fartuons a civil modest wife. . .as any is
in Windsor” (MW, 2.2.92-94). Here, I set out the three target versions of the bawdy

line:

TT:
Zhu Shenghao
Uiy B R A B AR

[She is a virtuous and dignified wife.]
Liang Shiqiu
Ui T R ATAG )RR

[She is the most gentle and courteous wife.]

Fang Ping

b ] BCAAG RN SO B S, 30 TR ] AR

VE: MR [P IRIE

[She can really be regarded as a quiet, virtuous and “thin walnut” wife. Noze:
Should have said “conform to womanhood”]

The pun on fartuons was discarded in the translations of Zhu and Liang;

Fang’s approach is to present the innocent sense “virtuous”, at the same time

creating a new malapropism shou hutao JE H Bk [thin walnut] with a
pronounciation resembling that of sho fudao ~FUH1E [conform to womanhood],

though the bawdiness of the double reference in the original becomes invisible in
Fang’s version. Another example of loss appears in the rendering of sirreverence,
which is “a catch phrase uttered when one comes upon a lump of excrement”
(Partridge, 2000: 183) or “an exclamation traditionally used when a turd is
encountered in a public place” (McDonald, 1996: 133). It is a corruption of the
phrase save your reverence, “used apologetically before any unseemly expression or

incident” (Partridge, 2000: 184), much similar to modern expressions like “excuse
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me” or “sorry”’. The word appears twice in the chosen plays, one in The Comedy of
Errors, when Dromio portrayed a distasteful woman as “such a one as a man may
not speak of without he say ‘sir-reverence”™ (CE, 3.2.90-91). Its use as a
euphemism for human excrement is even more explicit in act one of Romeo and
Juliet, as Mercutio applies this expression figuratively and coarsely to degrade love
(Levenson, 2000: 182): “If thou art dun, we’ll draw thee from the mire of—save
your reverence—love, wherein thou stickest up to the ears” (R&>/, 1.4.41-43). Zhu

Shenghao, Liang Shiqiu and Cao Yu all chose to display merely the apologetic

sense, rendering with Chinese equivalents such as shu wo shuo sheyang de hna P FRER
TBEKINES [excuse me for saying so|, ging yuanliang wo sheyang shno &5 IR B EIE Tk
&t [please forgive me for saying so] and duibugi ¥ ANHL [sorry] respectively; while

in the other translated texts (of Fang P., Cao W and Sun D.Y)), this scatological

pun simply disappeared without a trace.

4.2 Other Types of Offensive Oaths

4.2.1 Religious Cursings

Shakespeare was censored during his own period, but the target of
censorship, for some of the time, is neither the sexual nor the scatological. The list
of profanities prohibited in the Act to Restrain Abuses of Players (1606) also
focused on offensive oaths that are religious in nature and intimately related to
Christianity: they are the terms which offend the holy name of God. According to
Marlene Carpenter’s definition of “religious cursing” in his book The Link Between
Langnage and Consciousness: “whenever anyone takes a word out of a religious
context, and uses that word with a negative tone to express a negative attitude, it is

a sign of irreverence” (Carpenter, 1991: 26). This kind of swearing occurred



regularly in Shakespeare’s plays and was one of the targets of censorship.
Macrone’s study indicates that: most phrases censored in the First Folio, the official
collection of Shakespeare’s works published in 1623, were profanities. The list of
words include: Zounds, Sblood, Shd, Slight, Swounds, By the mass, By the Lord, By
God’s lid, O Jesu, Gods body and so on (Macrone, 1997: 89-92; Crystal, 2002:
435-439). These negative uses of religious themes were considered far more
offensive than the lewd lexicon at the time.

Undoubtedly, Christianity dominated the Western world for almost two
thousand years and had uniquely determined the path of Western development.
Being influenced by its religious background, many English swearwords are
inextricably linked to God’s and his attributes (Crystal, 2002: 435-439). However,
Christianity did not enter China on a large scale until the late nineteenth century.
The Chinese people who are unacquainted with the minutiae of Christian doctrine

would hardly swear with religious notions. Instead, Chinese vulgarity commonly
concerns subjects associated with our daily lives, such as “devils” (duanminggui ¥
T [short lived devil|, taoghaigni 7 & Y [devil asking for repayment], jian gni i,
R [to see the devil]); “dogs” (xia le gonyan T T HIHR [blind in your dog’s eyes],
goupi FJ& [dog’s fart]) or “mother” (tama de LUK [damn his mother], gouniang
yang de FVURFE] [raised by a bitch]) (Bao H.N., 2001: 170). The cultural barriers

involved in the transposition of religious cursings in the Elizabethan texts are
evident. In order to acculturate Shakespearean plays, most of these cursings are
usually replaced by street language of a Chinese style, if not being totally cast aside.
One of the typical examples is the cursing sblood, the shortening of “God’s blood”
(Honigmann, 2002: 115; Macrone, 1997: 87-88), which appeared once at the

beginning of Othello and twice in Hamlet. Let us take one of the examples and
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compared the three translations of Zhu, Liang and Fang:

ST:

Hamlet: ‘Sblood, do you think that I am easier

to be played on than a pipe? (FHLAM, 3.2.368-369)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

W WEL R AR Be R IR L B — SO 1A S e

[Hamlet: Tut! You think playing with me is easier than playing with a flute?]
Liang Shiqiu

PRy, N2, URCAA LG 7 5 DR

[Hamlet: Tut! You thought I am easier to toy with than a piccolo?]
Fang Ping

AR R AR R, IRAZILIR IO — S 1A S 2

[Hamlet: Go to see a ghost, you think playing with me is easier than playing

with a flute?]

Fang Ping adopted the Chinese vulgatity jian gui gn W92 [go to see a
ghost] so as to convey the profanity of the original text, while Zhu Shenghao and
Liang Shiqiu rendered sblood as heng WF [tut], which is an auxiliary indicating mood
and emotion. In this case, the Chinese character expresses exasperation or
displeasure.

A second example is the profanity %ounds, meaning “God’s wounds”
(Crystal, 2002: 435, 509). Seven occurrences can be detected in the chosen texts,
twice in Romeo and Juliet and five times in Othello. 1t is observed that the Chinese
translators tend to adopt a different expression every time when they encounter
the same cursing, depending on the nature of context. Zowunds was occasionally

rendered into the swearing fama de fUEIY) [his mother’s] or pei MR [pfui], mostly

when the characters were stirred up in heated scenes:

ST:
Mercutio: Zounds, “consort”! (Re>/, 3.1.48)
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TT:
Zhu Shenghao
1 AR BRI

[Mercutio: His mother’s! Singing everywhere!]

Liang Shiqiu
s JRHAR! WY HTEE
[Mercutio: Damn it! You rascal! To sing as minstrel along the street!]

Fang Ping
Byifk B, —H—E
[Mercutio: Pfui, performing and blocking off!]

In less emotional cases, auxiliary word which indicates mood was often

used to substitute ‘gounds:

ST:
Zounds, sir, you are one of those that will not serve God, if the devil bid
you. (OTH, 1.1.1006)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

Pe: MR SuAE, SRR IO IR A B L Y AR b, A e AR
551 N [Aha! Sit, you are also the kind of person who cast God aside
because the devil asked him to obey God.]

Liang Shiqiu
i I Jer, PRERRIIN, ASACEMLrEE,  al R R I R A

H, IRAAEMT - [Ahal Sir, a person like you, want to do a good turn,
but when the devil asked you to do good, you refuse.]

Fang Ping

PR eR: WO, KR, IREUEAMFEAIEARRA, S 2 R i1 A

kg By, i EAr AN EE T . [Yow! Old master, you are the kind of

person who cannot distinguish between right and wrong|

The blasphemy %ounds in OTH, 2.3.141 was sometimes removed in all of
the Chinese translations, most probably because it was already censored in the Fo/io

text (Honigmann, 2002: 191), and thus the cursing disappeared in the original

versions followed by Zhu and Liang. The same situation might have happened to
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the treatment of %ounds in OTH, 3.4.99, where the profanity was substituted by

away! in the English editions followed by Zhu and Liang (Honigmann, 2002: 247).

4.2.2 Ethnic Slurs

Finally, let me illustrate two examples of the “ethnic slurs” and how they
were presented in their Chinese translations respectively. As Michael Macrone
suggested: “a host of other nations and ethnic groups are regular butts of
Shakespearean slurs and jibes” (Macrone, 1997: 107), especially the Turks, who are
“treated with particular vitriol, partly because they were Muslims, and partly
because of their long history of aggression against the Christian West”. Take, for
instance, the references to the Turks in Othello. In the example shown below, lago
protested that he is telling the truth or else I am a Turk:

ST:

Tago: Nay, it is true, or else I am a Turk:
You rise to play and go to bed to work. (OTH, 2.1.114)

TT:

Zhu Shenghao

B AN, FRERMOES LT HE ..., IRIME RS, BIR TR,
[Tago: No, what I said is absolutely true, you get up to play and go to bed
to work.]

Liang Shiqiu

. A, ZEHY, AAKAT LR B B IR0 FIREILE, LR
B S

[Tago: No, it is true, or else you can scold me as a heretic: you get off the
bed to play, get on the bed to work.]

Fang Ping

PHETAR AN, AL EA, HHEEHILA;
AR S b, EIRAE.

[Iago: No, it is true; If not, I am Turkish;

You get up to play, and go to bed to work.]

The phrase or else I am a Turk exposes Shakespeare’s discrimination towards

the Turkish. The quoted phrase which expresses ethnic insensitivity was erased in
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the translation of Zhu, whereas in Liang’s version, he only mentioned the yiduan
5 3y [heresy] but concealed the “race” of the heretics. Again, a comparison

between the source and target texts for another ethnic slur in O#hello also reveals
that Fang is the only translator who faithfully reflected the ethnic vituperation of
the original text:

ST:

Othello: Why, how now, ho! From whence ariseth this?

Are we turn’d Turks and to ourselves do that
Which heaven hath forbid the Ottomites? (OTH, 2.3.52)

TT:
Zhu Shenghao

W S, BB R TR ? B A RN T ?
[Othello. What, what! Why did the quarrel start? Have we all turned to
savages?|

Liang Shiqiu
ﬁsEE&WE%W%7E%EW%iX%>%#&ﬁ%“&ﬁﬁ%

DL R AN [ At ) S AP S = A0 38 ) Ll
[Othello: Oh! What is all this? Why did the quarrel start? Have we all
turned to heretics, and do what the heaven forbids the muslims to do?]

Fang Ping

AR TR, SERE? BERERRN? KX TE T TE? &
RAHF LB IENAAZ AL BT, BAPIAIE & 8 2l i) 5 CAT R
[Othello: Aha, what is all this? Why did the quarrel start? Have we all

turned to savager? The sky above does not permit the Turkish to invade us,
but we are helping the savage to rob ourselves?]

Zhu is extremely cautious in handling the ethnic slur and only rendered the

overall gist of the thought, yemanren %% N |[the savage]. Likewise, Liang

generalized the 7urk and ottomites as yijiaotu B [infidel] and huijiaotn EIE:€53

[muslim].

89



5. Bawdy, Translation and Norms

The next hurdle to tackle after discussing the distribution of strategies was:
why were certain translations turned out in certain ways? Why did some translators
tend to be in favour of a particular mode of translation, or why did they foreclose
certain options when coping with the same and/or similar problems (Hermans,
1999b: 51)? Apart from a pure description of the translators’ options, I will look
into the corpus and seek to explain the occurrence of certain translation tendencies.
From the preliminary findings of the contrastive study of bawdy innuendoes in
Shakespeare’s texts and their translated versions, I will then move on to uncover
the underlying reasons for such changes that have been made to the original text.
The present chapter will first discuss some strictly linguistic constraints of pun
renderings and the fluctuating interpretation problems which have been
experienced by the translators, followed by a brief overview of the concept of
“norms” and an analysis of the variety of norms that govern the translation of

Shakespeare’s suggestive language.

5.1 The Fluctuating Interpretation of Bawdy Overtones

As shown in the present corpus, the frequency of “Bawdy Pun—>Bawdy
Pun” (strategy Al or A2) translations is rather low. Quantitatively, the number of
bawdy puns is significantly smaller in the translated texts than in their source texts.
A simple count indicates that around half of the bawdy puns in the selected plays
and sonnets have zever been rendered into puns of a bawdy nature by any of the
Chinese translators. Consider the following examples in Appendix 1: Puns 1, 2, 35,
36, 64 and 76. In other words, the translators have landed on a strategy other than

“Bawdy Pun—=>Bawdy Pun” in roughly half of the encounters. Among this
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particular group of bawdy puns in the sample, almost half of them have been
subject to a “Bawdy Pun=>Zero” (strategy D) or “Bawdy Pun->Innocent
Non-Pun” (strategy B2) technique by a4/ of the translators, such as Puns 14, 15, 16,
33, 34 and 51. Taking into account that the bawdy meanings of the above listed
puns are mentioned by #one of the translators and do not exist even in the newly
published translations, one may reasonably assume that this tendency is at least
partially due to the fact that the “bawdiness” involved in the puns had not been
successfully perceived or even realized by the targeted group of Chinese translators.
Of course, if the bawdy puns in the source text are not recognized, then they
should not have been rendered.

This potential constraint leads one to the fundamental question concerning
the fluctuating interpretation of Shakespeare’s bawdy implications, which has been
briefly brought up in the second chapter. Identification of bawdy innuendoes is
most often a complicated business, as “bawdy is often in the ear of the beholder”
(Delabastita, 2002: 311). Whilst some of the Western commentators were fairly
enthusiastic in glossing the potential bawdiness, many others simply failed to grasp
such erotic humour, or some may even choose to dismiss them right away,
concluding that the suggestive innuendoes actually proceeded from the lewd
thoughts of the interpreters themselves rather than from Shakespeare. For instance,
Stanley Wells, in his study Looking for Sex in Shakespeare, published in 2004, raised
the basic question about “who is making the pun—the author or the interpreter?”
(Wells, 2004: 27) and contended that “the lewdness of interpretations in certain
recent discussions of A Midsummer Night’s Dream derives not from the text or from
meanings that it might have held for Shakespeare’s contemporaries but purely from
the minds of the interpreters” (Wells, 2004: 30-31). In the past, the comedy was

thought to be one of the most innocent plays of Shakespeare (Partridge
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considered it as a “safe” play™). Theatrical interpretation is indeed changing, but it
is an extremely problematic task to make a clear distinction or draw up boundaries
between “authentic” readings most probably intended by the Bard and
“inauthentic” innuendoes which are likely to have originated from the receivers’
imaginations, thus, in Delabastita’s words, “showing the hopeless difficulty of the
hermeneutic balancing act between under-reading and over-reading” (Delabastita,
2002: 311).

When this area of contention regarding the understanding of sexual and
scatological overtones extends to the practice of wordplay translation, it is most
often a domain so obviously neglected or overlooked in the theoretical discussion.
Leppihalme, in his essay “Caught in the Frame: A Target-Culture Viewpoint on
Allusive Wordplay”, argued that the identification of source-text puns and their
corresponding functions in the relevant context is a crucial point that we need to
take into consideration, and he concluded that:

Part of the practical problem of translating allusive wordplay is an inability

to identify the point as worth special attention in the first place. In the

translation process, this precedes (both logically and chronologically) the
difficulty of choosing a suitable method or strategy for the problematic

point. Needless to say, if the translator misses the joke, he or she is hardly
likely to try to find a creative translation for it (Leppihalme, 1997: 207-208).

This inability to spot instances of bawdy puns in the preparatory stage of
translation, as suggested above, did happen to the Shakespearean translators,
provided that they are also readers who experience the original individually.
Malcolm Offord in his article “Mapping Shakespeare’s Puns in French
Translations” examined in depth Francois-Victor Hugo’s translations of puns in
Love Labour’s Lost on the basis of the catalogue (of 224 puns) compiled by Herbert

Ellis (1973). Offord did not neglect the interpretation problem involved in his
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study, as he repeated from time to time that “many of the puns identified by Ellis
were not common knowledge at the time Hugo produced his translation and that
some of them are not certain, by Ellis’ own admission” (Offord, 1997: 251, 254).
The Chinese Shakespeare translator Cao Yu also admitted that he came across
many obstacles in comprehending the source text during the process of
translation:

In fact, there are quite a number of deep connotations in Shakespeare’s

plays which I am unable to translate, or to take it further, that I am unable

to decipher. This dramatic text, can only be said to have rendered part of

the implications and subtexts in Shakespeare’s play (Roweo and Julie?). .. (Cao
Y., 1979: 1).

Most often, the difficulty in understanding is due to the lack of an
adequately annotated edition. Since most of the Chinese translators largely relied
on the extensive annotations of the Western Shakespearean scholarship, the
interpretation of bawdy wordplay is intimately related to the identity and instability
of the editorial traditions of the source texts. Delabastita suggested that most
Shakespearean translators “prefer to start from the current critical editions of
Shakespeare’s texts rather than the original quartos and folios”, which means that
“many translations somewhat belatedly reflect the trends in English text editing”
(Delabastita, 1999: 20). If the annotations of a particular Shakespeare series are
more detailed, the translators who work according to that collection would be
more aware of certain subtleties of Shakespeare’s verbal textures: such as wordplay,
imagery, malapropism and the like (one may also add “bawdy” to the list).

In this case, the factor of interpretation is not confined to the category of
bawdy puns which have never been rendered or revealed, but also possibly to some
other puns and individual translators. More recent editions have obviously been

contributing to a new conception of Shakespeare’s words and the translators’
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growing awareness of bawdy instances in the source text. The fact that different
translators depended on various critical editions in turn leads to the heterogeneity
of theatrical interpretations. The gradual changing editorial and critical traditions
are guiding the Chinese translators in their understanding of Shakespeare’s
language. That is to say, when one translator revealed the bawdy meaning of a pun,
while the other did not, the hidden reason behind might not be the case that the
translation behaviour of the former is “avant-garde” and the latter “dated” (Toury,
1999a: 28). Not as one might suppose, this kind of differentiation occasionally
happens only because the critical edition that was followed by the former translator
contained the exposition of the bawdy layer of meaning,

One of the typical examples that springs to mind is Pun 4 (Fang P, Liang
S.Q.) in Appendix 1, an instance tainted with sex in Shakespeare’s Antony and
Cleopatra: “1 would 1 had thy inches”. Fang Ping consulted David Bevington’s

Complete Works of Shakespeare which was recently published in the 1990s and

translated Cleopatra’s words as danyuan wo ye xiang ni, duo Zhangohu name ji cun {HBH

TG, 2R BIBEER ] (1 do wish I could grow a few inches more like you].

He then explicated in note form that “inches” in this context refers to both the
“height” and the “length of penis”. However, the edition(s) which form the basis
of or referred to by Liang Shiqiu—basically W.J. Craig’s The Complete Works of
Shakespeare” edited in the 1930s and other annotated versions such as the Arden
Shakespeare and New Cambridge Shakespeare edited in the 1950s and 1960s—have not
highlighted any bawdy implications of the word “inches”. Liang Shiqiu’s text only

rendered the innocent layer of that meaning: duanynan wo you ni nayang de gaoda de tige
{HEHFRA R ASER K = KI8T do wish T could be as tall as you], and his

translation behaviour in this instance can most probably be linked with the editions
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used by him which affect his interpretation of the sexual line. Hence, the
inconsistency of Western critical traditions is a type of constraint that is worth

special attention when researching on the rendering of Shakespeare’s bawdy puns.

5.2 Linguistic Constraints and the Change of Vocabulary

Apart from the constraints during the stage of perception, there are some
other cases, where the ST bawdy pun is perceived but cannot be transferred. This
brings us to the second issue concerning the “translatability” of bawdy wordplay.
As noted in chapter two, some translation scholars considered wordplay as simply
“untranslatable” because the source and target languages are structurally different.
Seldom can we find a Chinese character whose denotative and connotative
meanings are exactly the same as those of its English equivalent. J.C. Catford, in .4
Linguistic Theory of Translation, recognized this as “linguistic untranslatability”
(Catford, 1965: 93-103), which occurs when there is no formally corresponding
feature in the target language to substitute for the source- language item. This
category of untranslatibility “occurs typically in cases where an ambiguity peculiar to
the SL text is a functionally relevant feature, that is, in SL puns” (Catford, 1965:
94).

These linguistic constraints, for instance, can be observed in such cases
where the bawdy pun is zever revealed in its ambiguous form, but can be presented
in bawdy non-puns or editorial notes. The following bawdy puns in Appendix 1
belong to this category: eg. Puns 11, 23, 25, 30, 35, 36, 39, 41, 57 and 59.
Suggestive wordplays such as the word /e (Puns 11) can be read as “to tell lies” and
“to lie down and to recline in sexual intercourse” (Partridge, 2000: 136; also see
Williams, 1997: 187; McDonald, 1996: 86). The punning of these two senses of /e

in the target language would be very hard to achieve and the hidden sexual sense is
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mostly sacrificed”. Shakespeare’s favourite punning on ek (Pun 39: refers to a
“corruption of God” but also a “penis”), overdone (Pun 60: a “surname” which also
means “sexually debilitated”) and fishmonger (Pun 36: both a “fish seller” and a
“bawd”) all posed a formidable challenge to the Shakespeare translators.

In fact, the rendering of the play on words has for a long time been
considered as an “ultimate nightmare” (Lombardo, 1993: 139), as it is such a
monstrous task to find an exact correspondence in the target text. In one of his
letters, Tian Han clearly indicated that the transposition of Shakespearean
wordplay is a sound barrier for all translators to break down:

The play of words is a critical situation for all Shakespearean translators, as

you are likely to encounter it no matter which play you are dealing with.

For example, the first scene of Romeo and Juliet started with a play on the
words coals, colliers, choler and collar (Tian H., 2000: 511).

Tian Han and the other Chinese translators therefore encountered
constraints resulting from incompatibilities or lack of parallelism between the
Chinese and English language systems. Shakespeare’s enthusiasm for inventing
word games, neologisms and hanging around with suggestive puns makes this sort
of technical problems simply unavoidable in the process of rendering his works.
To explain the bawdy implications, it seems that the insertion of annotations is, in
particular cases, the only method to tackle the translation problem, as Fang Ping
stated:

When Hamlet called Ophelia’s father the “fishmonger”, how can the

picture of a “pimp” appear in the minds of Chinese readers? When Hamlet

asked Ophelia to go to a “nunnery”’, how can the Chinese readers realize

that “brothel” is actually the hidden meaning of “nunnery”? It seems that
all these gaps can only be filled with the aid of notes (Fang P., 1998: 218).

Beneath Liang’s “faithful” version of Shakespeare, it seems that he was

fond of “annotating” the licentious passages rather than “translating” them.

96



Liang’s translation approach may also be linked with the linguistic constraints
confronted by him, though he once noted a high possibility in generating puns in
Chinese: “there are only 420 syllables in putonghua, but at least 4000 characters
exist, which indicates that many homonyms can be exploited to produce puns and
witty repartee” (Liang, S.C., 2004: 57). But he also admitted that “in translation
puns present great difficulties and they are almost untranslatable” (Liang, S.C,,
1981: 352). To simply set them aside would be unfaithful to the source text, so a
last resort is to clarify them with a footnote. Even for Bian Zhilin, who claimed in
his translator’s preface that he would “strive hard to achieve the humour and
vitality of source-text puns and assonances” (Bian Z.L., 1999: 7), in the following
examples only acknowledged the bawdy wordplay in a footnote: Puns 35, 36, 81,
82 in Appendix 1.

Elaborating puns by means of footnotes is actually a common practice
used by translators of plays when they discover, to the best of their ability, that a
pun is so-called “untranslatable”. However, since the stage has footlights but not
footnotes (Lombardo, 1993: 139), annotations for puns (or any other
untransferable words, metaphors, allusions and historical events) can be
meaningful to the researchers, actors or directors, but not to the target audiences
who are watching a drama. Unlike the readers who can reread a word several times
if necessary, a theatre audience has no second chance and must immediately
perceive the meaning of the play. A translator like Cao Yu intended to translate the
dramatist’s work for the stage instead of the page. His aim to perform
Shakespeare’s text is mirrored on the preface to his translation:

Reading Shakespeare is one thing, but performing Shakespeare, making it

understandable to the audience (especially the Chinese audience) is another

thing. My intention is to perform, so I strive for smoothness whilst reading
(Cao Y., 1979: 1).
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Being a leading dramatist and playwright in China, Cao was specially
invited by his close friend Zhang Junxiang and was commissioned to translate
Romeo and Juliet for Shenying Jutuan [The Divine Eagle Company] in 1944 (Cao S.J. &
Sun FL., 1989: 106). The Chinese rendering was finished speedily in a little more
than month’s time. Guided by an intention to provide a translation for the stage,
Cao Yu has creatively invented stage instructions to clarify bawdy ambiguities of
the original text, instead of relying on heavy annotations, take Pun 113 as an
example. As noted by Fang Ping, “Cao Yu is most probably the first person who
consciously combines the Shakespearean drama with stage performance: an
approach which is in line with the trend of Shakespearean criticism” (Fang P,
2000a: 493), while Cao Weifeng also claims that “the translation of Cao Yu can
perfectly be performed on stage without making many amendments” (Cao S.J. &
Sun FL., 1989: 108), which is why his translation of Romeo and Juliet is also being
regarded as different from the others.

Apart from the translatability of word games, another factor that has most
likely influenced the translation strategies is that the denotation and connotation
of Shakespearean vocabulary are subject to change along the passage of time.
Over the centuries, Shakespeare’s “Early Modern English” has acquired an archaic
flavour it did not savour of originally. To illustrate this linguistic difficulty, Liang
Shiqiu had once cited some examples of words which will easily be confused by
the translators because their Elizabethan and modern senses are different, such as
speak which sometimes mean “to fight or exchange blows”, down occasionally
points to a “bumpkin” but not a “buffoon”, and paint often refers to “rouge”
instead of a “drawing” (Liang S.Q., 1981: 352-353). The same situation happens to

the sex-related vocabulary. As mentioned in section 2.4, four-letter words such as
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fuck, shit, piss, fart commonly used nowadays were scarcely spotted in Shakespeare’s
language, whereas there are also expressions which were considered to be “dirty”
in the Bard’s period but are now obsolete or clean. McCall had made a list of the
vocabulary in his study William Shakespeare: Spacious in the Possession of Dirt:
hobby-horse, hold-door trade, medlar, stale, minions, callets, occupy,

stewed prunes, luxury, pox, conversation, liver, die (very frequently can be
interpreted to mean intercourse) (McCall, 1977: xi).

Let me take two of the listed words for further illustration. Firstly, die (Pun
2, 127), in Shakespeare’s day, does not only mean “a loss of life”. There was a
“close, delicately-plotted concordance between orgasm and death” (Steiner, 1965:
15) and according to Elizabethan physiology, “each act of sexual intercourse
shortened the lover’s life by a minute or so” (Epstein, 1992: 119-120). In
Elizabethan literary works, therefore, “die” can very frequently be understood as
“to experience sexual climax” (Evans, 1997: 1398) or “to have orgasm” (Neill,
2000: 160). The second example Zver Non-Puns 4, 33) again presents a similar case.
During the Renaissance period, “liver” was “part of the body thought to be at the
seat of sexual passion” (Crystal 2002: 265; also see Williams, 1997: 191-192), but
now the connotation is already lost even in the Western world. One of the most
confusing instances from the present corpus, which is not included in McCall’s list,
is the phrase making love (Non-Pun 13). Its meaning in Shakespeare’s time is much
milder than today’s usage. The contemporary sense of the phrase refers to “have
sexual intercourse” (SOD, 2002), while its archaic sense only means “the use of
endearing words” or “to talk fondly and sweetly of” (OED, 1933). According to
McDonald’s The Wordsworth Dictionary of Obscenity and Taboo: “Not so very long ago
‘make love’ meant ‘to woo’ or ‘to pay court’, but within the last twenty years it has

gained favour as the genteel euphemism which it now is. This shift of meaning
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often leaves the younger generation confused when they hear the term used in
books, plays and films from before the 1960s” (McDonald, 1996: 88).

In view of the discrepancies between the Elizabethan and modern senses, a
translator who renders Shakespeare’s works should “turns his attention to ‘the
meaning’ exploited by Shakespeare”, borrowing Liang Shiqgiu’s words (Liang S.Q.,
1981: 352). Carelessly applying the superficial meaning of modern English terms in
rendering Shakespeare would simply lead to striking discrepancies in textual
meaning between the source and target versions. As revealed by He Xianglin’s
essay “Appreciations, Doubts and Expectations: A Criticism on Zhu’s Translations
of Shakespeare’s Plays”, many of the mistakes made in Zhu Shenghao’s works
were due to the fact that the translator misunderstood the meaning of words in the
original. The translator might be confused by the multiplicity of meanings in the
polysemants, or in another case, due to the different senses of vocabulary between
the archaic and modern, he can only perceive the modern sense of a vocabulary
item, while neglecting the alternative meaning which actually existed during
Shakespeare’s time (He X.L., 1981: 88).

While it is true to say that some of the bawdy puns may not have been
detected by the Shakespearean translators owing to the “camouflaged bawdiness”,
and some of the meanings can easily get lost through linguistic change, it is put
forward that part of the “Bawdy Pun—>Zero” (strategy D) or “Bawdy
Pun(Non-Bawdy Non-Pun” (strategy B2) translations are not due to the objective
restrictions stated above. This can mainly be supported by four arguments:

1. Some of Shakespeare’s bawdy puns are in fact so obvious and

explicit that even the least sensitive text receivers would have
recognized them. Take, for example, puns 43, 44, 61 in the corpus. If

the sexual or scatological layer of meaning is indeed perfectly
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1.

1.

1v.

accessible to the translators, then why are some of these readings
simply omitted or softened without any further acknowledgement?
Even if the translators are confronted by linguistic constraints, they
can choose to reveal one of the meanings (ie., strategy B2) or both
meanings in the form of a non-pun (strategy B1). Why then did they
choose to eliminate the bawdy puns in question?

Next, when the two readings of the bawdy pun are fully available,
why did many of the Chinese translators prefer to select the
“innocent” sense consistently rather than the “bawdy” layer of
meaning? Even if we exclude the bawdy puns where “fluctuating
interpretation” is very likely to be the “culprit” constraining the
translator, how can one explain the still high proportion of “Bawdy
Pun(Innocent Bawdy Pun” renderings?

As Delabastita pointed out that “there is apparently nothing in the
nature of punning itself that could hamper the use of techniques
such as “Zero(Pun” or “Non-Pun(Pun” (Delabastita, 1993: 231) or
notes, why are these approaches rarely adopted by the translators to
compensate for the original bawdy puns which cannot be transferred
owing to the different linguistic constraints?

If we refer back to another section of the corpus (Appendix 2),
which is an examination of the original bawdy non-puns, it is clear
that supposedly there was little or even no interpretation or linguistic
problem involved in translation, but a number of these bawdy
non-puns are still found to be softened or even omitted by the

Chinese translators. Why?
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These unsolved questions actually manifest the need to explore other kinds
of constraints apart from the purely interpretative, linguistic and technical barriers
that we have examined up to this particular point. The explanatory hypothesis I
would like to put forward is that: the Shakespearean translators of bawdy puns
were most likely to be influenced by the “norms pertaining to the acceptability of
bawdiness” and the “norms which regulate translation practice in general” at the
time.

Before we analyse the two sets of norms, their variable degrees of
stringency and the interplay between norms, it is first necessary to take a
preliminary glance at the concept of “norms”, which has been frequently
discussed in the field of Translation Studies during the past decades. My aim, in
section 5.3, is to first deal with some aspects of the nature of norms, their various
types, and their contributions to the understanding of translation as a whole. In
sections 5.4 and 5.5, I will further apply the notion in finding reasons and
explanations for the shifts that have appeared during the process of translation,
and the “regular patterns of behaviour” that can be observed in the research

findings.

5.3 Norms in Translation

On the basis of Even-Zohar’s polysystem hypothesis, which drew concepts
from the Russian formalism of the 1920s, Toury contributed a theory that analyses
the nature and function of norms in translation and examines how these norms
can possibly be studied. In his tripartite model describing translation behaviour, a
norm was posited in the middle ground between two extremes. On one end there
are “absolute rules” which imply sanctions if one fails to comply, while on the

other end are “pure idiosyncrasies” which are individual ways to behave (Toury,
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1995: 54). Norms, in turn, constitute “a graded continuum”. Some of them are
more rule-like, whereas some lean towards the idiosyncratic pole (Toury, 1999a: 16).
This concept is regarded by Toury as being central to the event of translating, and
that all subsequent choices or decisions made during the course of a translation
process are considered to be “norm-governed”. Norms, as Gideon Toury defines
them, imply:

The translation of general values or ideas shared by a community—as to

what is right or wrong, adequate or inadequate—into performance

instructions appropriate for and applicable to particular situations (Toury

1995: 55).

Rather than being innate, norms are inculcated upon an individual’s mind.
During the process of education or socialization, individual members of an
established group, including translators, acquire and internalize these performance
instructions, or norms, and make them our guidelines of action. That is to say,
norms can simply be construed as the “internalized behavioural constraints which
embody the values shared by a community” (Schiffner, 1999: 5), which appear to
exert pressure on an individual. It may seem, to some scholars, that norms are
often associated with some sort of prescriptive function; concerning what one
“should” or “shouldn’t” do; as if translators are only “rule-following robots”
deprived of free choice since they are subject to the “pressure” of the norms
(Chesterman, 1999: 91). This kind of deduction was rejected by Toury, who
further explicated that although norms have the power to compel people to abide
by them and that norm-breaking behaviour involves the risk of disapproval or
sanctions, the translator still has the autonomy to make his own decisions. They
can always choose not to follow prevailing norms, provided that they are willing to

bear the consequences and pay the price for non-conformity. It is this
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norm-breaking process that in turn leads the path towards renegotiations of
existing norms and as a result the emergence of new norms.

The crucial importance of the concept of “norm” in Translation Studies
can mainly be summarized from two perspectives: First of all, since traditional
theories of translation tend to be source-text otiented, norms serve to shift our
attention to concentrate on the target texts and the variety of factors governing the
choices that determine the type and extent of equivalence between source and
target texts in a particular culture at a particular period. Second, norms do not only
help to provide explanations for why translators decided as they did or why
translations take the form they do, but also, in Toury’s words, act as “explanatory
hypotheses” which guide scholars and researchers to predict future characteristics
of translation behaviour.

Though being extremely critical of equivalence, Toury did not actually
hollow out the entire notion. Instead, he expressed a clear wish to work with the
existing term, but only attempted to change “equivalence” from a largely
prescriptive concept to a historical one and provided a new definition to it. Here,
unlike the linguistic approaches, which considered “equivalence” to be “a
relationship between the source and target text which is based on an identity of
meaning”, Toury directed the notion from being an a priori requirement to being a
result of the translator’s decisions and adopted the term to mean “any relation
which is found to have characterized translation under a specified set of
circumstances” (Toury, 1995: 61).

Translation norms were subdivided by Toury into three types: “preliminary
norms”, “initial norms” and “operational norms” (Toury, 1980: 53). Here, the third

category “operational norms” can further be differentiated into “matricial norms”

and “textual norms”. Tourys norms are generally classified according to the
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behaviour during several stages of the translation process. This notion of norm
has become a useful and practical category for the descriptive analysis of
translation phenomena. However, while Toury focused on the development of a
systematic descriptive branch for Translation Studies, he omits to outline in detail
the social-cultural dimension that lies behind various translation phenomena. In
other words, in his discussion of norms, he only mentioned the linguistic and
literary aspects, without situating them in the overall polysystem of cultural norms
and codes (Heylen, 1993: 11).

Toury’s norm also takes into account the comprehensive and
heterogeneous nature of a societal group. A norm does not exist as a monolithic
and unchanged entity. It is, instead, characterized by its “multiplicity” and
“Instability”. The validity and relative strength of norms are bound to change over
time, according to the fluctuating external circumstances, which can explain the
reason why some norms that used to dominate the centre within one system will
lose their force and become “old fashioned” and remnants of the past, while other
sets of norms hovering in the periphery may sooner or later move to the centred
position and become the “mainstream”. At a certain time, for example, during the
point of intersection when the new replaces the old, several types of norm can
coexist simultaneously. This brings us back to the second feature of a norm: its
“multiplicity”. Being exposed to a variety of norms within a culture, translators
have to decide whether they posit themselves along the axis of the “dated”,
“mainstream” or “avant-garde” (Toury; 1999a; 27-28). However, the translators’
decision is not so much as completely free as constrained. As suggested by Toury:

It is often people who are in the early phases of their initiation as
translators, whether young or not so young of age, who behave in the most

epigonic way. Insecure as most of them understandably are, they like to
Play it safe and tend to perform according to dated, but still valid norms.
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One way to explain this is to realize that a beginner’s deviant behaviour

would more readily be regarded by the society as “erroneous” rather than

“innovative” [...] No wonder that revolutions—i.e. Large-scale changes of

paradigm— have often been made by experienced translators who had,

moreover, attained considerable prestige by behaving “appropriately”, i.e.

according to mainstream norms (Toury, 1999a: 28).

Summing up, what complicates the situation where norms operate within a
polysystem here is the fact that, besides the factual existence of the three types of
“competing norms”, the selection of norms by translators is a determining factor
as well. Even though translators’ choices are “often” subject to their professional
status, as depicted above, there is still room for non-normative, or even
norm-breaking, behaviour to take place. Toury suggests that “non-normative
behaviour is always a possibility” (Toury, 1995: 64), yet a price should be paid for
selecting such an atypical option. The consequences may range from, in a minor
case, the revision of the end product to the deprivation of the recognition as a
translator in serious circumstances. Thus, the effect of norms on the production
of a translation is primarily determined by the type of norms in existence, and
secondly, given the background of individual translators, how they behave
(whether to conform or reject) when being guided by certain norms.

Considerably influenced by Toury, Andrew Chesterman developed his own
norm theory with special attention to those norms that are named by Toury as
“operational norms” and “initial norms”. “Preliminary norms,” as the remaining
ones of Toury’s trio, fall outside the focus of Chesterman’s study Memes of
Translation: The Spread of Ideas in Translation Theory, due to the fact that such
norms, unlike the other two, do not come into play during the actual translation
process and thus not of his interest. Only the norms which direct the act of

translation itself are his major concerns. Regarding the classifications proposed by

esterman, norms can be categorized into two types: oduct norms” an
Chesterman, nor b tegorized into tw “product norms” and
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“process norms”. In comparison, Toury’s operational norms primarily correspond
to product norms as they both “regulate the form of the final product”
(Chesterman, 2000: 63).

Chesterman went on to rename “product norms” as “expectancy norms”,
which are “norms established by the expectations of receivers of a translation
concerning what a translation (of this type) should be like and what a native text
(of this type) in the target language should be like” (Chesterman, 2000: 64). A
specific target language readership may have expectations about a wide range of
textual features, including the style, register, collocations, lexical choice and so on.
As translators do not render for themselves, the type of target readers whom a
translator bears in mind most probably serves to explain their translation tendency.
Besides, “process norms” were renamed as “professional norms”, and in
categorizing “professional norms”, he further distinguished three such norms,
including “accountability norms” (ethical norms), “communication norms” (social

norms) and “relation norms” (linguistic norms). The following table clarifies his

categorization:
Chesterman’s Norms
Product (Expectancy) norms Process (Professional) norms
Accountability Communication Relation
(ethical) norms (social) norms (linguistic) norms

According to Theo Hermans, Chesterman’s product and process norms are
“a clear advance on Toury’s list, since they bring other perspectives (such as the
expected readership) apart from the translator’s into the picture” (Hermans, 1999a:
79). Not- withstanding difference between the two on the ways of perceiving
norms, both of them consider norms as “constraints” (Toury, 1995: 54,

Chesterman, 2000: 56). Having said that, Toury rejects the idea of undermining
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translators as “rule-following robots”, as mentioned earlier on. With respect to this
point, Hermans was on the same line as Toury, yet he went one step further to
state that Toury ignored the role of his norms as “templates in offering ready-made
solutions” (Hermans, 1999a: 79) to translation problems and so attached less
importance to translators’ agency. Norms, in Herman’s theory, “act as constraints
on behaviour by foreclosing certain options and choices” (Hermans, 1999a: 82).
These choices, however, still remain available in principle. Translators’ agency can
be made palable by their actions that represent particular options, each of which
being taken from a bunch of available possibilities (Hermans, 1999a: 87). Put it in
another way, translators are said to act with intent in rendering a piece of text,
provided that in such an occasion there are options to choose from and that they
have made a selection out of them. Exclusions, or the available options that were
open but not chosen, do “allow us to glimpse the agenda behind the choices that
are made.” (Hermans, 1999a: 88)

Hermans treats norms as normative as well as cognitive expectations
(Hermans, 2000: 10; Schaffner, 1999: 57) and, as depicted, pays special attention to
the selectivity of the translators’ act. In fact, in addition to his focus on translators’
agency, Hermans’ norms also differ from Toury in terms of the structure of the
graded continuum. Whereas Toury’s continuum ranges from “rules” to
“idiosyncracies”, Herman’s concept of norms extends from “rules” to
“conventions”. After comparing the two, Chesterman prefers the latter one, stating
that since norms are by definition social, subjective (or personal) idiosyncracies are
out of the scope of the definition of norms (Chesterman, 1999: 91). As for the
classification proposed by Hermans in his article “Translation and Normativity”
(presenting the case of De Buck’s rendering of Boethius), translation is governed

by at least three normative levels:
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1. General cultural and ideological norms which may be held to apply
throughout the larger part of a community;
2. Translational norms arising from general concepts of translatability and
cross-lingual representation alive in that community; and
3. Textual and other appropriateness norms which prevail in the particular
client system for which individual translations cater.

(Hermans, 1999b: 59)

In his categorization, Hermans directly and explicitly puts forward the
general cultural and ideological norms. But he did not further explain the three
types of norms that he proposed. As Chang Nam-fung suggested, the respective
values of Herman’s norms and their interrelations remain unanswered (Chang,

2001: 318).

5.4 Norms Pertaining to the Acceptability of Bawdiness

In some cases, it seems that the deletion or modification of bawdy puns is
not mainly related to any technical difficulties, but rather to the acceptability of
bawdy matters in the target-culture system. This tendency was not only reflected
on Zhu Shenghao’s renderings, which were taken as a sanitized Shakespeare
version translated in the 1940s China (Liang S.Q., 1990: 9-12), but also on the
behaviour of other Chinese translators, which can be traced back, in a microscopic
point of view, from the strategies they selected. According to the findings of the
study, it is shown that nearly all translators adopted strategy B2 most frequently,
that is, to major on the innocent sense of the pun and ignore the bawdy meaning,
without leaving the slightest trace. Consider Liang Shiqiu and Cao Weifeng, both
of whom worked on Shakespeare between the 1930s and 60s. They decided to use
the innocent meaning of the source-text pun in over 60% and 70% of the bawdy
puns respectively. Early translators such as Tian Han, who rendered in the 1920s,

selected the innocent sense in over 80% of the cases. In view of the above
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phenomenon, some may question whether the translators are bound to the pure
linguistic constraints involved in pun translation. But as indicated in the theoretical
framework of the present study, there are other choices open to the translators. So,
why did they choose not to major on the bawdy meaning, and why did they refrain
from inserting footnotes or rendering both senses of the bawdy pun in a
non-punning phrase? There were alternatives available to the translators which
could also help them to overcome the structural obstacles. The final decision to
discard these options should not be taken as purely linguistic one and at least partly
confirmed that the translators highly preferred to major on the clean layer of
meaning at the expense of sacrificing the other. In fact, some bawdy meanings
even occupied the “primary sense” of the pun, which refers to the first meaning
that comes to mind. But in reality, the predominant bawdy layer of meaning, which
should originally have been prioritized, were simply swept away by the translators.
Consider, in Appendixx 1, most renderings of Puns 21, 39, 43 and 44; Zhu
Shenghao’s treatment of Puns 31, 32, 55, 61, 88, 89, 90, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97 and 105;
and Cao Weifeng’s translations of Puns 86, 87 and 88. Generally speaking, it is
shown that there is a much stronger suppression of the sexual innuendoes than the
scatological ones in the target system, and the most stringent aspect of sexuality in
Chinese culture is mostly associated with explicit references to male and female
genitals.

The existence of norms pertaining to the acceptability of bawdy matters
can again be supported by some other examples concerning the treatment of
bawdy non-puns, where nearly no central linguistic constraints in the translation of
bawdy from English to Chinese would force the translator to delete or understate
the sexual innuendoes. Translators like Zhu Shenghao, Cao Weifeng or Liang

Shiqiu tended to tone down and render a number of the non-punning bawdy
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instances into innocent expressions, that is, to major on strategy B. As exhibited by
the examples in Appendix 2 of the corpus, there were many cases which showed
that in dealing with bawdy instances in the non-pun category, Zhu simply
suppressed or eradicated them, which reveals that he did conform to the norms
which prescribes the minimization of bawdy innuendoes (See Zhu’s treatment of
Non-Puns 3, 18, 21, 26, 32 and 34). Even for Liang, who claimed to have
submitted the entire bawdy in a faithful manner, still rather chose the soft option
in 20% of the cases (chapter 3.2, figure 5). For some typical examples, see his

rendering of Non-Pun 38 “taste her sweet body”, which was reduced to changguo ta
de wenron "EEMIIRZE [taste her gentleness]. In representing the bawdy wdpiece

(Pun 45) in King Lear, which refers to the “male sex organ”, Liang also indistinctly
adopted the euphemistic symbol XX in his target text and only at the footnote did
he convey the true bawdy meaning of XX. All these evidence, when taking into
account together, confirmed the effects, or at least the existence of sexual norms

that restrict the bawdy language of Shakespeare in the target-culture system.

5.4.1 Sexual Descriptions in China

It is obvious that sex is a sensitive topic in China. The tendency to moralize
literary works and to regard sex as taboo has been firmly rooted in Chinese culture
from past to present. The sexual history can be retraced from R.H. Van Gulik’s
classic study Sexual Life in Ancient China, an overview of Chinese Sex and Society
from 1500 B.C. till 1644 A.D.. According to Van Gulik’s illustration, Chinese
culture before the thirteenth century was generally characterized by positive and
open sexual attitudes (Van Gulik, 2003). But the trend started to change during the
Song dynasty, when sexual attitudes gradually became negative and repressive. The
crucial change was initiated by several representatives of Neo-Confucianists,
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including Cheng Hao, Cheng Yi, Zhou Dunyi and Zhu Xi, who is regarded as “the
father of Neo-Confucianism”.

From Zhu Xi’s point of view, cun tianli, gu renyu [human desires have to be
discarded, so as to retain the heavenly principles| and wan e yin wei shon [among all
evils, sexual lust is the worst]. The conservative attitude towards sex as a taboo has
become a sort of “rule”, which was further strengthened in the succeeding dynasty,
Yuan, thus eradicating erotic content that crossed over the boundary of moral
norms held by contemporaries (Ruan, 1991: 96-97).

This tendency is fully reflected in Chinese literary works. There have always
been some “expectations” that literature needs to serve or fulfill a moral purpose,
as reflected by a Chinese traditional saying wen yi aidao [writings are for showing
the Way]. The saying implies that writings should aim at conveying ethical notions
and stepping over the line is disallowed. Only those which follow the maxim were
considered as good pieces of work. Otherwise, they would be condemned as
“pornographic” and their authors were very likely to be blamed for their perceived
misconduct or even subject to severe reprimand or punishment. The restriction on
sexuality can be proved by the repeated bannings and burnings of erotic literature
(if not the political titles) within China, particularly during the Qing dynasty
(1644-1910), when numerous lists of erotic books were banned (Wang, B., 1999),
and “a commoner who was involved in printing a banned book was beaten and
exiled” (Ruan, 1991: 97).

The same situation can be applied to translated literature, which is
considered as a system within the literary polysystem (Even-Zohar, 1978: 117-127).
Academic research reveals that descriptions of sex in translations are also offensive
to the central ideology of China. A typical case of ethical interference can be

found in Yang Zilins translation of Joan Haste (Jiayin Xiaozhunan, around 1900), in
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which some descriptions of male and female relationships were written off,
particularly plot details regarding premarital pregnancy of the protagonist. After
making amendments, the protagonist was then portrayed as an “unpolluted”
character and slotted into an ethically acceptable frame of the traditional Chinese
culture. Lin Shu, who later translated the “forbidden parts”, was fiercely
condemned by the Chinese critics as well as the general public (Wang D.E, 1998: 8),
despite the fact that his translation approach does not necessarily indicate nor
imply his affirmation on the female protagonist’s “immoral actions” (Guo L.S.,
1999: 75). Further such cases of shaping the original to meet the standards of the
target culture are suggested, for example, by Chang Nam-fung, in his essay
“Polysystem Theory: Its Prospect as a Framework for Translation Research”,
which adduces that at least twenty passages of sexual descriptions have been
deleted in the Chinese translation of David Lodge’s Swall World published in the
PRC, while some “mistranslations” appear to be intended by the translator. All of
these distortions revealed the existence of cultural norms that disapproved of
descriptions pertaining to sex in Chinese translations (Chang, 2001: 320).

While many of the Western jokes exploited sex-related topics as their
major source of humour, sex is often thought as a crude topic in the Chinese
society, which is very hard to put into words, especially to the educated, who “have
a distinct aversion to writings about sex” (Ke, 1999: 13). Being influenced by
target-culture norms in China which prescribes a certain approach to the bawdy
language, translators sometimes need to avoid using terms which are unacceptable
to their receiving culture, although they might actually be aware of the sexual
connotations therein. As noted by He Qixin, in a Shakespearean performance
staged in the 1980s, five hundred lines were expunged from the stage dialogues,

most of which were the conversations between comic characters and lines
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associated with the themes of adultery, prostitution and so on:

Measure for Measure was staged by the Beijing’s People’s Art Theatre from
April to June 1981, translated and directed by Ying Ruocheng. In his
performance of Measure for Measure (1981), all the scenes in the original play
are preserved, but sixty-two different passages totaling over 500 lines are
left out. A glaring omission involves the 240-line interrogation of Elbow,
Froth and Pompey in II. i 41-280, which is dropped entirely in
performance. In most cases, the lines omitted refer to adultery (1. ii. 79-85),
prostitution (IL. i. 41-280; III. ii. 19-20, 22-24, 43-46, 49-58), and religion
(I it. 71-79; 11 iii. 31-34)...” (He, 19806a: 23, 157-158)

Further reflected and elaborated in Fang Ping’s article “Profundity in
Vulgarity: Contemplation of a Shakespearean Translator”, bawdy innuendoes in
Shakespeare’s works did violate the target-culture norms. Also in the 1980s,
hugging and kissing, or pronouncing coarse words on the stage performance of
The Merchant of 1'enice were rebuked severely as being “contrary to public morals
and harmful to the atmosphere of the society™:

The Merchant of 1Venice was staged by the Chinese Youth Art Theatre in

September, 1980 in Beijing (based on Fang Ping’s version). The

performance was a success. But unexpectedly, a cadre’s letter was published

in Beijing Evening Paper on 7" September, criticizing that the comedy is
contrary to public morals and harmful to the atmosphere of the society

(pointing to the fact that the male and female protagonists hugged and

kissed in public). Another letter was published on the 13" September,

criticizing the stage dialogue of the comedy for being so earthy and
unspeakable (Fang P, 1995: 20).

To make a retrospection, Fang Ping further related these cultural norms to
the translation behaviour of Zhu Shenghao and suggested that it is quite natural to
find Zhu being disturbed by the psychology of “sexual suppression” or “sex as a
taboo” that is rooted in his own culture, as China has long been proud of being /yi
ghi bang [the land of ritual and righteousness] (Fang P, 1995: 21). Fang Ping
believes that if cultural shackles could not fade into oblivion even in the minds of

Chinese translators in the 1980s, it is quite natural that Zhu, who lived forty years
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ago, was deeply influenced by traditional Chinese culture, and as such hesitated to
present in a straightforward manner when he encountered bawdy elements of
Shakespeare’s works. As a result, a general tendency to weaken the elements of
sexuality was actually demonstrated in Zhu’s works and one can actually view the
“differences between Chinese and Western culture” from his renderings (Fang P,
1995: 22). Even for the Chinese translator Gu Zhengkun, who translated
Shakespeare’s Sonnets during the late 1990s, openly stated that he had to handle the
bawdy wordplay cautiously when he came across them in the sonnets:
Shakespeare loves to use puns in his sonnets, especially the bawdy ones.
This is the most difficult part in the translation process. If this
characteristic is totally erased from the text, the real ‘Shakespeare’ is to a
certain degree being distorted. At the same time, the characteristic can also
reflect the society and customs of the Elizabethan period. This element,
however, if exaggerated, will be found to be really offensive in the eyes of
the ordinary Chinese society. I therefore tried to cautiously handle this
problem. For example, I tended to use more indistinct or implicit puns to

imitate the sexual suggestiveness of Shakespeare’s sonnets and I also
considered the acceptability of the Chinese readers (Gu Z.K., 1998: 4).

Obviously, Gu, as with some other Chinese translators, found himself in a
dilemma. On one hand, he clearly understands that the richness of the bawdy puns
contributes heavily to the originality of Shakespeare’s works. But on the other hand,
there is also a need to keep an eye on the offensive elements that are likely to be
harmful to his society’s moral standards. The translators also have to carefully
consider the acceptability factor of the text in its target environment and avoid
using obscene or strong words that are unacceptable or disrespectable to the
prospective readership, since failure to fulfill reader expectations may be regarded
as a breach of norms which in turn implies disapproval or potential negative
sanctions. One point which should be noted, however, is that these “reader

expectations” are activated by the translator himself, and they are preferences
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which he assumes others in the community will share.

Even though it is reasonable and thoughtful for Fang Ping to relate Zhu’s
minimization of Shakespeare’s bawdy to the traditional Chinese culture and
literature, some may question the foundation of such a relationship, as there is
substantial supporting evidence indicating that not all Chinese literary works
refrain from sexual descriptions. Indeed, a considerable amount of sexual content
can easily be extracted from Chinese fiction such as Jin Ping Mei [Golden Lotus], or
dramas like Mudan Ting [Peony Pavilion] and the Xixiang Ji [Romance of Western
Chamber]. Descriptions of sex did exist in Chinese literary works to a noticeable
degree, particularly from the Ming period and onwards, when so much explicit
eroticism was displayed and in circulation around China.

The major problem, however, also constitutes the ways sexuality is treated
and displayed by the Chinese writers, since there are different norms of sexual
description in different cultures. Mao Dun, in his book Sexwual Descriptions in Ancient
Chinese Fiction written in the 1920s, pointed out that sexual descriptions in Chinese
literature are most often naturalistic (Mao D., 1993: 19). Instead of being comical,
farcical and humourous in nature, most of them are purely factual descriptions
which are both explicit and stark-naked. Moreover, the topic of sexuality is
fundamentally set out as problematic or regarded as being synonymous with
“obscenity”. A basic and recurrent theme of forewarning and admonition, which
proclaimed that “excess sexuality is dangerous and unhealthy” can be outlined
(Mcmahon, 1987: 218)—people who indulge in sexual activities will be punished in
retribution for his own sins (Mao D., 1993: 29; Zhou S.Y., 1991: 31). This
characteristic in the Chinese sexual description may partly account for the reason
why Zhu Shenghao omitted the comical, bawdy jokes which appear to be

irrelevant and unrelated to the main plot of a play. Notwithstanding the fact that
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Zhu did not personally provide any justifications or pretexts for the “biases” in his
translations, his wife Song Qingru did drop some hints on Zhu’s preferred choice.
As Song claimed in the Biography of Zhu Shenghao, coarse elements erased in the
renderings of Zhu were actually in no way interfering with the aim or identity of
the original (Zhu H.D. & Wu J.M., 1989: 129). In other words, according to Song,
Zhu was inclined to believe that the coarse words are distantly related to the theme
of a play. Hence, the dropping, minimization or euphemization of these offensive
words did not necessarily trespass on the central idea, and the changes brought
about by him would not contribute to a great loss of the original text. The
justification offered by Zhu’s wife presented a typical case in point of
underestimating the dramatic function of comic dialogue and bawdy elements in
literary works. This condition can be linked to the norm in Chinese literary
traditions, which did not favour the presentation of sex as comical, ludicrous and
laughter provoking, at least when compared to the Elizabethan bawdy, which to a
certain extent explained why there tended to be more omissions in Zhu’s
translations of Shakespeare’s comedies, or the comical plots in the tragedies and
histories.

An additional point to note is a strange phenomenon in Chinese literary
texts, that is, the treatment of sex often involves a split between “love” and “sex”
(Chen J.C., 1999: 29). Love is entirely absent in sexual relationships, whereas sex is
also set apart from pure love. This tendency occurred in the Honglon Meng [Dream
of the Red Chamber]|, where love relationships between the male protagonist Jia
Baoyu and his two cousins Lin Daiyu and Xue Baochai are described as completely
“spiritual”, while in the “love of clouds and rains” (yunyuqing, a typical Chinese
metaphor for sexual intercourse: Lung, 2003: 258) between Jia and his maid Xiren

is completely “sexual” (Chen J.C., 1999: 29-30). This dichotomy between spiritual
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attraction and sexual enchantment might possibly suggest a reason for the
behaviour of some translators, who gave preference to the innocent sense while
rendering the bawdy innuendoes spoken by the fourteen- year-old Juliet in the love
story Romeo and Julset.

Nonetheless, one would possibly question, whether the deletion or
suppression of vulgarity and sexuality really makes no major difference to the
source text? In fact, the translation deviation noted in Zhu’s wotks, which shows a
great deal of loss in bawdy innuendoes, did negatively affect the underlying motive
of Shakespeare’s plays. Take Romeo and Juliet as an example, the erasure of a large
portion of Mercutio’s bawdy speeches contributed to a misrepresentation of the
main theme of the play. This point of view is supported by John Dover Wilson’s
remarks:

Such (bawdy) passages... are as essential to the tone of the play as the

characters which speak them are to the play’s structure. Once again the

magician is assuring us of reality. He is proving that the marvelous blossom
of love which forms the main theme of the story is not a mere poet’s
dream, a pleasing fancy, but a piece of real life rooted deep in the crude

common soil of human nature, the nature we all know so well (Wilson,
1933: 225).

With the loss of Mercutio’s bawdiness, love between the male and female
protagonists “floats off to a remote idealistic plane” (Colman, 1974: 74), broke
with the human reality of their passion and becomes “a mere dream”. Similarly, as
cited before, sexual puns in the Fool of King Lear are comparatively few, but like
every remark the Fool makes, these comments hinted at a large problem within the
play and foreshadow what will happen later on. Here, bawdy is used to
“counterpoint serious situations or themes” (Colman, 1974: 94); and the Fool
actually plays the part as an “ironical commentator or interpreter”’, who points out

the real situation to the king through satirizing him (Lin, 1985: 265, 268). Thus,

118



with the isolation of the Fool’s bawdy jokes, the literal as well as the figurative
context in which King Lear speaks becomes incoherent and fragmented (Green,
1972: 259-274). Zhu’s omission of the dialogues which were seemingly arbitrary,
unrelated to plot details and frequently thought to perform solely the function of
“comic relief”; actually to a great extent interferes with plot developments. In
addition, bawdy language was also used as a significant element of characterization.
As Colman puts it: “for characters like Falstaff, Pompey or Lucio, strip them of
their indecency and they will virtually cease to exist” (Colman, 1974: 64). The
omission of bawdy instances in the translations, as a result, also weakened the

delineation of characters.

5.4.2 Diachronic Development of Sexual Norms

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, the stringency of norms is
bound to change over the course of time. The same also applies to the norms
which govern the acceptability of bawdy language. A trendline can be drawn by
comparing translations across periods covering the span of translation activities
concerned which last for around eighty years. Although the duration of time is
relatively short when compared to Chinese history, it is marked by astonishing
cultural changes which have scarcely any parallels to its past. It is therefore
reasonable to subdivide the translations into groups according to three main
periods, which may offer some clues to figuring out the overall tendency of the
changes to sexual norms which govern Shakespearean renderings in China. The
three stages of the historical division are: Early period (1920-1949); Middle period
(1950-1979) and Late period (1980-today). The method of drawing boundaries
embodies the differences between the preliminary stage when Shakespeare’s works

were first rendered and the latest development up to the present moment.
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The eatly period (1920-1949) began from the May-Fourth literary
revolution and ended in the founding of the PRC in 1949. The first full text play of
Shakespeare was translated into Chinese by Tian Han in 1921. This period was
politically marked by constant warfare, especially when the country was torn by the
Sino-Japanese war and the civil wars between the Nationalist army and the
Communist forces. Shakespearean translators who worked under the direst
circumstances include Zhou Zhuangping, Zhu Shenghao, Liang Shiqiu, Cao Yu,
Cao Weifeng and Sun Dayu. Three of them (Cao W.F., Liang S.Q. and Zhu S.H.)
aimed at preparing the translation of Shakespeare’s complete works.

During the second period (1950-1979), stretching from the founding of the
PRC to the reopening of China to the world at large, when the cultural
environment of the country was highly politicized and underwent significant
changes in various aspects, and the interpretation of Shakespeare was no exception.
Most of Liang Shigiu’s translations were published within this period. Other
notable renderings accomplished before the 1980s included Fang Ping’s Much Ado
About Nothing (1953), The Merry Wives of Windsor (1979); Tu An’s version of
Shakespeare’s Sonnets (1950); and Bian Zhilin’s Hamlet (1956). The first Chinese
version of Shakespeare’s complete works, which mainly based on the renderings of
Zhu Shenghao, was also published in 19787,

In the third period, starting from the 1980s, China became more receptive
to Western values and the political shadows gradually faded. Chinese scholars were
“better informed and more liberated in their interpretation of Shakespeare” (Wang
S.H., 1993: 63). More attention was directed to a wide range of apolitical aspects of
Shakespeare which were not touched upon in the previous stage. Bian Zhilin’s
verse translation of Shakespeare’s Four Tragedies was published in 1988, while Sun

Dayu’s version was also released in 1995, with the title The Four Great Tragedies of
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Shakespeare. A new translation of the entire collection of Shakespeare was also
completed under the leadership of Fang Ping in year 2000. Other individual
translations of the Bard’s works accomplished after the 1980s also included Ying
Ruocheng’s Measure for Measure (1981), Peng Jingxi’s Hamlet (2002) and Jane Lai’s
The Comedy of Errors (1988).

In the following table, the translation techniques are summarized into a
few groups and presents the percentages by which a bawdy pun is rendered in the
three periods (early period, middle period and late period) outlined above. In order to
obtain a more accurate trend, the bawdy puns most likely to be overlooked by the
translators (ie., the puns which have been subject to a “Bawdy Pun=>Zero”
(strategy D) or “Bawdy Pun=> Innocent Non-Pun” (strategy B2) technique by a//

of the translators) are temporarily excluded from the counts:

Al & A2 B1 & B3 B2 D E
1920-1949 9.9% 3.7% 58.8% 23.9% 1.6%
1950-1979 18.9% 7.3% 47.5% 0.8% 21.3%
1980- 26.6% 15.3% 38.7% 3.3% 14.7%

If we try to compare the above figures among the three time periods, what
can be traced is a general decrease in the percentage of omissions (strategy D:
Bawdy Pun =>Zero) as well as some other techniques which were characterized by
the loss of bawdy sense (eg: strategy B2: Bawdy Pun=>Non-Bawdy Non-Pun).
Although the percentage of omissions increases slightly in the third period, the
difference is so trivial that it is hardly significant. On the contrary, there is a steady
increase in strategies which attempt to render the bawdy puns (strategy Al: Bawdy
Pun—>Same Bawdy Pun; A2: Bawdy Pun->Different Bawdy Pun; and E: Bawdy

Pun—>Footnotes) or preserve the bawdy sense (B1l: Bawdy Pun—>Non-Selective
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Non-Pun; B3: Bawdy Pun—>Bawdy Non-Pun). Most translators who were
particularly prim and squeamish in handling Shakespeare’s bawdy innuendoes
belong to the early period (such as Tian Han, Zhu Shenghao and Zhou
Zhuangping) and worked between the 1920s and 1950s, while translators in the
1980s and 1990s were generally less inhibited in dealing with the suggestive
overtones. It appears that the relative potency of sexual norms is gradually
weakened, given the more open and permissive atmosphere of the Chinese society
and culture to sex-related issues from the 1980s. Signs of change that highlight a
special concern on sexuality in China are seen, for example, in the “surge of
publication of several voluminous studies of the Chinese sexual culture” (Ho, J.,
1997: 2), such as sociologist Liu Dalin’s Contemporary Sexual Culture of China (1992),
Pan Suiming’s The Presence of Sexuality in Contemporary China (1993) and Current
Conditions of Sexuality in China (1995), which are taken as “the first serious attempts
by Chinese scholars to win respectability for the study of sexuality through linking
it with scientific methods”.

Nevertheless, despite the overall weakening of the norms as time passed,
the translation methods used to handle Shakespeare’s bawdy instances are not
perfectly in line with the modern history of sexual description in China. Particular
attention should also be devoted to the second period (1950-1979) in which the
influence from the political environment is omnipresent. It is widely assumed that
sexual repression, especially in Chinese literary works, was at an all-time high. Chen
Jiachun referred to this particular period as that of “unprecedented asceticism”
(Chen J.C.,, 1999: 41). From 1950 to 1979, the blanket suppression of sex in society
determines the emergence of a literature destitute of sex and love. Within the
entire Chinese literary field, the culture- specific norm which had originally

restricted the expression of sex virtually turned into a rule that discarded love
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altogether, with many young authors being harshly criticized simply because their
texts involve descriptions of love (which is utterly non-sexual). Almost no erotic
material could be found in the whole country at that time, except restricted
editions for a very limited readership (Ruan, 1991: 98). The sexual descriptions in
the Shakespearean renderings during this period were supposed to have suffered
the same fate. However, discrepancies can be observed from the figures. The
second row of the table basically exemplifies this feature. Startlingly, translation
strategies that lead to the disappearance of bawdy sense in puns (strategies B2 and
D) do not augment on a large scale. Even more astonishing is the continual
existence of bawdiness in the target texts (eg.: strategies Al and E). In addition,
when a translator’s performances in different periods are compared against one
another, it is shown that the strategies adopted and the treatments of bawdy
innuendoes are generally consistent.

These symptoms reveal that the social and political climate that forbids
sexual elements seems to have a less effect on the translators than one might have
predicted. They highlight the very special status that Shakespeare’s works achieved
within the new China, which is in turn a product of the labeling effect which was
fed by the politically- driven ideology. Since the founding of the PRC in 1949,
political ideology took centre stage and inevitably controlled the Chinese culture
and society in all its aspects, including the understanding of Shakespeare. The
ideological norms at this stage took full effect and overruled the other types of
norms such as those which concern the traditional Chinese ethics. Taking into
account the intimate relationship of the PRC and the “Soviet Big Brother” which
was particularly noticeable during the 1950s and 1960s, Chinese Shakespeareans in
the period faithfully and mechanically followed the analytical models of their

Russian brothers. The perception of Shakespeare in China was also guided by the
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commentaries and evaluations of the founders of Marxist ideology on the English
dramatist. Among all the Western literary figures, Shakespeare was “one of the few
‘safe’ playwrights” (Li, 1999: 365) since he was cited by Marx and Engels as a
“Renaissance giant”, a “realistic playwright” (Li, 2003: 406), and was “liberally
referred to, paraphrased and quoted in their writings” (Levith, 2004: 25). In other
words, he was placed on a pedestal by two of the founder fathers and became a
“proper” subject to be studied or translated. From the early days of Marx and
Engels all the way through to the period of the Soviets, Shakespeare enjoyed
prestigious status; and since the founding of the PRC, the same situation prevailed
in China. The Bard’s image was actually reshaped and reconstructed in the specific
historical context. Shakespeare, who was repeatedly praised for his “anti-feudalistic
stance” and his “humanist ideas” (Wang S.H., 1993: 13), entered the approved area
within the field of Chinese literary translation and “fell within the scope of

‘permissible’ or ‘legitimate’ options” (Cha M.]., 2001: 72).

5.5 Translation Norms

From the above analysis, it comes to light that the translation techniques of
Zhu Shenghao and other Chinese translators were circumscribed by the norms of
the target cultural environment, despite the fact that a wide range of theoretical
possibilities were actually available to them. Being cultural entities, the validity and
stringency of these target-culture norms are also subject to change over
time—different translators would prefer different forms of behaviour under
different cultural circumstances. However, under certain cultural conditions of a
single period, would it always be the case that all translators tended to conform to
the target-culture norms to the same extent? At least this was not happening in the

Chinese translations of Shakespeare’s bawdiness, as various approaches in working
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with sexually suggestive language can be clearly recognized in the translations of
Zhu Shenghao, Liang Shiqiu and Cao Yu, all of whom were active in China during
the 1930s and 1940s. Consider almost half of the erotic elements which have been
cleansed in Zhu’s Chinese versions (1947), a relatively low proportion of “Bawdy
pun—>Zero” renderings are recorded in Liang’s translations (Othello, 1936; King Lear,
1936; Hamlet, 1938) and there is clearly no omission in Cao Yu’s translation of the
bawdy puns (Romeo and Juliet, 1942). While the influence of cultural norms might to
a noticeable degree be powerful in elucidating why a translator played down the
bawdy instances, the divergence of translation behaviour and the coexistence of
different forms of translation alongside each other under the same cultural
conditions seems to unveil the fact that the strength of culture-specific norms
experienced by different individuals are not identical and there also exists other
types of norms, pulling and pushing translators in different directions. It is
proposed that the treatment of bawdy language is also regulated by the translation
norms of the target system, which combine and interplay in various ways with the
norms pertaining to bawdiness. In what follows I will first deal with a
“preliminary” aspect of the translation policies, which concerns the selection of
original texts for translation; and afterwards concentrate on the “operational”
translation norms involved in the decision-making process, that is, those which

affect the overall structure and formulation of the target texts.

5.5.1 Preliminary Norms

As defined by Toury, translators are governed by “preliminary norms”,
which are operating before the stage of actual text analysis and formulation. They
mainly involve two sets of considerations: the existence of a “translation policy”

and factors concerning the “directness of translation” (Toury, 1995: 58).

125



Translation policy refers to the aspects that govern the choice of works to
be translated at a particular point in time (Toury, 1995: 58). In the case of
Shakespeare’s bawdy and its Chinese versions, the background of Shakespearean
translation in China may furnish us with some clues. The entire text of a
Shakespearean play was first introduced to China in the 1920s, soon after the
May-Fourth Movement. During that period the Chinese intellectuals began to
import a considerable number of Western literary works, including dramatic texts,
with an aim of pouring new thoughts into the literary field or even Chinese culture
as a whole. Only within three years between 1918 and 1921, a total of thirty-two
translations of dramatic plays popped up in China (Cao S.J. & Sun FL., 1989: 82).
Shakespeare, who was considered to be a predominant figure of the Western
canon, naturally became the target figure of translation. That is to say, the
determining factor contributing to the Bard’s dramas being chosen for translation
is not because it is interesting, amusing or entertaining, even though these qualities
are justifiably attributed to them. The paramount concern is the Bard’s literary
status and that his plays are the treasures of world literature, which “marked the
first Chinese copy of the cult of Shakespeare” (Chu, 1970: 157). Thus, it is not at
all surprising to find that the two noted translators of Shakespeare’s classics, Zhu
Shenghao and Liang Shiqiu, both intended to render Shakespeare in the 1930s as
they unanimously regret deeply that there is a complete collection of Shakespeare
in Japanese, but not in Chinese. They contended that China should have its “own”
translations (Liang S.Q., 1967: 75; Zhu H.D. & Wu J.M., 1989: 107-108). To Zhu
and Liang, the act of translating Shakespeare’s works is a pioneering mission to be
accomplished. The “solemn” nature of their goal will doubtlessly influence the
transposition of textual elements which are humourous, yet thought to be “low

class”. The seeking of high culture will also be in conflict with the marketplace
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language pervading the original texts.

Secondly, considerations regarding “directness of translation”, which
involve “the decision to work directly from the source language or from an
existing translation in another language other than the source language” (Toury,
1980: 53) also affect the form of translation product. The effect of “directness of
translation” on the Chinese translators can primarily be illustrated by the
renderings of Tian Han, who is “the pioneer of Shakespeare translation in China”
(Jiao Y.F., 1926: 360). Quite a number of deletions can be discovered in the two
plays (Hamlet, 1921 and Romzeo and Juliet, 1924) translated by Tian in the 1920s, most
of which were censored due to its utter bawdiness, according to Liang Shiqiu
(Liang S.Q., 2002: 17). The bawdy instances omitted in Tian Han’s version include
Puns 39, 40, 41, 42, 101, 102 in Appendix 1 and Non-Puns 10, 12, 13, 14, 15 in
Appendix 2. The erotic dialogue where Hamlet sat by Ophelia and asked, Shall I lie
in your lap? (FHLAM, 3.2.110-119) was completely removed. Reasons for these
changes are difficult to pinpoint, since Tian did not provide any reason for his
chosen strategy. It may well have been Tian’s own decision to amend the original
text, rubbing out all the bawdy parts; or, in Liang’s words, Tian simply translated
with only references from some school editions which were expurgated and he was
totally unaware of the so-called “deletions” (Liang S.Q., 2002: 17). In fact, there
can also be a further speculation that Tian Han, who became familarized with
Shakespeare’s works when he studied in Japan (Cao S.J., 1995: 60), did not work
directly from the original text—he actually rendered from an intermediate language,
according to the Japanese translations. This phenomenon is called “indirect
translation” or “second-hand translation”. As proposed by Sun Dayu, instead of
using English editions of the original text, the foundation of Tian Han’s renderings

was actually the work o oyo Tsubouchi - un D.Y., : R
lly the work of Shoyo Tsubouchi® (1895-1935) (Sun D.Y., 1993: 21
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who is one of Japan’s prominent Shakespeare translators and also a “Kabuki”
writer. Another Chinese translator Zhou Zhuangping, who rendered Hamlet the
1930s, also wrote in his preface to translation, that apart from the original English
versions, he had also “consulted the Japanese translations of Shoyo Tsubouchi and
Uraguchi Bunji”, and claimed that the thorough investigation made by the latter
had offered great help for the Chinese translator (Zhou Z.P., 1938: 2-3). If the case
of indirect translation indeed happened, then the omission of bawdy innuendoes in
Tian’s renderings probably only reflect the strategy applied in the intermediate
translation(s), which implied that those sexual words might have already been
chopped off in the Japanese versions. In this situation, the directness of translation
and the very nature of the groundwork that translators use to base their
translations on form a fundamental role in accounting for the “adequacy” or
“inadequacy” of their translations.

To take it further, the norm which governs the selection of the
groundwork is not limited to the adoption or avoidance of intermediate
translations. In the present context, the adoption of a particular English-text
edition or Western critical edition of Shakespeare’s texts may also embody a norm
that prescribes a translator’s decision at the preliminary stage. The norm here,
which favours a certain type of annotated edition, however, should not be mixed
up with the above-mentioned restraint on the availability of well-footnoted
editions. As was indicated above, text editing plays an important role in the
interpretation of bawdy language. As a result of advancement in understanding
bawdy terms, different editions may vary in the amount of suggestive words
explained through the passage of time. But this historical answer, after all, is not
the be-all and end-all explanation contributed by the edition factor. A

Shakespearean translator can also be a decision-maker in choosing his preferred
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edition. Not all the translators are passive recipients of whatever critical edition
that comes up to them. As pointed out by Liang Shiqiu®, the first problem that
confronts a translator in rendering Shakespeare is to choose a suitable and reliable
edition (Liang S.Q., 1967: 76). Liang continued to elucidate that:
Textbook versions of Shakespeare’s plays used by most schools are not
that useful, firstly because they can rarely be gathered as an entire
collection, and secondly, there are too many omissions of the so-called
bawdy passages in these texts. Imagine that two or three hundred lines of a
play are deleted owing to its bawdiness: you cannot say it looks all different,
but it is already not the real appearance of Shakespeare (Liang S.Q., 1967:
76).
Liang, who translated Shakespeare between the 1930s and 1960s, probably
did not know that even the Oxford version he chose to base on is also lacking in
explanations, at some instances, with regard to the embedded bawdy connotations
which popped up in subsequent editions available well beyond his time of
translation. But let alone this historical limitation, Liang has actually made a
decision in choosing edited texts by excluding those that are bowdlerized. Indeed,
most school editions, together with some other early editions of Shakespeare’s
works, such as The Family Shakespeare edited by the Bowdlers in 1818, have also
been cleansed of crude words and phrases. Thomas Bowdler and his sister Harriet,
who chose to hide behind him as a secret editor, omitted “those words and
expressions which cannot with propriety be read aloud in a family” and promised
to add nothing but remove everything from Shakespeare’s works that would “raise
a blush to the cheek of modesty” (Bowdler, 1818)—which turned out to be
approximately ten percent of what Shakespeare wrote (Perrin, 1992: 62). Bowdler’s

inspiration of The Family Shakespeare was explained in the preface to the first

edition:
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My first idea of The Family Shakespeare arose from the recollection of my
father’s custom of reading in this manner to his family. His family can
listen with delight to Hamlet, Othello, without knowing that those matchless
tragedies contained words and expressions improper to be pronounced

(Bowdler, 1818).

Bowdler believed that it was not a difficult task to filter the indecent from
the decent lines; and by removing these “stains”, readers would be able “to view
the picture not only uninjured, but possessed of additional beauty” (Bowdler,
1818). The Family Shakespeare was not the only cleaned-up version of Shakespeare’s
works. Other significant expurgators apart from the Bowdlers included Charles
and Mary Lamb, who totally expunged the bawdy language from their tales of
Shakespeare; while John Hows’ also emasculated the last two acts of Shakespeare’s
Othello and completely removed the comic figure “Falstaff” from Henry I1” (Perrin,
1992: 60-80).

These bowdlerized editions came to exist long before the time when Liang
Shiqiu rendered Shakespeare. But any of them, if ever known to him, was naturally
in his exclusion list. On the contrary, if such “clean” versions were adopted,
whether intentionally or accidentally, by any of the Shakespeare translators as their
groundwork, it is very likely that their final product would not fully represent the
original image of Shakespeare. In the present study, no obvious evidence suggests
the use of bowdlerized versions by the Chinese translators, with Tian Han being
the only possible exception, if taking into account Liang Shiqiu’s speculation
(Liang S.Q., 2002: 17). Zhu Shenghao, whose large-scale omissions and
euphemization lies within the boundary of possibility that bowdlerized works
might have been adopted, is also generally believed to be based on the unabridged
Oxford edition of Shakespeare (Zhu S.H., 1947: 2; Wu J.M. & Zhu H.D., 1989:

129).
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Nevertheless, Liang’s emphasis on the selection of a reliable edition
together with his assertion that school series of Shakespeare are not useful do
reflect an idea as to which kind of critical edition should be chosen by a translator.
On the basis of this value judgment, it is reasonable to supplement and augment
Toury’s theoretical framework by proposing another set of considerations that has
to do with the preliminary norms: those related to the choice of edited texts, in
addition to translation policy and directness of translation. Concerning the
rendering of Shakespeare’s texts in China, three subcatagories of the preliminary

norm are involved, as given in the table below:

Transiation policy Directness of translation Critical edition
Major Why choose the works of | Is an intermediate Is a bowdlerized or
concerns | Shakespeare? translation (eg. in Japanese) | expurgated edition used as
consulted? the groundwork?

Accordingly, it is proposed that preliminary norms which govern
source-text selection have to do with two major sets of considerations propounded
by Toury (“translation policy” and “directness of translation”), plus an additional
consideration, the “preference of critical edition”, which is added to the previous
remarks in view of the translation of Shakespeare’s bawdy language in the Chinese

world.

5.5.2 Ethical Norms and Communicative Norms

The translation of bawdy wordplay in the present corpus is regulated by
various translation norms: some of them prescribe the selection of source texts,
while others govern the direct actual decisions made by a translator during the act
of translation itself. As in the case of Liang Shiqiu, he was affected by the target

culture which found bawdy instances unfavourable to Shakespeare’s texts, but he
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was also inclined towards another type of “ethical” norm, the translation norm of
faithfulness, which assumes that a translator did not have the right to make
omissions or alterations in the original text no matter whether they agree or
disagree with the stated content. This corresponds to what Chesterman called the
accountability norm, which is defined by him as “the demands of loyalty with
regard to the original writer, the commissioner, the prospective readership and any
other relevant parties” (Chesterman, 1993: 8; 2000: 68-69). A similar “principle of
loyalty” was well raised by Christiane Nord, who put forward the “translator’s
responsibility to both the ST sender and TT recipient in a communication process”
(Nord, 1991: 94-95). Liang Shiqiu promises his target readers a faithful
reconstruction of Shakespeare’s original text, as he stated in the foreword that he
acted without any constraint and “did not restrict himself by any taboos or
inhibitions” (Liang S.Q., 1981: 349-350) in translation. He insisted so much on
maintaining the spirit and manner of the original that some Chinese critics even
claimed that “Liang’s translations were already the utmost of what a ‘human being’
could do in terms of faithfulness” (Ye S., 1968: 55). One can no doubt realize that
Liang really paid much heed in preserving the truthfulness of the source language,
as he voiced his own viewpoint on translation:

Translators should not please the readers by trying hard to increase the

readability of his target text, or take the risk of splitting the source text into
pieces. Many years ago, I was assigned to read critically a famous
translation of Edward Gibbon’s The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire.
After I flipped through a few pages, I was much impressed by the fluency
of the work. But when I tried to compare it with the original, I was so
surprised to see most of the detailed descriptions were excised...
large-scale omission of one to two hundred lines of the original text is
simply irresponsible behaviour (Liang S.Q)., 2004: 125).

In Liang’s case, the norms prescribing loyalty towards the original author

and text appear to overrule the norms such as the socio-cultural ones that forbid
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sexual descriptions in Chinese literary works. But a closer examination of his
translation behaviour indicates that a “break” can clearly be observed between
what he claimed as his translation strategy and how he behaved in practice, since to
all intents and purposes he still tended to suppress and understate some of the
sexual innuendoes in Shakespeare. What characterizes Liang’s version as
“unfaithful” can be observed from some of the bowdlerized bawdy instances in his
translations, and also the adoption of many metalinguistic comments “to resolve
the conflicts between text models that he could not reconcile within the actual text
of the translation” (Delabastita, 1993: 339). These extra footnotes are usually
claimed to be a kind of compensatory device accompanying a “Bawdy
Pun—>Non-Bawdy Non-Pun” (strategy B2) rendering. But looking at it from a
different angle, by deferring the suggestive puns from one textual level to another,
Liang’s translation behaviour can also be interpreted as making a tactful effort to
keep the bawdy puns a distance away from the target readers. Thus, to be more
accurate, Liang himself did not totally escape from the effects of culture-specific
norms, only that the influence that pressured him is not as far-reaching as
compared to the translators such as Zhu, who occupied the centre of the cultural
norm. The relative position of a translator, according to Toury and Hermans, is
intimately correlated to his individual status in a given community (Toury, 1999: 28;
Hermans, 2000: 11). For this case in point, Liang Shiqiu was a Harvard-educated
scholar and celebrated literary figure invited to take part in a big translation project.
Undoubtedly, he enjoyed a high prestige when compared with the personal status
of Zhu Shenghao, who was only a young editor unknown to the public at his time
of translation. Liang therefore tended to be more ready to deviate from the
mainstream cultural norms and was more “innovative” in rendering Shakespeare’s

bawdy language.
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Another type of norm that highlights the translator’s role as a
“communicator”, is also regulating the translation of Shakespeare’s bawdiness.
This norm assumes that “a translator should act in such a way as to optimize
communication between the original writer and/or commissioner and the
prospective readership” (Chesterman, 2000: 69; 1993: 8-9). During the 1930s and
1940s, most literary translations were writings difficult to read aloud as they were
rendered mechanically and without regard to specific conditions (Fang P., 2000b:
505). Pointing exacting against these shortcomings, Zhu attempted to
communicate his ideas clearly in fluent and comprehensible Chinese and he
expressed disagreement towards “word for word” translation:

I strive to reveal the author’s ideas and completely restructure the source

texts whenever it is incompatible with Chinese grammar, in order not to

stumble when I come across obscure meanings. Every time I finished
translating a paragraph, I would read it as if I were a reader to make sure

there were no ambiguities in the translation, and I also considered myself a
stage actor to examine whether the tone of my translation is harmonious or

the rhythm was agreeable (Zhu S.H., 1947: 2).

Whilst Liang followed closely the ethical principles, spending much effort
in studying and verifying the various Shakespearean editions, Zhu’s behaviour
conformed to the general communicative maxims to facilitate communication
between the original writer and the prospective readership. Zhu emphasized so
much on the clarity of his translation that he in fact neglected there was a need for
dramatic language to be “ambiguous”. Borrowing Alan Dessen’s opinion in his
book Elizabethan Drama and the 1 iewer’s Eyes: “by reshaping what he considers to be
a comprehensible language for his readers, the translator may then be burying the
original language which the playwright had incorporated into his own play”

(Dessen, 1977: 30).
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To take it further, different translators might also expect a certain target of
communication. As suggested by He Qixin, the target receivers of Shakespeare’s
works in China can at least be divided into four major groups given as below. In
addition, I have also tried to give some examples of the version(s) intended for
each group of receiver:

1. General readers of the mass markets who can only understand the

meanings of Shakespeare through reading the translations
(eg. Zhu Shenghao)

2. Students who intend to learn English or increase their knowledge of
Western literature through studying the translations of Shakespeare
(eg. Cao Weifeng, Bian Zhilin™)

3. Directors or scriptwriters who wish to use the Chinese translations of
Shakespeare for stage performances
(eg. Cao Yu, Ying Ruocheng, Fang Ping)

4. Scholars, who are doing academic research on the original text of
Shakespeare, but secure assistance of the Chinese translations (eg.
Liang Shiqiu)

(He, Q.X., 2004)

Differing target readers require various kinds of translated versions to meet
their requirements. For Zhu Shenghao, it is most evident that his translation
strategy was targeted towards the mass market, as he sought to “popularize the
great poet among general Chinese readers” (Zhu S.H., 1947: 3). Not surprisingly,
specific production line characteristics of translations for the mass market outlined
by John Milton, such as the elimination of stylistic devices, slang, sexual references,
religious elements and so on (Milton, 2001: 43-69), did appear in Zhu’s versions.
On the other hand, Liang Shiqiu’s approach belongs to what is called a “scholarly
translation”, which refers to “a type of translation, the emphasis of which is to
reproduce the academic environment in which the source text is produced” (Chan,
2004: 200). Such “academic” translation that aims to be of use in research or

literary teaching, generally seeks to “provide target readers of an extended

introduction to the source text, annotations of terms and expressions, textual
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analysis and criticism of the work”. Another similar notion is “thick translation”,
which is defined by Appiah as a translation “that seeks with its annotations and its
accompanying glosses to locate the text in a rich cultural and linguistic context”
(Appiah, 1993: 817). In general, these terms are applied to a target text that
contains a large amount of explanatory material to enhance better knowledge and
deeper respect for the source culture in question. The translator sees his duty as a
scholar to provide his target readers with a “complete translation” as faithful to the
original as possible.

Also aiming to bridge the gulf between Shakespeare’s texts and the Chinese
readers, the group of target receivers intended by translators, like Cao Yu and Ying
Ruocheng, were not the same as that of Zhu’s or Liang’s. Whilst creating a
translated version for stage performances, Cao, perhaps China’s most noted
dramatist, worked in accordance with the target requirements of theatrical
expediency, thus retaining any constitutive features which may be effective on the
stage for one reason or another. In a similar case, Ying is a famous actor and
director with extensive experience in stage acting. He was thus consciously aware
of the situation that crowds at the Elizabethan theatre were made up of “common
people or even the illiterate, but definitely not the civilized” (Shen H.H., 2001: 604).
As such, the plays of Shakespeare were not intended to be studied or appreciated
by great scholars and they should be “admired by scholars and laymen alike” (Ying
R.C., 1981: 38). Bearing in mind the true nature of Shakespeare’s audiences, Ying
had therefore devoted much attention to representing the marketplace language of
his stage dialogue, particularly the humourous and coarse speeches of comic
characters, even though most of the suggestive instances were only presented in
the form of non-puns which only contain the bawdy sense, such as his rendering

of Puns 48, 56, 57, 59, 60 and 61.
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6. Concluding Remarks

The research findings of a contrastive analysis revealed that the
transposition of the Bard’s bawdiness, in the Chinese context, involves a rich
combination of underlying factors that exert influence on the translation choices
of Shakespearean translators. Firstly, some of the original bawdy wordplays were
buried in the early phase of perception. In other words, they are simply overlooked
by the translators. This leads us to the perplexing problem of the fluctuating
theatrical interpretations, and that the gradual changing editorial and critical
traditions are actually guiding the Chinese translators in their understanding of
Shakespeare’s suggestive overtones. A number of renderings in the present corpus
obviously belong to this group.

Secondly, even if a translator perceived the bawdy sense of a pun
successfully, he was still deterred by the linguistic restraints arising during the
transference of ribaldry. Shakespeare’s bawdy wordplays represent a peculiar
problem to translators. Owing to the ambiguous nature of these textual features,
they are considered as untranslatable, or extremely difficult to translate.

However, while it is true that the imperceptibility of bawdy puns and the
strictly technical barriers did contribute to the distortion in translation, these two
factors alone cannot fully account for the regularities and irregularities observed in
the corpus. As I have demonstrated in chapter five, the rendering of suggestive
puns is governed by “norms”, which are implicitly agreed-upon standards of what
is considered a “correct” way to render a certain text. In the particular case of the
translation of Shakespeare’s bawdiness into Chinese language, there exists a
target-culture norm that prescribes the suppression or minimization of bawdy

elements, the sexual ones in particular.
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If we consider the cultural norm from a historical perspective and compare
the translations of Shakespearean bawdiness across three periods (early period:
1920-1949; middle period: 1950-1979; late period: 1980-), it is indicated that there is an
overall decrease in the strategies which were characterized by the loss of bawdy
sense and a steady increase in strategies which attempt to preserve the bawdy puns.
Translators appear to be more eager in bringing to the fore the suggestive layer of
meaning along the three periods. But the translation treatments of Shakespeare’s
bawdy wordplay are not very much in line with the modern history of sexual
description in China. Moreover, when comparing a translator’s performance across
different periods, it is demonstrated that the approaches adopted are basically
consistent. No dramatic change in translation behaviour is observed.

Although the cultural norm in question is not the most dominant factor to
have restrained the translators’ practices in this study, it seems that it is still an area
which should not be neglected or ignored, as the norm proves to be a strong
pressure on some of the sensitive puns in the corpus. Instead of being a stable and
monolithic entity, the cultural norm in general became less stringent as time passed,
and it interplayed with other types of translation norms of the target system, such
as the ethical norms and communicative norms, thus exerting a joint effect on the

decisions of translators and their final products.
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Notes

! Ben Jonson (1572-1637) wrote in his poem To the Memory of My Beloved the Author, Mr. William
Shakespeare: “He was not of an age, but for all time!” (Johnston, 1954: 2806)

2 According to Meng, China began to receive Shakespeare’s works from 1921 onwards. But the
Bard was not given special attention in China’s New Cultural Movement (1919), which indicated a
considerable difference from Shakespeare’s reception in Europe during the 19 century, where he
played a key role in European literary movements (Meng X.Q., 2002: 116-117).

3 Apart from Fang Ping, other translators who contributed to the New Complete Works of Shakespeare
published in 2000 include Ruan Kun, Zhang Chong, Wu Xinghua, Tan Lilan, Tu An and Tu Di.

* The Dictionary of Obscenity and Taboo was rendered by He Jintao and Jiang Lingyun into Chinese,
under the title of Yingyu Zhunangei Jinjiyn Cidian (2001).

5> The Bard’s slang, puns and double entendres were a lot more obvious in the Elizabethan period than

they are now. Most everyone in his audience got the point:

they were so well-trained in the art
of listening that they could hear a complicated joke on “hour” and “whore”. While today,
Shakespeare’s archaic terms for sexual and scatological functions are apt to be mistaken (Chute,
1949: 102; Macrone, 1997: 149).

¢ Colman pointed out that: “the possible bawdy ambiguities must be weighed carefully if their
value is to be judged at all accurately. On one hand there is the risk of reading past them; on the
other, there is the tisk of being so determined to grasp at every innuendo that we proceed to read in
to the text lewd meanings which its wording and phrasing will not reasonably support” (Colman,
1974: 11).

7 Raleigh, Walter. “Preface to Shakespeare”. In Jobuson on Shakespeare, 1931, 9-63.

8 “Vertical puns” involve a single occurrence of the word and evoke more than one meaning on
the basis of either homonymy (two words with the same form) or polysemy (one word with two or
more meanings); “horizontal puns” present two or more occurrences of the original word, with a
different meaning at each occurrence, again based on either polysemy or homonymy (Offord: 1997:
234).

9 Refer to “Appendix 17 for a comparison between the strategies adopted by Zhu Shenghao and

Cao Yu in translating bawdy puns in Roweo and Juliet.
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10 Malcolm Offord mentioned that six strategies are open to the translator when dealing with
Shakespeare’s wordplay: (1) ignore the pun completely; (2) imitate Shakespeare’s technique; (3)
major explicitly on the primary or surface meaning; (4) major explicitly on the secondary,
underlying meaning; (5) mention both meanings and (6) create new wordplay (Offord, 1990:
104-140).

11" As pointed out by Zhou Zhaoxiang, Zhou Zhuangping’s translation of Hamlet is so similar to
Liang’s that it is likely to be an adaptation of Liang’s work (Zhou Z.X., 1981: 8). See Zhou’s
rendering of Puns 34-42 in _Appendix 1.

12 T have translated back into English the Chinese translations from the editions mentioned in fig. 1.
The back translations are quoted in square brackets “[ ]”.

13 Malapropism: “ludicrous misuse of words, especially in mistaking a word for another resembling
it; an instance of this” (OED, 2002: 1679).

14 Saintsbury, George (ed.) “The Conquest of Granada. Second Part. Defence of the Epilogue” In
Jobn Dryden: Three Plays, 1957, 171.

15 In Nida’s work Towards A Science of Translating, he proposed two basic orientations of translating:
ie.: between “formal equivalence” (FE) and “dynamic equivalence” (DE) (Nida, 1964: 159-160).
While a FE translation is oriented towards the “form and content” of the source text, a DE
translation is based on “the principle of equivalent effect” (Nida, 1964: 159), where “the receptors
of the message in the receptor language (should be able to) respond to it in substantially the same
manner as the receptors in the source language” (Nida and Taber, 1969: 24).

16 Tai/ and its homonym Zale provided Shakespeare with a rich source of ribald ambiguity (refer to
McDonald, 1996: 144-145).

17 “The name Pandarus was popularised through Chaucet’s celebrated poem “Troilus and Criseyde”
(c. 1385). Pandarus was the character who acted as a go-between on Troilus’s behalf to secure
Criseyde’s affections. In the sixteenth century, a pandar was initially ‘one who arranged illicit love
affairs’, and then ‘a pimp’ (Flavell, 1995: 192).

18 On the basis of Old Testament translations, Dr. Robert G. Bratcher identifies nine basic types of
marginal notes, or foonotes, which may be used for the purpose of providing the kind of
information that will help the reader understand the text more fully. They are (1) zextual: notes that

show the more important textual variants or alternative readings on which the translation is based;
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(2) translational: notes that provide other possible translations of the same Hebrew reading; (3)
linguistic: notes that explain plays on words, popular derivations of meaning, or the meaning of
technical words and phrases; (4) cultural notes explaining ancient beliefs, customs, rituals, or
festivals; (5) pegple: notes identifying important personalities and explaining their significance as far
as the immediate text is concerned; (6) historical notes identifying important events and explaining
their significance in the context of the immediate text; (7) places: notes identifying important
geographical locations and explaining their significance; (8) dazes: notes identifying the dates of
events and people as accurately as possible; and (9) references: notes referring to other passages in the
Bible, particulatly in the New testament.

19 Following Partridge’s study, sixty-eight synonyms were used by Shakespeare in referring to the
female sexual organs, ranging from implicit to explicit references. There are fewer descriptions of
the male sex organs. But still, forty-five synonyms can be found.

20 An overview of Shakespeare’s bawdy names can be found in the essay written by Helge Kokeritz
(1950), titled “Punning Names in Shakespeare”.

2l This indecent meaning was “considered distinctly improper by the British for about a century
and a half, starting around 1790 (Rawson, 1989: 65).

22 See Epstein, 1992: 119: “In A Midsummer Night’s Dream, the word has a triple meaning: it is the
name of a character; it means the buttocks, or ass, which is also a pun on the beast that Bottom
turned into.”

23 Flatulence, the currently accepted term for wind, is derived from the Latin flatus, a word which
also meant ‘a blowing’ or ‘breathing’ (McDonald, 1996: 161-162).

24 Refer to Partridge’s general comments on each play (Partridge, 2000: 44-46).

% The Complete Works of Shakespeare edited by W. J. Craig during the 1930s only provides a simple
glossary at the end of the whole text without clarifying any of the obscenity and imprecation

occurring in Shakespeare’s works.

26 Gu Zhengkun and Wang Dongfeng proposed to render the bawdy pun /e as hunong W5 [to

fool] ot wannong JLFT [to dally with]. See Gu’s translation of Pun 149 in Appendix 1 and Wang’s

article “On Venuti’s Dissident Translation Studies: Deconstructing Fidelity” (2004, 6: 4-5)
27 The suggestive passages omitted by Zhu Shenghao were also supplemented by other hands

when the Complete Works of Shakespeare was published in 1978.
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28 Shoyo Tsubouchi was the first Japanese translator who attempted to render a Shakespearean
play Julius Caesar in 1884 (Anzai, 1999).

? Lin Tongji also pointed out that the first problem confronted by a translator is to choose an
appropriate critical edition (Lin Tongji, 1982: preface).

30 According to Chen Xiu, Bian Zhilin’s translation is “an obligatory work on many university
booklists for language study purposes” (Chen, 2002: 49). Zhang Manyi of The Hong Kong Chinese
University also used Bian’s Hamlet as teaching material in her translation courses (Bian Z.L., 1999:

6).
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Appendix 1: The Translation of Shakespeare’s Bawdy Puns

Notes:

Al. Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with the same double meanings
A2. Bawdy pun translated into bawdy pun with different double meanings

A3. Bawdy pun translated into innocent pun

B1. Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which mentions both the innocent and bawdy sense

B2. Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains an innocent sense

B3. Bawdy pun translated into non-pun which only contains a bawdy sense
C. Non-bawdy non-pun translated into compensatory bawdy pun
D. Omitting the bawdy pun

E. Editorial techniques and stage instructions
F. Reproduce the bawdy pun in its original form without “translating” it

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code
The presenting and underlying senses

AeC ARATAL K| B2 AR | E AERZELKK | B ROEAFY R | B2
Nose | TI PRt BTRT R KM T -

“If you were but an inch of fortune better than I, where i ¥

would you choose it?

Not in my husband’s nose.”

S1: proboscis

S2: penis

AeC SORRMM e fr AR | B2 SOMBK R, 95 | B2 HEGCRI R | B TOMPEL H SRS | B2
Déle hine bt he | e of this. di W] TS SER R R ST E CETIRR YN B S B i I 1
inst(;([;}t)lé}l,tfz%,”catc ing but the least noise ot tnis, dies Jﬂ%,mLﬁﬁi’Z—%i‘ ﬁ%% %@Lﬁﬁ%%i‘ /'ijﬁyE

S1: loss of life i

S2: sexual orgasm

AT D LB —E A — | B2 WAL RS Al RELASMAA | B2
Mertle S ) R B 5L Bty

“I do think there is mettle in death, which commits some
loving act upon her...”

S1: sexual potency/vigour

S2: courage




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code
The presenting and underlying senses

AeC Bk RAE | B2 AR | B2 HEHRBEEZRE | Al FHEFRMEEMR | B2
Inch . R—Hk EPNE 2 I PR A~ —Hk

“I would I had thy inches; thou shouldst know there were

a heart in Egypt.”

S1: height

S2: penis length

AT PEARRMGERTA | B2 Wb AR VEA | B2 ihpem e KL | Bl Wb R | Al
Sword, lay to bed _ RrHLCRy T I A R T At A i F TR, i TR IR TR L

“She made great Caesar lay his sword to bed.” O T B I IS

S1: retire from war

S2: to fornicate

AeC PRt E g2 B2 PRt E A B B2 PR AR Bl PR AR Bl
Affection

“That, being unseminar’d, thy freer thoughts

May not fly forth of Eypgt. Hast thou affections?”

S1: love

S2: passionate desire

AeC D ftb 46y b H E b7 E b 7 IR A2
Plough’d 7 7

“He plough’d her, and she cropp’d.”

S1: husbandry

S2: to copulate

AeC D | h e E | WEHR E | AR TIX Az
Cropp'd i i

“He plough’d her, and she cropp’d.”

S1: husbandry

S2: bear children

AocC WERMAEHE | B2 | WIEaam 1 B2 | IR Bl | WIERGA LY | B2
Sword T BT R — ol (=g

“She has robbed me of my sword.” GET

S1: weapon

S2: a phallic term




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
10, | ASC TR MBEERE | B2 |k ME=b & | B2 | WRABEEAKE | B3 |k HEEV—=F | B2
Boggler A ft Bttt Lo\ YN
“You have been a boggler ever...”
S1: waverer, equivocator
S2: a fickle woman
1. | ASC iRttt L | B2 MRS LA, | B2 AR L | B3 AR e T L | B2
LI“L dof i ) " erd N AT it i 5 HORA — B NAHW AT 58T N AR A IRt &
card of one of them no longer than yesterday: a very . A Py, e
honest woman, but something given to lie...” g HASUER )5 ki
S1: tell lies
S2: to recline in sexual intercoutse
12. | AT Wbt 2 A e e, | B2 PETR Wb e plde | B2 W BB RLFR K | B2 Wb R R R, | B2
Die _ . _ , FEASA 15 WS B 1), B IR L] —HIRARAE T4, Wbz 7 2
“...how she died of the biting of it, what pain she felt.” (g B e R A
S1: loss of life T o ’
S2: sexual orgasm R
13. | A&C I A1 3 Ak i L T R B2 Dl %5 T T S AR B2 o 3 S A e i S 14 Al I3t iE R TR AN B2
Worm 2 5 5 T A T
“Truly, she makes a very good report o’ the worm.” T Hh A 4s A 57 i
S1: an insect :
S2: a phallic creature T
Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
14. | ADO PR RA W | B2 s oA ek, Ll | B2 b DA VI 5 W NG £/ B2
Mountanto (nickname for Benedick in .4DO) TEMRE [ lAlsk T2 AT EER BRI L IRlske TV A
“I pray you, is Signior Mountanto returned from the wars or no?”
S1: upward thrusting in fencing
S2: with phallic suggestion
15. [ ADO D | GROATTEIE T NILIR | B2 | Ucth 7 A L, N, | B2
Put down

“You have put him down, lady, you have put him down.”

S1: to defeat in argument
S2: to lay a woman down for sexual intercourse

[RECE IR

PG 1At E ROk




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

Zhu S.H.

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Fang P.

Code

16.

ADO

Come over

“To have no man come over mel”
S1: to overcome (someone)

S2: to top (someone) sexually

B AR

B2

TR 55 T RE S v 2

4 1

B2

17.

ADO

Swords

“Give me the swords; we have bucklers of our own.”
S1: weapons

S2: penis

EAE A IRPAT!

B2

HERIAZ -2k

B2

18.

ADO

Bucklers

“Give me the swords; we have bucklers of our own.”
S1: small shields

S2: pudend

B A B 2 JE R

B2

JERBEA E A

B2

19.

ADO

Pikes

“If you use them, Margaret, you must put in the pikes with a vice.”
S1: the weapon of war

S2: penises

g TR &R 1
RS T

B2

I8 BAK S T A

Al

20.

ADO

Vice

“If you use them, Margaret, you must put in the pikes with a vice.”
S1:a screw

S2: pudend and closed thighs

g TR &R 1
RS T

B2

21.

ADO

Lap

“I will live in thy heart, die in thy lap, and be buried in thy eyes.”
S1: skirt from waist to knees

S2: the vulva or vagina

BEAEAR %A

B2

FEACARIFI A

B2

FEACARIFI A

B2

22.

ADO

Stuff

“A maid, and stuffed! There’s goodly catching of cold.”
S1: the nasal passage is blocked because of a cold

S2: the vaginal passage is blocked

BB R T R

B2

L NG T A S A
TS AT EHE AU

Al

(B C I PN
URNEFETFRAT B2 155 8

B2




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

Zhu S.H. Code

Liang S.Q. Code

Fang P.

Code

23.

ADO

Sheet

“O, when she had writ it and was reading it over, she found Benedick and
Beatrice between the sheet.”

S1: sheet of paper

S2: in reference to a love-making bed

FOEIC K TREERTE | B2
144 B
st

FBUMACE Y R E | B2

BE o] 3

PRI JE i PR AR
] 52— AR HS R AT
+iE

24.

ADO

Stables

“If your husband have stables enough, you’ll see he shall lack no barns.”
S1: a standing place for horses

S2: penis erection

D

IR KA RS | B2
b

s AR 55 A T AR

B2

25.

ADO
Barns
“If your husband have stables enough, you’ll see he shall lack no barns.”

S1: Barns, repositories of corn
S2: Bairns, the old word for children

D

WARE = £ ) E
+7E

Y R A
T

B1

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H.

The presenting and underlying senses

Code Liang S.Q.

Code Fang P.

Code

LaiJ.

Code

26.

CE AT R T & | B2

Low (countries)

“Where stood Belgia, the Netherlands?”
“Oh, sir, I did not look so low.”

S1: in geographical terms

S2: genital regions

PATE

I A LRI
W7

B2 A2 W, AR T,
FHEAT X

B2

[l e B AT S AT

27.

CE —
Sound

“For what reason?”

“For two, and sound ones too.”
“Nay, not sound, I pray you.”
S1: the validity of reasons

S2: the health of genitality

D ES R pL s TER
it 4 24 h

ANBERSL R 4

B2 B e A o A fek e 4
SR

AR A T

Al

A WiE .
[ b |

WL (4]

B2




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Lai J. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
28. | CE Wy 1Ak B2 e A B2 R TMAIRSER | Al BaANg (66 B2
Burn _ o U TRl BRI K JBE | KN
“They appear to men like angels of light: light is an effect
of fire, and fire will burn; ergo, light wenches will burn.”
S1: to glow with heat
S2: to infect with venereal disease
29. | CE AR AR T | B2 e rE L, A | B (e RRER g Al | B R FeKAREH | A3
Against her hair S BB R 90, T B S A ST S A e
“Where France? . | LG R TALEAN A 5 H IR R {EARAT MG T LA
In her forehead, armed and reverted, making war against s N [ 7L
her heir.” a2 +E LA
S1: an allusion to contemporary French politics
S2: the rapid loss of hair because of venereal disease
30. | CE D t&ﬁ TR B | B2 Ui N IkER%E | B3 AgESl. ARE | B2
Plain dealer o P g o
“The plainer dealer, the sooner lost; yet he loseth it in a
kind of jollity.”
S1: lacking wit
S2: one who has sexual dealings with women
3LofcE D FUARRAAN IR RE | B2 fbaf 2R 2,8, | Al IS 2 K gy Jangs « Al
ezl wtie| , , Mg H g HA AR SR A T JEWE L PR I
;A m'fmdmay break a word with you, sir, and words are AR TSR B HOCET M BB T WA A AR e L
ut wind; —oo o
Ay, and break it in your face, so he break it not behind.” LI e PRI
S1: break a word
S2: to relieve flatulence the anus way
2 [ CE D | AMERRER, | B2 | RAUBHAE | Bl | GG R, &kil | B2
Breaking RIS R ) JR R4S TR PRk

“It seems thou want’st breaking.”
S1: to be beaten
S2: to break wind




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Lai J. Code
The presenting and underlying senses

CE — D | MEERELAA | B2 | BEMEMBIA | B2 | AALEMEb | B2
Sirreverence AR SRHL B S |- N g

“A very reverend body; ay, such a one as a man may not

S e I &

speak of without he say ‘sit-reverence’. = AR

S1: an apology

S2: excrement
Shakespeare’s bawdy | Tian Code | Zhou Code | Zhu Code | Lijang Code | Fang Code | Cao Code | Bijan Code | Sun Code | Peng Code
puns H. Z.P. S.H. S.Q. P. W.F. Z.L. D.Y. J.X.
The presenting and
underlying senses
FLAM Nhew | B2 | maen | B2 | iR | B2 | R | B2 | HEe | B2 | ®ime | Bz | manw | B2 | feow | B2 | RafE | B2
Toy (in blood) flef {15 flzi i1 IV H b HH o i
ror Hamlet, and the - sy g (i, — I (i, [tk fe5is 5, i o i
prifting of bis frvOr, | g 1y S A S T 81, S 4 M
top in bload” i B ) X e 5 90 ek
S1: an object to play 1) 155
with
S2: penis erection
HAM TRkl | B2 | BBk | B2 | EEm | B2 | Behh | B2 | @Rk | B2 | etk | B2 | EE | B | G | B2 | KEE | B
Nunnery 5 4 1248 B i [ L e JE Je L it L

Get thec 0.2 LS GRSl it o & i
nunnety . I
S1: a convent of nuns Fent HE
S2: a brothel
HAM R B2 | fRig— | B2 | fRE— | B2 | R | B2 | fRRf | B2 | fREfE | B2 | R | B | R | B | BEH | B
Fishmonger kT 1l ik 1l ¥ £ 1l ik Wy EIgih) kT kT ptih)

Yowrea T foR T T flng +E +E +E

fishmonger.
S1: seller of fish
S2: seller of women




Shakespeare’s bawdy Tian Code | Zhou Code | Zhu Code | Lijang Code | Fang Code | Cao Code | Bian Code | Sun Code | Peng Code
puns H. Z.P S.H. S.Q. P. W.F. Z.L. D.Y. J.X.
The presenting and
underlying senses

37 HAM Efan | B2 | it | B2 | — | D | fekan | B2 | BRI | B2 | Gl | AZ | BFE | B2 | AR | B2 | iR | E
Keen SR, LR, LB R N 925 5T B BN
k}igu;;j :::Ee;y HAE 21 T,f/’ﬁ!lﬁ‘ Eﬁ:&ﬂ, j(‘AJ'f*\ "FE’)'\ T‘EK ?E’J\Z'J
S1: sharping satirical ES HARA Rﬁ)ﬁj)x % RA T ik
in speech I
S2: sexually sharp-set

38.| HAM WEF | B3 | R [ B2 | F el | B2 | F@@ | B2 | % & | B3 | F 9k | B2 | F ik |B2 | FEIG | B2 | MEF | B2
Abstinence — i e B e S il il il RETL
nergned | swa | \se | me o s | wke | |wae | (aws || g2 || s
of easiness to the next wu v o 1 AHREE EE— PN AR B oy
abstinence.” FREFIPN T RS b1 i
S1: to restrain or hold WAE [ S AR
back JEE Ry
S2: to withhold from
sexual intercourse

3. FAM — |D |maR |52 |—  |D |mak |B2 | W |2 | WEE |B5 | — | D | AWt |B2 | 5@ | B
Cock , ATy 1P 1 Efies! o2 At AP FHR >
“Young men will dos, & & B EIioES Bt SRR
if they come to’t; By
Cock they are to ii L
blame.” <HH)
S1: corruption of R Ath
God’ i

S2: penis

+E




Shakespeare’s bawdy | Tian Code | Zhou Code | Zhu Code | Lijang Code | Fang Code | Cao Code | Bijan Code | Sun Code | Peng Code
puns H. Z.P. S.H. S.Q. P. W.F. Z.L. D.Y. J.X.
The presenting and
underlying senses
40 HAM D | &Mk | B3 | RME | B3 | M | B3 | M FE | B2 | ®ME | B2 | ®ME | B2 | EleR | B2 | %fE |E
Privates i fEbbty 24 iR Wt R WA iR, bt
Then you live about ML Rk ik 1" DL LG A i
her waist, or in the N FA e
middle of her e o
favour?”
“Faith, her privates
we.”
S1: private persons
S2: the genitals
AL| HAM D | ffblZs | B2 | &bl | B> | fbiA | BZ | fbiA | B2 | ek | B2 | fE | B2 | fkuids | B2 | Rk | B3
Country (matters) A Bl el R RAT R 3 B
Do you iﬁfﬁf ! g T 52 B I BFATIG? B
mattersy” I g Bve I D’J FG?
S1: rustic doings G e HAE
S2: country, the sexual FLIK e
terrain in woman, ie.
sexual matters
2. HAM D | WAt | B2 | @Hfr | B2 | @B | B2 | @aft | B2 | @A | B2 | @AM | B2 | @AT | B2 | Al | Al
M S JE§ S JE§ JE§ S s 3
at is, my lord: AT
“No thing.” s 5

S1: not anything
S2: the female genitals




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code Cao W.F. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
43. | LR D ErRARAERH) | Al D D PriRdithe | B2 PR ditg | B2
Thing i 17 B I
“Shall not be a maid long, unless things
be cut shorter.”
S1: an object, entity or circumstance
S2: the sexual organ
M IR D |G | AL | — D | — D |GidmeE |B2 | GiAHE | B2
Shorter i 4t BUf pi gt 31
“Shall not be a maid long, unless things
be cut shorter.”
S1: length of a circumstance
S2: innuendo-reference to length of penis
B[R D | Xx#k |E | Basikh | B> | misiih |E EG ] & | E | RmanE | B2
Codpiece 5 TR T et 1 M7 41
“The codpiece that will house REn v N
Before the head has any...” i+ o GE \
S1: a pouchlike covering for the male e
genitals
S2: the penis
46 | IR D | GEMEFN | B2 | WAHES | B2 | I W | B2 | b fE®& | B2 | @k | B3
e | — B, A LA JE— U 2AE, TR IR We——rT L FEROE L
o e IO CO0T W T Ik I T % L Sl BT R
: F5 (=23 *fIEFE [k My RS
S1: to cool the heat AT FT{EFENR! TR A1
S2: to cool the lust
47. | LR D B imp | B3 AWARKEERE | Al fFAEALE | Al AERERE | B R TR | B2
) . X . . b s S M . .
pumrd pACg Bkl YR EIN kAL | KU AA
“No hetetics burn’d, but wenches’ S K I T P Sk
suitors...” Y i 7:ES
+E +E

S1: to glow with heat
S2: to infect with venereal disease




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Ying R.C. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
48. | MM WA | B2 I R A A Al T Al WA E A | B3 P A A A | B3
Respected ity NET
“She was respected with him before he married with
her.”
S1: respected
S2: suspected
9. | MM i s — 5 B2 (e A GG | B2 A W e s | B2 M IR SRR | B2
Clack-dish | s SR B %
“Yes, your beggar of fifty; and his use was to put a ducat
in her clack-dish.”
S1: beggar’s wooden bowl with noisy lid
S2: female pudendum
50. | MM AR ECCK | B2 LR R | B HERCANIEFRER | B2 WRARASE A, | B2
‘Iinow ) | i LN NEIE ik A, BT R, AS A 72 A 2 ) L
am come to know your pleasure. VAR [ 75 I8 I e
“That you might know it would much better please me ;;%ziiiiajﬁ ’ H EE RN
than to demand what ‘tis. A He IRIZS
S1: to understand +H
S2: to have carnal acquaintance with
5L | MM D HTHCIRE AR | B2 TR AR T | B2 BT E T B2
Eye T
“You that have worn your eyes almost out in the
service.”
S1: an organ of vision
S2: vagina
52. [ MM D | I Em | B | Gk L0 B | B | ARG sl | B2
Sciatica _ i ? RSP 3 e T SR SR
“How now, which of your hips has the most profound 7 7

sciatica?”
S1: pain along the course of a sciatic nerve
S2: syphilis




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Ying R.C. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
53. | MM RWAREEMR | B2 PR&sEt Al [ | B PR T IR ER ... B3 WAIARBREARA T | B2
Tick-tack _ T — IR, BEL TIPSR 2 1 A2k 5% A £ PTG 2% — IR A% T
. wou.ld be sorty should be thus foolishly lost at a WAk Ty iy bk Ty
game of tick-tack. AT
S1: an old form of back-gammon scored by placing pegs H
into holes EREH
S2: copulation
54. | MM nFER L AR | B2 PoKEARRK— | B2 LR —m L Am | B2 Frl st EmARE | B2
Head ) o AR T BT B YNNI SHREELTATT € PNIbEEL|
“But if he be a married man, he’s his wife’s head, and 1 el
can never cut off a woman’s head.”
S1: 2 woman’s head
S2: a married woman’s maidenhead
55. | MM Al T AT B2 e T AR Al g T A 2R g B2 W T AR Al
Do E S PN B TE‘UN o U Rt (RN NEK'PN
“What has he done?” ¥
“A woman.”
S1: an act
S2: to copulate
56. | MM Uit CASAANZ 11 7% B2 e /- padenz | B2 flb s B2 R AR T B | Al iRcY 2 LIRS B3
Beef . T A T
“Troth, sir, she hath eaten up all her beef, and she is
herself in the tub.”
S1: meat
S2: prostitutes who serve as the flesh-food.
57. | MM T O B2 I E Bk | B il B S v AR POAT | B2 B LR B3
(In the) tub +£7T s
“Troth, sir, she hath eaten up all her beef, and she is i

herself in the tub.”
S1: the barrel in which beef is stored
S2: a tub used in the cure of venereal disease




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Ying R.C. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
58. | MM — D | ReBEREAS | E | RUEwAW J%E | Bl | RerafEmAG | Bl
Piled o (1B AU A HUAG, o ASBRR PR AR (811 5, L A B
Thou att good velves thou't a three-pled piece, | oL 2 IR T 1% ISR o 15
warrant thee. ad as lieft be a list of an Einglish kersey, N NPT " bl = \
as be piled as thou art piled for a French ve%vet.” ’ [@1%%& e }L'UIC’ ?E.Bﬂ DI
S1: cloth having a pile or nap i HIRPRE B
S2: peeled, deprived of hair and bald (an effect of
venereal disease)
59. | MM — D | Wm REEE |B | kL BEEss | E | e, B3
French crown i i VB R T
“I have purchased as many diseases under her roof as i 3
come to-“...
“Ay, and more.”
“A French crown more.”
S1: a gold coin minted in France
S2: baldness caused by venereal disease
60. | MM RIEH B2 B 5 B2 Iz 3 ) B2 LIS LB B3
Overdone (A character in MM)
S1: surname
S2: sexually debilitated
ol | MM D PRINATEE RS e | B3 PRMAFEE A 7 AR | Al H i, 3iss | B3
Bum " Jie il JiE 2 AR R K 42
Do SR ARSI 42 L pIEL Bk
npey” Ji e e TR | A
“Bum, sir. Jee S, RN
S1: nickname
S2: buttocks
2. | MM bt — iRk | B2 Bk R | B2 RS RAL T | B3 HeAr BRI —fE AR | B2

Mistress Kate Keepdown

“Mistress Kate Keepdown was with child by him in the
duke’s time.”

S1: surname

S2: kept men down on the bed

TR

FR TR

3 G LT D)

LS A KT
BT
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63.

MM -—--
Madam Mitigation

“Behold, behold, where Madam Mitigation comes!”
S1: nickname

S2: to mitigate lust or sexual desire

EAGURLE NP 3
ks

B2 HSIEA T TR R

(¥145473 )

FEOATR N THR TP
WA T

B2

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

Zhu S.H.

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Fang P.

Code

64.

MW

(Mistook their) erection

“She does so take on with her men; they mistook their erection.”
S1: a quicklyism for “direction”

S2: phallic erection

(e (EorS -

TS | B2

AP PR SR S At 1

B2

eI e PN
A HE AN 5

VSN

JE|
ol

B2

65.

MW

Focative

“Leave your prabbles, ‘oman!-What is the focative case, William?”
S1: vocative

S2: allusive of ‘fuck’

IR, L R

B2

[FEITHS | W, e

B2

66.

MW

Jenny’s case

“What is your genitive case plural, William?”
“Genitive case?”...

“Vengeance of Jenny’s case!”

S1: situation

S2: female genital

P 2
F—EBRME T

B2

[HTfA% ]
FAbAE T
&l [ &faf]

[R88] A

A3

67.

MW

Qui, que, quod

“If you forget your ‘qui’s, your ‘que’s, and your ‘quod’s, you must be
preeches.”

S1: qui; S2: keys (penis)

S1: que; S2: case (vagina)

S1: quod; S2: cods (testicles)

WERARSRC AR qui, 7R
1) quae, 7R 1) quod

FURIRIEIRMT qui &5 T,

quac 5 T, quod 5 T
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G8. | MW D | REmRE E | EATe Wy . | B2
To hick and hack +7F [ mssig |
“You do ill to teach the child such words. He teaches him to hick and to
hack...”
S1: drink and whore
S2: to copulate

9. | MW ARG LET | B2 EARMARS L3 | B2 EARMRS LEBRT | B2
Board o TOHEH A TR A hRAR T 8 S AN K
“For, sure, unless he know some strain in me that I know not myself, he ;-ZE{]/bj(iﬁl)cE E"Jﬂﬂ?] . Ziﬂﬂ’:]‘ﬁ)r% ’ﬂi_j‘/}(ji/f\f% 'ﬁ_ﬁ}@% Il ’ﬁi{zﬁ/f\ﬁ&ﬁuﬂ:t
would never have boarded me in this fury.” o o o e 72 e et ot R T g s
“’Boarding’ call you it? I’ll be sure to keep him above deck.” %Kﬁ%ﬁ’“ tH S iE A T Bk AU 1 e 2 BT, SRR T B
S1: assailed Ek AT
S2: to coit with/ sexually entered

70. | MW PRERIE IR BT ST | B2 fbEHb FATT M E | B3 bl SR B TR | B2
Will , , , , FARHBER SRR REAHIT A LRI T R I =N NITNEWEER )
“He hath studied her will, and translated her will out of honesty into (B e SRR () 5 BT
English. H BB e
S1: wish, wilfulness
S2: sexual desire, sexual parts

7| MW FEMFEGUE R ER | B2 Rogemibsm | B2 REE MW EIERE | B2
Weapon , BRI A EN IR TN i) Ak B0 77 110
“I’ve appointed mine Host of de Jarteer to measure our weapon.”
S1: to referee
S2: phallic weapon

2. | MW EAUSE 2 S | B2 fh - TOME A | B2 AT EA TR | Al
Charge AT A JEEGNE 5 A ] th ZUE R
““Tis a great charge to come under one body’s hand.” §i ek
S1: butden ) )
S2: sexual

73| MW FTh A B2 | BIHER BZ | BREA: Al

Abhorson (a character in MIY)
S1: surname
S2: son of a whore
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74.

MW

Pistol (a character in M)
S1: weapon, name

S2: penis

%

B2

S5 Kt

B2

KA

Al

75.

MW

Jane Nightwork (a name mentioned in MIY)
S1: name of a whore

S2: fornication or prostitution

[opEs

B2

T

B3

RS

Al

76.

MW

Dr. Caius (a French physician’s name in MIP)

S1: name

S2: Caius is a Latin respelling of Keys, which is a slang expression for the
penis, and thus gave a hint of the doctot’s specialization.

Bl

B2

8l

B2

PN

B2

77.

MW

Turd

“If dere be one ot two, I shall make-a the turd.”
S1: the third

S2: a piece of excrement

R AT fE N 2,

22—

B2

AN ERRE R
= A

B2

LA T T =
T A =145 T

Al

78.

MW

Fartuous

“...and let me tell you in your ear, she’s as fartuous a civil modest wife...”
S1: error for “virtuous”

S2: pun on “fart”

o7 8 R A 110 4 U

?

B2

W R TR R AT R 0 —Ar
KK

B2

R T ECEL A R ST
B )
5

A3

Code

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H.
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79.

OTH

Board

“Faith, he to-night hath boarded a land
carrack.”

S1: to enter or go aboard

S2: to coit

b4 RAp | B2
FLT

b4 R | B2
eI

fib AW 12
7

B2

fb AR I | B2
Bk LT

4B I

7

7

B2 4B I

B2




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
80. | OTH TFEH - | BZ | MBE LM | B2 | Wk (AR, | E | MEEMA | B2 | GPeHGE | B2 | @MLK | B2
e bt bonrded atand | A A i Ly i i A
aith, he to-ni ath boarded a lan,
carracl;.” ¢ ﬁ%j({_ﬁﬂﬁ
S1: a ship +E
S2: Female pudendum, prostitite
81. | OTH D | ®AMEE | B2 | AT | B2 | relskeA | B2 | WREIET |E | B Lmi - | B2
Tail . ARE flal I M T —ER R
“O, thereby hangs a tail. +7F
Whereby hangs a tale, sir?”
S1: animal’s tail
S2: penis
82. | OTH D D BB T | A2 | MfFERTLL | B2 EERET | B 1B | B2
fgleth - . 1 [EEEE AT R EE A R
, thereby hangs a tail. TR -
Wheteby himgs ftale, sir?” L T
S1: story
S2: pun on ‘tail’; penis
83. | OTH AL | B2 MEAEIRIF | B2 AL | B2 MK | Al AR | B2 AR | B2
Putup (the pipes) (K1 F Tt DN D bR @ied (C ZAREN M T & (1 2 e
I,le‘;ij}ff,“P your pipes in your bag, for | ¢ L1481 B2 s e TR P
S1: to put away musical instruments in =T
their cases
S2: to insert penises
84. | OTH WG Z | B2 | ARG % | B2 | (RIEWELEAC | B> | GUeACEI | B3 | lf HUEHL | B3 | WeAHEuks | B3
Provocation - K NI 1 BELD. A3 LR 1 WiV —HL A LA A
“What an eye she bas! Nthinks itsounds | iy A iy SR B {8 i AR f R0 A EEAEN
2 parley of provocation. R RALIIN I TN KTt

S1: incitement or challenge
S2: a tempting or a stimulating to sexual
desire or sexual activity




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
85. | OTH Ahfig LA | B2 FathifriE | B2 FH#UsL T | B2 s fifRis | B2 FHEUELE | B2 Hnnh, gL | B2
Wind instruments R B SRS RS e K 4 2 S Al SR 25
T‘Are these, I”pray you, wind ZE [ B (I e RIS > BLEES
instruments?
S1: musical instrument
S2: pun on “break wind” (farting)
Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang S$.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying
senses
86. | R&j EEwf B2 RN | B2 | Bfkxm | B2 | 24, AZ | - D | EiExR | B3 | fEfhxK | B2
Thrust to the wall ENE/ e HAL A VYN E RS EEIN Lol
(L will push Montague's men | f- 55 g g I iR IEER 5t i & 5 4
from the wall and thrust his it
maids to the wall.” )
S1: thrust aside into a position of
neglect
S2: ravish
87. | R&j ALefE L | AL | IREMME | A2 | BEE L, | B3| WREIRE | A2 | D | W tHIE | C W LhRAF) | A2
Maidenhead , | S, IR, o L L, B [+ 7 D) ERNE
[The heads of the maids, ortheir |y g2 i Pt 4 Ve I T A
S1: the head of a maid ﬁ’(]“ﬁfi & 9 ST 1k fr E/‘Ji H
S2: hymen 5 A%
88. | Re&j WAREA | B2 | D | HEgkae | A2 | H#Em#E | Al | — D |3kl | A2 | HERREE | Al
Stand . B filite e HE A A
“Me they shall feel while I am
able to stand.”
S1: remain upright
S2: penis erectus
89. | Re&j i@ | B2 IR | AL | SRR | B2 | PHEARED | AL | diliglde | B2 | #RAEEK AL iR | Al
Tool ESVEN s A [F R EQVEN
“Draw thy tool!” A
S1: an instrument A
S2: penis




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang S$.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying
senses
9. | RS RIGRE | B2 | ®iJIT | B2 | inik# | B2 | RMEFE | Al | RIOAID | B2 | WikE | Al | RO | Al
Naked weapon s T ELAKHI R ezl Pt R Ak T fih T Y
y naked weapon is out! h o L
S1: unsheathed Is)vvorcl aer 'HL]IL‘ it s
S2: (erect) penis s
91. | Re&¥J fe4sim 5 B2 INE L B2 7N Al IINE L B2 NGRS B2 INES B B2 INE L B2
Ladybird
“What, ladybird! God forbid!”
S1: an endearment, sweetheart
S2: wanton or prostitute
92. | R&J fbBeRiy | B2 | eORE T | B2 | EfERIGR, | B2 | AR, E PR | B2 | BRI TR, | B2 | SRR | B2
Prick . PR kAL, LRGSR PRt % PRI ) s A&l ml o PR R AT PR PR
Prick love for pricking, and you | g5 149 B 1% +k 1% Rl Y
beat love down.” T R - )
S1: pierce AT T
S2: quell erection
9. | ReJ W | B2 | — D | W i | B2 | W& i | A2 |k | B2 | giE | AZ | Buefan | B2
(Raise a) spirit BRI S5 M4 e s 15 ki
“Raise a spirit in his mistress PR [ 1R NN k Bk i o
circle.” s e )
S1: supernatural creature s A
S2: penis/semen
94. | R fbrgs AN | B2 | D AR | AL AR | AL AREAR | AL | fhE AR | AL IR | Al
Mistress circle ic] el LAk el -t el it Pl 7T
“Raise a spirit in his mistress
circle.”
S1: the magical circle
S2: pudend
95. | R MAEmife | B2 | — D | MbEih | Al | (AR | A2 | AMREEdE | B2 | BRI | Al | weAE | B2
Stand A A el LA A HBEE —#e
“Letting it there stand.” s Hhy

S1: remain upright
S2: penis erectus
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senses
96. | R&y b | B2 | D =AY AL | WEA A it Al | BRARSER | B2 | HEEFb Al i k58 | B2
Lay it o , N e SRR TH LR IIPSYNCE e
“Till she had laid it and conjured [ T
it down.”
S1: to exorcise a spirit
S2: cause an erection to diappear
97. | R&f R AR 4t B2 | - D e | AT | MR | A2 | BRARSEM | B2 | et | A2 | fITEEBE | B2
Conjure it down Tk 5 AR 5 B
“T1ill she had laid it and conjured
it down.”
S1: subdue a spirit
S2: cause an erection to
disappear
98. | Reyy A A B2 | D ISR i Al | P g | AL | AR SR Al | A Al | LAl B2
flalse up hﬁ,m o _ e e Phig Ak fbAEAE b 5158 e A g 4
conjure him only but to raise - T
up him.” HESHT HAREE T HESh
S1: to make him appear
S2: to cause a priapism or
erection
99. | R&J A | B2 | — D SEME | B2 | fbEREE | B2 | i AE | B2 | MG | B2 | BEWisA | B2
Hit (the mark) KT S5 o i Ty BB AL R i i
“If love be blind love cannot hit i w
the mark.”
S1: archery
S2: achieve coitus with a woman
100. | R& fbeseAk | B2 | — D fth— 5 & E flARERE | AL | bR B2 | ABIEEAEAS | AL | fhEGEFIE | B2
Medlar (tree) F{Fa > Jiid ARLE— R BT ARLE— R BE5iAs T AR LE—HR
Now will be sit under a medlar | o gy - Mt AR i Wk R
tree and wish his mistress were . . o
+: PRI &

that kind of fruit.”
S1: fruit
S2: pudend




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang S$.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying
senses
101. | R D D | mEbZE | E HEh A2 Wl | B2 | AR | A2 | {HEIER | B2
Open-atse 5 JI" N TR K T
e e P Ll — T BRi— e gy R 11
u : =P A Aklk E altie
S1: medlar fruit % . *7 FaBk 5 ?D/JD\%
S2: pudend +7E 181K/
ALR
102. | Re¥] - D - D R E PRI & — Al e D AR {lH] A2 - D
Popp'rin’ pear CETERN BRI e
“QO, that sh,e.were an ’?pen—arse, A SR
thou a pop’ring pear! o
S1: a fruit !
S2: penis and scrotum
103 | R EIwR | B2 | — D | b | BZ | ol | B2 | @ B | BZ | GOSME | B2 | e | B2
Hit o TR D) H I AN H REEN
“Thou hast most kindly hit it.” T
S1: most truly guessed it
S2: most truly sexually
penetrated it
104. | R&J W TW | B2 | — D | ftEH | B2 | el | E | WH 1o | B2 | REAE | AZ | LA | B2
Goose _ WA T i A7 EE L i A LW AR FEAHH N
Thou wast never with me for | g7 g ff BT, 5] s N it FAREIR ESI
R soose” PRI 59 BT S BB S ARELFAN ik B R
S1: water birds UEES +E & A /‘%EE&
S2: prostitutes 1 — e

tEH
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The presenting and underlying
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105. | Re&y by | B2 | - D efkm | B AR | AL | fEem | B2 | Hedifh | A1 | 2Bl | B2
Hide his bauble inahole | %) it T B 52, 4 BLR A AR A B 5L

Love s ke a great natural thar | ey g A (i At 11 —{i (LT 3 — (it

runs lolling up and down to hide N e [
his bauble in a hole.” - il If@’rw T EETEN
S1: hide a fool’s baton/toy in a it i %
pit
S2: put his penis in a pudend

106. | Re&y reifhng | B2 | D AR | B2 | fREFRAEE | AL | fReDEA | B2 | fRmFRH | B2 | Rk | B2
Tale | FTEF R HE RAUEE S (i TR — AR
“Thou desirest me to stop inmy | =gy AR il 2 (BT r BB S TR
fole agalnst the hair” 1A BF R 05T A AP S
S2: penis

107. | Re&y Reifhng | B2 | D AR | B2 | fREIRAEE | A2 | fRepEA | B2 | fRFRH | B2 | Rk | B2
Stopin _ £ [EEdib) AR Jetan frig B ARG — HANEA
“Thou desirest me to stop in my | g AR il 2 (BT o BIBR S TR
tale against the hair. 2 1E 1k B 38 (57 A A S
S1: cease
S2: thrust

108. | Re&y reifhng | B2 | D AR | B2 | fREFRAEE | B2 | fRelEA | B2 | fRFRH | B2 | Ry | B2
Hair, against the _ TR 0 BT foia aER— AR
“Thou desirest me to stop inmy | g B CAEE (T o BBEFR SRy
tsallelﬁl;l:;ie hair. 2 R4 i abn T AN SEHAEN
S2: pubic pair

109. | Ref HEERE | B2 | - D WAMRSC | B2 | ffgprdt | AL | mAMRES | B2 | WEkERE | B2 | mAMRE | B2
Large SRR, L S HCAF L Tk A e
“Thou wouldst else have made MR HT i -t T R KE
thy tale large.” ST

S1: lengthy
S2: size of penis




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang 8.Q. | Code | Fang P Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
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senses
110. | ReJ FIEME | B2 | D FIEZA,E | B2 | WAL | Al | FRE&ER | B2 | RO&E | B2 | MR | B2
Short ) il I A /N W 1R 56 TR, 56 TR, AR
“0, thou art deceived; I would - i
have made it short.” i i
S1: to be brief, to keep the story
short
S2: to make the penis short
111. | R&J AR | B2 | D AR | AL | WAEME | B2 | ATES¥EE | B2 | ATHMETE | B2 | AT | B2
Occupy TET TET B TET dARAM x£7T
“For I was come to the whole kT
depth of my tale; and meant,
indeed, to occupy the argument
no longer.”
S1: carry on
S2: to copulate with
112. | Rej FA R 82 B2 | - D RE AW B2 | g [ B2 | AH =K B2 | RS B2 H#EL L B2
Dial AR TF LM HRAN T gk ezt Riiofas MG G
“I tell you, for the bawdy hand T fash %2
of the dial is now upon the prick
of noon.”
S1: a clock’s dial
S2: pudend
113, | R BUOAE | B2 | — D | BiieM |C | mm& |E | CaBa | B2 | FRE | E | B | B2
Prick i BETHS v EF R oy BT
“T tell you, for the bawdy hand %(J_ g;ﬂ‘lll +%ﬁ:}-ﬁ/j\ }L:QJ_J/ +£$IZ_I\TE/J\

of the dial is now upon the prick
of noon.”

S1: mark on the dial’s
circumference

S2: penis
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114 | Rey Tafes | B2 | JLiikfe | B2 | BLahef | B2 | Bfek— | Al | M&Mb | B2 | Bk | Al | iaka | B2
Use me at his pleasure T * - EE s @*%,WL?E T
“And thou must stand by, too, S RERE 2 -
and suffer every knave to use me ;:giijil' Rk
at his pleasure.” s
S1: treat me as he pleases oty 3
S2: treat me as a sexual partner
5. | R&j RIGHA] | B2 | @y | B2 | RoeMl | B2 | REAHE | Al | REDEE | B2 | RIGRK | Al | faaie | Al
Weapon wEl T apin ) ity Ak EIAIS] TESIPR Btk
“If I had, my weapon should P T Tt e L Y 8
quickly have been out.”
S1: sword
S2: penis
116 | R&J LTR%E |82 | — D | LAWET | B2 | LAKE | B | kAAA | B2 | LAKER | B2 | kAZW | B2
Bigger 5 BN E INESE e ERAM i
o oot N, lger women |- g Uk e A i
row by men o
%1: grow up AhERN
S2: grow large with child
117. | Rey R 2 F D R 2fRF I3 REW &R | F At 2 B2 | R—FE, F R &A% F
R | AR
“R is for the--No; I know it e
begins with some other letter:--* )
S1: to snarl
S2: arse
118. | Rey EE T | B2 | — D | g4 | B2 | nE4iW | B2 | AEAA | B2 | Auber, | B2 | wesg | B2
Bear the burden LA i 41 T (TR 4T I Al
Butyou shal| bear the burden | 741 gy EROp2E R th 3 frtfr— KR
S St A HEEI ﬁgﬁm

S2: support the weight of a man




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang S$.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
The presenting and underlying
senses
119. | Re&J REgfEA, | B2 | FEIRE | B2 | &EFR - | B2 | RET A | AU | DMERI | B2 | CFIRAER, | B2 | fRI9E - | B2
Bird’s nest _ | REER RIS R BRGNS FERI AL PRI E LRIR R
yourlove must cimb a bird's | g yr gy EEIN NI I A LA 5 Al LUt BT LAsE
gf}iﬁj:s‘gegﬁ somheluet Sl B Al LU ey 5 5 5L BN F 1) By SL I % LRy
$2: pudend and pubic hair TEEI L 5 e MEHE £y i A %
AR LXiPS
120. | R&J FARM | B2 | Bl &, | B2 | MIAKM | B2 | Baksh | B2 | MESGR | B2 | sgel | B2 | mEah | B2
Mistress’s case NH—ER Il A 138 N WH— 1k F/N— NH—FE WH— 1k
“He is even ;ln my mll,,stress’s — % Nl R — ke
case, just in her case! -
o1l pﬁ-ght Seh ff;%
S2: vagina
121, | RS WAk | B2 | Rk, B2 | Ak, B2 | wEA | BZ | & B2 | A | B2 |wEAk | B2
Stand e A SR A whig Ak et A i
“Stand up, stand up; stand, and e
you be a man... rise and stand.”
S1: remain upright
S2: penis erectus
122 | Ry SR | B2 | GoRE | B2 | WikhOo | B2 | mmEiL | B2 | mAakl | B2 | Wak | B2 | Goma | B2
o , L Bk 1 T LIk B i b
“Why should you fall into so 5
deep an O?”
S1: groan
S2: vagina
123, | Ry ZhT  |B2 | — D | zis |E |Whkr |E | %7m  |B2 | wEE | B2 | WA | B2
Hare +iE +iE
“An old hare hoar

And an old hare hoar...”
S1: rabbit
S2: prostitute




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Tian H. Zhu S.H.
The presenting and underlying

SENses

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Fang P.

Code Code

Cao W.F.

Cao Y.

Code | Sun D.Y.

Code

124.

R

Save your reverence

“If thou art dun, we’ll draw thee
from the mire of—save your
reverence—love...”

S1: used apologetically

S2: euphemism for excrement

e B2

o o8
ol
By K

i

B2

EEL AR ER
IEREE

B2

D | — D

WAk B2 | —

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

Zhu S.H.

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Fang P.

Code

125.

TeC

Rub on

“So, so; rub on, and kiss the mistress.”

S1: in bowls, to go on touching obstacles

S2: in love-making, to go on fondling someone

U U AL TN I EL 51
S AR
+iE

Ui B AT, A
g
+ik

126.

TeC

Hit

“If I cannot ward what I would not have hit, I can watch you for telling how
I took the blow; unless it swell past hiding, and then it’s past watching.”

S1: archery

S2: achieve coitus with a woman

Hoh ZEBy 1 2k i 9 3R
RS T A

B2

FRBE B 1 3

EE 5

B2

127.

Te&C

Die

“These lovers cry ‘O! OF, they die.”
S1: loss of life

S2: sexual orgasm

R R
1B |Bl i

B2

75 AP 1
ABAPIAS g
+7E

AP ],
k=

A2

128.

TeC

Falling in

“No, she’ll none of him. They two are twain.”
“Falling in, after falling out, may make them three.”
S1: reconciliation

S2: falling into bed together, so as to produce a child.

Wh B2 4% SR m] LA
At {155 )8 20 — Al W

B2

Vo T — Il S BT AR T
LA A A o 18] 528 ok, = 118l
We

B2




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
129.| TexC U AR ATAE IR L | B2 W HAERT B A5 | B2 BHEM BN HZ S | B3
g . i ) 53 A WE i el
“She will sing any man at first sight.”
S1: to utter words in musical tones
S2: to allure, to coit with
130. | T&C D | WAL ERmHA | B2 | WRLemmems | Al
Cliff Il [
“And any man may sing her, if he can take her cliff. She’s noted.
S1: Clef, musical symbol indicating the pitch of the notes
S2: Cleft, Cressida’s vulva
31| ToC R T B2 | A LILER B2 | WORILER B2
Juggling
“What would you have me do?”
“A juggling trick: to be secretly open.”
S1: to perform tricks
S2: sexual dexterity, to copulate (a wordplay on juggler’s balls’ and ‘testicles’)
132.| TeC - D MR RN H | B2 TR ORI R B2
Secrecy o
“Upon my back to defend my belly, upon my wit to defend my wiles, upon
my secrecy to defend mine honesty.”
S1: privacy
S2: genitals
133.| TexC FURMER Y 5] B2 — Al AT B ER K 1K E CIREE{ERTN E
Capocchia +7F +7F
“Ha hal Alas, poor wretch. Ah, poor capocchia, hast not slept tonight?”
S1: foreskin
S2: prepuce
1M-§M7 PR CEAH KB | B2 Rl T risf— | B2 PRI eEmr—RE L | Al
o

“You naughty, mocking uncle! You bring me to do—and then you flout me
too.

S1:an act

S2: to have sex

AR,

PRI ASZ B

HAZTT R




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

Zhu S.H.

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Fang P.

Code

135.

TeC

Burning devil

“A burning devil take them!”

S1: to glow with heat

S2: to infect with venereal disease

THBF A K B AT T A
(EFS

B2

K BRUBR (1) B A A At

!

B2 B K I BE AT AR
{IRE/IWEFS

B2

130.

TSC
Butt

“Why, no, you ruinous butt, you whoreson indistinguishable cur, no.

S1: leaky tub
S2: the buttocks

PRIS B L B BT

B2

RIE 18 BB A

B2 PRSI A

B2

137.

T&C
(Winchester) goose
“It should be now, but that my fear is this:

Some galled goose of Winchester would hiss.”

S1: wild water birds

S2: Prostitutes or customers afflicted with venereal disease

TR SR (1 A 4

+iE

B3 MNP
+7E

Shakespeare’s bawdy puns
The presenting and underlying senses

YuE.C.

Code

Tu A.

Code

Liang S.Q.

Code

Liang Z.D.

Code

GuZ.K.

Code

Shi Y.Z.

Code

138.

SON 20

Prick (thee out)

“But since she pricked thee out for
women’s pleasure...”

S1: selected you from the list

S2: equipped you with a ‘prick’ (penis)

AR AR
CIEEH LU
b L 2 R

B2

WEAR Ui
PRACH &

-

B2

LPSETes
TR ARG
LN ERL

B2

HIEALIER
WE B2 N
fith

B2

WEARE AL
3TN
i

B2

JUIYREZ AT
IRE PN /S8

B2

139.

SON 20

Use (their treasure)

“Mine be thy love and thy love’s use their
treasure.”

S1: let them enjoy your love

S2: let your love enjoy (sexually) the
women’s genitals.

HEWR A
=2 i
IR e

B2

B2

B1

EBAG A
WA =52 R

115

B2

BRI
L
e

B3

T

B2




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns YuE.C. Code Tu A. Code Liang S.Q. Code Liang Z.D. Code GuZ.K. Code Shi Y.Z. Code
The presenting and underlying senses

140. | SON 42 MRz | B2 MEFERA | B2 ERIA | E RO A | B2 BrAA R | B3 RSy | B2
Approve . i — i | LesNE: 4] RPN BB K (1 J A S Foe 2l B s
Suffing my friead for my sake to L1651 L 5 firk EES
approve her.” 7
S1: to put to the proof or test of
experience
S2: to try out sexually

141. | SON92 HERAA | B2 | fRLCEMN | B2 | fR—OE | B2 | ARIORETE | B2 | A | AL | AREE=D | B2
Vex o REHEFR L WANGE P2 ANBEAETRIH WABERER SRR WA
“Th((j)u c,:anst not vex me with inconstant JE KSR I AT W=
mind...
S1: stir, agitate
S2: a quibble on sexual motion

142. | SON 129 WIANET) | B2 | ERWR( | B2 | WGMWE | B2 | LMFE | B2 | BEFORE, | Al | KRR | B2
Spirit o VSTV P AL (1 JiRNENZ FERCRF b MK TIRT MEIDI IR
“Th’expense of spirit in a waste of shame, WL FE 2 W EER AT B e R
Is lust in action” B ’ B ’
S1: soul, inner vitality
S2: semen or penis

143. | SON129 &HidE)y | B2 AT RAE | B2 W2 | B2 | HUKIHFE | B2 R FERS, | B2 | KEJHAERY | B2
Waste of shame VST P AL (1) JIRE 2 LERCRR IR 2b W& TIRT HEIDIR P
T vexpense of spititin a waste of AT 2 HE 2 WAL AT IR 2 el il
S1: left in a desert of shameful moral
decay
S2: playing on “waist” of shame, ie: a
prostitute’s body (ejaculating into a
shameful waist)

144, | SON 129 Wz BN | B2 | MIEEKE | B2 | WIHI JEE, | BZ | AN AN, | B2 | AEMEW | B3 | MIBIEE | B2
Enjoyed AL ARG gA kR 55 s 45 IR 1 ST
“Enjoyed no sooner but despised Wi & 15 fk

straight.”
S1: pleasure
S2: with reference to sexual fruition




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns YuE.C. Code TuA. Code Liang S.Q. Code Liang Z.D. Code GuZXK. Code ShiY.Z. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
145. 1 SON129 Ppke Fe | B2 LYRBEM | B2 gyl A | B2 HemEE MG | B2 AEEATH | B2 WA | B2
Hell 5\ MO MR i1 o2 TR fEm kY HURR I Ko
“As this the wotld well knows, yet none O HER [ ()R 1L 35 Fois () i e 5,
knows well A, =
To shun the heaven that leads men to this R B 13
hell.”
S1: hell of guilt
S2: slang for vagina
146. | SON 135,136 DLt Al DR, | B B A, | B RN B2 MR | Bl B B Al
will Rl B, i X
g\l}(/l\lxﬁ:ief, futurity, testament, the name %TE’%&‘ I, 7
S2: voracious sexual appetite, male and 35\‘:“"‘
female sex organs it
147. | SON 136 I KR | B2 TR LA | B2 KA | B2 ZMEZE R | B2 MBI | B2 WAz | B2
Things (of great receipy s BN B BHACT R R P13 553350
“In things of great receipt with ease we = EE o —r
o i e IR H i o
S1: stores of great quantity
S2: sexual organs of great capacity
148. | SON 136 #HiLHLA | B2 FEfRREE | B2 PRAfPAANL, | B2 G | B2 LIRsR | B2 R WF M | B2
Nothing (hold me) [ 5] 7% ANBRSEBUT EERI A KA RIH, B, LRl ==E N
(Hold that) nothing me ) S ®
“For nothing hold me, so it please thee ’ ’ ’ {HAZEIIE RS Y BIE
Tt nothing me a something, sweet, ro | JLIEAEIE R S R ORI AR o, T 3¢
thee.” CE el T IR 5 PIE R DI EY b
S1: consider me a worthless thing/ P %stevin WHIH Y PRITLF VG
take pleasure in thinking me g Y

S2: take me as a mere sexual object/
physically hold my sexual organ




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns YuE.C. Code Tu A. Code Liang S.Q. Code Liang Z.D. Code GuZ.K. Code Shi Y.Z. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
149. | SON 138 RS | B2 Brid 3k | B2 P LA BB b, | B2 Pl Bk | B2 FORERMIE | Al Brid Bl | B2
Lj‘j; e Tlie with her and. <he with A e o Rl 1, it 5 Ui th S B, i Y, 10, 15 R LR LR U, e 15 B
erefore 1 lie with her and she wit o N s T B )
e | T8 IE TRk
S1: tell lies
S2: to recline in sexual intercourse
150. | SON144 CHMELK | B2 FAsE | B2 A | A2 At | B2 WEGRER | B2 Fetigme | Al
Hell RO TS i Sy T e O T A2 AT
fButdbelng both from me both to each /iLEE‘ZHEzﬁK E,:]lmm { E,:]ﬁ J«‘H_j. 3’1:1}\ #{ E,{] |§/§; ﬁ'ﬁ
riend,
I guess one angel in another’s hell.” "l
S1: religious
S2: female sexual organ
151.| SON 144 HE BN | B2 EAPREA | B2 HEHEME | B BrAR2Emr | B2 FrA-2ER | Bl ABHERAE | Al
f;;e “}‘1}’ gﬁ"l‘lilone, 0‘11: bt live BUBRAS L FEASE Ky (B A RAFHEE 1 a0 I R HEUF (T 1Y
et this shall I ne’er know, but live in I . . P
5 & % — %‘ 4 :‘f:‘ﬁ' ‘e [17
e #is Hike o sk Hi
Till my bad angel fire my good one out.” e
S1: blasts my good angel to hell
S2: gives my good angel the flaming
irritation of venereal disease/blasts my
friend’s penis out of her “hell”.
152 [ SON 151 WIS | B2 | BIALIL, | B2 | WAL | Al | BN, | B2 | BEREMA | E | EAEHA | Al
Conscience FIPK L Ky ANGITE Ry AAHEN AR RO Yy ATER it EL R A
“Love is too young to know what Wy LR +VE L FLEEI R0y
conscience is; i o ~E +Ht

Yet who knows not conscience is born of
love?”

S1: Moral sense

S2: Carnal knowledge




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns YuE.C. Code Tu A. Code Liang S.Q. Code Liang Z.D. Code GuZ.K. Code Shi Y.Z. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
153, | SON 151 RAMSA | Al | WRAEIE | B2 | BRAAT | Al | WEAE | B2 | s AW | Al | RBAE | B2
Flesh 12 i, Wi, #, AnEan A ifl,
“Flesh stays no further reason, e R
but rlslng at thy nam@ doth point OL{t thee ? HE:*%@@J 4%?”1@: E/‘J 4%%1”3 E/‘J ? %1;_;% ? 'E:||j
;Sﬁ}éff““mpham prize, proud of this | gy 4 e 42 A A 4 I R i
Sl:b(.)dy E LT A 2k qi SR
S2: penis FRIR
154. | SON 151 kx| B2 Ty | B2 gt r | B2 FeLabpify | B2 YR | B2 bR R | B2
Drudge F 1 Rintk ARG R 5 GRIEINEAib] PRI B ) AR m] B QIRENEVES
blzilf contented thy poor drudge to Ol e e S e
S1: a menial servant who performs
tedious duties
S2: a man who labours in a woman’s bed
155 | SON 151 B |52 | WEGKAW | B2 | AU | B2 | [EMEHIG | B2 | BEVURGRG | AL | Bk | B2
Stand (in thy affairs) Al A =
“To stand in thy affairs, fall by thy side.”
S1: military, to take up an offensive
position against an enemy
S2: sexual, while “stand” refers to penis
erectus, “affairs” can be stretched to
mean “‘vagina”.
156. | SON 151 Stk | B2 IfEfRE 55 | B2 ARAEIRIN | B2 sifflfefRE | B2 WA EIRE | Al AR R | B2
Fall (by thy side) B (8] 3= 3

“To stand in thy affairs, fall by thy side.”
S1: endure defeat while fighting on your
behalf

S2: detumesce in proximity to you




Shakespeare’s bawdy puns YuE.C. Code TuA. Code Liang S.Q. Code Liang Z.D. Code GuZXK. Code ShiY.Z. Code
The presenting and underlying senses
157. 1 SON'151 REE IR | B2 R | B2 Fem b e C iR | C ow et | C et i Al
Rise and fall . B[]k b, 452, (%], L MR AR e AR5, -V NI
“No want of conscience hold it that I call ra
}flaeli:”love , for whose dear love I rise and At 255 ) BT U, i 1 LR V-=uR % Zoy b ) B
: NE T o ol 7 45 PEVE weTa | Ik g L [ 15
S1: obeys her every command ;J‘F&Z%ﬁ\ L Hot AL IR 139( [ ﬁi’& H’&:t A
S2: sexually active, referring to s T Ry TR

tumescence and detumescence

AR




Appendix 2: The Translation of Shakespeare’s Bawdy Non-Puns

Notes:

A. Retaining the bawdy expression

B. Rendering the bawdy into an innocent expression
C. Omitting the bawdy
D. Editorial techniques

Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code
AeC RIME R AR EERL | A BIFERRRERIR 1. | A b L Ey | A A RS | A
Tumble on the bed LUK TEIE W AT Sk AT

“Let us grant, it is not

Amiss to tumble on the bed of Ptolemy.”

AeC o &tkiirie | B LR A ER FIFRAMT | A R TR LR | A
Turn P'th’bed 2 IF If 23 SRINE

“For the best turn i’th’bed.”

ASC C | mERE BEH | A | ERGGE WE | A | LeknE Eo | A
Womb _ Al T P T BT — il e

“If every of your wishes had a womb...”

AeC AEA W | B Fm ARz | D s AGREE | B RIBRLWEiA | B
Heat my liver ity HeiaHie BB TR G

“I had rather heat my liver with drinking.” i

AT RISIREBRME | A Ry 7RG AEE | A RIEAIRIR M4k | A REMHTTHER, | A
Suale ofhorses DGR AR AR 0P 1 B8 L (535 7K BT RO I e R 757K, B R
¢...thou didst drin b R R R Al R T AR AN

The stale of horses, and the gilded puddle IERS i)_J}E; GA O ST T CRE

Which beasts would cough at...” 4=

Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
ADO MdiE s AL | B WHEBM A EAR TR | A MREEN ISR Al | A

Fortunate bed

“Doth not the gentleman

Deserve as full as fortunate a bed
As ever Beatrice shall couch upon.”

EERF AR /N UHIG?

A5 B 6] T 7 IS A (1) — {1l
HTUR EE?

BLRIHSZ I RS AN
PRI ) B A — iR KR




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code

7. | ADO ERERCOKNBEET | A WA IBS T AR | A TRBEMR T | B

Em};rlaiz  known her PRI 10 58] 4 PR AL RAL R 2 B R O S IR AR MR (14 58] % 1 o e, st
ve know 2 . . . v .
You will say she did eml’)racc me as a husband...” Wi BN HISL R LK S RARHCL K
8. | ADO I L EEREIE BN Ty | A EKERXTIRE L | A I B ELAENE TORBARIRE | A
Heat of a luxutious bed LA AL e -6 LA
“She knows the heat of a luxurious bed.”
Shakespeare’s bawdy | Tian Code | Zhou Code | Zhu Code | Liang Code | Fang Code | Cao Code | Bian Code | Sun Code | Peng Code
non-puns H. Z.P. S.H. S.Q. P. W.F. Z.L. D.Y. J.X.

9. | HAM e | A | EEE | B hEf | B ERK | A | RER | A | EhE | A [ hER | A | E#Bga |[A | HER | A
Sate...in a celestal | -k b FIBK — R B ISR A S AL N e Jib] JRA R
6o lust, hough 02 | A LI (S B i KK |- e RIK I LTS
o e e | 4 Lt ey 1T 57 H LT PR 5 %

Will sate itself in a hiti 2 4% ikt H & VNS 2
celestial bed.” B

10.| HAM C T | A | AfEdiE | B Fiz | A | HEANT | A | AEdrEE | A | fEEA | A | fEEd | A | Xz | A

Secret parts FRIIFA L L FRIIFA LR 97 Ergiilib) LIS/t U/l AR/
"In the secret parts P 0 0 P AN FLEIG? f R 2 [ty e
of fortune? O, most SIS (L

true; she “ :
is a strumpet.”

1.} HAM AR | A BR[| A ERSE | A | BR[| A ERAR | A | BURE [ A | FEEM | A | BR[| A | EEE A
Incestuous PP AL et < ER N et S TR T ABAEIR FEIR I A5 [ 46t LA
pleasure | fainiz {5t {5t I B, 4t g kAL L fi S
R B ALt {4 fhattot I 24
Or in the incestuous fik I fik 1
pleasure of his
bed...”




Shakespeate’s bawdy | Tian Code | Zhou Code | Zhu Code | Liang Code | Fang Code | Cao Code | Bian Code | Sun Code | Peng Code
non-puns H. Z.P. S.H. S.Q. P. W.F. Z.1. D.Y. J.X.
12.| FAM C Wit [A [VSUR | A [wewr [ A [YEk [ A [WRM [ A [ W [ A [ o [ A | ARk | A
Enseamed bed SLIIK BRIIR SUII Wyl PRI PR B 5 PRSI
1o the rank sweat of k W E e WK L ST Y VS
an enscame ca... N S 5
B B0 ¥ [k L i
SLi
13.| FAM C [ emis [B [ AiFsk | B | Mt | A | w#ft | A | ik [B | wEs | B | 4EE | B | WER | B
Honeying and 5 f 5 e i hii 5 e L il e RtV
making ove 122 M |- 3% e, f 51 1 il 1 B3
2y 2y S B 2 Sl 7% == == IH 2 prep
cotruption, honeying iﬁn‘f;ﬂn FEE i Xnﬁl;?r{, inﬂfri BlEH JoR AL
and making love.” A XA A, H
L
14.| FLAM C [ fRelmr | B | kW& [A | k@& B | ek | B | ffk | B | ek | B | MW | A | ek | B
Tumble TR, HELS 15, LT, 2% s, g2 FET i s
Quoth she, before e W1 HESET A LA LT TR i 251
Yon promivd me to il b e BT i e SISL": R
wed?” B e 3oL AU L3 2 NI
fir
5. HAM C [ &¥E |A |k |B | &#ET |A [ RO | A | kAR | A | HEE | B | Adkdk | A | A4k | A
Come to my bed —EiE A B WSEIE A Ak A UENE MR 0y
Doweud 1 b B A ki B A ot 3, i cl N R
PR S ERL) i 5 T Prig A e AR P ML PR
come to my bed.” 13RI 1 ki EIMX % LR TR cU
oS [ LBK LLNIG) R K
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.H. Code Fang P. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code Cao W.F. Code
16 [ LR EATIOR | B | ARKE |A | WEERED | A | WEKE | A | KEEAY | A | EREKE | A
Husband for her hed BULHIBA FHL KL 4T T Lk ALK, CES1 ALK
one geew round-wombed, and had, - g )y -7 i 4 8 L b A 1 Wb 4 7 MAsSAT T 21T Mty
For he; cr;dle ere she had a husband for AT kA HTRT ARG ?E’T}LRT 5t #grr Eﬁ?@ﬂ?ﬁ‘:ﬁ
her bed.” PN 7T “%rT




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.H. Code Fang P. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code Cao W.F. Code
17. 1 LR (ERGEARE | A Afbz A | A b A | B BiEfbise | B Ml A | B fERGEAbE | B
Sport (amorous) o e, B AT RER T — Btk e it — 38 I B LU g fok A8 L 1
“There was good sport at his making...” B F PR 2 (41 4% BrE T LA AR
e T—% T
18. | LR c (ERREE A | A FEVRUKVKIR | A EEIER A {EESIA, | A REULER | A
Puu,itslz?‘rlleak:ie?l stale, tired bed AL I AR R T FLBRA IR
W) u P A )
Go to the creatir’lg a \x,zhole tribe’of fops, % E]FEHWK%E"] L
got’tween asleep and wake?” RAETH
. [ LR SEWEY | A | AeWbE | A | ANEEE | A |ANALNE | A | ANAEE | A | BEAEE | A
Lecher , TR ¥ i it & o i LURAEEdib] A T i TR HR (1 W A
e AR RS T AL i e o B B8
' Wi T A HARBE AT
20. | LR A aEm A | A IR | A e L | B AT | A IR | A AEEZ | A
Copulation EREZ LM TR AR — ) e FAT % ke
-sexual intercourse
“Let copulation thrive...”
2. | LR c ERREZ | A FERFENG | A EGVEIIR | A LRG| A AEIERIR | A
GG"lt(;t“’:;:t - Eta‘:teazz on I A 3 A BOR LAT M A K I i A 1 4 B L
uc B e JE . .
Was kinder to his father than my Kt RESE Kt L %
daughters
Got ‘tween the lawful sheets.”
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Ying R.C. Code
22. | MM R EEEIAT | B 2 EARASRR | A At e i A | A AEIEN ZATH | B
Motion ungenerative o N 152 A VNN 7S A K i
“He is a motion ungenerative, that’s infallible.”
23. | MM EEgTRARE | B B utiEAsg | B LA A B e HARS | B
}%ﬂ’}:"’“’ig}’s"?’ Offreation Cade b q Vi NSk AR IR AR W T LA AV 5 Ls il A NN A A
ey say this Angelo was not made by man and woman i
after }tlhis}downrigﬁt way of creation.. .’}’ R AR HRHDIHELE F Ay




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Ying R.C. Code
24. | MM fREMIIERST | B PRAGEMCE IR | A MHEEWMIOREE, | A WEE Nl | A
Geld and splay LAt A 11 N ARl 1 B2 IR K N T GINES YN g
Does your worship mean to geld and splay all the youth GBS N [ s B T Al I >
1tve”’ > 13
of the city: AT T B s
T
25. | MM ) FAmeE AR | A AR, | B AAREIRMMAT | A WAV ANTEEIORE | A
Mutual entertainment | (ERME T BT (AR 2 BT A A4 11 o K, A AR
“The stealth of our most mutual entertainment T B TR 1 G0N E A Yo R TR
With chatactet too gross is writ on Juliet.” lj'l] ) - PSSR e e
IR FE R 1/
26. | MM c 2y T AR AR | B ERARREEM | A —HLF AR AT RERL | B
Set to’t o ‘ TR ABER R T FEHIAME B U
*To render a person lustful; 7 being sexual intercourse or HlREp G e P T 5B 250K B[4 A0
the desire therefor. . R LI A s u]@,
“I dare not for my head fill my belly; one fruitful meal sy e o <
would set me to’t.” 5, BIE M g R
MEE S Rk
L
21. | MM ] THZCLLERNRRE | A BMERET S | A FARRESE TS, | A WAV ANTERIORE | A
Possession (of Julietta’s bed) HEH PR AN 3% 12 JIUR i [ R S HefeEE LT b Tk 4
“Thus stands it with me: upon a true contract T R T s
I got possession of Julietta’s bed.” o
28. | MM ) AR | A A3t A /T (IR A, | A AT R R R A | A AR | A
Whlalsss vt /UG o TE At JiCT A PR A IR At £ PR A Ft e v, 38 T (K 0% A — P Ak JR (g Ak Ji R A€ (K]
“But it is certain that when he makes water his urine is T Uk 151 2 e P14 WAL Pk
congealed ice.” B
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
2. | MW AT AR | A A b flE] 52 AL AT T A | A FEABAS R AL FEARE S | A
Stone A A
“By gar, I will cut all his two stones...”
30. | MW HERVEROANIE | B WERREIE AR B | A IR L N | B
Enjoy (sexually) B Z ZEABIR K T4 AR 2 PRI EA AR

“You shall, if you will, enjoy Ford’s wife.”

qz‘




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
31 [ MW T e DRI L | A | fr e b 28 | A | 1 e evRier ZEEs | A
Lie with £ 7
““...thou shalt lie with his wife.”
2. Mw c R A ZAGRER R | A B 02 RE RIS | A
Gotton NG )i
“He was gotten in drink: is not the humour conceited?”
33 | M7 WORK FRMBE | A | BEEe Kk B | MR BB D
Liver (burning) +7F
“With liver burning hot.”
34| MW c BN EF IR | A SRR EAPR AT RN | A
Rut-time 7 n
“Send me a cool rut-time, Jove, or who can blame me to piss my tallow?”
35, [ MW , RELOLGERANT | A | REFIRIR GG | A | BRI ERAETR | A
Knog your urinals P AEARA T A 8 (R EAHI AT A WM 8T H
“I will knog your urinals about your knave’s cockscomb for missing your H ARk T4y T Hs B T A
meetings and appointments.” ' H&% & v
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code
3. | OTH THYEE | A | BAEFE |A | WEEE |A | WEZEE |B | BZBE A | HABEL | A
Tup o BRI TEARHG S AR AL AT F YN E PSS
An old black ram is topping with your |y 2 prumg FUNIERE (1263 IS VNEES FA R E[EENEE
white ewe” .
JeWe We G I
37. | OTH BABg RAE | A RERCARIEAE | A BRI | A RERBCUNE | A BAGELEL | A BRI | A
Unproper beds ' it S U 1 ANFlRE S I N MEIE IR FEASFESEAS AR EA KR WRIA A B
...the'resml'lh(.)ns now alive HE B ER IR I - BRI [- U VSV A
That nightly lie in those unproper I ’
beds...” i
3. | OTH VWEIE | A | WM | B | BB | A | BEEOE | A | GodekEl | A | BHEaE | A
Taste her sweet body ARG e 1Y b P g I
“...the general camp, pioneers and all, i o
had tasted her sweet body...”




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code Cao W.F. Code Bian Z.L. Code Sun D.Y. Code
39. | OTH AR TA | A R oas | A fERAR. ... B Mo A | A AR | B flARRM . | A
Used thee AR A [ EHRT HHAFR AR s P EBURAN
“Othello: He hath confess’d. 1%
Desdemona: What, my lord?
Othello: That he hath used thee.”
40. | OTH BREERA B FRIGZEE | A flERIRIR | B AMRIZET | B HEERIR | B RN | A
Copeyourwife ... %% A T e A B
“Where, how, how oft, how long ago, ER 1T
and when he hath, and is again to cope
your wife”
41. | OTH LGSR | A KA | A RARMRM | B SRR | A AL | A PLERCE L | A
Tup 1M 7% 18 7% AT it} Ll I 24
“Cassio did tup her...”
42. | OTH P E— | A i [F] I | A MEAE—IKIHE | A I ! A [ e S 0 | A e —g | A
Lic (on) i’ W3y LI (et L il i {5 1
“Lie with het! Lie on her!” W 1 L 1 ¢
[
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Tian H. Code | Zhu S.H. Code | Ljang 8.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | Cao. Code | Sun D.Y. Code
43. | R&Y AREIR | B AR | B e | B ERAEE) | B AN REBH Wk | B Ligel | B
Ope her lap ' FR AR A DM R I 4 D4 ER LiLAIRE P NEZ B e
+She will not stay the siege of | yymp ) g5 B oA e AT Lo i, Hi 4
Loving terms. WOt ope erlap 10| sy 4o gt B4 i W3R B 5 il 5 WA I
saint- seducing gold. & R e Fi P~
44. | Ry BT | A MAFL | A ERWR | A BEAEAT ) A LEGRAM EHEKW | A BRI | A
Lie on their backs o FAMEAZ Z T o= W 1) L I 5L BA UREFRAD 40 i 5
s is the ﬁfg{hﬁﬁlfiidfhli; R A R IR i MR IR B TR RIS
’ R 15 I TR AR 11 iR IEEE ™ BRAY U TR LA
and learns them first to bear. I £ e 51
-




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Tian H. Code | Zhu S.H. Code | Lijang 8.Q. | Code | Fang P. Code | Cao W.F. Code | CaoY. Code | Sun D.Y. Code

45. | Rey BN | A YL | B mEmA | A MFRE | A mEmA | A SN | A R | A
Quivering thigh i Jik Jhk K i Wi Jik
“By her fine foot, straight leg
and quivering thigh...

46. | R& EHmA | B EA&D | B HAED | A | &READ | B mALHEE | A BEREE | A | BERCH | A
Enjoy (sexually) , P S CIE N S REN HIHA, REks NN A clih g,
amcboomminot |Gk | (wiore | ke || aean | lwwme | (mage || ook
though I am sold, not yet A rxf;&ﬁ e &4 B HNZ NEZH HEPTE
enjoy’d.” B fuil i % i

47. | R&J fbseE e | A fbERERT | B ffEfRfE | A fbAZ T | A fleAtting | A fl)sizdy | B fBIEARE | A
A highway to my bed R EIERS R AL, PRIGEELE, PRie)k— PRAOE VER A 3
e madeyou forabighway o | gk |- ey SR IR 1 & 1R A it S50 BHUIK

o Pt R PN S BRI B IRipet]

48. | Ry frRigsemy | A c frigger: | B c fRiEsET: | A c FHKL | B
Womb of death =1 It e =t i
“Thou detestable maw, thou
womb of death.”

49. | R& frRiEA# | B Ay | B frighats | B fRigaRst | B fRias® | B g - #EE | B EfR%Ew | B
Green-sickness carrion BRI g T IAT E) A THNI 9o ()8 A
“Ogt, you green-sickness W " 7
carrion!”

50. | R&j Hewwcat | B fexkmE | A | BSERLA | B A | B LA | A RFEMA | B T AR | A
Take my maidenhead N H ARk 2 B, JHE R, 2 B, JEREIK it Wt
Al death, not Romeo, ke my | g i v {FRITH AR R0 W Bt BRI

TR Hr B B! g B 42 5 (¥ 54 551 HH
nge
Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
Sl | TeT AR AR RIS | A R T AR B | A HEAE 10 Hh A A
Neapolitan bone-ache S A M Rtk U AR A AR A
*syphilis Pt st beplat

“Or rather, the Neapolitan bone-ache, for that methinks is the curse
depending on those that war for a placket.”




Shakespeare’s bawdy non-puns Zhu S.H. Code Liang S.Q. Code Fang P. Code
52. | T W B Tl fRiE | B BB BB EIRAE | A EEREER AN | A
Maidenheads _ , IOSNSH T et A ki A g 421 JEE S A4 2 43 (1
“How now, how now! How go maidenheads? Here, you maid! Where’s my 4
cousin Cressid?”
53. | Ted A Jee e R, T FRL | B B AR, | A R R TEARAT AL | A
Tickde IR i A R T4, AR AN SE 84 - HREH.

“How the devil Luxury, with his fat rump and potato-finger, tickles these
together!”

R 3 3 54
it —ie

TR 118 A B

HEiE A PRIEE] !




