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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the translation of literary dialect as a nonstandard
language in literature from English into Chinese. It focuses on how the varied voice
created by the use of a literary dialect in speech representation in British and
American fiction is reproduced in Chinese translations with a special reference to the
Chinese translations of Tess of the d’Urbervilles, The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn,
and Pygmalion published in China before 2012. A descriptive study is conducted
within the framework of Toury’s descriptive translation studies (DTS) and Bourdieu’s
field theory on the 11 translations of the three works. All the translations have used
different linguistic varieties to systematically represent various levels of dialect
variation in the source texts. This study examines the norm-governed and
norm-breaking activities underlying the above translation practices and investigates
the role of the translator played in the decision-making process in order to reveal the
general tendencies, universals, norms, conditioning factors as well as irregularities
and innovations as shown by the translations in rendering English dialects into
Chinese. The research questions are:

1. How are literary dialects in British and American fiction translated into
Chinese?

2. Why are they translated in these particular ways?

3. What factors may influence the translation decisions of a literary dialect?



4. Who usually does dialect translations and why?

5. How does dialect translation evolve from 1929 to 2012, a period that is
covered by this study?

The research method is both descriptive and interdisciplinary, combining
Dialect Density Measure (DDM) method and register theories from sociolinguistics.
The thesis confirms the hypotheses on standardization, normalization, and
lexicalization from previous studies on dialect translation, and proposes new
hypotheses on the tendencies on dialect translation. This thesis also tests some of the
hypotheses on the conditioning factors in relation to dialect, and proposes new
hypotheses on other conditioning factors including the ST dialect type, prestige of the
publisher and capital of the translators. The thesis concludes by proposing three new
concepts on dialect translation. Firstly, dialect translation should take two sides of the
variation into consideration. How the standard side of the variation is translated may
alter, change or reverse the social identity and power structure constructed in the
translation. Secondly, register features may function as sociolects in the translation of
both sides of the dialect variation when they are used in the same way as dialect
features do. Thirdly, in literary translation dialect density matters as much as dialect
features. How dialect density is translated affects the social identity and
characterization of the dialect characters and the social stratification within the dialect
community.

This thesis also contributes to translation studies as a whole by providing new



insights into the study of norms and the role of translators in the translation process.
Firstly, the concept of “pioneer translator” and “follower translator” is proposed for
the first time and the different roles of the two types of translators are investigated in
relation to the evolution of translation strategies. Secondly, it sheds light on the
transformation process from the norm-breaking to the norm-making practices from
the perspectives of the constructive roles played by the translators, and of the

interaction between the field and the translation agents.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Pygmalion

ACT |

At Covent Garden

FREDDY. Oh, very well: I'll go, I'll go. [He opens his umbrella and dashes off
Strandwards, but comes into collision with a flower girl, who is hurrying in for shelter,
knocking her basket out of her hands. A blinding flash of lightning, followed instantly
by a rattling peal of thunder, orchestrates the incident]

THE FLOWER GIRL. Nah then, Freddy: look wh’ y’ gowin, deah.

FREDDY. Sorry [he rushes off].

THE FLOWER GIRL [picking up her scattered flowers and replacing them in the basket]
There’s menners f’ yer! Te-oo banches o voylets trod into the mad. [She sits down on
the plinth of the column, sorting her flowers, on the lady’s right. ---].

THE MOTHER. How do you know that my son’s name is Freddy, pray?

THE FLOWER GIRL. Ow, eez ye-ooa san, is e? Wal, fewd dan y’ de-ooty bawmz a
mather should, eed now bettern to spawl a pore gel’s flahrzn than ran awy atbaht
pyin. Will yeoo py me f ‘them? [Here, with apologies, this desperate attempt to

represent her dialect without a phonetic alphabet must be abandoned as



unintelligible outside London.]
THE DAUGHTER. Do nothing of the sort, mother. The idea!
This dialogue is taken from George Bernard Shaw’s play Pygmalion published in
1912. It happens between Eliza, a flower girl from the East End of London and a
middle-class family of mother, daughter, and son on the corner of the street. The
Cockney Eliza speaks is barely intelligible and immediately creates a linguistic
distance between her and the family who speak Standard English. The nonstandard
spellings and grammar that Eliza uses also create a distance between the flower girl
and the reader or audience, who are more accustomed to reading correct Standard
English. The function of Cockney in this play is threefold: for humour, for social
indication, and for characterization. The distortion of the “correct” English sounds
humorous and can always make audience laugh, especially in scenes when her
standard pronunciation is mixed up with her Cockney grammar and vocabulary at the
tea party. The contrast between Cockney and the standard language in Pygmalion
foregrounds the social differences between Cockney speakers and characters from the
upper class, and calls attention to the tension and conflicts between the two social
groups. The way in which Eliza talks portrays her as someone of low social status and
poor education. Her linguistic transformation is the pillar of the entire play.

This type of dialect use in literature belongs to what Shorrocks (1996: 386)
defines as “literary dialect”, which is “the representation of nonstandard speech in

literature that is otherwise written in Standard English (for instance, some of the



dialogue in the works of such writers as Eliot, Dickens, and Hardy) and aimed at a
general readership”. It is the “textual representation of ‘non-standard’ speech patterns
that manifest both the social cultural forces which have shaped the speaker’s linguistic
competence and the various social cultural groups to which the speaker belongs or has
belonged to” (Lane-Mercier, 1997: 45). Nonstandard language used in British and
American literature includes regional dialects, ethnic dialects such as African
American Vernacular English (AAVE), and social dialects such as Cockney. In
literature, with standard language as the dominant code for representation, literary
dialect functions as the opposite of the standard. It caters to, differs from, or subverts
the values represented by the standard language for various literary purposes. With the
use of literary dialect, a fiction becomes hybrid with at least two linguistic codes: the
standard language and non-standard dialect(s).

Fiction using literary dialect differs from “(nonstandard) dialect literature”, which
refers to “works composed wholly (sometimes partly) in a non-standard dialect, and
aimed essentially, though not exclusively, at a non-standard-dialect-speaking
readership” (Shorrocks, 1996: 386). In dialect literature, a dialect is often used as the
vehicle language either to provide a localized perspective of the world, or to enrich
the methods of expression in a local language. As only limited use of standard
language can be found in dialect literature, dialect becomes the dominant code of
expression and the standard language the deviant voice. The distinction between

literature using “literary dialect” and “dialect literature” is of course not absolute.



Some literary works that are originally written in dialect and intended for dialect
readers may gain popularity among a general readership. Some are written entirely in
dialect, as in the case of Mark Twain’s The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, but
intended for the general readership. The key distinction between dialect literature and
literary dialect is the function of the dialect. For literature in the general sense, literary
dialect creates a “different voice” by contrasting and interacting with the standard
language. For dialect literature, dialect is used for its own sake, usually for social and
ideological reasons such as “strengthen[ing] patriotism and solidarity” of a specific
dialect area (Taavitsainen et al, 1999: 13), or increasing the status and expressiveness
of the local dialect to create a national language (Brisset, 1997). The focus of this
thesis is on the translation of the linguistic difference created by “literary dialect”.
Literary dialect is “an author’s attempt to represent in writing a speech that is
restricted regionally, socially or both” (lves, 1971: 146). However, in British and
American literature, especially in Victorian literature in Britain and literature after the
Civil War in America when dialect was widely used, dialect is often used in the
speech of some characters while the narration and other characters’ speech are written
in standard language, which makes dialect the “minor voice” of marginal people.
Dialect may not be confined within quotation marks and mingle with the standard
narrative language in the form of indirect speech, free direct speech, or as part of the
narrator’s voice, just as Hardy did in some of his novels (Ferguson, 1998). Interesting

as dialect use in narration is, investigations on dialect use in narration requires an



approach different from the one adopted in this study. Therefore, this thesis confines
its range of study to dialect use in direct speech in novels and plays.

Dialect use in literature on the one hand relies on its association with
sociolinguistic conventions in real life, and on the other on its relationship with the
standard language presented in the literary world. The use of literary dialect creates at
least two kinds of linguistic codes in fiction: the normal, standard code and the varied,
deviant code. In other words, it is the nature of the difference between the two codes
that decides the nature of the contrast, conflict and tension between different social
groups. When transplanted into another culture, it is not only the dialect itself, but
also its relationship with the standard language in these works that poses challenges
for translators.

Translating dialect in literature has always been a controversial issue in
translation studies. Discussion of dialect translation involves two questions: firstly, is
dialect translatable? Secondly, how do we deal with dialect? Some critics focus on its
untranslatability. Dialect has been considered as “a barrier to translation” (Weisstein,
1962: 233), as one of the four “limits of translatability” (House, 1973: 167), or as
“another of the impossibilities of translation” (Rabassa, 1984: 24). If translation
means reproducing a “difference” by reducing the distance between the source text
(ST) and the target text (TT), the translation of dialect means reproducing a “double
difference” on the target side (Morini, 2006: 124): to deal with the difference between

the two cultures, and the difference imbedded in the ST. The translation of the “double



difference” of dialect is extremely challenging given the multifold of cultural and
linguistic differences involved in the ST and the TT. It is no wonder some critics
believe that dialect should not be translated at all (Landers, 2001: 117).

This author believes that the discussion on whether literary dialect is translatable
is as pointless as the discussion on whether translation is possible. The fact that
translation practitioners have never stopped experimenting with new ways of dealing
with dialect (and will continue to do so) is evident enough to prove that it is
translatable. On the other hand, it is also culture-specific. It resists being transplanted
into another culture due to its tight bond to space, time, and linguistic form, as all
other translation tasks do. The more pertinent and constructive question to ask would
be: to what extent is dialect translatable? This leads to the second question: how do
we translate dialect? This question is what this thesis will focus on.

Strictly speaking, all dialects, which are culture-specific in one way or the other,
deny relocation in another culture. Dialects, no matter how different they are, all carry
both geographical and social significance. The difference lies in the priority of such
significance. For geographical dialects, the location of the speakers outweighs their
social status; for other dialects such as Cockney or AAVE, the social status or ethnic
origin of the speakers outweigh their geographical location. Cockney is specific to
London the way Dorset dialect is to Wessex in England. The geographical indication
of a dialect can never be reproduced in a different culture, even though in regional

dialects such indication is crucial while in other dialect less so. It is equally true with



the social hierarchy in England indicated by Cockney and the racial confrontation in
America by AAVE.

Nevertheless, all dialects do share one common function: the indication of
difference. Be it geographical, social, or ethnic, a dialect is always a symbol of
difference to distinguish its speakers from the rest of the characters in a literary work.
Translating dialects means reproducing the difference. In other words, in literary
translation, a dialect is transferred as a “varied voice” although the exact nature of the
“voice” has to be decided case by case. The task of a dialect translator is to employ
whatever means (s)he can find on the target side to represent the different voice
conveyed by a ST dialect. This author finds that such a task is both inspiring and
challenging, and has become a major source of inspiration, innovation, and creativity
for literary translation in China.

Scholars who are interested in how dialect is dealt with investigate various
strategies used in dialect translation and comment on their merits and disadvantages.
Findings in this respect are both promising and depressing. Pinto’s (2009)
comprehensive summary of strategies of dialect translation, which is based on
previous studies, presents a wide range of options for dealing with dialect in novels
and drama. However, comments on these strategies are quite discouraging because in
most cases, the disadvantages are believed to outweigh the merits no matter which
strategy is under discussion. One of the common practices in literary translation is to

substitute dialect with the standard target language. It has been much criticized for



losing “its linguistic distinctness and consequently its comic aspect” (Delabastita,
2002: 322), effacing the tension in the original (Berman, 2000: 294), levelling out
characterizing discourse (Rosa, 2012: 88), and altering the relationships between
characters, and those between the reader and the characters (Azevedo, 1998: 42).

Another frequently discussed strategy is the use of a target dialect to replace the
source dialect. This is believed to lead to an incongruity of a foreign character
speaking a domestic accent (Han, 2004: 96), the unwanted distortion of a target
dialect and its speakers (Al-Rubai’l and Al-Ani, 2004: 252), or “an exoticization that
turns the foreign from abroad into the foreign at home” which “winds up merely
ridiculing the original” (Berman, 2000: 294). It seems the translator is caught between
a rock and a hard place when it comes to dialect translation. However, as will be
shown by this thesis, the use of dialect does not necessarily lead to the distortion of
the original and the use of standard language can also create a varied voice in
translation.

This thesis approaches dialect translation from the perspective of Descriptive
Translation Studies (DTS) proposed by Toury (1995 and 2012). DTS corresponds to a
descriptive, empirical, interdisciplinary, and target-oriented approach to the study of
translation, focusing especially on its role in cultural history (Rosa, 2012: 94).
According to Toury (1995), the goal of DTS is to produce systematic and exhaustive
descriptions of “what it [translation] proves to be in reality” (Toury, 1995: 32). DTS

contains two parts: description and explanation. The description can be conducted in



three steps. Firstly, to identify and describe texts that the target culture considers to be
translations; secondly, to conduct a comparative analysis of STs and TTs, by mapping
target text segments onto source text segments (in this study, quoted speech of dialect
characters); and thirdly, to identify patterns and regularities, and to formulate
generalizations about tendencies, norms, and laws (Toury, 1995: 36-39, 102).
Description of data is followed by explanation, which requires “delve[ing] into
translation as cultural and historical phenomena, to explore its context and its
conditioning factors, to search for grounds that can explain why there is what there is”
(Hermans, 1999: 5). Explanations of the findings are provided by contextualizing
individual translation in its social and historical background, and by studying the
para-texts and discourses so as to shed light on who did what and why.

This thesis also borrows some concepts of Bourdieu’s field theory for the study
of norm-breaking behaviour. This theory emphasizes the interaction between social
structure and social action through the use of three basic concepts: field, habitus, and
capital. With the sociological turn in translation studies (Wolf, 2007), Bourdieu’s
concepts have been introduced into translation studies (Simeoni, 1998; Inghilleri,
2003; Gouanvic, 2005 and Sheffy, 2005). His concepts have been especially revealing
when it comes to studies on translators as agents, on the interaction between the
objective factors and the subjective agents, and irregular, innovative, and
individualistic activities. The sociological approach offers a more comprehensive and

dynamic approach to study translation and provides answers to issues which may go



beyond the framework of DTS. The nature of dialect translation requires special
research attention to the irregularities and idiosyncrasies in addition to the patterned
behaviour and norms in the translations.

This thesis examines the translations of three classics in English: Tess of the
d’Urbervilles (Tess), The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn (Huck), and Pygmalion.
The data range from 1929 when the first of the three works was translated in China, to
2012 when this project started. It is found that out of the 198 translations of the three
works published in China from 1929 to 2012, various strategies are used in 11
translations to systematically represent dialect variation in the STs. These translations
constitute the major part of the case studies. The case studies are categorized into two
types: translating dialect with dialect varieties, and translating dialect with the
standard language. Both qualitative analysis and quantitative measures are used in the
study to find out what features are used, how frequently they are used, and how the
choice and density of features have influenced the overall effects of the TT.

Previous studies approached the translation of dialect in literature from three
perspectives. The first is an source-oriented approach that focuses on comparing the
ST and the TT to see whether the ST dialect is faithfully represented. Studies in this
respect are mostly linguistically oriented and centre on the losses and gains of
translation strategies used in dialect translation. Value judgments are prevalent in
studies using this perspective given the fact that dialect translation is often viewed as

a translation problem. The second is a culture studies approach on the use of dialect in
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literary translation. Brisset (1996) and Cronin (1996) investigate the use of dialects
such as Québécois and Scots in literary translation as means of national autonomy or
independence. Their focus is on the use of dialect as a vehicle language in translated
works and its social and historical effects on the construction of national identity and
cultural image in the target culture. The third approach is a descriptive one that
focuses on investigating how the ST dialect variation is handled in translated works.
These studies have been conducted by scholars such as Berezowski (1997), Dimitrova
(1996 and 2004), Berthele (2000), Delabastita (2002), and Pinto (2009), who describe
various strategies used in translated fiction, reveal tendencies, norms, and laws in
dialect translation, and investigate social-historical factors that may have an influence
on translation decisions. The three approaches are sometimes intertwined. Based on
case studies, some researchers approach dialect translation from the perspective of
translation theories, such as approaching dialect translation from the perspective of
the markedness of different varieties (Dimitrova, 1996 and 2004) and from the
perspective of the prestige of varieties (Rosa, 2012 and 2015), and the application of
register theory in dialect translation by Hatim and Mason (1997). This author adopts
the descriptive approach and aims to testify the empirical and theoretical findings
from previous studies with its own case studies on dialect translation from English
into Chinese.

With a diachronic study on strategies used in the 11 translations published in

China from 1929 to 2012, this thesis intends to reveal general tendencies in the three
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periods for dialect translation: the 1930s and the 1940s (the period from 1929 when
the first translation was published to 1949 when the People’s Republic of China was
founded); the period from 1949 to 2012 when this project began. The focus of this
study is on revealing the general tendencies in dialect translation and factors that
govern these tendencies. Special attention is also given to the irregularities that
deviate from the general tendencies and changes in the tendencies during the periods
covered by this study as well as factors that have contributed to the change, deviation
and innovation in dialect translation.

Attempts are also made in order to lay some ground rules for dialect translation
in the present study. Such rules include 1) the identification of whether certain
strategies and linguistic features are intended for dialect translation, or for the
translation of the orality of speech; 2) the distinction between sporadic use of
linguistic features unintended for systematic dialect variation and functional use of
features specifically intended for the creation of a dialect variety; and 3) the
identification of a linguistic variety with hybrid features. Register theory is used to
provide a theoretical basis for these ground rules, and to build a dynamic model
incorporating both sides of the linguistic variation. A holistic approach is proposed in
this thesis to study not only the textual and contextual significance of linguistic
varieties used in dialect translation, but also the interaction between these varieties
and the overall translation strategies used in the translation, so as to avoid sporadic

and fragmented description and analysis of dialect translation.
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This thesis also investigates the roles that are played by translators during the
translation process. Who chooses to translate a ST dialect with a TT dialect rather
than to use standardization, the easier and less controversial solution? What factors
motivate them to take the road less travelled? The social and historical backgrounds
of the translators are investigated so as to find out the interaction between individuals,
institutions, and the fields they are positioned in. One of the purposes of this thesis is
to investigate how a norm is broken, what facilitates an individual’s norm-breaking
behaviour to become a group act of the making of a new norm, and how paradigm

shifts affect the transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making practices.

1.2 Key concepts in studies on dialect translation

This study is an interdisciplinary study that involves literary study, sociolinguistics,
dialectology, and register study. A number of concepts which are either ambiguous or
refer to different things in different disciplines need to be explained. Four basic
concepts will be discussed in this section to delineate the scope of this study. Other
concepts will also be explained in the discussion such as dialect, literary dialect,
sociolect, idiolect, accent, nonstandard language, nonstandard writing, and linguistic

variety®.

1 Other concepts such as dialect density, register, style-shifting, and colloquialism will be discussed
in later chapters where these concepts form the corner stone of some of the key issues under
investigation.
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Dialect. Dialect, as a common word, is a regional language spoken by people from a
specific area. In sociolinguistics, it refers to various linguistic varieties that are
phonologically, grammatically, and lexically different from other varieties. If two
speakers say, respectively, “I done it last night” and “I did it last night”, we can say
that they are speaking different dialects (Chambers and Trudgill, 1998: 5). Although
some linguists tend to use “dialect” to refer to a characteristic combination of
phonetic features (which is usually called “accent”), these two terms are not
interchangeable. Dialect is most frequently associated with geographical location
and used as a synonym of “regional dialect”, which is actually the most common
type of dialect in sociolinguistics, but by no means the only type. Dialect can also be
associated with a particular social class and is often termed a “social dialect”, or
“sociolect”. Although a sociolect may also indicate geographical origination of its
speaker, its social indication is much more prominent than its geographical location.
For example, Cockney immediately associates its speakers with low social class
rather than its location (East End of London). A dialect can also be associated with a
particular ethnic group and termed an “ethnic dialect”. The most common ethnic
dialect is Black English, or AAVE, which refers to African residents of America.
Again, it may point to a specific geographical location such as the American south,
but the ethnic origin of its speakers is much more prominent than their geographical

location.
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According to Halliday and Hasan (1989: 41-43), the term “dialect” covers
linguistic variations between different generations, genders, age, and trades. Such a
broad definition of dialect may, however, not be shared by other disciplines or
cultures. Such a categorization of dialect is by no means absolute and may change
with time and culture. For example, sociolect and ethnic dialect are often used in the
same way as geographical dialects to represent a natural way of speaking, especially
in recent decades for political correctness. Cockney is now regarded as the natural
language variety of East End Londoners rather than as a marker of inferior social
status as used in Dickens’ novels in the nineteenth century. For some sociolinguists,
the standard language is also “a dialect” (the “standard dialect”), and is treated on an
equal basis with other non-standard varieties. British, American, and Scottish
Standard English are all considered as dialects of English as are Wessex dialect,
AAVE, and Cockney.

Fangyan (75 ), the Chinese equivalent of “dialect”, is strictly regional. In some
cases, it may reflect the social status and education background of the speakers, but its
primary function is to indicate the geographical origination of its users. In literary
study, the standard variety is seldom considered as dialect. In this thesis, the term
“dialect” is used to refer to linguistic varieties other than the standard language, and
refers to dialects frequently used in literary works such as social, regional, and ethnic

dialects.
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Dialect use in literature. There are four types of dialect use in literature. Firstly,
dialect is used as the narrative language for the entire work, as in the case of dialect
literature intended for dialect speakers, or in the case of general literature intended for
non-dialect speakers, for example, the Southern American white dialect in Huck.
Secondly, the work is narrated in standard language with dialect features only
sporadically used either in narration or in speech representation. In this case, as
dialect features are used randomly and not in any recognizable patterns, they do not
have any association with the geographical or social origin of the characters. These
features do not form a distinct linguistic variety, that is, a “lect” to indicate a
systematic social or regional difference. They are used because they belong to the
linguistic repositories of the writer who happens to be familiar with these features. In
other words, they may be dialect features per se, but do not function as a language of
difference in the text. In most cases, they function as colloquial features to represent
oral speech or to add local flavour to the text. Thirdly, dialect is used only in speech
representation of all characters while the story is narrated in standard language, as in
the case of the Chinese Sing-Song Girl of Shanghai (J&_E{5%118) by Han Bangging.
In Chinese literature, this type of work is considered as “dialect literature” and the use
of dialect is intended to vividly convey the restricted local voice of dialect characters.
Fourthly, the speech of some characters are represented with dialect while that of
others with a standard language. This is “literary dialect” in its strictest sense and also

the most common way of dialect use in British and American literature. It foregrounds
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conflicts, tension, and disruption between different characters by contrasting dialect
with standard language. In this case, the focus is on the relationship between different

linguistic varieties rather than on the authentic representation of the dialect.

Literary dialect. This term has been used by different scholars for different things
and has led to some confusions. It may refer to “novelistic discourse”, that is, literary
language as it is characterized by the presence of stylistic features different from the
norms of standard language (Maétt4, 2004: 320). This is also the definition Catford
(1965: 87) implies in his discussion of dialect translation. Maatta (2004: 320) makes a
distinction between “standard literary dialect” and “nonstandard literary dialect”. The
former differs from the norm of written language in general in stylistic features such
as unusual word orders or fragmented sentence structures. Its grammar does not, as a
general rule, differ from that of the standard written language, nor does its spelling
deviate from the norm. It is labelled as a dialect because it is a simulation of real
spoken language. It is used not only in direct speech but also in narrative report of
speech acts (Leech and Short, 2007: 323). The latter refers to non-normative features
in characters’ speech that correspond roughly to “heterogeneous medium of
expression” as Sternberg terms it (Méaatta, 2004: 320). To avoid confusion, the more
common term “literary language” is used in this thesis to refer to Mé&étta’s “literary
dialect”. What he terms “standard literary dialect” is referred to as “colloquial

language/variety”, which is the artistic representation of authentic oral speech that
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takes advantage of fragmented and inverted grammar but conforms to the norm of
standard language. What he labels as “non-standard literary dialect” is referred to as
“literary dialect” in this thesis, that is, a voice varied from the standard one.

The significance of literary dialect is closely associated with dialect speakers in
real life, that is, their stereotypes and position in real life social hierarchy. The
representation of literary dialect is based on and at the same time differs from real
dialects. On the one hand, literary dialect has to draw on the sociolinguistic value of a
real dialect and invoke the cognitive reserve of dialect in readers’ minds before it can
function as a geographical or social index of its characters. Even an “artificial dialect”,
a dialect that cannot be identified with any genuine dialect, draws on certain aspects
of real life dialects and creates a make-believe effect that associates characters with
certain (fake) location or social background. On the other, literary dialect is an artistic
creation that is by no means an exact copy of real life dialect features. It makes
careful choices as to which character should or should not speak a dialect, who uses
what features, and when to use dialect, and when to avoid it. Consistency and exact
authenticity, which are important for sociolinguists, are not the priority of writers
when they use literary dialect. It is not the degree of the verisimilitude of the “varied
voice” to the real dialect that matters, but the overall contrastive effect this virtual
voice has induced. In the final analysis, dialect is a means of literary realism rather
than the end, and can only be judged “in terms of the artistic purpose of the work as a

whole” (Cole, 1986: 4).
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Nonstandard variety. The concept of non-standard variety can hardly be defined
without resorting to the definition of “standard language”. However, the definition of
“standard language” is notoriously evasive and ambiguous, and carries different
meaning in different cultures or in different periods of time, which will be discussed
in Chapter Five (for more discussions on the definition of “standard and nonstandard
language”, see the preface of Writing in Nonstandard English by Taavitsainen et all,
1999). For the sake of convenience, this thesis defines “standard language” the same
way as Toury (1995: 32) defines “translation”. “Standard language” is whatever
language variety which is regarded as the standard in a specific culture. It includes
different linguistic features and is associated with different social groups in different
culture or at different time. While some linguists like Trudgill (1992: 56) consider
nonstandard English as “any dialects of English other than Standard English” and use
“dialect” and “nonstandard” as synonyms, others define nonstandard as “deviation
from expected norm” which include nonstandard dialect, slangs, broken English by
foreign speakers (Chapman, 1994: 17-38), slurring of sounds by a drunk (Blake, 1981:
181) or any other linguistic varieties that are considered as a violation of the norms of
the standard variety. Nonstandard language is often used in literature for social
identification, and in most cases reveals a lack of education and the low social status
of its users (and of cause with exceptions). Certain linguistic varieties or features may

be regarded as “nonstandard” in one literary system but not in the other, or in one

19



field of study, but not in the other. Colloquial language is considered as “nonstandard”
in sociolinguistics mostly for the sake of its grammar while in literary writing it is
considered as standard especially when it is perfectly grammatical as in the case of
“standard spoken English”. Colloquialism is considered standard in modern Chinese
literature while it is considered as “non-standard” in Portuguese literature (Pinto,
2009).

In this thesis, “non-standard variety” is defined as any linguistic variety that is
regarded as not “standard” in a specific culture. “Nonstandard dialect” is used as a
synonym of “literary dialect”. “Nonstandard English” includes any linguistic variety
that deviates from Standard English including dialect, pidgin English, broken English,
and others. “Nonstandard Chinese” refers to any deviation from the norm of Standard
Chinese, for example, dialects, representation of phonetic or grammatical mistakes,

and the use of foreign letters.

Linguistic variety. A linguistic variety is “a specific set of linguistic items” or
“human speech patterns (sounds, words, grammatical features) which can be
associated with some external factor (geographical area or a social group)
(Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015: 25), including languages, dialects, registers, styles, or
other forms of language, as well as a standard variety (Meecham and Rees-Miller,
2001: 537). Individual linguistic features that are sporadically or randomly used in

speech representation, cannot form a linguistic pattern or carry sociocultural value

20



about the identity of the characters. The identification of a linguistic variety requires
the occurrence of a unique set of items or patterns in the speech of a specific group of
users (Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015: 25).

This thesis borrows Rosa’s (2015: 210) definition of linguistic variety. Linguistic
variety is (1) a patterning of sounds, grammatical structures, vocabulary, texture, and
structure (linguistic form) that may carry (2) contextual information on users and uses,
in terms of time, space, sociocultural group, situation and individuality
(communicative meaning), that is also associated with (3) a given social status and
prestige within a linguistic community (sociocultural value). In other words, a
linguistic variety is a pattern of language use that carries both contextual and
sociocultural meanings.

The scope of this study is delineated by the definitions of these terms. This thesis
investigates the Chinese translation of literary dialect as a nonstandard variety set in
contrast to a standard language in speech representation in British and American
fiction. The fiction is written primarily in standard language for general readers rather
than readers from a specific location or with a specific social or ethnic origin. In cases
where more than one dialect is used, “the relations between them [nonstandard
dialects] can be just as crucial for character definition as the relation between any one
dialect and the standard language” (Azevedo, 1998: 42). This situation needs to be
handled with care and decided on an individual basis. In fiction such as Mark Twain’s

The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn where one of the dialects, the Southern White
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dialect is used as the narrator’s voice, and takes the place of the standard language. It
thus becomes the semi-standard language against which the second dialect (AAVE) is
set in relief. Both AAVE and the Southern American White dialect are contrasted with
Standard American English in the novel. The linguistic and social hierarchies
constructed with standard language and two or more dialects can be quite

complicated.

1.3 Outline of the thesis

This thesis sets out to give a description of how literary dialect in British and
American fiction is translated into Chinese by focusing on three literary classics: Tess,
Huck, and Pygmalion. A descriptive study is conducted to reveal the general
tendencies, laws, and conditioning factors as well as irregularities and deviation so as
to investigate the norm-governed as well as the norm-breaking activities, the
conditioning factors, and the agents in the field.

Chapter Two discusses means of representation and functions of literary dialect
in British, American, and Chinese literature. Literary studies on dialect use in British
and American literature provide the theoretical basis for the analysis of and
comparative studies on the use of dialect and other linguistic varieties in the STs and
the TTs. Major differences are discussed in relation to means of representation and
functions of dialect used in British, American, and Chinese literature. Such

differences contribute to the explanations for the findings on strategies used in the
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translation of English literary dialects into Chinese.

In Chapter Three, a comprehensive review is conducted of previous studies of
dialect translation. Approaches, perspectives and research methods used in previous
studies on dialect translation are discussed as well as transfer strategies, linguistic
features, and varieties used in dialect representation in the TT. Strategies discussed in
previous studies are summarized in a figure in which four levels of translation
decisions and two dozens of linguistic features used in dialect translation are outlined.
Findings from previous studies are also discussed including general tendencies, laws,
and conditioning factors that may have an influence on the translation strategies.

In Chapter Four, a descriptive study is conducted of the 198 translations of this
corpus with a special reference to 11 translations in which a systematic linguistic
difference is recreated. The description includes publication data of the corpus and
strategies used in the corpus. Findings concerning standardization, normalization,
colloquialization and lexicalization are discussed and explained. A change of tendency
in the use of linguistic features for dialect translation is also discovered. Two
conditioning factors for dialect translation are investigated, namely, functions of the
translation and the ST dialect types. The findings of this chapter serve as the
background to the discussions on specific topics concerning dialect translation in later
chapters. Starting from Chapter Five, each chapter will focus on one specific topic
that is of significance to studies on dialect translation.

Chapter Five focuses on strategies of translating dialect with register varieties.
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This chapter calls special attention to the translation of the standard side of the ST
dialect variation and the use of standard register varieties. Its starting point is the
study of Hatim and Mason (1997) on investigating dialect translation from the
perspective of register variations. Three concepts from them are adopted in the
analysis of case studies, namely, the principle of recurrence in the use of dialect and
register features, the marked use of register features and the use-related function of
dialect features. Discussions are made on the use of standard varieties in dialect
translation, a dynamic model for an elastic evaluation of register varieties, and an
integrated approach for the translation of dialect and register. The analysis shows how
the use of standard varieties affects the social hierarchy and power relation
constructed in the TT. It also emphasizes the importance of translating the standard
side of the ST dialect variation.

Chapter Six discusses the strategies of translating dialect with dialect varieties.
For studies on dialect translation, dialect density is a much under-investigated area,
probably due to the lack of research methods. This chapter provides an
interdisciplinary approach to investigate the translation of dialect density by using the
Dialect Density Measure from sociolinguistics. The DDM method is combined with
dialect feature types so as to shed light on both the tendencies and irregularities on
linguistic features used in dialect translation. This method has also been proved to be
especially useful in the investigation of the translation of stylistic variations within a

dialect. It also provides a method to study the intertextuality between different
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translations and helps to distinguish two types of translators, the pioneer translators
and the follower translators.

Chapter Seven focuses on the pioneer translators as shown in Chapter Six. By
focusing on the pioneer translator Zhang Guruo, this chapter investigates the relation
between the capital of the translator and his norm-breaking and norm-making
activities from the perspective of Bourdieu’s field theory. The case study calls
attention to the interaction between the pioneer translator and his follower translators,
and their interaction with the translation field. It sheds light on who innovates in
dialect translation, why they do so, and how they can succeed in turning individual
norm-breaking practices into norm-making ones as a group effort

The thesis ends with Chapter Eight which concludes with a summary of the
research findings, discussions on the limits of this study, and suggestions on further

studies.
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CHAPTER TWO

DIALECT IN LITERATURE

This chapter reviews basic concepts of language varieties in sociolinguistics,
functions of literary dialect in literary studies, and the approaches, methods, and
perspectives of studies on dialect translation. The “English literature” in the title of
the chapter refers to literature, specifically British and American literature, written in
the English language. This chapter starts with a review on the sociocultural value of
dialect in society with reference to sociolinguistic theories, and discuss basic concepts
of literary dialect in British and American literary studies. This chapter concludes by

reviewing the functions of dialect in Chinese literature.

2.1 Dialect in society

In sociolinguistics, a dialect is considered as a linguistic variety equal to standard
language. Dialect, often used to refer to regional differences within a language, is
defined in modern sociolinguistics as any variety of a language characterized by
systematic differences in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary from other varieties
of the same language. Standard language is studied as a region-less variety of English,
namely, the “standard dialect” of educated people. The concept of standard language

as the “correct language” is an ideological construct, which does not means a
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standard language is inherently superior to other varieties. Dialect is considered as
structured, complex, rule-governed as standard language which can adequately meet
the needs of their speakers for communication. This politically correct standpoint is
shared by writers of dialect literature who believe in the equality between their
beloved native dialects and the standard language. However, dialect use in literature
intended for general readership relies on a number of conceptions that may differ from
some of the views held strongly by sociolinguistic researchers.

The sociocultural value of a dialect in literature is decided by the prestige it is
endowed with by a given society in a specific period of time, as well as by its
relationship with the standard language. Such value often changes with different
cultures and times. Generally speaking, standard language is often associated with
prestige and nonstandard varieties such as dialects are often associated with stigma.
Standard language is considered as a “prestige variety” due to its status as a dominant
dialect used in schools, prints, and the mass media. It is taught to non-native speakers
as a foreign language and associated with wealth, good education, power and high
social status. A “stigmatized variety” refers to a dialect associated with negative social
connotations such as lack of education, membership of a lower class, and social
inferiority.

The difference in social prestige between the standard language and dialect is
social rather than linguistic, and is externally imposed. The standard language has

power and prestige because its speakers are usually people of high social status. The
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prestige of a dialect shifts when the power relation or the prestige of its speakers
changes. The assumption that standard languages are good, correct, pure, or superior
while the non-standard languages are bad, wrong, corrupt, or inferior is a powerful
misconception still prevalent in people’s attitudes towards dialect, which dialect use in
literature relies on. The social identity created by a literary dialect mirrors the prestige
or stigma that has been associated with its respective speakers in the real world. In the
final analysis, the socio-cultural meaning a literary dialect conveys is decided by the
social status and cultural identity of its speakers in the real world.

Different dialects carry with them different sociocultural values. Two major
types of dialects can be differentiated in sociolinguistics: regional dialects and social
dialects (or sociolects). Regional dialects indicate where the speakers are from and
social dialects imply various social variables such as ethnicity, social status, age,
gender, or profession (Hudson, 1989: 42). While a regional dialect is a universal
phenomenon that exists in most cultures, a social dialect is often culture specific with
its own social significance. Ethnic and social class dialects are among the most
frequently studied in sociolinguistics. According to Edward (1976: 45-54), ethnic
dialects “contain reminders of the native language” of an ethnic group and “often
reflect the residential and perhaps occupational segregation of the group”; while
social class dialects refer to the marked differences in speech among different social
classes, with evidence from empirical studies by Labov and Trugill among others. In

Britain, “social class takes precedence over geography as a determinant of speech”
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due to its unique hierarchical social structure (Hudson, 1989: 42). In the United States,
the racial tension imbedded in American history is often mirrored by the use of AAVE.
In this sense, social dialects are as culture specific as regional dialects because the
social relation represented by AAVE is as specific to the United States as that by
Cockney to London.

While all dialects are culture specific in one way or another, they all share a
common function of indicating the social status of their speakers. For some dialects,
the social indication is their primary function; whereas for others, their secondary
function. For example, Cockney is primarily used to indicate the position of its
speakers in the British social hierarchy, and secondarily used to indicate the speakers’
geographical location: East End of London. In the same vein, a regional dialect is
primarily used to indicate the geographical location of a speaker, and an ethnic dialect
to indicate the race of a speaker. But they can both more or less indicate the social
status and educational background of this speaker, especially when they are used on
formal occasions. There are, of course, exceptions with this. In America, people at the
top also speak with an accent (Hudson, 1989: 42). In China only high-ranking
political leaders can speak with an accent in mainstream media. In this situation
dialects indicate privilege rather than stigma.

Generally speaking, social status as well as educational background are more
often indicated with morphology and syntax while geographical origin with

pronunciation or accent in English (Hudson, 1989: 42). The fluctuation in dialect
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frequency also carries sociolinguistic value. The density of certain features decides
the identification of a dialect, because what matters is not the fact that certain features
occur in a person’s speech but how frequently they occur (Chambers and Trudgill,
1998: 136). Dialect frequency is also a reliable predictor of social status of speakers
within the same dialect community. For example, in casual speech, the frequency of a
stigmatized form? is 10% for upper middle class and 90 percent for the lower class
(Spolsky, 1998: 40). Changes in density are also related to register changes within a
dialect. For example, for lower middle-class speakers in New York, the density of
certain stigmatized patterns is 20 percent in careful speech and 30 percent in casual
speech (Ibid).

Studies on linguistic varieties such as dialect promote cultural diversity, question
the assumption of the one unified language, and call attention to the interrelationship
between different social groups. Dialect represents linguistic hybridity, heterogeneity
and social mobility. Attitudes towards dialect reflect the social hierarchy and power
structure of the society. When dialect makes its way to literature, especially in plays
and novels, it works mainly as a linguistic index to social changes and power

struggles in the fictional world by invoking, reinforcing, or reversing the pre-existing

2 “Stigmatized” feature or form here refers to dialectal features. Linguistic forms that are favoured
by the lower social classes tend to be stigmatized in the wider community. These are typically the
forms that are rejected in the educational system (Milroy 2007: 137). For example, linguistic forms
such as double negatives (“they didn’t do nothing™) and different verb agreement patterns (*They’s
0.k”) are considered as “stigmatized” features.
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stereotypes and established attitudes that readers may have towards the real life

dialect.

2. 2 Literary dialects in British and American literature

The use of dialect has a long history in British and American literature. In England,
dialect in literature can be dated as far back as the fourteenth century in Reeve’s Tale
by Geoffrey Chaucer. Such a tradition has been carried on by early noted authors such
as William Shakespeare. It came into full bloom in Victorian literature by authors
such as Thomas Hardy, Charles Dickens, and made its way well into the new
millennium. On the other side of the straits, dialect in writing reached its peak after
the American Civil War with the wave of “written for the sake of dialect” (Jones,
1999: 2-3) which paved the way for the vernacular style — the “uniquely American
literary expression” (Lemke, 2009: 55). Two types of dialect use in literature can be
distinguished: literary dialect and dialect literature. A comparison is made below
between dialect literature and literary dialect for the purpose of bringing out the most
prominent characteristics of literary dialect, and to clear the common confusion of

evaluating literary dialect as dialect literature.

2.2.1 Distinguishing literary dialect from dialect literature

As discussed in 1.2, dialect literature refers to literary works written entirely or partly

in a specific nonstandard dialect and intended essentially for dialect readers. Its
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primary focus is to provide an authentic representation of a real life dialect so as to
increase expressiveness of a local or national language, to reinforce autonomy and
identity of a cultural group, and to fend off international influences. A typical example
would be the use of dialect in Scottish literature (McClure, 1996). Literary dialect is a
sub-variety created on the basis of the standard language norms and functions by its
interaction with the standard language norms. In other words, literary dialect can
hardly function without its reliance on the standard language while a dialect in dialect
literature is often used for its own sake.

These two types of dialect use differ in their intended readership and their
functions. Dialect literature is restricted in its function and readership because it is
intended to celebrate and reinforce regional identities and to entertain readers
assumed to be familiar with the dialect in question. Literary dialect, however, is
intended for the national (and international) readers and used for whatever purposes
that can contribute to the overall literary effect of the entire work, such as comic
effect, social indication, characterization, and theme development. While a significant
number of heterogeneous dialect features may be employed with a high degree of
frequency in dialect literature, the representation of literary dialect is mostly symbolic
and carefully controlled both in terms of the range of dialect features represented and
the frequency with which they occur (Hodson, 2014: 116).

The third major difference between dialect literature and literary dialect is their

relationship with the standard language. In dialect literature the perspective and value
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system of a dialect is adopted even if in some cases a small amount of the standard
language may also be used in the same book. In some cases where the only language
is dialect, the dialect is not considered as deviant, “non-standard” or “substandard”
because there is nothing to be contrasted with within the confines of the fiction (Blake,
1981: 12). In other cases where a dialect is used with a standard language, the dialect
becomes the very background against which the standard language is contrasted and
considered as “minor”, or “unnatural”. In both cases, it is the dialect that provides the
dominant values against which the entire fictional work is based on. Dialect is the
“standard”, the dominant feature in dialect literature.

In contrast, the value-scheme in literary dialect in American and British literature
is based on that of the standard language, against which literary dialect is marked and
foregrounded. This, however, does not mean the value system represented by a
literary dialect is exactly the same as that of the standard language. The value-scheme
of a literary dialect may confirm, contradict or challenge the value-system represented
by the standard language. Even when a dialect is used to contradict the value-scheme
of the standard language, the values of the standard language are still the dominant
values, because they are by default the value-system shared by potential readers. In
Mark Twain’s Huck, even if the entire fiction is written in a regional dialect
(American Southern White dialect) with only limited use of the Standard American
English, it is not intended for dialect speakers of American Southern dialect but for

the general readership. The entire novel is built on the interaction and tension between
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Southern White dialect, AAVE and Standard English based on the value-scheme of
the Standard English, because the standard English is “the understood symbol, or
outward sign of social authority” (Sewell, 1985: 202). Huck is therefore a novel with
the use of literary dialects. It is not a piece of dialect literature. Based on the three
differences between literary dialect and dialect literature, three characteristics of
literary dialect are found to be of importance to dialect translation, which are

summarized below.

Virtual authenticity of literary dialect

Unlike dialect writing that aims at representing the authentic dialect to the fullest,
literary dialect focuses on achieving a virtual authenticity, or the make-believe
authenticity. Authenticity, or realism, according to Leech and Short (2007: 123), is
relative “to the purpose of the writer and the effect on the reader”, because “the only
thing which matters in fiction is the illusion of real experience” rather than a scientific
description. The realism that literary dialect aims at does not require accurate
representation of all the features of the real-world dialect (which is not entirely
possible even in dialect literature or in sociolinguistics), nor document features
exclusively belonging to that dialect. It is linguists’ job to accurately record the
characteristics of a genuine dialect because their goal is to study the unmediated
natural language. For literary writers, the use of literary dialect involves the selection
of specific features of a real-world dialect widely accepted and recognized as such by

readers and writers. The literary value of dialect does not depend on its verisimilitude
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towards the real dialect features, but on the make-believe realistic impression it
creates on readers.

The emphasis on the virtual authenticity of literary dialect, however, does not
downplay the importance of the idea of authenticity in characterization and social
construction. Dialect functions by relying on its connection with the cultural and
social image of the dialect speakers in real life. This connection influences how
readers react to a literary dialect. However, what matters “is the idea of authenticity,
not the search for it” (Hakala, 2010: 389). In other words, literary dialect is an artistic
creation of dialect that makes readers believe that they are reading a genuine dialect
and react accordingly. The fact that how accurate this literary dialect is does not
matter. For literary dialect, authenticity is a means to an end, and therefore is often
manipulated to serve whatever purposes the writers deem necessary.

Another reason to avoid complete authenticity in dialect representation is reader
resistance to linguistic distortions. Readers may dislike non-standard language used in
literature because any “rendered speech that departs to any appreciable degree from
standard colloquial speech” may provoke negative reactions in readers (Toolan, 1992:
34). A high density of orthographic distortions requires greater effort on the part of the
reader and induces greater “reader resistance”. The more scientifically complete a
representation is, the less effective it will be from the literary point of view (Krapp,
1971/2007: 24).

Writers tend to favour stereotypical and impressionistic use of markers because

35



these markers can effectively achieve the desired effect without invoking reader
resistance. However, this does not mean that writers/translators do not use dialect
markers in high frequency. They usually save the high density for special effect for
good reasons (for further discussions on dialect density, see Chapter Six).

The virtual authenticity of literary dialect matters to dialect translation because
what is reproduced in the TT is not a real dialect and its linguistic features, but the
social meaning the dialect conveys. The translator’s task is to find out whatever
means at hand to achieve the effect the ST dialect produces, rather than reproducing
the linguistic features of the ST dialect. In other words, as the emphasis is on
“literary” rather than “dialect”, dialect translation involves the reproduction of a
make-believe linguistic effect rather than an authentic transcription of a genuine
dialect, be it the SL or TL dialect. Even when the writers or translators choose to
vividly transcribe features of a dialect, they seldom do that for the sake of the real

dialect itself, but for whatever literary purposes that require a realistic representation.

Emphasis on intelligibility for general readers

While “standard language” assumes the widest audience, dialect chooses and
restricts its audience. Literary dialect is used in literature otherwise written in standard
language and intended for national and international readers who are not expected to
have much knowledge of the dialect in question. Unlike readers of dialect literature
who are supposed to be native speakers or scholars of the dialect in question and

familiar with various dialect features, readers of literary dialect normally have limited
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and often second-hand knowledge of the dialect they encounter. They could be dialect
speakers. However, more often than not, they are merely dialect listeners in life, or
readers of dialects used in literature, or audience of dialects used in film or TV
program. They have limited knowledge of dialect and may find it difficult to read
dialect in high density. Writers tend to favour stereotypical markers in low density so
as to make their work accessible to these readers.

The intelligibility of literary dialect depends on two factors: the choice of dialect
markers, and the density of their occurrences. Markers that are easily recognizable
and stereotypical usually work better as indexes, or catalysts to bring into full play the
previous dialect experiences of readers without demanding too much of their
processing effort. Generally speaking, the overall density of these markers is
supposed to be impressionistic to remind readers of the social background of the
characters without jeopardizing the intelligibility of the fiction. Dialect use in high
density is usually saved for special effects, for example, a density increase may
indicate a change of social status of the characters, or the change in the interpersonal
relationship (please refer to Chapter Six for more discussion on this topic).

The intelligibility of literary dialect matters to dialect translation because
translators need to pay special attention to the overall density of ST dialect markers as
well as changes in density. They also need to strike a balance between literary effect
and intelligibility by deciding what features to use and how frequently they are to be

used.
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2.2.2 Dialect and standard language: the foregrounded and the background

Literary dialect is essentially a poetic language. In exploring the relationship between
the standard language and poetic language, Mukaiovsky (2014) believes that the
standard language provides the background against which various distortions are
produced with the aim of creating desired aesthetic effects. The notions of
automatization and foregrounding are introduced here: the former refers to the
production of an utterance in an automatic manner; the latter is associated with a more
conscious execution of the utterance that arises when the appropriate norms are
violated. Dialect, as a form of poetic language, is foregrounded against the standard
language which is the unmarked automatic utterance.

Literary dialect functions by relying heavily on its distance from the standard
language. It deviates from, interacts with, and disrupts value system and power
structure constructed by the standard language. The aesthetic value of a dialect is

closely related to how strong the norm of the standard language is because

the more the norm of the standard is stabilized in a given language, the more
varied can be its violation, and therefore the more possibilities for poetry in that
language. And on the other hand, the weaker the awareness of this norm, the
fewer possibilities of violation, and hence the fewer possibilities for poetry.

(Mukarovsky, 2014: 43)
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In other words, the stronger the norm of the standard is, the more “abnormal” or
“deviant” the dialect can be. If the norm of the standard is weak, the abnormity or
deviation of the dialect may well merge into the background and thus lose its charm.
When the norm of the standard language changes over time, the value of the dialect
changes with it. In the evaluation of the literary value of dialect in literature, both the
marked language variety and the background against which it is contrasted (usually
the standard language) must be taken into consideration.

This is especially important for the translation of literary dialect. Dialect
translation not only involves the translation of the ST dialect, but the translation of the
ST standard language, because the social meaning that a dialect conveys is to a great
extent based on its relationship with the standard language. It may also change when
the standard language and its value scheme go through changes. To sum up,
translating dialect requires translating both sides of the variation: the background

language and the foregrounded poetic language.

2.2.3 Dialects and other literary means: compliance and priority

Dialect is not an isolated literary means that works on its own. It is not “a
homogenous set of speech conventions that differs from other homogenous sets of
conventions in each feature” (lves, 1971: 152). It functions in compliance with other
foregrounded components before it can achieve its desired effect. The literary value of

a linguistic variety as well as its individual features can hardly be established without
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considering other foregrounded components in fiction. Mukaiovsky (2014) discussed
how various foregrounded components are mutually and hierarchically organized in
terms of domination and subordination. Of various means of foregrounding, literary
dialect is in most cases the dominant feature in the hierarchy of foregrounded
components. In most cases, other literary means deviate from literary norms but
conform to basic linguistic norms. For a literary dialect, it deviates from the
orthographic norms as well as the grammatical system and vocabulary of the standard
language. As linguistic deviations are more conspicuous than stylistic and register
variations, the use of literary dialect foregrounds social variation. In other words,
when a dialect is used, its literary value sometimes outweighs that of stylistic and
register variation represented in standard language. Labov (1972) holds that dialect
variation is of primary dimension of linguistic variation and therefore becomes the
most salient feature of fiction and gains dominance in the hierarchy of foregrounded
components.

The dominance of literary dialect is critical not only for the assessment of the
literary effect of dialect, but also for that of the translated fiction. In cases where the
SL dialect is translated with the standard target language, the erasure of the linguistic
variety leads to the loss of dominance of the social theme, which could give salience
to other themes that have been overshadowed by the literary dialect in the ST (see
5.4.1 for further discussion). The cultural images created for a dialect in translated

fiction are in many cases influenced, and even decided by the overall translation
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strategies used in compliance with dialect features. Studies on dialect translation need
to take a holistic approach rather than evaluating dialect translation strategies

separately.

2.2.4 Means of dialect representation

As is discussed in 2.2.4, the key to an effective dialect representation is to strike a
balance between authenticity and intelligibility that can produce the desired literary
effect. Any effort spent on deciphering dialect markers on the part of the reader must
be artistically justified. Dialect achieves its literary effects with different combination
of dialect features in varied density. Dialect markers, which are also termed as dialect
indicators or indexes, are visual indications of linguistic indexicality. Dialect markers
are usually used to form a linguistic pattern in association with a specific social group.
Recurring patterns form “a linguistic variety” which functions as an index to the
geographical and social background of a specific social group. For British and
American literature, there are mainly three types of dialect markers: phonetic,

grammatical, and lexical markers.

Phonetic markers

Phonetic markers are the most frequently used means of representation and are
represented with misspellings, malapropism and “eye dialect”. Misspelling, which is
also called “semi-phonetic respelling” (Hodson, 2014: 90), is not created randomly. It

usually follows a certain pattern depending on the type of dialect represented and the
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tradition for dialect representation in literature. The most common misspellings are
dropped aspirates (“’ow” instead of “how”); misplaced aspirates (“horgans” instead of
“organs”); short neutral vowels (“naturally” instead of “naturally”); hypercorrection
of wrongly inserted aspirates (Chapman, 1994:18-21); and fall of final consonants
(“thin”” instead of “thing”) (Blake, 1981: 16), to name just a few. The pronunciation
of certain words can instantly pinpoint a person much more effectively on the social
or geographical map than other indicators. For example, the higher classes pronounce
“girl” as “gairl”, while the Sibboleths pronounce it as “gurl” (Chapman, 1994: 20).

To reduce the recognition difficulty caused by phonetic markers, punctuation
marks are also used such as apostrophes to indicate the loss of a letter or letters, and
hyphens to indicate prolonged vowel or Italics for stress change (Cole, 1986 : 7). For
example, in the case of “po-lice” in place of “police”, no orthographic distortion is
involved, but the pronunciation is changed with the stress on the first syllabus
indicated with the italics of “po”, and a prolonged vowel “0” indicated with the use of
a hyphen. These phonetic markers are usually intended for a neutral indication of a
regional or social accent even though its orthographic distortion, though minor, may
also portray its speakers negatively as someone who does not know the proper
pronunciation of English.

Malapropism (also called Dogberryism) is “a word that is inappropriate for the
context, but that resembles a word that is appropriate” (Myers-Shaffer, 2000: 239),

resulting in a nonsensical but humorous effect. Examples are the use of “a pore gel”
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instead of “a poor girl” in Pygmalion. Charles Dickens tended to use malapropisms in
his representation of dialects to reflect “a youthful zest for life” in addition to humour
(Gerson, 1965: 45). Malapropisms may also be categorized as lexical markers due to
its use of a standard word without any orthographic distortion. As the rule of
categorization for this thesis is functional, and malapropisms are intended primarily to
show pronunciation changes rather than changes in semantic meaning, they are
therefore categorized as phonetic markers.

Different from misspellings and malapropisms, “eye dialect” does not indicate
actual pronunciation change. This term was first coined in 1925 by George P. Krapp
(McArthur, 1998) to refer to spellings that deviate from the norm of the standard but
do not change the actual pronunciations of the words. Eye dialect is a make-believe
deviation to fool the eye of the readers because “the convention violated is one of the
eyes, and not of the ear” (ibid). For example, “enough” is spelt as “enuff” and
“women” as “wimmin”. Eye dialect® insinuates that the character does not know the
correct way of spelling, and therefore demonstrates a level of education and literacy

substantially lower than the average (Brett, 2009: 49).

Grammatical markers

3 Eye dialect is also less frequently used to refer to any variation of spelling to indicate that a word
is pronounced in a nonstandard way (Wilson, 1993: 186), which includes misspelling, malapropism,
and eye dialect (without the change of the pronunciation) discussed in this thesis.
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Grammatical markers refer to any forms of deviation from standard grammar in
morphology and syntax. Viereck (1985) listed more than two dozen nonstandard
grammars used in British literature for dialect representation, such as multiple
negation, use of suffixes such as “-na” and “not” as negation, “ain’t” and other forms
of “to be”, modal auxiliaries. The most commonly used nonstandard grammar
includes double negation, lack of concord, and subject and verb disagreement.
(Taavitsainen et all, 1999: 16). While phonetic markers more or less point to the
geographical location, nonstandard grammatical markers tend to be negatively
associated with the educational background and social status of their users. From the
point of view of the standard language, these are all *“non-standard” and
grammatically wrong. There are, of course, exceptions. Nonstandard grammar may
also convey positive social significance in the writings by some authors. For example,
Thomas Hardy used “thou/thee/thy/thine” in place of “you/your” in his representation
of Dorset dialect. These features are considered reminiscent of archaic English and
accentuate the ancient history and prestige of the dialect. Once again, the value of a
literary variety as well as its features need to be decided on an individual basis and

from a holistic approach in line with other foregrounded features of the work.

Lexical markers

Dialect vocabulary refers to words that are associated with and restrictively used
in a specific region, or words used by people from a specific social class or ethnic

origin. They include local expressions and local names of things (lves, 1971: 171),
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cant, slang, proverbs, and other fixed methods of expressions that are regionally or
socially restricted. In Tess, “to coll” means “to embrace”, and be “hontish” means “be
haughty” in Dorset dialect. Just like phonetic and grammatical markers, lexical items
can also achieve a distinctive flavour and draw distinctions between different regions
(Page, 1988: 5 and 65). They are non-standard in the sense of their semantic meaning
rather than in form (either orthographic or grammatical). Generally speaking, they are
not as formally deviant as the other two types of markers and therefore require more
pre-existing knowledge on the part of the reader for deciphering their sociocultural
meaning.

If dialect markers can be a challenge for native speakers of English who are
unfamiliar with a real life dialect depicted in the fictional work, they can be very
difficult for international readers whose mother tongue is not English. These markers
function by revealing an intra-textual linguistic tension when contrasted to the
standard language, and by their extra-textual connection with dialect speakers in real
life. In most cases, translators who are not native speakers of English do not have
enough cognitive background information required for a thorough comprehension of
the value of dialect features. Even for readers who have spent some time in
English-speaking countries, it is very likely that they still have difficulty recognizing
dialect markers and making an association between the markers and real life dialect
speakers (it is still debatable whether all native speakers are fully capable of doing

that). To these translators, grammatical markers are only linguistic mistakes, and
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phonetic markers are no more than orthographic distortions indicating some
unfamiliar foreign accent. They need to read extensively, do research, or watch
programs in dialect on the media before they can begin to grasp the sociocultural
meaning of the dialect. In addition, their perception and interpretation of the dialect in
a foreign language may also be influenced by their experience with the target culture
dialects and dialect literature.

All these markers are used in various combinations to create a varied voice in
literary representation. Cole (1986: 7) recommends using vocabulary, grammar, and
figures of speech as well as the use of italics for intelligible dialect representation.
Walpole (1974: 193-195) lays more emphasis on non-orthographic signals such as
altered syntax, punctuation, and colloquial or regional word choice for similar reasons.
Besides intelligibility, the elevation and downgrading of social identity of dialect
speakers can also be achieved by a varied combination of marker types. Archaic
features can be added to a regional dialect to give it a respectable and cultivated
history. They are signs of the essential goodness and underlying nobility of simple
people (Chapman, 1994: 40-41). A combination of heterogeneous features can portray
characters as rustic and provincial, while nonstandard syntax with little or no deviant
pronunciation may suggest lower social status (Chapman, 1994: 21-24). Under the
influence of the long-established tradition in dialect writing, any variant spellings may
be interpreted as representing non-standard pronunciations, even when the spellings

such as sez and tho’ is a crude phonetic version of the standard pronunciation (Page,
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1988: 54). The same is also true with nonstandard grammar.

2.2.5 Dialect Stereotypes: pros and cons

Stereotypes are “oversimplified impression of the characteristics of the groups as a
whole — that Greeks are fun-loving, that the Irish drank too much, or that the African
Americans are boisterous” (Macrae et al, 1996: 3). Some of the markers discussed
above are stereotypical markers. They are more salient than others and usually used to
stigmatize the users. For example, double negations and the spelling of “h-dropping”
are often associated with regional accents (particularly Cockney), a lack of education,
and a lower social class. They are stereotypical markers that stigmatize the speakers
as socially inferior (Culpeper, 2001: 207-209).

Language varieties, especially dialects, are often associated with stereotypes.
The kind of tension between a standard language and a dialect constructed in fiction
depends on, and is sometimes restricted by, the existence of certain social conventions
and stereotypes. On the one hand, the use of stereotypical markers is very effective to
trigger the cognitive reserve of readers so that they can make an immediate
association between dialect markers and dialect speakers in real life. Stereotype
markers are highly intelligible and easily recognizable for identity construct because
they can immediately endow fictional characters with a set of characteristics that are
regarded as typical of people using these features,. This is why the use of stereotypical
features are one of the most common ways to balance authenticity and intelligibility

in dialect representation. On the other hand, they frequently lead to character
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stereotyping, which means the characterization tends to be oversimplified and
inflexible. This is because people tend to unconsciously confirm the stereotypes based
on the information they receive without any judgment (Hodson, 2014: 66 and 115),.
Dialect “had to be regarded as a marker of inferior status” (Ibid). Therefore, its use at
the early stage “was confined to comedy, or at least to a somewhat patronizing or
complacent folksy humour” (Page, 1988: 56).

Another factor about dialect use is that social change may affect the stereotypes
of a dialect and the tolerance towards it. Change in conventions and stereotypes may
lead to a corresponding change in the literary dialect. Zanger (1966) discussed the
shift in American literature in the representation of AAVE from “Guinee” dialect to
“plantation dialect”. The former had been used since the sixteenth century to represent
Black people as simpleminded as children, until around 1980 when the latter was used
in a comic way to humanize and socialize Black people. Different stereotypes from
the same dialect may be created with different markers, and the same dialect marker
may convey different social meaning in different periods of time. The tolerance for
dialect density is also susceptible to social change. One of the common complaints
against dialect writing (and translation using a target dialect as well) is the low
readability caused by high frequency of dialect occurrences. The tolerance of the
readers is influenced by the attitude towards dialect users in the society and the status
of the literature in question, both of which may change over time.

Writers, as well as translators of dialect in literature, manipulate stereotypes for
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different purposes. They may confirm, deviate from, or contradict the established
stereotypes. They usually achieve that with a careful choice of stereotypical and other
dialect markers in controlled density, and with supplementary means of
characterization to steer towards or away from the established stereotypes. For literary
translators, it is important to find out how ST dialect is represented, and what kind of
attitude the author may have towards dialect stereotypes. Their perception of the ST
dialect features has direct influence on their translation decision and the translated

fiction.

2.2.6 Dialect density in literature

Dialect density here refers to the frequency of occurrences of dialect markers in the
direct speech of dialect characters. In previous studies, the word “frequency” is often
used as a substitute for “dialect density”. Dialect density involves findings on *“strong
or weak” representation of a dialect, “fluctuation in dialect”, and “inconsistency of
dialect representation”, to name just a few. Dialect density has a great impact on the
intelligibility of the fictional work, the identity of a dialect as a linguistic variety, the
distance between a dialect and the standard, and stylistic variations within a dialect. A
dialect in high density may pose problems for readers who are not familiar with the
dialect. Too low a density of dialect features may fail to form a pattern of occurrence
required for the formation of a dialect variety. The higher the occurrence of dialect
markers is, the stronger the dialect, and the larger the social gap. The user of a strong

dialect tends to be presented as more regionally or socially restricted because “the
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greater the density is, the greater the rusticity or the lower the class” (lves, 1955: 224).
Changes in dialect density are often associated with stylistic variation within the
dialect to indicate educational background, social status or emotional swing of a
character as well as interpersonal relationship between characters. Dialect features are
always manipulated for certain literary effects, and their density in fiction is dictated
by what the author is interested in signalling (Blake, 1981: 12). A translator needs to
decipher the meaning conveyed by the changes of the ST dialect density, and

reproduce on the target side the appropriate overall density and the density change.

2.2.7 Functions of literary dialect in British and American literature

Literary dialect is used for comic effect, to increase verisimilitude, as shorthand to
indicate characters social position and/or their geographical origination, or to illustrate
their villainy or virtue (Blake, 1981; Chapman, 1994). It sets the scene, establishes
character, shows relationships between characters and highlights thematic concerns
(Hodson, 2014: 16). It can also work as part of the idiolect of characters and as
indicator of informal register/tenor (Hatim and Mason 1997). More importantly,
literary dialect distances and stigmatizes, because dialect is represented with linguistic
deviations, which by nature imply that the character deviates from the norm of the
author’s own standard language and from the central standards of judgment in a novel
(Leech and Short, 2007: 136-137).

Dialect use unavoidably draws attention to social and cultural contrasts that have

otherwise been much less conspicuously presented in fiction written in the seemingly
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neutral standard language. “Dialect literature offered reassurance to working people,
but it also gave them a voice”, and “the decision to write in dialect — is a conscious
decision that automatically entails a stance of difference” (Shorrocks, 1999: 96). This
varied voice may foreground all kinds of tensions such as that between the city
dweller and the peasant, the educated and the uneducated, the rational and the
spontaneous, the white and the black, the privileged and the downtrodden, to name
just a few.

Dialect, as a form of orality, is “the representation of otherness, the assertion of
marginalized identities” (Bandia, 2015: 125). “[T]he strength of dialect, in fact, lies in
its essential ‘otherness,” in its position of eccentricity with respect to the national
language, in its different history, predominantly oral” (Bonaffini, 1997: 279). As a
language of difference and opposition, its major function is to create a voice for the
social or cultural “Others”#. The rendering of dialect as well as the use of dialect in
translation can serve political, cultural, and ideological agendas. Hodson (2014: 16)
points out that dialect may well be used beyond the text to perpetuate or challenge
stereotypes of different kinds of speakers. It is the same case with dialect use in
translation where translators tend to reshape the stereotypes of certain dialect

characters with their translation. How translators handle dialect in their translations

4 “Other” is a concept from philosophy. It is the opposite of the Self, of Us, and of the Same
(Lawrie, 1999: 620). Considering people as “Other” implies seeing them as deviant or
problematic.
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can reveal their personal attitude as well as the dominant attitude and ideology
towards the ST and the TT cultural groups, the social image of a specific cultural
group, the social hierarchy and the power structure in the target culture.

The difference literary dialect creates in fiction is illustrated in Figure 2.1:

dialect as group identity

dialect as idolect

dialect as register

Figure 2.1 Functions of literary dialect

As indicated in Figure 2.1, literary dialect first functions as a marker for group
identity. A specific group of characters sharing the same dialect can be differentiated
from other characters speaking the standard language or other dialects. Dialect also
gives to characters certain characteristics of a social group speaking a specific dialect
in real life. Even when there is only one character who speaks dialect in a fictional
work, an accent immediately endows him or her with a group identity and certain
characteristics.

Secondly, literary dialect functions as part of the idiolect of a dialect character.
Idiolect is a person’s specific and unique way of speaking. Idiolect includes not only a
person’s idiosyncratic way of speaking (a favourite expression, a quaint pronunciation
of particular words, the over-use of certain syntactic structures and so on), but also

dialectal features collectively shared by a group of users which set them apart from
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the rest of the group in certain respects (e.g., the tagging question from Cockney used
by Eliza in Pygmalion). All these make up the individuality of a speaker (Hatim and
Mason, 1997: 85). In this sense, dialect is part of the idiolect of a dialect character that
sets him or her apart from other characters who are speaking standard language or
other dialects.

Dialect as an idiolect can also differentiate characters who are speaking the same
dialect but with different social status. Characters on the bottom rung of the social
ladder in the same locality speak a much stronger dialect than those in the same
locality but with higher status or better education (Chapman, 1994: 39). For example,
in Tess, although Tess and her family as well as other farmers in the novel are all
speakers of the Dorset dialect, Tess speaks a light dialect with only occasional
markers and no slang, while her parents and people she works with at the dairy farm
speak a much more rustic dialect loaded with slang and vulgar words. This is because
she is educated and has more contact with people of the upper class. In the case of
Pygmalion, both Eliza and her father speak Cockney but only Eliza favours the use of
emphatic tags, which are signals of the powerlessness, hesitancy, and hurt feelings of
a downtrodden young woman who the world constantly ignores (Hatim and Mason,
1997: 107-108).

Thirdly, dialect can also function as register markers for context. This usually
happens in the style-shifting of dialect. Style-shifting refers to an alternation between

styles of speech within a single language (Hodson, 2014: 171). The style-shifting in
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the speech of an individual dialect character involves the switch between a dialect and
a standard language, and a change in dialect density. Changes in dialect density
indicate changes of formalities of the contexts, or the emotional ups and downs of a
character. Dialect usually indicates the informality of a context and its absence usually
means a linguistic competence to adapt to the formal occasion. When an author
intends to divert readers’ attention away from the social gap between speakers, the
dialect characters may switch to the standard language (Page, 1988: 102). In situations
of stress, excitement, or anger, dialect is strongly marked because the control of one’s
linguistic ability tends to be weakened by strong emotions (Chapman, 1994 : 62-63,;
Page, 1988: 72). Stronger dialect may also reveal an increased intimacy between
speakers (Page, 1988: 72).

To sum up, dialect is used in literature to make a difference for various purposes.

Figure 2.2 indicates three levels of dialect variation discussed in this section:

standard language «— dialect 1 «—» dialect 2 — (as group identity)
characterl «— character2 — (as idiolect)
context 1 «—» context2 — (as register)

Figure 2.2 Linguistic variation created by literary dialect

As Figure 2.2 indicates, the variation between standard language and dialect/dialects
indicates geographical or social contrast between different groups. With this variation,
a dialect is used as a group identity marker to represent the voice of the marginal, the

dominated, the grassroots, or the “Others”. When two or more dialects are found in
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fiction, a linguistic hierarchy is usually established which may strictly follow or
overthrow the equivalent social hierarchy in reality.

Variation between the speech of different dialect characters functions as
idiolects and portrays different personalities and social background of different
characters. The differentiation of characters speaking the same dialect mainly depends
on the density of markers as well as the marker types. Besides education background
and social status, morality may also be a variant. The language of a virtuous character
in the gutter might be elevated towards the standard with less or even no markers to
indicate their purity of nature and superiority to their environment (Chapman, 1994:
221).

Variation in the speech of a dialect character, which is style-shifting, is often
related to contextual variables such as (in)formalities of the context, stress, emotional
change, and interpersonal relationship. Bilingual characters do code switching to
adapt to different people or to different contexts. On formal occasions, the density of a
dialect is likely to be reduced. An increase in density in the same speaker usually
betrays his or her emotional swings under stress, or his or her innermost feelings
when the character is most at ease, or the intimacy between the character and his or
her interlocutors. Translators and researchers can use the model presented in Figure
2.2 as an index to locate “patterns of dialect shifts central to an interpretation of the
meaning of the novel” (Esau, Bagnall, and Ware, 1982: 40). The more they

“understand the nature and function of linguistic varieties, the more they will
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appreciate the subtle dimensions of meaning that an author can build into a work of

literature by using literary dialects effectively.” (ibid, 44).

2.3 Dialect literature and literary dialect in China

Fangyan (75), the Chinese term for dialect, was originally defined by Yang Xiong
as shufang yiyu (foreign language in a foreign land), which includes Chinese regional
dialects in China, dialect or language of ethnic minority groups in China, and foreign
languages. The denotation of “75=" has been restricted to refer to regional dialects
in China since the twentieth century (Lu, 1992: 126). The term “dialect literature”

(=) has been loosely used to refer to any literary work in which regional
dialects are used conspicuously including literature composed entirely in dialect, and
literature written in Standard Chinese for narration and in dialect for speech
representation. The concept of “literary dialect” (£275%) is a recent adoption from
Western literary studies. In discussing Chinese dialect and literature, such terms as

“dialect”, “dialect literature”, and “literary dialect” are used as defined in Chapter

One.

2.3.1 Dialect in China

The Chinese language has at least 2,000 dialects or sub-dialects used by the Han
Chinese (Li, 2006: 150). These dialects or sub-dialects are broadly categorized into

seven groups, namely, Mandarin (in northern and southwestern China); Wu (in
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south-eastern China, and in Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Zhejiang provinces); Yue (in the
southern provinces of Guangdong and Guangxi); Min (including the Hokkien and
Teochew dialects in Fujian province); Hunanese (in Hunan province), Gan (in Jiangxi
province); and Hakka (spoken by the Hakka people, “guest people” mostly in
southern China) (Chen, 1999; Coblin, 2000). In traditional Chinese literature, regional
dialects were used in popular literary forms such as opera, folk literature, and novel.
Unlike English dialects that are mutually intelligible, southern Chinese dialects are
very difficult to understand, and are almost like “foreign languages” for northerners
(Zhan, 1992 : 37). The intelligibility of these regional dialects varies depending on
their geographical proximity to Mandarin-speaking areas, which can be presented on a

scale indicated in Figure 2.3:

Mandarin Mandarin dialects Hunanese & Gan Wu/Yue/Min/Hakka

High intelligibility Low intelligibility

Figure 2.3 Intelligibility of Chinese Dialects

Technically speaking, all authentic Chinese dialects are regional. A dialect
speaker may talk in a local accent no matter which register is used or what social
standing is involved (Han, 2004: 36). There is no specific dialect in Chinese that
functions as indicator of social status like Cockney in England. #+& /5= (social
dialect ) discussed in textbooks on sociolinguistics refers to jargons and cants

exclusively used in a specific profession. Ethnic dialects do exist in China but they are
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extremely marginal and rarely found in Chinese literature, and still rarer in literary

translation.

2.3.2 Dialect use in Chinese literature

While literary dialect has been used quite widely in British and American literature
especially in the nineteenth century, dialect use has always been marginal in Chinese
literature. The use of dialect in literature in China can be dated back to the Han
dynasty around 200 BC (Zheng, 1996 : 30), but dialect writing did not gain its
popularity until the latter half of the nineteenth century, and soon fell out of favour
after the first decade of the twentieth century (Yao, 2013). With the Dialect Literature
Movement of the 1940s°, dialect writing regained considerable attention for a short
period before it was suppressed in mainstream literary writings in the 1950s with the
popularization movement of Standard Chinese (Putonghua, i%#@EE). Even in its
heyday around the latter half of the nineteenth century, dialect use in literature never
became a literary norm as it did in American and British literature in the nineteenth
century. It was mainly used in dialect literature intended for dialect speakers such as

Hedian ( faf#f ) and Sing-song girl in Shanghai (& I-{t%1{#), in scripts for

5 Dialect Literature Movement happened in the 1940s in major cities and areas such as Shanghai,
Guangdong and Hong Kong. Heated debates were held about the legitimacy of dialect as a literary
language, the unification of the new vernacular Chinese, and the relationship between dialects and
the new vernacular Chinese language. The Movement attracted the attention of writers of new
literature, researchers of folk literature and linguists (Liu, 2006: 166-173).
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story-telling (E4%) and novels written in mandarin intended for general readers, for
example, in Three Heroes and Five Gallants (= 7.%5). For dialect use in Chinese
literature, intelligibility to the general reading public draws the line between “dialect
literature” and “the use of dialect in (standard) literature”.

Literary dialect in Chinese literature functions similar to that in British and
American literature. It is used as a group identity marker, as part of the idiolect of
characters and as an indicator of emotional changes or changes in interpersonal
relationship. Literary dialect is also represented with phonetic, grammatical and
lexical markers with variations in density, just like literary dialect in British and
American literature. Literary dialect used in Chinese literature differs from that in
British and American literature in three aspects: social indication, major means of

representation and relationship with standard language.

2.3.3 Social indication of dialect in Chinese literature

While in British and American literature dialect is often used as a marker of social
status and educational background, the social indication of dialect in Chinese
literature is complicated and varies with dialect locality and means of representation,
and may change over time. The two most frequently used types of dialect in Chinese
literature are Mandarin dialects and Wu dialects. Mandarin dialect refers to dialects
used in close geographical proximity to Luoyang as well as other important capital
cities such as Beijing. They are mostly highly intelligible northern dialects and

usually share the pronunciation and grammar of Standard Mandarin. Mandarin
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dialects such as Shandong dialect are predominantly represented with lexical markers
and are mostly intelligible to the general readership. Before 1949 when People’s
Republic of China was founded, the social stereotypes that northern dialects created in
literature were uneducated, vulgar (like country bumpkins) rural residents on the
bottom rung of the social ladder. This stereotype, however, changed in the 1950s
when the grassroots working class became the leading class of the nation (for more
discussion of this see Chapter Five).

The Wu dialect, which is spoken by people around in the Shanghai area, is usually
represented by phonetic markers and unintelligible to readers outside Shanghai areas.
Wu dialect speakers are usually presented as urban and of higher social status due to
the economic status of these areas over the last few centuries. Wu dialect was also
used in fiction around the turn of the twentieth century to indicate high social status in
a low profession. For example, in the Nine-tailed Tortoise ( JLEE%E ) , a well-known
novel about prostitution as well as in a couple of other novels on similar themes, the
Wu dialect was employed as a symbol of high professional talent for high-end
prostitutes working in Shanghai regardless of their geographical origin (Song, 1999:
44-45). Due to the central position Shanghai occupied in Chinese history, Wu dialect
was the vehicle language for the upper class and middle class in areas around
Shanghai and the symbol of good education and high social status in the nineteenth
and early twentieth century (Fan, 2006: 2; Tang, 2008 : 38). The social meaning of Wu

dialect, however, weakened after the founding of the People’s Republic of China in
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1949. It is no longer the symbol of the upper class but more the voice of educated
urban residents with a sense of superiority over northern dialect speakers.

In Chinese literature, the social status of a character is not indicated by giving him
or her a dialectal voice. The social difference between the “upper class” and the
“lower class” is imbedded or hidden behind educational differences. After the 1950s
when China has turned into a socialist country, the society is believed to be
“classless”. The major differences between people has been presented as educational
or professional (Zhu, 1992), which is often represented with a stylistic variation
between “elegance” () and “vulgarity” ({&) rather than dialect variation. In Chinese,
people with less education tend to talk in a simpler, more vulgar and colloquial way
(Zheng, 1986: 119). The speech of the “lower class” tends to be loaded with lexical,
discoursal, and paralinguistic features, such as expletives, slang, and less “educated”
expressions and idioms, which are normally absent from the speech of the “upper
class” (Hung, 2003: 152). The first and foremost function of Chinese dialect is for
geographical indication, to which its social indication is subject. The social indication
of literary dialect is complicated and sometimes evasive, and therefore needs to be
decided on individual cases in line with its means of representation and its historical

sociolinguistic background.

2.3.4 Lexical tendency in the representation of dialects

Literary dialect in Chinese literature tends to use lexical markers much more

frequently, if not exclusively, than phonetic or grammatical markers. While northern
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dialects in China are mostly intelligible for general readers, southern dialects are as
difficult as foreign languages for non-dialect readers even though all Chinese dialects
share the same writing system. Southern dialects in traditional literature were
predominantly represented with phonetic markers and were confined to local dialect
readers. Since the 1950s, lexical representation has largely replaced phonetic
representation, especially in contemporary literature, as in the case of Wang Anyi’s
novels about grassroots Shanghai citizens. Lexical markers are less regionally specific
than phonetic markers, and therefore more intelligible and pervasive in literary
writing as well as literary translation. They are also less deviant and obtrusive, and
can better integrate with Standard Chinese in literary writing. Lexicalization in dialect
representation increases readability of the literature and at the same time reduces the
geographical specificity, both of which are of great significance for literary translation
in China.

Literary dialect in Chinese literature also tends to use few grammatical markers.
Although some scholars hold that Chinese dialect does not differ much from Standard
Chinese in grammar, sociolinguistic studies show a large number of grammatical
differences between Standard Chinese and dialects regardless of their location. In
literary representation, grammatical markers, although used in dialect literature
mainly for authenticity, are something to be avoided in writings in Standard Chinese
“because it is difficult to add in-text notes for dialect grammar, and these grammar

make the sentence sound influent and awkward when read in Standard Chinese”
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(Yu, 1983 : 38-39). The reason behind this has much to do with the relationship

between dialect and Standard Chinese, as illustrated in the next section.

2.3.5 Seeking assimilation: dialect and the standard Chinese language

Dialect, as an important form of orality, has played an important role in the evolution
of the Chinese language, either as opposition to mainstream elite literature, or as
supplementary integral components of the standard language. As discussed in 2.1,
British and American literature mainly uses literary dialect as a linguistic variety to
create a voice of difference for the social “Others”. The relation between dialect and
Standard English is the opposition of the peripheral against the centre, the dominated
against the dominant, and the downtrodden against the privileged. This type of
opposition was obvious in early dialect writing in China especially in the nineteenth
century and early twentieth century. For example, Han Bangqging’s use of Wu dialect
in his novel The Sing Song Girl in Shanghai was believed to be an attempt to
counteract the influence of the Peking dialect and to demonstrate the potential of the
Wu dialect as a national language (Tang, 2008: 37-38). In Hedian, the use of Wu
dialect was an “oppositional gesture”, to challenge Mandarin with a regional language,
and classical Chinese writing norms with local orality (Tang, 2008 : 42). This kind of
opposition is still present in contemporary dialect writing, but far less influential and
pervasive.

Since the turn of the twentieth century, the Chinese language has evolved around

the agenda of creating a common national language that unites the spoken and written
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language (S 3Z&—), so that it could be accessible to ordinary people. This was also
the shared agenda of the National Language Movement in the 1920s and 1930s and
the Promotion Movement of Standard Chinese in the 1950s. The process of
standardization of the Chinese language is also the process of the development and
maturity of modern vernacular Chinese. In this process, dialect had been evaluated
within the norm of Standard Chinese and considered to be “backward, unpolished,
and ungrammatical, and needs to be selected, refined, and recreated” before it could
be used as sources of standard Chinese (Huang, 1939/1986: 132). More importantly,
the regional identity imbedded in geographical dialects was considered in the 1950s as
a potential threat to the unity of the country as a nation (Kang, 2015 : 32). Dialect use
in literature was never eradicated but suppressed and censored, and brought to
succumb to norms of standard language, because “dialect was allowed to enrich but
never to challenge Standard Chinese” (Deng, 2008 : 138). The use of dialect is not
about giving a voice to its rightful owners, but a supplementary means of oral
expression for the enrichment of the Standard Chinese.

Dialect used in contemporary literature written in Standard Chinese does not
represent the voice of “Others”, nor is it used as a celebration of linguistic hybridity or
cultural heterogeneity. It conforms to the linguistic and literary norm of Standard
Chinese, and serves various purposes such as the creation of vivid orality, the
authentic voice of the masses, or a stroke of regional flavour. The social identity

dialect represents tends to be more regional than social, more constitutive rather than
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oppositional. The most common practice was and still is to sprinkle some highly
intelligible stereotypical dialect words in the writing rather than systematically
creating a distinctive linguistic variety with a combination of hybrid markers. Lexical
markers are favoured due to their unobtrusiveness while phonetic and grammatical
markers are rarely used (unless for good reasons), to ensure the purity and
homogeneity of Standard Chinese. In brief, dialect use in Chinese literature has been a
much-compromised tool for literary representation, and its legitimacy in literature
depends on its assimilation into Standard Chinese (Wang, 2015 : 142). The price for
this assimilation is the removal of the regional specificity of dialects and the
homogeneity of dialect representation in literary writing.

The relationship between dialect and standard language in the past hundred years
is largely reflected in the role dialect plays in relation to Standard Chinese. The role
has fluctuated from an indispensable resource to a potential threat and danger, and
then to a complimentary stylistic method. These relations have an influence on the

strategies for dialect translation and in turn have been reflected in these translations.
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CHAPTER THREE

DIALECT IN TRANSLATION

This chapter reviews previous studies on dialect translation, including their findings,
methodologies, and theoretical perspectives, with an aim of providing the background
and starting point of the present study. By combing through linguistic features,
varieties, and translation strategies discussed in previous studies, this chapter provides
a chart that summarizes strategies and techniques used in dialect translation. A review
is also made on tendencies and universals as well as related conditioning factors
found in previous studies. This chapter will first discuss the significance of dialect
translation, and then review findings from previous studies, which is followed by a

discussion on the research scope, method, purposes, and questions of this study.

3.1 Why study dialect translation?

In the process of conducting this study, one of the questions this author was
frequently asked is why dialect translation was chosen as the subject of study. To
some researchers it seems dialect should not be translated and therefore studies on
dialect translation should not be conducted either. To others, it is only one of many
culture-specific items or literary techniques and does not deserve the attention of a
Ph.D. study. To me, studies of dialect translation are important for the following three

reasons.
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First, dialect translation has been a source-oriented translation problem that
invites constant research attention. Translation problems such as puns, poems,
wordplays and dialects both demand and deny solutions. They are also sources of
translation inspirations and motivate translation experiments. The pervasive existence
of literary dialect in STs and the essential role it plays in the characterization and
social identity construction ensure its significance in studies of literary translation. To
sum up, dialect translation is too important a ST stylistic feature for literary
translation, and too important a source for translation inspiration to be ignored in

translation studies.

Secondly, studies on dialect translation reveal knowledge that would otherwise
have remained hidden, and can only be revealed by studies on dialect translation.
When faced with such obstacles as dialect translation, translators may be forced to
show their hand and reveal their true agenda as well as their hidden ideology

concerning nation, society, and culture that would otherwise remain invisible.

Translating dialect recreates linguistic hybridity. It is a gesture of respecting and
accentuating the heterogeneity of a text, a language, and a culture, and essentially an
act in support of “difference”. Dialect in literature involves the representation of
“Others” and dialect by itself is a translation of the writer’s ideology of the cultural
“otherness”. From such representation the cultural attitude of an author towards social
and cultural “Others” is revealed. Translating dialect is never simply translating a set

of nonstandard spellings and grammar. It never has been. It involves translating the
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“Others” in the foreign land and the “Others” at home, which is largely decided by
how we look at “self” and *“us”. The importance of studies on dialect translation
eventually leads us to question our social and cultural identity, and to the ultimate
question of “who we are”. The social hierarchy and power structure constructed by
the tension constructed between different linguistic varieties in the translated fictional
world are a reflection of the real life. Not every study can approach these issues as

studies on dialect translation.

Thirdly, as pointed by Lane-Mercier (1997), studies on dialect translation relates
to important questions in translation studies, such as translator’s visibility,
untranslatability, orality, alterity, ethics, cultural inequality, norm-breaking,
innovation and creativity, cultural identity, to name just a few. As strategies and
norms for dialect translation tend to be influenced by literary norms, the study on
dialect translation can be evidence for the substantiation or challenge of established
literary norms at a certain historical period. Findings from studies on dialect
translation may also provide insights for studies on sociolinguistics and dialectology
in terms of linguistic features, social hierarchy, social mobility, cultural hybridity and

diversity, social and regional identity among other things.

3.2 Approaches in studies on dialect translation

Dialect translation has been notoriously difficult. In traditional studies, it has been

considered as untranslatable (see Chapter One for discussions on untranslatability).
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Studies on dialect translation have been approached from mainly three perspectives.
The first is the prescriptive approach that centres on the losses and gains of different
solutions to dialect translation and makes a value judgment of them. Wekker and
Wekker (1991: 221-239) criticized the use of broken Dutch in the translation of
AAVE in Alice Walker’s The Colour Purple as “bad” and should be replaced by an
“authentic” dialect, namely, Surinamese Dutch. Landers (2001: 117) asserted that
“substitution of an ‘equivalent’ dialect is foredoomed to failure”, and “the best advice
about trying to translate dialect: don’t”. Most of the studies on dialect translation
published in Chinese follow this approach and discuss the losses and gains in the
translation of dialect into and from Chinese (Liu, 1998; Han, 2002; Song, 2015).
These studies provide diversified perspectives to investigate and assess dialect
translation. However, the assumptions imbedded in these studies are: dialect is
untranslatable, and translation can never be as good as the original. This approach has
its merits especially for comparative linguistic studies, but can only result in a general

understanding about the nature of dialect translation.

The second is the cultural approach to dialect translation. The cultural approach
draws on postmodern theories such as postcolonial and feminist theories that
“foreground[s] the social, political and ideological contexts and effects of translation
from a committed and oppositional position, expressing an explicit ideological
viewpoint” (Brownlie, 2003: 43). The idea not only gives primacy to cultural issues,

but uses the study of translation as a weapon in fighting colonialism, sexism, or
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racism (Baker, 1996b: 12-14). The focus is mainly on how dialect functions in
translation as a strategic move to have an impact on the world, for example, how it
functions as means to resist hegemony, colonialism, and globalization; to give voice
for marginalized social and cultural groups; and to reconstruct the cultural or ethnic
identity of a cultural group. This approach is interested in issues concerning
translator’s visibility, orality, ethics, power, and politics in dialect translation (Berman,
2000; Yau, 2012; Bandia, 2015). Studies using this perspective extend the scope of
dialect translation beyond the linguistic and literary perspectives, and investigate the
real life impact of dialect translation in history. Such studies include Annie Brisset’s
(1996) on the use of Quebec French in translation in the Quebec area of Canada, and

Cronin’s (1996) on the history and place of translation in Ireland.

The third is the approach of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) proposed by
Toury (1995). This approach attempts to keep a purely academic standpoint and
focuses on describing and explaining translation patterns, norms, and laws. More
specifically, it investigates what translation is like and why it is like this way, without
prescribing what it should be like. Findings from this approach include investigations
on strategies used in dialect translation (Berezowski, 1997), general tendencies and
laws revealed in corpus and case studies (Dimitrova, 1996 and 2004), social and
historical factors that govern translation strategies (Berthele, 2000; Pinto, 2009),

evaluation models for dialect translation from the perspective of register theory
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(Hatim and Mason, 1997), and prestige and power involved in dialect translation

(Rosa, 2012 and 2015).

The distinction between these approaches is of course not absolute. Some studies
may take an integrated approach combining two or more of these perspectives. Some
investigate a corpus of dialect translations, describe patterns, but also make
prescriptive suggestions for translation practitioners (Han, 2004). Some focus on
issues of cultural inequality and power struggle revealed in dialect translation based
on descriptions of various translation phenomena (Cronin, 1996; Brisset, 1996). These
three approaches may overlap theoretically, but each has a very clearly defined
objective: the first aims at prescribing how practice should be done, the second aims
at exposing and rectifying the injustices and inequalities in the real world through
translation and translation studies, and the third aims at observing, describing, and

explaining the reality.

This thesis adopts the DTS approach with a special reference to such issues as
general tendencies, norms, and laws in dialect translation from English to Chinese. It
aims to describe how literary dialects in British and American literature have been
dealt with in Chinese translations, why they have been dealt with in this way, and
what the consequences of these translations are. It will also cover issues such power
structure and cultural image construction of the social “Others”. The point of
departure of this thesis is based on the findings of the following scholars: Berezowski

(1997; on the translation strategies of English fiction into Polish); Dimitrova (1996
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and 2004, on the tendencies and laws of dialect translation of Swedish fiction into
English and Russian); Hatim and Mason (1997; on the use and user dimension of
dialect translation of Pygmalion into Arabic); Leppihalme (2000; on the
standardization strategy in the translation of Finnish fiction into English); Berthele
(2000; on the evolution of translation strategies of Huckleberry Finn in German);
Pinto (2009; on the conditioning factors of dialect translation strategies of Pygmalion
into Portuguese); Rosa (2012 and 2015; on the prestige of linguistic varieties used in
dialect translation); and Han Ziman (2002 and 2004: on the translation of English

dialect into Chinese).

3.3 Previous studies on dialect translation in China

Three monographs and more than two dozens of essays have been published on
dialect translations in Chinese in the past two decades. Han Ziman (2004) studied how
dialect was translated from English into Chinese, Wang Yanhong (2012) investigated
ethical issues involved in translating AAVE in China, and Wang Baorong (2015)
explored conditioning factors for translating dialects in Lu Xun’s works such as the
mother tongues and geographical origin of the translators. A number of studies on
dialect translation have been conducted using the prescriptive and linguistic
approaches. Some descriptive studies are followed by value judgments and translation

suggestions. Studies on translation of dialects in Lu Xun’s works identified a
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tendency to ignore puns encoded in dialects on the part of some translators (Wang,
2010: 203-216). Strategies and procedures are suggested, such as addition of dialect in
places where there is none in the original (Li, 2010: 64-99), the use of colloquialism
rather than dialect (Han, 2004), and the use of a hybrid dialect in the translation of

King Lear (Chen, 1997).

Studies on dialect translation from English into Chinese mostly involve case
studies. For geographical dialects, most studies focus on Zhang Guruo’s translation of
Tess, describing and making evaluations on his strategy of translating dialect for
dialect (Han, 2002 and 2004; Chen and Zhou, 2012; Zhang, 2013). Studies on
translations of AAVE (Black English) centre on translations of Mark Twain’s The
Adventure of Huckleberry Finn (Gu, 2003; Wang, 2008; 2009 and 2012). Studies of
social status dialect revolve around on Bernard Shaw’s Pygmalion (Sun, 1998; Liang,

2008; Zhao, 2013).

Most of the studies focus on strategies for the translation of dialect features on
the lexical level. These studies constitute a large part of studies on dialect translation
published in China. Dialects in a large number of Chinese literary works are often
used in both the narration and speech representation for orality and regional flavour
rather than for the creation of a linguistic variety in opposition to the standard
language. Typical examples are works by Lu Xun in the 1920s and 1930s in which
dialect words from Shaoxing area are used, and the contemporary novels of Jia

Pingwa, whose works are loaded with Shanxi dialect. Studies on the translation of
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dialect words in these works shed light on how dialect is translated on the lexical level,
and on the translation of dialect use as rhetorical and stylistic devices. Few studies
have been conducted on how these features form a linguistic variety, or how the use
of these features indicate the social identity of a certain group of characters, and

affects the characterization and theme of the translated fiction.

In brief, the majority of work on dialect translation in China has approached
dialect translation strictly from the perspective of regionalism, and often focused on a
single author, a single translator, or a single racial perspective (primarily Black
English). Researchers have been preoccupied with the authenticity of ST or TT dialect
features, and the value of dialect to the coherence of the standard language. The
primary aim of this study is to focus on translating dialect as a varied voice from
wider perspectives such as the thematic and sociocultural significance of literary

dialect and its translation.

3.4 What is reproduced in dialect translation?

Generally speaking, the task of the translator is to carry across the meaning in the
receptor language (Newmark, 2001: 7; Nida, 1984: 83; Bell, 1991: 8, etc.). In the
translation of literary dialect, special attention is given to the linguistic form and the
meaning the form carries, because for literary dialect, “the medium was very much

the message” (Shorrock, 1999: 96). In other words, in dialect translation, how
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something is said is as important as, if not more than, what is said. The task of the
translator is to find ways to transfer both the medium, which is the signifier (the
dialectal forms), and the meaning, which is the signified (the story). More specifically,
s/he needs to transfer the socio-cultural meaning conveyed by the linguistic form of

the SL dialect.

As discussed in 2.2.7, the meaning conveyed by literary dialect is first and
foremost the geographical location and the social identity of the character. In some
studies, geographical dialects are believed to be untranslated while social and ethnic
ones can be translated (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 45). This assertion, however, is not
accurate for two reasons. Firstly, as discussed in 2.1, most dialects, if not all, are
geographically restricted and therefore deny relocation in another culture. Cockney as
a social status dialect is specific to London the way AAVE is to America and the
Dorset dialect is to the southern area of the United Kingdom. The difference is that in
regional dialects such indication is crucial; while in other types of dialects, it is of
secondary importance. The geographical dimension of any ST dialect can hardly be
reproduced in a different culture in the strict sense. Secondly, all dialects are
culture-specific regardless of the types of social variants in question. No matter it is
Cockney, AAVE or Wu dialect, the sociocultural connotation of a dialect is deeply
imbedded in its own culture and denies relocation in another culture. In some cultures,
dialect is by no means considered as inferior to or deviated from the standard

language. In Italy,
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dialect is understood not as a simple divergence from the national standard but as
an autonomous linguistic system, historically determined through well-known
mechanisms, as all linguists recognize”, and translators consider it as the site of
naturalness and spontaneity, the linguistic norm of a determined community —

the exact opposite of deviation. (Bonaffini, 1997: 285)

In this sense, all dialects, as well as the social meaning they convey, are
culture-specific and deny relocation in another culture. In spite of these two
dimensions of untranslatability, literary dialect has been translated for decades. What

is it in literary dialect that has been translated, or transplanted in another culture then?

Besides geographical location, all dialects share a universal function: to indicate
a difference, be it a neutral difference, a difference of superiority or inferiority, be it
geographical, ethnic, educational, or social. Despite different literary canons in
different cultures, literary dialect has always been used as a literary device to
distinguish dialect speakers from other characters. In this sense, translating literary
dialect requires producing a “double difference” on the target side (Morini, 2006:
124), namely, the difference between the source and target cultures and the difference
between a dialect and a standard code imbedded in the ST. What translators should do
is to find whatever literary means at their disposal in the target culture, no matter it is

dialectal or registerial, to produce this “double difference”.

The “double difference” involves multi-dimensions of meaning. On the textual

level, linguistic features of an individual’s discourse convey information about uses
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and users (Bell: 1991: 185). Hatim and Mason (1990: 58) relate structure and texture
to extra-linguistic dimensions of meaning, namely, the communicative, pragmatic and
socio-semiotic meaning. Based on their studies, Rosa (2012 and 2015) defines
linguistic varieties as patterned features that carry communicative meaning and
sociocultural value. Communicative meaning, according to her, includes information
on time (to identify a speaker’s age), physical space (to identify a speaker’s region)
and social space (to identify a speaker’s sociocultural group), as well as a specific
communicative situation (to identify relations between speakers, the use of channels
or the functions of interaction), and sometimes even a particular speaker’s preferences
(to identify a speaker’s individuality). Communicative meaning covers the majority of
the basic textual, or linguistic dimensions of literary dialect as a social identity marker,
as an idiolect and as a register marker. The extra-linguistic dimension is the
sociocultural value of a linguistic variety, which is shaped and changed by the
evaluative attitudes towards linguistic varieties in terms of degrees of power, social

status and prestige (Labov, 1972). Figure 2.1 can be revised as Figure 3.1:

socio-cultural value extralinguistic

g . - dimension
dialect as group identi

dialect as idiolect

dialect as register

lingusitic

dimension
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Figure 3.1 Dimensions of literary dialect

As indicated in Figure 3.1, a dialect relies on extra-linguistic context, or the
sociolinguistic value of the dialect, to fulfil its function as an identity marker, as an
idiolect and as a register indicator. Since “the translation equivalence is set up
between varieties” rather than on the level of individual features (Catford, 1965: 88),
the translator’s task is to use a number of TL linguistic features in a certain pattern to
form a linguistic variety that can carry an equivalent extra-linguistic sociocultural
connotation. Different features, varied frequency of dialect use and different
combination of features will affect or even change the socio-cultural meaning implied
by the linguistic variety created in the translation. Features and varieties used in
dialect translation are discussed in the next section with a special reference to the

social-cultural value they may carry.

3.5 Strategies for dialect translation

Plenty of studies have been conducted of the strategies used in the translation of
literary dialects. However, due to the differences in research purposes and corpus,
there has been lack of consensus on terminology and typology in studies on dialect
translation. Researchers also differ on the function of some strategies such as

colloquialism and artificial dialects. The following sections will comb through
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strategies used in previous studies before presenting a model of strategies of dialect

translation.

There are three ways to describe strategies for dialect translation: 1) to describe
how the transference is achieved; 2) to describe the linguistic characteristics of the
translation product, that is, what is used in the translation; and 3) to describe the effect
of the translation. The first is process-oriented strategy that focuses on how the
linguistic shifts happen. For example, the strategy “addition” refers to the process of
adding dialect features where there is none in the ST. The second is product-oriented
strategy that focuses on linguistic varieties and features as well as metalinguistic and
compensational linguistic strategies used in the translation. The third describes the
effect of the translated text in comparison to the ST dialect effects. For example, the
strategy of “standardization” refers to the effect that the ST dialect is standardized and

eliminated.

3.5.1 Transfer strategies

Process-oriented strategy refers to the strategy that describes how the transference

takes place. Rosa (2012) listed five major strategies for dialect translation.

1. Omission: linguistic markers signalling less prestigious or substandard discourse in

the source text are not recreated in the target text.

2. Addition: linguistic markers signalling less prestigious or substandard discourse are

added to the target text when the source text had no such markers.
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3. Maintenance: linguistic markers signalling less prestigious or substandard discourse
in the source text are recreated in the target text. With the use of this strategy, the

communicative and socio-semiotic dimensions of context are maintained.

4. Change of a more peripheral substandard towards a less peripheral variety:
linguistic markers for a more peripheral or even stigmatized literary variety present in

the source text are recreated for a less peripheral literary variety in the target text.

5. Change of a less peripheral variety towards a more peripheral or substandard
variety: linguistic markers for a less peripheral literary variety present in the source
text are recreated by those for a more peripheral or stigmatized literary variety in the

target text.

All these five strategies involve transfer on the level of linguistic varieties rather
than on the level of individual features. This thesis focuses on the description of
dialect translation strategies from the product-oriented perspectives and translation
effect because these two perspectives are more revealing and offer more detailed
categorizations for description of linguistic features, varieties and effects in dialect

translation than the transference strategies do.

3.5.2 Linguistic features and varieties used in dialect translation

Linguistic features are language elements below sentence level, including
orthographical, grammatical, and lexical deviations from the linguistic norms. They

can be spontaneous and transient, or functional and systematic. Systematic use of
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certain linguistic features throughout fiction may form a marked linguistic pattern,
which, in the case of dialect representation, forms a linguistic variety that is
associated with a specific group of people. It is critical to decide whether certain
features are marked as part of a linguistic variety, or just as unmarked spontaneous
use of language features. The former is intended for the representation of a dialect as a
linguistic variety for social and geographical indication, while the latter is usually

used as oral markers for colloquialism.

Catford (1964: 88) pointed out that for dialect translation “the translation
equivalence is set up between varieties”. This author agrees with his argument and
proposes that dialect should be approached as a linguistic variety on the discourse
level rather than as individual features on the lexical level in dialect translation. In this
thesis, linguistic features used in the formation of linguistic varieties are approached
as primary features and secondary features. Primary features refer to those that are
systematically used to form a linguistic variety and are decisive in determining the
sociocultural value of the variety. Secondary features are supplementary features that
are used in combination with primary features in the formation of a linguistic variety.
They can modify, but do not decide the sociocultural value of the variety. In the
following paragraphs, a discussion is made on the eight linguistic varieties discussed

in previous studies and the primary features that are used to create them.

1. A specific target variety. It can be either a regional dialect, an ethnic one (Wekker

and Wekker, 1991: 221-239), or a social dialect (Dimitrova, 1996). It is usually
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formed with phonetic, grammatical or lexical features spoken by people from a
specific area, social status, or race, and recognized as such by readers. The effect of
this type of dialect can be quite strong due to the fact that it usually aims to produce

an authentic dialect with the use of a variety of features from real life.

2. A hybrid dialect. It is formed with “nonstandard language and idiomatic features of
various target language dialects” (Perteghella, 2002: 50-51; Berezowski, 1997: 58-59;
Pinto, 2009: 296). As it is formed with features from more than one specific target
variety, it usually carries the shared sociocultural value of those varieties such as
lower social status, poor educational background, rustic flavour, or general
geographical implication (such as the south, or the north, instead of a specific city in
the south or north). This variety takes advantage of genuine dialects to generate
intended socio-cultural meaning. The use of two or more identifiable specific target
dialects can avoid the cultural association with any specific group of people in the
target culture. The hybridity, however, may also strike readers as unauthentic, comic,

or even ridiculous if used excessively.

3. A common dialect, also referred to as “scenic dialect” in Russian (Brodovich 1997:
26). It is a nonstandard linguistic variety formed with features that are shared by a
number of specific target dialects and therefore do not point to any specific social
group or geographical location in the target culture (Hervey and Higgins, 1992: 118;
Dimitrova, 1996: 63; Yu, 2015: 109). The shared features tend to be highly

intelligible due to their pervasiveness in different dialects. Speakers of this dialect are
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generally presented as rural, with poor education and probably from a lower social
class, but are not associated with any specific area or social group. The effect of this
variety tends to be weaker than the previous two, and may not be as expressive when

it comes to variations within dialects.

4. An artificial dialect, also referred to as “virtual dialect” or “synthetic dialect”. It is
formed with features unidentifiable for any specific dialect and non-existent as a
dialect variety in the target culture (Pinto, 2009: 296; Yu, 2015: 108-109). Artificial
dialects can be created with a number of means. For example, Morini (2006, 133-135)
discussed his creation of a “synthetic Italian” made up of words from various regional
or social dialects and of incorrect or corrupted standard Italian words for the
translation of Scottish dialect. Yu (2015) discussed Cheng Shi’s creation of a fake
Chinese dialect that consisted of phonetic markers that cannot be identified with
pronunciations from any specific area of China. Although both artificial and hybrid
dialects are fake and neither is associated with any specific group of speakers, a
hybrid dialect can be traced back to two or three specific target areas, while an

artificial dialect usually strikes readers as something foreign and unfamiliar.

5. A broken variety, also referred to as pidiginzation (Berezowski, 1997: 70-75). It
involves a procedure of modifying the standard phonology or grammar so as to
foreground the characters’ nonstandard language either as a broken variety of a
language, a pidgin language of a colonial region, or a learner’s or foreigner’s

language. When the linguistic features are derived from a pidgin language in the
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target culture, the variety identifies its characters as non-native, culturally exotic and
only participating marginally in the target culture (Berezowski, 1997: 74). A broken
variety can also be created by modifying the standard grammar (Al-Rubai’l and
Al-Ani, 2004: 252). Wekker and Wekker (1991: 221-239) discuss the use of a broken
Dutch in the translation of Alice Walker’s novel The Colour Purple by Irma van Dam
in 1983. Berthele (2000) finds that in some earlier German translations of Huck
pidgin-like learner’s English is used to depict Jim as linguistically deficient. Epstein
(2014: 95) criticized the “deficit” strategy to “blatantly suggest a racist usage of
power”. It can be induced from these studies that a broken variety can also portray its
speakers as illiterate, lack of linguistic competence and unrelated to any specific
culture or region. They are presented as people linguistically or intellectually
incompetent and therefore not as a full member of the society (such as a child and a

second language learner) or as cultural outsiders (such as a foreigner).

There may be some overlap between this variety and the artificial dialect because
some readers may find this variety artificial while others may consider some of the

artificial dialects as linguistically stigmatized as the broken variety.

6. An elevated variety. It is created with marked written formal features and has been
briefly discussed in previous studies (Dimitrova, 1996; Al-Rubai’l and Al-ani, 2004:
250; Pinto, 2009). Formal features include words from a high register, poetic
language, and complicated syntax that are used in speech representation even on

casual contexts. An elevated language can be used as a sociolect for educated or upper
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class people. It may also be used to identify outdated or conservative intellectuals as

Kong Yiji in Lu Xun’s eponymous novel Kong Yiji.

7. A colloquial variety. It is usually formed with informal oral features (Dimitrova,
1996; Pinto, 2009: 296), which include loose sentence structure, repetition, omission,
colloquial words, and expletives. The colloquial variety is considered as a legitimate
part of Standard Chinese (Wang, 2003: 75) and used by people from all social classes
on informal occasions. Its use in dialect translation is usually intended for
colloquialism rather than for social identification. This variety is also considered as
nonstandard or dialectal in other languages (Pinto, 2009: 293). It is used in the speech
of some characters as a sociolect. Colloquialism is probably the most thoroughly
studied and yet the most controversial linguistic variety used in dialect translation. Its
function needs to be decided on individual cases and on which variety it is contrasted

with (see Chapter Five for more discussion on this topic).

8. A vulgar variety. It refers “in monolingual community to the most informal and
colloquial variety of a language” (Holmes, 2013: 77). It is a non-dialectal oral
language intelligible to all but predominantly used by people with limited education in
Russian (Ke, 2011: 278-287) and in Chinese (Wang, 1990; Yu, 2014: 84-85). In
Chinese literature, the vulgar variety ({4sE) is the opposite of elegant language (Ff3E),
a formal and elevated variety which is usually used by well-educated upper classes.
There are two characteristics of the vulgar variety: popularity (if{%) and low register

(+£%&). The vulgar variety is often created with low register lexis which is originally
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from the oral language of grassroots people who do not have much education or have
little knowledge of Standard Chinese. This variety is also popular in the sense that it is
highly intelligible due to its frequent use by working-class people. They are often
collected in (standard) Chinese dictionaries and marked either as “dialectal” or
“colloquial” such as WE[why]®, If (modal particle), g5 [don’t], Z5[bad], ZE4iE
[woman], f&-1-[soap]Jand have more formal equivalences in Standard Chinese. In
sociolinguistics, these are considered as a sociolect that indicates the social status of

the speakers (Zhu, 1992: 22).

In Chinese literature, the vulgar variety belongs to the low register of the
language and has been an established way of indicating a character’s social and
educational background. Unlike sociolects in British and American culture that are
usually considered as nonstandard in Chinese, the vulgar variety has been considered
as a legitimate constituent of Standard Chinese since the 1950s, because the social
class it indicates (typically the less educated grassroots working class) has been
considered as the “leading class”, or the owner of the People’s Republic of China
since the 1950s. Educated people find this variety completely intelligible, but seldom
use it. The vulgar variety has been recommended to be used in dialect translation. For

example, Bian Zhilin (1989: 116) recommends translating nonstandard English in

6 In this thesis, a Chinese character is often followed by a gloss in squar brackets. Explanations of

terms or words in Chinese are usually put in brackets.
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Shakespears’ dramas with a language “as vulgar as possible” so as to *“avoid the

inappropriate association” induced by the use of a Chinese regional dialect.

The eight linguistic varieties describe eight types of linguistic effects. They are
formed by systematic use of certain linguistic features which are predominantly or
exclusively used in the speech representation of a specific group. The focus of this
study is on the description and functions of these linguistic varieties and the features

which are used to create them.

Linguistic varieties used in dialect translation have been arranged on a cline in
line with their distance from the standard language, social prestige, or distance from
the cultural centre in previous studies. Dimitrova (1996: 62-63) arranged varieties
used in literary translation on a cline in line with their distance from the linguistic
norm. Her cline is the first of the kind to measure the distance between linguistic

varieties, which is indicated in Figure 3.2:

variety with variety with variety with marked neutral  marked

specific general specific colloquial language written/
regional regional social origin language elevated
origin origin or language

rural origin
Figure 3.2 Dimitrova’s scale of linguistic varieties

Based on her study, she proposed a hypothesis that any shift in translation will tend to
go towards the right end of this continuum (Dimitrova, 1996), which means
translators tend to use less marked, and less specific linguistic varieties than the ones

used in the ST. This is related to the normative nature of translated language in
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comparison to the original. This continuum was later revised in Figure 3.3 to indicate

their codification and general acceptance (Dimitrova, 2004: 133-135).

Higher
degrees of
orality and
individuality

Non-codified linguistic varities
(dialects, sociolects, etc)

Colloquial E linguistic forms
markers | from dlﬁ'crcm
]

Written
conventionalized

Figure 3.3 Dimitrova’s figure of codification in dialect translation

As indicated in Figure 3.3, dialect varieties are non-codified languages that deviate
from written conventions with a lower degree of acceptance, but with a higher degree
of orality and individuality. Standardized varieties are register varieties that conform
to written conventions with general acceptance and colloquialism is in between the
codified and non-codified varieties (Dimitrova, 2004: 134). The position of varieties
on the scale is of course culture-specific and organized in line with the three
languages (English, Russian, and Swedish) Dimitrova worked with. Dimitrova
proposed a tendency that non-codified languages such as dialects tend to be translated

with codified languages. She also provided an explanation for this tendency from the
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perspective of culture specificity that “translated texts tend not to contain linguistic

elements that are perceived as specific or unique to the TL” (Dimitrova, 2004: 135).

Rosa (2012: 87) arranged linguistic varieties used in dialect translation in a

diagram in line with their prestige (Figure 3.4).

Translating Linguistic Varieties

Standard
Orality

Regional Substandard
” Social Substandard

Rosa (1999, 2003)

Figure 3.4 Linguistic varieties in a scale of prestige by Rosa

According to Rosa (2012 and 2015), prestige refers to the socio-cultural value of a
linguistic variety which relates to the power, social values and identity of users. As
Figure 3.4 shows, the centre of prestige is occupied by the standard varieties and
especially by the written, standard, formal, and literary use of a variety, and the
periphery is occupied by less prestigious varieties such as dialects. According to Rosa

(2012), the arrows pointing towards the centre of the diagram represent translating
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shifts from a normalization strategy or from a centralization strategy, and the arrows
pointing towards the periphery of this diagram represent shifts from a decentralization

strategy, which is indicated in Figure 3.5:

Translating Linguistic Varieties

Standard

Orality

Regional Substandard
Social Substandard

Figure 3.5 Translating linguistic varieties: decentralization

Rosa (1999, 2003)

The position of linguistic varieties indicated in Figure 3.5 differs from Figure 3.3
by Dimitrova. “Social dialect” is considered to be more peripheral than regional
dialect in Rosa’s Figure, while it is less so in Dimitrova’s continuum. In Rosa’s
diagram, there is no elevated variety. That is probably due to the fact that these two
researchers deal with different language pairs with different sociocultural values for

social dialect.

This author takes Dimitrova (1996 and 2004) and Rosa’s study (2012 and 2015)

as a point of departure and designs a continuum that works for Chinese dialect
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translation. The linguistic varieties discussed in previous studies are arranged on a

scale in line with their culture specificity, as presented in Figure 3.6:

regional, social vulgar & broken &
ethnical lhybrid | common| | elevated| [|colloquial |neutral | artificial
more culture-specific « > less culture-specific

Figure 3.6 Culture-specificity of linguistic varieties

Figure 3.6 shows that the further away a variety is positioned on the left end of the
scale, the more culture-specific it is and the more likely its use will trigger stereotypes
of and associations with a specific target cultural or social group. The broken and
artificial varieties are placed on the far right end of the scale because they explicitly
identify the characters as “Others”, while all other varieties identify the characters as
more or less “domestic”, ranging from the most domestic (with the specific regional
dialect) to the neutral (with the standard neutral variety). The vulgar and the elevated
varieties are placed together as more culture-specific than the colloquial and the
standard neutral variety, because both varieties in Chinese culture point to the
educational background and social status of the characters in real life and are
therefore more culture-specific than the colloquial and standard varieties. The further
away a variety is positioned on the right, the less culture-specific it is and is more

likely to present the characters as culturally neutral, or with a foreign background.

Another way to show the relationship between the eight linguistic varieties is to

put them on a continuum in line with their markedness, as indicated in Figure 3.7:
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social, broken, vulgar &

artificial &ethnical|  regional | | hybrid | common elevated | [colloquial [eutrall

more marked < > less marked

Figure 3.7 Markedness of linguistic varieties

In Figure 3.7, the artificial variety is placed at the far left end of the scale with the
broken, social, and ethnic varieties because, as far as Chinese translations are
concerned, the artificial and the broken varieties are often presented as the most
marked speech due to their formal deviation. In the case of the artificial dialect, the
markers are predominantly phonetic and formally marked with malapropism with
in-text notes, which make the dialect much more visually marked than all other
dialects and linguistic varieties. The broken variety and social dialect are presented as
the most marked because they are represented mostly with grammatical deviation,
which in Chinese is the most marked and deviant of all means of representation. As
indicated in Figure 3.7, the more marked a TT variety is, the more deviant it is and the
sharper the difference in the TT is. If the TT variety is less marked than the ST dialect,
the difference may be normalized (the normalization strategy). If it is more marked
than the ST dialect, the difference is accentuated or eroticized (the accentuation
strategy). If the TT variety is as marked as the ST variety, the difference is preserved

(the preservation strategy).

Linguistic varieties can also be arranged on a scale according to their distance

from the standard neutral variety. By showing the social distance between different
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varieties, this scale can be used in descriptive studies to reveal the social hierarchy

and power structure constructed by these varieties, as presented in Figure 3.8:

social, broken, regional
artificial &ethnical hybrid| | common| | vulgar| [|colloquial [neutral | elevated ]
more marked -— — less marked

Figure 3.8 Scale of social distance for linguistic varieties

As indicated in Figure 3.8, some linguistic varieties, such as specific, hybrid, broken,
and artificial varieties, tend to be associated with speakers of lower social status
because these varieties often indicate that the speakers are from the countryside, with
poor educational background, or from the bottom rung of the social ladder. The
neutral and elevated varieties are often associated with people with good education,

which usually indicates high social status.

The position of the varieties on the social scale may change from case to case.
The position of a linguistic variety may change depending on which social class it is
associated with and which period is under investigation. This happens when a
translator chooses to modify or reverse a certain stereotype of a dialect or variety, or
when the social status of the users of the varieties changes in real life. For example,
the vulgar variety was considered to be non-standard and associated with uneducated
speakers from the bottom of the society in traditional Chinese literature. However, it
has been considered as a legitimate part of the standard language and used as the

voice of the working class people since the 1950s due to the political change in China.
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In addition, the sociocultural meaning a linguistic variety carries may change
depending on which linguistic variety it is set against in relief. The evaluation of the
power structure and social hierarchy constructed by linguistic varieties needs to be
conducted on an individual basis with a holistic approach that takes both textual and

extra-textual factors into consideration.

3.5.3 General tendencies as strategies

General tendencies in dialect translation reveal patterned behaviour in dialect
translation. Findings in this aspect can contribute to studies on translation universals.
Five strategies have been found in previous studies that describe the general

tendencies discovered in dialect translation.

Standardization tendency

Standardization refers to the use of the standard language to translate ST
nonstandard dialect. It is the most frequently used strategy and is often labelled as
“neutralization” (Berezowski, 1997: 49-51) or “normalization” (Rosa, 2012). This
strategy is believed to remove the tension in the original (Berman, 2000: 296), to level
out characterizing discourse (Rosa, 2012: 88), to alter the relationships between
characters, and those between the reader and the characters (Azevedo, 1998: 42), and
alter the ideological framework of the novel (Maatta, 2004). In practice, the loss is
sometimes compensated with the addition of expletives, colloquialism and other

lexical and syntactical methods.

94



In this thesis, the term “standardization” is defined as the strategy to remove the
ST dialect variation with the use of one linguistic variety to translate both sides of the
ST dialect variation. The revised definition focuses on the effect of the translation
rather than the linguistic features used in the dialect translation. It is revised as such
because the use of standard language does not necessarily result in the standardization
effect if two different registers from the standard language is used to translate the two

sides of the ST dialect variation.

Normalization strategy

Also referred to as centralization (Rosa, 2012: 90), normalization involves the
use of a target language variety, which is less negatively evaluated as that depicted in
the source text, but not as prestigious as the standard variety in the translation of the
ST nonstandard dialect variety (Dimitrova, 1996). This strategy involves a shift from
the peripheral to the centre by translating a specific nonstandard ST dialect with a less

peripheral variety.

In some studies (Dimitrova, 1996; Chesterman, 2004), standardization is
considered a subcategory of the normalization tendency because the standard variety
used in dialect translation is also one of the less peripheral varieties. In this thesis,
normalization and standardization are distinguished to refer to two types of translation
strategies. With standardization the linguistic difference in the ST is eliminated. With
normalization, the linguistic difference is created, though differently and to a lesser

degree with the use of a less nonstandard variety. This strategy is often used to avoid
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possible unintelligibility and cultural confusion that might be triggered by the use of a
specific target regional or social dialect in the target culture. However, although
normalization is an effective compromise, this strategy may also risk rendering the ST
dialect merely as the defective idiom of the inarticulate or gauche, thus reducing the

social characterization to the level of caricature (Horton, 1998: 429).

Accentuation strategy

The accentuation strategy is also referred to as decentralization (Rosa, 2012). It
is the opposite of centralization and involves the use of a more peripheral nonstandard
TT variety in the translation of the less peripheral, or more prestigious dialect variety
in the ST. There are three methods to accentuate a dialect effect, namely, to increase
the density of the markers so as to create a more rustic or nonstandard variety, to add
dialect markers to the speech of the characters who speak standard language in the ST,
or to add dialect to the narration which is made in the standard language in the ST.
While normalization confirms target linguistic norms and mitigates the social contrast
between the standard and the nonstandard language, the accentuation strategy
accentuates such contrast and calls attention to the tension and conflicts between

different characters.

One example is David Hawks’ translation of The Story of the Stone (Hong Lou
Meng). In the ST, characters from different educational and social background are
given different voices. A non-dialectal vulgar language is given to characters who are

uneducated low-level servants, or poor relatives from the rural areas. For example, the
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language of Granny Liu (Liu Laolao) is loaded with vulgar vocabulary and slang,
which matches her social identity as an illiterate underprivileged citizen at the bottom
of society. The use of register varieties such as a vulgar or elevated language is typical
in Chinese literature to indicate a character’s educational background, which in most
cases is related to the low social status of the characters. In David Hawks’ translation
these characters are given nonstandard Cockney-like voices that are marked with
misspellings and grammatical errors (Hong, 2013: 231-235), as indicated in the

following example:

ST: [BlkEs] “W05 LIFHET 1B 5, A e b RAE R EE M, R
EHER) ? B MR, T e, TR AR, A S
40, I IRFEEELIE AR *  (Cao, 2006: 19)

[Gloss: (Granny Liu) “Now the Wang family has been promoted; but it is
likely that Lady Wang still remember us. Why don’t you go to see her?
Maybe for old time’s sake, she will do good to us. You never know. If
she is being nice, one hair from her body would be thicker than our

waist.]

TT1 : (The Story of the Stone by David Hawks)

[Granny Liu] “Her brother has been promoted; but I shouldn’t be surprised if
she at least didn’t still remember us. Why don't you try your

luck with her? You never know, she might do something for
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you for the sake of old times. She only has to feel well
disposed and a hair off her arm would be thicker than a man's

waist to poor folks like us!” (Cao, 1986: 108)

TT 2: (A Dream of Read Mansions by Xianyi Yang and Gladys Yang)

[Granny Liu] “Her brother has been promoted to some post at the frontier,
but I’m sure this Lady Wang would remember us. Why not go and
try your luck? She may do something for us for old times' sake. If
she's at all willing to help, one hair from her body would be thicker

than our waist.” (Cao, 2003 : 167)

As indicated in the example, the ST is a mixture of colloquialism and vulgarity. No
dialectal features are used in Granny Liu’s speech. The slang “$—EFEFRLLIG{THY
FE#EH” [one hair from her body would be thicker than our waist] she uses is quite
vulgar and indecent, and could never be uttered by the ladies in the Red Mansions. In
TT 1, Hawks’ translation is marked with nonstandard grammar. A double negation is
added to the translation (“but I shouldn’t be surprised if she at least didn’t still
remember us”). Double negation is a frequently used linguistic feature in literary
dialect in British and American literature to indicate the lack of education and low
social status of the characters. Granny Liu is portrayed as an uneducated rural
character with the use of nonstandard features in her speech in Hawks’ translation
(Hong, 2009: 431-435). In contrast, in TT2, Yang and Yang use unmarked Standard

English to translate Granny Liu’s vulgar language. Hawks’ accentuation strategy
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draws attention to the linguistic contrast between characters by using a more
peripheral linguistic variety (nonstandard language) to translate a central variety, the

vulgar variety.

Dialectalization

In this thesis, the term “dialectalization” is used to refer to the use of a dialect in
the translation of literary fiction regardless of the fact whether there is a literary
dialect in the ST with no dialects’. It is different from the term “accentuation”, which
refers to the use of a more marked dialect in the TT to translate a less marked dialect
in the ST. While accentuation is induced by certain features such as the use of a
literary dialect in the ST, dialectalization is usually induced by factors in the target
language or target culture. A typical example would be Shao Xunmei’s (&[56)35)
translation of Gentlemen Prefer Blondes in Lunyu in 1932 in which Wu dialect, a
highly unintelligible regional dialect, was used to translate the entire story even

though there is no dialect in the ST.

Dialectalization has little to do with the ST dialect (if there is one), and much to
do with the power struggle between different linguistic varieties in the target culture.
Wilkinson’s (2005) study on stage translation investigates the use of a local dialect to

translate ‘Hochdeutsch’, the standard form of the German language used in the ST for

" Dialectalization is used in Pinto’s (2009) study to refer to any attempt to create the ST dialect
effect, which is different from the definition in this thesis.
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performance on the German-speaking Switzerland amateur stage. It is argued that the
strategy reflects a desire to promote local and national identities through language and

to resist the dominance of German and transnational culture.

With the use of dialectalization, the focus is on how the ST standard language is
translated. How the ST dialect is translated, if there is one, is not important. The
translation of the ST standard language has much influence on the representation of
the social and cultural identity of the ST dialect in the translated fiction as the
standard language sets the background against which the dialect is contrasted. In
Brisset’s study (1996: 167), Standard English in Macbeth by William Shakespeare
was translated by Michel Garneau in 1978 into Québécois or Quebec French, a less
prestigious dialect of French, rather than Parisian or international French, both of
which are considered standard French with prestige.® This is “an attempt to
legitimize Québécois by elevating it from its status as a dialect”, which is closely tied
to the “demand for territorial and political autonomy” in the Quebec area (Brisset,
1996: 167). Dialectalization is often ideologically and politically motivated, and its
use is often evaluated against the background of the power struggle between the
cultures involved and the reconstruction of a national identity against the background
of colonial studies. Dialectalization can also be a version of “standardization” if both

sides of the ST dialect variation are translated with a TT dialect.

8 The sociolect in the play is represented by Joual, the Quebec French working-class dialect of the
Montreal area.
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3.5.4 Linguistic features used in dialect translation

Linguistic features used in dialect translation are categorized as primary features and
secondary features. The primary features have been briefly discussed in the discussion

of linguistic varieties in 3.5.2. They can be categorized into seven types.

1) Specific target dialect features including regional dialect features, ethnic
dialect features, and social dialect features. These features are derived from authentic
dialects including lexis, pronunciations, syntax and slang used predominantly by

people speaking a specific target dialect.

2) Common dialect features. They are features that are used in a number of
authentic dialects. The socio-cultural meaning of them are usually vague and derived

from characteristics shared by the dialects involved.

3) Artificial dialect features. Artificial dialect features are usually represented
with fake pronunciations, or nonstandard grammatical structures that strike readers as

unauthentic.

4) Vulgar features. Vulgar features include vulgar lexis and slang.

5) Colloquial features. Colloquial features include colloquial words and syntax.

6) Elevated elegant dialect features. These include high register words used only

on formal occasions or in print.
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7) Nonstandard grammar. They include nonstandard grammar from real life

language use, or grammatical mistakes created by translators.

These primary features are predominantly used to form one specific linguistic
variety, or used sporadically or secondarily as secondary features to achieve certain
effects. A dialect variety may carry different sociocultural meaning when it is created
with features in different combination. Secondary features tend to be used with the
standard language, or with primary features to form specific linguistic varieties. These
features include lexical features, features above lexical level, and features at the
metalinguistic level. Secondary features used in dialect translation can be summarized

as follows:

1) Addition of written comments after or before direct discourse indicating that the
character is using a non-standard language/dialect (Pinto, 2009: 293). Such comments
include “She says in her native tongue or with an accent”, and “They could not

understand her dialect”.

2) Explanations in endnotes, footnotes, prefaces or postscripts explaining ST dialect

use as well as notes about TT dialect use.

3) Use of forms of honorifics and addresses (Berezowski, 1997: 69-70; Pinto, 2009:

293).

4) Zero translation. Certain lexical features in the ST is directly imported into the TT

(Pinto, 2009:293).
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5) Bilingual translation. Dialect features are translated in the TT and the ST features
are also added to the translation, as in the case of Lin Yutang’s translation of some

sentences in Cockney in Pygmalion (Yu, 2014: 87).

6) Transliteration of certain ST dialect pronunciations (Berezowski, 1997: 61-62).

7) Use of italics, bold letters, underlines etc. to indicate that a speaker is speaking

differently.

8) Use of indecent, dirty and taboo lexis or slangs to indicate the social and education

background of the character (Yu, 2014: 83).

9) Use of archaic or obsolete lexis. This is discussed in Dimitrova’s study on Russian
translation of Swedish fiction (1996) and Hong Tao’s study of David Hawks’

translation of The Story of the Stone (Hong, 2013: 233-234).

10) Modification techniques. Modification techniques refer to completely or partially
rephrase the speech of dialect characters. In Berthele’s (2000: 603) study on German
translations of Huck, translators are found to rewrite direct speech in AAVE as
indirect speech to give Jim the AAVE speaker no “direct” voice at all. In some
translations his speech was rewritten with features that indicate simple-mindedness or
stupidity. Speech modifications are more likely to be found in abridged, adapted, and
written translations than in full translations. However, it is sometimes difficult to
decide whether the modification is made for the sake of the ST dialect, or for the sake
of the plot. For example, in one of the written versions of Huck in this study, Jim’s
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long speech on fortune-telling is rewritten as indirect speech. However, it is very
likely that such a modification is made to remove or downplay the superstition

elements that are deemed inappropriate for children’s literature.

When used with the standardization strategy, these secondary features are
supposed to hint the social-cultural value carried by the ST dialect. When mixed up
with a linguistic variety, they enrich the hybridity of the linguistic variety and modify
the connotation of the variety. These strategies consist of an important part of dialect
translation and sometimes may sway the social meaning conveyed by the variety.
Some of the strategies can effectively lower or increase the social status of the
characters who are speaking a linguistic variety. For example, the use of indecent
dirty or taboo words can depict a character as bold, rude, and ignorant of social
appropriateness. The use of obsolete words can depict the characters as outdated,
conservative, or socially incompetent. Zero translation can immediately remind
readers of the foreign background of the characters, thus preventing any association
between the character and any specific target group. Secondary features are also
referred to as compensational features in this thesis because they also play a part in
the creation of a linguistic variety as primary features, and help to shape the social

identity of the characters.

3.5.5 The strategy model for dialect translation
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Based on previous studies, a strategy model is designed to summarize different
strategies for translating linguistic varieties. The purpose of this model is not to
prescribe or make value judgment on any of the strategies, but to organize them in a
typology, just as Pinto (2009) did in her study. While her model is designed to
represent strategies for dialect translation in different media (stage, page, and screen),
this model aims to offer easier access to various strategies used for page translation,
which is translation intended to be read. Each of the linguistic features will be
discussed in detail in 4.3 with examples from the case study. The model is presented

in Figure 3.9 on page 107.

Figure 3.9 presents different levels of strategies for translating literary dialects. In
most cases, mixed features from different varieties as well as some compensational
features may be found in the TT in order to achieve different effects. Honorifics are
used frequently along with regional dialects to show social hierarchy, and obsolete
features are used to create a temporal distance. Features from a broken variety may be
mixed with colloquial or regional varieties to accentuate the illiterateness of
characters. Once again the primary function of a variety created in the TT, however
hybrid it may be, depends on the most prominent markers. Features that are used most

predominantly and markedly contribute the most to the resulting literary effect.

This model does not include some of the general strategies such as

decentralization, centralization, or lexicalization, which describe general tendencies
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a. malapropism

b. malapropism with in-text notes
Translation without Standardization c. eye dialect
— recreation of a —|: d. eye dialect with in-text notes
linguistic difference Dialectalization e. specific regional words
f. nonspecific regional words

g. colloquial words

h. vulgar words

— (DA specific dialect i. elevated formal words
— @ A hybrid dialect j. archaic words

Dialect varieties —1— ® A common dialect k honorifies and polite ways of addresses

Accentuation — @ An artificial dialect l. indecent, dirty or taboo words
Recreation of a L ©® Abroken variety m. influent syntax
linguistic difference Mormalization L @ An elevated variety n. slangs

Standard varieties _|_ @ A colloguial variety o. addition of written indications after direct discourse

- A vulgar variety p. bilingual translation

g. explanation of dialect use in notes, prefaces and postscripts
r. zero translation

s. transliteration

t. use of italics, bold letters, underlines etc.

u. speech modification

Figure 3.9 Strategy model for dialect translation in fiction
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and will be discussed in the next section as research findings. This model will be used

as the description model for the case study in Chapter Four.

3.6 Tendencies discovered from descriptive studies

Findings on descriptive studies of dialect translation can be roughly categorized into
two groups: findings on the tendencies, norms, and laws of dialect translation, and
findings on the conditioning factors that may explain these tendencies, norms, and
laws. Findings on universals on dialect translation relate to tendencies towards

standardization, normalization, colloquialization, lexicalization, and neutralization.

Standardization tendency

Translation into English has been found to standardize foreign or exotic features
as well as socio-culturally marginal ones (Bassnett and Lefevere, 1998: 4). This
tendency has been found in studies of translations of Moberg’s novel into English and
Russian in which the ST dialects are standardized (Dimitrova, 1996 and 2004), of
Portuguese translations of Pygmalion and My Fair Lady that were published before
1974 (Pinto, 2009), in all the translations published in Cuba by the Clube do Livro
between 1945 and 1976 (Milton, 1996: 52) and in the forty or more translations of
Wuthering Heights into Spanish (Sanchez, 2007: 128). The tendency is so strong and
prevalent that Berman (1996: xviii) concludes that translation is a powerful

centralizing anti-dialectal agent.

Normalization tendency
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The normalization tendency involves the use of less nonstandard TT varieties to
translate the ST dialect (Rosa, 2012). Based on her study of Russian and English
translations, Dimitrova (1996and2004) hypothesized a normative tendency. Robyns
(1992) discussed the tendency of using “standard argot” to substitute the less
prestigious regionally marked slang in the French translations of popular
Anglo-American detective fiction in the 1960s and 1970s. Han (2004: 98) found in a
number of cases that colloquial Chinese has been used in dialect translation as social
markers to indicate the educational background and social status of characters. Yu
(2014 and 2015) identified in novels and dramas translated into Chinese the use of
“common dialect”, colloquialism, and “standard vulgar variety” for the translation of
the Dorset dialect in Britain, AAVE, and Cockney. This tendency confirms that
translated texts tend to be more normative than the STs, but different from
standardization that remove the heterogeneity of the ST, normalization can still

recreate it to a less degree.

Colloquialization tendency

If a ST dialect is represented in a translation, the most frequently used variety is
believed to be colloquial, as proposed by Dimitrova (2004) and Han Ziman (2004),
which is related to the fact that colloquialism is closer to the standard language variety.
The colloquialization tendency can be considered a subcategory of normalization or
standardization depending on which variety the colloquial variety is contrasted with

(for more discussion on colloquialism see Section 4.5.1 and 5.1.3).
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Lexicalization tendency

Lexicalization refers to the predominant use of lexical markers in the translation
of dialect. Lexical features are the least nation-specific of all dialect markers
according to Brodovich (1997). Berezowski (1997: 53-55) believes that restricting
attempts to render the SL dialect to one stratum of language use results in the
representation of characters as lack of commitment to any particular target variety and
therefore removes their social or regional specificity. According to Berezowski (1997:
53-55), lexicalization locates its characters in the broad category of the town, the
country, the uneducated, and the underprivileged, and the vagueness is highly
conducive to minimize the influx of the intertextuality of the TT which is not intended
in the ST. This strategy minimizes the distortion of the ST without sacrificing
completely the social meaning implied by the formal features of the ST. This
tendency may be related to the lexicalization tendency in the translation of oral speech
in literature. According to Ben-sharhar (1994: 203), Hebrew translators have a strong
tendency to use lexis to represent speech, and their over-awareness of the lexicon is
linked with and reinforced by the tendency to focus on the referential function of the

language.

Neutralization tendency

Neutralization tendency in dialect translation refers to the use of neutral features
instead of features considered stigmatized in the target culture. Berthele’s (2000)

study on the evolution of strategies for the translation of AAVE into German of
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Huckleberry Finn shows a neutralization tendency in German translation. According
to him, translators’ preferences have shifted since the 1960s from stigmatized
strategies to more neutral strategies incorporating colloguialism in their representation

of AAVE.

The normalization, colloquialization, and lexicalization tendencies all contribute
to the finding that “translated texts tend not to contain linguistic elements that are
perceived as specific or unique to the TL” (Dimitrova, 2004). They are evidence of
the law of growing standardization proposed by Toury (1995: 267-274) that “in
translation, textual relations obtaining in the original are often modified, sometimes to
the point of being totally ignored, in favour of [more] habitual options offered by a
target repertoire”. With the use of standard language, the use of less nonstandard
varieties, and the predominant use of lexical markers, it is expected that the dialect

effect in the STs is levelled out or removed from the TTs.

3.7 Conditioning factors

Conditioning factors refer to factors that may have an influence on strategies of
dialect translation. They explain why a certain tendency happens. Rosa (2012) listed
eight motivations or constraints that may lead to the standardization of ST dialect

variation.

(1) Explicit editorial guidelines contained in the translator’s brief;
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(2) Translation priorities that favour denotative or referential and communicative

features to the detriment of formal features such as dialect;

(3) An ideological context favouring normative behaviour and the corresponding

translation norms in force in the target culture;

(4) The intended readership and the speculative anticipation of its expectations;

(5) The importance attributed to literary varieties in the source text and the functions

they perform;

(6) The difficulty in establishing an acceptable target text equivalent unit for the

correlation of source language forms and values;

(7) Avoiding unintended effects caused by the recreation of literary varieties;

(8) The lack of time, low pay, and reduced tools available for the translator to recreate
in the target text the source text’s literary varieties, extra-linguistic connotations, and

functions.

Berezowski (1997: 90) discusses conditioning factors based on her study of
Polish translation of dialect in English literature. Five factors are found to have

influence on strategies for dialect translation.

(9) The genre of the ST. For example, naturalization (in the sense of
standardization) is more likely to be found in poetry, and speech defect and

rusticalization (in the sense of Dialectalization) in drama;
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(10) The nature of the dialect in the ST. For example, a ST artificial dialect tends

to be translated by a TT artificial dialect;

(11) The status of the characters. Characters with low social status tend to be

given a colloquial voice.

(12) Age of readers, for example, honorifics and lexicalization tend to be used

more frequently in translations intended for younger readers.

(13) Shared knowledge of a dialect community by the ST and TT readers. For
example, transliteration is more likely to be used when the ST dialect is familiar to TT

readers.

Other researchers also focus on conditioning factors which can be summarized as

the following seven reasons.

(14) Risk control. Pym (2008) proposes that the tendency to standardize (as well
as the tendency to channel interference) is a risk-averse strategy. Its status as a
possible law thus depends on the relative absence of rewards for translators who take
risks. In other words, translators may standardize dialect when they cannot find
enough rewards to motivate them to take risks. Translating dialect is a risky strategy

that can only be made with enough incentives.

(15) Translators” perception. Dimitrova (1996) attributes standardization,
normalization, colloquialization, and lexicalization to two factors: translators’

perception of their own status and prestige as text producers, and translators’
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perception of the connotations of dialects. Translators often perceive themselves as
text producers with a lower degree of prestige than ST writers and therefore tend to

conform to linguistic norms of the target language.

(16) The translation norm of intelligibility. Intelligibility means that a translation
does not cause reading difficulty, and is easy to understand. In his study on his own
Italian translation of Lewis Grassic Gibbon’s Sunset Song, Morini (2006) discovers
that the strongest norm that governs dialect translation may be comprehensibility,
which requires that the events in a translated novel must be clear and the characters
recognizable. Craig (2006) finds that the readability of a translation is prioritized
above all other characteristics by readers in his questionnaire-based study on the
reception of a translation in which Anglophone Caribbean vernacular speech is used

in speech translation.

(17) Translation medium. Pinto (2009) finds that the medium (translation for
page, stage or screen) is not the determinant factor in the choice of a specific strategy
and exclusion of another based on her study on 12 Portuguese translations of Bernard
Shaw’s Pygmalion and Alan Jay Lerner’s My Fair Lady. She found that the medium

has influence on the frequency and type of features used in dialect translation.

(18) Publishers. Pinto (2009) confirms the finding of Rosa (2001) that private

publishing companies may feel less responsible for upholding the standard language.
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(19) Readers’ expectations. In his study on the standardization strategy used in
his translation of one of the Finnish author Kalle Paatalo’s early novels, Leppihalme
(2000) discovered that the majority of general readers would not prioritize linguistic
individuality of the ST and therefore may not worry about the loss of linguistic

diversity if the reading experience is emotionally satisfying in other ways.

(20) Prominence of the ST dialect. In her study of Spanish translation of social
variation in fictive dialogue, Alsina (2012) discusses the possible influence of the
prominence of a ST dialect on translation strategy. According to her, the more marked
a ST dialect is in the ST, the more likely it will be translated with non-standard

varieties inthe TT.

Some of the findings from previous studies overlaps, for example, (4) overlaps

with (12), and (3) with (16). These findings can be briefly summarized in Figure 3.10:

Intelligibility
Genre of the ST
Translation medium
Standardization) Publishers
Normalization Client request
Colloquialization > Risk management
Lexicalization Translators’ perception
Neutralization | Readers’ expectation and age
Linguistic and social cultural difficulty
Prominence and importance of ST dialect and dialect characters

Cultural and linguistic distance between ST and TT
Payment, time limits, and working environment
HOW DIALECT IS TRANSLATED WHY DIALECT IS TRANSLATED THIS WAY

Figure 3.10 Findings from previous studies
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In summary, dialect tends to be standardized with the use of standard language, or
normalized with weaker linguistic varieties such as colloquialism, and favour lexical
and neutral markers. Translators standardizes dialects in the ST for Dbetter
intelligibility and lower risks, or because they do not have other options due to the
lack of an equivalent ST dialect. They may also standardize dialects simply because
of their poor working environment or their perception of themselves as submissive
rather than innovative text producers. They may standardize or normalize dialect so as
to conform to translation norms that favours readable standard language for a specific
genre, to meet the requirement of publishers, or to cater to the needs of non-scholastic

or young readers.

There are also minor, less prevalent tendencies in dialect translation which go
against such universals as the standardization, normalization and lexicalization
tendencies. Most translators do not translate dialects, and they do that with good
reasons. Against this background, attempts to translate dialect tend to break the norms
of intelligibility, readability, and the use of standard normative language in literary
translation. Just as dialect functions in literature as the deviant, norm-breaking, and
opposing side of the standard language, translating dialect is also the deviant,
norm-breaking activity in literary translation. Studies on the minor opposing
tendencies can shed lights on the other side of the “normative” translation, namely, to
deviate from the norms, to accentuate the marginalized voice, and to innovate and
experiment on language potentials.
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This thesis sets out to make a descriptive study of dialect translation which
includes both studies on patterns, tendencies, norms, and laws, and studies on
norm-breaking, individualistic, and marginalized practices in dialect translation. The
former is conducted of the 198 translations of Tess, Huck, and Pygmalion published in
China from 1929 to 2012. The latter focuses on the description and explanation of the
11 translations in which a linguistic difference is recreated as well as the irregularities,

deviations from norms, innovative strategies manifested in these case studies.

Translators of dialect are another major focus of this study. Previous studies on
the translators of dialect mostly focus on issues of the (in)visibility of the translator, a
concept from Venuti (2008), and the influence of the cultural identity of the translator
on their strategy for dialect translation. Since dialect translation involves a certain
degree of innovation and norm-breaking, it is critical to investigate who breaks the
norm and why, and under what circumstances. It is also interesting to ask who sets the
norms, and who follows them, and what are the rewards taken by breaking the
norm-breaking practice. The interaction between the translator and the social cultural
context s/he is in, and between translators with different profiles and agendas will be

examined in Chapter Seven.
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3.8 Purposes of this study

This study has three purposes: to conduct a descriptive study on dialect translation
into Chinese, to provide explanations for the findings, and to investigate new
dimensions of dialect translation. This study intends to describe patterns, tendencies
and universals on dialect translation in this corpus to see whether some of the
tendencies discovered in previous studies into Indo-European language pairs are also
valid for the English-Chinese language pair. The findings will be explained by a study
of translation discourses, para-texts, the translators, and the social, cultural and
literary history of related cases to reveal why a certain strategy is adopted at a certain

time.

The advantage of this study is the large size of its corpus. Previous studies on
dialect translation are usually based on one to no more than a dozen translations.
Berezowski’s (1997) study is an exception. Her corpus consists of about 60 excerpts
from a number of translations. By contrast, this study covers 198 translations, which
makes it possible to study universal tendencies. As the corpus covers translations
published from 1929 to 2012, the time span makes it possible to make diachronic
studies on the evolution of strategies. Another characteristic of this study is the
diversity of its corpus. It includes three different types of dialects and a number of
translators with different backgrounds, which make it possible to study some of the

above mentioned factors that may have an influence on the translation strategies.
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This thesis also investigates some of the important issues concerning dialect
translation that have not been given enough research attention. The first is the use of
register varieties in dialect translation. Register varieties have been used in the
translation of both sides of the ST dialect variations in this corpus. Their influence on
the construction of the social identity of the characters in the TTs has yet to be
discovered. The second is the translation of the standard side of the ST dialect
variation. This author finds that the standard side of the ST dialect is not always
translated with the standard neutral variety as assumed in most of the previous studies.
How the standard side is translated may have influence on the linguistic difference
created in the TT. The third is the interaction between dialect features and its context,
and between dialect strategies and the overall strategy of the TT. The socio-cultural
value of a linguistic variety is to a great extent influenced by other strategies,
especially when it is an artificial dialect, or is a dialect variety presented with
homogeneous features. The fourth is the translators of dialect. Instead of focusing on
why the majority of the translators choose to standardize dialect, this thesis focuses on
those who choose to recreate the linguistic difference in their translations. These

issues can be summarized as the following questions:

1. How does the translation of standard language influence the translation of dialect in

fiction?

2. How do register varieties function as identity markers in literary translation?
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3. What are the factors that motivate a translator to favour representation of a ST

dialect rather than the standardization of it?

4. Who initiates new strategies for dialect translation? Who follows those initiators

and borrows their strategies? What are their motives?

This thesis intends to explore interdisciplinary methods for the study of dialect
translation, namely the use of DDM from sociolinguistics in the analysis of literary
translation. One of the purposes of this thesis is to investigate the effect dialect
density has on translated fiction. Previous studies mostly focus on what has been used
in dialect translation and their consequences as demonstrated in the strategy model in
Figure 3.9. Many functions of literary dialect are achieved with changes in density,
which constitutes an important part of dialect variation. My case studies in Chapter
Six will reveal how the translation and manipulation of these nuanced variations

influence the characterization and identity construction of the translated fiction.

3.9 Research methodology

Three types of methods are used in previous studies of dialect translation: case studies,
corpus-based studies, and questionnaire-based studies. The case studies usually focus
on analysing one or more cases from a descriptive-explanative perspective. These are
mostly qualitative studies involving description of ST and TT data concerning textual

patterns and strategies, para-texts, and social and historical contexts. Most of the
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previous studies discussed so far belong to case studies. The focus of these studies is
on the significance of individual cases, or on the universal tendencies among the

Cases.

Corpus-based studies involve the selection, sampling and data collecting of
translations either with or without the use of computer softwares. Such studies are
guantitative ones that involve a large amount of data and focus on the characteristics
of translated dialect. The ST and TT dialects are compared with a quantitative
approach to reveal how translated dialect differs from their originals. It may also
focus on revealing how translated dialect differs from dialects in original writings
dialects based on a comparative study on translated literature and original writings in
the target language. Berezowski (1997: 43) conducted a corpus study on the
translation of literary dialects in Polish translations. In her study, the ratio of TT and
ST dialect markers are calculated to reveal methods used in dialect translation, and the
extent to which ST dialect features are reflected in the TTs. In Wu and Chang’s (2008)
study, WordSmith and ParaConc are used to make a comparative study between the
three translations and the ST of the fiction The Colour Purple. Their study found that
the domesticating fluency strategy was used to remove the effect of the ST AAVE in

the three translations.

The questionnaire-based studies are frequently used in research on readers’
responses on dialect translation. Based on their questionnaires on strategies on AAVE

translations, Wen, Tan and Wang (2005) found, that readers had a positive response to
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colloquialism and negative responses with standardization and malapropism. Pausch
(2012), in his investigation on attitudes towards the translation of German dialects
into English, found that while colloquialism is translated both on lexical and structural
levels, no participants translated dialect. He also found that the pro-dialect and
contra-dialect attitudes are related to the dialect proficiency of the participants. Craig
(2006) used both a questionnaire-based study and a classroom analysis of the
reception of John Gilmore’s translation of Juan Bosch’s story Encarnacion
Mendoza’s Christmas Eve, which incorporates Anglophone Caribbean vernacular
speech patterns in some of the dialogue. His study revealed the entrenchment of
assumptions that prioritize readability above all other characteristics of a translation.
Questionnaire-based studies have been proven to be an effective method for the
evaluation of the effect of dialect translation by revealing how readers respond to
dialect translation. It may also be used in translator studies to reveal how translators
perceive ST and TT dialects, and whether their perceptions and attitudes towards
dialect translation differ from those of other translation agents such as publishers and

editors.

This thesis employs the descriptive and explanative approach. The description is
made both qualitatively and quantitatively. The description will be made on the entire
corpus so as to draw a general picture of the tendencies concerning dialect translation.
Findings on general tendencies and conditioning factors can provide the background

for in-depth analysis of individual cases.
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For the conceptual analysis, this author proposes a holistic approach that takes
the translation of both sides of the variation into consideration, and that incorporates
the strategies used to recreate the ST dialect variation with strategies used for the

overall translation of the TT. The holistic approach can be presented in Figure 3.11:

verall strategies for characterizaito

and identity construction

rategies for translating ST standard

language

compensational procedure

linguistic

varieties used for
T dialect

Figure 3.11 Model of a holistic approach to dialect translation

As indicated in Figure 3.11, the socio-cultural meaning carried in a linguistic variety
is under the influence of other compensational procedures the translator uses in his or
her translation of the ST dialect. The varieties and compensational features are
intended for the recreation of one side of the linguistic difference in the TT. The other
side of the linguistic difference is created when the ST standard language is translated
with a different linguistic variety. The effect of these strategies used for the creation
of a linguistic difference in the TT is largely influenced by other strategies the
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translator uses for characterization and construction of the characters’ social identity.
For example, indecent and taboo words are often found to be used with dialect
features in literary translation. In the representation of Jiaodong dialect in the speech
of Mr. Cricket in Zhang Guruo’s Tess, the use of dirty and indecent words and slang
in the TT effectively portrays him as vulgar and ignorant (whether this is intended by
the author, however, is another question). The contrast created in the TT has to be
evaluated against the overall strategy of the translation in general to see whether they
are consistent and coherent in characterization. The interaction between different
levels of strategies indicated in Figure 3.11 and its influence on characterization are

demonstrated by two case studies conducted in Chapter Five.

This author intends to design a research method for the study of dialect density in
fiction. Quantitative tools have been used in previous studies (Dimitrova, 1996 and
2004; Berezowski, 1997). However, as far as dialect density is concerned, previous
studies can only provide vague descriptions such as “more frequently used”,
“densely”, and “frequently”, which do not give enough research attention to the
various variations and their effects induced by dialect density change in both the ST
and the TT. The DDM will be modified for this study and applied in the case studies

in Chapter Six.

The three STs (Pygmalion, Tess and Huck) are chosen due to their
representativeness. Firstly, they are among the most frequently discussed works in

both literary studies and translation studies on dialect. Secondly, the three fiction
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contain three different types of dialect that are most frequently used in British and
American literature. The Dorset dialect in Tess is a geographical dialect, and Cockney
in Pygmalion is a social dialect (sociolect), and AAVE in Huck is an ethnic dialect.
Thirdly, the translations of the three works display a wide range of diversity. The 198
versions of translations of the three works display a diversified array of translation
strategies. The three works were first translated in China respectively in 1929, 1932,
and 1945. According to a previous study of mine (Yu, 2014: 70-92), 202 new versions
were published from 1929 to 2012, including full and abridged translations as well as
monolingual and bilingual translations. With the removal of four plagiarized versions,
198 translations are examined in this study with a special emphasis on 12 full
translations. In these translations seven linguistic varieties and more than a dozen

different features are used to reproduce the effect of the ST dialect variation.

This author is aware that Pygmalion is a drama, and Tess and Huck are novels.
Berezowski (1997:90) finds that the genre of the ST may have an influence on
strategies on dialect translation and drama tends to be translated differently from
novels. However, genre will not be the focus of this study because none of the five
translations for Pygmalion have been translated for performance. Pygmalion has been
translated in China as literary classics and intended for literary scholars and students
as well as language learners as the other two novels in this study. The first translation
made by Lin Yutang in 1929 was a bilingual translation, which was intended for

English learners. The second translation by Yang Xianyi was collected in Bernard
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Shaw’s Dramas in a monolingual version, and then revised and reprinted after the
1980s twice in bilingual versions. Both Lin’s and Yang’s translations as well as the
other three lesser known translations are all page translation intended for reading
rather than for performance. The information provided in the prefaces of the
translations suggests that the intended readers are either English learners, or literary
readers interested in Bernard Shaw’s plays. No comments can be found in these
prefaces or in previous studies on these translations that suggests that they are
intended for stage performance. Pygmalion has been chosen as the objective of study
because it has been translated in China as a classical work for reading as the other two
works, and it serves as a good case study for investigating the translation of literary

dialect in speech representation as a varied voice.
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CHAPTER FOUR

TRANSLATING DIALECTS IN TESS, HUCK AND PYGMALION:
STRATEGIES, TENDENCIES AND CONDITIONING FACTORS

In this chapter, a descriptive study is made on dialect use in the three STs and how the
ST dialects have been translated in their 198 translations published in China between
1929 and 2012. The description includes the publication data of the translations and
translation strategies used in relation to dialect translation. Special attention is given
to 11 translations of the corpus in which a linguistic variety is recreated to translate
the ST dialect effect. Linguistic patterns in these translations are investigated to reveal
tendencies and universals on dialect translation. The para-texts and discourses on
these translations as well as the sociocultural background of the translations are also
examined to find out social and cultural factors that may explain the tendencies

discovered in the study.

4.1 Dialects in Huck, Pygmalion and Tess

The dialects used in the three works are of much importance for characterization, and
for the construction of the social hierarchy and power structure in the work. Hardy’s
Tess was first published in 1890. The Dorset dialect used in this novel is intended to
“generate hybridity and to subvert assumptions about social status” (Nemesvari, 2009:
110). The Dorset dialect is given a double function in Tess. On the one hand, it is used

as a conventional indicator of poor education and low social status, to portray its
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speakers as social inferiors. On the other, it is presented as an “ancient tongue with
characteristics which exist in their own rights and not as deviations” (Chapman, 1990:
112). The dignity and nostalgia contained in the Dorset dialect in Tess question the
moral values, and the assumed superiority of the upper classes. The clashes between
the dialect and the polished standard language bring out the conflicts and collision, in
a transitional period of time, between two worlds and two cultures. The conflicts and

collision would be seriously weakened if the Dorset dialect is removed from the fiction.

Bernard Shaw’s Pygmalion was first published in 1912 and has been popular
among European readers. Eliza the flower girl and her father Mr. Doolittle speak
Cockney, a social status dialect spoken by working class people in the East End of
London, which is contrasted with the Standard English spoken by upper class people
such as Higgins and Pickering. Cockney is central to the plot of the play with the
whole story evolving around the linguistic education of Eliza by Higgins and the
transformation of a common flower girl into a upper class lady. It is a story about the
power of language. By switching from Cockney to Standard English, Eliza makes a
successful linguistic transformation, but faces a crisis of social identity (Porten, 2006:
69-86). The linguistic transformation also indicates the creation of a woman, namely,
that of Eliza from a robot-like subject of linguistic experimentation to an independent
woman who has an awakened soul and who rebels against her “creator” (Morikawa,
2010). It is hard to imagine translating this play without reproducing the effect of

Cockney since the whole plot is based on the contrast between Cockney and Standard

127



English, and Eliza’s transformation from a Cockney speaker to a lady speaking
Standard English. “A work such as Pygmalion, in which social variation is so
fundamental, is practically not worth translating unless one is going to attempt relay

the variation in some way or another” (Alsina, 2012: 141).

Unlike Tess and Pygmalion in which the dialect is contained within quotation
marks, Huck is written in dialect. In spite of Mark Twain’s claim in the preface of
Huck that seven dialects have been used in this novel, the linguistic contrast lies
mainly in speech representation between Southern White English spoken by Huck and
most of other white characters, and southern AAVE by Jim and other black characters
(Rulon, 1971: 219). The two dialects are contrasted to the Standard English spoken by
upper class characters such as Judge Thatcher who stands for the best morality at the
time, and by the morally corrupt characters who try to claim affiliation to the
aristocracy such as the Duke who stands for the worst morality of the time (Sewell,
1985: 204). The contrast in this novel presents a social hierarchy between Standard
American English and AAVE with the Southern White dialect in between, with each

language representing a social class®.

9 Although Huck was written entirely in dialects, it cannot be categorized as “dialect literature”.
The primary function of the dialects, AAVE and Southern White English, is to create a different
voice in relation to the social and ethnic identity of the characters. In other words, they function as
a language of “difference”, and are therefore categorized as “literary dialects”.
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There are two types of social contrasts in Huck. A racial contrast is made
between the white languages (Southern white dialect and Standard English) and the
Black English (AAVE) to bring out the accusation against racism and slavery. A
social contrast is made between dialects (Southern White dialect and AAVE) and the
standard language (Standard American English) as a social critique of the hypocrisy
and cruelty of the genteel society, which is represented by Standard American English.
Translating Huck requires translating the tension between the linguistic varieties. The
central themes of Huck would be greatly weakened if all the characters had spoken the

same language variety in the TT.

Given the central role dialects played in the three works, it is important that a
linguistic difference be recreated in the TT with the use of two different linguistic
varieties. In this chapter special attention was given to the 11 translations from the
corpus in which a linguistic difference has been recreated with the use of two

linguistic varieties.

4.2 The publication of the three works in China

Pygmalion, Tess and Huck were first translated and published in China respectively in
1929, 1932 and 1942. Each had many retranslations. The data were collected covering
publications in mainland China from 1929 when the first translation of Pygmalion
was published, to 2012 when this project started (see Appendix 1). The data were
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collected from catalogues of major libraries around the world, China National
Catalogues of Books, second hand online book stores such as Kong Fuzi, and major
online book shops such as Amazon and Dangdang. The front and back covers, copy
right page and two chapters of each translation are checked before it is collected in
this corpus as a new translation. The publication data are summarized in Table 4.1 on

page 132.

1) Symbols used in the figure:

[Al] Translated from an adapted, abridged, or rewritten ST by a third party who is

neither the author nor the translator.

[A2] Translated, adapted, abridged or rewritten from a full translation previously

published in China.

[A3] Translated, adapted, abridged or rewritten by the translator.

2) Time period

[From 1929 to 1949] period before the founding of People’s Republic of China

[From 1950 to 1976] period from the founding of People’s Republic of China to the

end of the Cultural Revolution)

[From 1977 to 2012] current period (from the end of the Cultural Revolution till

2012).
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Full franzlations Adapted/zbndzed written translations Total
monolingual bilingual monolinguzl bilingual

Tess Al A2 A3 Al A2 A3
from1920 to 1949 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5
from1930 to 1976 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
from1977 02012 38 2 i) 1 30 4 ] 7 g2
Total EE] E] T
Huck monolingual bilingual monolinguzl bilingual

Al A2 A3 Al A2 Al
from1929 to 1949 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
from1930 to 1978 pl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
from1977 02012 26 1 3 1 58 5 0 g 103
Total 30 76 106
Pygmalion monolinguzl kalingual monolinguzl bilingual

Al A2 A3 Al A2 A3
from1929 to 1949 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
from1930 to 1976 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
from1977 02012 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
Total 3 2 5
TOTAL of the Three 76 1 198

Table 4.1 Publication data of Huck, Pygmalion and Tess in China
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3) Only information of the first version of each translation is included in this figure,

no matter how many times it is revised and reprinted.

As indicated from Table 4.1, there were altogether 198 translations published in
mainland China for the three works before 2012. There are 87 translations for Huck,
and 106 translations for Tess. In contrast, there are only five translations for
Pygmalion all together. Although the three works have been received and translated
as literary classics in China, Huck and Tess seem to be much more popular with
Chinese readers than Pygmalion. Possible reasons for the publication disparity are
the influence of the authors in China, the reception of the STs and the TTs in China,

and the popularity of the genres (for further discussions, see Yu, 2014).

Publication data, especially data of reprints, are an effective method to study the
reception of a translation. In the process of data collection, translations produced by
the same translator(s) but published by different publishers are documented as one
translation. A revision is also counted as one reprints when the same ST is translated
by the same translator'®. The data presented in Table 4.2. include all the full
translations that have been reprinted over five times. None of the abridged
translations is listed in the table because none has been reprinted more than four

times.

10 This author is aware of the different significance of revisions and reprints. However, the revisions
are not related to the translation of dialect except for two cases, Tess by Zhang Guruo, and
Pygmalion by Lin Yutang, which will be discussed in Section 7.3 and 5.3.1. As the research focus of
this section is on reception, and both revision and reprints indicate good reception of a work, a

revision is documented as a reprint.
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Translated by First Times of
published in | printing

Tess SunFali 1993

Tess Zheng Damin 1997 7

Tess Lwv Tianshi

Huck Zhang Wanli 1954 15

Jia Wenhao & Jia Wenyuan

Duo Sheng & Guo Zhen

[The shaded areas indicate translations with a recreation of the ST dialect variation.]
Table 4.2 Most published Translations of Tess, Huck and Pygmalion

The number of reprints is only one variable reflecting the popularity of a translation.
There are other ways such as the number of inclusions in textbooks and anthologies
and number of copies printed. The number of reprints, however, can still reveal much
about the canonization and popularity of a translation. Of all versions, Zhang Guruo’s
translation is the most canonized because it has had a life span of at least 77 years and

has been reprinted at least 22 times.

As presented in Table 4.2, 57 percent of the translations are the most published,

and also the ones with a recreation strategy for dialect translation. Although the
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number of the most reprinted translations with a recreation strategy is higher than that
of translations with the standardization strategy, the difference in statistics is not
compelling enough to suggest any direct causal relation between the recreation
strategy and the popularity of the translation. The acceptance and popularity of a
translation involves many variables such as copyright issues, ownership of the
publishers, prestige of the original work in the target culture, influence of the ST
author, influence and status of the publishers and prestige of the translator, to name
just a few. The table shows that the translations in which the ST dialect variation is
recreated tend to be reprinted more frequently than other translations, which might
suggest that the translation of dialect may contribute to the popularity of the
translation. However, this is probably due to the fact that the STs are regarded as
literary classics. The translation norm for classical literature has been source-oriented
in China since the 1920s (Hou, 1928: 1-4), which may have motivated translators to
strive for a full recreation of the stylistic features in the ST including the recreation of
ST dialects. In other words, the recreation strategy for dialect translation could be the
by-products of an adequate translation. Recreating dialect variation may increase the
adequacy of the translation, which may enhance the acceptability of the translation,
but it may also be equally true that the dialect used in the TT is tolerated by readers

because they enjoy other characteristics and merits of the translation.

4.3 Strategies used in recreating ST dialect variation

The study finds that the standardization strategy tends to be more frequently used in

abridged, adapted, or rewritten translation. Of all 122 such translations, in only one
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translation the ST dialect is translated. This is not a new translation, but an abridged
version based on a full translation'!. Abridged, adapted, or rewritten translation are
normally targeted at young readers such as children and primary school students. It
seems translations for children in China tend to favour standardization. This is
probably because one of the major purposes of children’s literature is to teach
language, which by default, is the standard written language. The addition of dialect,
vulgar or colloquial features to children’s book may cause confusion and

misunderstanding.

Strategies used in the 76 full translations can be categorized into two types,
namely, translation with the standardization strategy, and translation with the
recreation strategy. For the first strategy, no systematic strategies could be found in
the TT for the creation of the ST dialect. Compensational strategies may be used
such as the discussion of ST dialect in the preface of the translation, or notes added
in the text to explain the use of ST dialect. In some cases, a dialect or register variety
may be used to translate the entire book, but its use is not intended for the creation of
a linguistic difference in the text. With the second strategy, a linguistic difference is
systematically recreated with two linguistic varieties in speech representation in the
TT. The linguistic features and varieties used in this corpus are summarized in

Figure 4.1, which is based on Figure 3.9.

1 The full translation was Zhang Guruo’s translation of Tess. Zhang is also the first translator who
translated the dialect in Tess.
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Translation without

recreation of 2

linguistic difference

Recreation of

a linguistic difference

Standardization

Dialectalization

Dialect varieties —

Standard varieties _|_

@ Aspecific dialect
@ Acommon dialect
@ An artificial dialect
@ Abroken variety
5 An elevated variety
® A colloquial variety
@ Avulgar variety

a. malapropism
b. malapropism with in-text notes
c. eye dialect
d. eye dialect with in-text notes
¢. specific regional words
£ nonspectfic regional words
g. colloguial words
h. vulgar words
1. elevated formal words
|- archaie words
k honortfics and polite ways of addresses
|, indecent, dirty or taboo words
m. awkward grammar or grammatical mistakes
0. slang
0. addition of written indications after direct discourse
p. bilingual translation

(. explanation of dialect use in notes, prefaces and postscripts

Figure 4.1 Strategies used in dialect translation of this corpus

Based on Figure 4.1, strategies that arev used to translate dialect in the 198

translations have been summarized in Figure 4.2. A linguistic difference is recreated

in 12 of the 76 full translations. The statistics is presented in Figure 4.2:
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Standard neutral variety (40 translations of three 5Ts)

— Standardization — Standard colloquial variety (23 translations of Huck)

A specific regional dialect (1 translation of Huck)

A specific regional dialect (1 translation of Tess)

A common dialect (3 translations of Tess)

—

- Dhalect varieties An artificial dialect (3 translations of Huck

- A broken variety (1 translation of Pygmalion)

An elevated vanety (1 translation of Pygmalion)

“Standard vaneties | A vulgar variety (3 translations with one for each ST)
Figure 4.2 Marked varieties used in dialect translation in this corpus

As Figure 4.2 indicates, standardization is widely used in this corpus. In 84 percent
(64 out of the 76) of the full translations, standardization is used to translate the ST
linguistic variation!2. In the 64 full translations, colloquialism is used in 23 versions
of Huck and a regional dialect®® is used in one translation of Huck for the translation

of the entire work. In only 6 percent of translations (12 out of 198) published in

12 The percentage for standardization is 94 percent if the abridged and rewritten translations are
included.

13 In Qin Chuan’s translation of Huck Sichuan dialect, a specific southwest dialect in China, is used
to translate the entire work. The dialect in this translation is highly intelligible with the use of lexial

markers in low density.
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mainland China, the ST dialect is translated. The data show a standardization
tendency discussed in 3.5.3 that if the ST has dialects, the tendency is not to translate

them.

This is consistent with the findings from previous studies that standardization is
the most frequently used strategy in dialect translation. Of all 394 translations
published in Cuba by the Clube do Livro between 1945 and 1976, no translators had
made any attempt to recreate dialects appearing in the original (Milton, 1996: 52). The
same is true with the forty or more translations of Wuthering Heights into Spanish
(Sanchez, 2007: 128). Of the 38 full translations of The Adventure of Huckleberry
Finn published in China from 1929 to 2012, 35 translators used standard language to

translate the dialect (Yu, 2014: 73-75).

The decision of not translating a ST dialect is made either because the loss is
deemed negligible, or the original meaning may be distorted with any strategies other
than standardization (Berezowski, 1997: 41). Dialect is often considered unimportant
because it “is mere apprearance, a distraction, unnecessary for us to get to know the
real qualities of the characters” (Milton, 2001: 52). The use of a literary dialect in the
ST may not be readily missed “if the reading experience is emotionally satisfying in
other ways” (Leppihalme, 2000: 259-266). The use of target dialects in translation
may cause a number of problems such as cultural distortion (Al-Rubai’l and Al-Ani,
2004: 252) and exoticization (Berman, 2000: 294). Another reason for the tendency to
standardize ST dialects may be the norm of intelligibility for literary translation that
governs dialect translation. The existence of such a norm can be found in discourses
on dialect translation, especially those in which the use of a target dialect in the TT is

criticized to jeopardize the readability or comprehensibility of the translation. For
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example, Zhang Guruo’s use of Jiaodong dialect was criticized to “have caused

reading difficulty for readers” (Han, 2002: 89), and Cheng Shi’s use of an artificial

dialect to “prevent readers from a smooth reading experience” (Yang, 2014: 126).

Of all eight linguistic varieties discussed in Chapter 3, seven have been used in

11 translations in this corpus to recreate the ST dialect variation as illustrated in Table

4.3.

TT

Linguistic variety used

Pygmalion by Lin Yutang (#AZEE ) in 1945

Elevated variety and broken

variety

==L

Pygmalion by Yang Xianyi ($5&FZs) in 1956

Vulgar variety

Tess by Zhang Guruo (FEZEAS ) in 1936

Specific regional dialect

Tess by Wu Di (BRE) in 1991

Common dialect

Tess by Huang Jianren (&E{#A ) in 1993

Vulgar variety

Tess by Sun Zhili and Tang Huixin (f&Z(f& and JF

%/D\) in 1999

Common dialect

Tess by Lu Jinlin (FE$§HK) in 2001

Vulgar variety

Huck by Zhang Yousong andZhang Zhenxian (GEA#A -

SEPRSE) in 1956

Vulgar variety

Huck by Cheng Shi (EEHEE) in 1989

Artificial dialect

Huck by Xu Ruzhi (EFZ#lk) in 1995

Artificial dialect
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Huck by Song Fei (ZR3FE) in 2001 Artificial dialect

Table 4.3 Linguistic Varieties used in this corpus

The varieties included in Table 4.3 are varieties used in the TTs to translate AAVE in
Huck, the Dorset dialect in Tess, and Cockney in Pygmalion. For translations such as
the 1942 Pygmalion where two marked varieties are used, both are listed in the table.
The colloquial variety is also extensively used to translate Southern White dialect in
Huck but is is not included in the table because it is also the vehicle language to

translate the entire novel.

4.4 Linguistic features and varieties used in dialect translation

As Table 4.3 show, there are seven linguistic varieties used in this corpus. These
varieties are created with a variety of linguistic features. In order to identify features
that are intended for the translation of a ST dialect, both sides of the ST variation need
to be taken into consideration. Only features that are predominantly and
systematically used in the speech representation of a certain group of characters in the
TT will be considered as identity markers for the translation of a ST dialect. In light of
this, this author first identifies features that may contribute to the formation of a
linguistic variety for the recreation of a ST dialect effect, and then check whether

these features are also used systematically in the translation of the speech written in
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the ST standard language. Then they will be evaluated to see whether they are

intended to create a linguistic difference in the TT.

The linguistic features found in the 11 translations can be put into three broad
categories: phonetic features, lexical features and features above the lexical level.
Phonetic features are used in the formation of both authentic regional dialects and
artificial dialects to render regional variation. There are four types of phonetic features
used in this corpus, namely, malapropism, malapropism with in-text notes, eye dialect,
and eye dialect with in-text notes. Lexical features are used extensively in the
formation of the majority of the linguistic varieties. Lexical features used in this
corpus include specific regional words, nonspecific regional words, colloguial words,
vulgar words, elevated formal words, archaic words, honorifics and polite ways of
addresses, and indecent, dirty or taboo words. Markers above the lexical level used in
this corpus are influent syntax and grammatical mistakes, slang, written indications
after direct discourse, bilingual translation and explanation of dialect use in notes,
prefaces and postscripts. The functions of these markers needs to be evaluated in
relation to the linguistic variety they create, and how they react with other linguistic

elements in the text.

In the following sections, each of the linguistic features used in this corpus will
be discussed. The linguistic varieties used in the translations will be discussed with
the equivalent linguistic features that are used as primary features to form them so as
to avoid repetition. This author is aware that a linguistic variety is sometimes formed
with a variety of features, and will only discuss the hybridity of linguistic features in

specific case studies.
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In some of the following examples only TT markers and sentences containing
these markers are provided without referring to the equivalent ST lexical markers or
sentences. As dialect translation is made on the level of the linguistic variety rather
than on the level of individual sentence or lexical features, in most cases the transfer
is made between ST and TT linguistic varieties rather than between individual ST and
TT features. Therefore, the following analysis focuses on how the TT markers are
represented rather than on the comparison between ST and TT markers. In the
examples below, the ST is provided for reference sake. The gloss and translation of

the ST dialect are mine.

4.4.1 Phonetic features and artificial dialects

Four types of phonetic features have been used in this corpus and all of them are used
as primary features to form an artificial dialect. Malapropism is also used as one of

the methods to form a specific dialect, which will be discussed in 4.4.2.

a. Malapropism

Malapropism is “a word that is inappropriate for the context, but that resembles a
word that is appropriate” (Myers-Shaffer, 2000: 239). It is used in Chinese dialect
literature such as The Sing-song Girls of Shanghai to represent a southern accent. The
accent represented in the translation may be a faithful imitation of a genuine dialect
and therefore one can associate the pronunciation with a specific region in the target
culture, as in the case of Zhang Guruo’s translation of Tess in 1936. Malapropism can
also imitate an accent that does not exist in real life and therefore avoid any

association between the accent and the target culture. It functions as a marker of a

142



fake dialect, which was used by Cheng Shi in his translation of Huck in 1989. The

following example shows how malapropism is used in this corpus.

Example 4.1

Malapropism Standard Chinese English
1. 1936 Tess [real dialect] 7 [nai] RN 1] your
2.1989Huck[artificial dialect]  H* [zhong] 48[z 5 ng] always
3.1989 Huck [artificial dialect] 2% [dud] FHdu o] avoid

There are three basic ways to indicate a change in the pronunciation. The first is to

change the initial consonant, as in the case of “tf1” . The second is to change the final
consonant, as in the case of “{&” . The third is to change the tone, as in the case of
“%” . The Chinese character for the malapropism is often chosen from stereotypical
markers frequently used in previous dialect writing. For example, “{&” has been
used in Heroes of the Marshes (7K;z#{2), one of the Four Chinese Classics. Therefore,

this character is highly intelligible to readers due to the popularity of the novel in
China. However, in most cases, translators make up markers due to the lack of any
conventionalized means of representation in dialect writing. Malapropisms tend to be
used in places where changes of a character/word are not likely to cause semantic
confusion. Malapropisms that are easy to recognize tend to be used more frequently
than others. While malapropisms used in dialect writing aim to imitate an authentic
accent, malapropisms in literary writing are also used to represent a virtual accent.

The use of malapropisms in dialect translation is not supposed to jeopardize the
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semantic meaning of the translation. In most cases, the meaning of the phonetic

markers can be easily deduced from the context, as Example 4.2 shows.
Example 4.2

1. ST: Why, your da’ter is one o’ the members. (Hardy, 1991 :10)

[Why, your daughter is one of the members.]
TT: IR%E @ REZEZE—EE 8T - (Hardy, 1936: 8)
[Gloss: You see, your daughter is a member of the club.]

2. ST: Chickens knows when it’s gwyne to rain, en so do de birds, chile.

(Twain, 1996: 51)

[Chicken knows when it is going to rain, and so do the birds, child.]
KL » R - /NEWAIE » %+ - (Twain, 1989 : 54)
[Gloss: It is going to rain, chickens know, birds know, Kid.]

In the first example, the phonetic marker “{&” [you] is used along with its standard
form “f” [you] in the same sentence. The coexistence of malapropism and its
equivalent standard character in the same sentence makes it easier to guess the
meaning of “f&” [you] . In the second example, the phonetic markers “%y”

[probably]is used to replace “Z£” [is going to]. “ZE” [is going to] is a functional word
which can be removed from the sentence without fundamentally changing the
meaning of the sentence. In most cases when phonetic markers are used for the first

time, endnotes or footnotes are often added to the malapropisms to explain their

meaning so that general readers can understand.
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b. Malapropism with in-text notes

Another way to increase the intelligibility of the malapropism in literary translation
and writing is the addition of an in-text note right after a malapropism. While
endnotes and footnotes are separated from the text, in-text notes become an

inseparable part of the text. In traditional Peking dialect literature such as Xiaoe (/\%H)

in-text notes are sometimes inserted in the text right after a dialect word or expression
by the author to provide information, explanations and comments about the character,
the local language and culture. However, the more common practice in dialect writing
before 1949 was to add end notes or foot notes to explain the dialect features used in
the novel. In the 1936 translation of Tess by Zhang, a number of endnotes were added
to the translation explaining the meaning of the ST and the TT dialect features. In
literature published after the Putonghua Movement in 1955, in-text notes have
gradually been used to indicate the standard Chinese characters without any
comments or explanations. The malapropisms with in-text notes were found by this
author to have been first used in the short story Cook Xiong Laotie by Qin Zhaoyang

published in the 1950s, and then used is Tie Ning’s experimental novel Haystack (&
f&1k) in the 1980s. In both cases the method was used for the representation of a

genuine dialect (Hunan and Hebei dialects respectively). The method of adding an
in-text note in brackets right after a malapropis'm makes the linguistic contrast
visually marked. In dialect translation, it is only used to create an artificial dialect for
the translation of AAVE in three translations of Huck that were published in 1989,

1995 and 2001.

Example4. 3
Malapropism(note)  pronunciation Standard Chinese English
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In 1989 Huck 52 (&) sh 1 (shi) =[shi] islam/are

Context:

ST: Say, who is you? (Twain, 1996: 5)

[Say, who are you?]

TT: ERIf fRse () #E?  (Twain, 1989: 10)

[Gloss: Say it --- who ‘re (are) you?]

In this example, the two characters 5 and /2 do not have the same semantic
meaning. The malapropism 52 means “history”, while the standard word & means

“are” in this context. Putting the two characters in the same place in the text can
disrupt the reading experience because the semantic meaning of the marker is
redundant and may cause misunderstanding without the explanation of the notes.
Readers have to pause to read both words (the malapropism and the word in Standard
Chinese in brackets) and match the pronunciation of the malapropism with the
semantic meaning of the word in brackets. The method makes the linguistic contrast
explicit, and therefore accentuates the difference between the standard and the
nonstandard forms. In other words, it sacrifices the fluency for the sake of linguistic

contrast and intelligibility.

c. Eye dialect

“Eye dialect” is a specific type of malapropism that does not indicate actual change of
pronunciation. It is a make-believe deviation to fool the eyes of the readers. When
readers see a malapropism, they expect a change of pronunciation. When they see an

eye dialect, they expect the same thing but in reality there is no actual change of
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pronunciation. This type of markers is used to create an artificial dialect in the 1989

translation of Huck, as Example 4.3 shows:

Example 4.4
Eye dialect Standard Chinese English
1989 Huck Fi [sh 1 (shi)] [shi] not
Context:

ST: dey won’t look into noth’n’en fine it out f ’r deyselves, en when you fine it

out en tell um “bout it, dey doan’ b’lieve you. (Twain, 1996: 239)

[They won’t look into anything and find it out for themselves, and when you

find it out and tell them about it, they do not believe you.]

TT: 3 RS SmEIR A AERREMEY S - RREHE 75T - 4

AR (EIR - (Twain, 1989 : 239)

[Gloss: (When) anything happens, (they) won’t see with their own eyes to try
to find out the truth, and when you find it out and tell them (about it), they

don’t believe you.]

In this example, two markers of eye dialect “4f” and “}&” are used in the sentence
to replace the standard characters “*~” and “[&” along with a malapropism “F” .
Just like malapropism markers, the meaning of the markers is quite different from that
of their standard forms. “ffi” means “cloth”, and “#i” means “(to) touch”. The
actual meaning of the eye dialect markers is not easy to guess, because the

pronunciation of an eye dialect marker is the same as that of its standard form. It is

easier to guess the meaning of an eye dialect than a malapropism that has a different
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pronunciation from its standard form. In this example, the markers are usually parts of
fixed expressions and the meaning of the markers is easy to figure out with the help of

the context. Readers can easily guess that the {#i means {{/&[what], 75 means
Re[won’t], BHE means BHH[understand], and 3&5ff means 53f[tell]. However,

readers still need to pause to speculate on the meaning of these markers. The use of
eye dialect may slow down the reading speed and sometimes cause reading

difficulties.

While malapropisms indicate actual pronunciation changes and point to
authentic dialects in real life, eye dialect is rarely related to any real life dialect.
Although eye dialect is occasionally used in traditional dialect writing in Chinese, the

term “eye dialect” (¥i%£ 7)) is not found in the study of Chinese dialect literature,

nor can any specific comments be found on its functions. In British and American
literary studies, eye dialect tends to suggest that the character does not know the
correct way of spelling, and therefore demonstrates a level of education and literacy
substantially lower than the average (Brett, 2009: 49). In German translations, eye
dialect functions to amplify the colloquial, spoken speech style of an uneducated,
socially inferior character (Berthele, 2000: 597). The use of eye dialect in this corpus
is purely for the creation of a visual dialect that does not relate to any specific dialects
in the target culture. This author contends that eye dialect in this corpus is intended to
indicate a linguistic difference that may suggest a lack of education on the part of the
characters. However, the sociocultural meaning of eye dialect markers needs to be
evaluated according to the context in which they are used, and the interaction between
dialect markers and other linguistic elements in the speech representation of the

dialect characters.
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d. Eye dialect with in-text notes

Eye dialect markers can also be followed by in-text notes which indicate the standard
Chinese characters. Eye dialect markers with in-text notes are also highly marked
visually as malapropisms with in-texts notes. This type of markers is also used to

create an artificial dialect in both the 1989 and 1995 translations of Huck.

Example 4.5

Eye dialect (note) pronunciation Standard Chinese English
In 1995 Huck T (H]) ding [ding] HT[ding] to stare
Context:

ST: | see um go by heah—watched um thoo de bushes. ( Twain, 1996: 47 )

[I see them go by here — watched them through the bushes.]

TT: JERMMMEEEBERY, WEBRREES), T (INE T fHy -

( Twain, 1995: 42)

[Gloss: I saw them go by here, and through the bushes, I stared at them.]

In this example, two eye dialect markers with notes are used, (&) and T (H]). &=
[repetition]and #[bush] have the same pronunciations, but differ in meaning. It is the
same case with ] [man] and ] [stare]. The addition of in-text notes can help readers

to understand the meaning of the sentence, but also slow down the reading speed. In
this corpus, eye dialect with notes are used in the same way as eye dialect without
notes to create an artificial dialect. Eye dialect with notes carry the same social

meaning as eye dialect to indicate that the characters may be linguistically deficit or
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lack education. Such indication is accentuated with eye dialect with intext notes

because the notes accentuate the linguistic difference.

e. The artificial dialect

An artificial dialect can be created with a number of linguistic features. In this corpus,
it is primarily created with the four types of phonetic markers in the 1989, 1995 and
2001 translations of Huck to translate AAVE. The artificial dialect is set against
different degrees of colloquialism for the representation of the Southern White dialect.
The artificial variety was found to have been first used in 1989 by Cheng Shi who
might have borrowed the method of adding in-text notes to malapropisms and eye
dialects from avant-gardes writers. The predominant use of phonetic markers creates a

linguistic variety that is the most deviant of all varieties from the standard language.

The artificial dialect used in dialect translation differs from an authentic
Chinese regional dialect in two aspects. Firstly, the extensive use of malapropism and
eye dialect, regardless of whether they are followed by notes or not, informs readers
that they are reading a different language. However, the strange pronunciations
produced by these markers prevent them from making any association between what
they are reading and any specific Chinese dialects. Readers can only assume that they
are reading a dialect, but cannot be sure what dialect it is. Secondly, the visual effect
created by the notes in brackets right after the phonetic markers constantly reminds
readers that they are reading a language different from Chinese dialects. In Chinese
dialect writings, phonetic markers are explained in endnotes or footnotes rather than
in-text notes. Malapropism and eye dialect followed by an in-text note may pose

intelligibility problems for non-dialect speakers when used in a high density.
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The problem with artificial dialect is that the notes disrupt the flow of the reading
and hinder the reading experience (Zhang, 2010: 115). While misspellings in English
dialect representation involve two linguistic forms and one meaning, a malapropism
marker with an in-text note in Chinese involves two meaning and two linguistic forms,
which require more processing effort on the part of readers. Another problem, and
probably the more serious one, is the difficulty in deciphering the social significance
of an artificial dialect. An artificial dialect creates a linguistic difference in the target
text, but the social identity it creates is difficult to decode for readers. While readers
can always more or less rely on real life experience to decode the social meaning of
other types of dialects, the artificiality of the fake dialect cuts off any direct
connection with readers’ real life experience. They can only deduce from the fictional
context the value intended for an artificial dialect. In other words, the social
significance of an artificial dialect can hardly be decided without relying on the
context in which the markers are used, and the social historical context of the
translation. Whether it is positively or negatively presented depends for the most part
on its interaction with other strategies. To sum up, an Chinese artificial dialect is
created to identify the characters as the both dialectal and foreign, as “Others” from a

foreign land.

4.4.2. Specific regional words and specific regional dialects

Specific regional dialects are primarily formed by linguistic features predominantly
used in one specific area. These features are used systematically in speech
representation to produce a specific regional variety to translate the Dorset dialect in

Zhang Guruo’s 1936 Tess.
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Example 4.7

dialect marker standard language English meaning
[lexical marker] FHS{E K5 AT like that
[phonetic marker] F& 1 AR that

Context:
ST: Had it anything to do with father’s making such a mom-me of himself in

thik carriage this afternoon? Why did ‘er? (Hardy, 1991 : 24)

[Had it anything to do with father’s making such a scene of himself in that

carriage this afternoon? Why did he?]

TT: S5 > @5 RAEZ P ER LA R E RS A - S

JEJEE? (Hardy, 1936: 20)

[Gloss: This afternoon, | saw my old man sit in that carriage like that, what is

wrong with him?]

The above example is quoted from the scene when Tess asked her mother about her
father’s embarrassing behavior in the village. In the ST there are three phonetic
markers of Dorset dialect (“mommet”, “thik” and “*er”). In the TT, the lexical marker
“HBE 32 52" [like that]is a word predominantly used by Shandong people. The

phonetic marker “f2{[&" [that] represents a typical pronunciation exclusively found in

Shandong. People from other areas do not use them but they can figure out its
meaning with the help of the context. In the sentence, three dialect markers are used,

namely, a common dialect marker fé@[1] instead of F[l], and two specific regional

markers FH3{Ezk5d[like that]and #Z{E[that]. An equivalence is established between
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the ST dialect markers and the TT markers, namely, “Hp{Ezx 52" for “mom-me”, and

“$2{E" for “thik”. It seems that the translator made an effort to produce translation
equivalences on the lexical level when possible. However, such equivalence is not
systematic in this translation (and is rare in other translations). The use of regional
lexical markers can immediately relate the characters in the story to dialect speakers
in real life, and attribute certain stereotypical characteristics to them. In this case, the
characters speaking Shandong dialect is portrayed as simple, kind, and honest (Zhu
andTu, 2009: 124). The use of “H}{Ezk 52" [like that] along with other markers depicts
the speaker Tess as a typical girl from the countryside of Shandong who is naive and
unsophisticated. Specific regional markers can only deliver intended effect when the
readers share certain knowledge on the dialect with the translator. Otherwise they may
cause understanding problems for readers who are not familiar with the dialect, or

produce effect different from that intended by the translator.

The specific dialect

The specific dialect has only been used once in this corpus in Zhang Guruo’s 1936
translation of Tess. The Jiaodong dialect is used extensively to translate the Dorset
dialect in the ST. Heterogeneous markers are used extensively in the speech
representation of characters with dialectal words, malapropisms, slang and proverbs.
Dialect lexis and slang are also found in the narration where there is none in the ST,

which reveals a tendency of over-translation in the TT.

The 1936 Tess has also gone through three major revisions in 1953, 1957 and
1984 (Yu, 2004) and become a canonized translation with a life span as long as over
70 years. Many revisions made in the 1953 and 1957 versions were related to the

translation of dialect. The Jiaodong dialect used in this translation has been revised to
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be more intelligible, and “cleaner” with the elimination of the over-translation. Taboo
words in the dialect were removed from the translation. Dialectal words added to the
narration where there is none in the ST were rewritten in Standard Chinese. Other
than that, the strategy of using Jiaodong dialect has remained intact in all later

versions of Zhang’s Tess.

In the 198 translation of this corpus, Zhang’s translation is the only one in which
a specific dialect is used to recreate a linguistic difference. This is probably because
the culture specificity of the specific regional dialect is a double-edged sword. On the
one hand, Zhang’s translation has received applauses due to its vivid orality and
originality in the representation of an intelligible local dialect (Wang and Liu, 2007).
The use of Jiaodong dialect has also become a signature strategy of the translator. On
the other, it has never stopped being criticized for over-translation, cultural distortion

and domestication (Wu, 1958: 245; Han, 2002).

4.4.3. Nonspecific regional words and the common dialect

Nonspecific regional features are usually marked as dialectal in dictionaries, and are
highly intelligible due to their frequent use in literary writings. They are also called
“common dialect markers” because they are primarily used to form a common dialect
that does not point to a specific area in China. They are often used along with specific
regional markers to create a regional dialect variety. In this corpus, these markers are

used in all the six translations of Tess to translate the Dorset dialect in Tess.

One of the most frequently used nonspecific dialect markers is the dialectal

pronoun“fé&”’[I/my/me]. This marker is widely used in many northern areas such as

Shandong, Henan, Liaoning, and Jilin in China. Studies in sociolinguistics shows
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that “fé&” is more frequently used in Jilin dialect by people with a lower level of
education (Zhang, 2013: 66). In Liaoning, fé is found to be more frequently used in

the countryside than in the urban areas (Sun, 2008: 99). In Chinese literary works, it
is used much more frequently by authors of northern areas than in works by authors
from major cities like Beijing and southern areas (Zhang, 2008: 106). It is also
widely used in literature to indicate a closer interpersonal relationship and intimate

emotions (Lin, 2009).

This author finds that the use of “{f&” is quite common in the speech

representation in this corpus to inidate that the character is an unsophisticated and

rural resient with a poor education. In other words, “f&” is used as a social marker

of the characters in this corpus. As pronouns are among words with a high

frequency of use, the use of “f&t” can carry the intended social meaning for

characterization without causing any difficulty in intelligibility. However, the
repeated use of one marker also makes the character sound monotonous. They may
be considered simple-minded and linguistically incompetent because they seem to
lack the ability to employ varied and sophisticated words, as indicated in the

following example:

Example 4.6

ST: And when you’ve done that goo on to my house with the basket, and tell
my wife to put away that washing, because she needn’t finish it, and

wait till 1 come hwome, as I’ve news to tell her. (Hardy, 1991: 9)
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[And when you’ve done that go on to my house with the basket, and tell
my wife to put away that washing, because she needn’t finish it, and

wait till I come home, as I’ve news to tell her.]

TT: PeiEteH LR (IREEE T RIS S EERlER Rk T
R AN EZE T W5 - RS S5 - (Hardy,

1936: 7)

[Gloss: When you have done that, you go to my house with the basket,
tell my wife to stop washing the clothes, because she needn’t
wash it, and ask her to wait until I’ come home, as I’ have news

to tell her.]

The example is quoted from the first chapter when Tess’s father Mr. John
Durbeyfield is giving instructions to a lad after he heard the news about his noble
ancestry. His language is dialectal with two phonetic markers “goo” and “howme”.
In the TT, the nonspecific marker of “{&” is used four times. His language is
dialectal and completely intelligible. With the repeated use of one single marker, Mr.
Durbeyfield is portrayed as an unsophisticated rural peasant who may not have

much education.

In Chinese translations “fd&t” has been frequently used as a stereotypical marker

to translate dialects in English literature (Yu, 2015: 109). Different from other types
of linguistic varieties that are created with a variety of markers, the common dialect
used in this corpus is primarily created with the marker “f&” along with other

common dialect markers such as “¥5/=" [forget], which is used in areas such as

Henan, Sichuan and Shanxi provinces. Other types of markers such as colloquial
156



and vulgar markers tend to be used along with common dialect markers. In Example

4.6, “t&" [piece], “¥5" [carry], and “FH*R3&" [needn’t] are colloquial markers

that are used to increase the orality of the speech.

The common dialect
Nonspecific regional markers are primarily used to create the common dialect. In
this corpus, it is used in two translations for Tess, namely, the 1991 and 1999
translations. A common dialect refers to the use of a nonstandard linguistic variety
formed with features shared by different specific target dialects, and in this corpus,
by northern dialects. Speakers of common dialects are generally presented as
residents of northern rural areas, probably from a lower social class with less

education, but are not associated with any specific areas.

The common dialect is more frequently used than specific regional dialects in
dialect translation mainly because of its high intelligibility and low cultural specificity.

In the corpus it is formed primarily with the marker “{&” in the three translations of
Tess along with other non-specific dialect markers such as “Xf#72%”[probably]and
“HE{E5"[courteous] **. A study on the first two chapters of the three translations finds
that 90 percent or more of the dialect markers in them is “f&”%°. In other words, the

dialect used in the three translations is created with highly homogeneous features. The

14 “AKf75"is marked as “dialectal” in Xinhua Dictionary. “2%1g:”is a north-eastern dialect word
used in a number of places (Li and Li, 2012: 123).
15 “f&” accounts for 97 percent of the markers in the 1991 translation, and 90 percent in the 1999

translation.
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repetitive use of one single marker in the translation does not provide much
information about the character other than s/he may be from the rural area and
probably not so well-educated. This can successfully prevent cultural distortion or
domestication of the ST because not much sociocultural meaning can be deduced
from one marker. However, this homogeneity may also portray the character as

monotonous and repetitive, and possibly linguistically incompetent.

4.4.4 Vulgar words and the vulgar variety

Vulgar words are “the most informal and colloquial variety of a language” (Holmes,
2013: 77). They are originally from dialects, but become intelligible to all due to
frequent use in literature. These words are predominantly used by people with limited
education and probably from a low social background in China (Yu, 2014:85). It is
equivalent to what Morini (2006: 134) refers to as the “low, vulgar words” when
discussing his translation from Scottish dialect into Italian. He gave an example of a
vulgar word “chiappe” (buttocks), which is used to translate the Scots dialect word
“dowp” (“bottom™). In Hardy’s novels, such vulgar colloquialism is also an important
part of his speech representation. “What gives this dialogue its distinctive quality is
the command of colloquial idiom ------ [it] would be unlikely to occur in literary prose
or, indeed, in middle-class speech. They belong ------ to a common stock of familiar
but vivid expressions embodying traditional attitudes and folk-wisdom (Page, 1988:

73).

In Chinese literature, what is known as the vulgar variety has come to be associated
with an uneducated grassroots segment of society (Zheng, 1986: 120) such as the

language used by Granny Niu and low servants in A Dreams of Red Mansions. In
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traditional Chinese literature, the vulgar language spoken by uneducated people was
considered as nonstandard and excluded from high-end literature, which were written
in Wenyan, Classical Chinese. The vulgar register has been considered an essential
part of the standard language since the 1950s and used as the voice of working class
people in literature and translation (Jiao, 1950:41)(for more discussion on the vulgar

variety and features, see 3.5.2).

In this corpus, the majority of the vulgar features are the low register features from
Beijing dialect. This is because Beijing dialect is the origin of Standard Chinese, and
it is one of the most intelligible dialects in China. Most of the features in this corpus
can be found in dictionaries and sociolinguistic studies on Beijing dialect vocabulary.
They are used as primary features to create a vulgar variety to translate AAVE in the

1956 Huck as indicated in the following example.

Example 4.7
ST Yo’ ole father doan’ know yit what he’s a-gwyne to do. Sometimes he

spec he’ll go "way, en den agin he spec he’ll stay. De bes’ way is to
res’ easy en let de ole man take his own way. Dey’s two angels
hoverin’ roun’ ’bout him. One uv ’em is white en shiny, en t’other
one is black. De white one gits him to go right a little while, den de

black one sail in en bust it all up.(Twain, 1996: 17)

[Your old father doesn’t know yet what he’s going to do. Sometimes
he thinks he’ll go away, but then again he thinks he’ll stay. The best
way is to relax and let the old man do what he wants. There are two

angels hovering around him. One of them is white and shiny and the
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other is black. The white one gets him to do the right thing for a

while, but then the black one sails in and ruins it.]

TT {RE TR RIEEE T - —IpiEE - — I SRERE T - THEZ
DU > W2 S R B RS 7 ] K {55 [ L - g
—EEAET —EERREERY - BEEE MR EE—E

SRR JCEE SR T & - (Twain, 1956: 19-20)

[Gloss: Your old man doesn’t know yet what he’s going to do.
Sometimes he wants to go away, and sometimes he wants to stay.
The best way is to keep cool, and let him do whatever he wants.
There are two angels hovering around him. One of them is white and
shiny, and the other is black. The white one gets him to walk on the
right direction for a while, but then the black one jumps in and ruins

it]

This example is quoted from the scene when Jim tells the fortune for Huck about his
father. The ST is dialectal with a number of AAVE phonetic, lexical and
grammatical markers. The translation is loaded with markers in low register such as

&t [old man], —HEf[at one time], TH#F[best], Hf(a modal particle with no
semantic meaning), #&{@E[completely], #ff=[destroy]. These words are perfectly

intelligible to ordinary readers, but educated readers are highly unlikely to use such

vocabulary in their life.

The vulgar features can be distinguished from a common dialect and a colloquial
variety if the features fit the following criteria. First, the vulgar features are more

colloquial than the colloquial features; second, the vulgar variety is intelligible to
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general readers; third, it can hardly be associated with any specific areas in China; and
third, it is regarded as vulgar and of low register, but not dialectal when used in
literary writings and translations®. To better illustrate the register of vulgar variety,
colloquialism and standard formal language, some of the vulgar features used in this

example are compared with colloguial and standard features.

Example 4.8
ST sometimes best bust it all up
TT standard 5] 2/ B AR A (B R A B B —1)
TT colloquial A/ —& 5 Tl e B A
TT vulgar —f% TH%F BEfF &

In Example 4.8, vulgar markers (“—H%”, “TH&”, and “Z{Effr 7 5") are

extensively used in Jim’s speech in the 1956 translation of Huck. They portray him as
someone who is unable to use more formal educated registers to express himself. As
the words in the third category (TT vulgar) are informal and frequently used by the

working class people with poor education in China, Jim is portrayed as one of them.

The vulgar variety

16 There are no fine lines between vulgar, colloquial and non-specific regional dialect
features. For different searchers, some of the markers may be marked differently. This author

finds the above mentioned four rules adequate enough to identity vulgar features.
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The vulgar variety is primarily created with low register vulgar words and used to
represent the rustic grassroots voice. It has a dual function of pointing to the formality
of the occasion, and at the same time functioning as a sociolect for characters who
persistently use the vulgar features on all contexts. How TT register variety functions
as identity marker in literature, and how the use of register varieties in dialect
translation affects the power structure in the translated work will be discussed in detail

in Chapter 5.

The vulgar variety has also been the most frequently used linguistic variety in this
corpus. It is the only one that has been used in four of the eleven translations in which
a linguistic variation is recreated, namely, in the 1956 Huck, the 1956 Pygmalion, and
the 1993 and 2001 Tess. The use of the vulgar variety in dialect translation is also
found in other translations. It is used by Sun Dayu to translate the nonstandard
English of Edgar in Shakespeare’s King Lear (Chen, 1997: 48-50), and by Huang

Jizhaong to translate AAVE in Uncle Tom’s Cabin (Huang, 1986: 118-120).

4.4.5 Elevated formal words and the elevated variety

Elevated formal words are used to form an elevated variety that is more formal than
the formal written register. It is a socially restricted register like the vulgar variety
because the elevated formal features are only accessible to those with good education,
at lease to those who have social contacts with well-educated people. If the elevated
variety does not match the register of the context, it may also identity its users as
conservative, out-of-dated, or pretentious. Morrino (1997: 134) discussed the use of
“old-fashioned formal words” in Italian to translate Scottish dialect. In Chinese

literature, the use of elevated Chinese and the vulgar variety in speech representation
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has been an established way to indicate social status. One of the most common means
of elevated language is to use “Living Room Language” which is the use of polite
formal (sometimes archaic) language in greetings and social discourse among

upper-class people on social occasions (Sun, 1991: 288-289).

The elevated features used in this corpus are four-letter expressions and lexis
from classical Chinese, mostly found in the translation of Standard English in the
1945 translation of Pygmalion. In the 1956 translation of Pygmalion by Yang Xianyi,
the Standard English is translated with unmarked Chinese with a light colloquialism.
Both translations are listed in the following example as TT1 (the 1945 translation) and

TT2 (the 1956 translation).

Example 4.9

ST: (DOOLITTLE. And you’ll come to the church, Colonel, and put me through

straight?)

PICKERING. With pleasure. As far as a bachelor can.

MRS. HIGGINS. May | come, Mr. Doolittle? I should be remorseful to

miss your wedding. (Shaw, 1981: 75-76)

TT1 (FRIrEE @ BR - IREFIHGER - —HEKEHTE?)

G - HENS - HEESENIE -

AR » A AT DA » AL 54 2 TRANRA REST i HL RS - 3o RiighY -

(Shaw, 1945 : 239)
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[Gloss: DOOLITTLE. Colonel, will you come to the church and take care of it for

me all along? )

PICKERING. At your service. As far as a bachelor can.

MRS. HIGGINS. May | come too, Mr. Doolittle? If I cannot be personally

present at your grand wedding, | shall be deeply remorseful.]

TT2 (HEIZHFE ¢ Ok - SEERGEACEIAE TiE— R~ 4 2 )

BESOME - ARSI - HEE B SRR MISEIRYE -

Bk A IR Seds - Rt a] DOREE 7 FfRATERESH S INUE - (Shaw,

1956: 275)

[DOOLITTLE. Sir, will you come to the church, and help me through this? )

PICKERING. I am very happy to. As far as what a bachelor can do.
MRS. HIGGINS. Mr. Doolittle, may I come too? I hope to be there.]

As Example 4.9 shows, the two speakers Pickering and Mrs. Higgins use unmarked
standard English in the ST. In the TT1, the unmarked “My pleasure” is translated with

a formal four-letter expression “H&%555” [at your service]in TT1. In comparison, in
TT2, it is translated with the unmarked Chinese sentence “F{E = 8217 [I am very
happy to attend it]. The unmarked phrase “miss your wedding” is translated with “55
ZELER” [be personally present at a grand occasion] , a four-letter expression that is

only used in formal written Chinese or in oral language on very formal occasions.
Apart from elevated lexis, the sentence structure in TT1 is more formal than that in

TT2. For example, the simple sentence spoken by Mrs. Higgins, “I should be very
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sorry to miss your wedding” is translated into a complex sentence in TT 1“Fg415EA
BEHTEELER, B4 R1E0Y” with the addition of functional words “Z1EE” [if]
and “t7Z” [shall]. It could have been translated with a simple unmarked sentence
like the one used in TT2 “FIE A EREZIZ:IIE”[I hope to be there]. The addition of

functional words makes the sentence more formal and speaker sound more
condescending. With the elevated lexis and formal sentence structures, Mrs. Higgins
and Pickering are presented as well-educated upper class people who are polite and
kind to Mr. Doolittle in TT1. In TT2, they are portrayed as equally polite, but more
approachable and easy-going with their unmarked ways of expression. The elevated
features are contrasted in the TT with a broken variety to translate the Cockney in the
ST. Further analysis of the use of the elevated features in the translations of

Pygmalion will be discussed in 5.3.
The Elevated variety

The elevated variety is created by formal elegant lexical features, formal ways of
addresses, four-letter expressions and sophisticated sentence structures. Formal lexis

such as “H57&E.E%” [be personally present at a grand occasion] , “H &% [at your
service] and “fEfE” [remorseful] in Example 4.9 were predominantly used by

well-educated upper class people on formal occasions in China in the 1930s and
1940s. These words are only used in print today, not in regular life. In the ST the
language spoken by Mrs. Higgins and Pickering is the background language against
the marked foreground Cockney spoken by Eliza and her father. In the TT, when the
language of Mrs. Higgins and Pickering is translated in the elevated variety, their
language becomes the foregrounded language. As a result, the relation between the
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marked and the unmarked varieties in the ST (Cockney versus Standard English) is

reversed in the TT, which has influenced the theme and characterization of the play.

4.4.6 Awkward grammar and the broken variety

Awkward grammar may be the result of incompetent or sloppy translation, or that of a
strategic decision to preserve the sentence structure of the ST. In this study awkward
grammatical structures are found to have been used systematically in the translation of
Cockney in the 1945 translation of Pygmalion. In this translation, other characters
who speak standard English in the ST are presented with natural and fluent Chinese in
Chinese. Awkward grammatical structures are also found in the 2001 translation of
Huck. These structures are mixed with phonetic markers to form an artificial dialect

for the translation of AAVE in the ST.

In Chinese translation, awkward grammar can be created with nonstandard
grammatical structures such as illogical sentence order and the use of unusual
cohesive ties. In Zhuang Yichuan’s translation of of David Copperfield Peggotty’s
dialectal speech was translated with the above mentioned features to indicate her lack
of education and low social status (Liu and Tian, 2005: 48-49). The awkward
grammar in the 1945 translation of Pygmalion by Lin Yutang is created with a literal
translation of Cockney syntax as indicated in Example 4.10, and with grammatical

mistakes in Example 4.11.

Example 4.10

ST: the flower girl [still nursing her sense of injury]: Ain’t no call to meddle with

me, he ain’t. (Shaw, 1981: 13)
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[ the flower girl (still nursing her sense of injury): he had no business to meddle

with me. He did not.]

TT: EAELURIMIEA V] - g A AR5 - t)2F - (Shaw, 1945 :

23)

[Gloss: the flower girl (still feeling upset): He did not have the right to meddle

with me, he didn’t.]

In Example 4.10, the emphatic tag in the ST is a Cockney syntax to remind readers of
her social status, and more importantly, to indicate a “uncertainty, combined with an
acute sense of failure” in Eliza (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 89). The graduate
elimination of the emphatic tags in Eliza’s language also symbolizes her gradual
linguistic transformation, which is central to the theme of the play. However, in
Chinese, there is no equivalent sentence structure that can carry the similar
socio-cultural and contextual meaning of the emphatic tag. A literal translation of the
structure of the emphatic tag may produce awkward sentence structures in Chinese
and lead to a non-fluent translation. The easier way is to delete the emphatic tag from

the translation as Yang Xianyi did in his 1956 translation of Pygmalion (“z IEf/&E A
ZIHAYEE 5 "[after all, he is not entitled to meddle with me]). Unlike Yang who
deleted most of the emphatic tags from his translation, Lin kept all the tagging syntax
in his translation to create a linguistic difference in Eliza’s speech.

The tag “t;87%" [he did not] in Example 4.10 sounds like an unfinished
sentence compared to more natural ways to make an protest, for example, “ftf;& 32
352" [he did not have the right]. As such a structure is derived from the ST and

therefore not related to any dialect or people in the Chinese culture, readers can only
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speculate its meaning from the context of the play. Since awkward sentence structure
keeps recurring in the speech of Eliza who is a dialect speaker from the bottom of the
society and the whole plot revolves around Eliza’s linguistic transformation, readers
tend to associate the awkward structure with her linguistic deficit and low social

status.

In the first ACT of the ST, Eliza has a language of her social class, the Cockney,
and is quite competent in using it in her flower selling. In the TT, instead of using a
language of her own, Eliza can rely on a broken version of the standard language. She
is thus portrayed as a woman with linguistic deficiency in the TT while in the ST she
speaks differently, but perfectly fluent with her own language. Her linguistic
transformation in the ST is between languages from two different social classes.
However, in the TT the transformation is made between the “wrong language” and the
“good language”, which shapes the theme of the play toward educational differences
rather than social contrast (for more discussion on Yang’s translation of Pygmalion,

see 5.3).

Awkward grammatical structures can be created by borrowing from the ST
syntax as indicated in Example 4.10. They can also be created by grammatical

mistakes in the TT, as indicated in Example 4.11.

Example 4.11
ST: LIZA [looking fiercely round at him] I wouldn’t marry YOU if you asked me;

and you’re nearer my age than what he is. (Shaw, 1981: 79)

TT: YD - [BEAIREE] BEIRAIRECRE - FRABEGIR - IREF

e 2R L MR A AR B EAFRAHAT © (Shaw, 1945: 250)
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[Gloss: Liza: (looking fiercely round at him) Even if you asked me to marry you, |

would not do it; although you are nearer my age than is he.]

In Example 4.11, the sentence “{REVIEHRHEALLMEIYFHEELFAHZT” [although
you are nearer my age than is he] is illogical and does not make sense due to the

wrong use of the functional word “/&” (is). The correct method of expression is“{KHY
AR B 2N 2 EE LY AR HR B AR AT "or R Y A S BE A EE LAY AR B B AR AT
Although the structure in the gloss “than is he” is a minor grammatical mistake in

English, the ST expression “LLAtEHY presents a much stronger nonstandard effect

because it does not make any sense in Chinese. This is because putting a functional
word in the wrong place in Chinese is highly unusual in literary representation. In
Chinese speech representation, grammatical mistakes are seldom used in speech
representation®’ and readers are often caught by surprise by such markers. In other
words, grammatical markers in Chinese are much more nonstandard or deviant than
their counterparts in English. With the use of a grammatical marker in this sentence,
readers are reminded of Eliza’s previous educational and social background. They are
also brought attention to the fact that in spite of her linguistic transformation, Eliza is

still who she was in a certain way.

17" As a matter of fact, this author has tried in vain to find any examples of grammatical mistakes
in speech representation in novels written in Chinese. | do find some examples of using
grammatical structures from a specific dialect, but the use of grammatical mistakes is highly
unusual in original writings in Chinese.
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The broken variety

The broken variety is created with grammatical features such as awkward ways of
expressions and linguistic mistakes. As shown in Example 4.10 and 4.11, it is used to
stigmatize the characters as linguistically deficient and unable to express themselves
correctly. In this corpus, the broken variety is created with awkward syntax due to
literal translation of ST syntax or grammatical mistakes such as illogical sentence
structures, inverted sentence order, misplaced words or inappropriate omissions and
additions. These features are used in combination with vulgar, colloquial or dialectal
features to stigmatize the character. When different features are systematically used in
speech representation of one character, the most marked features have more impact on
the characterization than the less marked ones. In this corpus, the broken variety is
used in the translation of Cockney in Pygmalion. The language of Eliza is created
with a hybrid of features such as colloguial words, vulgar words, dirty/indecent/taboo
words and awkward grammar in the TT. Of these markers, as the awkward is the most
marked and conveys the strongest socio-cultural meaning, the overall effect of Eliza’s
language is identified as “broken Chinese”. The broken variety, when mixed with
vulgar features, portrays Eliza as uneducated, linguistically incompetent, and possibly
from the bottom of the society. The use of dirty and taboo words strengthens the
inferior identity presented to Eliza in the TT, and at the same time portrays her tough,

strong, and ignorant of social appropriateness.

4.4.7. Colloquial words and the colloquial variety

Colloquial words are used extensively in this corpus. They can be used as primary

features to form a colloquial variety to translate a ST dialect, or as secondary features
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to form other varieties. In this corpus, they are used to form a colloquial variety to
translate the standard speech in the 1936 Tess, the Cockney in the 1945 Pygmalion
and the Southern White English in the 1989 and 1995 Huck. Collogial markers

includes words for informal naming of things or actions such as “/ AR 5" [heart]
instead of the formal lexis “h” [heart], and “#35” [neighbor] instead of the
formal lexis “# =" [neighbor]and repetitive methods of colloquial words such as “&x
—&K’[to rest], onomatopoeias such as “mfti— 7~ "[swiftly] and “[=][=] 52 "[every time].

There are some functional words that can add to the orality of the text. These words

do not carry any semantic meaning, for example, “52” in “4F&52” [fun], “F” in “Z£
F [bank notes], modal particles such as “IJf”/ “HE” / “m” / “iF” 18 In the following

example, colloquial markers are used extensively in TT to create a colloquial variety.
Example 4.12
ST: “Hello, what’s up? Don’t cry, bub. What’s the trouble?”
| says:
“Pap, and mam, and sis, and—"
Then | broke down. He says:
“Oh, dang it now, don’t take on so; we all has to have our troubles,

and this ‘n ‘Il come out all right. What’s the matter with ‘em?” (Twain,

1996 75)

18 They are functional words with no semantic meaning. They are usually used at the end of a
sentence to indicate a certain emotion and to add to the orality of the sentence.
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[ “Hello, what’s up? Don’t cry, kid. What’s the matter?”

| said:

“Pap and mom and my sister, and....”

Then | broke down in tears.

He said:

“Oh, come now, don’t cry like that. We all have our problems, and this

thing will work out all right. What’s the matter with them?”]

TT:“fREF > TSR 2 HISE - /NGLER - IR TR 7

-

“ZRIE > T @A ——

REGARFET - e -

"G > FILHY o RIETEORIRIIY > BRI SR LA L EYEE R - IR

i BB T e o A {F/EE 7 (Twain, 1989: 76)

[Gloss: “How are you? Is there anything wrong? Don’t cry, bro. What’s your

problem?”

| said:

“Pa and ma, and sis, and ---"’

| burst into tears and stopped. He said:
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“Hey, damn it, don’t cry like that. We all have problems that we worry about
and everything will be just fine when you get through it. What’s the matter

with them?”’]

In this example, the two characters, Huck and the man on the boat both speak
Southern White dialect. In the TT, neither of them speak with an accent. Their speech
is translated with colloquial markers such as “/Nytz5” [bro], “Spg” [difficulty] -
“ORERIFEIEAN[ery], “Hk.Cy” [worry] and “Z552” [thing]. The more neutral formal
equivalences of these words are “/NAAZZ” [kid], “(REE" [difficulty], “S&ir” [cry],
“EEiE” [sad], and “Z{%” [matter]. The use of some vulgar features such as “z£”

[Pap] and “4%” [Mum] in the TT helps to increase the colloquialism in the TT. The

last sentence of Example 4.11 can also be translated with a more formal register

variety in a different translation:

R BT ANEIERGL 0 (TSR EE - (RAVINEER AR G 4

SRIEDHHY » MLMTEEERE 7 2 7 (Twain, 1978: 88)

[Gloss: “Oh, let it go, and don’t be sad; everyone will run into some difficulties,
and your difficulties will eventually be solved satisfactorily. What

happened to them?”]
Compared to the colloquial translation in example 4.7, words used in this translation
sounds more formal with such expressions as “{&,(" [sad], “[K#E" [difficulty]and
“%E 2R [be solved satisfactorily], instead of their more colloguial forms such
as“fikLs” [worry],“EkpE" [difficulty], and “#& 2% T tEkdrsy” [will be just fine]. As

the dialogue takes place on the river between two strangers who are both uneducated
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rural residents, the formal register used by the boatman sounds like he was trying to
offer Huck some life lessons. This is not appropriate for the social identity of the
character who is an uneducated boatman with a low social status. As colloquial
features are considered to be the informal register of Standard Chinese and used by
people from all walks of life on informal occasions, they are much more suitable for

the context and the social background of the characters.

The colloquial variety

In this corpus, colloquial features are found to be frequently used with other types of
features to form different kinds of linguistic varieties. Colloquial features are also
found to be extensively used in this corpus to translate Standard English in Tess and
Pygmalion, and of Southern White Dialect in Huck. As this dialect is used in Huck as
the vehicle language, which is the background language against which the AAVE is
contrasted, it is the semi-standard language in Huck. In other words, colloquialism is
used in the TT to translate the standard or semi-standard side of the ST dialect
variation. The use of the colloquial variety and features in this corpus will be

discussed in 4.5.1.

4.4.8 Secondary features and strategies used in this corpus

Sven types of secondary features are used in this corpus to assist primary features to
create linguistic varieties (see 3.5.2 and 3.5.4 for definitions of primary and secondary
features). These features can add more variations to a specific linguistic variety,
strengthening, altering or changing the stereotypical sociocultural meaning that a

linguistic variety may convey.

Archaic words
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Archaic words are used in the formation of specific regional dialects and an elevated
variety in this corpus. They are usually borrowed from Chinese classics or literature
that are no longer in use today. They are used in the 1936 Translation of Tess and the
1945 translation of Pygmalion. The following example is quoted from the 1936

translation of Tess.

Example 4.13

ST: O no, Tess. You see, it would be no use. (Hardy, 1991: 26)
TT: RIEHY - &% IRARZE o IRAIEIREZA T HEY - (Hardy, 1936 :

22)

[Gloss: Don’t, Tess, you should not. You know there would be no use for you
to go.]

In this example, Tess’s mother, Mrs. Durbeyfield was trying to convince her daughter
to stay at home so that she could go to find her husband in the tavern. Although in the
sentence of this example there is no dialect marker, Mrs. Durbeyfield is a Dorset
dialect speaker in the ST. The Dorset dialect is presented in the ST with a number of
features such as “thee, thy, thou” which are both dialectal and archaic so as to present
the dialect as an “ancient tongue with characteristics which existed in their own rights

and not as deviations” (Chapman, 1990: 112). In the TT, the word “fRfEHY”[don’t] is

used. It is a dialectal word frequently used in Heroes of the Marshes. Although it has
been no longer in use since the Qing dynasty (Chen, 2009: 85), this marker is
intelligible to ordinary readers due to the popularity of Heroes of the Marshes. The
use of this marker reminds readers that the dialect has a rich culture and a long history,
and was spoken by the heroes in the Heroes of the Marshes. With the repeated use of

this marker in the 1936 translation of Tess, the Jiaodong dialect used in this translation
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Is more than a dialect of a specific location. It is a language with a long history and
literary tradition, and therefore worthy to be respected as the Dorset dialect is in the
ST. It also adds a touch of nostalgia to the atmosphere of the story, which is

intricately associated with the tragic theme of Tess.
Honorifics and polite ways of addresses

Honorifics and polite ways of addresses reveal linguistic competence of a character,
and show interpersonal relationships and power structures between characters in the
ST. In this corpus, such features are used as secondary features in the creation of such
varieties as the elevated variety, the artificial variety, the colloguial variety, and the
vulgar variety. Features such as “ZZ#g//DgR"[Sir/Mister], “AX A" [Mrs], “f&”[you],

“KAR"[aunt] are used in the 1945 translation of Pygmalion and the 1956, 1989 and

1995 translations of Huck along with primary markers to create a linguistic difference.
The following example is from the 1984 translation of Huck by Zhang Wanli (TT1)
and the 1989 translation of Huck by Cheng Shi (TT2) so as to make a comparison

relating to the use of honorifics.
Example 4.14
ST1. [Jim]: “No, sah,” says Jim; “I hain’t said nothing, sah.” ( Twain, 1996: 239 )

[“No, sir,” Jim said. “I haven’t said anything, sir.”]

TT1  [&EAK] : “28Y o e —EF5ENEER « ” (Twain, 1984: 295)

[Gloss: “Yes, sir, | haven’t said a word.]

TT2 [&M]: “2fa ek " Sl “HEEsitgas > Dag - "(Twain,

1989: 238)
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[Gloss: “No, Master,” Jim said, “I haven’t said a word, Master.”]

In this example, Jim is talking in AAVE to Huck, Tom and another slave about
whether he knows Huck and Tom. The word “sah” in the ST is the dialectal form of
“sir”. “Sir” is a respectful or formal term to address a man. It does not reveal any

explicit social hierarchy. “J:4="[sir] in TT1 is an respectful and formal terms of

address in Chinese to address a man and has been the most frequently used

equivalence of “sir” in in Chinese translations. In TT2, “sir” is translated as “/[»
g;”[master], an archaic form of address by a servant to refer to his or her young
master. However, in the story, Jim is not the servant of Huck or Tom. The use of “/[»
gz [master] accentuates the unequal social status between Huck and Jim and

foregrounds the racial subordination of the black to the white. The use of honorifics
and addresses and their interaction with the primary features will be discussed in

detail in the case studies in 5.3 and 5.4.

Indecent, dirty or taboo words

Generally speaking, indecent, dirty or taboo words tend to be censored, diluted,
downplayed or deleted in Chinese literature for the sake of standardization and
“purity” of the language (Wu, 1987). Literary translation of dirty and taboo words is
supposed to conform to the same rule. These words are recommended to be translated
with either euphemism or with vulgar low register words (Huang, 1998). The majority
of the translations show a tendency to downplay dirty and taboo language in the ST.
However, addition or accentuation of these words is found in some translations of this

corpus.
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Indecent, dirty and taboo words are often used as a way of protest by uneducated
people, or people at the bottom of the society (Wang, 1996: 116-117). Its use can
lower the social status of the characters by depicting them as grassroots, rude, rustic
and ignorant of social appropriateness. It can also be used to express strong emotions
in characterization. Such features are used in the translation of the Dorset dialect in

the 1936 Tess, and of Cockney in the 1945 Pygmalion.

Example 4.15
ST: “The villain—where is he?’ says she. ‘I’ll claw his face for’n, let me only

catch him!” (Hardy, 1991: 197)

[‘The villain—where is he?’ says she. ‘I’ll claw his face for him. Let me

only catch him!’]

TT: EEPRIRT/\EE | sk 5 R0 ? iU T - A EHIiRss
fINEESE - A2 A | (Hardy, 1936: 175)

[Gloss: This damned asshole! Where is he? If he is caught by me, 1 will claw his

face and make it a mess, otherwise | shall not be a human!]

In this example, the sentence is uttered by a furious mother who comes to the farm to
find the milkman who has got her daughter pregnant. There is a phonetic marker “’n”
in her speech to remind readers that she is a local resident. However, she did not use
much profane features in the ST. The word “villain” refers to a wicked or evil person.
It sounds formal, and is not indecent or dirty. In the TT, it is translated as “J&fiE =+ /\

#&” equivalent to “damned asshole” in English. In this example, although there is only

one phonetic marker in the ST, a number of dialect markers are used in the TT,
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including three “f&” [I/me/my], and one “JB55d"[where]. With the use of the

dialectal markers in the TT, the mother is presented as a woman who is rustic and
poorly educated. With the addition of indecent dirty words, she is also characterized
as a tough and protective mother who is furious, and committed to get justice for her

daughter in the TT.

Slang

Slang indicates both social and situational relationship in literature and literary
translation. There are different types of slang which conveys different socio-cultural
meaning. In this corpus, the slang tends to function as “downward pointer” in social
class (Page, 1988: 28), namely, to portray the characters as uneducated, vulgar and
rustic. It is extensively used in the 1936 translation of Tess in the speech of Tess ’s
parents, workers and farmers. Slang used in this translation includes Mr. Crick’s use

of “B T {#4%& N1z 7 "[curse someone as a pig that won’t eat shit] and Mrs.
Durbeyfield’s use of “/[yf—Iff&” [be happy]. Most of the slang in this translation

are not the translation of ST slang but added to the TT for the creation of an authentic
dialect. However, slang is not used in the speech of Tess as she is presented to be the

most educated of all dialect characters.

Addition of written comments after direct discourse

This strategy refers to addition of written comments after or before direct speech
indicating that the character is using a non-standard language (Pinto, 2009: 293). It is
considered by some scholars more as intra-lingual rewording or rephrasing than an

actual inter-lingual translation, or translation proper (Bassnett, 2002: 22). This
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strategy involves the addition of certain linguistic features in the target text and is

therefore considered as legitimate means for dialect translation.

Addition of written comments is used three times in the 1956 translation of
Pygmalion by Yang Xianyi to remind readers that Eliza speaks differently from other
characters in the ST. Written comments are used in places where the text does not

make any sense without such an explanation.

Example 4.16
ST: LIZA [in the same tragic tone] But it’s my belief they done the old woman in.

MRS. HIGGINS [puzzled] Done her in? (Shaw, 1981: 49)

TT: 5 ( EEMFIEENES) o280 Rt Mt 7y -

FEAR © (CNEA 58 ) #4517 2 (Shaw, 1956: 167)

[Gloss: Liza: (in the same gloomy tone) But I believe it is them who have done

her.
MRS. HIGGINS (does not understand her dialect) done her?

In Example 4.16, “done her in” is a Cockney expression in non-standard grammar. It
Is understandable that this expression causes confusion for Mrs. Higgins who does not

speak Cockney. In the TT, a vulgar feature “gEpf5” [to kill] is used, which is totally

intelligible to Chinese readers. The use of vulgar features instead of dialect in the TT

makes it difficult for readers to understand why Mrs. Higgins is confused with a

e

sentence that makes perfect sense to them. The addition of the direct discourse ““~ &
4y +5E” [do not understand her dialect] explains that Mrs. Higgins was confused

because Eliza used dialect in her speech. Otherwise Mrs. Higgins may be portrayed as
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strange or even stupid because it seems she pretends to have problem understanding a
simple vulgar expression. The disadvantage of this strategy is that the addition can
only create an indirect effect on readers. The social contrast is told to the readers, not
shown to them. Besides, the linguistic contrast between characters in the ST can only
be realized through the imagination of the readers rather than through the linguistic

variation created in the TT.

Bilingual translation

With a bilingual translation, the ST is added to the TT right after the translation. It is
used in Lin Yutang’s 1947 translation of Pygmalion. This strategy is usually used
when standardization may cause misunderstanding or confusion in the plot. It
enhances the coherence of the plot but disrupts the fluency of the TT due to the

co-existence of the ST and TT in one segment of the translation.

Example 4.17
ST : THE FLOWER GIRL. Ow, eez ye-o0a san, is e? Wal, fewd dan y’ de-ooty

bawmz a mather should, eed now bettern to spawl a pore gel’s flahrzn than ran
awy atbaht pyin. Will yeoo py me f ’them? [Here, with apologies, this
desperate attempt to represent her dialect without a phonetic alphabet must be

abandoned as unintelligible outside London.] (Shaw, 1981: 9)

TT: Eio o 2 RaY S - BEAE 2 1g - (SERFFIE R > MEZ AR
FERERAHRRS » TR T —(E85 5 ZZHIE S > A 4E8REEE 1 - IR e
LEFRERIEE 2 Ow, eez ye-o0a san, is e? Wal, fewd dan y' de-ooty bawmz a
mather should, eed now bettern to spawl a pore gel's flahrzn than ran awy
athaht pyin. Will ye-oo py me fthem? [iE# - FHEEF: > BEAVAER
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S E T REM Gy 7 5 R AR E SIEZ EE - N R EmBLSNE R

HHE - ] (Shaw, 1947: 5-6)

[The flower girl: Oh, he is your son, really? Ha, if you had taught him well, he
should not have such bad manners, spoiled the flowers of a poor girl, and ran
away without paying. Will you pay me? Ow, eez ye-ooa san, is e? Wal, fewd
dan y' de-ooty bawmz a mather should, eed now bettern to spawl a pore gel's
flahrzn than ran awy athaht pyin. Will ye-oo py me f'them? [Here, readers
please excuse me, this attempt to desperately represent her dialect without
using phonetic alphabet should be abandoned, because outside London it is

unintelligible.]

In Example 4.17, Eliza’s Cockney is presented in a way barely intelligible even for
native speakers of English. This explains why an explanation is added in the stage
direction in the ST. However, the TT is translated in completely intelligible colloquial
vulgar Chinese. The original Cockney sentences are added to the translationso that TT
readers can make sense of the explanation in the stage direction. In this translation,

this strategy is used consistently in seven places in relation to dialect use.

Explanation about dialect use in notes, prefaces and postscripts

This strategy refers to the attempt to remind readers of the ST dialect use with
explanations of ST or TT dialect features and their functions in notes, prefaces and
postscripts in the translation. Discussions of the ST dialect use can be found in the

preface or postscript of a translation regardless of whether the dialect is translated.

Notes on ST dialect use and TT dialect features are found in six translations,

namely, the 1936 and 2001 translations of Tess, the 1945 and 1956 translations of
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Pygmalion, and the 1989 and 1995 translations of Huck. The explanations in the
preface, notes and postscripts reveal how the translators perceive the ST and TT
dialects. Their perception may have an influence on their translation strategy. The
majority of the translators apologetically express their belief in the untranslatability of
dialect translation, or their inability to reproduce the effect of the ST dialect. Zhang
Guruo, however, in the preface of his 1936 translation of Tess shows confidence in his

strategy of using Jiaodong dialect for the translation of Dorset dialect,

The effects of linguistic features can only be evaluated as part of a linguistic
variety. Both the linguistic features and varieties used in this corpus are summarized

in Table 4.4. The ,/in the table indicates that such features recur systematically in the

11 translations. Only features that are used systematically to translate either side of
the ST dialect variation are included in the table. Sporadic use of features is not
investigated because it does not form a linguistic variety and contribute to

constructing the social identity of the characters. Table 4.4 is presented as follows:

[“/ ™ indicates that this type of features is used in the translation of a ST dialect

variation.]

[Each translation has two columns that represent the two sides of the variation. The

shaded columns represent the standard language and the unshaded ones the dialect.]
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Marker types 1936 1943 1956 1956 1989 1991 1993 1995 1999 2001 2001
Tess Pygmalion | Pygmalion Huck Huck Tess Tess Huck Tess Huck Tess

Linguistic variety Regional | broken & | Vulgar Vulgar | Artificial | Common | Vulgar Artificial | Common | Artificial | Vulgar

elevated

Metalinguistic explanation v J J J J J

Malapropism V J

Malapropism with in-text J v N

note

Eye dialect J

Eye dialect with in-text note J v

Specific regional words J

Nonspecific common | J J

dialect words

Colloquial words J | Y N J J A A ) J J J J J J J J N N N J N

Vulgar words V J J J J J V v J V J

elevated words )

Archaic words J J

Honorifics/addresses J J J v/ J N

Indecent, dirty or taboo | v J

words

Awkward grammar J N

slang J

Written indication J

Bilingual translation J

Table 4.4 Linguistic varieties and features used in each translation
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4.5 General tendencies and regularities

Based on Table 4.4, three tendencies are found in this study on linguistic features and
varieties used in dialect translation. Firstly, colloquialism is used frequently in the
translation of both sides of the dialect variation. Secondly, lexical features are found
to be more frequently used than phonetic or grammatical markers. Thirdly, vulgar
features and the vulgar variety are found to be the most frequently used to create a

linguistic difference in the TTs.

4.5.1 The colloquialization tendency

As indicated in Table 4.4, the most frequently used features are colloquial ones, which
are extensively used in all 11 translations to represent the speech of both dialect
characters and characters speaking the standard language in the ST. When linguistic
features are used in the representation of both sides of the ST variation, they are
intended for the translation of the ST direct speech, not for the translation of the ST
dialect. This is because translating dialect requires recreating a linguistic difference in
the TT, and using colloquial features to translate the speech of all characters cannot
produce such a difference.

The finding on colloquialism of this study is not consistent with the finding in
previous studies. Dimitrova (1996) found that colloquial markers were the most
frequently used features in dialect translation. This corpus shows a strong tendency of
colloguialism in speech representation in Chinese translation. However, this
colloguialism is a strategy not intended for translating literary dialect, but for the

orality of the direct speech.
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The finding on colloquialism in this study differs from that of Dimitrova’s
studies for two reasons. First, the definition and sociocultural value of colloquialism
differ from culture to culture. While the colloquial variety is considered as standard
and used as a legitimate part of Standard Chinese (Wang, 1985: 34; Wang, 2003: 75),
it is considered as nonstandard or dialectal in other languages (Pinto, 2009: 299;
Berezowski, 1997: 56). When colloquialism is considered as the oral register of the
standard language, it is expected to be used in the translation of direct speech in

literary works and translations regardless of whether there is a dialect in the ST.

Secondly, the prevalent use of colloquial features in speech translation is an
attempt to conform to the norm that speech should be translated in authentic oral
Chinese. In Chinese literary translation, “direct speech should be translated differently
from narration” (Zhu, 1942/1984: 343). Translators should “imitate the tone of each
character in the ST” in their translation so that the dialogue sounds like they are
speaking in real life (Zhang, 1937) and “readers can actually hear the conversation”
(Fu, 1940: 1). Direct speech has been expected to be translated with colloquial
features rather than formal features from the 1930s and 1940s till today. “Speech in
Chinese novels differs from narration because it is supposed to imitate the oral
language in real life --- therefore, speech in a translation should be translated
differently from the narration in the formal written register. The translated speech
should retain such colloquial features as incompleteness, loose structure and short
sentence patterns” (Zhang, 1985: 17). Colloquial features are extensively used in this
corpus not for the recreation of a linguistic difference, but for the representation of an

authenticity speech in literary translation.

4.5.2 The lexicalization tendency
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Table 4.4 shows that different types of linguistic features are used in this corpus. In
order to show what types of features are more frequently used than others, Figure 4.3
iIs made based on Table 4.4. In this figure, only features that are used to produce a
linguistic difference in the 11 translations are included. They are arranged under three
categories, namely, phonetic features, lexical features, and features above the lexical

level as indicated in Figure 4.3:

phonetic features lexical features features above lexical level
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[The number on the vertical axis shows the number of translations in which a certain
type of markers is used.]

Figure 4.3 Linguistic features and their types

As Figure 4.3 shows, the most frequently used features are lexical features,
specifically, vulgar words, common dialect words and honorifics and ways of
addresses. Features above sentence level are the least used. This partially confirms the
lexicalization tendency discovered in previous studies (Brodovich 1997:29;
Berezowski 1997:45) that lexical features tend to be more frequently used than other

marker types in dialect translation.
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The lexicalization tendency has been found in quite a number of language pairs
such as German into English (Newmark, 2001: 195), English into Russian (Brodovich,
1997: 29), English into French (Catford, 1965: 88-89) and English into Polish
(Berezowski, 1997: 45). Brodovich (1997) attributes this tendency to the fact that
lexical features are the least “nation-specific” of all dialect markers. The lexicalization
tendency revealed in this corpus can be ascribed to the fact that except for the
artificial dialect and the broken variety, the majority of the varieties used in this
corpus are all predominantly represented with lexical features. Another reason could
be that lexical features are more intelligible than other markers in Chinese. Phonetic
markers in Chinese are created with malapropisms, which can cause reading difficulty
for speakers who are not familiar with the dialect (see 4.4.1). Lexical markers,
especially markers from northern dialects, are much easier to understand because
Standard Chinese are created based on northern dialects. In this corpus, all the lexical

dialect markers are from northern dialects.

4.5.3 The prevalence of vulgar features and variety

As indicated in Figure 4.3, of all lexical features, vulgar words are the most frequently
used linguistic features for dialect translation. Vulgar words are used both as primary
features to create the vulgar variety in four translations, and as secondary features to
form various dialect varieties in three other translations in this corpus. The prevalence
of the wvulgar variety is understandable because in Chinese literature social
stratification is represented in the form of different levels of education, and
educational differences are represented in literature with the contrast between the

elevated elegant formal variety and the low vulgar variety (see 2.3.3). The prevalence
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of vugar features can also be related to their use as secondary features in the formation
of other linguistic varieties such as the artificial dialect and the specific regional
dialect to indicate a poor educational background of the characters, or their grassroots
social background. Frequent use of vulgar features also makes the vulgar variety the
most frequently used linguistic variety in this corpus, and also the only variety that
has been used to translate all three ST dialects (the Dorset dialect in Tess, AAVE in

Huck and Cockney in Pygmalion).

4.6 From heterogeneity to homogeneity in dialect translation in China

Table 4.4 also shows that the number of feature types differs in early and later
translations. Features used in the translation of both sides of the variation are removed
from Table 4.4 so that only those intended by the translators for the recreation of a
linguistic variation in the TT are left. These features are arranged in line with their use

in each translation, as indicated in Figure 4.4.
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[The X axis indicates the publication years of the translations.]
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[The Y axis indicates the number of types of features used in the translations.]

Figure 4.4 Types of features used in each translation

As indicated in Figure 4.4, more diversified features were used in translations
published before 1955. In the two translations published before 1955, as many as
eight different types of linguistic features were used. In the nine translations published
after 1955, the number of feature types ranged between one and five. This shows that
early translators tended to use more diversified, heterogeneous features while later
translators tend to use more simplified homogeneous features. This tendency is

referred to as the “homogenization tendency” in this study.

Homogenization is the opposite of the mixing of codes (Alvstad, 2010, 1: 23). In
dialect translation, it refers to the tendency to use more simplified features, or features
of similar types in dialect translation. Lexicalization is a type of homogenization in
the sense that translators prefer to use one method to represent a linguistic difference.
The use of common dialects is another example of homogenization because the
common dialect used in this corpus is created mainly with one single markers (see
4.4.3). Heterogeneity is the opposite of homogeneity. It refers to the use of more
diversified features in the translation. In this corpus, Zhang Guruo’s translation shows
a strong tendency of heterogeneity. Both phonetic and lexical markers are used in this
translation, and different types of features such as Jiaodong dialect markers, northern
dialect markers, vulgar features, slang, dirty words, archaic words are all used in the

translation of the Dorset dialect.

The homogenization tendency is related to the fact that the linguistic varieties

used in the 1930s and 1940s have never been used in translations published after the
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1950s. Specific regional dialects, the broken variety and the elevated varieties that
were used in the 1930s and 1940s have never been used in later translations. The
majority of the linguistic features used in the 1936 and 1945 translations were no
longer being used in translations published since 1950s. This indicates a change in the
translation of literary dialect in China. This study finds that the change happened in

the early 1950s around the time of the Putonghua Movement.

4.6.1 Translation as experiments in the 1930s and 1940s

This study shows that translations published before 1955 revealed more heterogeneity
in the translation of dialects. In the two translations published before 1955, the
number of feature types used in dialect translation was as high as eight. An overall
review of the two translations shows that linguistic heterogeneity not only occurs in
the translation of dialects, but also in the translation of the entire work. A variety of
hybrid features are found in Zhang Guruo’s translation of Tess in 1936 (Wu, 2009).
This study finds in this translation the use of proverbs, slang, taboo words, archaic
word, Europeanized syntax, dialects, elegant lexis and expressions among other things.
This study also finds that in addition to eight linguistic features used to translate
dialect, Lin Yutang’s translation of Pygmalion is also loaded with transliteration with
Latin letters, malapropisms to represent pronunciation, zero translation, addition of

cultural specific words, to name just a few.

The heterogeneity revealed in these translations may have much to do with the
fact that the vernacular Chinese was still in its infancy and lack of standardization in
the 1930s and 1940s. As discussed in Chapter Two, before the New Literature

Movement in 1919, there was a dichotomy in language use in China between written
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and spoken Chinese. Classical Chinese (&) was used as the formal unified written
language, and the vernacular Chinese (%) was used as the spoken language.

Classical Chinese was used as the language for mainstream literature such as prose
and poetry for thousands of years while the vernacular Chinese was used in marginal

AN

literary forms such as vernacular novels (5 &f/)\&f). Classical Chinese had been the

elite language exclusively used by the educated upper class, and the vernacular
Chinese had been the language of the ordinary grassroots people (Chen, 2002: 17). At
the beginning of the twentieth century, Classical Chinese was considered to be unfit
for the enlightenment of the people and the introduction of Western knowledge, and
needed to be replaced by a vernacular Chinese (Yu, 2013: 202-204). The agenda for
the New Literary Movement was to create a new Chinese language that could unite
the vernacular Chinese with the written Chinese (Fu, 1918: 2). Literary translation
was considered to be of critical importance for this agenda because “one of the most
important functions of translation is to help us to create a new modern Chinese” (Qv,

1931a/1984: 266).

The new vernacular Chinese was still immature and by no means standardized or
unified in the 1930s and 1940s when Zhang’s and Lin’s translations were published.
There were debates about how the new vernacular language should be like (Liu, 2014:
43-51). Lu Xun, one of the leading literary figures at the time, recommended the use
of Latinized Chinese, dialects, vernacular Chinese, Europeanized words and syntax to
form a “popular Chinese” (Cao, 1995: 443). The language at the time was loaded with
elements from Classical Chinese, Europeanized languages, slang, vulgar languages,

dialects among other things (Cao, 2005: 8). If the language at the disposal of the
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translators was young and hybrid, it was understandable to find hybrid, heterogeneous

elements in their translations.

The use of heterogeneous features in literary translation was also a strategic
move made by translators. As a matter of fact, translators were encouraged to use
hybrid elements in their translation in the 1930s and 1940s. This may have much to do
with the position of translation in the literary system at the time. According to
Even-Zohar (1990: 46-47), when a literature is young and still in the process of being
established, translation may occupy a central position in the literary system, the
leading or avant-garde writers “produce the most conspicuous and appreciated
translations”, and “translation is likely to become one of the means of elaborating the
new repertoire”. Literary translation in China had occupied the central position since
1919 (Hu, 2011: 154-155), which allowed translators more liberty with their
translations. Translators at the time were encouraged to make language experiments
with Europeanized translations so as to “see what can be absorbed into Chinese and
what should be discarded” (Bing, 1922: 2). Translating classical literature such as
Shakespeare’s plays was another way to make linguistic experiments to see how
competent the new vernacular Chinese was (Yu, 1931). Translators were considered

as “experimentalist” (‘& E55¢) (Bing, 1929) whose job was to translate for the purpose

of enhancing the expressiveness of the new language, and trying something new to
see how it turned out. Innovation, deviation and creation in language use were
tolerated and even encouraged in literary writing and translation both because the new
language was young and lacking in expressiveness, and could benefit from such
experiments to realize its potentials, and because the diversified language resources
could enrich the new language and stimulate its development. Hu Shih, one of the
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most important literary figures at the time, implemented this concept of “literary
experimentalism” by producing a pioneering collection of poems, Changshiji (A
Collection of Experiments) for the promotion of vernacular Chinese as a poetic

language and for the creation of new poetic forms in Chinese.

As the purpose of literary translation was to make linguistic experiments and try
out various linguistic resources, it was understandable that translators would
deliberately use heterogeneous features from various sources in their translations. This
author believes that the use of homogeneous linguistic features in the two translations
of this corpus was inspired by the same “literary experimentalism” proposed by Hu
Shih, and they were by no means exceptions. As a matter of fact, Zhang and Lin were
joined by a number of translators who tried using dialect in their translations in the
same period of time. Hu Shih used Jixi dialect in his translation of Scottish poems in
his collection. Zhao Yuanren used Peking dialect to translate the oral speech in his
experimental translation of Alice in Wonderland in 1922 to make the dialogue as
authentic as possible (Zhao, 1922: 7). Shao Xunmei, in his 1926 translation
Balishihaodeli (Paris is sooo wonderful) of Gentlemen Prefer Blondes by Anita Loos,
used a highly unintelligible southern dialect, Subai, a local dialect around the
Shanghai area to convey the homour in the ST. In his bestselling translation of Gone
with the Wind in 1941 Fu Donghua created a hybrid voice with a mixture of
stereotypical markers from northern and Shanghai dialects to represent AAVE. Zhang
Guruo, Lin Yutang as well as these translators used heterogeneous features in their
translations because the language at their disposal was young and hybrid, and they
were encouraged to use heterogeneous features to do linguistic experiments for the

creation of a new vernacular Chinese, and a new vernacular Chinese literature.
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4.6.2 Standardization and unification since the 1950s

The transition from heterogeneity in dialect translation to the homogeneity that has
been discovered in this corpus happened around early 1950s when People’s Republic
of China was founded and the vernacular Chinese was standardized. The homogeneity
in dialect translation is revealed in the ten translations in this corpus in which no more
than five types of linguistic features were used. In more recent translations published
in the past two decades in this corpus, no more than two types of features were used to
translate a ST dialect. The homogenization tendency can be attributed to three factors,
namely, the standardization of the Chinese language, the suppression of regional
dialects as a literary language, and the peripheral position of translation in the literary

system.

The standardization of Chinese started in 1955 with “Putonghua Movement”.
One of the major purposes of the movement was to “eliminate the barrier created by
dialects so as to promote the unity of the Chinese language” (Wu, 1958: 6), and to
“strengthen the political, economic and cultural unity of China” (Editor, 1955: 1). The
heterogeneous linguistic features such as Europeanized syntax, Classical Chinese,
archaic lexis and dialects, which had been encouraged to be used in literature and
translation in the previous period, was considered to be a danger to “the health and
purity of the Chinese language” in the 1950s (Editor, 1951a: 1). As literature was the
major means for promoting Putonghua, writers and translators “should play a
significant role in the standardization of the Chinese language”, and therefore “should
be especially careful with their use of language” (Editor, 1955: 2). When linguistic
standardization became the overriding law to abide by, hybridity for literary purposes

was considered a threat to the mainstream ideology of unity and therefore suppressed
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in literary writings and translations. “The use of archaic language, colloquial language,
and dialect in translation leads to linguistic chaos and inappropriateness” (Wu, 1959:
649) because they were believed to be harmful to the purity and health of the national
language. The homogenization tendency in dialect translation discovered in this
corpus since the 1950s sheds light on the influence of the national language policy on

literary translation.

The suppression of regional dialects as a literary language was one of the
consequences of the Putonghua Movement. In the 1950s, dialect was considered to be
detrimental to national unity because “dialect literature leads us towards
disintegration”, and “deviates from the inherent essence of the Chinese language”
(Editor, 1951b: 1). Specific geographical dialect features were considered dangerous
because regional identities imbedded in these dialects was regarded as a potential

threat to the unity of a national country (Kang, 2015 : 32). However, this does not

mean that dialect was eradicated from literature and translation in the 1950s. As a
matter of fact, regional dialects were constantly being modified and made its way into
literature and translation. “Dialect can only be the common language of the Chinese
people when it is absorbed and integrated to be part of the national language” (Su,
1955: 1) (see Chapter Two for more discussions on the relation between Standard
Chinese and dialects, and the assimilation of dialect use into Standard Chinese). The
only way for dialects to become part of the national common language was to
eliminate their regional specificity, namely, to remove the “most colloquial”, “most
authentic” part of the regional dialects (Fu, 1953: 547). The top three most frequently
used linguistic varieties (the vulgar variety, common dialects and artificial dialects) in
this corpus have one thing in common: none of them points to any specific area in
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China. Unlike specific regional varieties that can draw on a wide variety of linguistic
features from real life, these varieties tend to be created with homogeneous features
that were considered to be not regionally specific. The vulgar variety is created with
vulgar lexis. The common dialect is created with a few highly intelligible
stereotypical dialectal words. The artificial dialect is created with fake pronunciations.
In brief, the suppression of regional dialects in literature since the 1950s led to the use

of much simplified, non-regional specific linguistic varieties.

The third reason for the shift from heterogeneity in the 1930s and 1940s to
homogeneity in the 1950s is that the position of literary translation has shifted from
the central to the peripheral in the literary system. In the 1930s and 1940s the primary
position of literary translation was secured by the central role it played in the political
and cultural fields, which was to create new literature and a new vernacular language
for the enlightenment of the nation. In the 1950s both ends were considered
accomplished, and the primary function of literary translation (and writings) was
shifted to serving the political and ideological agendas, “to serve the purpose of
political and ideological education of the Masses” (Mao, 1954/1984: 505). The
primary function of literary translation was for educational purposes of the general
people rather than for entertaining the well-educated elite readers. The standardized
and unified language was apparently a much more efficient tool to educate general
readers, most of whom were barely educated. When translation moves to a peripheral
position, “the translator's main effort is to concentrate upon finding the best
ready-made secondary models for the foreign text, and the result often turns out to be
a nonadequate translation” (Even-Zohar, 1990: 51). The “best ready-made secondary

models” in the 1950s were standardized features and varieties. Linguistic experiments,
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deviations and innovations were regarded in the 1950s as oppositions against the
dominant literary trend and national policy of language unification and
standardization. As a result, hybrid features such as those used in dialect translation in

the 1930s and 1940s had to be discarded, weakened, or modified.

The three reasons can also explain why the elevated variety, the broken variety
and the specific regional dialects used in early translation have never been used in
translations published since the 1950s. The linguistic features that had been used to
form these linguistic varieties were considered as nonstandard and wrong. As a result,

these linguistic varieties were regarded as outdated and discarded by translators.

The change from heterogeneity to homogeneity in dialect translation sheds light
on the evolution of the literary language in China. It also offers another perspective to
approach studies on the evolution of strategies for dialect translation. In his study on
the translations into German of Huckleberry Finn, Berthele (2000) found that later
translators tended to use neutral features instead of features considered stigmatized in
the target culture in their translation of AAVE. This study shows that the evolution of
strategy also involves the hybridity of linguistic features used, which is related to the
changes in language policy, ideology and social attitude toward dialect speakers in a

given culture.

4.7 ST dialect types and dialect translation strategies

In this study, a lexicalization tendency has been established that lexical features are
the most frequently used features in dialect translation in this corpus (see 4.5.2). This

author also finds that three of the translations reveal a strong tendency to use phonetic
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features. They are the 1989, 1995 and 2001 translations of Huck. In all of them the
phonetic features are predominantly used to create an artificial dialect to translate
AAVE. The predominant use of phonetic features is referred to as the
“phonologicalization tendency” in this study. No translation of Tess or Pygmalion
shows any signs of this tendency. This shows that the nature of the ST dialect may
have an influence on the strategies for dialect translation in the TT. The linguistic

varieties used in the TTs and the ST dialect types in this corpus are presented in

Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5 Dialect types and translation strategies

As Figure 4.5 shows, the vulgar variety is used to translate all types of dialects. The
extensive use of the vulgar variety can be attributed to the fact that it is the most
frequently used linguistic means for social indication in Chinese literature. As
discussed in 2.3.2 and 4.4.4, social contrast in Chinese literature is presented as

educational differences and vulgar features are the most frequently used features to
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indicate a low education level of a character. Translating the nonstandard dialect in
English literature with the vulgar variety in Chinese is a “self-evident” strategy,
because the ST nonstandard dialect indicates that the dialect characters are not well
educated, and in China uneducated people tend to use the vulgar variety (Zheng, 1986:
119). Unlike strategies such as standardization and the use of specific target dialects
that have received a lot of criticism, the use of the vulgar variety has seldom been
criticized in studies on dialect translation, probably due to the fact that it conforms to
the literary norm of using standard language, and that of intelligibility (Morini, 2006;

Craig, 2006).

The figure shows a strong tendency to translate regional dialects in the ST with
regional dialects in the TT, be it specific regional dialects such as Jiaodong dialect in
Zhang’s translation, or nonspecific regional dialects such as the common dialects used
in the 1991, and 1999 translations of Tess. This is understandable because a target
regional dialect is the closest equivalence a translator can find for a regional dialect in

the ST.

The figure also shows that AAVE tends to be translated with an artificial dialect.
All three cases of artificial dialects are found to recreate the AAVE effect in three of
the translations of Huck. This can be explained by the fact that there is no ethnic
dialect in Chinese which is functionally equivalent to AAVE. Translators may feel it
inappropriate to translate AAVE with any specific Chinese dialect, and a “fake”
dialect can reproduce a linguistic difference without associating AAVE speakers with

any specific dialect speakers in China.

The figure shows that there is a tendency to translate certain types of ST dialects

with certain types of linguistic varieties, namely, to translate AAVE with an artificial
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dialect, and to translate ST regional dialects with TT regional dialects. It seems that
the nature of a ST dialect may have an influence on the strategy of dialect translation.
As this study only covers 11 translations of three literary works, the corpus is not

large enough to tell whether the tendency is valid for dialect translation in general.

4.7.1 The extended study

An extended study was conducted of translations of 10 frequently discussed novels
and dramas in studies on dialect translation, namely, Uncle Tom’s Cabin, Wuthering
Heights, The Adventure of Tom Sayer, The Return of the Natives, David Copperfield,
The Bleak House, Major Barbara, Martin Eden, The Grapes of Wrath and Pickwick
Papers. They were chosen because each of them contains one of the three types of
dialects discussed in this study. This author went over more than 100 versions of
translations for these ten STs and found eight translations in which the ST dialects are
translated with a linguistic difference. The linguistic varieties used in these

translations are presented in Table 4.5.

ST dialects linguistic  varieties | Translator and publication
used inthe TTs time
The return of | Regional Regional dialect By Zhang Guruo in 1936
the Natives dialect
Martin Eden Regional Common dialect By Yin Weiben in 2004
dialect
Vulgar variety By Zhang Jinghao in 2005
The Grapes of | Regional Vulgar variety By Hu Zhongchi in 1959
Wrath dialect
Wuthering Regional Common dialect By Sun Zhili in 1996
Heights dialect
Pickwick Cockney Vulgar variety By Jiang Tianzuo in 1947
Papers
The adventure | AAVE Artificial dialect By Cheng Shi in 1998
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of Tom Sayer

Uncle Tom’s | AAVE Vulgar variety By Huang Jizhong in 1982
Cabin

Table 4.5 An extended study on linguistic varieties and ST dialects

As Table 4.5 shows, findings from the extended study is consistent with the findings
from this corpus. In the extended study, the vulgar variety is the only one that has
been used in the translation of regional dialects, Cockney and AAVE. Artificial
dialect has been used only to translate AAVE in the extended study. It was used by
Cheng Shi, the same translator of the 1989 Huck, and created with the same types of
phonetic markers discussed in this study. Regional dialects are translated only by
specific or common dialects. The extended study confirms that the dialect type in the

ST has influence on the strategies used in the TT.

In both studies on this corpus and the extended study, the phonologicalization
tendency is found only in the translation of AAVE. Of all the linguistic varieties
discussed in this corpus, the artificial dialect is the only one that is predominantly
created with phonetic features. In other words, the phonologicalization tendency is
only used in the creation of an artificial dialect to translate AAVE. The question is,
why can’t the artificial dialect be created with lexical markers as other linguistic

varieties?

4.7.2 Accentuation with de-culturation

Two reasons may have contributed to the phonologicalization tendency in the creation
of an artificial dialect. Firstly, the incentive to accentuate AAVE in their translation in

the three translations may have much to do with the perception of the translators
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toward AAVE and the function of the translation. In 1942, Huck was first published in
China as children’s literature by Guangming Bookstore. The title of the novel was

changed into “The Wondering of A Naughty Boy” (JEZ )i EZC) to attract the

attention of young readers. It was collected in the “Collection of World Juvenile

Literature” (tt5/DESTEEET]). Chen Bochui, a well-known writer of children’s

literature wrote a preface for the translation and expressed his regret that “it is a great
loss of Chinese children’s literature that Huckleberry Finn has not been translated
sooner in China” (Chen, 1942: 8). As a piece of children’s literature, AAVE was

understandably not translated in this translation.

Huck was then translated twice in the 1950s by well-known translators, Zhang
Wanli, a university professor in English literature, and Zhang Yousong, a well-known
veteran translator who cooperated with another translator Zhang Zhenxian. Both were
full translations published by prestigious publishers in China, PLPH and Shanghai
Translation Publishing House. Unlike the previous translation that was intended for
children and loaded with mistranslations and rewritings, these two translations were
full translations of high quality that were targeted at academic readers. Both
translations have been reprinted many times and studied as classical translations.
Zhang Wanli did not translated AAVE and Zhang and Zhang translated AAVE with a
vulgar variety. The use of the vulgar variety for the translation of AAVE was mainly
ideological. Jim was considered to be a “true human being with dignity” who fought
against his miserable fate, and the theme of the novel was “about friendship between
two runaways” (Dong, 1959: 4-6). As Jim was identified as the uneducated working
class people being oppressed by the Western capitalism, it was only natural to give

him the voice of the working class people in the TT.
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Since the 1980s, with the development of literary studies on Black Literature and
Black English in Western literature, AAVE have received much research attention.
Before the 1980s few discussions could be found on the use of AAVE in Huck in the
prefaces of and criticisms on the translations. Translations published since the 1980s
have given more attention to AAVE, not only in the discussion in the prefaces of the
translations, but also in criticisms and literary studies on these translations of Huck.
“One of the major contributions” and “great innovation of Twain” was his use of
dialects and AAVE in Huck (Diao, 2003: 4-5). “The use of dialects in this novel is
perfect”, and “not a single one sentence can be found that does not fit the identity of
Jim or Huck” (Zhang, 1984: 18). Translators need to realize the importance of AAVE
as one of the means of defamiliarization before they can make an effort to reproduce it
in their translation. However, due to the difficulty of dialect translation, translators
may have to make compromises by representing Black English and giving up
translation Southern White dialect in this novel (Twain, 1995: 2). To sum up, AAVE
has been perceived as one of the major means of literary representation in Western
literature and therefore requires to be adequately represented in Chinese translations.
With this perception, it is understandable that a strong dialect such as the artificial
dialect was used in the three translations of Huck to accentuate rather than normalize

the linguistic difference created by the ST AAVE.

Secondly, phonetic markers are used because they are more visually marked than
other types of markers, and because they can avoid the unwanted cultural association
imbedded in lexical markers, especially when they are followed by in-text notes in
brackets. These notes become the first things that grab the attention of the readers.

The way the artificial dialect is represented in this corpus is intended to distinguish
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itself from all other dialects that readers are accustomed to. In contrast, lexical
features are much closer to the standard than phonetic features (Pinto, 2009: 299).
Lexical features cannot create the strong visual effect as phonetic markers do. For
example, common dialect features are as intelligible as features from standard
language, and vulgar features belong to standard features. For translators who want to
accentuate rather than normalize the AAVE in the ST, an artificial dialect which is

created with fake phonetic markers can produce a much stronger dialect effects.

The use of lexical features risks associating a Chinese social or cultural group
with a social or cultural group in the ST. It might be true that lexical markers are the
least culture specific of all (Brodovich, 1997), but it could still be too culture specific
for the Chinese translation of AAVE. Specific dialect features point to people from a
specific area of China, common dialect features associate ST characters with rural
northerners in China, and vulgar features point to the uneducated grassroots
population in China. These features unavoidably domesticate the characters in the ST
to some extent and distort the cultural image of AAVE speakers in the ST. Besides,
such an association may suggest that certain Chinese speakers are racially different, or
socially inferior as Black slaves in the ST. The avoidance of using lexical features in
translating AAVE cuts off the association between the ST cultural group and any
Chinese regional or social groups. It is what Pym (2008) called a “risk-averse
strategy” which shows the keen cultural awareness of the translators towards AAVE

characters.

The phonologicalization tendency in the translation of AAVE sheds light on the
attitude of the target culture towards the “Others” among the foreign and the “Others”

on their native land. The tendency to use artificial dialects in the translation of AAVE
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since the 1980s in China reveals that AAVE speakers have been regarded as the racial
“Others” in the target culture. Giving them a standard voice erases their cultural
identity, and giving them a dialectal voice, even with a slight domestic accent, would
distort their cultural identity. The use of artificial dialects to translate AAVE gives a

distinctive voice to the Black people, and accentuates their culture identity.

The translation of AAVE with an artificial dialect in this corpus reveals an effort
of Chinese translators to promote a de-culturated minor voice in translated works
since the 1980s. Their effort was an attempt to cater to the foreignization norm in
literary translation, which, according to Sun Zhili (2002: 40), has been dominant in
China since the 1980s. The case study shows that in China, a regional or a socially
inferior voice of the “foreign” can be represented with a “domestic” voice and
constructed as the geographically or socially different, but an ethnic voice can only be

presented with a “fake” voice as cultural “Others”.

4.8 Summary

This chapter gives a description of the publication data of the translations included in
this study and linguistic features and varieties used in this corpus. This study finds
four tendencies concerning dialect translation. A standardization tendency is found in
this corpus as the majority of the translations investigated choose not to translate the
ST dialects. The standardization tendency is much stronger in translations targeted at
children than in translations for adults. This study also finds a normalization tendency
in this corpus. When the ST dialects are translated, they tend to be represented with

less non-standard varieties or registers than the one used in the ST. Both the
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normalization and standardization tendencies are consistent with Dimitrova’s (1996
and2004) findings on dialect translation. A lexicalization tendency is also found in
this study that lexical markers are found to have been used much more frequently
used than grammatical or phonetic markers. This is also consistent with findings of
Brodovich (1997:29) and Berezowski (1997:45). These three findings constitute part
of Toury’s (1995: 267-274) law of growing standardization that “in translation,
textual relations obtaining in the original are often modified, sometimes to the point of
being totally ignored, in favour of [more] habitual options offered by a target
repertoire”. Dialects in the ST are found to be either removed, or translated with less
nonstandard varieties or features in the TT so that the translation can conform to the

norms and rules of the target literary system.

This study finds that vulgar features and the wvulgar variety are the most
frequently used in dialect translation. The vulgar variety is used to translate all three
types of ST dialects in four of the translations in the corpus. This is related to the fact
that vulgar features are the most frequently used means of linguistic representation for
social differences in Chinese literature. The least used varieties are the elevated
variety, the broken variety and the specific regional dialects, which were only used
once in this corpus. The standardization of the Chinese language since the 1950s has

much to do with the their being less frequently used in the corpus than other varieties.

This study also finds that colloquialism is not the most frequently used features
in dialect translation as proposed in previous studies (Dimitrova, 1996 and 004).
Colloquial features are found to have been very frequently used in the translations of
this corpus, but they are used in the translation of both sides of the ST dialect

variation. Their use is intended for the orality of the direct speech, not for the

207



recreation of a linguistic difference as the translation of the ST dialects. This is
because the colloquial variety is considered to be a legitimate part of Standard

Chinese and used as a register indicator rather than a sociolect.

A change from heterogeneity to homogeneity is discovered in this corpus in the
use of linguistic features for dialect translation. Translators before the 1950s tended to
use more heterogeneous features while later translators favour more homogeneous
features in their translations. This is related to the peripheral position of translation in
the literary system, the standardization of the Chinese language and the suppression of
the use of non-standard features and specific regional dialects in literature since the

1950s.

The study also finds that the nature of a ST dialect may have an influence on the
translation strategy on dialect. AAVE tends to be translated by artificial dialect
created with phonetic markers, and specific regional dialects in the ST tend to be
translated with specific regional dialects or common dialects in Chinese. This finding
is supported by an extended study on dialect translation. This study also finds that
there is no compelling evidence to suggest any direct causal relation between the

recreation strategy and the popularity of the translation.

This chapter mainly focuses on the general tendencies and conditioning factors in
relation to dialect translation. In the process of the investigation, some questions
critical to dialect translation come up and call for more research attention. Current
studies on general tendencies and conditioning factors cannot offer satisfactory
answers to these questions as they either concern research questions
under-investigated in previous studies, or involve irregularities and individual cases.

These questions are related to the quantitative measure of dialect translations, the
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function of register varieties in dialect translation, and the differences between

different types of translators. They will be investigated in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER FIVE
TRANSLATING DIALECT WITH REGISTER:
HETEROGENEITY WITHIN STANDARDIZATION

This chapter investigates the use of register varieties and their impact on the construct
of cultural identity, social hierarchy, and power relation in the TTs. The case study is
based on two canonized Chinese translations: Pygmalion by Lin Yutang in 1945, in
which the elevated variety and the broken variety are used, and The Adventures of
Huckleberry Finn by Zhang and Zhang (Zhang Yousong and Zhang Zhenxian) in
1956, in which a colloquial variety and a vulgar variety are used.

Dialect functions in fiction by contrasting its deviant linguistic form with the
standard one. Translators, when dealing with fiction written in combination with
standard language and dialects, face the difficulty of reproducing the *“double
difference” on the target side (Morini, 2006: 124), namely, to produce the difference
between the source and target cultures, and the difference between the dialect and the
standard code imbedded in the ST (source text). The use of standard language in
dialect translation is believed to lead to the erasure of the “double difference” created
in the ST. A large number of studies on dialect translation pointed out that
standardization results in the loss of the literary effects created by the ST dialect
(Berman, 2000: 296; Rosa, 2012: 88; Azevedo, 1998: 42) (see 3.5.3). Such criticism is
based on the assumption that the standard language is of a single register: the neutral
written formal register that is identified with the educated social class or the dominant
population. It is derived from the notion of what Lippi-Green termed “myth of the

standard language” that emphasizes the educated formal register of the standard
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language and limits its spoken variations (Lippi-Green, 1997: 58). The use of standard
language in dialect translation has been believed to invariably result in the erasure of
the linguistic difference imbedded in the ST. This author finds that these studies fail to
take two factors into consideration: firstly, varied varieties from the standard language
have been used in dialect translation to create social variation, and secondly, different
varieties are used in the translation of both sides of the ST dialect variation. Far from
erasing the literary effect of the ST dialect variation, the varieties from the standard
language produce a linguistic variation that restructures the relationships between
characters, narrators, and readers, and questions the definition and social identity of
the “standard language”.

This chapter challenges the assumption of the standard language as one
homogeneous unified variety. It aims to find answers to the following questions: what
are the standard varieties used in dialect translation? How are they used to perform the
social function of dialects? In what way do they restructure the social and ideological
thrust of the translated fiction? Taking Hatim and Mason’s register theory (1997) as
the starting point, this chapter intends to achieve three purposes: to provide a
theoretical basis for translating dialect as register, to delineate rules for the
identification of the register variety intended for the translation of dialect, and to build
a dynamic model that incorporates both sides of linguistic variation as well as dialect

and register variations in the same framework.

5.1 Standard language and the colloquial variety

All languages are heterogeneous. “The myth of the standard language” (Lippi-Green,

1997: 58) refers to a list of false assumptions of standard US English which grants its
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speakers prestige, legitimacy, and authority. There is nothing generically correct or
objective about the standard language. It is socially constructed as “normal” and
“correct” (Vickers and Deckert, 2011: 39) and used as an instrument of social control
and exclusion. The standard is seen as a uniform way of speaking and “social
variation is not considered as unacceptable within anything labeled as standard”
(Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015: 34). The “uniform way” is the formal written register of
the educated elites. This notion of the unified standard correct language is tied to the
myth of a homogeneous nation-state and justifies “restriction of individuality and

rejection of the other” (Lippi-Green, 1997: 73).

5.1.1 Myth of the standard language in translation studies

The myth of the standard language has been challenged in translation studies in terms
of cultural hegemony, linguistic hybridity, and multilingualism. The relationship
between the standard language and dialects, and non-standard and foreign languages
are questioned and negotiated. Discussion of the social identity of the standard
language is especially important for studies on literary dialect and nonstandard
language because the very concept of dialect and nonstandard language is based on its
relation to the standard language, and their literary effects rely heavily on their
distance from the standard language. Dialect can “bear witness to the injustices of
history and give voice to the excluded and the oppressed” only when *“opposed to the
language of the ruling class” (Bonaffini, 1997: 279). The myth of the standard
language seems to have taken a strong hold in studies on dialect translation in the
form of two assumptions: first, there is a natural unquestionable equivalence between

a ST standard language and a TT standard; second, the standard language used in
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dialect translation is always the formal written register of the language.

While most discussions of dialect translation are on the linguistic, literary, and
social disparities between a ST dialect and its TT replacement, only limited studies
can be found on the social and ideological differences between the ST standard and
the TT standard. The standard side of the variation with which a dialect is contrasted
has always been assumed to be translated with an equivalent unmarked neutral
standard TT variety. However, the standard language is a socially constructed concept
which varies from culture to culture, and which becomes problematic when the
transfer involves cultures with more than one standard language, with the standard
language in different formalities, or with the standard languages identifying different
social groups. For example, Arabic has two standard language varieties: Classical
Arabic and Standard Arabic, neither of which has an informal spoken register, while
Standard English is used both as the normal medium of ordinary conversation and as
the superposed or elevated variety (Al-Rubai’l and Al-Ani, 2004: 250). This makes
the translation of literary speech from English into Arabic “artificial, snobbish, and
pedantic” (ibid). Standard varieties in different cultures may identify with different
social groups who are not necessarily the educated, the intelligent, or the dominant. A
legitimate variety of Standard Chinese is the vulgar variety, which is often used in
literature and translation to represent the voice of characters with limited education,
but not necessarily as social inferiors, especially after 1949 when the working class
became the leading social class of China. The social hierarchy between dialect and the
standard language may be altered, and even reversed with the choice of a different TT
standard variety as a replacement of either the ST dialect or the ST standard language.
It is these heterogeneous standard varieties used in dialect translation that shatter the

myth of the standard language as a formal written neutral variety for a unified
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homogeneous cultural group. It also casts doubts on hypotheses and conclusions on
dialect translation that exclude such discussions as how the standard side of the ST
dialect variation is translated.

The assumption that the standard language used in dialect translation is of a
neutral, unmarked formal register is imbedded in criticisms against “standardization”.
Dialect in fiction functions with the “difference” or the gap it creates between the two
codes (Denton, 2002: 40; Morini, 2006: 123). Translating dialect is not just translating
the “dialect” itself, but both sides of the variation that create the “difference”. The
“difference” cannot be produced unless both sides of the ST variation are translated
with two different linguistic varieties. When both sides of the ST variation are
translated with one of the neutral formal standard TT languages, the use of the
standard language does produce the standardizing effects as criticized, for example,
effacing the tension in the original” (Berman, 2000: 296), levelling out characterizing
discourse (Rosa, 2012: 88), and altering the relationships between characters, and
those between the reader and the characters (Azevedo, 1998: 42). However, when the
two sides of the ST dialect are translated with two different varieties, even when both
of which are standard varieties, such criticisms may become reductive as they fail to
notice the “difference” created with these varieties.

Standard varieties are usually referred to as “register”, which according to Leech
and Short (2007: 65) is “language variation of a non-dialectal type; e.g. differences
between polite and familiar language; spoken and written language; scientific,
religious, legal language, etc.” Three standard varieties are found to have been used in
dialect translation: the informal colloquial variety, the elevated or elegant variety, and
the vulgar variety (see 3.5.2, 4.4.4, 4.4.5 and 4.4.7). Although some studies mentioned

briefly the use of these varieties, when and how these varieties are used, and how does
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their use affect the social constellation in the translated fiction have remained largely

unknown.

5.1.2 The problem of colloquial variety in dialect translation

The colloquial variety has attracted much more attention than elevated and low
register varieties. Based on her case study and other studies she quoted, Dimitrova
(1996:134-135) found that colloquialism was the most frequently used linguistic
variety in dialect translation. The function of colloquialism, however, is quite
ambiguous. It is described as one of the techniques of “dialectalization” to represent
nonstandard discourse (Pinto, 2009: 299) for characters from the lower strata of the
society (Berezowski, 1997: 80). However, it was also considered as a compensational
method for standardization which “leads to loss of the linguistic identity of the work
and its author” (Leppihalme, 2000: 261). It is not clear whether colloquialism is a
linguistic variety like Cockney or AAVE, or just a type of compensational features for
standardization. It also remains unclear whether it represents the specific voice of a
marginal group or the informal register of the educated speech.

Three factors may contribute to the confusion in the discussions on the function
of the standard varieties used in dialect translation. Firstly, colloquialism has different
sociocultural value in different cultures. In lItalian, colloquialism is a synonym of
dialect, as Italians of all social classes tend to use dialect in their conversations
(Altano, 1988: 154). In Chinese, colloquialism is considered as a legitimate
constituent of Standard Chinese and therefore is normally used as the representation
of the oral speech of the majority of the people. In Portuguese it is considered

nonstandard (Pinto, 2009: 299). The social class it identifies also changes from culture

215



to culture. Perceptions on its function in dialect translation may change depending on
the language pair concerned.

Secondly, while dialect varieties are created with deviant and marked features
that are highly recognizable, standard varieties are represented with comparatively
less marked features from the standard language. It is hard to tell whether these
markers are used as supplementary features of the standard neutral variety, or intended
to create a specific variety to differ from the standard neutral variety. It is even harder
when features from different varieties are mixed up in the formation of a linguistic
variety.

Thirdly, unlike dialect varieties that are user-related and can directly indicate
social identities and/or geographical locations of their users, standard varieties like
colloquialism, the elevated variety and vulgar variety create register variations in
terms of formality which change with different contexts. How they fulfill the function
of representing the social identity of their speakers requires further investigation.

This chapter draws on some of the concepts proposed by Hatim and Mason
(1997) to delineate rules for the identification of standard varieties in dialect
translation and to provide theoretical basis for using register varieties as identity

markers in literary translation.

5.2 Approaching translation from the perspective of register theory

Dialects vary with speakers from different geographical, temporal, social backgrounds,
while registers vary in different contexts and situations of use. While studies on
dialect mainly focus on phonetic and morpho-syntactic deviations from the standard

variety, studies on register emphasize lexical and syntactic variations within the
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standard code. The most frequently used register theory is Halliday and Hasan’s (1989)
three-dimension model of field, tenor, and mode. Field refers to the subject matter of
the discourse such as literature, advertisement, and economy. Tenor refers to the
interpersonal relationship between the speakers involved and the formality of the
communication context (for example, intimate, casual, or formal). Mode refers to the
medium of the communication, such as a written discourse, or a spoken one. This
model has been extensively used in translation studies in such fields as translation
quality assessment (House, 1977; Steiner, 1998), interpreting studies (Hale, 1997),
and dubbing and subtitling (Pettit, 2005). While the register-based approach is
applicable for analyzing both outer and inner context, it has been proved especially
helpful to analyze the inner context of a literary work® (Marco, 2000: 2). Wong
(2002) revealed how religious and scientific registers were carefully rendered in Hong
Lou Meng (The Story of the Stone) by David Hawks. Cummins (2005) found that
informal register markers such as “detached element” tend to be under-translated in
plays. Hatim and Mason (1990; 1997) developed their theoretical model to investigate
translation as communication in a socio-cultural context.

The theory of Hatim and Mason (1997) is also one of the few studies that
approach dialect translation in literature from the perspective of register variation.
Their framework follows Halliday’s division between dialect and register as

user-related versus use-related variations. Dialect translation is assessed from two

19 According to Butler (1999: 32-33), the outer context of a literary work is static because the
“field” of a piece of literature is always “literary” and the mode is always “written”, and the
“tenor” always indicates the relations between implied reader and implied author. The analysis of
the inner contexts of a work is much more dynamic.
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dimensions: the user dimension as idiolect and the use dimension as tenor. The user
dimension refers to the function of dialect as regional and social markers of its
speakers, which constitutes an important part of the idiolect of individual characters.
The use dimension refers to the informal tenor a dialect conveys. As the tenor of a

linguistic variety is culture specific (Hatim and Mason, 1997 : 83), the scale of

formality between the two sides of the ST dialect variation may be imposed on the
two sides of the equivalent variation in the TT. The idiolectal value of the dialect is a
much neglected dimension in translation. The idiolectal meaning can be specified by
scrutinizing the *“semiotic interaction” between dialect features and utterances in its
immediate contexts. Hatim and Mason’s analysis of the Arabic translations of Bernard
Shaw’s Pygmalion found that Eliza’s use of emphatic tags in Cockney was translated
as the protest of the powerful, the defiant, and the cheeky. However, they were
intended in the ST to function as signals of Eliza’s powerlessness, hesitancy, and hurt
feelings of the downtrodden. These functions can be identified from the directions
introducing these tags in the immediate contexts (“subsiding into a brooding
melancholy over her baskets”, “talking very low-spiritedly to herself”, and “still
nursing her sense of injury”) (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 107-108). When the value of
the tags is identified, it is easy to choose the right markers appropriate for the contexts.
The use-related dimension of dialect does not have to be relayed with phonetic
markers from a regional dialect and may well be reflected by “modifying the
standard” with “manipulation of the grammar or the lexis” (ibid).

Hatim and Mason’s study has brought attention to the much neglected
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dimensions of dialect translation in terms of tenor and idiolect?’. While the idiolect
dimension affects the choice of specific features that are interactive with the
immediate fictional contexts, the tenor dimension influences the formation of a
specific variety with such features. This chapter intends to draw on two important
concepts from Hatim and Mason (1997) to analyze dialect translation: the “principle
of recurrence” in the use of dialect and register features, and the marked use of
register features. The principle of recurrence can function as an important rule for the
identification of the register variety intended for the translation of dialect, and the
marked use of register provides theoretical basis for using register variation as social

identity markers in dialect translation.

5.2.1 Bridging the gap between dialect and register variation

According to Hatim and Mason, both register and dialect varieties are “configuration
of features” arranged “in a purposeful manner” (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 83). A
dialect variety is usually formed when certain features recur in the speech of speakers
from the same social or geographical background and a register variety is formed
when certain features recur in the same context. It is these durable and functional
features recurring systematically in accordance with different users or use that relay
specific rhetorical values and carry sociocultural significance (Hatim and Mason,
1997: 86). In sociolinguistics, register features are use-related, and are supposed to
change in accordance with different contexts. However, in dialect translation, such

features are used in association with the social identity of the speakers and do not

20They proposed this theory with the intension to make assessment of translations strategies for
translating dialects in literature.
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change with different situations. In other words, when register features are used in
dialect translation in exactly the same way as dialect features, they can function as
identity markers of a specific group of speakers in fiction.

This type of unconventional register use is what Hatim and Mason (1997: 84)
called the marked register, or a “dynamic use of language”. Register features are
supposed to change with field (subject), tenor (formality) or mode (medium).
“When expectations are defied”, for example, when a lawyer’s language is used by a
housewife, the register in terms of field is marked as unusual and calls for special
interpretation (ibid). When tenor-based register features fail to match the formality of
the situation and recur in the speech of a specific group of people, a double
“markedness” in register may arise. If a group of speakers use a single register
systematically in most, if not all, situations, the speakers are interpreted as
linguistically marked because they fail to adapt their speech style to different contexts.
However, when two speakers use two different tenors for one specific situation, one of
the tenors tends to be interpreted as marked. When such marked tenor recurs
persistently in the speech of a group of speakers, the markedness tends to be
associated with certain qualities of the users instead of situation of use. In this sense,
the dynamic/marked use of register is presented as more associated with the
users/speakers than the situational context. It becomes a distinctive voice for them, or,
their “social dialect” or “sociolect”.

The relationship between register and social background of its users has been
much investigated in sociolinguistics. In Finegan and Biber’s study (1994) a
systematic parallelism is revealed in English between social dialect and register
variation. They find that people from lower-ranked social groups tend to use more

informal features and dialect features, and that the lower the social status a speaker is,
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the more dialect or informal features are likely to be found in his or her speech. In
other words, dialect features and register features are associated with the social status
of the speakers in a similar pattern. Fox (2004: 75-79) lists pairs of non-dialectal
words in different registers in British English that reveal one’s social class in a
conversation.?! Similar studies on the Chinese language also show that speakers with
good education tend to use less low register features such as slang, vulgar words or
vernaculars than people with poor education (Yao, 2004: 16).

Register as sociolect overlaps with dialect in the creation of a distinctive voice
for a specific social group with recurrent and functional use of features in fiction.
However, the kind of social identity register varieties represent may differ. Standard
varieties tend to be associated with educational background and linguistic competence.
For example, systematic use of low register features in a character’s speech is usually
interpreted as linguistic incompetence, social inappropriateness, poor education or
restricted social contact, while the use of high register features indicates speakers with
better linguistic competence, educational background, and more social mobility.
However, the social indication carried by register varieties is less direct and explicit
than that rendered by dialect varieties. With dialect variation, the contrast is between
“us” and “Others”, and confrontations and conflicts are foregrounded between two
cultures and two communities. With register variation, it is between “us” and “others
within us”, and disruptions and tensions are foregrounded between different

subgroups within the same culture. When user-related dialect variation in the ST is

21 They are “loo/ toilet, sorry/ pardon, napkin/ serviette, lunch/ luncheon, sofa/ settee, sitting room/
lounge, and pudding/ dessert”. Except for the last pair, the difference between these pair of words
are registerial, i.e., colloquial register vs. standard/formal register.
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reproduced with use-related register variation in the TT, the ST tension tends to be
mitigated and more importantly, presented as transient and avoidable. The focus is
shifted from the power struggles and ideological clashes between two cultural groups,
to more temporary disputes between two subgroups sharing the same culture.
Nevertheless, the social contrast can also be all the more disturbing and deceptive.
The power structure and social hierarchy presented in the ST may be altered, and

sometimes even reversed with register varieties in the TT.

5.2.2. Producing a difference with the high and the low register varieties

The register varieties discussed in this chapter are unconventional in the sense that
they, instead of indexing situational contexts, function primarily as sociolects. The
identification of a register variety as a sociolect follows two rules. Firstly, a register
variety as a sociolect is formed with recurring features. Hatim and Mason (1997:
85-86) distinguishes two types of linguistic features used in literary fiction: the
random transient features, and the durable, systematic features. Features that are used
transiently tend to be short lived and non-functional, or function locally as an index of
its immediate context. It is features systematically recurring in the speech of a specific
social group that form a register variety which functions as the social identity markers
of this group. Secondly, a register variety as a sociolect creates a linguistic difference.
The association between register features and group identity is usually made by the
exclusive or predominant use of certain features in the speech of one group of
speakers. In some cases, such features are excluded from the speech of the other

group. In others, they may occur in recognizably higher frequency in the speech of
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one group of speakers than in those of another??. The two rules may explain why
colloquial features used in dialect translation were given different weight in previous
studies (Berezowski, 1997: 80; Leppihalme, 2000: 261; Pinto, 2009: 299). If
colloquial features recur exclusively or predominantly in the speech of a specific
group of characters, they establish a relationship between the colloquial register and
the social identity of its speakers and are therefore considered as legitimate strategy
for dialect translation. However, if such features occur transiently without a pattern, in
a very low frequency, or in the speech of all characters, they are more likely used for
the orality of the direct discourse and function as compensational features for
standardization?3,

Four prototypes of register varietiesare found to have been used in dialect
translation: the vulgar variety, the colloquial variety, the neutral variety, and the

elevated variety (see 3.5.2 and 4.4) ?*, which can be arranged on a continuum of

22 These rules also apply to the identification of different dialect varieties. A dialect variety is
created in the same way as dialect markers recurring exclusively or predominantly in the speech of
one group of speakers.

23 QOccasional colloquial features in the speech of the speakers of the standard language tend to be
unmarked because standard speakers are expected to have the linguistic capacity to adapt to
different contexts. A character from the upper class may talk to her or his peers in standard neutral or
elevated language, and switch to colloquialism, or even use sporadic dialect or vulgar words in their
speech when talking to people from the lower class, especially in informal contexts.

24 Fred Peng (1987: 279) describes five styles in spoken English (elaborate, deliberative,
consultative, casual, and intimate), which is similar to Martin Joos’ proposal (1961) (frozen, formal,
consultant, casual, and intimate). However, these categorizations are more attuned for situational
contexts in real life than for distinctive linguistic varieties used in dialect translation.
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formality in accordance with their distance from the standard neutral variety (see

Figure 5.1).
Lower register Higher register
Vulgar variety  Colloquial variety NEUTRAL Elevated variety

Figure 5.1 Continuum of register varieties

With the use of any two register varieties presented in Figure 5.1, a linguistic
difference can be created in translated fiction with two registers: one of a higher
register and one of a lower register. Any two varieties on the scale can be used to
create a difference in the translation of the two sides of a ST dialect variation. The
bigger the distance between the two varieties is, the greater contrast they present. The
value of a linguistic variety used in dialect translation varies when it is contrasted with
different varieties. For example, colloquialism may represent both sides of the ST
variation. It can be the voice of the socially inferior such as Jim in Huck (Berthele,
2000) or Eliza in Pygmalion (Pinto, 2009: 299) if it is contrasted with the unmarked
neutral or the elevated standard variety. It can also be the casual voice of the standard
language when contrasted with the vulgar variety or any dialect variety. The social
identity each of these varieties represents may change with culture and time. In
English the further away a register variety is located towards the left end of the
continuum, the lower the social status of the characters might be. The elevated variety
at the right end indicates higher social status of the characters involved. However, this
may not be true at all times, or with other cultures, as indicated by the case study of

the 1956 translation of Zhang and Zhang of Huck in 5.4.
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5.3 Shutting off the noise: the gender issue in Pygmalion

In spite of its subtitle of “a five act romance”, Pygmalion is not a romantic story but
one intended for a critique of social and gender inequality in the English society.
Cockney plays a central role in the plot of the play which tells the story of a teacher of
phonetics (Professor Higgins) who successfully teaches Standard English to a
Cockney flower girl (Eliza). Accent in the play determines not only social status but
also social acceptability. Social inequality is mirrored “by determinants of linguistic
inequality, by systems of markers superficial in themselves but endowed with great
and potentially divisive social significance” (Mugglestone, 1993: 373). The linguistic
transformation of the flower girl student is a blatant criticism against the snobbery and
superficiality of the social hierarchy system. This play is also a story of the flower girl
Eliza who has gone through not only a linguistic but also a spiritual transformation.
Eliza grew from a flower girl in the gutter to an independent woman who rebelled
against her misogynist “creator” Higgins and demanded equal treatment (Morikawa,
2010: 11).

Cockney in this play is related to identity, social status and power, and is
therefore central to the theme of the play. The social hierarchy is constructed by three
types of linguistic varieties. Cockney, which is spoken by the lower class such as
Eliza and her father, is contrasted with Standard English spoken by upper class
individuals such as Higgins and Pickering as well as people working for upper class.
In between the lower class and the upper class, there are the middle class represented
by the bystanders who speak the various accented varieties of English. The power
struggle between the Cockney student and the phonetic professor begins with the

student being ignored and scolded for her Cockney accent, and ends with the rebellion
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of the student who has mastered the language of her teacher and used it against him.
Cockney also symbolizes Eliza’s social identity throughout the play. In the beginning
of the play, she is a typical flower girl who speaks a language that matches her social
status, profession and her education level, Cockney. At the end of the play, although
her linguistic transformation is successful, the occasional Cockney features in her
language still betrays her social origin and gives her an ambiguous, or rather,
guestionable social identity. It is hard to retain the plot and the theme intact in a
translation without reproducing the sociocultural significance created by the tension
between the Cockney dialect and Standard English.

Pygmalion was first translated in China in 1929 by Lin Yutang, one of the most
well-known translators and writers at the time. The translation was published by
Kaiming Book Store, one of the top publishers before 1949. The 1929 translation was
in bilingual form and standardization was used to translate the ST dialect. In the 1945
bilingual edition, extensive revisions were made to create an elevated variety for the
translation of Standard English and a broken variety mixed with vulgar features for
the translation of Cockney. The translation was reprinted in monolingual form in 1947
with the notes removed and minor revisions. Although Lin’s translation was not
printed after 1949 except in collected works of Lin Yutang, it had been popular among
readers before 1949. It was collected as a model translation in the only translation

textbook edited by Wu Xianshu in 1939.

5.3.1 The elevated variety and the broken variety

Although the Cockney in the ST was not translated in the first version of Pygmalion

by Lin Yutang, the preface and notes show that the translator had profound knowledge
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of its characteristics and literary function. He gave definitions to a number of terms so
as to clearly describe different linguistic features used in the ST. Such terms include
“vulgar”, “colloquial”, and “class dialect”. He also pointed out that the function of the
class dialect was to “represent the language of a class or group” (Lin, 1929: 3). Notes
were added to each page mostly for the purpose of language learning. These notes
explain the meaning and usage of difficult or unfamiliar words, grammatical rules in
nonstandard English or difficult sentences and cultural background in the ST. A
number of notes were also added to explain the spelling, grammar, meaning, and
function of Cockney markers. Besides an extensive knowledge of Cockney, Lin also
had adequate background knowledge in TT dialects with his Ph.D. degree in phonetics
and promotion of dialect literature at the time.

In the ST, Higgins, Pikering and Higgins’ mother speak Standard English while
Eliza and Mr. Doolittle speak Cockney. In the 1945 translation, the elevated variety is
used in the speech of Higgins, Pickering and Higgin’s mother. This variety is created

with very formal four-letter expressions such as J&lf& T [imperious] ~ KEFHE A
[conceited] ~ FE 5 R [domineering] ~ H572&EE% [honoured to be present] ~ FZKiE
% [flattering]. Formal expressions including %g %& 4% 45 [romantic] ~ %1 & % 15
[civilized] ~ =5 EETEequalitarian] are also used in Eliza’s talk after her linguistic

transformation. Such expressions are absent from Eliza’s speech at the beginning of
the play and from the speech of her father Mr. Doolittle in this translation. The
elevated formal language usually indicates that the character is well educated, which
in most cases suggests that s/he is from the upper class because normally good
education was the privilege of the upper class in China especially before 1949. Vulgar

features are used in Mr. Doolittle’s language in the translation. His language is loaded
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with colloquial syntax and vulgar expressions such as “& " [help]”, “FTHkJE" [take
advantage], “—{fE 152" [a nickle] that are normally used in Chinese literature in

speech representation of grassroots characters with limited or no education.

Although Eliza and her father speak Cockney in the ST, she speaks a different
language from her father’s in the TT. The most prominent features of her language are
awkward grammatical structures or grammatical mistakes in addition to colloquial
and vulgar features. Her speech is translated in a different way from the speech of
other characters in the TT. The speech of Higgins, Pickering, and other characters
from their social class is translated with fluent Chinese while Eliza’s speech is often
translated rigidly and literally. Rigid literal translation tends to produce awkward and
unnatural Chinese, and portrays character as linguistically incompetent. For example,
the emphatic tag structures in her Cockney in the ST are preserved carefully, and
some of the grammatical structures are kept in the TT too (see 4.4.6). “Fairly blue

with it, she was” is translated as 24452 1, 4 [almost hopeless, she]. In Chinese,

the subject is seldom placed at the end of the sentence unless it is in a poem. However,
as there are no such structures in Chinese, her speech sounds awkward and
unconfident, as if she had difficulty in expressing herself. The grammatical mistakes
loaded in her language in the TT indicates that the character is linguistically
incompetent and unable to express herself correctly. No grammatical mistakes can be
found in the language of any other characters in the TT although some of them do

have pronunciation problems in the ST.2> Examples of this type include inappropriate

25 |n the translation, at the tea party, Freddy’s language is marked with a few phonetic markers
which indicates his incorrect pronunciation, but not with any grammatical ones.
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omissions such as £2zE[learn talk], fifZAYFE#EBEIFAEIT [His is age close to me],
ey [my of father]?. Such grammatical mistakes portray Eliza not only as being

unable to express herself correctly, but also unable to think clearly or logically. To
sum up, Eliza is portrayed in the TT as a woman with a lack of the linguistic ability to
express herself logically and correctly.

Eliza’s broken language portrays her as a woman with linguistic defects. Her
problem is individualistic and linguistic rather than social, because people from her
social class (such as Mr. Doolittle) are capable of expressing themselves and free of
these linguistic problems. She is the only one in the play that speaks a broken
language. When the broken variety is contrasted with the elevated variety, the
difference is especially sharp, as indicated in Example 5.1.

Example 5.1  ST: HIGGINS. | was going to India to meet you.
PICKERING. Where do you live?
HIGGINS. 27A Wimpole Street. Come and see me tomorrow.
THE FLOWER GIRL [rising in desperation] You ought to be
stuffed with nails, you ought. [Flinging the basket at his feet]
Take the whole blooming basket for sixpence. (Pygmalion,

Act I) (Shaw, 1981: 16-17)
TT 1[1945]: ffised: FRARZERIENE EFFEEIRAY

R LA ?

SERYAY:

%6 The correct way, and also the natural way of expression for these examples are: Z2zfizE[learn to

speak], ftAYE4C LT BEREAT[His age is close to mine]and & [my father].
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Moed  ORMZEEDR 27 57 - BIREEEIIER T A8GK -
Hitz [EF  Biuli#Zaire—treT - [
A 85 PO A At T i ) (A5 Y — BEAE > E AR LA -
(Shaw, 1945: 33-35)
[Gloss: Mr. HIGGINS. I was going to India to call on you and
pay my respect.
PICKERING. Where is your residency?
Mr. HIGGINS. 27A Wimpole Street. Please come to my

humble home and have a chat with me tomorrow.

The Flower Girl [rising in desperation] You deserve to be
stuffed with nails, you deserve it. [Flinging the basket at his
feet] the whole god-dammed basket, you can have it for

sixpence.]
In the ST, Higgins and Pickering used unmarked neutral English. Eliza’s language
was marked with one Cockney emphatic tag, and an indecent word (“blooming”).
Cockney in this play indicates the flower girl as socially inferior, poorly educated, and
linguistically incompetent. The three markers, namely, the slang “stuffed with nails”,
the emphatic tag “you ought”, and the indecent word “blooming”, portray not as a
timid girl who submits to her fortune, but a woman strong enough to stand up to her
bullies and smart enough to nail a deal with them. Higgins and Pickering, with their
impeccable Standard English, are presented as well-educated and socially superior to
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the bystanders who all speak with an accent. The unmarked neutral oral English used
in their dialogue is appropriate for the context where two strangers meet on a street
corner. Since it is also the standard neutral register used in the speech of most
characters in the play and in the stage directions, it becomes the unmarked
background language of this play and indicates the mainstream ideology. In brief, in
the ST Eliza’s Cockney is marked against the Standard English of Higgins and such a
contrast foregrounds the social gap between the upper class and the lower class.

In the TT, the translator used formal and elegant vocabulary such as “F£Z"[pay
my respect], “J&F_E"[your honorable abode], “#& ”[my humble abode]in the speech

of Higgins and Pickering. In the Chinese culture, such elevated lexis is of high
register and could only be uttered by people with good education on formal occasions.
The scene is presented in the TT in “Living Room Language”, which, according to
sociolinguists (Sun, 1991: 288-289), is the use of polite formal and sometimes archaic
language in greetings and social discourse among upper class people on social
occasions. People from a lower social class and with limited education do not have
command of such a language.?” For a conversation between two strangers on a street
corner, the register of the conversation between Higgins and Pickering is highly
elevated. If in the ST they speak the unmarked standard language, in the translation
their language is marked, which makes them stand out from the crowd. This can be
better illustrated when compared with the translation of 1956 by Yang Xianyi, in

which the same conversation is translated in unmarked colloquial Chinese:

Example 52 TT2[1956] B4 it IEARSIE1 R AR -

27 These words are no longer used in oral language today even on formal occasions.
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BESOME IR(ELEMES 2

Bl ORI RS o RETREIFE AL -

"It (&7) EZT/IEN D (EE T
BN AR AN ELAEEE A R A ?

(Shaw, 1956 264)

[Higgins I was thinking of going to India to find you.

Pickering  Where do you live?

Higgins  Wimpole Street, 27A. Please come to my home

tomorrow.

Flower Girl (in desperation ) You should be hacked into a

thousand pieces! (Fling the basket at his feet) You take all

these at six pence, OK?]

As indicated in Example 5.2, the speech of Higgins and Pickering could have been

easily translated with unmarked colloquial Chinese as Yang Xianyi did. The elevated

lexis in Lin’s translation in Example 5.1 isolates the two characters as two

well-educated upper class linguists from the rest of the crowd. Given that similar

elevated phrases were also added recurrently in Lin’s translation to the speech of

Higgins and people from the same social class, and later on to the speech of Eliza

after her linguistic transformation, it is clear that the elevated register indicates the

better command of language that comes with good education and high social status.

Emphatic tags are consistently used in the speech of Eliza in the ST. It is

intended to function as signals of Eliza’s powerlessness, hesitancy, and hurt feelings
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of the downtrodden, according to Hatim and Mason (1997: 107-108). In TT1, the
emphatic tags are translated literally. Literal translation of ST syntax often produces
an unnatural and sometimes awkward way of speaking when there is no equivalent
structures in the target language. Such translation, when used in speech representation
in Chinese, may lead to portraying characters as not knowing how to express
themsleves appropriately. In TT2, with the tag deleted, Eliza’s speech sounds much
more natural than TT1. She seems perfectly fluent and competent in her language use.

The indecent and taboo words in Eliza’s language are also translated differently
in the two translations. The use of dirty and taboo words can considerably lower the
social status of the character on the one hand, and gives distinctive personality to the
character on the other (Ge, 1997), especially when they are used in contrast to the

elegant variety. In the TT, the word “ought” was translated as “;&:%” (deserve), which

sounds less like a “protest” from the powerless girl as Hatim and Mason (1997)
suggested, but more like a provocation. The word “blooming” is a British slang which
is used as an intensifier in the ST. The word “blooming” is the euphemism of the

taboo word “bloody”?® and often used as an intensifier rather than a dirty or taboo

ZAlthough the word “bloody” does not seem a taboo word nowadays, it was considered as an
unacceptable taboo word in 1912 when British society was still under the influence of Victorian
prudery. Michael Quinion, of World Wide Words
(http://lwww.worldwidewords.org/topicalwords/tw-blol1.htm), implicitly suggests it may have
packed some residual punch in the late 20th-Century: “George Bernard Shaw caused a sensation
when his play Pygmalion was first performed in London in 1914. He had the flower girl Eliza
Doolittle flounce out in Act Il with the words, “Walk! Not bloody likely. | am going in a taxi”. The
line created an enormous fuss, with people going to the play just to hear the forbidden word, and led
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word. The indecent word “blooming” is clearly carefully chosen: it is not too vulgar to
put down Eliza, but intense enough to reveal her strong personality and ignorance of
linguistic and social appropriateness. It also echoed the famous exclamation of “not
bloody likely” at the tea party to insinuate that Eliza may have picked up the shocking

word “bloody” from Higgins. Its translation “ftr#%EHY” however, is the most frequently

used swear word in Chinese, something like “damn it” or the F- word in English. The
vulgarity is more intense when it is uttered from a female character, especially in the
China of the 1940s. The vulgar language of Eliza is systematically aggravated in the
translation of her language in Act 1 and 2 in TT1. For example, “Garn”, a Cockney
word for “gone” according to Lin Yutang’s notes, is used repeatedly as Eliza’s
signature exclamation to express her disbelief and mockery. It is translated with swear

words in Chinese: “E{RAY | ”[beat it]land “7# 2 | "[fuck off]. In brief, the mixture of

a broken variety with dirty words depicts Eliza as a woman from the bottom of the
society who is tough, rude, and barely knows how to express herself except for her
command of limited street-peddling vocabulary.

Interestingly, the indecent and taboo lexis used by other dialect characters in the
ST tend to be toned down systematically in Lin’s translation. For example, the same

“blooming” is translated as “& =" [babe] when uttered from a bystander who is also

a dialect speaker. This is a word of endearment for the people one loves. It can also be
used sarcastically in Chinese as the bystander does in this play. The same “blooming”
is conveniently erased when it is used by Mr. Doolittle, Eliza’s father. In the ST, Mr.

Doolittle speak the same Cockney as Eliza does with occasional vulgar lexis like

to the jocular euphemism not Pygmalion likely, which survived into the 1970s.”
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“blooming”. In the TT, he speaks a vulgar variety but the indecent and dirty words he
uses are often toned down in the TT. More importantly, the awkward ways of
expressions, inappropriate omissions and grammatical mistakes that mark Eliza’s
speech as broken Chinese are absent from his speech. Mr. Doolittle’s language is
represented with no grammatical mistakes or awkward unnatural methods of
expression. Instead, his speech is colloquial, fluent, and natural. In other words,
although they speak the same language variety in the ST, in the TT Mr. Doolittle is
presented as linguistically competent while Eliza is portrayed as linguistically
deficient. The social hierarchy constructed in Shaw’s Pygmalion and in the TT is

indicated respectively in Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.3:

Dialect Standard English
Cockney standard neutrall
Eliza/Mr. Doolittle Higgins/Pickering

Figure 5.2 Dialect contrast in the ST of Pygmalion

Figure 5.2 indicates in Shaw’s play the contrast is made between the lower working
class (Eliza and her father) and the upper class (Higgins and Pickering). The linguistic
contrast between Cockney and Standard English brings out the theme of social

critique against upper class morality. The contrast in the TT is presented in Figure 5.3:

Lower register (marked) Higher reqgister (marked)
broken vulgar Ineutral/standard elevated
[linguistic] incompetent competent competent
[gender] female male male
Eliza Mr. Doolittle Higgins/Pickering
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Figure 5.3 Register variations in the translation of Pygmalion

As indicated in Figure 5.3, the social hierarchy in the ST is made implicit, or removed
when characters from the same social status do not share the same language in the TT.
In the ST the contrast is made between two social classes between Eliza and Mr.
Doolittle as the lower-class Cockney speakers, and Higgins and Pickering as the upper
class Standard English speakers. In the Chinese Pygmalion, the contrast is made
between a woman who does not know how to speak properly and a group of men who
know perfectly how to express themselves regardless of the languages they use. In
other words, Cockney is turned into an idiolect in the TT. It now becomes the
idiosyncratic and flawed language of a flower girl. This turns Eliza’s linguistic
transformation into a woman’s success story of fighting for her independence and
equal rights through education in the world of men in the TT. To sum up, with the
social contrast removed from the TT, the multiple themes intended for Pygmalion by

Shaw are streamlined to efficiently orient towards gender and education.

5.3.2 Dialect translation and the promotion of feminism

Although Pygmalion is a play with dialect as its central theme, and is believed to be
not worthy of translation if the dialect is standardized, Lin the translator still chose not
to use any target dialect. It has to be pointed out that this is a strategic move rather
than an unavoidable option due to linguistic incompetence of the translator in relation
to dialect representation. Lin graduated with a master’s degree of art in comparative
literature from Harvard University and a Ph.D. degree in phonetics from a German
university. His thorough notes on Cockney in the bilingual version of his translation

and his scholarly publications on Shaw and Shaw’s works show that he probably
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knew more about Shaw, Pygmalion, and Cockney than anyone else in China at the
time. He was also a well-established writer and translator in the 1930s and 1940s.
More importantly he was an active promoter of Chinese dialect literature (Yang, 2012)
and published essays in Shanghai dialect in newspapers in the 1930s.

With his linguistic competence, Lin could have tried using a dialect in his
translation, especially when other translators were doing that at the time. Dialect use
in literary translation had started since 1920s by some high-profile translators such
as Zhao Yuanren’s use of Peking dialect in his translation of Alice in Wonderland in
1922; Shao Xunmei’s use of Subai in his translation of Gentlemen Prefer Blondes in
1932; Zhang Guruo’s use of Jiaodong dialect in his two translations Tess and The
Return of the Native in 1936, and Fu Donghua’s mixed use of northern and Shanghai
dialects in his translation of Gone with the Wind in 1941. Lin was a close friend of
some of the translators and must have been aware of their strategies for dialect
translation. Still, Lin chose not to use any Chinese dialect in his translation.?°

One possible reason might be the lack of a social status dialect in China.
Cockney, as Lin pointed out in the preface of the 1929 version, is a “class dialect”
which has no equivalence in Chinese. In China, dialects were and are still considered
to be regionally restricted and rarely used for social indication in literature. Using a
target dialect in the play would have caused a distortion of the theme and brought an
offensive cultural association by labelling people from a specific area as socially
inferior as Cockney speakers in the UK. Lin’s creation of a broken variety portrays

Eliza as an uneducated flower girl from the bottom of the society with a linguistic

2 As a matter of fact, he did use Sichuan dialect to vividly translate one phrase (“selling violets!”)
in Act VI. This, | believe, was probably his way to demonstrate his competence in dialect writing.
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deficit. The broken variety is contrasted with the elevated variety of the well-educated
male intellectuals. In other words, the contrast between the broken variety and the
elevated Chinese is intended to be interpreted not as a social difference between the
lower class and the upper class, but as a contrast between the poorly educated and the
well-educated, between the illiterate and the intellectuals, and more importantly,
between the female and the male. In the 1930s and 1940s in China, the majority of the
female population were illiterate and had a limited influence in society. They were
deprived of the right to an education, which had been the privilege of the male for
centuries. Women from a high social class may be as illiterate as those from the lower
social class, as in the case of Wang Xifeng in Hong Lou Meng. Men could still
manage to receive an education even when he was from a lower social status.

When the difference between the characters in the TT is based essentially on
education, it turns the social confrontation in the ST into a gender conflict in the TT.
However, the difference created by education is reversible and transient because it can
be reduced through hard work and access to resources, as Eliza’s story demonstrates.
If in the ST the contrast between Cockney and Standard English brings out the social
critique against the superficiality and snobbery of the social system, the contrast in the
TT is made between the well-educated and the poorly educated, specifically, between
men who possess the power of language and women who do not.

The gender issue in Pygmalion is probably the major reason for Lin to resort to
the use of the broken variety and the elevated variety instead of using a target dialect.
The linguistic incompetence of Eliza in the TT is especially pertinent to women in the
1930s and 1940s in China because most of them were denied access to education due
to their gender. Lin’s agenda was to present this translation as a feminist play for the

emancipation of women. Pygmalion was Shaw’s most commercially successful play
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in England and in Europe and at the same time the one most frequently
“misinterpreted” against the author’s will. Lin Yutang made a number of strategies to
avoid such misinterpretation and streamline the message sent by the play in addition
to the strategies for dialect translation.

Firstly, Lin omitted the subtitle “A five act romance”. This subtitle, as well as the
title “Pygmalion” with its allusion to the Greek myth of Aphrodite and Pygmalion,
had caused major misinterpretation in Europe where audience and readers expected a
romantic story with Higgins and Eliza eventually getting married. The deletion of the
subtitle in the Chinese translation reduces the risk of the play being interpreted as a
love story.

Secondly, the title “Pygmalion” is changed into “&{£%:” (The Flower Girl) so

as to draw attention to the gender issue. In the ST the story revolves around
Pygmalion, the Greek mythological character who carves a woman out of ivory and
falls in love with her. In other words, this play is supposed to be a story about
Professor Higgins who is the Pygmalion, the teacher, the creator, and the hero of the
play. When the title is changed to “the Flower Girl”, the flower girl Eliza becomes the
heroine of the play, and Higgins is downplayed as the antagonist. In this way, the
story has been remodelled to portray a young woman who, in spite of her selfish
irresponsible father and an irresponsible bullying teacher, managed to change her fate
through hard work and education, and became independent and strong enough to find
a place in the world by herself.

Thirdly, the preface introduces the play as a story about the flower girl and her
fate as a woman. Lin (Shaw, 1945: ii) discussed Eliza’s dilemma after her linguistic

transformation (“what is to become of me?”), which echoes the question Nora asks in
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A Doll's House by Henrik Ibsen. A Doll’s House was a bestseller as a translation in the
1920s and the most influential manifesto on women'’s liberation in China at the time.

Lastly, Lin omitted the preface and the postscript by Shaw. This is probably
because the multiple themes intended by Shaw went against the agenda of the
translator at the time. In the preface Shaw explains that he has made a phonetician the
hero of the play in order to show the need for reform of the English language. In the
postscript, he explains that Eliza is married to Freddy. Both the preface and the
postscript, if translated faithfully into Chinese, would potentially diminish the power
of the play intended as a promotion of women’s emancipation, and obscure the
message that the translator was so eagerly trying to get across to the reader.

These manipulations and the choice of the two register varieties for dialect
translation are all part of the translator’s effort to shut off the noise from the various
messages sent by Shaw which could have jeopardized the translator’s agenda to
present Pygmalion as a feminist play. When stripped of the dialect element and
Shaw’s intention on linguistic reformation, the message sent by the play is very strong
and unambiguous: It is a story of how a woman gains her independence and power
over men through education. The social satire is still there in the TT but is now
rendered as less prominent than the feminist agenda. This was the kind of story
women’s liberation movement in China needed in the 1930s and 40s when the
translation was published. Lin’s agenda on feminism and women’s rights was
apparently influenced by his role as one of the most influential promoters of feminist
movements of the time. Lin wrote a lot on this topic and translated extensively Dora
Russell’s essays on women’s liberation in the 1920s. The use of a regional dialect
would have diverted the attention away from the feminist perspective to social

inequalities and regional conflicts, which had been the prominent but mundane issues
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for a nation suffering from constant civil wars for decades. With the message
streamlined in the text and the para-texts, the conflict in the translation is successfully
modified as one between two genders instead of two social classes, and the theme
becomes woman’s liberation instead of linguistic and social reform.

The case study on Lin’s translation of Pygmalion shows how the use of the
elevated variety and the broken variety rearranges the social structure between
characters and changes the theme of the play. It also shows how register features, the
vulgar features in Eliza’s language, function as supplementary features and contribute
to the formation of a broken variety. Register varieties, when used to its full potential,
can also reverse the power structure in the fictional society, as in the case of Zhang

and Zhang’s translation of Huck discussed in the next section.

5.4 Translating “Others” as “us”: eliminating the standard

When Twain’s Huck was published in 1884, dialect had become a constituent part of
Post-Civil War American literature, and was used very pervasively in literature (Jones,
1999: 1). In addition to regional indication, dialect is also used for humour and
nostalgia, as well as for moral, social, and ethnic indications in American literature. In
Huck, Twain makes abundant use of different dialects in both narration and speech
representation. Characters from different social backgrounds are given different
voices or “sociolects”. Huck and most white characters speak the rural white Southern
dialect, Jim and other black slaves speak AAVE, and the educated characters such as
Judge Thatcher and Miss Watson from the upper classes speak Standard American
English.
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Standard English, though used sparingly, plays a central role in the story. On the
one hand, since Huck’s innocent nonstandard vernacular represents the first person
narrative voice, the standard language is contained within quotation marks. It thus
represents the conversational mode of the upper classes or those trying to emulate an
aristocratic language (Sewell, 1985: 202-205). Standard language becomes the most
powerful sociolect in the linguistic hierarchy constructed by Twain. On the other hand,
although only a small number of characters speak Standard English, it remains “the
understood symbol, or outward sign of social authority” (Sewell, 1985: 202) and thus
provides the point of reference against which the white Southern dialect and AAVE
varieties are judged. Characters speaking Standard English, such as Judge Thatcher
and Miss Watson, although they are minor characters, are among the dominant and the
powerful and represent mainstream moralities and ideologies. Any variety that
deviates from the standard in this context is destined to be interpreted as non-standard,
incorrect and potentially inferior. AAVE, though accurately represented by Twain
(Minnick, 2001), situates the runaway slave Jim on the bottom rung of the social
ladder and gives him a “stereotypical mask” that hides his essential “dignity and
human capacity” (Ellison, 1977: 422). Huck’s own ungrammatical, nonstandard
vernacular depicts him as an uneducated, marginal figure of white society who is
powerless, unrecognized and has little say in his own fate. As the story unfolds, the
values embedded in the social hierarchy are subverted by the high moral standards
and humanity that Jim and Huck display. It is this subversive relation that provides the
social critique of the hypocrisy and cruelty of the genteel society. In the translation of
these linguistic and social tensions in the ST, it is important to translate not only the
AAVE and White Southern Dialects differently, but also to represent the standard

variety. In sum, it requires creating three different sociolects.
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5.4.1 Elevation of characterization with register varieties

Zhang and Zhang’s translation in 1956 in China makes use of three linguistic varieties:
the vulgar, the colloquial, and the standard neutral variety. Only the first two, however,
function as sociolects in the translation. Although Huck’s and Jim’s language share
many colloquial and vulgar features, Huck’s is predominantly and systematically
colloquial while Jim’s is vulgar. The standard neutral variety, however, is only used in
the translation of written text. In other words, the ST standard American English and
Huck’s dialect are translated into the same colloquial variety in the TT,

As discussed in 2.2.1, the value-scheme of the linguistic hierarchy in the ST is
based on that of Standard English. The way the standard language is translated has
critical influence on the representation of the power relations within the story. In the
ST, the standard variety is used to represent the sociolect of the upper class and is
therefore associated with the very genteel morality Huck is running away from. By
contrast, in the TT, the upper class is erased linguistically because all the upper class
characters speak the same language variety as all the other uneducated white
characters do. While the upper class moralities represented by the Standard English in
the ST are foregrounded in the ST, they become the background in the TT, which
undermines the very basis of the social critique that Twain’s Huck is based on. In the
ST, standard language represents the hypocrisy and cruelty of the genteel society that
Huck is rebelling against. In the TT, Huck is brought linguistically much closer to
Miss Watson and Judge Thatcher, both of whom share his casual colloquial tone rather
than impose on him their correct and authorative language variety. If in the ST Huck
Is @ marginal social outcast who rejects the accepted morality of his society, in the TT

he becomes a legitimate member of that society in full command of its oral code.
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In fact, the Chinese Huck seems to be an expert user of all kinds of oral codes.
He is linguistically competent enough to refer to strangers with appropriate addresses.
Instead of using a single dialect marker “’m” (for madam) to refer to all female

strangers in the ST, he is able to refer to them as “X#%”or “K45” (the colloquial

version of “auntie”), both of which are polite ways to address elderly female strangers
and to make immediate emotional connections with them. He is also quite proficient

in the use of “{x”[you] and “f%”(a more respectful form of “you™), just like the other
adult white characters. He often uses “f&:”when talking to white characters who are
either elderly or morally respectable, but switches to “{x” when talking to his fellow

playmates and black characters. This is a linguistic skill even some Chinese native
speakers do not master. Huck’s perfect mastery of it shows that he is fully competent
linguistically and has good command of the social rules. Jim does not master it, nor do
other black characters. They are presented as socially different, because qualified
members of the society are supposed to have full command of these social rules as
Huck and other white characters do. With the erasure of the standard language as a
sociolect and an enhanced linguistic competence, Huck is represented in the Chinese
context not as a marginal figure who defies the dominant morality of his society, but a

mainstream character —— a boy who runs away to partake in rebellious teenage

adventures.

Huck is not the only character who has been given a linguistic modification in
the Chinese version. The vulgar variety in Jim’s speech portrays him as illiterate and
working class, but not as linguistically incompetent or socially inferior. His vulgar
tone is created primarily with vulgar vocabulary. The linguistic “lift” is conducted

grammatically in that Jim’s language use exhibits perfect fluency and sound logic. In

244



Chinese literature, colloquial language is usually presented with idiomatic features in
fluent natural syntax. When oral speech is represented with short sentences,
repetitions, and very few connectives, a colloquial rhythm is created (Liu, 2013: 169).
The use of short sentences makes the structure simple and the meaning easy to
undersand. Repetition is one of the major characteristics of Chinese colloquial
language such as “§ZEZ;F % [clean as a whistle] instead of “§Z5” [clean], “BiE+E
PERERE"[walk and see here and there] instead of “PUpZ5EZY” [look around]. The

idiomatic fluent ways of expressions make Jim sound smarter and more confident
than Huck. The following example is quoted from Chapter 17 when Jim and Huck
talk about Solomon.
Example 5.3: ST1 (Huck) “Of course it is. They just set around—except, maybe,
when there’s a war; then they go to the war. ---”

(Jim) “Well, den! Warn’ dat de beatenes’ notion in de worl’?
You jes’ take en look at it a minute. Dah’s de stump,

dah—dat’s one er de women; ---"

TT (Huck) “E 22 EHY - i fItEmassds - pgaasmy—ss - i

IFFEFT LA 5 FSthMIst=FT6L - -7

(Jim) “Hghdr 17 | AEAE IS L TEMIZERY RS 7 (RHEEE
taE I - R AEBET - R — s S S — R
FEIE ;-7

[Gloss: (Huck) “Of course it is real. They just sit here and
there—maybe, unless when there is a war; then they go to the

war, --- "

(Jim) “That is it! Wouldn’t that be the world’s most dumb idea?
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You just look at this matter. There is the stump, there—that is

some kind of chick; ---"]

In the ST, Jim’s language is much more nonstandard than Huck’s. It is loaded with
more than a dozen misspellings and non-standard grammatical usages. In the
translated version, however, there are no dialectal markers in either character’s speech.

Jim’s language is loaded with vulgar features (JEf#Z& [most dumb] and #E{"52
[chick]) and Huck’s is marked with colloquial lexis ( BE4444 ~ PEAA4AA[sit here and
there] ). What is distinctive about Huck’s speech is the preservation of the ST sentence
structure and all of the connectives. The connectives “BIE” [unless]and “{E---AJHF
{iz2” [when] are formal written words that could have been easily removed in the oral
language. “tzF” [maybe], another formal lexis, is inserted in the middle of the

sentence and disrupts the flow of the spoken rhythm. As a result, Huck sounds
non-fluent, hesitant, and unconfident. In comparison, Jim speaks much more fluently
and vividly with no connectives and using a colloquial rhythm and short clauses. The
upgrading of Jim’s language throughout the translation makes him sound much more
confident and eloquent than Huck.

Jim’s linguistic upgrade is also reflected in the translation of non-dialectal lexis.

Jim usually addresses Huck as “Honey”, which is translated as “=Z . ”[bro] to indicate

an equal relationship between Huck and Jim in an earlier translation of Huck by

Zhang Wanli. In Zhang and Zhang’s version, it is translated as “& H 52" [dear or

baby], which is an endearment parents often use to address their young child. In

addition to the closer familial bond created between Huck and Jim, racially offensive
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words are also neutralized through linguistic cleansing. The N-word, which is used
219 times in Twain’s Huck, is most often translated as “2 A" [black person], a
neutral word in Chinese to refer to Africans, and “24Y”[black slaves], which arouses
great empathy on the part of Chinese readers due to the popularity of Lin Shu’s
translation of Uncle Tom’ Cabin as 24U&iK$% [Life of Black Slaves]. “H 5"
[black devil], the racially offensive equivalent of the N-word in Chinese, occurs only

three times, all in the speech of the racist Pap, Huck’s father. The social hierarchy and

power structure in the translation can be illustrated with Figure 5.4.

lower register higher register

vulgar variety colloquial variety [as the oral register of the standard]
Jim Huck

socially/morally superior socially/morally neutral

Figure 5.4 Register varieties in the 1945 translation of Huck

As indicated in this figure, although in the 1945 translation characters using a lower
register variety are still presented as less educated and characters using a higher
register are presented as more educated, the power structure in the ST has been
reversed in the TT. Due to the linguistic lifts, the power relation constructed in the ST
is reversed to Jim’s benefit in the TT. Instead of a socially and racially inferior black
slave who is powerless and in desperate help of a young white lad, Jim is portrayed as
a mature adult who, despite his lack of education, is smart, eloguent, and wise enough
to take on the role of the loving father Huck never has. The holistic approach
proposed in Chapter 3 has been proved necessary for the analysis of linguistic
varieties in dialect translation. It cannot be emphasized enough that linguistic features
carry varied sociocultural value, which can only be decided along with other strategies

used in the translation, and can only be evaluated from a holistic point of view.
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5.4.2 Elimination of Standard Language from the social hierarchy

The value of a linguistic variety is not intrinsic, or neutral, but varies in relation to the
variety it is contrasted with. In the case of Huck, the elimination of the standard
language as a sociolect reverses the ST linguistic hierarchy and turns a story of social
critique against dominant moralities into a story of social harmony that promotes
friendship between different subgroups within the same society. This is consistent
with the claim made in the preface of the translation that Huck is a story about the
“inter-dependent companionship” between a “wild boy”, and a black slave who is
endowed with such virtues as “innocence, kindness, optimism, faithfulness and
selflessness” (Twain, 1956: i). It is not surprising, then, to see that Jim has been
depicted as a fatherly figure to the runaway teenager Huck in the translation.

The Standard English in the ST could have been easily preserved as the third
sociolect if it was translated with the Standard neutral Chinese. However, such a
strategy would have been politically wrong. Standard Chinese was designated the
common national language by the Chinese government in 1955, one year before the
publication of the translation. It was created based on a mixture of Beijing dialect,
Northern Mandarin, and modern vernacular Chinese literature and was intended to be
a classless language that represented a single, coherent, unified national identity. The
purposes for creating a national language were both pragmatic and political. The
universal language was designated to facilitate communication in a vast country with
a great many mutually unintelligible dialects, and to promote literacy in a nation with
an adult illiteracy rate as high as 80 percent or even higher. Constituted as the only
legitimate language for government and literature, it represents government authority,

national identity, and mainstream ideology. Standard Chinese thus had strong political
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connotations that would have made it inappropriate as a sociolect for the upper classes
in Huck and as a target of rebellion and social criticism.

Language is never neutral, not even in its standard form. The omission of the
standard variety from the TT can be interpreted as an attempt to reflect the social
structure and newly constructed power relations in the People’s Republic of China in
the 1950s. The majority of the population then was illiterate workers and peasants
whose identity had been transformed into that of the proud owners and leading class
of the new country. They were depicted in the media and literature as representing the
value system and moral standards of the new nation. Although dialects were still
extensively used in daily life, the use of dialects in literature was discouraged.
Regional dialects, with its essential otherness and fragmented nature, were regarded as
a potential threat to the purity of Standard Chinese, and more importantly, to the unity
of the nation. This ideology was internalized by Chinese translators and critics, who
associated dialect in literary translation with incongruity, domestication, and
unintelligibility (Fu, 1953: 547; Wu, 1958: 245-246). The vulgar register, on the other
hand, was cleansed of its dangerous regional specificity and became much more
intelligible to the uneducated people than Standard Chinese. It was then welcomed as
an essential part of the standard language, and was encouraged to be used to represent
the voice of the working class people in literature and translation (Jiao, 1950: 41).

In Huck, since Jim represents the oppressed from the bottom rung of the social
ladder, he is identified as one of “us”, or the “better us”, and therefore given the
working class voice in the TT. Jim’s vulgar voice is foregrounded against the
colloquial voice shared by all the other white characters. The unmarked colloquial
voice is the oral register of the standard language, the mainstream classless

background voice of “us”. Unlike Twain’s Huck, who rebels against the accepted
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mainstream values and moralities of his society, Huck in the Chinese version confirms
the values and moralities celebrated by Chinese society. While both Huck and Jim
represent “Others” in the ST, they in the Chinese context become part of “us”, with

Jim being elevated to a higher social and moral position, or as the “better us”.

5.5 Translating dialects and registers: an integrated approach

Approaching dialect translation from the perspective of register variation sheds new
light on strategies that had been used by translators, but underexplored by researchers.
The two case studies discussed above show that register variation can indicate social
identity as dialect does. Translating dialects with register varieties usually happens
when the social contrast foregrounded in the ST goes against the agenda of the
translator, as in the case of Lin Yutang’s translation of Pygmalion, or against the
dominant ideologies of the target culture, as in the case of Zhang and Zhang’s
translation of Huck. Translated language may be normalizing when compared to
original writings, but it is by no means simplified or reduced. The case study shows
that the social cultural value carried by register varieties is certainly no less powerful
than that carried by dialect varieties. The social hierarchy can be reversed, and the
power struggle between social groups can be remodelled in the TTs. Translating
dialect is translating the social structure and power relations of the target culture.

The continuum of register variation presented in dialect translation offers a way
to approach both sides of the variation and to take a fresh look at the universal of
“standardization”. It is proposed that dialect and register may share similar functions

in terms of social indication as a varied voice in fiction. Recurrent registerial features
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can function as a “sociolect” and indicate the speaker’s educational background and
social status as dialect features do. Dialect has long been studied as the low register of
a speaker’s oral register. The overlap between dialect and register variation makes it
possible for an integrated approach for studies of dialect and register variation. As a
matter of fact, in Dimitrova’s (2004) revised continuum of linguistic varieties for
dialect translation, types of dialects were referred to as “variety/register”. Although
the concept of “register” was never explained in her study, it can still be assumed that
in her framework dialects work in similar ways as register does. The continuum of
register variation in Figure 5.1 is expanded in Figure 5.5 to include dialect varieties.
The author of this study is aware that the markedness of dialect and register variations
may vary from culture to culture and sometimes from author to author. The varieties
involved in this corpus can be presented on a continuum in line with their distance

from the standard variety in Figure 5.5 (Yu, 2015):

dialect varietie register varietie

social/ethnical/broken/artificial resional common  vulsar colloquial neutral elevated

|ower register higher register

Figure 5.5 An integrated continuum of register and dialect variation

The social, ethnic, broken, and artificial varieties are put at the left end of the
scale because they are usually more marked and of lower register than the specific
regional dialect. For example, in Huck, AAVE is of lower register than the Southern
American White dialect. In Pygmalion, Cockney is of lower register than regional

accents. These are the intended effect in the ST, or at least that was the case when the
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STs and TTs were published.®® A regional dialect is of lower register than a common
dialect, because the social-cultural value of a common dialect is less specific, and is
closer to the standard language. There may also be hierarchies between the social,
ethnic, broken, and artificial varieties, but such hierarchies are culture-specific and
therefore need to be decided on individual cases. For example, the position of
“artificial dialect” is dynamic depending on which type of dialect the author or
translator intends to create and what methods s/he uses. It can be a fake social dialect,
a fake regional dialect, or a fake common dialect, and its position may change
accordingly. The further away a variety is on the left side of the standard neutral
variety, the lower social status its speakers tend to have, and the bigger register gap
there is between the two varieties (of course, with exceptions). The elevated variety is
more standard than the standard and tends to represent the well-educated elites. It can
also be used to represent the conservative if the archaic and out-dated features are
used along with the elegant features. Any variety in the middle section of the
continuum can be the lower or the higher register depending on which variety it is
contrasted with. The “difference” can be made between two socially marginal
varieties such as a social dialect and a vulgar variety, or between two mainstream

varieties such as the standard neutral variety and the elevated formal variety.

%0 1t is also noted that the sociocultural value of these dialects have changed nowadays and may not
carry any negative connotation any more, and their speakers are not considered as socially inferior
but as full members of the society involved. The attitudes towards the dialects and dialect speakers
presented in these fiction are by no means as simply negative or positive. In all three cases, their
authors on the one hand took advantage of the negative stereotypes of these dialects, and on the
other hand took pains to modify, change or even reverse such negative stereotypes.

252



This continuum makes it possible to investigate the dynamic “difference” created
in the TT and re-evaluate strategies that have been ignored or indiscriminately
categorized as “standardization” in previous studies. The 30 full translations of Huck
can be taken as an example to illustrate the use of the continuum. Of the four
translations with the recreation strategy, an artificial dialect or the vulgar variety are
used to translate AAVE, and the colloquial variety to translate the Southern White
dialect. Of the 26 versions with the standardization strategy, three linguistic varieties
are used to translate the entire novel, namely, a specific regional dialect, a colloquial
variety, and the standard neutral language. The different strategies used in the 30 full

translations of Huck are indicated in Figure 5.6 as follows:

lower ltransllatinn 3trans|atlions 22tra|ns|ations higher
ethmical arical regonal  common  wulgar  colloquialism neutral elevated
STvariation /
TTvariations in 3 translations ‘
[translation |+

Figure 5.6 Variations in ST and TT of Huck

As Figure 5.6 indicates, the bigger gap there is between the two types of linguistic
varieties used, the sharper the contrast and the more foregrounded the social tension is.
In the case of Huck, in the ST the contrast is not that sharp as the contrast is made
between two nonstandard dialects, the ethnic dialect (AAVE) and the regional dialect
(Southern White dialect). In the three translations in which an artificial dialect and a

colloquial variety are used as two sides of the variation, the contrast is amplified with
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the use of a nonstandard variety (the artificial dialect) and a standard variety (the
colloquial variety). The social distance between the white and the black is therefore
much amplified with the varieties used in the TT. In the one translation in which the
vulgar variety and the colloquial variety are used, the racial contrast is minimized
with the contrast being remodelled with the use of two register varieties. As to the 26
translations with the standardization strategy, they may have created a distance
outside the text between the narrator of the story and the receivers of the target texts.
The figure shows that the story of Huck is told in three kinds of narrative voices: a
regional voice, a colloguial voice, and a standard neutral voice, all of which may
create a difference, or “otherness” in the reader depending on which register the

reader is accustomed to.

5.6 Summary

This chapter challenges the assumption in the studies on dialect translation that the
standard language is a neutral unified entity. A register variety from standard language
can be used as a sociolect to translate both sides of the dialect variation. Different
registers may also identify different social (sub)groups. This chapter takes Hatim and
Mason’s (1997) register theory as a starting point to explore the theoretical basis for
the use of standard varieties for social indication. When features of a specific register
recur exclusively or predominantly in the speech of one group of characters from a
specific locality or of a specific social or ethnic status, they form a linguistic variety
that functions as a sociolect. The value of a register variety is largely decided by the
linguistic variety it is contrasted with, its interaction with other contextual and textual

elements, and the status and identity of the social group it identifies within the target
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culture. The translation of the ST standard variety is of great importance for the
value-scheme and power structure constructed in the TT. The case study on the
translation of Huck by Zhang and Zhang in 1956 reveals that the elimination of the ST
standard American English reverses the power relation between the two sides of the
variation, and transforms the story of rebellion against dominant ideology into a story
of conformity to the celebrated mainstream values and moralities. The case study on
the translation of Pygmalion by Lin Yutang in 1945 shows that the use of elevated
variety and the broken variety reshapes the social identities of the characters and
changes the theme of the play.

This approach can also provide a new perspective to study cases in which
register variations are translated as dialects. In David Hawks’ translation of the
Chinese classic The Story of the Stone quite a number of characters who did not speak
dialect in the ST were translated with dialectal markers (Hong, 2013: 231-235). It was
criticized as over-translation because of that. Such accusations ignore the fact that
although they do not speak dialect, many of them speak a slangy vulgar variety which
is typical for characters with poor education and from low social status in Chinese
literature. Their upper class counterparts with good education spoke high register
language loaded with elegant and poetic features. Just as British and American
literature has a well-established tradition of using dialect as social indexes, Chinese
literature has the tradition of resorting to register as means for indicating educational
background as well as social status. Hawks did not translate “out of thin air”. He was
simply translating register with dialect.

The register perspective offers a way to approach both sides of the variation and
to take a fresh look at the two sides of “standardization” law (Toury, 1995: 268).

Translated language may manifest greater standardization when compared to the
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source language, but it may also present heterogeneity within standardization. The
sociological and ideological weight such heterogeneity carries is no less powerful, as
indicated in the two case studies. The integrated approach proposed in this study
draws attention to the much ignored “the other side of the variation” and the
heterogeneity of the standard language. While Toury’s law of standardization (Toury,
1995) highlights the normalizing nature of the translated language, this study calls

attention to the “de-normalizing” heterogeneous side of the translated language.
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CHAPTER SIX
TRANSLATING DIALECTS WITH DIALECTS:
DIALECT DENSITY IN TRANSLATION

Dialect density has attracted much research attention in literary studies and
sociolinguistics. The present study shows that some translation practitioners have
taken pains to reproduce the effect created by dialect density in the ST. But so far it
has remained under-investigated in previous studies on dialect translation. While
studies on strategies, linguistic varieties, and features used in dialect translation pay
special attention to what has been used in dialect translation, studies on dialect density
focus on how these strategies, varieties, and features are used. This chapter focuses on
how dialect density functions in literary representation, how dialect density is
translated, and how the translation of density affects the literary effect of the target
text. The study investigates both the overall density of dialect features used in dialect
translation, and the changes and fluctuation in the frequency of dialect use in specific
contexts and by specific characters. In this investigation, DDM from sociolinguistic
studies is applied to literary analysis to see how this interdisciplinary approach can

contribute to literary studies and studies on dialect translation.

6.1 Introduction

Literary dialect involves a mixed set of codes that are deviant from the standard
vocabulary, grammar, and orthography. It functions by relating to extra-textual
socio-cultural realities. Much of the socio-cultural value of literary dialect is conveyed

not only through the choice of different dialect markers, but also through the control
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of the density of these markers. Dialect density refers to how frequently or intensely a
speaker uses dialect markers in his or her speech. In sociolinguistics, it refers to the
number of dialect features divided by a number of words in a sample (Spolsky and
Hult 2010: 162). It is a measuring method for researchers to quantify dialect use and
study systematic variation between speaker groups. The term “dialect density” is often
replaced by more general terms as dialect “intensity”, “distribution”, “frequency”,
“concentration” or “high or low occurrence”, and modified with such general
adjectives as “strong”, “rustic”, “heavy”, “light”, or “slight”.

In literary studies, dialect density has been discussed as an important dimension
of dialect variation with the use of the above-mentioned terms. In this chapter, the
word “density” is used to refer to the quantified representation of “frequency”, which
is the ratio between dialect markers and the standard features in the speech of
characters. Dialect markers indicate the geographical location, social status, or ethnic
origination of a character. The density of dialect markers indicates relationship
between different characters, social status or educational background of a character
within a dialect group, and speech styles of individual dialect speakers.

Translating dialect density involves decisions on the frequency of dialect markers
in the TT. How much a dialect gets translated matters for dialect translation because
the extent to which it has been translated affects the social identity and the
characterization of dialect characters in the TT. This means translators of literary
dialect need to make a double decision on which features to use in the TT and how
frequent to use them. While the majority of studies on dialect translation have focused
on strategies, linguistic features, and linguistic varieties used in the recreation of a
linguistic difference in the TT, how frequent these features have been used in the TT

remains an under-investigated topic. In dialect translation, translators may sometimes
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use the same linguistic variety, the same type of features, or even similar features, but
the effect of the linguistic difference presented in their translations can be quite
different because they make different decisions on the density of such features.

This chapter focuses on the role that is played by dialect density in the translation
of literary fiction. The research questions are: (1) how does dialect density affect
dialect representation in translation? (2) how is dialect density translated? (3) what
factors may have an influence on the translation of dialect density? By seeking
answers to these questions, this chapter intends to propose a research method for the
measure of dialect density in translation. This chapter first designs an analysis model
to reveal how dialect density functions in speech representation. Second, the DDM
method from sociolinguistics is used to measure density in STs and TTs in the corpus.
A comparative analysis is made between different TTs of the same ST to see how
translators differ in their strategies on density, and how such decisions affect the
characterization and theme of the translated fiction. The case study of this chapter
includes two STs and six translations, namely, the 1989, 1995, and 2001 translations
of The Adventure of Huckleberry Finn and the 1936, 1991 and 1999 translations of
Tess of the D’Urbervilles. They are also the only translations in which a type of
dialect variety is used to represent a ST dialect. No translations of Pygmalion are

included because none of the translations is translated with a dialect variety.

6.2 Dialect density in sociolinguistics

In sociolinguistics and dialectology, dialect density has been one of the essential

indicators for the identification of different dialects and for social stratification within
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a dialect group. “Dialects are sometimes differentiated not by the discrete or
categorical use or nonuse of forms, but by the relative frequency with which different
variants of a form occurred” (Coulmas, 1998: 379). Dialect frequency not only
decides the identity of a dialect, but also serves as a reliable predictor of social status
of speakers within a dialect group. Labov’s work in Philadelphia dialect shows that
“the higher the position of a speaker in the social scale, the smaller . . . the frequency
of nonstandard forms” (Labov, 2001: 112). Studies on the use of the dialectal form of
the suffix “in" instead of standard form of “ing” in Detroit, Michigan reveal that the
dialectal form ranged from almost 20 percent usage for speakers demographically
defined as upper middle class to approximately 80 percent usage by speakers
designated as lower working class (Shuy, Wolfram, and Riley, 1967). Similar
tendencies are also found in studies on the use of stigmatized forms in New York
English (Spolsky, 1998: 40).

Fluctuations in dialect density are also related to stylistic variations. The
distribution of dialect features may change according to different contexts. For
example, for lower middle-class speakers in New York, the density of certain
stigmatized patterns is 20 percent in careful speech and 30 percent in casual speech
(ibid). To sum up, dialect density may indicate the identity of a specific dialect, the
social status of a speaker within a dialect community, and the formality of a specific

context.

6.3 Dialect density in literature

In literary writings dialect deviates from the standard as a “non-standard” language

for the representation of a varied voice for the marginalized people (Page, 1988;
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Chapman 1994; Blake, 1981). Dialect density is varied by writers to construct the
desired identity of a dialect, and to characterize individual dialect speakers. Such
variations are often consistent with findings from sociolinguistics. Dialect characters
from different social backgrounds speak differently from each other, and adapt their
speech styles to different occasions, just as characters speaking standard language do.
While in the standard language such variations are often achieved with stylistic means
such as choice of linguistic features, use of specific sentence patterns, and rhetorical
devices, in dialect representation they are mostly achieved with the manipulation of
dialect density and the choice of dialect features.

In literary studies, changes in dialect density in literature are often referred to as
“style-shifting” or “code-switching”. “Style-shifting” refers to “an alternation between
styles of speech within a single language, whereas code-switching often refers to
switching between languages” (Hodson, 2014: 171). This study uses the term
“style-shifting” to refer to both fluctuations in dialect density and code-switching
when the density drops to zero. Generally speaking, there are two types of
style-shifting that involve density changes: style-shifting determined by the social
identity of the dialect characters, and that determined by context related variables such
as the identity of the speakers, the topic, and the interpersonal relationship.

There are two types of most frequently used style-shifting that influence the
identity construct of dialect characters. Firstly, the overall density of a dialect
influences the social identity of its dialect group. The same dialect can be presented
with different density to indicate a different social distance from the standard
language. When more than one dialect is used in a fictional work in addition to the
standard language, different dialects may be presented in different density so as to

construct a social hierarchy. Dialect is marked and set in relief against the standard
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language. The density of dialect markers decides to a large extent how marked a
dialect is, and how different its speakers are from the speakers of the standard
language. “The greater the density is, the greater the rusticity or the lower the class”
(lves, 1955: 224). The overall relationship between a dialect and the standard
language may change too, varying from a confrontational contrast between opposing
cultural groups, to a neutral social difference within the same culture or society with
the use of different dialect markers in different dialect density. Secondly, different
characters within the same dialect community may be represented in different density
in relation to their social status, social mobility, or education background. Speakers at
the bottom of the community are usually represented with dialect features in a high
density while speakers from the same locality but with a higher status or better
education tend to be represented with a lower density (Chapman, 1994: 39; Leech and
Short, 2007: 136). Changes in social mobility, educational background or social status
are usually followed by a linguistic upgrade in speech representation in the form of
dialect reduction or omission.

Four types of frequently used style-shifting are related to the situation of use in
fictional works. First, the emotional swing of a character is often presented with a
density change, which is referred to as “emotional style-shifting” by Hodson (2014).
In stress, excitement, fury or thrill, the dialect is strongly marked because the control
of one’s linguistic ability tends to be weakened by strong emotions (Chapman, 1994 :
62-63; Page, 1988: 72). Second, interpersonal relationship is often presented with
density changes. When dialect is used as “the language of intimacy” while the
standard language is used as the language “of more formal or commonplace

relationships™ (Page, 1988: 72), a character may switch to a stronger dialect to reveal
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an intimacy with other characters. Typical examples are the dialect use in the fiction
of George Eliot and D.H. Lawrence (Shuy, 1975). Third, a drastic change in density
may be used to serve the purpose of accentuating a specific theme of the scene. An
elimination of dialect markers or decrease in density is expected when the author
intends to divert readers’ attention away from the social gap between speakers (Page
1988: 102). A sudden increase in density can foreground the social contrast between
the characters, as Hodson (2014: 178-179) pointed out in her analysis of dialect use in
Richard Jefferies Amaryllis at the Fair. Last, more markers are used when a character
is first introduced in the story for a prompt and effective characterization. As the plot
furthers, dialect flavour will probably be played down to avoid distortion of a dialect
character and to increase readability (Blake 1981: 12-13).

To sum up, how frequently dialect features are used matters as much as what
features are used. Both dialect features and density tell us who the characters are and
why they do things the way they do. The functions of dialect density discussed above

can be summarized in the following figure:

Intelligibility

Social identity of the Social stratification within
dialect characters dialect community
Dialect density
Emotional swing of Interpersonal relationship
individual characters between characters

[ Theme of specific scenes I

Figure 6.1 Functions of dialect density
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As Figure 6.1 shows, the frequency of dialect markers influences how the fictional
society is constructed and how the fictional characters are represented. Although this
figure does cover all the functions of dialect density, it is enough to show the
significance of dialect density in speech representation in literature.

The emphasis on dialect density by no means downplays the importance of
dialect features. Dialect density works in combination with dialect features in
literature. In general, the more heterogeneous the dialect features are and the greater
the density is, the sharper the contrast and the stronger effect the dialect has. Different
features can carry different implications. For example, phonological features are often
related to geographical origin, and grammatical and lexical markers tend to point to
social status and educational background (Hudson, 1989: 42). Such features are
usually used in different density for desired effects on the identity of a dialect and its
characters. For instance, nonstandard syntax with little or no deviant pronunciation
usually suggests lower social status of a character (Chapman, 1994: 21-24), while a
high density of phonetic markers with few or no nonstandard syntax usually produces
an authentic regionalism.

Changes in dialect density in the ST can hardly be reproduced in the TT if such
changes are deemed simply as the use of more or less markers. It is important to not
only pay due attention to the quantitative changes in density, but also take into
consideration when, where and to whom these changes in density happen before
translators make decisions on dialect translation. The social hierarchy and power
relation between the dialect and the standard language may be altered, or even
changed when dialect is reproduced with features in a different density. When a
dialect in fiction is translated with an equivalent TT dialect in a much reduced density,

the conflicts foregrounded in the original tend to be mitigated and weakened in the
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translation. The conflicts can also be accentuated with an increased density. The
higher the density is, the more provincial or rustic the dialect speakers are presented,
and the more tension there is between the two worlds and cultures in fiction. The
discrepancies in density between different dialect characters are related to their status
in the fictional social stratification within the dialect community. Giving every dialect
character the same homogeneous dialectal voice would erase such differentiation and
lead to the levelling out of the characterization in the translation. Ignorance of
changes in dialect density may also lead to the removal of the emotional swing or
state of mind of a dialect character, or a change of the interpersonal relationship

between characters.

6.4 Dialect Density in translation studies

Much research attention in previous studies has been given to strategies, linguistic
features and varieties used in dialect translation, tendencies revealed in it, and
possible contributing factors involved in it (Berezowski, 1997; Dimitroval996/2004;
Brodovich, 1997; Berthele, 2000; Perteghella, 2002; Pinto, 2009; Rosa, 2012) (see
Chapter 3). The frequency issue of markers used in dialect translation has also
attracted some attention. Berezowski (1997) compares the ratio of four types of
dialect features used in the STs to the equivalent ratio in the TTs for the purpose of
examining how many ST markers get translated and which types of markers are used
in the translation. Dimitrova (1996) finds that translation tends to use fewer markers,
and fewer text segments containing these markers than the ST. Ramos Pinto (2009:

302) finds that the frequency and type of features used in Portuguese translation tend
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to be determined by the media (translation for stage, page, and screen), and dialect
features tend to be more frequently used in stage translation. M&attd (2004)
investigates the effects of fluctuations in dialect intensity on the point of view in the
translations of Sound and Fury, and concludes that when the intensity is altered in
the translation, the narrative focus and the ideological framework is also altered in
the TT. These studies have provided a variety of perspectives to approach dialect
translation and insights into the effects dialect density have on the translated fiction.
However, how the overall density and density changes are recreated, and what
are their effect to the TT remains under-investigated in these studies. The assumption
behind the above mentioned studies is that if the translators use the number of dialect
markers in the TT as that of ST dialect markers, the literary effect of the ST dialect
could be reproduced in the TT. However, this is not necessarily true. The literary
effects of dialect density indicated in Figure 6.1 are in most cases achieved by the
fluctuations and changes in dialect density, which can only be evaluated against the
background of the overall frequency of use in a fictional work, be it the ST or the TT.
In other words, dialect density has its own internal coherence. The current
comparative approach that focuses on the number of dialect features used in the ST
and TT is helpful in providing insight into the general tendency in dialect density, but
can hardly be revealing as to the fluctuations and changes in density. How much we
translate matters not only due to the number of markers translated, but also due to
how the dialect markers are distributed in the TT. Translating dialect density involves
more than a quantitative comparison between the number of dialect features used in
the ST and the TT. The tension created by dialect density can only be reproduced by
translating both the overall density as the norm, and the fluctuations and changes as

the deviation from the norm. The DDM method can be helpful to measure how the
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tension is created in the ST and TT.

6.5 Methodology

Studies on dialect density requires not only documenting the ratio of the overall TT
density to ST density, but also examining the density changes and fluctuations in both
the ST and the TT. Dialect feature types are also taken into consideration in the
measure so as to reveal patterns in the frequency of individual features or feature
types in different translations. Counting the number of TT dialect markers can hardly
achieve all the above purposes. DDM is used in this study for the purpose of
measuring overall density and density changes in literary translation.

The DDM developed by Oetting and McDonald (2002) and Craig and
Washington (2006) is one of the most frequently used methods for measuring the
vernacularism of AAVE. It is a token-based calculation in terms of dialect features per
communication unit or word. A communication unit is an independent clause plus its
modifiers (c.f. Loban, 1976). The inventory of AAVE features is based on the
canonical structures of vernacularism described in the descriptive literature on AAVE
over the past decades. The application of the DDM (Oetting and McDonald, 2002;
Craig and Washington, 2006; Renn, 2009) has indicated that it can be useful as a
measure of composite AAVE use, particularly if combined with the application of
other complementary kinds of analysis.

DDM, which is designed to measure the vernacularism of real life AAVE,
involves obtaining a language sample, transcribing the sample, coding or tagging

transcripts for linguistic features, and calculating the outcomes. It is a three-way
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calculation. The three methods in Oetting and McDonald’s model (2002: 508-518)
are:
1. Number of utterances with one or more patterns divided by the total number
of utterances produced by the speaker.
2. Number of patterns produced by the speaker divided by the total number of
utterances produced by the speaker.
3. Number of patterns produced by the speaker divided by the total number of
words produced by the speaker.
According to Oetting and McDonald (2002), results of speaker ratings with all three
methods are highly consistent with each other with correlations of .90 or higher,
which means any one of the methods can be used independently for dialect density
measure.

The application of this measure in studies on literary translation requires some
modification. Firstly, the transcribing procedure is omitted because the corpus is
already in written form. Secondly, the tagging of the sample is conducted manually to
mark every dialect feature in line with the four marker types (namely, phonetic,
grammatical, and lexical ones). This is different from the DDM-tagging method in
sociolinguistics in which dialect features are chosen from an inventory of individual
features from previous studies. This modification is necessary for two reasons. Firstly,
there is no inventory of dialect markers to choose from for dialects used in literature
and translation. As literary dialect is a creative representation of a real dialect, authors
or translators tend to differ from each other in one way or another in their choice of
markers. Secondly, the focus of studies on dialect translation is never on the
occurrence of individual features, but on the universals, patterns, and tendencies in the

use of marker types. A type-based manual tagging is more appropriate for this study.
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The validity of the three methods needs to be tested in literary studies. A pilot
study on the first 50 sentences with dialect markers in the three translations of Huck
shows that the three methods are highly consistent with each other as far as the overall
density is concerned. However, each of the three methods also shows inadequacy
when it comes to in-depth analysis of characters and contexts. In the pilot study, none
of the methods can perform all those functions independently and produce revealing
results. Therefore, in this study, all three methods are used tegother for the
measurement of different aspects of density. The three methods for DDM are
modified as follows for the purpose of a comparative study on dialect density in the
STand TT:

DDM 1. Number of markers used in the speech of dialect characters divided by
the total number of words produced in the speech.

DDM 2. Number of sentences with dialect markers divided by the total number
of sentences in the speech of dialect characters.

DDM 3. Number of dialect markers used in the speech divided by the total
number of sentences containing these markers in the speech of dialect
characters.

DDM 1 describes feature density, namely, the general frequency of dialect markers
used in speech representation. DDM 2 describes the distribution of dialect use in
speech, namely, the frequency of dialect sentences in speech representation. Both
methods can be used as a measure for the overall density with the former focusing on
feature density and the second on sentence density. DDM 3 describes feature density
at the sentence level, namely, the number of dialect features used in the marked
sentences. As DDM 2 and DDM 3 calculate density based on the number of sentences

with dialect markers, they are especially useful for studies on translations because the
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translation decisions on dialect translation from English into Chinese tend to be made
the level of individual markers®l. DDM 3 is found to be especially revealing for the
analysis of local density change in particular contexts.

The three methods can be used in text analysis for different purposes and provide
a statistical measure for both the overall density and density changes. When the
sample is taken from the speech of one specific character, these methods can show
how deviant the language of this character is. The comparison between the overall
density and the density of individual characters shows the social status, educational
background or social mobility of the character. When the text is taken from the speech
of a character in a specific context and compared against that character’s overall

dialect density, it shows how s/he speaks in different contexts.

6.6 The case study

This case study is conducted in three stages. Firstly, the sample is taken from the six
translations that are translated with a dialect variety and their two STs. In the three
translations of Tess included in this corpus, a specific regional dialect is used in the
1936 translation, and a common dialect in the 1991 and 1999 translations. An artificial
dialect is used in the three translations of Huck in this corpus (the 1989, 1995 and

2001 translations). The six translations are indicated in Table 6.1:

31 Finding translation equivalence on lexical level is not feasible for English Chinese translation

considering the differences in dialect representation systems between the two languages.
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Translated by | Year | Dialect variety Dialect features

Tessl | Zhang Guruo | 1936 | Specific regional | Malapropism,  specific
dialect and common dialect
words, archaic and taboo
dialect words, regional

slang

Tess 2 | Wu Di 1991 | Common dialect | Common dialect words

Tess 3 | Sun Zhili and | 1999 | Common dialect | Common dialect words

Tang Huixin
Huckl | Cheng Shi 1989 | Artificial dialect | Malapropism; eye dialect;
malapropism with a note;
eye dialect with a note
Huck2 | Xu Ruzhi 1995 | Artificial dialect | Malapropism and eye
dialect with a note
Huck3 | Song Fei 2001 | Artificial dialect | Malapropism with a note;

eye dialect

Table 6.1 Translations using TT dialect

As discussed in Chapter Three, some of the varieties are formed with both dialect and
register features. For example, in Tess 1 seven different types of linguistic features are
used including features from a specific dialect, the vulgar variety, and the colloquial
variety. As the purpose of this chapter is to examine how dialect density is translated,
non-dialectal features that do not belong to a specific dialect, a common dialect, or an
artificial dialect are not included in the calculation. Register features do not function
in the same way in relation to their frequency of use as the dialectal features as they
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are context-dependent. Even in cases where they are used as a sociolect in dialect
translation, it is still debatable whether the changes in register density can produce
similar effects achieved by the changes in dialect density as discussed in 6.4. Further
studies in this aspect are required before DDM can be used to measure the density of
register features in dialect translation. In addition, as dialectal features are more
marked and deviant than register features, they are the primary features in the creation
of dialect varieties. Register features, although they may also be used systematically,
can only function as secondary features. Therefore, the exclusion of secondary

features is unlikely to jeopardize the outcome of this study.

6.6.1 Sampling

As the STs and TTs are in their written form, the transcribing procedure of DDM is
omitted. A sampling is required for this study as the analysis involves two long
fictional works and their six translations, and a calculation of density of the nine
complete texts is an intimidating task given that three DDM measures are required for
this study. The ST sample includes the first two chapters of all the direct speech in
quotation marks from characters speaking Dorset dialect in Tess (Chapters One and
Chapter Two), and the first eight chapters of all the speech of characters speaking
AAVE (mainly in Chapter Two and Chapter Eight) in Huck. The TT sample includes
all the speech of the equivalent dialect characters in the seven TTs. The number of
sentences included in the two parallel corpora is approximately the same (126 for Tess
and 125 for Huck). The corpus consists of about 25,000 words with about 900

sentences from the six translations.

6.6.2 Tagging
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The DDM for this study was modified to combine a type-based study on dialect
features. As discussed in 4.3.1, dialect features can be calculated in line with more
general linguistic categories such as phonetic, lexical or grammatical markers, or
more detailed stylistic categories. This category is chosen for the tagging because it is
the most frequently used categories in sociolinguistic studies and in studies on dialect
translation. Berezowski (1997: 42-43) uses four linguistic categories in her
quantitative study on dialect markers: phonetic markers for the representation of
dialectal pronunciation including eye dialects; lexical markers including dialectal
vocabulary and terms of address; morphological markers including the use of
honorifics; and syntactical markers indicating dialect use above the lexical level. As
only a few grammatical deviations and no morphological changes can be found in
dialect representation in Chinese, morphological and syntactical markers are
combined and categorized as “grammatical markers”. As far as Chinese translators are
concerned, morphological and syntactical markers both belong to nonstandard
grammar.

Dialect markers in the STs and the TTs need to be identified first. A linguistic
feature is identified as a “dialectal marker” when it is marked as “dialectal” in
Chinese dictionaries, in sociolinguistic or literary studies. In the case of an artificial
dialect, markers are identified as “dialectal” when they are represented formally as
dialect markers, for example, misspellings, malapropisms, eye dialects, or
grammatical “mistakes”. Phonetic and grammatical markers in the STs are identified
when the spellings and grammars are recognized as deviant or nonstandard from the

language norm. Lexical items in the STs are tagged with the help of dialect
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dictionaries, resource books, and online resources®2. Phonetic markers in the TTs are
identified when malapropisms and eye dialects are used. Lexical markers and
syntactic markers including slang and fixed expressions are identified by checking
Chinese dictionaries, dialect dictionaries, and academic studies on dialects and dialect
literature as well as online resources.® In the appendix attached to this thesis, the
corpus is marked with “[P]” for phonetic features, “[G]” for grammatical ones and
“[L]for lexical ones. When a phonetic feature is represented with a malapropism
followed by an in-text note, the note is marked with “[N]”.

There are overlaps in the tagging of dialect markers. Given the fact that this is a
type-based calculation, each deviation is marked separately when a word contains
more than one type of deviation. For example, in the sentence “I did not have sumf’n”,
the marker “sumf’n” contains a phonological marker (when “sumf’n” indicates
“something”) and a grammatical one (when “sumf’n” indicates “anything”). A similar

example from the TT is “ & (&k) ” [to relax (to rest)] in the context of “Z&#g(Z) FH &

S 5 (8R)”[1 will not relax (rest) tell(until) I hear the sound again]. The

32 The sources are: Wililiam Barnes’s A Glossary of the Dorset Dialect: With a Grammar of Its
Word Shaping and Wording (1886) and A Grammar and Glossary of the Dorset Dialect (1996),
Hirooka’s (1981) Thomas Hardy's Use of Dialect, Green’s (2002) African American English: a
linguistic introduction, Carkeet’s essay (1979) “The Dialects in Huckleberry Finn”, and Rulon’s
(1971) “Geographical Delimitation of the Dialect Areas in The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn”,
Rickford, J. R.’s (1999) African American vernacular English: Features, evolution, educational
implications, among others.

33 Native speakers of Jiaodong dialect are consulted to identify dialect markers used in Zhang
Guruo’s Tess.
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malapropism &, [to relax]is marked as phonetic and (&) [to rest] as lexical because
“8K[to rest] is a dialectal way of saying “{=/{g [F-/{= 7K [to stop]. Slang is marked
as grammatical as it usually involves nonstandard syntax and collocation.

For the measure of the overall density of the artificial dialect used in translations
of Huck, phonetic markers are tagged into two categories: “malapropism”, which is
the common way of representing the pronunciation change of a Chinese character
with a different, “wrong” character, and “malapropism with in-text notes”, which is a
malapropism followed by a note in brackets containing the “correct”, standard
Chinese character. The use of malapropism followed by in-text notes are tagged with
“IP]” and “[N]”, because the readers are reminded twice that they are reading a
language that is deviant from the standard first by the malapropism, and secondly by
the notes in brackets. In the calculation however, the [N] markers are also counted as
phonetic because their primary function is phonetic34.

The identification of a sentence is essential for this corpus. When a language unit
in the ST or TT begins with a capital letter and ends with a period, question mark,
exclamation mark, or ellipsis mark, it is counted as a sentence. In cases where the
speech is interrupted by a narration, the narration is removed. In cases where a
language unit in quotation marks ends with a comma, and is followed by a description
in narration that ends with a period, question mark, exclamation mark or ellipsis mark,
the unit is also counted as a sentence.

Five of the six translations in this corpus were published around or after 1956

34 Although they are used to indicate the standard pronunciation of the malapropism, the notes
remind readers explicitly the nonstandardness of the pronunciation of the malapropism.
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when the Chinese language was standardized. As discussed in 4.6.2, only intelligible
and unspecific dialect features have been encouraged to be used in literature and
translation since the 1950s. As the use of these features has not gone through much
change since the 1950s, the time period does not cause any tagging problem for these
translations. However, the 1936 translation of Tess was published more than seven
decades ago. It raises the issue of language and dialect change as features considered
as dialect in the 1930s may become widespread due to frequent use, and features that
sound strange and dialectal to contemporary readers may have been common
vocabulary in the 1930s. The issue is largely resolved by the appendix of Jiaodong
dialect vocabulary and the long list of endnotes attached to the 1936 translation in
which thorough explanations are provided by the translator on Jiaodong dialect
features used in this translation. For features not discussed in the appendix and
endnotes, this author checked academic studies on Jiaodong dialect and literary works
such as The Golden Lotus and Outlaw of the Marsh in which Shandong dialect is
used®®. and the usage of the features in question in dialect literature published before
and around the 1930s so as to make sure that the features tagged were intended as

representation of Jiaodong dialect in the 1930s.%®  Altogether, about 2, 200 linguistic

3 Shandong dialect is the “mother” dialect of Jiaodong dialect as Jiaodong is an area of Shandong
province. It is much more frequently used in literary works than Jiaodong dialect. Jiaodong dialect
is more regionally restricted and therefore more rustic than Shandong dialect. These two share a
lot of features.

36 For example, the word “#[3” (that) in the expression “H[3t7 J.” (that place) should be “Ijf”
(where), and the use of “F[$”(that) indicates a change in pronunciation. Although the pronunciation

of “H[” (that) is consistent with some real life dialect nowadays in some areas of Shandong, my
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features are tagged in the corpus.

6.6.3 The calculation

When the sample is tagged, the following data are collected for the calculation of
dialect density in the text:
1. The total number of words used in the quoted speech of all Dorset dialect
characters in Tess and all AAVE characters in Huck.
2. The total number of sentences in the quoted speech of all Dorset dialect
characters in Tess and all AAVE characters in Huck.
3. The total number of sentences containing dialect markers in the quoted speech
of all Dorset dialect characters in Tess and all AAVE characters in Huck.
4. The total number of dialect markers in the quoted speech of all Dorset dialect
characters in Tess and all AAVE characters in Huck.
5. The total number of each type of markers in the quoted speech of all Dorset
dialect characters in Tess and all AAVE characters in Huck.
6. The total number of words used in the quoted speech of Tess in Tess.
7. The total number of sentences in the quoted speech of Tess in Tess.
8. The total number of sentences containing dialect markers in the quoted speech
of Tess in Tess.
9. The total number of dialect markers in the quoted speech of Tess in Tess.
Statistics 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are for the calculation of the overall density and 6, 7, 8 and 9

for that of the density of individual characters. Tess in Tess is chosen as the characters

studies show that in the 1930s it was very common to use “Hp” (that) and “Iff” (where)

indiscriminately and therefore in this study it is not marked as a phonetic dialect feature.
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for measuring density change to see whether she is distinguished linguistically from
other dialect characters. Density change in relation to individual character is not found
among AAVE characters in Huck because the majority of the quoted speech in Huck is
from Jim. Density change in Jim’s speech in relation to different contexts is measured

in later section and analysed on individual basis.

6.6.4 The overall density of the corpus

The DDM of this study is calculated on three levels: the overall density of a dialect,
the density changes between different characters, and the density change in a specific
context of a character. Statistics of overall density in each translation is used as the
background to measure density change. The overall density of the six translations is
presented in Table 6.2 on page 282.

As Table 6.2 indicates, the most frequently used markers in the STs are phonetic
and grammatical markers. The markers used in the translations of Tess are
predominantly lexical, and those in Huck are predominantly phonetic. While
grammatical markers are frequently used only next to phonetic ones in the
representation of English dialects, its use in Chinese translations is limited. This is
probably due to the differences in dialect writing systems of the two languages.
Grammatical means are seldom used in Chinese dialect writing mainly because
Chinese does not have a grammatical system like English with inflected forms, tenses,
moods etc. The “non-standardness” of a Chinese dialect is represented with lexical
and phonological means rather than “bad” or non-standard grammar. Grammatical
mistakes in Chinese literature, when used sporadically, indicate linguistic ineptitude in

language learners such as foreigners and children. Systematic use of grammatical
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Total word | Total Marked | Phonetic Markers Grammatica | Lexical Total DDM | DDM | DDM
count Sentences | sentence | malapropis | In-text | markers markers markers | 1 2 3
S m notes

Tess (ST) [ 1522 126 95 89 (66%) |0 28 (20%) |24 (17%) [141 9% |75% [15
1936 Tess | 2754 122 68 13(11%) |0 2 (2%) 108 (89%) [ 122 4% | 56%
1991 Tess | 2760 128 70 0 0 0 90 (100%) | 90 3% 54% | 1.3
1999 Tess | 2576 123 56 0 0 0 82 (100%) | 82 3% 46% 11
Huck(ST) [ 1962 125 119 675 (83%) |0 129 (16%) | 6 (1%) 810 41% |[95% [6.8
Huck1989 | 3724 139 136 445 (63%) | 259 (36%) |O 7 (1%) 711 19% M 5.2
Huck1995 | 3309 145 70 87 (50%) 86 (50%) 0 0 173 5% 48% |25
Huck2001 | 3058 133 23 21 (44%) 21 (44%) 5(13%) 0 47 2% 17% | 2.0

[The data that show an increase in density are bordered].

Table 6.2 The overall dialect density of the corpus
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mistakes is highly unusual in Chinese literary writing, and may portray the speakers
as mentally challenged.

Table 6.2 shows that the lexicalization tendency discussed in 3.5.3 is only valid
for some translations but not for others. As far as the translations of Tess is concerned,
the lexicalization tendency is valid both in relation to types of linguistic features as
discussed in 4.5.2, and in relation to the quantity of markers used (lexical markers
account for 89 to 100 percent of all markers used in the translations of Tess). However,
in all three translations of Huck, over 88 percent of phonetic markers are used, all of
which are used for the creation of an artificial dialect for the translation of AAVE. As
discussed in 4.7, the predominance of phonetic markers in the translation of AAVE is
related to the de-culturation norm in dialect translation to avoid culture specific items.
To sum up, the lexicalization tendency tends to be used extensively in translating all
types of dialects except for those translations that intentionally avoid culture-specific
features.

The table also shows that in all six translations fewer markers are used than those
in their STs. However, this does not necessarily mean that the dialect effects of the
STs are under-translated in all the TTs. The purpose of DDM is not intended to make a
comparison between the number of markers used in the STs and TTs, but to design a
method for the comparison of the density ratio. The density ratios need to be analysed
in combination with the culture specificity and markedness of the features. As to the
overall tendency, the DDM 1, 2, and 3 of the translations are marginally or
considerably lower than the DDM 1, 2, and 3 of the STs except for the 1936
translation of Tess and the 1989 translation of Huck.

As indicated in Table 6.2, the average number of dialect markers (DDM3) used

in the 1936 translation of Tess is 1.8, which is 20 percent higher than that in the ST
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(1.5). This indicates a tendency to accentuate dialect effect at sentence level. This
accentuation of dialect effect is corroborated with the fact that dialect features are also
added to the narration of TT at places where there is no dialect in the ST. In the 1989
translation of Huck, the DDM 2 is as high as 98 percent, 3 percent higher than that of
the DDM2 of the ST. This shows that more sentences are marked as dialectal in the
TT than in the ST, which also suggests an accentuation tendency. This tendency is
corroborated with the fact that AAVE is represented in the TT with the most marked
features of all (malapropism with in-text notes), and the ethnic voice in the TT is
contrasted with a standard language rather than with another dialect.

There are two interesting findings from Table 6.2. One is that both of the two
translations that show signs of accentuation of dialect effect are also the first
translation of the ST that attempts to translate the ST dialect. When the dialect
markers are compared in these translations, similarities are found between the first
and other translations. For the translation of Tess, the most predominant dialect
features (over 90 percent) used in the 1991 and 1999 translations of Tess is the

dialectal pronoun f&(1/my/me), which is also the most frequently used dialect marker

used in the 1936 translation of Tess (60 percent of all markers). In other words, while
in the 1936 translation of Tess a specific dialect is created with a wide variety of
dialect markers, in later translations a common dialect is created by borrowing the

most frequently used marker in Zhang’s translation®’. Zhang’s methods of dialect

87 Later translators may also have borrowed from the 1957 or 1984 revised translation of Zhang’s
Tess. However, in the 1936, 1957, and 1984 translations of Tess the same strategy is used for
dialect translation (the use of the Jiaodong dialect), and the prevalence of “f&™ has been consistent

in all three revisions.
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representation are simplified with the use of homogeneous markers in lower density.
With the most intelligible, stereotypical, and efficient markers kept and other
regionally specific and unintelligible features discarded, a less culture-specific
linguistic variety (a common dialect) with high intelligibility has been created in later
translations.

The tendency of inheritance with simplification in dialect translation is more
evident in the three translations of Huck. Of all translations of Huck published after
1980, only three translators have translated AAVE. Just like the translations of Tess,
the three translations show a striking resemblance in their dialect representation. The
three later translators use the same non-traditional method of representing phonetic
deviation with malapropisms followed by in-text notes. Sometimes they even borrow
exactly the same marker used in the first translation, as indicated in example 6.1:

Example 6.1
ST: (Jim) I’s gwyne to set down here and listen tell | hears it agin.
(Twain, 1996: 5)
TTL FEyfriEs - (2 HIRaE8Es B(ER) - (Twain,
1989: 10)
TT2: WEAFEM  FEHEIEFEE A E(80) - (Twain, 1995: 7)
TTS: RTHATERES - BEIE SR (8 % - (Twain,
2001: 8)

As Example 6.1 shows, in all three translations the same marker & (&) is used to

represent the pronunciation change. Although in these three translations the same type
of dialect markers is used for AAVE translation, the dialect density is quite different.

The overall density of the 1989 translation is much higher than that of the other two

282



translations. The simplification tendency is also found in these three translations too.
In the 1989 translation, four types of markers are used (malapropism, eye dialect, eye
dialect with in-text notes, and malapropism with in-text notes). In the 1995 translation,
the four types of markers are reduced to two types (eye dialect with in-text notes, and
malapropism with in-text notes) and in the 2001 translation, only one type of phonetic
marker is used (malapropism with in-text notes) with a few grammatical features. The
DDM2 of the three translations decreases drastically from 98 percent to 48 percent
and 17 percent. DDM shows that translators may use similar markers in dialect
recreation, but differ considerably in the kind of density they create.

When Table 6.2 is double crossed with Table 4.4, the tendencies of inheritance
with simplification is more evident between the first translation in which a new
strategy is used for the first time to translate a ST dialect, and later translations in

which the new strategy is used again (see Table 6.3 below).

DDM1 | DDM2 | DDM 3 Linguistic feature types used
1936 Tess | 4% 56% 7
1991 Tess | 3% 54% 1.3 1
1999 Tess | 3% 46% 1.1 2
Huck1989 [19% [[p8% [5.2 4
Huck1995 | 5% 48% 2.5 2
Huck2001 | 2% 17% 2.0 2

[The data that show an increase in density are bordered].

Table 6.3 Density and feature use in translations

As Table 6.3 shows, the 1936 Tess and the 1989 Huck, which are the first translations

in which the ST dialects are translated with a new strategy, are also the translations in
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which the most heterogeneous features are used and the translations in which the
dialect is represented with the highest density. Translators in this corpus can then be
categorized into two types: translators who try a new strategy for dialect translation,
and translators who borrow, simplify and modify an existing strategy. In this study, the
first type of translator is referred to as the “pioneer translator” who is the first to come
up with a new solution to a translation problem, and is often followed by later
translators. The translator who borrows and modifies the strategy used by the pioneer
translator is referred to as the “follower translator”.

The table also shows that the three DDM methods are highly consistent for the
analysis of literary dialect and their translations. While DDML1 (frequency of dialect
markers) is more revealing for translations of Huck, and DDMS3 (percentage of
average markers used in a marked sentence) for the translation of Tess, DDM2
(percentage of marked sentences) is more revealing for measuring the overall density
of all translations. This is probably because DDM 2 is sentence-based calculation, and
translation decisions on the creation of a target dialect are usually made beyond
lexical level for dialect translation between Chinese and English. While it seems
DDM2 is more suitable for the measure of overall dialect density in literary
translations, DDM 1 and DDM 3 seem to be more suitable for local analysis, that is,

the analysis of dialect use in a specific context or by a specific character.

6.6.5 Density change in relation to characterization

When an individual character speaks dialect at a density higher or lower than that of
other characters, it is usually related to his or her social status or educational

background within the dialect community. Such dialect density change is usually used

284



for the characterization of the hero or heroine of the fictional work so as to separate
him or her from the rest of the minor characters. This type of density use is only found
in Tess. Tess, the heroine, is distinguished strongly from her parents and other
milkmaids by a language with a very low density of dialect so as to portray her “at
once rustic and grand” (Ingham, 1970: 359-360). To measure how the density change
is translated into Chinese, DDM1, DDM 2, and DDM3 of Tess’s speech in the corpus
is calculated and compared with equivalent figures from Table 6.3. The data of the

density change for characterization are shown in Table 6.4.

Overall density of Dorset dialect Dialect density of Tess

DDM1 [DDM2 | DDM3 DDM1 |DDM2 DDM 3
Tess (ST) 9% 75% 1.5 5% 30% 1.5
1936 Tess | 4% 56% 1.8 50%
1991 Tess 3% 54% 1.3 M 1.3
1999 Tess | 3% 46% 11 63%) 1.1

[The data that show an increase in density are bordered].

Table 6.4 Data of Dialect density change for characterization

The table also shows minor inconsistency of the DDM data in some of the translations.
For example, the DDM 1 and DDM 2 data the 1999 translation of Tess are higher than
that of the ST, while the DDM 3 data of is lower than that of the ST. This is
understandable because DDM 1 and DDM 2 indicate overall density while DDM 3
indicates local density of marked sentences. In this study, if two or more of the three
DDM outcomes indicate an increase, the translation is regarded as showing a density
increase in characterization. In the ST, the DDML1, and DDM?2 of Tess’s speech are

drastically lower than those of the overall density. This fact shows that Tess is
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distinguished from the rest of the dialect speakers with the use of considerably fewer
dialect markers in fewer sentences in her speech. The 1936, 1991, and 1999
translations show a tendency to increase the dialect density in the speech of Tess. The
drop in density in the ST of Tess is not recreated in any of the translations. On the
contrary, the majority of the translations show a tendency to increase the density in
Tess’s speech. In other words, Tess in Chinese translations is distinguished from the
rest of the dialect characters not by a drop in density, but by an increase. Instead of
being portrayed as the most educated of all dialect characters in the ST, Tess is
presented in the TT as more rustic or provincial than other characters. Her
bilingualism, which is believed to be one of the sources of her tragedy is erased from
the TTs. Instead, her underprivileged social status is accentuated with the use of more
dialect markers in the TTs.

Several reasons may contribute to this tendency in the TTs. Firstly, translators
may have failed to notice the connection between the dialect density change and
characterization in the ST. As a result, they would not make an effort to reproduce the
density change and fluctuation in the ST. Secondly, the limited means of
representation of common dialect may accidentally lead to the density increase in
these translations. The major means of representation of common dialect is the use of

the pronoun “#&” (I/my/me), which can only be used to translate a sentence with

words such as “I”, “my”, “or “me”. Translators may use this marker whenever there is
a “I/my/me” without paying attention to the frequency of use. This could accidentally
increase the density of a certain characters if there are many first person pronouns in
his or her speech. Thirdly, translators may intentionally use more markers in the

speech representation of major characters as a means of accentuation. They may not
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be aware that in the case of Tess, she is accentuated by a light dialect rather than a
strong dialect.

The increased density in Tess’s speech in the TTs portrays Tess as more rustic
than other characters. In the ST she is a bilingual with two voices: Queen’s English
and Dorset dialect. “The tragedy of Tess is that she is crushed between these two
voices, she speaks English at school, and dialect at home, she is made to learn English,
and is duly subjected to linguistic and pedagogic violence” (Lecercle, 1989: 14). This
is why she is “the first tragic figure whose troubles spring partly from the spread of
education” (Page, 1988: 75). Her bilingualism is represented in the ST with everyone
else around her either speaking heavy Dorset dialect or Standard English. In the TT, it
is lost due to an increase in dialect density in her speech. When Tess speaks the same
dialect as her family, or a more rustic dialect than everyone else, her social inferiority
Is accentuated. Without her bilingualism, Tess is reduced to an innocent girl from the
countryside who is “a symbol of beauty, endowed by nature and destroyed by social
customs” (Wu, 1991: 4). The fiction is then turned into “a story of the spiritual and
physical persecution of a pure woman” and an exposure and accusation against

capitalism in the Chinese context (ibid).

6.6.6 Density change in relation to context

Dialect characters may speak differently depending on the formality of the occasion,
the topic, the people they talk to, or their emotional status. Density change in their
language may betray their emotional changes, or interpersonal relationship with other

characters. The anger, excitement, or subtle change in interpersonal relationships
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conveyed in density change is reproduced in two translations of Huck (the 1989 and
the 1995 Huck). In this section, a specific scene from Huck is chosen as the subject of
a case study to show how dialect density change is used to indicate strong emotion.
The chosen scene is a well-known monologue of Jim talking about his daughter in
Chapter 23. In this scene, Jim is portrayed as a heartbroken repentant father to
foreground his humanity (Brownell, 1955: 74-75).
Example 6.2
ST. Oh, Huck, I bust out a-cryin’ en grab her up in my arms, en say, ’Oh, de po’
little thing! De Lord God Amighty fogive po’ ole Jim, kaze he never gwyne
to fogive hisself as long’s he live!” Oh, she was plumb deef en dumb, Huck,
plumb deef en dumb—en 1’d ben a-treat’n her so! (Twain, 1996: 159)

[Oh Huck, I burst out crying and grabbed her up in my arms and said, ‘Oh,
the poor little thing! Let the Lord God Almighty forgive poor old Jim
because he is never going to forgive himself as long as he lives!” She was
completely deaf and dumb, Huck, and completely deaf and dumb — And

I’d been treating her so horribly!]

TTL 0= ffive > BATHERL T8 - LA - 5 “BARH(A]) ik
F/INTETE | Rary £ BRI SERHRIYE S - E(R) & R LuftE
FoMUAMTEEEMEE C | 1R e () XORER) Sy £
WF o o > ey )R Xl ——FRHREHE IR | (Twain, 1989: 160)

[Gloss] (Oh, Huck, I could not help but burst into tears and held her in my arms,
saying: ‘“My poor little baby! My Almighty God, May Him forgive poor old
Jim, because as long as he lives, he should never ever forgive himself!” Oh,

she is a completely deaf and dumb kid, Huck, completely deaf and
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dumb——but I was being so cruel to her!)

TT2 My jfive - F—BENg RS » — BT R « "1y > Ponliay Sl B

AR RS A Ay AR | RS ST S T HCHIIN >

SeefE(ER) 7o ma(hE) 7o B 0 SEebEER) 7o qu(mE) T

EEMFROR) B! (Twain, 1995: 143)

Bip==a

[Gloss: Oh, Huck, I was crying and at the same time holding her in my arms: “oh,

my poor baby! May God forgive poor old Jim!” | for this life will never ever

forgive myself! Oh, she is completely deaf, and dumb, Huck, completely deaf,

and dumb---However, I had been so cruel to her!]

As indicated Example 6.2, similar types of markers (malapropisms and eye dialect

markers with intext notes) are used in the two translations to recreate the effect of

AAVE. However, the density of these markers is different in the two translations. In

the ST, each sentence is marked with phonetic and grammatical AAVE markers in

high density. In TT1, all the sentences are marked with at least one phonetic feature.

In TT2, only the last sentence is marked with phonetic markers. The DDM1, 2, and 3

of the ST and the two TTs of example 6.2 are indicated in Table 6.5:

Overall density of AAVE in

Dialect density of the context

Huck

DDM1 |[DDM2 |[DDM3 |[DDM1 |[DDM2 [DDM3
Huck (ST) 41% 95% 6.8 49% 100% |93
1989 Huck 19% 98% 5.2 13% 100% |5
1995 Huck 5% 48% 2.5 20%

[The data that show an increase in density are bordered].

Table 6.5 Density change in relation to context
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As the table shows, the ST density shows a consistent increase in all three types of
density measures. The 1995 Huck shows an increase in density and the 1989
translation shows a decrease in density. While the 1989 translation shows only
marginal decrease in density (in DDM 1 and DDM 3), the 1995 translation reveals a
drastic increase in all three density measures. As Table 6.5 only shows the overall
density of the whole passage, more detailed analysis of density change of the
monologue is required. Since DDM 1 can be used to measure the density of individual
sentences and is the least affected by sentence length of all three measures, it is
chosen to measure how the tension is built in the monologue with density change. The
DDM 1 of the above example is measured sentence by sentence and indicated in

Figure 6.2:

80%

70%

60%

50% -

M 1st sentence

40% - M 2nd sentence

3rd sentence

30% -
W 4th sentence

20% -

10% -

0% - |
Huck ST 1989 Huck 1995 Huck

Figure 6.2 Density of each sentence in the TTs

As figure 6.2 shows, the DDML1 of ST shows a sharp increase in density in the last

two sentences of the scene. The data of both the 1989 Huck and the 1995 Huck are
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considerably lower than that of the ST. However, both translations show a clear
tendency to use more markers towards the end of the monologue. The DDML1 in the
1989 Huck rises from 8 percent in the first sentence to 17 percent in the last sentence.
The same increase is much more evident in the 1995 translation. The density remains
zero for the first three sentences and soars to 20 percent in the last sentence, which is
four times that of the overall density of 5 percent in this translation.

Jim consistently uses AAVE in his monologue in the ST. The increased
frequency in his use of dialect in this scene as indicated in Table 6.5 shows the
intensity of his remorse and distress. In the 1989 translation, his emotion seems to
build up as he uses more and more markers. However, although the translator has
made an effort to reproduce the density change in the ST, the effect may not be
captured by readers. In this example, as the highest density (17 percent) is still below
the overall density (19%), and the change in density is not drastic enough, it is not
easy for readers to spot the density increase without paying serious attention.

In the 1995 translation, Jim seems to have good control of himself with no dialect
markers used in the first three sentences, until he loses it and gives an outburst of his
emotion with the density as high as 20 percent. The tension is well built with a sharp
contrast in density change from zero to 20 percent. The surge in density portrays a
father in agony who is perfectly fluent in expressing himself, but can not pull himself
together and eventually gives up to a sudden explosion of remorse. With fewer
markers and a careful density control, Jim’s image as a loving father turns out to be
stronger in the 1995 translation than in the 1989 translation.

This case study on the density change in relation to context shows that the
tension in the fiction is better recreated when the internal coherence of the density is

given due attention. What matters is not how many markers are used in the translation,
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but how these markers are arranged and distributed, and how the patterns of change

are recreated.

6.7 Interpretation of the findings

The case study shows that translating dialect involves not only the choice of certain
linguistic markers, but also the decision on the density of these markers. Translating
dialect density requires recreating the overall frequency of dialect use, and the
changes in density on discourse and sentence levels. Changes in density are related to
characterization, contextual variables and social stratification within a dialect
community. The analysis of dialect density in the TTs shows that the recreation of the
dialect density in the ST depends may be related to the type of dialect used in the TTs,
the perception of the translators, and the status of the translator as a pioneer or
follower translator. The findings are: (1) dialect in translation tends to be represented
in lower density than that in the STs; (2) there is a clear tendency in later translations
to borrow, modify, and simplify strategies of dialect translation from early

translations.

6.7.1 The simplification tendency

The finding that dialect in translation tends to be represented in lower density than
that in the ST shows that translated language tends to be more simplified than the
original language. The simplification tendency is related to the normalization
tendency discussed in 3.6 and 4.5 that translation tends to use a TT variety less
nonstandard than the one used in the ST. While the normalization tendency focuses on

the overall effect of dialect translation, the simplification tendency explains that such
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tendencies to normalize or level out ST dialect effects is achieved by using
homogenous markers in lower density. The simplification and normalization
tendencies confirm Toury’s law of “standardization” (1995: 268), which states that
translated languages tend to be more standardized or simplified than their originals.
The simplification tendency in dialect translation is also related to the “simplification”
translation universal in corpus-based translation studies (Baker, 1996a: 176). While
these studies show that translated language tends to be more simplified than the
language used in target writings (the T-universal), this study reveals that translated
language may also be simplified when compared to the source language (the
S-universal®®).

As discussed in 5.6, translated language may manifest greater standardization
when compared to the source language, but it may also present heterogeneity within
standardization. It is the same case with the simplification tendency. When compared
to the ST dialect, dialect features used in the TT are less diversified and often in lower
density. However, as the case study in 6.6.6 shows, such simplification does not
necessarily lead to the levelling out of the ST dialect effect. In the 1995 translation of
Huck, the density change in the ST in relation to context is well represented in the
scene, although the overall density of the TT is lower than that of the ST.

Findings on translation universals reveal characteristics of translated languages

when they are compared to original writings. As such findings set STs or original

38 |n studies on translation universals, the S-universal refers to the differences between translations
and their source texts, i.e. characteristics of the way in which translators process the source text,
whereas the T-universal refers to the differences between translations and original writings in the
target language.
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writings in the target language as the norm, the conclusions tend to show the
“inadequacy” of the translated language. The standardization law indicates that a
translated language tends to level out textual relations obtaining in the original (Toury,
1995: 267-274), and the simplification universal indicates that a translated language is
simpler than original writings in the target language. This study shows that translated
language has its own traits that can hardly be captured by studies on universals with a
comparative approach. Sherry Simon (1996: 153) points out that “the translational” is
a “hybrid space” which stands between the “certainties of national cultures” without
participating in them. The traits discovered in this corpus reveals the in-betweenness
of translated language. Such in-betweeness remains hidden behind studies on
universals and general tendencies, and can only be revealed through studies on
individual cases as in the case of the density change in the 1995 translation of Huck,
and through studies on irregularities and deviations that go against the general

tendencies and universals.

6.7.2 Pioneer translator and follower translator

This study proposes the concept of “pioneer translator” and “follower translator” for
the first time. Later translators tend to inherit, modify, and simplify strategies used by
early translators. The intertextuality between early and later translations is especially
obvious in dialect translation. Firstly, later translators tend to borrow the same
strategy used by the pioneer translator who first comes up with a new strategy to
reproduce a ST dialect. In the case of Tess, Zhang Guruo was the first to reproduce the
ST dialect variation in his 1936 translation. He used a specific northern regional

dialect. The two later translations borrowed the most prominent feature from his
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translation and created a common dialect. In the case of Huck, Cheng Shi was the first
translator to use an artificial dialect to translate AAVE. Both of the two later
translators borrowed his experimental strategy. Secondly, later translators tend to
modify and simplify the strategies used by pioneer translators. In the case of Tess,
while Zhang used seven types of markers, later translators only used one type in low
density. In the case of Huck, both of the two later translators streamlined the means of
representation and reduced the density in their translations.

The inter-textuality between different translations provides a new perspective to
study retranslations. In previous studies (Brownlie: 2006; Paloposki and Koskinen:
2004) various factors that contribute to retranslation have been investigated, for
example, the inadequate translation of the *“otherness” of the source text in initial
translations, aging of the texts, accessibility of text to the reader of the day, norm
change. In the case of Tess, norm change and aging of text may explain why later
translators modified and simplified the strategy used by the pioneer translator, because
all later translations were published over five decades later than the pioneer
translation. However, neither norm change nor aging of text can explain the
intertextuality between the three translations of Huck as they were all published
around the same period of time (respectively in 1989, 1995, and 2001). The
retranslation hypothesis (Berman, 1990: 1-2) that later translations intend to
adequately represent the “otherness” of the source text does not seem to be relevant to
the two cases in this study. In both cases, it is the initial translations that are the most
adequate as far as dialect translation is concerned. The question is, what are the
factors that motivate follower translators to produce less adequate translations rather
than simply imitate the strategy used by pioneer translators?

This study finds that retranslations may also be made for the purpose of
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innovation and the creation of a norm. For pioneer translators such as Zhang and
Cheng, although they published their translations in different historical periods (in the
1930s and 1980s respectively), both used dialect translation as means of innovation,
more specifically, as a means of linguistic experimentation. Dialect translation was
used as linguistic experiments in the 1930s and 1940s for the sake the creation of a
new modern vernacular language (see 4.6.1. for detailed discussion). In the 1980s
when Cheng published his translation, he was also performing a linguistic experiment,
but for a different reason. His purpose was mostly literary for the sake of producing a
full representation of the ST literary features as he claimed in interviews and in the
preface of his book (Smith, 1986; Cheng, 1989). Cheng, in the preface of Huck,
compared Standard English used in British and American literature as “classical
Chinese” (wenyan) and praised Twain’s use of dialect and AAVE as “an epic gesture”
to break from the British tradition (Cheng, 1989: 5). It is only natural for him to try to
reproduce the ST dialect effect. However, as discussed in 4.6.2, since the promotion
of the Putonghua movement in 1956, dialect use in literature and translation has been
suppressed. As the norm of using Standard Chinese has been quite strong, the use of
specific dialect has been ruled out in literary translation. This is why Cheng Shi said
“the result would be very disappointing” if a target dialect was used, because “the
characters became alive as if they were Chinese” (Smith, 1986). Another mistake
Cheng tried hard to avoid was to “translate the black as the white” (Cheng, 1989: 12).
In order to achieve this purpose, he had to create something remarkably different from
the colloquial informal voice Huck was given in his translation. His creation of an
artificial dialect with untraditional means of representation is innovative and
controversial. It has been praised for being a “successful attempt” to “faithfully

represent the original literary effect” (Wang and Yang, 2014: 95), “highly inventive
296



and deserves applause” (Lai-Henderson, 2015: 113), and *“a precious experiment” for
the recreation of AAVE (Yang, 2014: 126), but it has also been considered to be
misleading to young readers (Sun and Yu, 2011) and may jeopardize readability and
fluency of the translation (Wang, 2009: 55; Yang, 2014: 126).

If a pioneer translator intends to do linguistic experiments, to innovate and be
creative, hybrid features in high density can better foreground the linguistic variety
and serve their cultural, literary, or personal agendas. In comparison, the agenda of the
follower translators is not to be innovative (if they want to be innovative, they could
come up with a brand new strategy rather than borrowing from previous translators).
Their agenda is to turn the innovative strategy into a routine practice that conforms to
existing norms. The attempts at simplification in later translations are intended for
better intelligibility and fluency of the translation, both of which have been the norms
for literary translation for decades. Xu Ruzhi, the translator of the 1995 Huck, pointed
out that he adopted the strategy of reproducing AAVE as his predecessors did, but
made modifications so that the social identity of Jim was retained, the literary effect
of the ST was not removed, and the readability of the translation was not jeopardized
(Xu, 1995: 2). In addition to the norm of readability, the use of more homogeneous
features in reduced density also conforms to the norm of avoiding cultural
domestication in literary translation (Sun, 2002: 40). Lu Jinlin, translator of the 2001
Tess in which a vulgar variety is used, considers it “not appropriate to use any specific
Chinese dialect to translate the ST dialect” (Lu, 2001: 444-445), probably because
such a strategy “sinicizes and localizes foreign fiction, causes unwanted association,
and removes the original foreign flavor” (Bian, 1989: 116). The follower translators’
agenda is to reconcile the innovative strategy with existing norms, specifically, the

norms of readability and avoidance of culture-specificity that govern literary
297



translation since the 1950s.

Another reason might be the conservative tendency among retranslations as they
tend to preserve rather than improve or progress on earlier translations of a canonized
classic (Tahir, 2008: 296). In this study, both of the two innovative translations were
established as canonized translations shortly after their publication. Both translations
were published by the most influential publishers at the time. The 1936 Tess was first
published by Commercial Press, the most prestigious publisher in the 1930s, and
funded by the Translation Committee of the China Foundation for the Promotion of
Education and Culture, an influential foundation established with the British Boxer
indemnity refund for the purpose of promoting education and culture in China. It was
reprinted dozens of times and republished by the most influential publisher (PLPH) in
literature in China since the 1950s. The translation has been well received and become
the most read and the most studied translation of Tess in the next eight decades (Yu,
2014: 77). Its canonization has never been surpassed by any of the later translations.
The 1989 translation of Huck by Cheng Shi was published also by People’s Literature
Publishing House, and soon established as the canonized version of Huck®®. This
author finds that the innovative strategy of Cheng Shi has been one of the most
frequently discussed topic for both literary and translation studies on Huck. It is
natural for later translators to exploit the influence of the canonized translations by
borrowing their strategies and at the same time modify them to conform to existing
literary norms. After all, none of the follower translators have the personal fame or the

publication capital as the pioneer translators did to support them for innovation and

39 1t has been collected in the book series of “Famous Translation of Masterpieces” (43 44:%), in

translation textbooks (Zhao and Feng, 2006: 160-161).
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norm-breaking.

6.8 Summary

This chapter reveals how dialect density is handled in this corpus. It shows that how
much we translate affects the nature of a linguistic variety, the social stratification
constructed within the dialect community, and the characterization of dialect
characters. DDM used in this study has been proved useful in investigating the ways
dialect density is reproduced in translation. Density measure also helps to further
studies on dialect features. When mixed features are used, DDM provides statistical
evidence to identify to what extent a tendency can be defined as “lexicalization” or
“phonologicalization”.

This study finds that dialect tends to be simplified in translation with more
homogeneous features in lower density. Two types of translators are proposed: the
pioneer translator, and the follower translator. The follower translators tend to borrow,
modify, or simplify strategies used by the pioneer translators. A dialect is more likely
to be translated by a pioneer translator than by a follower translator with the former
focusing on innovation and experimental translation and the latter on establishing a
routine practice that conforms to existing translation norms. Lexicalization and
phonologicalization tendencies in the TT are found to be related to the type of dialect
in the ST. Phonological markers are more likely to be used in the formation of a
“strange” artificial dialect to translate AAVE. This reveals the effort of translators to
produce a de-culturated voice for the social “Others” in literary translation since the

1980s.
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Three norms in literary translation are found to have governed dialect
translation: the norm of translating for linguistic experiments in the 1930s, the norm
of intelligibility since the 1930s, and the norm of de-culturation since the 1980s. The
pioneer translators may break one norm so as to cater to the other norm. For example,
Cheng Shi broke the norm of intelligibility to conform to the norm of de-culturation in
his translation of AAVE. The follower translators tend to conform to reconcile these
norms by modifying and simplifying the innovative strategies used by pioneer

translators.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE PIONEER TRANSLATOR AND THE MAKING OF A NEW NORM

In Chapter Six, two types of translators in relation to dialect translation were proposed:
the pioneer translator who comes up with a new strategy for dialect translation, and
the follower translator who borrows and modifies the strategy used by the pioneer
translator. The pioneer translators usually work as norm-breakers and in some cases as
norm-setters. The follower translators contribute to the setting of a new norm by
consolidating the new norm. The intertextuality between early translations and later
translations in this corpus reveals the process of norm-breaking and the transformation
from norm-breaking to norm-making.

This chapter attempts to explain why some norm-breaking practices successfully
develop into new norms while others end up nowhere. Approaching norm-breaking
and norm-making as two stages of the genesis of a new norm, this chapter aims at
investigating three research questions: who breaks norms, why some norm-breaking
practices successfully make new norms while others do not, and what contributes to
the transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making. A case study was conducted
of Zhang Guruo’s translation of Tess of the d’Urbervilles into Chinese in 1936 with
special reference to his breaking of the norm of not translating literary dialect. With
Bourdieu’s field theory as an analytical model, the genesis of a new norm is
approached as a social action that reflects and changes field structures and involves
active structuring efforts of the norm-breaker and other agents.

Bourdieu’s field theory is applied to the case study for two reasons. Firstly, as the

focus of this chapter is on the translators of dialect, Bourdieu’s field theory has proved
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especially revealing when it comes to the study of translators as agents. This theory
offers a perspective to study the interaction between objective social factors and
subjective agents in translation. Secondly, it offers a useful toolkit to approach
irregular, abnormal, innovative and individualistic translation phenomenon that may
go beyond the framework of DTS. The pioneer translators this chapter examines
belong to “disruptive, or innovative translators” whose behaviours are “strategic
interventions” that are not norm-governed or patterned (Crisafulli, 2014: 36).
Bourdieu’s theory can provide a new perspective to study norm-breaking and

norm-making activities involved in dialect translation.

7.1 Introduction

“Norm” became a key concept in translation studies with the advent of DTS, Toury
suggests “internalized behavior constraints which embody the values shared by a
community” (Schaffner, 1999: 5). Descriptive translation studies focus on patterned
regularities of collective translation behaviours and situational/cultural features that
can explain such regularities (Halverson, 1997: 216). They tend to document “the
conformity, not the exceptions” (Gentzler, 2001: 130), “stability rather than change”
(Pym, 1998: 115). Norm-based studies pay more attention to norm conformity that
centres on regularities, sameness and stability than to exceptions and changes that
emphasize innovation, conflicts, tension, and debates.

Studies on norm-breaking reveal how individual translators act beyond their
social-historical constraints. Translators can choose to break a norm as long as they
bear the risk of possible sanctions, or even better, get away with it and make a new

norm (Chesterman, 1999: 91). Such decisions may entail sanctions such as negative
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reviews and loss of a job or contract. In many cases, norm-breaking ends with harsh
criticism, complete oblivion, or simply being tolerated as idiosyncrasy. In other cases,
it gains enough supporters and therefore establishes a new norm which brings
recognition, innovation, and success. It is important to ask why some norm-breaking
practices successfully develop into new norms while others end up nowhere, who
breaks the norm, and what contributes to the transformation from norm-breaking to

norm-making.

7.2 Previous studies on norm-breaking

Norm-breaking is a strategic move that translators make for various reasons. When
there is a conflict of norms, the translator may violate a target norm so as to conform
to a source norm (Routti, 2001), or s/he may break a norm at a lower level so as to
conform to a norm at a higher level, depending on how they prioritize different norms
(Chang, 2011: 334). The translator may prioritize text function over norm and violate
the expectancy norm so as to enhance a specific function of the TT (Chesterman, 1997:
142). Norm-breaking is more likely to be tolerated or even encouraged if it happens in
innovative or primary systems in which new products are expected to break existing
norms (Even-Zohar, 1990: 45-51). The translator may break a norm by making new
combinations of existing items (Simeoni, 1998: 6), by inventing new items, by
recycling out-of-date items, or by borrowing items from adjacent systems (Chang,
2011: 334).

Experienced translators are believed to be more likely to break a norm than are
novice translators (Toury, 2012: 77). Since norm-breaking can only be a strategic

move if it is deliberate, experienced translators are more likely to do so deliberately
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because they have the prestige and power to withstand the risks of norm-breaking
while novice translators are more likely to play safe by conforming to existing norms.
However, translators do not break a norm simply because they believe they can.
Veteran translators may take an orthodox norm-conforming position to secure their
advantageous status and to block the admission of novice translators into the trade,
while novice translators may take a revolutionary or norm-breaking strategy because
they do not have much to lose (Sela-Sheffy, 2005: 5-7).

While these studies provide insights into who breaks a norm, and why, when and
how s/he does so, they do not explain why the deviant behaviour of an individual
norm-breaker may, with or without subsequent sanctions, be followed by other
translators to eventually produce a new norm. The prestige of the translator, the status
of the literary system, and the priority of conflicting norms are not enough to reveal
the transition from norm-breakings to norm-making. This thesis approaches
norm-breaking and norm-making as two stages in the genesis of a new norm, and
attempts to explore triggers, driving forces, and agents involved that contribute to the
transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making. A case study was conducted of
Zhang Guruo’s translation of Tess of 1936, with a special reference to the translation
of literary dialect. With Pierre Bourdieu’s field theory as an analytical model, this
thesis investigates the constructive interactions between social factors and translators
as field agents during and after the norm-breaking activity. Concepts like “field”,
“habitus”, and “capital” are used in the analysis to reveal how conflicting norms and
rules of translation and literary fields created a dilemma in the field of literary
translation in the 1930s in China; how the translator internalized conflicting norms
and came up with a strategy as a solution to the dilemma; and how the norm-breaker

and followers contributed to the making of a new norm.
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7.3 Zhang Guruo and his translation of Tess

Compared to his predecessors, Zhang Guruo was unknown when he published his
version of Tess in 1936. Since the end of the nineteenth century, China had witnessed
a translation boom for the purpose of importing new ideas as a catalyst for social
change. Special emphasis in the 1930s was given to the translation of Western
masterpieces, and this emphasis boosted retranslation in an open market. Three full
translations of Tess were published between 1932 and 1936. The first was by Gu

Zhongyi (gAf#% ) and published in instalments from 1932 to 1933 in a literary
magazine, Literature and Art Monthly (=272 H ) ; the second, by Lv Tianshi (=
&A1) , was published in book form in 1934. When their translations were published,

Gu was a well-established playwright and experienced translator with seven book
translations and Lv was a noted researcher with several publications in literary studies.
Unlike his predecessors who were famous in literary circles and in Gu’s case in
translation circles as well, Zhang was a new college graduate who worked in a
secondary school for years before he finally found a position in a university. He did
not have any fame or publication at all before the publication of his translation of Tess.
It was this translation that made his name, a novice translator in his early thirties, as a
“Hardy expert” and launched his career as a scholar translator, producing over than a
dozen award-winning translations of fiction, drama, and poetry.

Zhang’s Tess has been very popular with readers. All reviews from readers were
found to be quite positive in the first two decades after its publication (Wang, 2013:
134). Since the 1950s, it has been established as the canonized version of Tess in

China. It was included in the collection of Master Translations of Masterpieces in
305



1956 by the People’s Literature Publishing House, and listed among the 22 literary
translations included in the “Reading List of 100 Books for College Students
Majoring in Chinese” recommended by the Education Ministry of China in 2000. It
has been frequently excerpted and discussed in translation textbooks and anthologies.
Previous studies found that while Gu’s had no reprint at all and Lv’s had three reprints
before 1949, Zhang’s Tess went through as many as three revisions and 23 reprints,
which made it the most long-lived translation of all 43 full versions of Tess published
in China between 1932 and 2012 (Yu, 2014: 73).

Despite its popularity and canonization, Zhang’s translation of Tess has also been
the most controversial. Right after its publication in the 1930s, his translation
strategies caused a heated debate among translators and scholars (see section7.4 and
7.5). He also received many reviews from readers specifically commenting on his
translation strategies. Compared to the attention Zhang received, Gu and Lv were
literally invisible. Gu’s translation was barely discussed at all, even right after its
publication, while Lv’s was mentioned only briefly in Hardy studies before 1949. In
the limited reviews of both versions, neither the translators’ names nor their
translation strategies came up for discussion. Discussion on Zhang’s translation,
especially concerning his strategy of dialect translation, have continued well into the
new millennium. According to publication data from CNKI,%® of 46 essays published
from 2000 to 2014 on the translation of Tess, 43 either discussed Zhang’s translation
exclusively or were comparative studies of his and other versions of Tess. Of the 43

essays, 12 focused on his use of a dialect, 3 on his notes, and the rest on diversified

40 CNKI stands for China National Knowledge Infrastructure, a comprehensive academic
publications database in China.
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perspectives, such as domesticating effect, ethics, aesthetics, and style in his
translation. His use of a specific regional dialect to translate the Dorset dialect in Tess,
which has attracted the most research attention, is the most salient and also the most
controversial feature of this translation.

The use of a dialect in translation was one of the major differences between
Zhang’s and his predecessors’ translations. Both Gu’s and Lv’s translations were
source-oriented full versions. Gu’s was both linguistically and culturally faithful to the
ST, which led to a translation loaded with a number of awkward sentences. Lv tried to
keep the plot intact and at the same time preserve the original methods of expression
as much as possible. His translation was literal, with occasional unnatural but
understandable methods of expression. He also added 124 notes to his translation,
explaining the source culture and literature. Despite their source-oriented strategy,
neither Gu nor Lv made any attempt to translate the ST dialect, or made any comment
whatsoever in the preface or notes about the use of dialect in Tess.

As discussed in 4.1, the Dorset dialect is of greate importance to Hardy’s Tess. It
was used as conventional indicator of poor education and low social status, to confirm
its speakers as social inferiors. It was also presented as an ancient tongue with dignity.
Hardy was also meticulous with his choice of markers and the intensity of the dialect
so as to give varied tones to different rural characters. The erasure of dialect from
Hardy’s fiction not only eliminates all the subtleties Dorset dialect brought to
characterization but also removes the social and ideological meaning generated by the
linguistic conflicts. Hardy’s Tess may well be reduced to a tragic life story of a young

innocent girl, which was what the title — Lass Tess (&£44%4h4%) — of both Gu and

Lv’s translations had suggested.
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Zhang shared Lv’s and Gu’s source-oriented approach but made special effort to
represent the dialect variation. His translation was in many ways more adequate than
those of his predecessors. He translated the title literally, as Tess of the d’Urbervilles

(E(A %20 £4%), did not add or omit even one sentence from the entire text (Zhang,

1987: 451), and attached extensive endnotes about literary studies of Tess and the use
of ST and TT dialect. He also tried to reproduce the linguistic hybridity of the original
with an authentic regional dialect that contrasted with an elevated formal register. He
mainly used lexical markers and slang mixed with limited stereotypical phonetic
markers so as to create a dialect strong in regional flavour but still intelligible to
readers. Some of the markers were reminiscent of the ancient history Jiaodong dialect
had. He also varied the frequency and types of markers so as to preserve the varied
tones of different speakers. In his version, Tess’s speech merely exhibited a low
frequency of stereotypical lexical markers, while her parents spoke a strong dialect,
with lexical and phonetic markers mixed with slang. Most of the markers were
explained in the endnotes at their first appearance in the translation. The dialect was
authentic and vividly colloquial, with a touch of rural innocence and dignity, which
contrasted with the polished speech of the upper class and the sophisticated elegant
formal diction in narration. In other words, Zhang’s translation recreated the linguistic
hybridity, contrast and subversion intended by Hardy without jeopardizing its

intelligibility*..

41 Although Zhang’s Tess went through revision in 1953, 1957, and 1984 (Yu, 2004), he did not
change his strategy for dialect translation. Even in the 1950s when the use of specific dialects was
discouraged in literature due to the promotion of Standard Chinese as the national language, he

modified, rather than gave up, his strategy. In the 1953 and 1957revisions, his priority was to strike
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7.4 The standardization norm of literary dialect in the 1930s

When Tess was introduced into China in the 1930s, the norm for translating dialect in
English literature was not to translate it at all. The strategy of using a target dialect in
literary translation was “Zhang’s unique creation” (Xiao, 1937a: 51) and, according to
my investigation of the publication of translated fiction and discourses on translation
from the late Qing dynasty till the 1930s, he was not only the first to translate dialect
in Tess, but also the first to make a systematic attempt to recreate an ST dialect
variation in fiction.*> The norm of standardization of literary dialect could be related
to the translators’ perceptions of the ST dialects. Some translators did not translate
dialect, probably because they did not consider it important enough. This can be seen
from the absence of discussion in the reviews and prefaces of translations of fiction by
well-known British and American authors such as Mark Twain, Charles Dickens, and
Thomas Hardy, who extensively used dialects in their novels. However, in the rare
cases when translators such as Lin Yutang showed interests in the ST dialect, their
first choice was still not to translate it.

Another more likely reason for the standardization norm was that the use of

a better balance between intelligibility and difference by reducing markers criticized as
unintelligible and by deleting dialects and slang that he used in the narration in the 1936 version.
Very few changes were made in the use of dialect in his 1984 revision.

42 Missionaries in the 1800s and early 1900s used various regional dialects in their translations as
substitutes for the standard written language (Classical Chinese) for readers who only knew local
dialects (Song, 2012). Their dialect use was for communication and preaching rather than for the
representation of the ST dialect.

309



dialect in literary translation might have been considered a threat to the political and
ideological missions entrusted to literary translation at the time. Since the Vernacular
Movement in 1919 in China, the major function of literature, including literary
translation, was to create and develop a new written language — the Vernacular
Chinese — to take the place of Classical Chinese, which had been the standard written
language for elites for thousands of years. The best way to improve and cultivate the
new-born national language, according to literary figures like Lu Xun, Fu Sinian, and
Hu Shih, was to borrow grammatical structures and methods of expression from
foreign languages. Literal translation was therefore legitimized and became dominant
in literary translation from the 1920s (Mao, 1921; Ren, 2013: 122). The use of
Chinese dialects in literary translation was considered against the mission of
importing something new and foreign into the Chinese language. Vernacular Chinese,
though still in its infancy, being endorsed as the vehicle for the promotion of Western
science and democracy, was also intended to be a national language intelligible to the
majority of the population. The geographical specificity and unintelligibility of
dialects would be detrimental to literary translation as vehicle of new ideas and
creator of a universal language. Therefore, “regionally restricted oral language should
be avoided in translation unless it is absolutely necessary”, as recommended strongly
by Lu Xun, one of the leading literary figures at the time (Lu, 1931: 277). The
discouragement of using dialect in translation virtually tied translators’ hands when
they were confronted with ST dialects in literature.

Norm-breaking may entail sanctions and Zhang’s translation was no exception.

Zhang’s 1936 Tess received criticism from his peers right after its publication for
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being “excessively rustic” and as having “impaired the plot development” and the
“intelligibility” of the story (Xiao, 1937: 47-48).%® The criticism soon attracted more
attention and evolved into a heated debate over his translation strategies. Readers
however made positive comments on the contrasting effect of linguistic vulgarity and
elegance in his translation (Shen, 1937: 138) as well as his unconventional translation
strategies (Lin, 1940: 115-116; Xu, 1947: 1-2). However, such positive reviews did
not seem to totally offset the negative ones. Zhang was stuck in an awkward position
in the following decade. On the one hand, he was well-known as “THE translator of
Tess” and a “Hardy expert”. On the other, his Tess did not get reprinted, nor did he
publish any new translation afterwards. In the meantime, Gu published five more
translations and Lv had his version of Tess reprinted three times and published two
more translations. If Zhang’s strategy of dialect was not the sole reason of the sanction,
it definitely contributed to it.

One may ask how a novice translator like Zhang could survive the sanctions of
his norm-breaking and finally managed to get away with it and make a new norm.
More importantly, why did later translators, some of them far more established and
experienced than Zhang, follow this young translator? If it was not status or prestige,
which only experienced translators had, then what was it that turned a norm-breaking
activity of an individual into a norm-making movement of a group of translators?

Bourdieu’s field theory may throw light on these questions.

4 The critics made it clear that their criticisms were targeted at Tess and The Return of the Native
because both were translated with the same strategies and published around the same time, although
examples were quoted from the latter (Xiao, 1937: 49).
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7.5 Norm-breaking as a solution to field dilemma

Bourdieu’s field theory emphasizes the interaction between social structure and social
action through the use of three basic concepts: field, habitus, and capital. Field is “a
structured space with its own laws of functioning, its structure being determined by
the relations between the positions which agents occupy in the field” (Hermans, 1999:
132). It is an arena in which agents compete for positions and resources. Resources,
defined as “capital” in Bourdieu’s framework, can be categorized into three basic
types: economic (money or properties), social (social network), and cultural capital
(knowledge or skills). When they are recognized as legitimate and institutionalized,
they can be converted to symbolic capital (prestige or honour) (Bourdieu, 1997). Each
field values particular sorts of capital (Bourdieu andWacquant, 1992). The amount
and structure of the capital one possesses decide his or her position in the field and
shape his or her habitus. Habitus is “a set of dispositions which incline agents to act
and react in certain ways.” (Bourdieu, 1991: 12). It is the result of the internalization
of the rules of the field and the agent’s position in the field. Habitus also structures
practice and reproduces social fields (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990). The relationship
between these concepts is illustrated with an equation (Bourdieu, 1984: 101):
[(habitus)\(capital)] + field = practice

Practice, or strategy, “results from relations between one’s disposition (habitus)
and one’s position in a field (capital), within the current state of play of that social
arena (field)” (Maton, 2008: 51). Human action is not merely deduced from habitus or
field, but from the interaction of the three. When a field is stable, one’s habitus
matches the field and his practice perpetuates rules of the field. In times of crisis and

change, one’s habitus may be out of sync with the changed structure of the field.
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Bourdieu refers to this mismatch as “hysteresis effect”, a temporal or structural lag
between habitus and field (Bourdieu, 1990: 108). This usually happens when the field
changes and habitus fails to adapt to the change. However, this author believes a
different type of “hysteresis effect” may also happen, in which habitus is the first to
change. When habitus becomes too proactive or advanced for the field and anticipates
the future structure of the field, the resulting practice is usually deemed
unconventional, deviant, or “norm-breaking”.

With the sociological turn in translation studies, Bourdieu’s concepts have been
introduced into translation studies (Simeoni, 1998; Inghilleri, 2003; Gouanvic, 2005;
Sheffy, 2005 and Wolf, 2007). The field of literary translation values cultural capital
such as credentials, literary training, and linguistic competence, which can be
converted to symbolic capital when they are recognized by publishers, readers, critics,
or other field agents. The publication of a translation by a positioned publisher makes
possible the admission to the field, and reviews on newspapers and magazines help
the translator become inscribed on the agenda of the field (Lindqvist, 2006: 73).
Getting published is an important way to accumulate symbolic capital in the
translation field as it indicates the recognition from one publisher, especially when the
publisher is prestigious. If the translation gets positive reviews and criticism, becomes
a bestseller and gets reprinted, the symbolic capital (prestige and fame) of the
translator is greatly increased. Translators make strategic moves to distinguish
themselves from their peers so as to augment their symbolic capital, which gains them
a better position in the field. They may conform to the dominant norm to ensure their
status in the field or may break an existing norm for various agendas. Translators may
stick to an outdated norm and produce translations that are “classical” or “old

fashioned” (a hysteresis effect). They may also come up with something creative,
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experimental, or provocative to disrupt the dominant norm. In the latter case, when
the field gets in sync with such practices and other translators follow the avant-garde
norm-breaker, a new norm takes shape and eventually becomes part of the field
structure.

In Zhang’s case, the decision to break the standardization norm of literary dialect
was a proactive attempt to make a distinction in a competitive translation field. The
most eminent competition came from his two predecessors, who had better positions
in the literary translation field than he did. Zhang had virtually no symbolic capital,
while both Gu and Lv enjoyed prestige, with previous publications in the fields of
translation and literature. As the third translation of a novel, Zhang needed to offer
something of value to justify his translation to publishers and to readers. His strategy
was to offer a bold solution to recreate an ST stylistic feature both his predecessors
chose to ignore: to translate the Dorset dialect in Tess with the Jiaodong dialect. Such
a decision might have cost a novice translator like him the opportunity of publication
had it not been for the capital at his disposal to withstand the risks.

While his predecessors possessed symbolic capital via previous publications,
Zhang had enough cultural and social capital to support his norm-breaking practice. In
the field of literary translation, publication of books and essays indicates recognition
and brings symbolic capital to the agent. Although Zhang did not have any
publications before Tess, he had well-structured cultural capital in the form of good
bilingual competence and solid literary training. He had gone to Nankai Middle
School and Peking University, the best of their kind in China at the time, where he
was well trained in both Chinese and English literature. He took an interest in Hardy
as a college student and worked for years on the translation of Hardy’s The Return of

the Native, which had been, however, rejected by a small publisher before he sent it to
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Hu Shih, a leading literary figure in China from 1919 to 1949. In the 1930s, Hu was
chairman of the Translation Committee of the China Foundation for the Promotion of
Education and Culture, an influential foundation established with the British Boxer
indemnity refund for the purpose of promoting education and culture in China. With
the financial support of the Foundation, Hu dedicated himself to promoting good,
vernacular Chinese by means of translation and (re)translation of major Western
literary masterpieces. Impressed by Zhang’s translation, Hu asked him to translate
Tess and proofread the first ten chapters for him (Hu, 1933/2004: 729-730; Zhang,
1936: iii). Zhang’s two translations were consecutively published in 1936 by
Commercial Press, one of the most prestigious publishers in China at the time. With
the endorsement of an influential patron, a powerful institution, and a prestigious
publisher, the novice translator believed he had enough power to withstand the risks
and offer something unconventional to the literary translation field.

The literary translation field in the 1930s was destabilized by a dilemma it was
facing. Disputes over literal vs. liberal translation, which had been fought on and off
for years since the 1920s, climaxed in a heated debate on fluent translation among top
literary figures, scholars, and translators from 1929 till the early 1930s. The literal
approach was promoted for the purpose of “importing new methods of expression into
Chinese” to help the young Vernacular Chinese to develop and mature. It was pushed
to its extremes with Lu Xun’s advocacy of “Hard Translation” (f# %), which
sacrificed fluency in the name of faithfulness and favoured word-for-word translation
and Europeanized syntax (Lu, 1931: 275-276). Opponents of this approach criticized
it as “dead translation” (Liang, 1929: 1) which was neither vernacular/oral nor live

and which went against the very mission of the Vernacular Movement (Qv, 1931).
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Although literal translation got the upper hand in the debate, the dilemma in
translation practice remained unresolved. Faithful translation became the orthodoxy in

the field of literary translation and led to the dominance of foreignized translation (E&x
{E#N=E). Readers felt disappointed at such translations and criticized them to be

“scams for royalties” (Zhi, 1935: 23-24). However, fluent translation was constantly
criticized to be unfaithful to the original, which cast doubts in the minds of readers.
The dilemma over fidelity and fluency diminished the confidence of readers in literary
translation (Lu, 1935: 1), and weakened the central position translation had
maintained in the literary field since the New Literary Movement in 19109.

Zhang’s translation offered a solution, or at least a new direction, to the dilemma
the translation field was facing. While foreignized awkward translation conformed to
the rule of fidelity in the field of literary translation, the fluent translation reflected the
rule of orality in the literary field. Orality was one of the fundamental features the
new Vernacular Chinese were supposed to possess for the creation of a live and
vernacular language. Foreignized language in literature was criticized as “hav(ing)
become the new Classical written Chinese that is hijacked by elites” (Qv, 1931: 459)
and became the target of the Popular Language Movement in 1934. The Movement
proposed three major ways to increase the orality of the written Chinese, one of which
was to draw on dialectal resources. Although the literary translation field was a
subfield of the literary field, structural change in the literary field did not necessarily
dictate changes in the translation field. Nevertheless, the conflicts between the
translation field and the literary field disrupted the orthodox position of the
foreignized approach in the translation field and made it more susceptible to changes.

As a literary translator and researcher, Zhang internalized norms and rules in
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both the literary and translation fields and came up with a solution that reconciled the
conflicts between fidelity and orality. The representation of ST linguistic variation
indicated the adequacy and fidelity of his translation, which was further consolidated
by his addition of 925 notes to demonstrate his trustworthiness as a conscientious
translator and researcher. More importantly, Zhang’s use of dialect produced a vividly
colloquial language variety that greatly enhanced the fluency of his translation. While
dialects in traditional literature in China emphasized unique methods of expression to
set speakers of a specific location apart from the rest of the population, Zhang made
an effort to downplay such uniqueness by bringing out the universal side of a regional
dialect. He mainly drew on stereotypical methods of expression that were highly
recognizable and vividly colloquial. Only limited phonetic markers were used, such as

“f% (nai) " to represent “thou”, “thee”, “thine” and “thy” in the Dorset dialect, which

were shared dialect markers in northern and southern dialects. Extensively used were
dialectal lexical markers and slang that were stereotypical and highly recognizable.
The syntax of the dialect was fluent and colloquial. The intelligible colloquial dialect
was used in speech of dialect characters and created a linguistic hybridity when
contrasted with the elegant standard language in narration.

Zhang’s creative translation of the Dorset dialect in Tess not only resolved the
dilemma in the field of literary translation through his fidelity, fluency, and orality, but
also revealed to the literary field the huge potential of domestic linguistic resources
that Chinese dialects might have for the development of a new national vernacular
language. His creation of a vividly colloquial local accent reconciled the conflicts
between the universality of translated literature and the regional specificity of dialect

use in Chinese literature. If dialects could enrich methods of expression for, and could
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become integral parts of, the new national Vernacular Chinese via literary translation,
just as foreign languages did, there was no reason why translators and writers should
not try tapping into the potentials of other domestic resources for similar purposes.
This case study shows that norm-breaking is a social action by an agent with
capital to cope with a field dilemma. It involves negotiating a multiplicity of
conflicting norms (Hermans, 1991: 168). The literary field experienced a paradigm
change in the 1930s from borrowing heavily from foreign languages to re-evaluating
and reinventing domestic vernacular resources for the purpose of creating a new
vernacular Chinese. Zhang was quick to react to the change and came up with a
solution for the dilemma in the translation field. He broke the norm of standardization
so as to cater to the paradigm change in the literary field. His strategy of dialect
recreation reconciled the conflict between the literary field and the subfield of literary
translation and restored confidence in the social function of literary translation as

means of linguistic experimentation for the creation of a new vernacular Chinese.

7.6 Restructuring the field: the norm-breaker and his followers

If norm-breaking is the strategic move of an agent to gain better position in a field,
norm-making is the result of the collective effort of the norm-breaker and other agents.
In the following decades after the publication of Zhang’s Tess, a new norm of
recreating ST dialect variation was established in literary translation and which still
functions today. Evidence of such a norm can be found in discussions of the function

and the re-creation / standardization of an ST dialect in reviews, research essays, and
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prefaces of translated literature published since the 1950s.%* It is interesting to find
the factors that promoted other agents to follow Zhang and contributed to the making

of the new norm. Three are found to be of special importance.

4 While in the 1930s and 1940s discussions of literary dialect were absent from literary studies of
British and American literature, in the 1950s the use of literary dialect began to attract more research
attention. “It is common for writers home and abroad to use dialect in speech representation for
regionalism, vivid characterization and authenticity” (Wu, 1958: 245). In Selected Works of Foreign
Literature, the most influential and reprinted textbook on literary studies at the time, Mark Twain’s
use of dialect was praised as a representation of “refined oral language of the American people”
(Zhou, 1963: 262). Since the 1950s, the norm for dialect translation is that dialect should be
translated as an important ST feature. As to which variety is considered the best strategy, it is
different question and the answer changes with time. Since the 1980s, comments on ST dialect use
and dialect translation strategies have been prevalent in textbooks, prefaces of translations, and
academic studies. Chen Guohua (1997: 48-50) pointed out that linguistic varieties such as literary
dialect should be retained in the translation preferably with a hybrid dialect created with a mixture of
two or more dialects. Translators often feel obligated to translate dialect. For example, in the
prefaces of the translation of Tess published in 1995 by Sun Zhili and Tang Huixin, the translations
of The Adventure of Huckleberry Finn by Cheng Shi in 1989 and by Xu Ruzhi in 1995, to name just
a few, the four translators all express their regret on being unable to fully reproduce the ST dialect
effect in their translations even though they did use a common dialect or artificial dialect for the
recreation of the ST dialect. Unvocal translators may not talk about their strategies, but they abide
by the norm too. In the three translations of Shakespeare’s King Lear published in mainland China
after 1949, the ST dialect was translated with a vulgar colloquial variety while in the translation
before 1949 the ST dialect was standardized with the use of standard neutral Chinese (Chen, 1997:

48-50).
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Firstly, Zhang provided theoretical justification for the new norm of dialect
translation. He might have anticipated possible criticism of his unconventional
strategies, and he eloquently justified his strategies in the preface to Tess. He
elaborated on the literary values of the Dorset dialect in Tess and explained his
strategies (Zhang, 1936: i-vii). He found it “not appropriate to use only one language
variety while there were two in the ST”. According to him, Jiaodong dialect, his
native dialect, contained the same innocence, vulgarity, and humour as the Dorset
dialect did because both were old rural dialects worthy of respect, with an innocent
rustic touch. These ideas were consolidated and disseminated in his series of essays
published afterwards as responses to the 1937 debate against his translation strategy,
in which he explicated his translation ideas, sorted out misunderstandings, and
defended his strategies (Zhang, 1937; 1937a). His scholarly work on dialect in the
form of academic essays and notes attached to his translations increased his cultural
capital and won him support from his peers in the debate (Shui, 1937). His
re-interpretation of fidelity as “reproducing the original literary effect” rather than the
original language structure (Zhang, 1937) justified the translation of dialect as a
legitimate means for faithful translation and undermined the dominance of the
foreignized approach, thus paying the way for the new norm of recreating dialect
variation in translation.

Secondly, the literary translation field of the 1940s became more tolerant to
diversified translation strategies. The literary translation field, under the influence of
the literary field, encouraged linguistic experiments with domestic resources in the
1940s. Much of the attention of literary debates at the time was given to dialect
writing, and this culminated in the Dialect Literature Movement in 1947. Writers were

encouraged to tap into the potential of domestic resources such as dialects for their
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orality and vitality to counteract the excessive foreignization of the new Vernacular
Chinese. In the field of literary translation, discourses on literary translation shifted
focus from the borrowing from foreign languages for the benefit of Vernacular
Chinese to the re-creation of the artistic and aesthetic values of the source texts.
Foreignized translation lost its appeal and gave way to translation that was “faithful in
content but fluent in language” (Li, 2009: 74), which was exactly what Zhang had
demonstrated with his translations. As fluency in translation relied more on domestic
linguistic resources, translators were given much more liberty when dealing with ST
dialect. It seemed that the literary translation field in the 1940s finally caught up with
norm-breakers and was ready for diversified experiments on dialect translation.
Thirdly, Zhang’s success revealed the potential of dialect translation for gaining
extra capital for translators in the field of literary translation. Finding new solutions
for translation problems such as those of dialects, puns, and poetry requires
extraordinary linguistic competence and feats of translation. New methods of
translation can demonstrate the cultural and linguistic capital of translators and add
extra literary values to their translations. Although some solutions, such as the use of a
target dialect, can be controversial and experimental, they provide new topics for
translation discourses and debates, which bring attention, fame, and (possibly)
symbolic capital to the translator. In Zhang’s case, the 1937 debate over his translation
was harsh, but at the same time offered an opportunity to demonstrate his cultural and
linguistic capital and establish him as scholar-translator and expert on Hardy. It was a
risk not without benefit. Later translators played safe by maximizing the benefits
while minimizing the risks with modifications and variations. In his bestselling
translation of Gone with the Wind in 1941 Fu Donghua created a hybrid voice with a

mixture of stereotypical markers from northern and Shanghai dialects to represent
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AAVE. Two years later, when Lin Yutang revised his Pygmalion, Higgins was given
an elevated tone, with formal lexis from Classical Chinese, to contrast with Eliza’s
colloquialism (Yu, 2015: 109). Both solutions took advantage of domestic literary
resources like Zhang did, but with more intelligibility and universality and less
regional specificity. Although Lin’s translation was source-oriented with plenty of
footnotes and Fu’s was target-oriented with adaptations, the fact that both translators
felt compelled to represent the ST dialect variation in their translation/revision was
evidence enough to show that the norm of recreating the ST dialect variation had been
established in the 1940s. Since the 1950s, more linguistic varieties were used in the
translation of literary dialect such as colloquialism, and artificial and common dialects.
Although the standardization norm was and is still dominant, the strategy of recreating
ST dialect variation Zhang initiated has taken hold and has become a new norm in the
Chinese literary field.

Unlike the mixed reactions Zhang’s Tess had received, both Lin’s revised
Pygmalion and Fu’s Gone with the Wind were received with positive comments from
their readers and peers and were reprinted repeatedly in the 1940s, which consolidated
the new norm. This shows that translators do not just follow another translator simply
because this translator is more successful or prestigious, especially when s/he deviates
from a social norm. They follow the norm-breaker because they are convinced it is the

right thing to do at the time and by doing so, they have much to gain.

7.7 Summary

The study in this chapter shows that when a norm-breaking practice reflects structures

of and causes changes in the field, it is more likely to develop into a new norm instead
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of ending up as an idiosyncrasy or sinking into oblivion. Norm-breaking is not just a
choice of priority of one norm over another. It involves internalization of conflicting
norms and rules from adjacent fields. It is the interaction between the fields and the
agent that decides the fate of a norm-breaking practice. Zhang’s norm-breaking
reflected conflicting structures of both translation and literary fields and offered a
solution to a field dilemma. Instead of the invisible translator behind the translation,
Zhang actively participated in the field struggle to control the translation capital
distributed to him and his translations. He and his followers participated actively to
make and consolidate the new norm with theoretical justification and practical
modifications. When the field was restructured toward, and brought into sync with,
the avant-garde practice of the norm-breaker, the new norm was born.

The transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making is not a natural
spontaneous process that just happens. It is an active structuring process of the joint
efforts of all agents involved. Both norm-breaking and norm-making are strategic
moves by norm-breakers and other agents to compete for better positions and more
symbolic capital. Norm-breaking can be an effective move to make a distinction in a
competitive market if the translator can withstand the risks. The translator can take
advantage of new solutions to translation problems like how to render literary dialect.
Unconventional solutions can be controversial and risky, but at the same time can
bring attention and possibly fame and recognition necessary for the accumulation of
symbolic capital if the agent knows how to make the best of it. For a novice translator
like Zhang, his controversial strategy put him in the spotlight and gave him an
opportunity to demonstrate his linguistic and cultural capital as a literary expert and
trustworthy translator. Veteran translators like Lin and Fu played safe in order to

reduce the risks and at the same time to increase their symbolic capital. Either way,
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they all participate actively in the establishment of dialect translation as legitimate
means for adequate translation which in return consolidate their positions in the field
as constituting the few who have the power and capital to break, or to make, a norm.
Seniority, which in previous studies (Toury, 2012: 77) is believed to have much to
do with norm-breaking practice, does not seem to be relevant in this case study. The
amount and structure of capital the translator possesses do. Experienced translators
may break the norm as Toury (2012: 77) suggested because they have enough
symbolic capital to withstand the risks. This is the case with Cheng Shi with his 1989
translation of Huck. Cheng was a veteran translator who had been working in literary
translation since the 1950s. When he invented an artificial dialect with unconventional
means of representation in the translation of Huck in 1989, he was 67 years old and
had retired as an established translator and university professor. He had published
more than a dozen translations and was recognized as a respected scholar in literary
studies. Most of his translations were published by PLPH, but not a single one is as
well-known as Tess by Zhang Guruo. His translation, as discussed in Chapters Four
and Six, is innovative and norm-breaking in the sense that he broke the norm of
intelligibility, and creatively came up with a solution for the translation of AAVE. His
unconventional strategy made his Huck the most studied version of all 30 full versions
of Huck, and himself “THE translator of Huck”. He certainly took a lot of risks with
his norm-breaking, and was criticized by translators and literary scholars, but the
payoff has been proved worthwhile. His norm-breaking practice was successfully
transformed into the making of a new norm when later translators such as Xu Ruzhi
and Song Fei borrowed his strategy and modified it. In Xu Ruzhi’s translation, AAVE

is translated with more visually marked markers in considerably lower density. Xu’s
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method creates a more intelligible translation and more marked linguistic difference.
The joint effort of the pioneer translator and the follower translators has successfully
made the practice of using artificial dialect for the translation of AAVE a routine
practice.

Novice translators can certainly break a norm deliberately as long as they can
manage to gain or borrow symbolic capital from somebody or somewhere else. In
Zhang’s case, his own symbolic capital was limited but his cultural and social capital
won him the endorsement of those agents who had enough capital to make a change in
the field. Experienced or not, translators can break a norm as long as they possess
enough capital to withstand the risks.

This study shows that translators translate dialect because they believe they have
enough capital to withstand the risks, and by doing so they can gain capital to get
better position in the translation field. Some translators, such as the pioneer ones, are
risk-takers who translate dialect to be innovative and experimental. Other translators,
such as the follower translators, are reformists who modify new strategies so as to
make it conform to existing norms. Whether they can be as successful as a pioneer
translator such as Zhang, or a follower translator such as Xu Ruzhi, it depends on the
kind of capital they can utilize at their disposal. Dialect translation, so far as this study
shows, is the game for agents with capital. For agents who do not have much capital,
or when their linguistic experiments cannot offer what the field needs, their deliberate

attempts are very likely to fall into oblivion®.

4 Atypical example is the translation of Huck by Qin Chuan published in 2001 by Haitian Press. In
this translation, the translator used Sichuan dialect, a south-west regional dialect, as the narrative
language for Huck. It is a deliberate attempt of the translator to reproduce the colloquial register of
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The findings of this chapter can be of use to studies on norms as it provides an
explanation for the origin and evolution of translation norms which depend largely on
disruptive activities of individual translators rather than on universal patterns,
regularities and norm-governed activities. It also provides a new perspective to bridge

concepts from descriptive translation studies and sociology.

Huck’s voice, according to the preface of the translation (Qin, 2001: 3). It is innovative and
experimental in the sense that no one has ever used a regional dialect to translate the entire book of
Huck, and this is also the first time Sichuan dialect has been used in literary translation. However,
the publisher was a small private publishing house that did not promote this translation. The
translator was unknown and did not have any publication in literary studies or translation studies.
His translation has no other remarkable characteristics apart from the use of Sichuan dialect. Nor
does his translation show any discernible shortcomings. In other words, it has little capital. This
translation has never been discussed in literary and translation studies before this study, not even on
the internet. In other words, no one cared about his norm-breaking activity. This shows that dialect
translation is the icing on the cake for those who have the capital (linguistic, social, symbolic, or
other capital). For those who have little capital, even if they deliberately try something experimental,

their attempts are very likely to fall into oblivion.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CONCLUSION

This thesis sets out to give a description of how literary dialect in British and
American literature has been translated in Chinese from 1929 to 2012. The case study
was conducted of the 198 translations of Tess, Huck, and Pygmalion translated in
mainland China from 1929 when the first of the translations was published until 2012
when this project began. General tendencies, laws, and conditioning factors have been
investigated to reveal how literary dialect has been translated, and why it has been
translated that way. Special attention has been given to irregularities and individual
cases too. Both norm-governed and the norm-breaking phenomena are investigated
with an emphasis on the conditioning factors and the agents involved. Some of the
major findings from this study are summarized as follows:

1. The standardization, normalization, and lexicalization tendencies revealed in
previous studies are supported by this study. They are related to the simplification
tendency that dialect translation tends to be more simplified than their originals with
the use of more homogeneous markers in lower density. A lexicalization tendency is
found in the translation of all types of dialect, but the phonologicalization tendency is
only found in the translation of AAVE. In this study, both the lexicalization and
phonologicalization tendencies are related to the norm of de-culturation in literary
translation since the 1980s in China, and the tendency in literary translation that
translations tend to use less culture specific elements.

2. In Chinese translation, the vulgar variety tends to be more frequently used in
dialect translation than other linguistic varieties. This is related to the fact that the

vulgar variety has been one of the established means of literary representation for
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educational background of characters in Chinese novels. Colloquialism, which is
proposed in previous studies to be the most frequently used variety in dialect
translation (Dimitrova, 1996; Han, 2004), is used mainly to translate orality rather
than dialect variation. This is related to the differences in the definition and
sociocultural value of colloquialism in different cultures, to the fact that the both sides
of the ST variation are often translated with the same colloquialism, and to the norm
in literary translation to represent direct speech in a colloquial register.

3. The nature of a ST dialect may have an influence on the translation strategy on
dialect. AAVE tends to be translated with an artificial dialect. This may be related to
the perception of African American people as cultural “Others” in China. The use of
artificial dialect for the translation of AAVE may be a general tendency, especially for
cultures that do not have African culture groups.

4 How much we translate matters as much as what we use to translate a ST dialect.
How dialect density is translated may affect the cultural identity of the characters, the
social stratification within a community, and the characterization of the TT.
Translating dialect density involves translating the tension between the dialect and the
standard language, and the tension created by the changes in dialect density.

5. When translation is in the centre of the literary system, translators tend to use
heterogeneous features in dialect translation, and when it is in the periphery, they tend
to use more homogeneous, neutral, or less culture-specific features. In the 1930s and
1940s, heterogeneous features were used when literary translation was considered as
the catalyst for social change. After 1949 when Chinese language was standardized,
and the Chinese society was unified and stabilized, literary translation has moved
from the centre to the peripheral of the literary system. Translated language has

become more standardized, which leads to the use of more homogeneous features.
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6. Two types of dialect translators are investigated in this study: the pioneer
translators who come up with innovative strategies for dialect translation, and the
follower translators who borrow, modify, and simplify the strategies created by the
pioneer translators. They differ in their agenda with the former as pioneers and
experimentalists, and the latter as norm conformers.

8. Capital is found to be of special importance for translators of literary dialect,
especially for pioneer translators. Translators, beginner or veteran, can break a norm
and be creative as they desire, but those with a substantial amount of capital are more
likely to succeed in transforming their individualistic norm-breaking activity into
collective norm-making action.

In respect of research methodology, this study has laid down three basic principles
for the study of dialect translation: to take both sides of the variation into
consideration, to study register varieties as sociolects, and to take a holistic approach
in the evaluation of a translation strategy. Ignoring the standard side of the variation
may lead to misconceptions about the social hierarchy and power relation constructed
in the TT. Ignoring register variety used in dialect translation may lead to
overgeneralization on standardization. Milton (1996: 52) found that in all 394
translations published in Cuba by Clube do Livro between 1945 and 1976, the ST
dialects were never translated. Sanchez (2007: 128) investigated forty or more
translations of Wuthering Heights into Spanish and found the same tendency to ignore
ST dialects. These findings on standardization in dialect translation might have been
reached based on the assumption that only the use of a target dialect can be regarded
as the proper means of recreating the ST dialect variation. The findings may have
been different if register varieties were considered as legitimate means for dialect

translation. The holistic approach this study proposes aims at expanding perspectives
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of studies on dialect translation so that it incorporates the standard side of the
variation, register variation, and the overall translation strategies of a TT. Strategies
for dialect recreation can only be properly evaluated as a coherent part of the overall
strategy of the TT. The interaction between dialect features and other features can be
very critical to the social cultural value imbedded in the linguistic variety.

Another attempt this study has made in terms of research methodology is the use
of DDM method in dialect translation. DDM method has offered a new way to study
universals in dialect translation. Findings in this study have confirmed the
simplification tendency and the tendency to avoid cultural specificity in dialect
translation. The three-way DDM method provides a way to investigate pioneer
translators and follower translators who use the same strategy but differ in their use of
dialect density. This method can be useful for studies on retranslation, evolution of
translation strategies, innovation and modification of strategies, and subjectivity of
translators.

This thesis also investigates the use of register varieties as sociolects in dialect
translation, bridges the theoretical gap between norm-breaking and norm-making
practices, and advances the sociology of translation with insights into norm-breaking
as the result of the “hysteresis effect”. When register features recur systematically and
predominantly in the speech representation of a specific group of speakers in relation
to their social status and educational background, they can function as the sociolect of
this group of speakers. This means register features may function both as the indicator
of the formalities of the context, and as indicator of the social identity of the speakers.
As to the transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making, this study finds it
crucial to study the interaction between the norm-breaker and the field or fields, and

that between the norm-breaker and the follower translators. Norm-breaking can only
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be successfully transformed into a new norm when the norm-breaker anticipates the
future structure of the field, offers what the field needs, and convinces other
translators to follow him. The transformation from norm-breaking to norm-making is
not a natural spontaneous process but an active structuring process of the joint efforts
of all agents involved. Both norm-breaking and norm-making are strategic moves by
norm-breakers and other agents to compete for better position and more symbolic
capital in the field.

Further studies may look into the translation of orality to see whether DDM
method can be used to measure speech orality, and how the translation of orality
density affects the translated fiction. Further study can also benefit from the
sociological concepts used in this study to approach translation practice in times of
change and crisis. Special attention should be given to studies on norm evolution and
change, on habitus of the translator who chooses to break a norm instead of
conforming to it, and on possible change of habitus of translators as followers. Modes
of capital accumulation in the field of literary translation can be another interesting
topic for further study. All these studies will help to build “research models committed
to register both stability and change, both norm and norm-breaking” (Agorni, 2007:

125).
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APPENDIX |

PUBLICATION DATA OF THE CHINESE TRANSLATIONS

Translation first published in mainland China from 1932 to 2012 (first edition) Format:
date of publication, title, translator, publishing house or journal.

[* indicates bilingual versions]

[Plagiarized translations are deleted from the list. If a translation shows a high
resemblance to a previous translation produced by a different translator in language,
especially with specific ways of expression that reveal the signature stylistics of an
individual translator such as the translation of dialect and colloquial speech, the use of
four-letter expressions, the translation of chapter titles, or the translation of
culture-specific items, it is considered plagiarism and removed from the following

list.]

1. Full Translations
Tess of the d’Urbervilles
1. 1932-1933, (G&HMHIR) > EiffdE, (CCEHT) 19323 (1) ——1933 »
3(12)¢
2. 1934 (BHIIR) - =2 KA, LBPESS -
3. 1936, {(fERNELR) , Recs, BFHIEEE -
4. 1991 (&%) » B - TG AR -

5. 1993 (&%) EAHE > FMREARL -
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

1993

1993

1995 >
1996 >

1999 >

EE N
=L

1997,

1997

1997 »

1999 »

1999 »

1999 »

2000 >

2000 >

2000 >

*2001 > ¢

2001 »

2001 »

2001

2001

2001

(B RN BRI -

(EER) 0 B > ISEEHAREE -
(&%) > =FET7, TehiHatt -

(MEzxESR) R - JNECREFE T -
(TEBERRN GG —EMRZANEERR) - 206 - F
T EA N B -

(B&) , BK- BT - IBWCCER L -

(&) RN RO R BIEET R AR L

(&%) > BIRER - EESCHAR -

(&%) L5 R -

(&%) - R MR WSS SUBHRRGE -

(B&) - 77 it it -

(&%) RIEHE > FFELARMARE -

(&%) /MBHE -~ B35 TEISEILRT -
(FBExRER) > TEE  &28  RIITCEHRRE -
(&%) 28~ 3% PEARERT -

(&%) Bemf > Wb -

(&&k) > RESO NEH ARHRT -

(E&)  (LH - NEEREBHAREE -
(EER) o IR PR ARHAREE -
(AR ESR) > WEEETT TR -

333



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

2001 >

2001 >

2002 »

*2002

2004 »

2005

2006 >

2007 >

2007 >

2009

2009 >

2009 >

2010 >

2012 >

(B&) > 244 LT A B AL -
(FBazxEsR) 3 IEEEDFE IR -

(B&) - $8RK > BpROCEEHAREE -

(&E&) - SRR -

(B&k) - Bt > KRG FELARL -

(&) 0 > NEEARIAREE -

(FEERHESR) > #riEs / VEHRTE -

(&%) > GHEE > BEINH AR -

(TERAERRIESR) > BHE > TRV DR EHARE -

(E&R) > e EMHREEAREELAE -

(&%) ¥ HEHRAE -
(TfazxivESR) > P84 - aREDAR -
(&%) FEE > IBEELRL -

(FMExESR) > EPE - Frit R Ehed -

#2012 (AR ES)  BMERBEE T HEHFRZEE > HREF LR

fEAE] -

2012 >

2012 > (&%) > BliZE > HrEERMERZ AL « R T Z G AL -

2012 >

(B&) - IS, ZHRCCEHMRE -

(T ESR) » HES - L7 TR -

The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

1942 (GHEDUREC) » 8285 - Bk - EIEER -

1954 > (Mase HE « Z3Ekmac) > REAE > ESCEI S HARLE -

1956 - (Mase B « BRERREC) - SRAM » sRiRSE » TEIFFEHREE -
1989 > (n55e HA « ZREIREC) - By - NRSCR AR -

1995 > (Hfva b HAE < Z3RERRaC ) » F2At - sEMRERRAL -

- 1996 - (maTg B ZRERREC) > EOCOK ~ HoOE - LRSI - _

1997 > (iase B ZRRAFEREC) » W - fEhiiRktE -

1997 > (Mavg H « Z3Ekmac) > BEEEE - MR SCEA AR -

1997 > (M ve HA] Z5/EkRsEe) - SRR ~ BT - g m Bl o -
1998 » (Hg5g HA ZRRERRED) - ZFhk - Tk o frit & iRt -
1999 » (57E EF] « Z3FEbREC) - 6HE - HA% - FUBHHRRAE -

1999 > (mase B A - ZRRERREC) - 2o - BFE - WNISCEHARGE -

B\

2000 - (m55e A « Z5fERRED) - BERE - PR ANRHIARGE -

2000 - (HETC HAY « ZREERmEC ) » #5757 0 BT HAREE o

2000 - (mEve S - BRUERREC) © tRE5E ~ IRk > RITSCEEHIAREE -
2000 - (r57E AR ZFRERREC) - J5eH] > B E R -

2000 - (r55e AR « FRFEIREC) » RI7HE - JDRCCE AR -

#2001 - (i55e Hl ZRERED) - £EE - TER - FREARDRRH - 1
SRR @

2001 - (fve B « ZFERREC ) - BORER » TRICCEE AL -

2001 - (550 ZREERREC) > AR - BESIHAREL -
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21. 2001 > (n55e A ZRREERREC) - RIE - WES ARHARTT -
22. 2001 > (U e HA 25fEkREC) - R BRHARGE -

23. 2002 > (55e HA « S3ERREC) - R > SEEEHARL L -

24. 2002 > (VEFEAURED ) » EBEAE - IS EETHARLEE -

25. 2007 > (M vE A « BRERREC) - BBl - LB HIREE -
26. 2010 > (M 5E HA « ZREERREC) - TREE - MR/ DA S E AR L -
27. 2010 - (v 5e HAIERRRC ) - 85 - WEE ARHAREE -

28. 2012 > (Mg 5e BRI « ZRRERRED) - BN - IEEHE AL -

\

29. 2012 > (v 5e BA « BRERREC) - Bl - IS ARG -
30. 2012 > (55 BA « ZREERREC) - i > ZRCCEEDARE -

Pygmalion

L %1929 » (L) » MeBE - LIEHHAENS -

2. 1956 > (ULwitigt AmEayRl) s (AEWEEIE) ARSI -
3. 2006 - (FZABIEASS) - BISTE ~ REEE > (FEMRARVBEE MawmgifEEE)
SRR

2. Adopted/abridged/rewritten/excerpted translations including picture books

Tess of the d’Urbervilles
1. 1935, (B&&4hIR) > GRS, LETHEAEERE -

2. 1936 > (SHrahIR) - BENE - HIBRIAES -
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10

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

1983 » (&%%) » GER R - SR ERE R PRER LG -

#1983 » (FEARHIESR) » (F) ERUE » BoER  DESESCHRGE -
1984, (&%) (¥) T. TS @ HEE W ARHMH -

#1992, (fEARNVESR) , ZEE R, JNEBERBURTT R -

1995 » (BARGHIR) - FHEEET - DU AR AR -

1996 - (E&%) > [EEMEE » JTIEREERRTL ©

1996 > (FEMARITESR) » HEEZ -~ BIEE - B ARSEMHRM -
1997 (B%R) - 2288 > EGHAR - BT E AR -

1997 > (FEERIVESR) - AR AR -

#1997 » (E44) > (3L) Clare West I05 » &F i miee  JMNEHEREIIFTHAR -
AR BRI -

1998 » (FEARIVESR)  TRESHEA > TRISMRES > [ SCEHAR: -
1999 » (E%4) » B - HESTR HAR . -

2000 > (&%) > SRR - EEH HER AR -

2000 > (FE(AZRINESR) » SIS DT B R -

#2000 > (B%%) - BEE o ST -

2000 - (FEAZKATESR) » T30 PEIDELE AR -

2000 » (&4R) » ES  FEREBEE TR -

2001 » (&%) > BREES » FMOCE HIRRTL -

2002, (&&%) > Al > SMEESHARE -

2002 > (fEMERATESR) . B, Frigs VEHREE -
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23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

2002,

2003

(REZER) > SRl ERBARSEMHARL -

(BRI ESR) > SRR EAREHARRL -

%2003 > (&E&R) > BT - RAEFHEEERLARAE

2003

2003 »

#2004 > (B%R) - BEIEERE > 7550 - HHEE - B ARHRRTE -

(&E&R) o EREE > JUsHRRAE

A(TEERES) > SIBF > FEE AR -

%2004 - (THRIVESR) > RALH > fiZ2 TEHAREE -

2004 >

(FaxRAIE) > ERE - BEIRE TR -
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43.

44,

#2011 > (&E&R) - BOCE - ZREE HMR -
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The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn
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15.
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19.
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71. 2012 - (H5 e EA « BRERRED) o RO R
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L. #2007 - (ZA&EHISES) - Bstbr » PEIF)E -
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o
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APPENDIX 11

SAMPLES FOR DIALECT DENSITY MEASURE

L (lexical marker) ; P(Phonetic marker) ; G (Markers above lexical level);

N (notation marker)
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ST. Tess of the d’ Urbervilles

Good night t’ ee[P][L],

Now, sir, begging your pardon; we met
last market—day[P] on this road
about this time, and I said ‘Good
night,” and you made reply ‘Good

night, Sir John,’ as now.

And once before that——near a month
ago.

Then what might your meaning be in
calling me ‘Sir John’ these
different times, when I be [G]plain
Jack Durbeyfield, the haggler[L]?

Never heard it[G] before, sir!

Ye [Pldon’ t say so!

Daze my eyes, [G] and isn’ t there?

TT. (Zhang Guruo, 1936 )
IR ILIGF -

Feds o BEE - A ILIFIIR
GAGIET
E—TEEHIH T Jft
ek T ERE ERER
(9> ARlEE (L] R R AT
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TT2 (Wu Di, 1991)
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TT3 (Sun Zhili, 1999)
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And here have I been knocking about,
year after year, from pil-lar to

post, as if I was no more than the
commonest feller [P]in the parish.

And how long hev[P] [G]this news
about me been knowed[G], Pa’ son
[P]Tringham?

Well, I have heard once or twice,

‘tis [P] true, that my fam-ily had
seen better days afore[P] they came
to Blackmoor.

But I took no notice o’ t[P],
thinking it to [G] mean that we had
once kept two horses where we now
keep only one.

1’ ve got awold [L]silver spoon, and
a wold[L] graven seal at home, too;
but, Lord, what’ s[G] a spoon and

seal ?—-

AR IRE R (LI > 7] —4F
FIGH - fUIThRESM R % [P]
b sEEE G L]
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And to think that I and these noble
d’ Urbervilles were one flesh all
the time.

‘Twas[P] said that my gr’ t—granfer
[P]had secrets, and didn’ t care to
talk of where he came from. ...

And where do we raise our smokel[G],
now, parson, if I may make so bold;

I mean, where do we d’ Urbervilles
live?

That’ s bad.

Then where do we lie?

And where be [Glour family mansions
and estates?

Oh?
No lands neither[G]?

And shall we ever come into our own
again?

HOAEE i (L] B g A
EHATE AR E -

NFERRE L 35 - 3
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T e (L] TRt R —
A @ [L1ER N\ B 5ER
FEHB P35 (L] SaafE K 52,
[G] 5 & [L]iE 50 - (L]
EERER ATEEHP]
LI ?

TR -

ARFEEfE [LIAHHSS - #HEAE
ARG PIIL] ?

1@ [L] ST AE = 50 2

WE » ek [L] H2 A s 2
(L] et H T
FBSAIE S — B 2

""" DI AR e (L) FiE ey
AR —ERRR
Ay o

2 (L) £ 3T R
5 MR EREA T
S

ARPEE - f (L] g ekt —4) -
HR T (L SR A A LEW SR,
TiEENEKIE ?

LR - LI a4Em
HHI IR N EAEB e 2

FLRL -

s » 1 (L PIRI ) SEAE)
SO 2

A > e (L) PIRA S E A
HAERE 2

I ?
WEIH TS ?

g (L) MR RE B 35
g 2

------ EREAE LIRS

MR ER R
WO

s (L] ZaRen A Lo
Hh o AR EHCHZREE -

------ s E o ML) A8 P
i R — A (L)
R A0S AR
K 2
LR - e (L) P e
B A EAES 2
PR -

A (LI ASEAEWR 5L 2

@ [LIFIZRAVHE AR 2

Ik - M2 T ?
fiE (L1952 G B K
g 2

347



And what had I better do about it
sir?

But you’ 11 turn back and have a
quart of beer wi’ [P] me on the
strength o’ t[P], Pa’ son[P]
Tringham?

There’ s a very pretty brew in tap
at The Pure Drop—though, to be sure,
not so good as at Rolliver’ s.

Boy, take up that basket!
I want ‘ee[P] to go on an errand for
me.

Who be [Glyou, then, John
Durbeyfield, to order me about and
‘boy’ ?

You know my name as well as I know

call me
yours!
Do you, do you?

That’ s the secret—that’ s the
secret!

=
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Now obey my orders, and take the
message I’ m going to charge ‘ee
[P1[L]wi” [P]...

Well, Fred, I don’ tmind telling you
that the secret is that I’ m one of
a noble race—it has been just found

out by me this present afternoon,
P. M.

Sir John d’ Urberville—that’ s who
I [G] am,

That is if knights were
baronets—which they bel[G].

‘Tis [P]recorded in history all
about me.
Dost [P] [G] know of such a place, lad,
as Kingsbere—-sub—Greenhill?

‘Ees. [P]
I’ ve been there to Greenhill Fair.
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Well, under the church of that city
there lie—

‘Tisn’ t[P] a city, the place I
mean; leastwise ‘twaddn’ [P] when I
was there— ‘twas [Pla little
one—eyed, blinking sort[G] o’
[P]place.

Never you mind the place, boy,
that’ s not the question before us.

Under the church of that therel[G]
parish lie my an-cestors—hundreds
of ‘em[P]—in coats of mail and
jewels, in gr’ t[P] lead coffins
weighing tons and tons.

There’ s not a man in the county
o’ [P] South-Wessex that’ s got
grander and nobler skillentons[P] in
his family than I.

Oh?
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Now take up that basket, and gool[P]
on to Marlott, and when you’ ve come
to The Pure Drop Inn, tell ‘em[P] to
send a horse and carriage to me
immed’ ately, [P]to carry me

hwome [P].

And in the bottom o’ [P] the
carriage they bel[G] to put a noggin

o’ [P]rum in a small bottle, and
chalk it up to my account.

And when you’ ve done that goo [P]on
to my house with the bas-ket, and
tell my wife to put away that
washing, because she needn’ t finish
it, and wait till I come hwome, [P] as
I’ ve news to tell her.

Here’ s for your labour, lad

Yes, Sir John.
Thank ‘ee. [P][L]
Anything else I can do for
‘ee, [P][L] Sir John?
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Tell ‘em [P] at hwome [P]that I
should like for supper— well

lamb’ s fry if they can get it; and
if they can’ t, black—pot; and if
they can’ t get that, well,
chitterlings will do.

Yes, Sir John.

What’ s that?

Not on account o’ [P]I[G]?
‘Tis[P] the women’ s

club—walking, Sir John.

Why, your da’ ter [Plis one o’

[P]the members.

To be sure—I’ d quite forgot[G] it
in my thoughts of greater things!

Well, vamp [L]on to Marlott, will
ye[P], and order that carriage, and

maybe I’ 11 drive round and inspect
the club.
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The Load-a—Lord[G]!

Why, Tess Durbeyfield, if there
isn’ t thy[L] father riding hwome[P]
in a carriage!

1’ ve-got—a—gr’ t[P]-family-vault—
at-Kingsbere[P]—and
knighted-forefathers—in—lead—coffi
ns—there!

He’ s tired, that’
got a lift home,
horse has to rest to—day[P].

s all, and he has
because our own

Bless thy[L] simplicity, Tess,

He’ s got his market—nitch[G].

Haw—haw!

Look here; I won’ t walk another inch
with you, if you say any jokes about
him!
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They’ ve not left off work yet.
They’ 11 be here by and by.

Till then, will you be one, sir?
Better than none.

Tis [P]melancholy work facing and
footing it to one of your own sort,
and no clipsing and colling at all

Now, pick and choose

Ssh—don’ t be so for’ ard![P]

God bless thy[L] diment[P] eyes!

And thy[L] waxen cheeks!

And thy[L] cherry mouth!

And thy[L] Cubit’ s thighs!

And every bit o’ [P] thy[L] blessed
body!
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I’ 11 rock the cradle for
“ee[P][L], mother,

Or I’ 11 take off my best frock and
help you wring up?

I thought you had finished long ago.

I want to go and fetch your father;
but what’ s more’ n [P] that, T want to
tell ’ee[P] what have[G] happened

Y’ 11 [P] be fess[L] enough, my
poppet, when th’ st[P][L] know!

Since I’ ve been away?

Ay![L]

Had it anything to do with father’ s
making such a mom-met [P] of
himself in thik[P] carriage this
afternoon?
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Why did ‘er[P]?

I felt inclined to sink into the
ground with shame!’

That wer[P] all a part of the
larry[L]!

We’ ve been found to be the greatest
gentlefolk in the whole
county—reaching all back long
before Oliver Grumble’ s time—to
the days of the Pagan Turks—with
monuments, and vaults, and crests
and ‘scutcheons[P], and the Lord
knows what all.

In Saint Charles’ s days we was[G]
made Knights o’ [P] the Royal Oak,
our real name being d’ Urberville!

. Don’ t that make your bosom
plim[L]?
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‘Twas[P] on this account that your
father rode home in the vlee[P]; not
because he’ d been drinking, as
people supposed.

I’ m glad of that.

Will it do us any good, mother?

0[P] yes!
‘Tis [P] thoughted[G] that great
things may come o’ t[P].

No doubt a mampus [P] of volk [P] of
our own rank will be down here in
their carriages as soon as ‘tis [P]

known.

Your father learnt it on his way
hwome [P] from Shaston, and he has
been telling me the whole pedigree of
the matter.

Where is father now?
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He called to see the doctor
to—day[P] in Shaston.

It is not consumption at all, it
seems.

It is fat round his heart, ‘al[P]
says.
There, it is like this.

‘At the present moment,’ he says

to your father, ‘your heart is
enclosed all round there, and all
round there; this space is still

open, ’ ‘a [P] says

As soon as it do[G] meet, so, off you
will go like a shadder[P], Mr
Durbeyfield,”  ‘a[P] says

You mid[P] last ten years; you mid

[P] go off in ten months, or ten days.

But where IS father?
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Now don’ t you be bursting out
angry[G]!

The poor man—he felt so rafted [L]
after his uplifting by the

pa’ son’ s[P] news—that he went up
to Rolliver’ s half an hour ago.

He do[G] want to get up his strength
for his journey to-morrow [P] with
that load of beehives, which must be
delivered, family or no

He’ 11 have to start shortly after
twelve to—night[P], as the distance
is so long.

Get up his strength!

0[P] my God!
Go to a public-house to get up his
strength!

And you as well agreed as he,
mother!

No, I belG] not agreed
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‘ee[L][P]
to bide[L] and keep house while I go
fetch him.

I have been waiting for

I’ 11 go.

0[P] no, Tess.

You see, it would be no use

And take the Compleat [P]
Fortune-Teller to the outhouse,

Abraham, do you put on your hat—you
bain’ t[P] afraid?—and go up to
Rolliver’ s, and see what has gone
wi’” [P] father and mother.

I must go myself.
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ST The Adventure of Huckleberry Finn
Who dah?[P][G]

Say, who is[G] you?
Whar[P] is[G] you?

Dog my cats ef[P] I didn’ [P] hear
sumf’ n[P][G].

Well, I know what I’ s [Glgwyne[P] to
do: I’ s[G] gwyne[P] to set[P] down
here and listen tell[P] I hears [G]it
agin[P].

Yo[P]’ ole[P] father doan’ [P][G]
know yit[P] what he’ s agwyne[P] to
do.

Sometimes he spec[P][G] he’ 11
go ’ way[P], enden[P] agin[P] he
spec[P][G] he’ 11 stay

De[P] bes’ [P] way is to res[P]’ easy
en[P] let de[P] ole[P] man take his own
way.
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Dey[P]” s [G]two angels hoverin[P]’
roun” [P] ‘bout[P] [P]him.

One uv [P]’ em[P] is white en[P]
shiny, en[P] t[P]’ other one is black.

De[P] white one gits[P] him to go right
alittle while, den[P] de [P]black one
saillG] in en[P] bust it all up.

A body can” t tell yit [P]which one
[Glgwyne[P] to fetch him at de[P][G]
[P].

las’

But you is [G] all right.

You [G] gwynel[P] to have
considable[P] trouble in yo[P]’
life, en [Plconsidable [P]joy.
Sometimes youl[G] gwyne[P] to git
[P]hurt, en[P] sometimes youlG]
gwyne[P] to git[P] sick; but every
time you’ s[G] gwyne[P] to git [P]well
agin[P].
Dey’ s[P][G] two gals [P]flyin’ [P]
‘bout[P][N] you in yo’ [P]life
One uv[P] ~ em[P]’ s light en[P] t’
[P]other one is dark.
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One is rich en[P] t’

[P].

[P]other is po’

You’ s [G] gwyne[P] to marry de[P]
po’ [P] one fust[P] en[P] de [Plrich
one by en [P]by.

You wants [G]to keep ‘way [P] fum[P]
de[P] water as much as you kin[P],
en[P] don’ t run nolG] resk[P], ’ kase
[P]it’ s down in de[P] bills dat[P]
you’ s [Glgwyne[P] to git[P] hung.

Doan’ [P] hurt me—don’ t!

I hain’ t[G] ever done no[G] harm to a
ghos’ [P].

I alwuz [P]liked dead people, en
[P]done[G] all I could for *em[P].

You go en[P] git[P] in de [Plriver
agin[P], whah[P] you b’ longs[P][G],
en[P] doan’ [P]do nuffn[G][P] to Ole
[P]Jim, " at[P] [G]’ uz [Plawluz [Plyo’
[P]fren’ [P].
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What’ s de[P] use er [Plmakin’ [PJlup de
[P]camp fire to cook strawbries[P] en
[P]sich[P] truck?

But you got a gun, hain’ t[G] you?

Den[P] we kin[P] git[P] sumfn
[P]better den[P] strawbries[P].

I couldn’ [Plgit [P]lnuffn[G][P] else

I come[G] heah[P] de [Plnight arter
[Plyou’ s[G] killed.

Yes—indeed[P].

No, sah[P]—nuffn[P] else.

I reck’n [P] I could eat a hoss[P].
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How long [G]you ben[P] on de[P]
[P]?

islan’
W y[P], what has[G] you lived on?
But you got[G] a gun.

Oh, yves, you got[G] a gun.

Dat’ s [P]good.

Now you kill sumfn[P] en[P] I’ 11 make
up de [P]fire.

But looky [Plhere, Huck, who wuz [P]it
dat[P] ’uz[P] killed in dat [P]shanty
ef [Plit warn’t [P]you?

Maybe I [Glbetter not tell.

Well, dey s[P] [G] reasons.

But you wouldn’ [P]tell on me ef [P]I
uz [PJ]to tell you, would you, Huck?
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Well, I b’ lieve [Plyou, Huck.

I—TI run[G] off.

But mind, you said you wouldn[P]’
tell—you know you said you wouldn’ [P]
tell, Huck.

Well, you see, it 'uz [P]dis[P] way.
Ole [P]missus—dat’s [P]Miss
Watson—she pecks[G] on me all de
[P]time, en [Pltreats[G] me pooty
[Plrough, but she awluz [Pl]said she
wouldn’ [P]sell me down to Orleans.

But I noticed dey [P]wuz[P] a nigger
trader roun’ [P]de [Plplace
considable [P]lately, en[P] I
begin[G] to git[PJoneasy[P].

Well, one night I creeps [G]to de
[P]do’ [P] pooty [P]late, en[P] de
[P]do’ [P]warn’t [P]quite shet[P], en
[P]T hear[G] old missus tell de[P]
wider[P] she [G]gwyne[P] to sell me
down to Orleans, but she didn’ [P]want
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to, but[G] she could git[P] eight
hund’ d[P]dollars for me, en [P]it ’uz
[P]sich[P] a big stack o’ [P] money she

couldn’ [Plresis’ [P].

De [P]wider[P] shelG] try[G] to git
[P]her to say she wouldn’ [P]do it, but
I never waited to hear de [P]res’ [P].

I lit [P] out mighty[L] quick, I tell
you.

I tuck out en[P] shin[G] down de
[P]hill, en [P] spec [P]to steal a
skift[P] *long [P] de[P] sho [P]
som ers [P] bove[P] del[P] town, but
dey [P]lwuz [G][P]people a-stirring
[Plyit[P], so I hid in de [Plole[P]
tumble—down cooper—shop on de [P]bank
to wait for everybody to go ’way[P]
Well, I wuz[P] dah[P] all night.
Dey[P] wuz[G][P] somebody roun’ [P]
all del[P] time.
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‘Long[P] “bout[P] six in de[P]
mawnin’ [P] skifts begin to go by,
en[P] ‘bout[P] eight er[P] nine every
skift dat[P] went ‘long[P] wuz[P]
talkin’ [P] bout[P] how yo’ [P] pap
come[G] over to de[P] town en[P]
say[G] you’ s[G] killed.

Dese[P] las’ [P] skifts wuz[P][G]
full o’ [P]ladies en[P] genlmen[P]
a-goin’ [P] over for tolG] see de[P]
place.

Sometimes dey[P] > d pull up at de[P]
sho’ [Plen[P] take a res’ [P]
b’ fo’ [Pldey[P] started acrost[P],
so by de[P] talk T got to know all
‘bout[P] de[P] killin” [P].

I “uz[P] powerful[L] sorry
you’ s[G] killed, Huck, but I
ain’ t[G] no mo’ [P]now.

I laid dah[P] under de[P] shavin’ s[P]
all day.
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I ‘uz[P] hungry, but I warn’ t[P]
afeard[P]; bekase[P] I knowed[G]
ole[P]lmissus en[P] de[P] wider[P]
wuz[P] goin’ [P] to start to de[P]
camp—meet’ n’ [P] right arter[P]
breakfas’ [P] en[P] be gone all day,
en[P] dey[P] knows[G] I goes[G] off
wid[P] de[P] cattle ‘bout[P]
daylight, so dey[P] wouldn’ [P]

‘spec[P] to see me roun’ [P] de[P]
place, en[P] so dey[P] wouldn’ [P]
miss me tell[P] arter[P] dark in de[P]
evenin’ [P]. De[P] yuther [P]
servants wouldn’ [P] miss me, kase[P]
dey[P] > d shin out en[P] take holiday
soon as de[P] ole[P]folks ‘uz[P][G]
out’ n[P] de[P] way.

Well, when it come[G][L] dark T
tuck [P] out up de[P] river road, en[P]
went ‘bout[P] two mile[G] er[P]more
to whah[P] dey[P] warn’ t[P] nolG]
houses.
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I’ d made up my mine[P] ‘bout[P]
what I’ s[G] agwyne[P] to do.

ef[P] T kep” [P] on

tryin’ [P] to git[P] away afoot[P],
de[P] dogs ‘ud[P] track me; ef[P] I
stole a skift to cross over, dey[P] ’ d
miss[L] dat[P] skift, you see, enl[P]
dey[P] > d know ‘bout[P] whah[P] I’ d
lan’ [P] on de[P] yuther[P]side,
en[P] whah[P] to pick up my track.

You see,

a raff[P] is what
it doan’ [P][G]

So I saysl[G],
1’ s[G] arter[P];
make no[G] track.

T see a light a—comin’ [P] roun’ [P]
de[P] p’ int[P] bymeby[P], so I
wade’ [P] in en[P] shove’ [P] a log
ahead o’ [Plme en[P] swum[P]

more’ n[P] half way acrost[P] de[P]
river, en[P] got[G] in ‘mongst[P]
de[P] drift-wood, en[P] kep’ [P] my
head down low, en[P] kinder[P] swum[P]
agin[P] de[P] current tell [P] del[P]
raff[P] comel[G] along.

Den[P] T swum[P] to de[P] stern uv [P]
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it en[P] tuck a-holt[P].

It clouded up en[P] ‘uz[P] pooty[P]
dark for a little while.

So I clumb[P] up en[P] laid down on
de[P] planks.

De[P] men ‘uz[P][G] all ‘wayl[P]
yonder[P]in de[P] middle, whah[P]
de[P] lantern wuz[P].

De[P] river wuz[P] a-risin’ [P],
en[P] dey[P] wuz[P] a good current;
so I reck’ n” d[P] ‘at[P] by
fo’ [P]in de[P] mawnin’ [P] I’ d be
twenty—five mile down de[P] river,
en[P] den[P] I’ d slip in jis [P]

b’ fo’ [Pldaylight en[P] swim
asho” [P], en[P] take to de[P] woods
on de[P] Illinois side

But I didn’ [P] have nol[G] luck.

When we ‘uz[P][G] mos” [P] down to
de[P] head er[P]de[P] islan’ [P] a man
begin[G] to come aft [P] wid[P] de[P]
lantern, I seelG] it warn’ t[P] nol g]
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use fer[P][G]to wait, so I slid
overboard en[P] struck out
fer[P]de[P] islan’ [P].

Well, T had a notion I could lan’ [P]
mos’ [P] anywhers[P], but I
couldn” t—bank[G] too bluff.

I ‘uz[P] mos” [P] to de[P] foot
er[P]de[P] islan’ [P] b” fo’ [P]I
found” [P] a good place.

I went into de[P] woods en[P]
jedged[P] I wouldn’ [P] fool wid[P]
raffs [P] nol[G] mo’ [P], [G]long as
dey[P] move[G] de[P] lantern
roun’ [P] so.

I had my pipe en[P] a plug
er[P]dog-leg, en[P] some matches in my
cap, en[P] dey[P] warn’ t[P] wet, so
I “uz[P][G] all right

How[G] you gwyne[P] to git[P] ‘m[P]?
You can’ t slip[L] up on um[P] en[P]
grab um[P]; en[P] how’ s a body
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gwyne[P] to hit um[P] wid[P] a rock?

How could a body do it in de[P] night?

En[P] T warn’ t[P] gwyne[P] to show
mysef [P] on de[P] bank in de[P]
daytime.

Oh, vyes.
I knowed[G]
arter[P]you.

dey[P] was[G]

I see um[P] go by heah[P]—watched
um[P] thoo[P] de[P] bushes.

Mighty[L] few—an’ [P] dey[P]

ain’ t[G] nolG] use to a body
What[G] you want to know when good
luck’” s a—comin’ [P] for?
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Want to keep it off?

Ef[P] you” s[G] got hairy arms en[P]
a hairy breas’ [P], it’ s a sign
dat[P] you’ s[G] agwyne[P] to be rich.

Well, dey’ s[P] some use in a sign like
dat[P], ‘kase[P] it’ s so fur[P]
ahead.

You see, maybe you’ s[G] got to be
po’ [P]a long time fust[P], en[P] so
you might git[P] discourage’ [P]
en[P] kill yo’ sef [P] “f [P]you
didn’ [P] know by de[P] sign dat[P]
youlG] gwyne[P] to be rich bymeby[P].

What’ s de[P] use to ax[P] dat[P]
question?
Don” t you see I has[G]?
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No, but I [G]ben[P] rich wunst[P], and
[G]gwyne[P] to be rich agin[P].

Wunst[P] I had foteen[P] dollars, but
I tuck[P] to specalat’ n’ [P], en[P]
got busted out.

Well, fust[P] I tackled stock.

Why, live stock—cattle, you know.

I put ten dollars in a cow.

[G] [P] gwyne[P] to resk [P]
no[G] mo” [P]money in stock.

De[P] cow up ‘n’ [P] died on my
an’ s[P].

But I ain’

No, I didn’ t lose it all.
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I on” y[P] los” [P]
of it.

I sole[P]de[P] hide en[P]
taller[P]for a dollar en[P] ten cents.

‘bout[P] nine

Yes.

You know that one-laigged[P] nigger
dat[P] b’ longs[P] to old Misto[P]
Bradish?

Well, he sot[P] up a bank, en[P] say
[G] anybody dat[P] put in a dollar
would git[P] fo’ [P]dollars mo’ [Plat
de[P] en’ [Pler[P]de[P] vyear.

Well, all de[P] niggers went in, but
dey[P] didn’ t have much.

T wuz[P] de[P] on’ vy [P] one dat[P]
had much.

So T stuck out for mo’ [P]dan[P]
fo’ [Pldollars, en[P] I said ‘f[P] I
didn’ [P] git[P] it I’ d start a bank
mysef [P].
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Well, o’ [Plcourse dat[P] nigger
want’ [P] to keep me out er[P]de[P]
business, bekase[P] he says dey[P]
warn’ t[P] business ‘nough[P] for
two banks, so he say[G] I could put in
my five dollars en[P] he pay[G] me
thirty—five at de[P]

en’ [Pler[P]de[P] year.

So I donel[G] it

Den[P] I reck’ n’ d[P] I’ d

inves’ [P] de[P] thirty-five dollars
right off en[P] keep things

[P].

a—movin’

Dey[P] wuz[P] a nigger name’ [P] Bob,
dat[P] had ketched[P][G]a wood—flat
en[P] his marster [P] didn’ [P] know
it; en[P] T bought it off ’ n[P] him
en[P] told him to take de[P]
thirty-five dollars when de[P]

en’ [Pler[P]de[P] year come; but
somebody stole de[P] wood-flat dat[P]
night, en[P] nex[P] day de[P]
one—laigged[P] nigger say [G] de[P]
bank’ s busted.
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So dey[P] didn’ [P] nonel[G] uv [P] us
git[P] no [G] money.

Well, T “uz[P] gwyne[P] to

spen’ [Pl]it, but I had a dream, en[P]
de[P] dream tole[Plme to give it to a
nigger name’ [P] Balum—Balum’ s Ass
dey[P] call him for short; he’
er[P]dem[P][G] chuckleheads, you
know.

S one

But he’ s lucky, dey[P] say, en[P] I
see T warn’ t[P] lucky

De[P] dream say[G] let Balum
[P] de[P] ten cents en[P] he’ d
make a raise for me.

inves’

Well, Balum he[G] tuck[G] de[P] money,
en[P] when he wuz[P] in church he
hear[G] de[P] preacher say dat[P]
whoever givel[G] to de[P]

po’ [P][G]len’ [P]to de[P] Lord,
en[P] [Glboun’ [P] to git[P] his money
back a hund’ d[P] times.
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So Balum he[G] tuck[G] en[P] givelG]
de[P] ten cents to de[P] po’ [P],
en[P] laid low to see what wuz[P]
gwyne[P] to come of it

Nuffn[P] never[G] come[G] of it

I couldn’ [P] manage to k’ leck[P]
dat[P] money no[G] way; en[P] Balum
he[G] couldn’ [P].

I ain” [G][P] gwyne to len” [PlnolG]
mo’ [Plmoney ‘dout[P] I see del[P]
Ssecurity.

[P] to git[P] yo’ [P] money back a
hund” d[P] times, de[P] preacher
says!

Ef[P] I could git[P] de[P] ten cents
back, I’ d call it squah[P], en[P] be
glad er[P]de[P] chanst[P].
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Yes; en[P] I’ s[G] rich now, come to
look at it.

I owns[G] mysef[P], en[P] I’ s[G]
wuth[P] eight hund’ d[P] dollars.

I wisht[P] I had de[P] money, I
wouldn’ [P] want no [G] mo’ [P].
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