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Thea Karagialidis

Japanese Discourse on Translation in the Early Modern Era

Abstract

In this thesis, | examine the Japanese discourse on translation taking place in the
eighteenth through the nineteenth century. In particular, | focus on the relationship
between the Japanese scholars of Dutch language and the longstanding Chinese
studies tradition in Japan.

Through the analysis of a selection of paratexts (such as prefaces and explanatory
notes) and standalone works concerning translation, | argue that from the point of
view of translation discourse, the Dutch studies movement represented a defining
moment in the history of translation in Japan. By approaching the primary sources with
a framework born out of polysystem theory, | investigate the relationships among the
writings produced by Dutch studies scholars, as well as the connections they
constructed with the pre-existent translation traditions in Japan.

A group of scholars based in Edo manipulated the history of the Dutch studies
movement, and also felt the necessity to write their own discourse of translation, in
order to justify their work and Dutch translation as a practice in itself. Dutch studies
scholars assembled strands of previous discourses that were available in Japan
according to their perception of what was to be considered prestigious. They were
inspired by the work of Japanese scholars of Chinese and Chinese translators of
Buddhist scriptures, in whom they likely saw a reflection of themselves and a model to
follow. Thus, in this thesis, | argue that rather than being influenced by the translation
of European literature, such discourse was elaborated on an East Asian trajectory.

In Japan, various practices of translation (including the kundoku method) were closely
connected to the acquisition of knowledge, so that the study of translation itself ended
up being considered a fundamental tool to get an education, suggesting that the

spheres of translation, teaching and learning should be examined together.
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Style, names, transliteration and periodization conventions

This thesis follows the Monumenta Nipponica Style Sheet (last updated in September
2018)! for referencing forms and stylistic conventions. Japanese is romanised following
the modified Hepburn system, while Chinese is transcribed in pinyin. Japanese and
Chinese personal names and terms are followed by Japanese and Chinese characters
the first time they are mentioned in each chapter, and personal names are followed by
years of birth and death. Japanese personal names follow the Japanese convention of
having the surname preceding the given name, with the exception of Japanese authors
who usually write in English.

Unless otherwise specified, the primary sources quoted in this thesis are from
Waseda University’s Japanese and Chinese Classics collection (Kotenseki sogé détabésu
R A5 — % X—X), and can be found freely online.2 Where possible, the
reference pages contained in the notes refer to modern printed editions. The classical
orthography is maintained in the extracts of Japanese texts included in the thesis. For
easier reading, the current standard versions (shinjitai 1K “new forms”) of
Japanese characters is preferred to old or non-standard variants (kydgjitai |H5{4& “old
forms” or itaiji BART- “different forms”).

Due to the multidisciplinary nature of this project, the traditional Japanese era
system (nengé “F7) is not used, unless quoted in the original text; however, main
Japanese period names are mentioned throughout the work and are reported here for

reference:

Heian period (794 - 1185)

Kamakura period (1185 - 1333)
Muromachi period (1336 - 1573)
Azuchi-Momoyama period (1573 - 1603)
Tokugawa period (1603 - 1868)

Meiji period (1868 - 1912)

! https://dept.sophia.ac.jp/monumenta/pdf/MN-Style-Sheet-September-2018.pdf.
2 www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/.
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So let’s talk about magic. Magic is
taking a thought and making it
real. Taking a lie and making it the
truth. Telling a story to the
universe so utterly, cosmically
perfect that for a single, shining
moment, the world believes a man
can fly.

Al Ewing
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 The realm of translation discourse within the Dutch studies movement

In this dissertation, | will examine translation as conceived by the Japanese scholars of
Dutch - a group of intellectuals, translators and interpreters (and often a combination
of the three) who engaged with an array of practices relating to spoken and written
translation, and were active from the late seventeenth century to the dawn of
nineteenth century. | will focus on the years between the end of the eighteenth and the
beginning of the nineteenth century, a period that saw the appearance of numerous
writings of a conceptual nature concerning translation.

In the following chapters, | will examine a selection of paratexts and standalone works
from among such writings and | will argue that, from the point of view of translation
discourse, the Dutch studies movement represented a defining moment in the history
of translation in Japan. | will consider this movement in dialogue with the authoritative
tradition of Chinese studies, which had a longer history in Japan and represented a
reference model for Dutch studies. | will maintain that Dutch studies scholars assembled
a translation discourse and developed their ideas on an East Asian trajectory rather than
under the influence of Western models. While doing so, | will put forward the hypothesis
that the work of Dutch studies scholars should also be considered at the core of the
modern Japanese translation discourse, as it contains some of the modes and
terminology that became conventional after the events of the Meiji Revolution (1868),
a subject for future research.

In this thesis, | explore the application of translation studies theories to the Japanese
context; | propose that an approach born out of polysystem theory can be useful to deal
with Dutch studies sources, and that polysystem theory’s terminology is a valuable tool
to describe the dynamics of perceived power and authority that emerge from the texts
examined. Following Lefevere, who considers the translator to be a figure that shapes
literary systems,! it is my assumption that Dutch studies scholars and translators were
social actors who tried to move their newly founded sub-system of Dutch translated

literature into a more central position within the Japanese cultural polysystem, in order

! Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting.
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to gain prestige and elevate their social status. | will argue that they did so by following
a series of strategies, such as defining their role in the light of the perceived prestige of
Chinese studies and exacerbating a perceived divide between an Edo based group of
scholars and the Nagasaki interpreters. | will show how the discourse contained in the
writings here examined is both a reflection of the scholars’ views and an active means
utilised to build and justify their narrative.

The present chapter works as an introduction to the contents of this thesis. Sections
1.2 and 1.3 set the scene, containing a brief overview of the Japanese context; further
background will be discussed in rest of this thesis when relevant. In section 1.4, | will
elaborate on the main topic of this thesis - the Japanese discourse of translation. There,
| will clarify the position of my research between the academic fields of translation
studies and Japanese studies, outlining my original contribution and delineating the
goals of this project; | will also provide a summary of the arguments and the themes
considered in each chapter. Through sections 1.5 and 1.6, | will discuss the kinds of
source materials presented here and the methodology and approach | adopted. Lastly,
section 1.7 contains the rationale behind some key terminological choices that recur

throughout this work.

1.2 The experience of translation in Japan

Translation plays a fundamental role in transmitting knowledge and innovations
between different cultures. Japan is no exception, despite its historical circumstances
and the geographical isolation of the Japanese archipelago creating a perception of
difference that still permeates contemporary views of Japan and Japanese translation
history.

Throughout history, Chinese culture in particular represented both a model and an
alterity for the Japanese people and society, as Chinese customs, arts, institutions,
science and technology were translated into the Japanese culture/s. Foreign elements
were transformed and adapted to local needs until they became an integral part of the
Japanese social fabric, coexisting with the autochthonous cultural system.? Because of

the encounter with Chinese writing system and its domestication, various practices of

2 See Hall et al., Cambridge History of Japan, vols. 1-4.
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translation have flourished in Japan, including the highly-bound reading/translating
methods now known as kundoku It and the annotated commentary tradition of the
Chinese Classics and Buddhist scriptures.?

The Japanese linguistic landscape became more complex with the arrival of European
texts, from the sixteenth century onwards. The earliest recorded experience of
translation from European languages are the Jesuit translations that occurred between
1549 and 1639, when the Japanese people came into contact with Spanish, Portuguese,
and Latin languages.* However, as a result of different historical circumstances, such as
the 1614 ban on Christianity, the subsequent prohibition and destruction of Christian
texts and a lack of both linguistic expertise and strong interest to engage with translation,
the Jesuit translation tradition did not have as much impact as other practices discussed
in this thesis.”

Following on, the next major translation praxis involved translation and interpreting
from Dutch. After the English left the country and the Spanish and the Portuguese were
expelled, the Japanese military government started to regulate foreign relationships
more closely; consequently, the Dutch became the only Europeans formally allowed to
keep contact with Japan.® Since the Dutch seemed to be interested only in trading and
not in proselytizing, they were given permission to dock in the port of Nagasaki, where
they were bound to reside on the artificial island of Dejima. Dutch officials and traders
visited the capital Edo regularly (initially once a year, then every four years) to report to
the central government and to offer presents to the shogun.’

This situation prompted the establishment and proliferation of the movement of
rangaku [~ (Dutch studies, or Dutch learning). The study of Dutch language and

scientific literature dominated the Japanese Western learning until during the Meiji

3 Clements, “In Search of Translation;” Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese Texts. For an overview of
the interrelation between Chinese studies and Japanese studies in correlation to Chinese and Japanese
script, see Kurozumi, “Kangaku: Writing and Institutional Authority.”
4 This period is traditionally referred to as the “Christian century.” See Goodman, Japan and the Dutch,
pp. 4-5. For a detailed insight about the Jesuit presence in Japan, see Boscaro, Ventura e sventura. On the
impact of Jesuit translation on Japanese translation history, see Clements, Cultural History of Translation,
pp. 142-44.
> Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 144-45
® Foreign trade was also taking place with other East and South East Asian countries (like Korea, China and
the Rylikyd kingdom), not only via Nagasaki but also through the domains of Tsushima and Satsuma. See
Toby, State and Diplomacy, pp. 3-11.
7 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, pp. 25-31.
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period (1868-1912), the attention shifted to English language texts, as the Japanese
government moved towards a more serious effort in sponsoring translation projects in
order to quickly acquire Western knowledge. 8 Key background information is

introduced in the section below.

1.3 The Tokugawa period (1600-1868) and the establishment of Dutch

studies

The aim of this project is to analyse the relations between texts, people and pre-existing
translation traditions, describing the Japanese discourse of translation in polysystemic
terms.® Because such relations took place in a specific environment and historical
circumstances, it is crucial to look at the sources from the point of view of the scholars
and translators who authored them and who transmitted the image and the narrative
of Dutch studies. In fact, as argued by polysystem scholar Even-Zohar, in the description
of any historical case of translation, the history and the peculiarities of the context
where translation occurs must always be taken into consideration.'® Therefore, in this
section, | will overview the social context that led to the phase of the Dutch studies
movement examined in the following chapters.

The Tokugawa years (1600-1868) are conventionally known as a period of “great peace”
(taihei &K ). This age was described as a stagnant era by older scholarship, however
this is far from the truth.!! The flourishing of commerce created new possibilities and a
fresh and dynamic popular culture thrived in the new urban centres. Significant
developments were also taking place in the cultural domain, like the diffusion of
mainstream printing and the growing level of literacy.?

This was a period of great change in attitudes to language, attitudes that were

reflected in the Japanese literary space.’® Practices of intralingual translation were used

8 For a detailed account of the beginnings of English language scholarship in Japan, see Sog6, Nihon eigaku
no akebono. English language texts are still the most prevalent translated literature in the Japanese
market. See Matsunaga-Watson, “Selection of Texts for Translation.”
9 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies.”
10 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies.”
11 Hauser, “Some Misconceptions;” Kornicki, “Survival of Tokugawa Fiction.”
12 Kornicki, Book in Japan; Clements, Cultural History of Translation.
13 0n changing of language awareness in the Tokugawa period, see Clements, Cultural History of
Translation, pp. 16-46.
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to make the Heian period (794-1185) classics accessible to the general population.* Also,
arising interest in spoken Chinese challenged the traditional approaches used to decode
the Chinese Classics. The arrival of the Europeans and the inception of Western
languages animated an already multilingual context, in which various writing styles
(called buntai SC{K) coexisted along one another. As Clements points out, due to this
great linguistic variety, “[t]he mixing of different languages was seen in scholarship as
well: scholars during the period were often active in a number of fields which traversed
several linguistic boundaries.”*> It is likely then, that this dynamic environment favoured
transformations in the Japanese polysystem and made it easier for scholars to move
across the literary field.

Another characteristic of Tokugawa society relevant to the facts discussed in this thesis
is the presence of a hierarchical social structure that divided the Japanese people on the
base of their occupational status. After an age of civil war (the Age of Warring States,
Sengoku jidai BE[EFF{X;, 1467-1615), Oda Nobunaga fik {5+ (1534-1582) started a
project of unification of the country, which was continued by Toyotomi Hideyoshi £
75 & (1536-1598). Tokugawa leyasu 7#)115Z 5 (1543-1616) took the reigns of power
and unified Japan after his victory in the decisive battles of Sekigahara in 1600 and Osaka
in 1615. In order to control the country (which at the time was fragmented in a number
of domains, called han %) the military government adopted a social system of Chinese
origin (the class system, mibunseido & 43 il £). According to this model, the population
was thus allocated into the social classes of warriors, farmers, artisans and merchants
(shinokésho = & T.P4). Under these rules, jobs and official appointments were
hereditary; the profession of the scholar (gakusha “#3°) however, represented a way to
social advancement, as it was free to undertake assuming one’s availability of financial
resources necessary to get an education. People from the samurai class utilised this
prospect in order to progress their social status, and many took advantage of Chinese

learning or Dutch learning to become teachers and establish schools.®

14 Clements, Cultural History of Translation; Clements, “Cross-Dressing as Lady Murasaki;” Clements,
“Rewriting Murasaki.”
15 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 28.
16 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, pp. 175-89.
15



As mentioned in the previous section, after the experience of Jesuit translation, the
first phase of translation from other European languages focused on interpreting and
translation from Dutch. At the time, the Tokugawa government was discouraging
foreigners from learning Japanese. !’ Therefore, the responsibility for mediating
commercial relations fell first on the shoulders of the Japanese interpreters (called tsaji
or tsshi 18 7)), operating in the city of Nagasaki, and later on Japanese scholars of Dutch
studies mainly based in Edo, who called themselves rangakusha =%, “scholars of
Dutch” (on the use of these two terms throughout this thesis, see section 1.7).18 The
work of the Japanese interpreters, many of whom started learning Dutch after being
already proficient in Portuguese and Spanish, was invaluable to the progress of Dutch
studies, and is still an understudied area (mostly because of the scarcity of written texts
and discursive accounts). As mainly discussed in chapter 3, Dutch studies scholars often
looked down on the interpreters’ job because the interpreters were not trained in the

conventional Chinese learning.

1.4 Project goals and position of the thesis

1.4.1 A foreword to the discourse of translation in Dutch studies

One of the outcomes of the diffusion of Dutch studies in Japan was the production of a
number of discursive writings in the form of both para-textual material (such as prefaces
and explanatory notes) and stand-alone texts. Many common themes can be found
among them, such as the direct or indirect comparison between translation from Dutch
and translation from Chinese - which at the time represented Dutch studies’ main
alterity - or indications on the reasons behind the translators’ choice of terminology and

methodology.

7 However, it is worth mentioning that the Dutch were not entirely detached from the Japanese language,
as there is evidence of code-switching and gap-filling in Dutch language documents produced in Japan,
such as personal accounts, letters and dagregisters (factory journals kept by the Dutch at Hirado and
Dejima). See Joby, Dutch language in Japan, pp. 204-54. There is also a small number of translations in
manuscript form seemingly made by VOC chief officer (opperhooft) Isaac Titsingh (1745-1812) with the
help of Japanese native speakers. Joby, Dutch language in Japan, p. 282, and Lequin, A la recherche, p.
179 and pp.128-29 as quoted by Joby.

18 See Clements, Cultural History of Translation; Goodman, Japan and the Dutch; Sugimoto, Nihon
hon’yakugoshi no kenkyi.
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Despite recognising its general value, past scholarship often considered the Dutch
studies movement as a footnote in history and tended to depict it in a negative light. In
his State and Diplomacy in Early Modern Japan, Toby criticised the “ineptitude” of the
Nagasaki interpreters’ translations in late seventeenth century as “justly famous.”*® The
historian Grant Goodman argued that Dutch studies in the Tokugawa period had little
impact on Japanese knowledge, mostly because of the unsystematic way in which such

study was conducted.?® In the classic Sources of Japanese Tradition, Goodman wrote:

The principal obstacle to the maturation of Dutch studies was that
many of its practitioners, like the bakufu itself, saw it as a utilitarian
technological supplement to a well-ordered, harmonious,
intellectually “satisfying” ethical system derived from Zhu Xi Neo-
Confucianism. Like Ancient Learning (Kogaku) or even National
Learning (Kokugaku), Dutch studies was not a complete system of
knowledge constructed on the basis of a single worldview. Rather, it
was a random accumulation of certain quasi-scientific and
technological information acquired from western Europe through
restricted contact with the Dutch or indirectly through the Chinese
trade in Nagasaki. It was only exceptional scholars like Miura Baien [ —
JHiHERE, 1723-1789] and Honda Toshiaki [A&XZF1]#H, 1744-1821] who

saw in it a greater challenge than this.?*

In the chapters that follow, | will argue that even if what stated above is true, the same
cannot be said from the point of view of translation discourse. | would also add to such
discussion that what can be considered as “systematic” or “unsystematic” from a
Western-European point of view, therefore from a perspective conditioned by Western
categories of knowledge, does not necessarily apply to disciplines developed in non-
Western contexts - in the case of this thesis, the field of translation in early modern
Japan (the problematic of modern Western categories of knowledge is brought up again

in section 5.2). In this thesis, | will thus contend that despite the prevailing idea that

1% Toby, State and Diplomacy, p. 145 and 151.
20 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 2.
21 Goodman, “Dutch Learning,” pp. 363-64.
17



Dutch studies was disorganised, a number of writings about translation produced by
Dutch studies scholars were in fact a) in dialogue with each other, and b) responses to
earlier writings about the reading and translation of Chinese texts.

It is likely that some form of proto-discourse of translation has existed in Japan at least
since the inception of Chinese writing. We can see its explicit and implicit traces in early
works of Japanese literature up to the period examined in this thesis. However, these
cases were sporadic and did not form an identifiable field of translation. As Clements
argues, Japan lacked an authoritative translation tradition, in contrast with Europe
where the translation of sacred scriptures provided a source of prominent debates on
translation methodology and practice. %

In this thesis, | maintain that the Dutch studies scholars of the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries created a discourse of translation using many of the modes and
terms that became familiar in Japanese translation studies today, and | will argue that
they did so looking for a continuity with pre-existing writings about Chinese translation
tradition in Japan and in China. | therefore shall explore the presence of an organised
theory, or better, a discourse (on the preference of this term, see section 1.6.1) about
translation in the Tokugawa period. As will be considered in the following chapters, such
discourse was engendered by the presence of the kundoku method??® and closely related
to the realms of teaching and learning. Indeed, as will be argued in the following
chapters, the discipline of Dutch studies was closely connected not only to the practice
and to the reflection on strategies of translation, but also to the domains of teaching
and learning, therefore partially defying the Western idea of translation theory and of
the division of disciplines. In support of my arguments, | will examine the words of the
individuals who considered themselves the pioneers of a tradition bound to change the
course of Japanese scientific knowledge, and | will discuss a few of the sources that
directed their thinking and from which they borrowed a great deal of translation-related

ideas and concepts.

22 Clements, “In Search of Translation.” Also see Yanabu, et al., Nihon no hon’yakuron, pp. 18-22 on the
absence of Christianity in Japan.
2 The kundoku method was a highly-bound reading and translation technique used to decode Chinese
texts and also to write in a form of literary Chinese. For more detailed discussion of the technique and the
discourse around it, see chapter 2 on the Japanese writing styles and chapter 5 on the Confucian scholar
Ogyu Sorai.
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Finally, it should be noted that in order to understand the elaboration of macroscopic
translation traditions - whether in “the West” or in “East Asia” - research on microscopic
cases is critical, as they help us to reconstruct the phases and the mechanisms of the
formation of a theory, or discourse of translation in different contexts. The investigation
of non-European case studies, beyond enriching the discipline of translation studies,
which, traditionally focused on the Western-European praxis,?* is valuable by itself, both
as a fresh paradigm that can help us rethink the categories we are used to in the West,

and as something that should be rightfully talked about in its own terms.

1.4.2 Translation history within translation studies and Japanese studies

A great many publications deal with the topic of translation in Japan, but only a few of
them take translation itself as their focus, and even fewer explicitly interact with the
academic discipline of translation studies. | would argue that currently this situation is
mainly caused by the stark separation between research conducted in the disciplines of
translation studies and Japanese studies. This lack of cooperation constitutes an
obstacle and limits the possibilities of enquiry in multidisciplinary research. It is true that,
in Hermans’ words, “the field now commonly referred to as translation studies [...]
includes anyone, of whatever persuasion, with a scholarly interest in any aspect of
translation.”?> However, engaging with communal approaches and terminologies can be
useful to make research more widely accessible and also to eventually formulate
comparisons with similar contexts - although this should not be considered the only goal
of translation research.

This dissertation is an attempt to bring closer the two fields of Japanese studies and
translation studies, in an effort to contribute at least in part to changing the present
state of insufficient communication between them. My intention is therefore twofold.
On the one hand | wish to invite a larger number of Japan specialists to the field of
translation studies, showing how the tools and the approaches adopted in this field can
be useful to explain and describe a non-Western historical case. On the other, | aim to

offer to translation studies experts a case study that focuses on the characteristics of

24 On the matter, see Wakabayashi, “Japanese Translation Historiography.”
%5 Hermans, “Response,” p. 243. As a context, here Hermans is responding to Rundle’s paper “Translation
as an approach,” in which Rundle seems to strictly identify research in translation studies with Toury’s
Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS)’s framework.
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translation discourse in East Asia (in this case, Japan), at the same time adding to the
discussion on the multifaceted issue of researching translation history.

In order to do so, it is first necessary to acknowledge a number of problematics
emerging from both fields. Therefore, in the rest of this section | will discuss the main
issues that affect the present work on the Japanese context; they can be summarised as
follows: in relation to translation studies, the chief difficulty has been that research on
history of translation does not have clear boundaries or a set methodology. On the other
hand, the history of translation within Japanese studies is a) generally fragmentary, b)
translation is not always the focus of such research, and c) the most part of the studies
available are concentrated on post-1868 sources.

Translation studies as an academic field was established in the second part of the
twentieth century and it is now a recognised discipline that enjoys a remarkable
popularity. However, within translation studies, translation history does not possess a
well-defined place nor a determined audience and scholarship still presents a number
of “blank spaces” to fill. 26 This situation can be recognised even in the early stages of
the canonization of translation studies as an independent field of enquiry. In his 1972
classic paper “The Name and the Nature of Translation Studies,”?’ James S. Holmes
categorised the various branches of the study of translation, in a formulation that
became a starting point for further developments of the discipline’s organisation.?® In
fact, in Holmes’ categorisation, translation history was explicitly mentioned only either
as a possible goal of product-oriented branch of Descriptive Translation Studies or as
part of the domain of methodological and meta-theoretical research.?®

In contrast, from the 1990s there has been a constant increase of discussions about

what translation history’s fundamentals should be. As a consequence, the reflection on

26 Santoyo, “Blank Spaces,” pp. 11-43. Santoyo talks about “blank spaces” such as research on interpreting,
the daily practice of translation and the study of forgotten texts. Santoyo also points out that “above all,
maybe before anything else, the urgent task of de-Westernising the history of translation” is an aim that
has still been neglected. Santoyo, “Blank Spaces,” p. 38. It should also be noted that university
programmes focusing on translation are generally targeted to professional translators and concentrate
on the practice of translation, overlooking or at times leaving out the study of historical cases.
27 Holmes, “Name and the Nature.”
28 For example, for Toury in his seminal work Descriptive Translation Studies. In order to organise the field
in categories, in a stage in which translation scholars were seeking autonomy from the discipline of
linguistics and literature, Holmes divided translation research in pure and applied. Pure translation studies
were then split in descriptive (which then were further divided into product-, process- and function-
oriented) and theoretical. See Holmes, “Name and the Nature,” p. 71.
2 As also noted by Pym in Method in Translation History, pp. 1-4.
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the relationship between the discipline of history and translation, what translation
history should focus on, what methodologies it is supposed to follow, and who
constitutes its audience have been the topics of a number of theoretical studies.*

In line with the general shift of interest from texts to people in translation studies,
research on translation history moved its focus on the role of individual translators,
rather than persevering with the sole study of past translations. The perfect example of
this change is Translators through History, a volume edited by Jean Delisle and Judith
Woodsworth, first published in 1995, which focuses on translators as “agents in
translation history,” giving voice to key historical figures traditionally ignored by the
history of great events.3! However, as Sergia Adamo argues, Delisle and Woodsworth’s
approach “singles out the most significant episodes, meaning also the most visible;”3?
Adamo therefore suggests that translation history would benefit from the paradigm of
microhistory.33

In this thesis, | follow a methodology close to the standards of microhistorical research.
Firstly, | deal with writings from a specific group of people, the Japanese scholars of
Dutch language, in a limited span of time, the years between the end of the eighteenth
and the beginning of the nineteenth century. Throughout this work, | deal with both
well-known and less studied writings, specifically focussing on Dutch studies translation
discourse, an aspect of Dutch studies that has not been comprehensively researched

before. Finally, my goal is to examine the relationships between texts, people and pre-

30 See for example Lambert’s 1992 paper, “History, Historiography and the Discipline;” D’hulst, “Why and
How to Write Translation Histories;” the 2012 special issue of Translation Studies edited by Carol
O’Sullivan, “Rethinking Methods in Translation History,” in which different scholars reflect on
methodology, focus and audience of the discipline, and Pym’s 1998 book, Method in Translation History,
in which he argues that the focus of translation history must shift to translators as people and introduces
the concept of intercultures. There are also two special issues of META that focus on translation history:
“L’histoire de la traduction et la traduction de I'histoire” and “Le prisme de I'historie,” both guest-edited
by Georges L. Bastin. One of the newest methodological developments in the field can be found in What
is Translation History? (2019), by Rizzi, Lang and Pym, in which the scholars propose an approach based
on trust.
Also see Rundle, “Translation as an Approach to History,” and Bastin and Bandia, Charting the Future of
Translation History.
31 Delisle and Woodsworth, Translators through History, p. xiv of “Foreword to the second edition.” In the
volume there is a chapter on Buddhist translation tradition, but nothing specifically on the Japanese
context.
32 Adamo, “Microhistory of Translation,” p. 88.
33 Adamo, “Microhistory of Translation.” On microhistory see Ginzburg, “Microhistory,” and Levi, “On
Microhistory.” On microhistory applied to translation studies also see Munday, “Using Primary Sources to
Produce a Microhistory;” Wakabayashi, “Microhistory;” Wakabayashi, “Applying the ‘Pushing-hands
Approach.”
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existing translation traditions, and | do so by carrying out a close reading of the texts
that aims to uncover clues and hidden connections.3*

In Japanese studies as well, translation history as a discipline has no clear collocation.
The study of Japan in Europe started from around the seventeenth century, when
trading and cultural relationships with the West began to take place, while Japanese
studies as an academic field was established after the Second World War. Japanese
studies are now classified under the category of Area studies, and therefore comprise a
wide spectrum of disciplines, belonging to both humanities and social sciences.3> Within
Japanese studies, translation history is usually discussed at the margins of history,
intellectual history, literary history and more frequently within the history of the
Japanese language and writing.3® As mentioned before, relevant literature regarding
Japanese translation is discussed in more detail in each chapter when appropriate;
however, the main trends connected to this work are reviewed below.

As stated above in this section, studies of the Japanese translative context mainly focus
on the developments occurring in the Meiji period (1868-1912). Emblematic examples
of this trend are Nihon no hon’yakuron H A D FIERER (2010), curated by Yanabu Akira,
Mizuno Akira and Nagauma Mikako, a volume on Meiji translation discourse that
collects some key annotated writings on translation,3” and Translation in Modern Japan
(2011) edited by Indra Levy, another book-length publication that covers different
practices of translation involved in the developments of various aspects of Japanese
culture.3®

While it is certainly true that in the Meiji years translation played a crucial role in the
transformations within Japanese society, as | will argue in this thesis, other ideas and
themes were in the workings well ahead of the Meiji Revolution, and the realm of
translation discourse (or at least a good part of it) was already established. Accordingly,
even research that focusses on Meiji translation is actually deeply intertwined to

translation experience of the Tokugawa period (for example, in how it still takes off from

34 peltonen, “Clues, Margins and Monads.”
3 For a detailed history of the discipline in the U.K., see Cortazzi and Kornicki, Japanese Studies in Britain.
36 For a bibliography on mainly English language secondary sources dealing with Japanese translation in
different fields, see Quinn, “Bibliography.”
37 Interestingly, they as well use the term hon’yakuron 7RG, “translation discourse,” and quote, among
others, Martha Cheung’s work. Yanabu et al., Nihon no hon’yakuron, p. 36.
38 Also see Indra Levy’s Sirens of the Western Shores and Yanabu Akira’s Hon’yaku to wa nani ka?
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the use of kundoku and the influence it had on kanbun kundokutai ¥ 3CEIFEAA as with
the case of Ueda Atsuko’s research, or on the “translationese” style, as per the work by
Ohsawa Yoshihiro, Yuki Furuno and Yukari Fukuchi Meldrum)3® and would therefore
generally benefit from the presence of more studies focussing on the early modern
period. Moreover, despite further research that goes beyond the aims of this thesis is
still necessary, it is reasonable to believe that Dutch studies had an influence on the
development of discourse on the national language in the Meiji era, anticipating some
themes and practices which later became the object of the national language debate.
Therefore, expanding our knowledge of early modern translation is crucial for the next
advancements of research on modern and contemporary translation.

Overall, despite the presence of the invaluable studies mentioned in the rest of this
section and throughout this thesis, the research of early modern case studies that
specifically focus on translation is still scarce. As a reference, in the two journals
published by the Japan Association for Interpreting and Translation Studies (JAITS, Nihon
tsiyaku hon’yaku gakkai H ASEFRENFN 22) 0 while there are about twenty articles
that deal with the Meiji period, only four articles focus on the early modern era.*!

Due to the significant linguistic differences between what is defined as “Classical”
Japanese and the modern and contemporary forms of the Japanese language, scholars
of premodern Japan all indirectly deal with translation in one way or another. The work
of scholars that do research on the formation of Japanese language, writing styles, the
kundoku method and the history of Japanese script constitute a fundamental
background for the study of Japanese translation.*?> However, often their language

expertise only amounts as a tool to access primary sources in their field rather than

39 Ohsawa “Amalgamation of Literariness;” Furuno, “Translationese in Japan;” Meldrum, “Translationese.”
40 The journals are called Invitation to Interpreting and Translation Studies (Tstyaku hon’yaku kenkyi e no
shotai 18 3R T ERAIF 22 ~ D 8 4%, 2007-2020, 22 volumes, http://honyakukenkyu.sakura.ne.jp/) and
Interpreting & Translation Studies (Tsdyaku hon’yaku kenkyd 38 3R % 3R 4fF 22, 2000-2020, 20 vols,
https://jaits.jp/journal/). On the developments of translation studies as a discipline in the Japanese
context, see Takeda, “Emergence of Translation Studies.

41 |.e. Yukari Fukichi Meldrum, “Source-Based Translation and Foreignization;” Naganuma Mikako “Nihon
ni okeru hon’yaku no tanjo;” Tanaka Miyuki, “Nagasaki ni okeru Oranda tsji;” and Saito Mino, “Nihon no
kinsei-kindai hon’yakuron kenkyd” a report of an annotated anthology project on Japanese early modern
and modern translation theory/discourse.

42 For example, Saitd Mareshi, Kanbunmyaku; Saitd Fumitoshi, Kanbun kundoku to kindai Nihongo no
keisei; Nakamura Shunsaku et al., “Kundoku” ron; Nakamura Shunsaku et al., Zoku “kundoku” ron;
Nakamura Shunsaku, Shiséshi no naka no Nihongo; Kin Bunkyo, Kanbun to higashiajia; Semizu, “Invisible
Translation;” Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese Texts; David Lurie, Realms of Literacy; Seeley, A
History of Writing; Sakai Naoki, Voices of the Past, and others whose work is cited throughout this thesis.
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being the main object of investigation. Or again, for its vital importance in Japan (as well
as in other East Asian countries) and its peculiar characteristics, a great amount of
research focuses on the presence of the kundoku method, and the question of referring
to this technique either as reading or translation is very much alive even today.*?
However, publications that deal with the various aspects of the kundoku method do not
always necessarily focus on translation per se. For example, Atsuko Ueda’s focus is on
writing styles that are also used for translation, but not on translation in itself.**

In more recent years there has been a trend towards conducting research with a focus
on Japanese translation from the point of view of East Asian translation studies and
cultural and intellectual history.* In Translation and Translation studies in the Japanese
Context edited by Nana Sato-Rossberg and Judy Wakabayashi, published in 2012,
scholars explicitly engage with translation theories in various areas and covering a
variety of periods.?® In particular, Judy Wakabayashi’s work covers various aspects of
translation in Japan, such as translation norms and the role of the kundoku practice, as
well as tackling numerous theoretical and methodological issues.*’ Finally, Rebekah
Clements’ 2015 A Cultural History of Translation in Early Modern Japan is a turning point
in the research on Japanese translation history, as she examines for the first time the
various translation traditions coexisting in Japan in a book length publication, taking into
consideration both intralingual and interlingual praxis.*® These latter works bridge the

fields of translation studies and Japanese studies and this thesis aims to fit in their trend.

1.4.3 Outline of the chapters

In each of the following chapters, | will analyse different aspects of the discourse of

translation from the period under examination (the end of the eighteenth and the

43 Wakabayashi, “Reconceptionization of Translation,” pp. 126-35.
4 Ueda, “Sound, Scripts, and Styles.”
% For example, Annick Horiuchi, “When Science Develops outside State Patronage” and others mentioned
in the next paragraph and throughout this thesis.
4 In Japanese scholarly literature, the discipline of translation studies is usually either referred to with the
English name, or with the Japanese terms of hon’yakugaku EFR“# (translation studies) or hon’yaku
kenkyd FHERHEFE (translation research).
47 See for example Wakabayashi “Reconceptionization of Translation;” Wakabayashi, “Translation in the
East Asian Cultural Sphere;” Wakabayashi, “Evaluating Historical Views on Translation.”
8 Translation of “Classical” literary texts into a contemporary form of Japanese became common in the
Tokugawa period. See Clements, Cultural History of Translation.
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beginning of the nineteenth century), with the intent of giving the reader a broad idea
of the intellectual conversations taking place within the field of Dutch studies in Japan.

Since the choice of writing styles plays an important role in discussions of translation
choices and linguistic prestige, in chapter 2 | provide an overview of the written varieties
of the Japanese language. In particular, in this chapter | consider the position of kanbun
kundoku 5 3CHIIFE (the practice of reading a Chinese/Han text with Japanese glosses,
hereafter shortened to “kundoku”) and the kundoku method in the universe of the
Japanese buntai S (writing styles/writing forms). This background is essential for a
fuller understanding of this thesis as a whole.

In chapter 3, | delineate the narrative permeating the field of Dutch studies as
promoted by the scholar Sugita Genpaku £2 H £ [ (1733-1817) in his well-known work
Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime B “fZ5 44, 1815), focusing on his
perception of Chinese studies and the Nagasaki interpreters’ early work. Here, | argue
that the emphasis on the divide between the professions of scholars and interpreters
was reflected on the polarities of written and spoken translation, and ultimately of the
Chinese and Japanese spheres, and thus that the manipulation of the discourse on
translation can have consequences in the wider perception of historical facts.

In chapter 4, | analyse the characteristics of the discourse of translation in late Edo
period as they appear accompanying a number of translations and adaptations from
Dutch or language manuals. Here, | look at paratextual materials that can be found
accompanying Dutch translated texts (I will focus in particular on writings called hanrei
JLA, “explanatory notes”). My analysis focuses on translation strategies employed at
word-level and text-level. Here, | argue that Dutch studies scholars encompassed a
macro-level of translation discourse and embraced what could be considered a
perceived wider discourse of translation in East Asia. Through the discussion of these
sources, | outline the characteristics of the discourse of translation related to Dutch
studies, and explore the scholars’ conversation about languages of prestige and
translation, pointing out recurrent themes and ideas and hypothesising the reasons
behind the choice of the mixed style of Chinese characters and katakana.

In chapter 5, | examine the ideas and methodology of the famous Confucian scholar
Ogy Sorai ¥k A= 1H7kK (1666-1728) through two of his linguistic-related works, A Tool for

Translation (Yakubun sentei R 3CZ5H#, 1715) and Glossed Translations for Instructing
25



the Ignorant (Kun’yaku jimé FIGR <%, 1738). Sorai’s work is here discussed as a case
study as in this thesis | maintain that his thought on translation and his approach to
teaching and learning deeply influenced the Dutch studies scholars’ discourse of
translation. Chronologically, Sorai’s work precedes the Dutch studies texts analysed in
chapters 3 and 4. However, it is discussed at this point in the thesis for two reasons: first,
because it is thematically connected to the texts by Maeno Ryotaku and Otsuki Gentaku
under examination in chapter 6; for a fuller understanding of the implications purported
there, these two chapters would be best read together. Secondly, as will be mentioned
in section 5.2, Sorai is already a well-known figure in translation studies research
connected to the Japanese case, whereas in this thesis | decided to focus on the point
of view of the Japanese scholars of Dutch and | would not want to risk to have my corpus
of texts solely seen in the light of Sorai’s thought.

In chapter 6, | examine two further works, Brief translations from the Dutch (Oranda
yakubun ryaku soko Fi [ R SCIHS W FE, manuscript, date unknown, postscript dated
1771) by Maeno Ryétaku Hij#F B R (1723-1803) and Upward and Forward in Dutch
Translation (Ran’yaku teiko F&FRAERMT, manuscript, 1816) by Otsuki Gentaku KR iR
(1757-1827), especially focusing on the discourse of translation they promote and their
textual relations with Ogyu Sorai’s A Tool for Translation. Here, | bring to light the fact
that part of the theory and practice of the discourse that took place among Dutch studies
scholars was assembled and transmitted by Ogyl Sorai, a discourse and ideas that,
contrary to what could be though given the controversial reception of Sorai’s work,
silently made it through Japanese history at least into the end of the Tokugawa period.
| then describe the characteristics and the formation of Dutch studies translation
discourse on a macroscopic level, looking at the kinds of sources for translation
discourse chosen by Otsuki Gentaku. Finally, | examine the translation discourse in Dutch
studies, by individuating its position within a possible East Asian translation discourse,
as it was perceived by the authors here discussed.

In the Conclusions, | synthetize my main arguments in a wider discussion on the

implications of my findings and | consider future directions for research.

26



1.5 Choice of materials

This project deals with a phase of great development in the discipline of Dutch studies
in early modern Japan. In the origins of the field, during the seventeenth century, Dutch
studies scholars’ attention was mainly dedicated to linguistic investigation, due to the
lack of dictionaries and other study materials. The hereditary families of interpreters in
Nagasaki were at the forefront of Dutch learning, and their work proved to be essential
for the Edo-based scholars who later obtained a foothold in the Edo academic scene. At
a later stage, in addition to translations (abridged or otherwise) of Dutch scientific
literature and works about Oranda F1F (the Japanese rendering of “Holland” from the
Portuguese “Holanda”),* interpreters and scholars produced dozens of publications
about the Dutch language, such as grammars, primers, and lists of words.

More interestingly for the purposes of this thesis, scholars also wrote a number of texts
that deal with the developments of Dutch studies in Japan. These texts circulated either
via manuscript (at the time, a common practice for the dissemination of scientific
knowledge) or were printed and therefore entered the book market, thus becoming
available to a wider audience. Among this literary production, we can find a number of
writings of more discursive nature that contain ideas on translation from Dutch.

In this thesis, | focus on this latter kind of writings, rather than on translated texts. This
choice is motivated by the fact that there is already a good amount of linguistic research
on translations produced within the Dutch studies movement,>® while | wished to put
the emphasis on the individual scholars, or, more precisely, on the narrative promoted
by such scholars, as such enquiry can be revealing of intellectuals and translators’ ideas
and positions. | selected a variety of excerpts, from both canonical and less studied
sources, which | found using the Union Catalogue of Early Japanese Books (Nihon
kotenseki s6g6 mokuroku détabesu H A7 HLEEKR A& H #k7 — ¥ ~X— X)) and the
online collection of Waseda University, Japanese and Chinese Classics (kotenseki s6go

détabesu T HLEERR &5 — & ~— Z).51| selected the passages on the basis of their

49 Also commonly written with the characters FIR#FE or B B RE.
%0 See all the works by Sugimoto Tsutomu in the bibliography at the end of this thesis; Yoshino, Ransho
yakujutsugo koso.
51 https://basel.nijl.ac.jp/~tkoten/; https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/index.html.
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explicit mention of translation strategies, ideas or problematics related to translation

and discussion of other translation traditions.

For reference, the primary sources within Dutch studies examined throughout the

thesis are reported in the following table in order of publication or composition.

Bibliographic details, including links to online library resources (when available) are

provided in the thesis’ bibliography.

(Oranda yakubun ryaku FOFE R C
)

Year of
Title Author(s)

Publication
Brief Translations from the Dutch Maeno Ryotaku Manuscript,

date unknown,
but postscript
is dated 1771

(Rokubutsu shinshi or Rokumotsu

New Treatise of Anatomy (Kaitai Sugita Genpaku, Maeno 1774
shinsho fRARFTE) Ryotaku, Nakagawa Jun’an
New Record of Six Things Otsuki Gentaku 1786

X 7F)

shinshi NW)HTR5)

Dutch Treatments Methods - Hirokawa Kai Preface dated
Anmideru (Ranryohé Anmideru T 1804

W7 LK)

Essential Selection of Surgery with | Yoshio Shunzo Manuscript,
charts (Yoka seisen zufu J5 P 15 the

explanatory
notes are

dated 1814

Beginnings of Dutch Studies
(Rangaku kotohajime, Rangaku jishi

or Ranté kotohajime B 55 14R)

Sugita Genpaku

1815
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Upward and Forward in Dutch Otsuki Gentaku Manuscript,

Translation (Ran’yaku teiké [ 3R 1816
i)
Picking blossoms from a field of Otsuki Gentaku 1817

orchids (Ran’en tekihé T Wit )

Pronunciation of Western Sounds Otsuki Banri 1826

(Seion hatsubi T8 & J&1K)

A New Treatise of Anatomy, Otsuki Gentaku 1826

extensively revised (Jutei Kaitai

shinsho B FT AT E)

Three Chief Remedies (Saisei Sugita Seikei 1849
sanpé FHAE=75)
Introduction to the Study of lllness | Ogata Koan 1849

(Bydgaku tsiron ¥ 38 i)

In addition to the Dutch studies sources listed above, as mentioned in the chapters’
outline (see 1.4.3), | investigate two texts by Ogyl Sorai that deal with translation from
Chinese: A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei FR 3C 25 I, 1715) and Glossed
Translations for Instructing the Ignorant (Kun’yaku jimé 3IFR71x52, 1738), examined in
chapters 5 and 6. With the exception of Sugita Genpaku’s Beginnings of Dutch studies
and Otsuki Gentaku’s Upward and Forward in Dutch translation, which are two stand-
alone discursive works, the rest of the Dutch studies texts investigated in this thesis are
writings accompanying translations, dictionaries and language manuals. This kind of
sources are commonly referred to as paratexts.

As well-known, the importance and the characteristics of paratexts were first
investigated by Genette and paratextual materials have already been employed in a
number of studies about translation.>? According to Genette, paratexts are “a certain
number of verbal or other productions, such as the author’s name, title, a preface,

illustrations” that accompany the text and “surround” and “extend” it, “in order to

2 On paratexts, see Genette, Palimpsests; Genette, Paratexts; Batchelor, Translation and Paratexts, pp.
6-24. For an overview on paratexts used in translation research, see Batchelor, Translation and Paratexts,
pp. 25-45.
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present it.”>3 In this thesis, | follow Kathryn Batchelor in the use of the term “paratext”
instead of other options (such as peritext, etc.), as the word paratext has been the most
popular and it is widely used by other scholars.>* Specific characteristics of Japanese
early modern paratexts accompanying translations, are discussed in more detail in
chapter 4.

Research on paratexts within translation studies opens many possibilities that go
beyond the text itself and delve into the thought process of the translator - or, to be
more precise, into how translators wanted their work to be perceived. The ideals
expressed by a translator in a paratext is not always reflected in the finished product of
the translated text. However, as St-Pierre argues in his 1993 study focussing on ideas

expressed in translators’ prefaces,

Whether or not one indeed reflects the other, the aims stated in the
preface point to what was considered to be relevant in the production
of a translation, which is why the translator refers to them. It is
precisely their conventional nature which is important for us, since the

aim is to determine the values dominant within a specific period.>®

St-Pierre considered translation to be a discursive practice “situated within a specific
social and historical context.”>® Surely, the study of the discourse of translation can be
useful to gain an interesting insight of translation practice. However, it also provides an
exceptional angle to understand the cultural context in which both translated texts and
translation discourse is produced. In fact, as Pym notes, “theoretical notions are
elaborated in situations of conflict or doubt - nobody writes a theory to state the obvious
-, and that conflict and doubt require at least two opposed opinions.”>” Finally, as St-

Pierre argued, “[t]hrough the transformation of texts originating in another context,

>3 Genette, Paratexts, p. 1.
>4 Batchelor, Translation and Paratexts.
55 St-Pierre, “Translation as a Discourse,” p. 70.
56 St-Pierre, “Translation as a Discourse,” p. 82. Also see pp. 66-68. Here St-Pierre is reformulating
Foucault’s questions from Archaeology of Knowledge from the point of view of the study of translation,
pointing out the importance of translators’ prefaces, notes and introductions.
57 Pym, “Complaint,” p. 4.
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translators - by their choices - make evident the discursive nature of texts, the roles such

texts are given to play within their own and foreign cultures.”>8

1.6 Methodology

In this thesis, | propose that, despite the fact that the aprioristic application of Western-
European translation theories can be generally problematic and sometimes
inappropriate to the East Asian context, the use of broadly conceived polysystem theory,
in addition to some concepts connected to the Western philosophical tradition, such as
“theory” and “discourse” can be helpful to reflect on and describe non-Western

historical cases.

1.6.1 “Theory” and “discourse” in the Japanese context

Is it better to talk about a theory or a discourse of translation taking place in early
modern Japan? To answer this question, it is first necessary to define what the
expressions “theory” and “discourse” of translation mean for this purpose.

Commonly speaking, a theory is “a supposition or a system of ideas intended to explain
something, especially one based on general principles independent of the thing to be
explained.” It can be “a set of principles on which the practice of an activity is based,”
and “an idea used to account for a situation or justify a course of action.”>° It can also
be described as “abstract knowledge or reasoning.”®® However, as Pierre Zima points
out, the concept itself of “theory” is hardly ever explained in literary studies or social
sciences,®! and in the translation studies field itself, despite being largely talked about,
is not explained either. In addition to the difficulty of defining them, it goes without
saying that both the terms “theory” and “discourse” belong to the Western
philosophical tradition and are modern concepts in Japan: applying them to sources
from the early modern era is inherently problematic.

In every discipline, scholars in need to describe the premodern context using today’s

terms encounter difficulties. For the purposes of this thesis, while looking forward to

58 St-Pierre, “Translation as a Discourse,” p. 70. “Discursive” is as intended in the Foucauldian sense.
%9 Definitions from Oxford English Dictionary.
80 Definition from Collins English Dictionary.
61 Zima, What is Theory?.
31



finding better terms to talk about early modern and non-European sources, and to refer
to the globality of themes and ideas that circulate in Dutch studies sources, | decided to
make use of the word “discourse” in a similar manner as the historian of translation
Martha Cheung applied it to the Chinese context.® Cheung’s work on translation
discourse in the Chinese context has been essential, for both its terminological
framework - which is an integral part of the methodology adopted in this thesis - as well
as a reference for Chinese discourse primary sources which, as will be discussed
throughout this thesis, are a fundamental background for the understanding of the
Japanese translation discourse. Cheung’s well-known work, An Anthology of Chinese
Discourse on Translation, is an extraordinary source that traces various manifestations
of translation theory in China and East Asia. Volume one comprises texts from the
ancient times (the first entries are from the fifth century BCE) to the twelfth century, the
second volume covers until the 1911 Revolution. Cheung employs the term “discourse”
both in the ordinary meaning of the word - therefore as an expression of ideas - as well

as

“in the sense Michael Foucault and other post-structuralist critics have
used it. [...] [In this sense,] ‘discourse’ indicates the view that speech
or writing is never pure and simple but exists in a kind of interlocking

relation with ideology and power, and can discipline knowledge, set

up epistemological frames, and shape mindsets.”%

In her work, Cheung brings together a number of texts about translation in China,
“allowing access into the minds of translators working in a time and a space markedly
different from ours, and in ways foreign or even inconceivable to us.”® The term
“discourse” therefore enables us to describe a field of study that could hardly
completely correspond to present-day categories of knowledge. This word allows more
freedom of formulation and can cover a wider range of experiences and disciplines, and

therefore is more apt to describe the context of Japanese translation, which, as | argue

»

62 On the difference between the terms “theory,
“From ‘Theory’ to ‘Discourse.””

83 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1.

64 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1.

theories,” “thought” and “discourse,” see Cheung,
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in this thesis, embraces an amalgamation of the spheres of translating, teaching and

learning.

1.6.2 Polysystem theory

One of the goals of this thesis is to demonstrate that non-western contexts can both
enrich and challenge translation studies theories and that it is therefore possible to
achieve a back and forth discussion between the Japanese case and translation studies.
Hence, throughout this work, | will argue how, despite its limitations, polysystem theory
can offer a valid framework for research on early modern Japan. In fact, polysystem
theory provides us with 1) a productive approach to deal with a plethora of primary
sources and 2) the tools and vocabulary to describe the complex realities surrounding
translation production.

For the benefit of the readers that are not familiar with the polysystem framework, |
will first run through its main features. Polysystem theory, developed by cultural
researcher Itamar Even-Zohar during the 1970s, and subsequently expanded and
revisited by numerous scholars,®® represented a fundamental step in the shift from a
previous linguistic-oriented approach to the cultural turn in translation studies.®® In

Even-Zohar’s definition,

a polysystem [is] a multiple system, a system of various systems which
intersect with each other and partly overlap, using concurrently
different options, yet functioning as one structured whole, whose

members are interdependent.®’

In a nutshell, the polysystem sees translated literature operating as an identifiable
system that interacts in a dynamic network of relations with the literary, social and

historical systems in a culture/cultures. Within the polysystem, each system exists in a

® For example, Codde, “Polysystem Theory Revisited;” Chang, “Polysystem Theory;” as well as Even-
Zohar himself, see Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Theory (Revised).”
6 Bassnett, Translation Studies, pp.7-8.
67 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Theory (Revised),” p. 3.
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hierarchized whole, in which translated literature can occupy either a primary or a
secondary position.®®

Even-Zohar formulated his theory drawing on the work of the late Russian Formalists,
and especially borrowing concepts from philologist and literary critic Jurij Tynjanov
(1894-1943). Tynjanov, in a break with other Formalist scholars, had been the first to
introduce the concept of “system” to the study of literary tradition. As Edwin Gentzler

sums up, Tynjanov argued that

Elements [..] do not exist in isolation, but always in an
interrelationship with other elements of other systems. For Tynjanov,
the entire literary and extraliterary world could be divided into
multiple structural systems. Literary traditions composed different
systems, literary genres formed systems, a literary work itself was also
a unique system, and the entire social order comprised another system,
all of which were interrelated, “dialectically” interacting with each
other, and conditioning how any specific formal element could

function.®®

However, according to Gentzler, while departing from the Formalist approach of
isolated analysis of literary elements, Tynjianov’'s framework did not include the
possibility that other factors such as economic conditions or literary institutions could
influence the evolution of a literary system.”®

In his analysis of Even-Zohar’s framework, Gentzler recognises the theoretical
advances produced by the polysystem theory: above all, Even-Zohar’s research
demonstrated “the importance of translation within the larger context of literary studies
specifically and in the evolution of culture in general.” ’* However, Gentzler also
discusses several incongruities within polysystem theory and Even-Zohar’s own work.

For example, Gentzler criticises Even-Zohar’s goal of discovering translation universals

68 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies;” Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories; Hermans, Translation
in Systems. In translation studies this model is often used in combination with Gideon Toury’s
methodology of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS), but that is not always necessarily the case. See
Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies.

% Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 112.

70 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 114.

1 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 120.
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on the base of little evidence; in addition, because of Even-Zohar’s tendency to prioritise
the abstract over the reality, Gentzler points out the risk of reducing the cases that do
not conform to the theoretical model to simple “exceptions.””?

Polysystem theory has also been criticised by Susan Bassnett and Theo Hermans for its
use of terms like “weak” and “periphery,” which can insinuate an implicit judgement of
the texts or the culture under investigation.”® However, to this criticism, Chang replies

that

In the polysystemist’s usage these terms carry no appreciative or

derogatory connotation but are entirely neutral. To describe

|II

something as “central” or “peripheral” (or “old” or “young”), for

example, does not imply like or dislike, or respect or disrespect on the
part of the researcher. A basic assumption of polysystem theory is that
the member systems of a polysystem are not equal but hierarchized,

some being in more central positions than others.”

Translation studies theories have been occasionally used to describe the Japanese case,
albeit, as mentioned in section 1.4.2, this is not the norm for historical research. Mainly,
the concept of “norms” (as formulated by Toury’s Descriptive Translation Studies) has
been recurrently brought forward when dealing with the Japanese case, and it has been
explored for example by Akira Mizuno.”> However, there are also a few instances of
Japanese studies researchers that made use of (or at least parts of) polysystem theory
to describe the Japanese literary space. Mino Saito utilised polysystem theory to
describe Meiji period practice,”® while Noriko Matsunaga-Watson applied polysystem
theory in the literary context of post-war Japan.’’ Akira Mizuno as well applied
polysystem theory to the early modern Japanese context.’®

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, in this thesis, | do not explore every

aspect of polysystem theory, as | use it as a general approach and as a set of tools to

2 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, pp. 120-23.
73 Bassnett, “Translation Turn in Cultural studies,” p. 127; and Hermans, Translation in Systems, p. 109.
74 Chang, “In Defence of Polysystem Theory,” p. 314.
5 Mizuno, “Stylistic Norms.”
76 Saito Mino, “Power of Translated Literature.”
77 Matsunaga-Watson, “Selection of Texts for Translation.”
78 Mizuno, “Kindai Nihon.”
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describe the Japanese context - in particular, the Dutch studies discourse of translation.
As an approach, polysystem theory comes in handy to challenge more familiar
interpretations of the literary context, providing us with a complete picture and
clarifying the behaviour of authors and translators.

For example, it is useful to overcome the problematics of the perception of the
separated spheres of Japanese and Chinese literature in Japan. Modern scholarship,
both in Japan and in the West, has often tended to consider literature written “in
Japanese” and literature written “in Chinese” as two separated entities, neglecting the
fact that they are tightly interconnected.”® The perception of a blunt cultural and literary
separation we experience today between Chinese studies and Japanese studies in Japan
was not in place throughout the early modern period, where Chinese culture and
Japanese culture coexisted and permeated each other. As Even-Zohar notes in his
seminal work Polysystem Studies, this is not an infrequent situation, especially in

multilingual societies.

The acuteness of heterogeneity in culture is perhaps most “palpable,”
as it were, in such cases as when a certain society is bi- or multilingual
(a state that used to be common in most European communities up to
recent times). Within the realm of literature, for instance, this is
manifested in a situation where a community possesses two (or more)
literary systems, two “literatures,” as it were. For students of literature,
to overcome such cases by confining themselves to only one of these,
ignoring the other, is naturally more “convenient” than dealing with
them both. Actually, this is a common practice in literary studies; how

inadequate the results are cannot be overstated.®

Finally, born out of the study of literary tradition, polysystem theory typically refers to
translated literary texts; however, in this thesis | will apply it in an expanded form to
writings about the Japanese discourse of translation concerning the translation of

scientific literature.®! The notion of what constitutes scientific literature is a concept

% Wixted, “Kanbun,” p. 23.
80 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies,” p. 12.
81 The notion of “scientific literature” in itself is of course a term born out of the Western context. Marcon,
Nature of Knowledge, p. x.
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that changed in history. Dutch studies scholars themselves talk about style in translation
of scientific texts (on occasion, as will be discussed throughout this thesis, praising the

“goodness and grace” of the Dutch original text).8?

1.7 Problematic terms and translated terms

In this final section, | will discuss the use of some key-terms that appear throughout my
work. One of my goals has been to make this thesis as accessible as possible to both
specialists of Japan and specialists of translation studies. In doing so, | faced a number
of challenges related to terminology, first and foremost the choice of deciding between
keeping some terms in Japanese or offering an English translation.®? Firstly, even the idea
of the English term “translation” itself often clashes with non-Western
conceptualizations.®* In this thesis, | follow Toury in maintaining that whatever is
considered translation in a given culture can be referred to as translation,® and | apply
the same principle to what is to be considered as the discourse of translation. Thus,
whenever Japanese scholars refer to any aspect of their activity as connected to
translation, | assume that to be discourse of translation.

In general, | tried to keep a balance between providing English terminology in order to
facilitate the access to this thesis to scholars unfamiliar with the Japanese context, and
the crucial need to retain Japanese vocabulary that described concepts for which an
English rendition would have obscured or confused the original meaning. In some cases,
the meaning of the terminology used in the Japanese sources (such as with terms like
wage FNfi#, taiyaku XTFR or chokuyaku [EL.5R, which all convey different acceptations of
the word “translation”) also differed from text to text and author to author: providing a
one-off translation would have been even more confusing. For these cases, | resolved to
keep the Japanese term at all times and provide an English translation dependant on the
context. This choice inevitably makes the text heavier to read. However, | have done so

for the sake of clarity.

82.0n Maeno Ryodtaku’s idea of “goodness and grace” of the Dutch texts, see chapter 6.
83 Sato-Rossberg discussed the role of English as the current lingua franca for the field of East Asian
translation studies, highlighting its pros and its limitations. Sato-Rossberg and Uchiyama, Diverse Voices,
pp. 1-3.
8 See for example Wakabayashi, “Reconceptionization of Translation.”
85 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, pp. 23-39.
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In a few cases, | decided to keep the Japanese word, as | did with the term buntai 3
& (literally, “writing style” or “writing form”) because its possible translations into
English can often be misleading and do not give an accurate representation of its
meaning. In fact, as discussed in chapter 2, this term is connected to different aspects
of a script, such as its function, the grammar and vocabulary used, as well as its visual
form. Such concepts are difficult to convey in English, which is not as sensitive to script
as the Japanese case.

When | believed that the English version represented an apt exemplification of the
Japanese word, | opted for a translation. As mentioned in section 1.2, | used “Dutch
studies” for rangaku [# 5, “Dutch studies scholar” for rangakusha [ 5 %, and
“interpreter” when tsdji 5 or a correlate word (such as yakka #R5Z or yakushi R &)
was used. Throughout this thesis, | refer to the tsaji 177 as the “interpreters,” or
“Nagasaki interpreters” for practical reasons. The use of this term should not mislead
the reader, as in many cases the interpreters themselves were intellectuals and
dedicated scholars, engaged with both oral and written translation (and not exclusively
with interpreting, as suggested by Sugita Genpaku. See chapter 3). Since in the sources
examined the authors repeatedly made this division explicit, and employed the term
“scholar” (gakusha “#3) to refer to a group of individuals closely connected to each
other and active in Edo between the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning
of the nineteenth, | believe that these terms well represent the perception of these two
roles as described in the texts under consideration in this thesis (see in particular chapter
3 on the dynamics of the two professions). | also chose to keep this terminological
distinction to give the reader a feeling of the discourse of translation permeating the
field of Dutch studies. This was also the case for the term hanrei 151, widely used in
chapter 4 on translation paratexts, which | simply render as “explanatory notes.”

Among Japanese studies scholars there is no general consensus regarding the English
name for the Sinographic script used in East Asia, known as kanbun {3C in Japan.
Depending on the point of view, it can be understood as classic Chinese, literary Chinese,
literary Sinic, Sinographic script, or Sino-Japanese.®® | chose to use the term “Chinese,”

as in “literary Chinese” and “Chinese characters,” since these terms may sound more

86 Kornicki, “Note on Sino-Japanese.”
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familiar to translation studies scholars. “Chinese” is also used by Martha Cheung in her
Anthology of Chinese Discourse of Translation.®” This choice is not perfect, but dealing
with the need to keep many other less known terms in the original Japanese, | decided
to keep some others in their most popularised versions.

Finally, in this thesis, | preferred the term “early modern” to “pre-modern,” in order to
avoid the perception that the years examined are a prelude of a so-called modern era.
It must be reminded that both the expressions are categorisations born out the Western
context, and are used here exclusively for the reader’s convenience, since this thesis

actually aims to emphasise how the edges of such historical periodisation are blurred.

87 In a 2003 article preluding her Anthology of Chinese Discourse, Cheung reminds us that the notion of
“Chinese” is in itself a construct and in her work it does not refer to “a single, homogeneous, monolithic
entity” nor to “a certain ethnic origin,” but rather to the fact that her selection of authors and texts “a)
had Chinese as one of their language pairs and their views are related to translation in the Chinese
context; and b) they had been centrally involved in the production of translated texts (in Chinese) and
their views are related to such a process or such a mode of production.” Cheung, “Representation,
Mediation, and Intervention,” p. 3.
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Chapter 2: The characteristics of the Japanese written

language

In both early modern and modern times, Japanese discourse on translation has involved
some degree of consideration of “writing styles” or “writing forms,” called buntai 3C{&
in Japanese.® As will be highlighted in this chapter, the concept of buntai is an important
factor to consider when investigating Japanese translation discourse.

Before the standardisation of the written language that began at the dawn of the Meiji
era, in early modern Japan it was the norm to use a variety of such writing styles,
depending on the contents and the required tone of a text. The Japanese buntai
featured differences of script, vocabulary, and syntax; despite the fact that buntai still
exist in modern Japanese, the differences between them were more pronounced in the
early modern period. The coexistence of different buntai meant that authors were not
the only ones that chose their writing style from a variety of options for original works:
translators as well were faced with this decision. As a consequence, the occurrence of
multiple forms of writing resulted in multiple forms of translation, each embedded in
matters of perceived linguistic prestige. The study of the discourse of translation within
Dutch studies is thus closely connected to the examination of the multiple writing and
translating practices existing in Japan in the Tokugawa period.

In order to give the reader a context for the translation discourse examined here and
in the rest of this thesis, in the first part of this chapter | will briefly survey the chief
characteristics of the Japanese buntai (see sections 2.1, 2.1.1 and 2.1.2). Then, | will
focus on kundoku, a method of reading/translating a source text with the help of reading
marks and glosses (see 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4). As will be discussed, the kundoku technique
plays an important part in the discussion of the buntai’s prestige and constitutes a
recurring feature of the Japanese discourse of translation.

Examining the various Japanese writing styles is a challenging task, and so is any
attempt to enclose their fluid dynamics in a strict descriptive framework. For the
presence of different kinds of buntai, each chosen for a particular context, the early

modern environment of Japanese written language is comparable with other

! There is not a univocal term that can be used to translate the term buntai. See section 1.7.
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multilingual contexts, in which the choice of one language associated with power and
prestige over another carries a social meaning.? However, multilingualism research
usually refers to situations involving “distinct languages,”3 and despite the fact that
many related concepts like diglossia# and heteroglossia® may, with the necessary
distinctions, apply to the Japanese context, they do not map directly onto its intricate
environment.®

Thus, in considering the uses and perceived prestige of the Japanese writing styles, as
| will do with the analysis of the primary sources discussed in the following chapters, |
propose an approach based on Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory. Therefore, here |
consider the buntai as all connected to each other rather than in opposition, and having
a perceived central or peripheral position in the linguistic and literary systems. Such
position was of course subjected to change, depending on the socio-historical situation
(e.g. the changing of the perception of buntai closer to the Chinese sphere throughout
Japanese history), and on the context (e.g. in court poetry, buntai closer to the Japanese
sphere occupy a more central position). As will be shown in the following sections, the
buntai connected to translation from Chinese and associated to Chinese studies in Japan
(kangaku %), were especially important to Dutch studies discourse of translation.
This is because Chinese studies represented a fundamental background for the Dutch
studies scholars’ work, as well as a criterion for comparison in translation theory and

practice.

2.1 Styles of the written language

The Japanese written language comprises a number of writing styles quite different from
each other, representing a remarkable case of linguistic diversity. The origins of this
situation can be traced to the inception of writing in Japan. Lacking a native writing
system (a common feature in the history of written languages), the elites of the Japanese

archipelago imported an existing script from their major neighbour, China. The first

2 Coulmas, Sociolinguistics.
3 Bailey, “Heteroglossia,” p. 499.
4 Ferguson, “Diglossia.”
> Bailey, “Heteroglossia.”
& As for example discussed by King, who proposes to look for a term indigenous to East Asia in “Ditching
‘Diglossia.””
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evidences of Chinese writing in the archipelago, in the form of inscriptions on coins,
swords and mirrors, date from the first to third centuries. By the seventh-eighth century,
the Japanese had successfully adapted the Chinese script to their language, making use
of Chinese characters’ meaning and pronunciation via a variety of strategies.” As a
consequence of such manipulations of the Chinese script, the Japanese written language
came to consist of a number of writing styles, now collectively called buntai 3L A&
(literally, “writing forms” or “writing styles”).

The Japanese buntai evolved parallel to one another and coexisted until the beginnings
of the modern era, when the Japanese government called for a standardisation of the
written language (hyéjungo 15 #£5E) along the lines of what they believed to be the case
in certain European countries.® Most notably for the purposes of this thesis, each buntai
performs a specific function, in a manner similar to language registers. In fact, the choice
of a particular buntai was dictated by the content, the perceived prestige of the text in
question and the author’s attitude. However, the buntai are not merely connected to an
idea of formality and informality: each one is characterised by its particular grammar,
syntax, lexicon, visual appearance. A few of these writing styles were crystalized in an
archaic and unnatural usage, requiring on occasion a rendition in a language variety
closer to vernacular Japanese; others were closer to the spoken everyday language.
Further, it must also be noted that each buntai varied greatly in their applications;
Chinese and Japanese elements, as well as more elegant or popular expressions, were
mixed in different ways from author to author, and differ from work to work.® For all
these reasons, the dynamics and the features of this array of writing styles have thus far
escaped a cut-clear classification, and are bound to elude any sharp labelling.

Because of their origin and development, we can look at buntai as both a product of
the contact with, and translation of, the first recorded foreign language in Japan,
Chinese. In fact, all Japanese writing forms - including the contemporary syllabaries
hiragana and katakana - stem from the Chinese script in one way or another, and at

least in the beginning were tightly connected to reading and/or translating literary

7 I.e. using Chinese characters for their meaning, their pronunciation or both. See Seeley, History of
Writing; Lurie, Realms of Literacy; Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese Texts.
8 Twine, “Standardizing Written Japanese;” Twine, “Toward Simplicity;” Twine, Language and the Modern
State.
9 Nakamura Yukihiko, Kinseiteki hydgen, pp. 147-92.
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Chinese. It was only after this initial, paradigmatic experience that the Japanese faced
all the languages that arrived afterwards, such as Portuguese, Dutch, and English.
Scholars active in early modern Japan navigated this array of writing forms, bending
their use according to necessity and genre; in the field of Dutch studies as well, those
educated in Chinese studies (which represented the conventional scholarly background
in the Tokugawa period) were accustomed to managing the different forms of the
written language. Therefore, when scholars started to translate from Dutch, they made
choices based on their perception and use of buntai, and they were influenced by their
background knowledge and the perceived power of Chinese culture. A basic knowledge
of the landscape of Japanese “writing forms” or “writing styles” is therefore the
preliminary step in the process of understanding how the Japanese handled translation

in the age of Dutch studies.

2.1.1 A brief classification of the Japanese buntai
Considering the variety of Japanese literary genres, the assortment of writing styles
associated with them, and a lack of descriptive works in current scholarship, talking
about the buntai world wholly and effectively is not an easy task, nor it is the main
objective of this thesis.® However, without any claim of ultimate categorisation,
reflection and description of this thought-provoking writing environment can definitely
offer further insights on Japanese translation practices. Besides, without a
reconstruction of the environment, or, using Bourdieu’s terms, the “field” or the
“market” in which the buntai taken into consideration in this project were used, it would
be unviable to describe and understand the choices made by scholars and translators
with regards to the Japanese translating strategies discussed in the following chapters.
In the same way, it would not be possible to shed light on the motivations behind
them.!!

In the next paragraphs, | shall illustrate the characteristics of the buntai useful for the

comprehension of the environment of the Japanese written language, relying upon

100n buntai, see as a reference Tsukishima, Buntai; Morioka, Buntai to hyégen; Tollini, La scrittura del
Giappone; Yamada et al., Nihon buntai no hensen; the two volumes Koten Nihongo no sekai: kanji ga
tsukuru Nihon and Koten Nihongo no sekai: moji to kotoba no dainamikusu.
11 Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power.
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Misumi Yoichi’s classification.'? Although Misumi’s work mainly concerns the setsuwa
AiEG (“anecdotal literature,” or “folktales”) literature of the Heian (794-1185) through
the Kamakura period (1185-1333), his straightforward categorisation is appropriate for
the purposes of this thesis. In fact, some buntai existed through the ages almost
unchanged, even if experiencing popularity and falling into disuse, and the written
language context of the eighteenth and nineteenth century was indeed indebted to the

developments of the written language from earlier centuries.

Broadly speaking, Japanese writing styles can be divided into the following three
categories:
(1) Japanese kanbun (Nihon kanbun H AREESL, also called hentai kanbun ZE RS,
literally “variant Chinese”), a spectrum of buntai that utilises only Chinese characters;
(2) Hiragana style (hiragana bun 44 3C), a spectrum of buntai based on cursive kana
with sporadic or more frequent use of kanji.'3
(3) Katakana style (katakana bun J7 x4, 3C) a writing form characterized by a mixture

of katakana syllabary and kanji.

(1) Japanese kanbun

Japanese kanbun (or Nihon kanbun 1% 3C) can be further divided into the following types:
(1.1) Chinese-oriented, comprising jun kanbun Fi{¥ 3C, “pure kanbun,” based on literary
Chinese, and waka kanbun {3 (literally “Japanized kanbun”), which also includes
Japanese elements; and

(1.2) Japanese-oriented, such as kiroku kanbun FC&k¥E 3L, “kanbun used for records,”
such as documents and diaries by courtiers; and manabon B4, 7K (literally, “books with
real names”), i.e. texts originally composed in “classical Japanese (wabun F13Z)” and re-

written with Chinese characters only.

12 Misumi, “Kanbuntai to wabuntai no aida.”
13 Hiragana and katakana are the two Japanese syllabic alphabets developed from the simplification of
the Japanese phonetic script based on Chinese characters. See Seeley, History of Writing, p. 50. With the
term “hiragana,” | hereto indicate the use of hentaigana 75 {K{X4 cursive kana script, and not the
modern and standard form of the Japanese syllabary.
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Katakana style and hiragana style are writing forms that employ a mixed use of
Chinese characters and the phonetic scripts developed in Japan. These two types of
buntai can be broken out further on the basis of the incidence of Chinese characters in
the text, although it must be kept into consideration that there not exists an exact ratio

of usage of phonetic scripts and Chinese characters to refer to.

(2) Hiragana style

In the Chinese writing system, each character has both sound and meaning. The
Japanese used different strategies to adapt Chinese characters to their language,
starting with the use of man’yégana 73 5:{ji4 (the Man’yéshd kana), a writing system
used in the poetry collection Man’yéshi 73345 (Collection of Ten Thousand Leaves,
eight century), in which each Chinese character was read as a Japanese syllable, in some
cases also using the character’s meaning, but more commonly simply as a phonetic sign.
Man’yogana later underwent a process of standardisation, which around the ninth
century resulted in the hentaigana ZZ K144 (literally, “variant kana”) writing system,
from which hiragana, one of the two phonetic syllabaries still in use today, is derived.
Hiragana style was used to write Japanese poetry (waka F1#X) and poetic treatises
(karon ¥ ), travel diaries (nikki kiko B FC#C1T), essays (zuihitsu [ii %), tales
(monogatari ¥JEE), popular stories (sezoku setsuwa THARFRES), and for the text sections

of picture scrolls (emaki ¥274).14

From the visual point of view, Hiragana style can be divided in different sub-styles,
which include:
(2.1) Hiragana style mixed with Chinese characters (kanji majiri hiragana bun 522 C
Y SEAE 44 ), a style based on the hiragana script mixed with sparse use of Chinese
characters.

(2.2) Mix of kanji and hiragana (kanji-hiragana majiri bun 7 AR A UV 3X), a
style developed in the Kamakura period (1185-1333), characterised by a major increase

of the use of Chinese characters.

14 Misumi, “Kanbuntai to wabuntai no aida,” p. 100.
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The term wabun F13C (“Japanese style”) indicates a style mainly written in hiragana
with sporadic use of Chinese characters. It follows the Japanese syntactical order and
uses Japanese grammar and vocabulary with little to none Chinese elements. This style

is usually referred in English as “classical Japanese” in the context of Heian period works.

(3) Katakana style

Katakana style, on the other hand, can be divided in three types, depending on the
amount of kanji used:

(3.1) Chinese characters style mixed with katakana (katakana majiri kanjibun Ji {44 58
L Y #53C) where the katakana syllabary is added in a smaller size to the main kanji
script to indicate verb conjugations and other dependent parts of speech; ¥

(3.2) Katakana style mixed with Chinese characters (kanji majiri katakana bun JE552
U Y J {4 30) a script based on katakana with more sporadic use of kanji; and finally
the

(3.3) Mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana (kanji katakana majiri bun 757

Frfii4 22 © W 3X), which presents an even distribution of kanji and katakana.

2.1.2 Buntai in use at the time of Dutch studies
As in earlier periods, in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries different writing forms
were in use. Not all of these buntai will be examined in the present thesis, but to give
the reader a sense of the linguistic variety in which the scholars operated, in the
following paragraphs | will summarise the main characteristics of the writing styles
available at the time of Dutch studies.

It can be said that in this period the buntai fluctuated on a spectrum that went from
(1.1) pure kanbun (jun kanbun #fi{# 3C), passing through various degrees of variant
Chinese (hentai kanbun Z5 {3, using only Chinese characters, but with the addition

of Japanese elements),*® to vernacular Japanese written with kana.

15 Also called katakana senmyégaki Ji {44 ' & &, as it was a style used for recording imperial
pronouncements (senmy6 E.f) and Shintd prayers (norito #13). Misumi, “Kanbuntai to wabuntai no
aida,” p. 106.
16 On hentai kanbun, also see Rabinovitch, “Introduction to Hentai Kambun.”
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(1.1) Pure kanbun (jun kanbun) was still in use for official documents of a bureaucratic
and legal nature, and for religious texts. Different degrees of mixed Chinese and
Japanese (wakan konkébun FNiEVE A2 L) involving a combination of Japanese and
kanbun grammar and a mix of kana and Chinese characters were used for diaries and
other kinds of literature, such as historical novels (yomihon &t 7 /K).

The epistolary buntai, sérobun 3L was the language of the Tokugawa bureaucracy
and was used for all formal correspondence. Sorobun takes its name from the extensive
use of the polite auxiliary soro at the end of the sentences. It was connected to (1.2)
Japanese-oriented kanbun, was written in Chinese characters, but followed the
Japanese grammar and syntax

The existence of the gikobun % &7 3C (literally, “imitation of the ancient style”)
deserves a special mention. This buntai, which was written in hiragana with the use of
a few Chinese characters, was following the grammar, syntax and lexicon of “classical
Japanese (wabun F13Z),” therefore representing a form of (2.1) hiragana style mixed
with Chinese characters.’ It was perfected by National Studies scholars (kokugakusha
[E]5%#), and was a written form used in National Studies scholarship. It was especially
refined by the scholar Motoori Norinaga AXJ& E & (1730-1801), who - in line with the
thought that a certain text corresponds to a certain writing form - argued that “to write
about the past [...] one had to adopt that mode of expression.”*® In fact, gikobun aimed
to imitate the by then “classic” buntai used in Heian period (794-1185) court literature.
A similar idea of using the appropriate buntai to write about a certain topic can be found
in Dutch studies writings as well as in the work of Ogy( Sorai ¥k ZE1H.7k (1666-1728). (On
the matter, see chapters 5 and 6).

Furthermore, zokugo A5 (or zokubun 14 3C, written in kana with a mixture of few
Chinese characters), the writing form nearest to the oral language, was used for the
many genres of popular literature.

In-between the employment of the buntai described above came along the continued
use of the kundoku method, which was used to access Chinese original texts, but also to

“compose” texts in “Chinese.” This practice and its different perceptions (to which the

7 Here, for classical Japanese | refer to the variety of written Japanese of the monogatari and waka, in
use during the Heian period (794-1185).
18 Burns, Before the Nation, p. 72.
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following three sections are dedicated to) had a fundamental role in the Japanese

discourse of translation.

2.2 The perception of Chinese culture and kanbun kundoku

As Sinitic elements were introduced to Japan thanks to travelling scholars, the
acquisition of books, and trade, through the centuries Chinese culture came to hold
great prestige in Japan.!® The practice of translation as a whole (including the kundoku
method) played a major part in the development of such status. Chinese culture and
civilisation maintained an important role of model or alterity throughout the history of
Japan, its evaluation fluctuating between positive and negative terms, depending on the
historical circumstances.?° This was at least until Japan’s defeat of China in the first Sino-
Japanese War of 1894-95, which marked a definitive change in perspective as to what
constituted the Japanese ideal model of civilisation, culminating in a shift towards
European models.?! Ever since the inception of writing in the archipelago, Chinese
characters were associated with the written language and the concept of “foreign
language” as commonly perceived today was introduced only at a later stage. Thus, from
its earliest introduction until the late nineteenth century, the Chinese language - and its
different adaptations, as described in the previous sections - occupied a key position in
the Japanese linguistic and literary system.

The practice of kanbun kundoku % 3ZF)I%E, which can be rendered in English as
“reading Chinese (lit. Han Dynasty) texts in Japanese,” was one of the first strategies
adopted to read and write in the seventh and eighth centuries. In kundoku, reading
marks and glosses helped the reader to decode Chinese source-texts and also to
compose “in Chinese,” thus giving the impression of reading and writing in the model

language used to express the higher culture. ?2 The language resulting from kanbun

19 As discussed in section 1.7 of the introduction, in this thesis | use the term “Chinese” instead other

available expressions. | do so as | believe it reflects the perception of China had by the authors discussed

in the present work, and in general it suggests the kind of awareness disseminated in the Dutch studies

discursive writings from the period taken into consideration here.

20 sakaki, Obsessions.

21 Jansen and Rozman, Japan in Transition.

22 The kundoku technique was not unique to Japan. There are parallel experiences of kanbun kundoku in

Korea and Vietnam as well, and the technique was likely transmitted to Japan via Korean texts. For a

discussion of what is nowadays called “area of influence of Chinese characters (kanji bunkaken 85 3C4L,

P&l),” or “the cultural sphere of Han [Chinese] writing (kanbun bunka ken 1% 3L SC{VF&l)” see Kin, Kanbun
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kundoku is a hybrid that challenges the boundaries of reading and translating and
creates confusion between the oral and visual aspects of the text.

However, beyond the technical peculiarities of this technique, the most significant
characteristic of kundoku for the purposes of this thesis lies in what it represents. In the
Tokugawa period, the use of kanbun kundoku was the prerogative of Confucian scholars,
who were the public fagcade of Chinese tradition in Japan, and thus the kundoku method
was a tool of expression associated with officialdom: the shogunal government and
government-sponsored academia. It is for this reason that great attention should be
placed upon translative choices such as using or not using kundoku when engaging with
Chinese texts, or choosing to translate European languages into kanbun or into a buntai
that was closer to the Japanese spectrum. For a comparison, as Martha Cheung explains
in her discussion of the Chinese case, when scholars and translators in China faced the
need to translate the Buddhist canon from Sanskrit, they chose to borrow the already
existing lexicon of the previous canonical Confucian works. Each of these pre-existing
words was already connected to a set of meanings, and were bound to resonate in a
certain way when used in another context.?® These translation choices may be justified
by the necessity to find a term, in order to familiarise the reader with the text, and to
legitimate the text itself as well.

The same attention should be also given when investigating the methodologies and
the associated terminology chosen by the Dutch studies scholars to describe their own
practice. In fact, it is my argument that, in a similar way in Japan, scholars and translators
of Dutch made choices (such as translating Dutch vocabulary with Chinese terms, or
associating their strategies with the terminology originated from the Buddhist
translation tradition) to legitimize their work and, in doing so, turned to the writings and

methodology of Japanese scholars of Chinese for inspiration.

to higashiajia; Komine, Kanbun bunkaken no setsuwa sekai; Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese
Texts. For an exhaustive discussion of kanbun kundoku, see Lurie, Realms of Literacy. Methods of
rendering the source-text into a different target language can also be found in other linguistic traditions,
for example in the Akkadian writing system. For a linguistic comparison, see lkeda, “Early Japanese and
Early Akkadian.”
2 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 4.
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2.3 Chinese and Japanese literacy

Traditionally, scholarship in Japan and in the West described the Japanese culture as
separated into two different spheres, one of Chinese culture and language and one of
Japanese culture and language. This stark divide can be associated with the rise of the
kokugaku £ (National studies) movement in the Tokugawa period, when scholars like
Motoori Norinaga A& E £ (1730-1801) began a quest to uncover the true spirit of the
Japanese language and culture, before it was allegedly corrupted by Chinese culture and
language. Therefore, the domain of literacy came to be conventionally divided into two
main axis, the one of wabun F13C (“classical Japanese,” literally, “Japanese writing”),
properly Japanese and the one of kanbun %3, Chinese and therefore alien.?*
However, this separation was born out of modern interpretations of the early modern
context. In truth, throughout the history of Japan, Japanese and Chinese literacies were
actually tightly interconnected. LaMarre argues that binarism between the Japanese and
Chinese spheres® in the Heian period (794-1185) simply denoted “various modes of
production and types of expression,” rather than expressing opposition or negation
towards the “Chinese” elements.?® Similarly, Lurie talks about the necessity to overcome
the “bilingual fallacy” that presumed a conceptualisation of Japanese culture in terms
of a Chinese/Japanese linguistic opposition, and that had been fabricated by
nationalistic revisionism from the nineteenth century.?’ In fact, before the dynamics in
act in the early modern era, such as a rising interest in spoken Chinese and the diffusion
of contemporary Chinese vernacular fiction, the consciousness of Chinese script as
connected to a foreign language was far less widespread or possibly not present at all.
Before that point, the perceived difference was rather between mana B4, (“real
names,” i.e. Chinese characters employed for their meaning) and kana {4 (“borrowed
names,” characters only used for their sound), and the use of Chinese script was not

directly connected to the Chinese language.?®

24 On the concepts of “Chinese” and “kanbun,” see section 1.7 of the introduction.
% LaMarre actually uses the terms “Yamato” (the early Japanese state) and “Han/Tang” (Chinese
dynasties). See LaMarre, Uncovering Heian Japan.
26 LaMarre, Uncovering Heian Japan, pp. 30-31.
27 Lurie, Realms of Literacy, pp. 323-34.
28 Lurie, Realms of Literacy; LaMarre, Uncovering Heian Japan. On the process of vernacularisation of the
Sinitic script in East Asia, see Kornicki, Language, Scripts, and Chinese Texts, pp. 42-71.
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For a long time, literacy was mainly limited to court and monastic institutions, and was
later extended to the warrior class during the medieval period.?® In the early modern
era, more people from different classes had access to reading and writing, prompting
the development of new writing forms.3° Due to the urbanisation and the social
transformations of the seventeenth century, a dramatic expansion of education can be
observed in the Tokugawa period,3! when the diffusion of domain schools (mainly for
offspring of the samurai class) and terakoya =¥ 1) (schools dedicated to the children
of the commoners)3? led to an increase of the literacy rate, which went hand in hand
with the growth of the publishing market.

Literary Chinese was surely still connected to more prestigious domains, such as the
Confucian and the Buddhist canon, but became also at least on some level familiar to
larger sections of the urban population. Literary Chinese played a significant part in
women’s lives as well, demonstrating that the traditional division between “Chinese”
masculine writing and “Japanese” feminine writing were also a fabrication of history.33
An exemplary case of how familiar the kundoku method was to the general public is the
case of the Plenty of Teachers of the Classics series (Keiten yoshi 7 HLERFT 1786-1843)
promoted by Confucian scholar Tani Hyakunen % i 4F (1754-1831). Plenty of Teachers
was a serialised edition of the Confucian and Neo-Confucian canon published in the late
Tokugawa period with kundoku reading marks and glosses to the source text in literary
Chinese and the addition of kakikudashi X T L (so with the kundoku text written
down separately) and explanatory notes. It became so popular that its woodblocks for

printing had to be re-cut numerous times.3*

2 On literacy, see Kornicki, Book in Japan, pp. 30-38 and pp. 251-76; Lurie, Realms of Literacy.
30 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 16-46. About literacy rates in Japan, see Kornicki, Book in
Japan and Kornicki, Patessio, Rowley, Female as Subject.
31 Lurie, Realms of Literacy, p. 319.
32 Dore, Education in Tokugawa Japan.
33 On the matter, see Sakaki, Obsessions, pp. 103-42 and Kornicki, Patessio, Rowley, Female as Subject.
34 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 117-19, Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese Texts, pp.
181-82.
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2.4 The characteristics of the kundoku technique and its position among the

Japanese buntai

As pointed out in the introduction, detailed discussion of uses and perceptions of
Chinese language and kundoku do not usually appear together with research on
Japanese Dutch studies. In fact, the latter is more commonly described in isolation or
simply mentioned in studies focussing on other subjects; this situation is not helpful for
translation researchers who are not specialists of Japan, and possibly would not
immediately consider a connection between these two translation traditions. However,
the presence of kundoku characterised the Japanese discourse of translation from its
initial elaboration to the contemporary era, and it was a significant feature of Dutch
studies’ translation discourse. It is therefore worthy to have in mind its characteristics
and its position in the Japanese literary field.

The application of the kundoku method in the Japanese context was possible because
of the linguistic peculiarities of the Chinese and Japanese languages (such as different
syntax and morphology) and for the fact that Chinese characters are logographs,3® and
therefore could be easily associated with words in Japanese. Different styles of kundoku
had been in use in Japan since its development in the Heian period (794-1185). However,
by the latter part of the Tokugawa era, the Issaiten — 77 /. method, ideated by Sato Issai
1% —75 (1772-1859) a Neo-Confucian scholar from the Shoheiké B -4, the official
government sponsored academy established in 1691, came to be more widely used than
other kundoku styles because of its simplification of the Chinese grammar.3¢

Among the first strategies employed to access Chinese source texts, there were the
use of dry-point glosses3’ and okototen 7 = | i, red dots marked near the characters
representing case particles to be added. Later, the more commonly used kunten il i
(kun punctuation) were the kutéten f]qt i (punctuation marks) and the kaeriten i 1)
i1, glosses that indicated the order to rearrange the characters. The most used kaeriten

were —, _., = (and less commonly 1), followed by I, #, T, and more rarely H, &,

3 Today, in China not all Chinese characters are still in use as logographs.
36 Saitd Fumitoshi, “Kinsei ni okeru kanbun kundokuhé;” Saitd Fumitoshi, Kanbun kundoku to kindai
Nihongo, pp. 69-97.
37 Punctuation and attention glosses made by leaving an impression on the paper. They are called
kakuhitsu 4% in Japanese. Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese texts, pp. 158-59.
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N, T ; reten L i, which signalled the inversion of two characters. A long mark between
two characters would indicate that they are to read as a compound. In addition to the
use of kunten, added on the left side of the characters, kana could be added on the right
to indicate particles, the conjugation of verbs and adjectives and particular readings of
the characters.38

From the point of view of grammar and syntax, once it has been rearranged, the
language of kundoku follows the SOV order of the Japanese language. In comparison
with wabun F13C (classical Japanese), which presents a richer landscape of auxiliaries,
kanbun kundoku grammar could be described as a “simplified” form of literary Japanese
grammar. In addition, it presents some peculiar grammatical forms and expressions, and
it is characterised by the preferred use of Sino-Japanese readings.

The kundoku technique blurs the lines between reading, writing and translating,
connecting the Chinese and Japanese polarities. For the problematics sparked by its
inherent characteristics, kundoku occupies a significant position in the system of the
Japanese written language and consequently in the discourse of translation. The
position of kanbun kundoku 2 3CHIFE in the constellation3® of buntai is problematic, as
it is clearly connected to both the use of pure kanbun, the language of prestige, and the
mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. It is devised to “look” Chinese, but it
is then read/translated according to Japanese language rules.

There is not — and there never was — any general scholastic agreement on the status
of kanbun kundoku, since it creates a peculiar confusion between both source and
target-texts and their aural and visual aspects. In most cases, the kundoku reading marks
were appended to the source text, and hence no new written target text was produced
(in modern Japanese, where such new written target texts are produced, this is called
the kakikudashi bun £ X T L 3, or the “text written down”). Further confusing
matters, the language that results from this highly bound translation method is not a
natural language; nor it is a spoken language, even if the practice of reading it aloud was

common. David Lurie describes it as “an unexpected compatibility of reading with

38 As a reference, see Crawcour, Introduction to Kambun.
39 Wiebke Denecke in her Classical World Literatures, p. 10, used the word “constellation” to talk about
the comparison between the Chinese and the Greco-Roman worlds, while here | use it as a metaphor for
the kind of connection between the buntai.
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writing,” 4° being the result of the commixture of Chinese script and Japanese language,
and Yukino Semizu rightly talks about kundoku as “invisible translation.” #* Although the
Japanese writing system evolved over the centuries, the kundoku method was never
abandoned; it is still taught, however vestigially, as part of the “National Language”

(kokugo [E|FE) curriculum at Japanese high schools today.

2.5 Concluding remarks

As discussed in this chapter, categorising the Japanese buntai is challenging, since their
description pertains to the overlapping of the visual, functional and linguistic domains.
Some reasons behind the choice of a particular buntai instead of another remain
unanswered, and require further research. However, as will be exemplified in the next
chapters, by analysing the Japanese discourse of translation on different levels, it is
indeed possible to identify interconnected systems of people, texts and, accordingly, a
system of writing styles. We can thus consider buntai a system within a system, in itself
characterised by a hierarchy established depending on the historical moment.

In such system, the method of kundoku occupies a peculiar position, challenging the
Western-European notions of translation and, as will be discussed in the latter part of

this thesis, playing a significant part in the discourse of translation.

40 Lurie, Realms of Literacy, p. 175.
41 Semizu, “Invisible Translation.”
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Chapter 3: Constructing a narrative for a new field through

hierarchical relations

The relations between texts and individuals involved in a cultural polysystem constituted
the backbone of the Japanese early modern translation discourse. In order to
comprehend the nature of such relations, the examination of the context and the
narrative in which they took place is a fundamental step. In this chapter, | will unravel
the perception of the field of Dutch studies as it was portrayed by two of the most well-
known Edo-based Dutch studies scholars, Sugita Genpaku &2 H ¥ H (1733-1817) and
Otsuki Gentaku K IR (1757-1827) in the early decades of the nineteenth century.
The focus of this chapter will be the analysis of Sugita Genpaku’s narrative as promoted
in his Beginnings of Dutch Studies (also known as Dawn of Dutch Studies, Rangaku
kotohajime, Rangaku jishi or Ranté kotohajime B =F1f, 1815).1 In section 3.1, | will
introduce Sugita and his work, considering the implications of using Beginnings as a
source for historical research. Beginnings was an account of the origins and
development of Japanese Dutch studies, and, at the same time, scholars have noted that
it is a would-be retelling of the history of translation from Dutch in Japan.? My aim will
be to delineate the reasoning that led Dutch studies scholars and translators like
Genpaku to overemphasize a divide between the professions of scholars and
interpreters, the polarities of written and spoken translation, and ultimately of the
Chinese and Japanese spheres. In section 3.2, | will focus on the perception of the
interpreters’ abilities and attitudes as popularised by Genpaku, reflecting on which
interpreters were mentioned, and how they were depicted. Section 3.3 is dedicated to
further matters of translation discourse that appear in Beginnings (i.e. Genpaku’s
terminological choices and the problematics of the interpreters’ approaches); in
addition, | will use this text as further evidence of the Dutch studies scholars’ possible
contribution to the discourse of translation in Japan during the modern era. In section

3.4, | will consider the dichotomy between the Dutch studies scholar and the Confucian

! For a complete English translation of this text, see Matsumoto, Dawn of Western Science in Japan.
2 Sugimoto Tsutomu discussed the matter in many of his works, for example see Sugimoto, Edo jidai
rangogaku, vol. 1, pp. 1-25 and Sugimoto Tsutomu, Kaitai shinsho no jidai. Also see Clements, Cultural
History of Translation, pp. 146-49 and Horiuchi, “When Science Develops,” pp. 165-71.
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scholar in Genpaku’s eyes in order to show how Genpaku located Dutch studies with
respect to the authoritative Chinese studies tradition.

In this chapter, | will maintain that, from the point of view of translation discourse,
Sugita Genpaku presented the relationship between the self-proclaimed “scholars of
Dutch (rangakusha [“%-75)” and other external entities through hierarchical relations,
in order to carve a position for Dutch studies in the Japanese cultural polysystem. By
constructing the discourse of translation in this fashion, Genpaku influenced the
reception of the contribution that had been made to the field by the Nagasaki
interpreters, as well as the perception of their translation approaches. | will investigate
the vocabulary used by Sugita Genpaku and Otsuki Gentaku and | will discuss the
terminological dichotomies contained in Beginnings. | will show how Dutch studies
scholars recurrently defined their identity through a mechanism of distinction and
comparison with “the other,” an entity constructed either from within or from outside
the field. From within, this separation was built through the opposition/cooperation
with the Nagasaki interpreters. From the outside, it was formulated via the comparison
with the figure of the Confucian scholar (jusha f£3°), which belonged to the tradition of
Chinese studies in Japan and, at least in part, via the Buddhist translation tradition in
China. Finally, | will argue that the manipulation of the discourse on translation can have

consequences in the wider perception of historical facts.

3.1 Sugita Genpaku’s Beginnings of Dutch Studies

Sugita Genpaku #2 H ¥ H (1733-1817) is popularly regarded as one of the founders of
Dutch studies in Japan. Son of Sugita Hosen #2H & 1ill (dates unknown), an official
doctor of the Wakasa #5 4% Domain (modern day Fukui prefecture), Genpaku was a
surgeon and a scholar active in Edo. Genpaku studied Dutch medicine under a member
of a well-known family of interpreters, Nishi Gentetsu /& %7 (1681-1760) and, as was
conventional for the times, he also trained in Chinese studies with a Confucian scholar,

Miyase Saburoemon =7 1] (1720?-1771).3

3 Matsumoto, Dawn of Western Science, pp. xiii-xvii; Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 4, pp. 343-53.
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In Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime [ #5544, 1815), Genpaku
recounted his version of the circumstances of the inception of the study of Dutch in
Japan, from the activity of the first families of interpreters employed for the trade with
the Dutch through to the translation of A New Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho fi# {4
#H12EE, 1774) by himself and his colleagues. A New Treatise was a translation in kanbun
of the Dutch version of a German work of medicine, Kulmus’ Anatomical Tables
(Anatomische Tabellen, 1722, for more on this text, see chapter 4). In Beginnings,
Genpaku presented the translation of A New Treatise as the defining event in the history
of the field, as well as a central moment in the development of Japanese scientific
knowledge. In the text, he concentrated on the contributions made by himself and his
co-translators, a group of scholars and translators based in Edo.

In Beginnings, as well as in other Dutch studies texts, Genpaku and colleagues
reiterated their position as pioneers at the dawn of a new scholarly tradition, deserving
of a monopoly in the field, and calling themselves “scholars of Dutch (rangakusha B
%4).” To describe this situation, in the first few lines of Beginnings of Dutch Studies,

Genpaku wrote:

AkE, HEICHT L WS T EEOIThIL, S22 NTELF
W, HER R 5FITEVICINEBRET, ZOMDEEHZ ESIT,
H.HGNEZ SN, SEZORICERFHE L L0, IR
I L, SEHPI ETIREDLIRL EF 2R Ey Lic, &
FERICHEAILRY LT &0,

L RDIZHLSRVITE LI E Bsis, ZREROZ L1X%
DEADTTRCEICHRS ZUTHRET D LD R, HOTHEHS
THZEEMNR D, FRFEOHTFICLCEIMIFLHD Z L
DRHHABHEZEDL Z L2, IFEOE, x4 e LT,
a0 R B R D T2 T Db D7D,

Recently, Dutch studies has become widely practiced in our society:
those who have set their minds on it study zealously, those who are

ignorant exaggerate [their knowledge] shamelessly. If | look back to

4 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 11-12.
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the past and think about the beginnings, [| remember that] at that time
only two or three colleagues of mine and | unexpectedly became
deeply interested in Dutch studies; it is already almost fifty years ago.
Now Dutch studies have progressed so much and have become
inexplicably popular.

[...] However, when | think about how far [Dutch studies] has come, [I
wonder why] it has spread so widely. Is it because the way of teaching
medicine was wholly practical (jitsu ni tsuku 5Z(Z %t <) from the
beginning? Or is it because it is easy to understand (ryokai suru koto
sumiyaka THE T 5 Z &3 7)2)? Or was it because since the public
thought it was a novelty (shinki 7 #7), a foreign (ihé % J7) and
miraculous art (myojutsu #57f7), some deceitful people (kankatsu no

to I} D 1E) looking for fame, took advantage [of it]?

According to Genpaku, while the rangakusha became involved in Dutch studies in a
quest for scientific knowledge that would be beneficial to the whole country, other
individuals, moved by a selfish disposition, were actually ignorant people who only
became interested in Dutch studies for fame and personal gain, exploiting the rising
popularity of the field. Despite the fact that there might have been some truth in
Genpaku’s words, as will be discussed in section 3.1.1, a good deal of his account was a
calculated manipulation of the Japanese translation discourse.

Genpaku’s disciple Otsuki Gentaku reiterated the claims contained in Beginnings, even
promoting Genpaku’s work as a source of information on the history of the movement.
In Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku teiké [ aRERT, 1816), Gentaku
sketched out the grounds on which the Dutch studies movement should have been
perceived, by listing the essential books that touched upon the history of the field.

Gentaku wrote:

AMOBPRE R LI & W~24 b Gt i TR 2« FAFRE L
ZHE Y, IEF O L 2 Li3E ko [HRE] & T
AR WER RO TR L] THZPE0R] FEosEIcR
Ao IRED Y LIRS 2 [A#E] os|Hic Hokm ol
BIRARTZZTFTATINEZM D~ L, HEigss THEsh] K& T
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fit] OEEITEDLBTHIO LEIC THELZEROKEZBRLET
AT, AITAETIIALXBRGIZHRE T NS HRR D, ARE B
ARICEEZH L F#SH L OITERE LTINICEFEL, XHE
Mt s OABERELFICRDLIbOZEE LYK, X
IR DFRE LW < HFERICHBOLAB AT L B EX LA
v, ®

Even the name “Dutch studies (rangaku [ )" that is commonly used
nowadays came from that time and from inside that circle (sha 1) [of
scholars/translators in Edo], who casually started to call themselves as
such. After all, the origins (kigen #Li}R) of [Dutch] studies can be seen
from works by Master Ranka F#1l. (i.e. Maeno Ryotaku Aij#Ef KR,
1723-1803) like The Keys to Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku sen HIRZ,
i.e. 1785), and Brief Translations from the Dutch (Ran’yaku soké TR
Eifi, i.e. Oranda yakubun ryaku FNTHE AR SCHE, postscript dated 1771,
manuscript) and from works by Master Isai 5527 (i.e. Sugita Genpaku)
like Questions and Answers on Dutch Medicine (Rangaku mondé T
7%, i.e. Oranda iji mondé Tl = S H1%, 1795) [...] and Beginnings
of Dutch Studies. In the introduction (dairei 1) of my own work,
New Record of Six Things (Rokubutsu Shinshi 7<%, 1786), which
[contains excerpts of Dutch books] | translated (yakujutsu FRiR) in
little time, you can read a short summary (ryaku %) of those origins
(raiyu & H1). Around those years, which is when | had just started
writing my books, A Guide to Dutch Studies (Kaitei B4, i.e. Rangaku
kaitei B B4, 1783) and Understanding Dutch Studies (Haikei il fif,
i.e Rangaku haikei -7l fi%, 1811). [There], | showed the main rules
of the learning style (gakushiki no daihé ¥ Ki%), but people now
should simply overlook them, as they were very unorganised (zappen
HEH). However, those who now are deeply interested in this study
and have intelligence and discernment (saishiki = #%) are annoyed

with those who study that true art (shinjutsu EL#f7) [i.e. Dutch

> Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 1, pp. 17-18.
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medicine]® without [understanding] the real meaning (hon’i X&) [of
Dutch texts], and many came to follow that bad habit. | think that even
the interpreters (yakkan #R'E’) in Nagasaki finally had their hearts
moved to study with more accuracy (benrei fifl&) for the sake of their

families’ business (kagyo 7% 2£).

The similarities between Beginnings and Upward and Forward are quite evident, such
that one wonders whether Gentaku may be the author of Beginnings. Similarly to what
was laid out by Genpaku, in Upward and Forward as well, the expertise of the first wave
of Nagasaki interpreters was downplayed. Interestingly for the purposes of this thesis,
the works that Gentaku is mentioning in the passage above (by the likes of Sugita
Genpaku, Maeno Ryotaku and of course himself) were not only language manuals or
works focussing on the field’s history, but texts that included at least in part matters of
translation discourse, suggesting the importance attributed to such discourse by

Gentaku (for detailed discussion of the matter, see chapter 6).

3.1.1 The position of Beginnings in Dutch studies literature

For a long time, the veracity of Genpaku’s account in Beginnings of Dutch Studies was
taken for granted by modern scholars both in Japan and abroad. However, as more
recent scholarship has pointed out, this text, which represents a testament to the Edo-
scholars’ contribution to the introduction of Dutch science and technology in Japan, is
far from being a reliable source and includes many mistakes and misconceptions.?®
Moreover, the extent of Dutch language knowledge that Genpaku and colleagues

claimed to possess is debatable, making some assertions contained in the text rather

® The term shinjutsu E.{i7 also appears in Beginnings. Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies
(Rangaku kotohajime), p. 69. In his English translation of Beginnings, Matsumoto Ry0z0 renders it as “true
art of healing.” Matsumoto, Dawn of Western Science, p. 70.
’ The last two sentences of this passage are extremely similar to the incipit of Sugita Genpaku’s Beginnings
reported above.
8 Sugimoto Tsutomu discussed the matter in many of his works, for example see Edo jidai rangogaku, vol.
1, pp. 1-25 and Kaitai shinsho no jidai. Also see Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 146-49 and
Horiuchi, “When Science Develops,” pp. 165-71.
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implausible (for example the fact that they translated from Dutch without the
interpreters’ help, as reported in the following sections).®

Beginnings is a text popularly associated to Sugita Genpaku. However, this work was
completed by Genpaku’s pupil Otsuki Gentaku K %R (1757-1827) and, it must be
made clear that, as Honma Sadao notes, since Genpaku’s work was transmitted by
Otsuki Gentaku and then by other members of the Otsuki family, and it is known that
Gentaku made additions to the text, the boundaries of Beginnings’ authorship are
blurred. 1° Therefore, Otsuki Gentaku could be the one behind some statements
contained in the text, especially the ones that can be found repeated verbatim in his
own writings.

Beginnings had then been transmitted and popularised beyond the Tokugawa period
by some distinguished Meiji intellectuals (and former Dutch studies scholars) such as
Kanda Takahira 4 2%~ (also known as Kanda Kohei, 1830-1898), Fukuzawa Yakichi
fEiE S (1835-1901), and in the contemporary era by the renowned scholar Ogata
Tomio ##% /7 & HE (1901-1989).1t As a consequence, this work became a source for later
research and history textbooks,*? in spite of the inaccuracies and fabrications of Sugita’s
report.

It is necessary to clarify that Beginnings is presented here not as an accurate historical
account, but rather as evidence of the narrative that the Edo scholars wished to pass on,
together with the perception of the field they wanted to promote. Because of the
aforementioned shortcomings and for the process of manipulation it likely underwent,
Beginnings will always be a controversial text to discuss. However, despite the fact that
it evidently describes only one side of the story, it is still a useful source for the
investigation of the discourse of translation that permeated Dutch studies. Indeed,
many characteristics behind the Japanese translation discourse emerge from the
reading of Beginnings, such as the scholars’ pursuit of social prestige and government
approval, the alleged importance of linguistic correctness and the choice of writing style

(themes which will appear in a number of texts examined in the following chapters) and,

9 See Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 4; De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language; Gardner-Nakamura,
Practical pursuits.
% Honma, “Nagasaki Rangaku.”
11 As noted by Matsumoto Rydz6 in Dawn of Western Science, pp. xviii-xxi.
2 Honma, “Nagasaki Rangaku.”
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perhaps above all, the clear preference and reverence for the written text in opposition
to spoken translation.

As mentioned in the introductory chapter of this dissertation, the discourse of
translation within the field of Dutch studies reached a higher grade of complexity in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This development could be partially explained by
the advancements in the domain of linguistic knowledge, which led to more complex
theorisation of translation. However, in this thesis | maintain that, rather than being the
“founders” of Dutch studies, Sugita Genpaku and his colleagues and disciples were the
ones who wrote the discourse of Dutch studies. In particular, by manipulating the
discourse of translation, they influenced the perception of the whole field, and once this
perception was instituted, the major part of Dutch studies’ later developments fell into

the grid Genpaku and his colleagues created. According to Even-Zohar:

When a repertoire is established and all derivative models pertaining
to it are constructed in full accordance with what it allows, we are
faced with a conservative repertoire (and system). Every individual
product (utterance, text) of it will then be highly predictable, and any

deviation will be considered outrageous.*?

| therefore maintain that at the time when Genpaku wrote Beginnings, the field of
Dutch studies had reached, in polysystemic terms, a state of a perceived “canonized
repertoire,”** and that what was later transmitted as the history of the field, depended
on the paradigms set by it. As will be discussed in chapter 4, | claim that this paradigm
was initiated by the discussion of translation in the introduction of A New Treatise on

Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho fi# {82, 1774).

3.2 The perception of the Nagasaki interpreters’ work

When delving into Genpaku’s writings, a number of key terminological distinctions that
shaped the broadly conceived field of Dutch studies come to light. As will be noted in

the sections below, in Beginnings, the vocabulary used to describe actors and practices

13 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies,” p. 21.
14 Even-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies,” pp. 15-17.
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of translation is frequently characterised by a positive or negative connotation, either
implicitly or explicitly. The examination of such characterisations are revealing of the

dynamics among the parts that are called into play.

3.2.1 Scholars vs Interpreters

The first evident divide emerging from Genpaku’s account is the differentiation between
“scholars (gakusha )" and “interpreters (called tsdji or tsdshi 1H7).” As discussed
in the introduction (section 1.7 on problematic terms), in this thesis | make use of the
distinction between “scholar” and “interpreter” that featured in the discourse which is
my object of study. In reality, many “interpreters” were also scholars and intellectuals.
This split surely stems from the diversification of the two roles, but ends rooted in
practice and approaches to translation, and it is a crucial feature of the narrative
promoted in Beginnings.

Itis true that records from Dutch residents of Dejima describe a certain discontent with
the interpreters’ ability to understand Dutch. In his History of Japan (1727), Engelbert
Kaempfer (1651-1716) generally dismissed the interpreters’ abilities as “little else than
a simple and indifferent connexion of broken words,” complaining that they translated
“in so odd a manner, that often other interpreters would be requisite to make them

understood.”?> At a later time, Carl Peter Thunberg (1743-1828) complained as such:

Some of the oldest interpreters express themselves on ordinary
subjects with tolerable clearness and precision in the Dutch language,
but as their own tongue differs so widely from the European languages
in its phrases and construction, one frequently hears from most of
them very laughable expressions and strange idioms. Some of them

never learn it well.*®

Indeed, Nagasaki interpreters presented different abilities. At the time, the
interpreters were organised in a “Guild,” or “College” (tsdji nakama Eza{H ) and,

depending on their level of proficiency and seniority, were appointed as senior

15 Kaempfer, History of Japan, Vol. 2, p. 101. This passage is also mentioned in Vande Walle, Dodonaeus
in Japan, p. 130.
16 Screech, Japan Extolled and Decried, p. 84.
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interpreters (otsaji < i# A ), junior interpreters (kotsdji /> i 77 ) and apprentices
(keikotsuji T& 7 #8F). In addition to these categories, there was a group of private
interpreters (naitsaji PNiE7A]) only active to during the annual sale of Dutch goods.?’

Nonetheless, the interpreters performed a challenging role as intermediaries in
difficult circumstances, laying the foundations for subsequent scholarship despite the
lack of study materials and the somewhat limited scope of their daily job, primarily
involving, but not limited to, business transactions. Some interpreters actually
demonstrated great capabilities and advanced linguistic knowledge of Dutch in Japan,
bridging the distance between scholars and interpreters.!®

As Sugimoto points out, on the whole the actual historical role of the interpreters has
been highly affected (and diminished) by the falsehood and disinformation spread by
scholars of Dutch studies based in Edo, and especially by Beginnings.® The core reasons
behind this distinction can be traced back to the necessity of defending the
aforementioned monopoly on the field by the Edo-based scholars and the aim of
elevating the social status of Dutch studies scholars.

The people who came to be called Dutch studies scholars came from many diverse
backgrounds: a great number of them started out as provincials pursuing a career as
domain doctors (han’i #%&[%), and then, typically, used the study of Dutch language to
advance their standing.? The scholars did not actively compete with the interpreters,
and in fact many translation projects were born out of team collaboration. In addition
to that, it must not be forgotten that travelling to Nagasaki and studying under the most
capable interpreters had been a rite of passage for most of the scholars.?! At least to
some extent, the scholars did publicly recognise the value of the interpreters’ work and
their expertise with spoken Dutch: as recounted by Genpaku himself (and by Otsuki
Gentaku, see section 3.2.4 of this chapter), some of the interpreters’ language

proficiency was considered instrumental for the development of the field.

17 For a detailed study on the history of interpreting in Nagasaki and the structure of the interpreters’
guild, see Katagiri, Nagasaki tsiji no kenkyi and Sugimoto, Nagasaki tsdji.

18 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 154-58; Horiuchi, “When Science Develops;” Sugimoto,
Nagasaki tsaji; Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1.

19 Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1, pp. 1-25.

20 0n the lives and backgrounds of the Dutch studies scholars, see Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 4.
21 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch.
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However, from the point of view of translation discourse it is possible to detect a
dynamic of struggle and competitive engagement (at least coming from the scholars’
side), that is reflected in the distinction in roles and terminology. To this regard, | would
maintain that Sugita Genpaku’s recurrent disapproval towards the interpreters reveals
a sharp awareness of the scholars’ perceived position in the cultural system. Genpaku
probably believed that the interpreters represented a possible threat to the status of

the Dutch studies field. As Even-Zohar argues:

To be recognised as a great writer yet be rejected as a model for living
literature is a situation no writer participating in the game can
indifferently resign himself to. Writers whose awareness of their
position is more acute, and whose maneuvering capacity is more
vigorous and flexible, have always tried to alter such a position if they

happened to find themselves in it.??

From Beginnings, it is easy to infer that one of Genpaku’s aims was precisely to regulate
the field, and he even explicitly admitted as much. For example, to some younger
scholars who made fun of his “haste (seikyd :/2)”?3 in his translating efforts and in his

attempts at getting official recognition for Dutch studies, he replied:

HOTHETDLOIFIAZH L, BNTHET D LOITANICHES D
Ly,

They say that he who initiates something for the first time controls (sei

shi ifi] L) people. He who is late to initiate, is controlled.?

22 Eyen-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies,” p. 20.

2 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 48.

24 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 48.

25 This is a quote from Historical Records (or Records of the Historian, Shiki 52 3t,, around 85 BC), vol. 7 of
the Annals (hongi Z<#c), The Annals of Xiang Yu (Kéu hongi TEAS#C) by the famous Chinese historian
Sima Qian #) & & (c. 145-86 BC). The original phrase is “4¢ Bl A, % HI %A A A7 il .~
https://ctext.org/shiji/xiang-yu-ben-ji/zh. Other examples of quotations of Sima Qian’s work in Dutch
studies sources can be found in chapter 6.
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And what Genpaku tried to do in Beginnings was exactly this: he tried to control the
perception of the people involved in the field, furthering his own cause.

As will be made clear in the rest of this chapter, essentially the line between scholars
and interpreters was drawn on the basis of the difference in their linguistic training. As
sketched out in the introduction to this dissertation, faced with the necessity of
arranging commercial relations with the Dutch in Dejima, the shogunate gave the
responsibility of learning Dutch to a few families of interpreters in Nagasaki, who were
already dealing with Chinese and Portuguese.?® Despite enjoying the prestige of holding
an official position, the interpreters were not traditionally proficient in Chinese studies
(kangaku {57), which instead represented the standard educational background for
the scholars. In fact, the circumstances in which the interpreters had acquired Dutch
language proficiency were an inconvenient truth from the point of view of social status:
at the time, learning foreign languages (of course, with the exception of literary Chinese)
was customarily a hereditary activity deputised to the interpreters’ families. It was
knowledge born out of the necessities of commerce?’ and was therefore not associated
with prestige. This means that the interpreters, despite representing a concrete
connection with Dutch traders and scientists, did not embody the kind of figure that
could elevate the field to a higher status.

In the following subsections, different kinds of relations between the scholars and the
figure of the interpreter are examined. In these instances, the interpreters are
represented as an obstacle to Dutch language learning, and their supposed

incompetence and ignorance in matters of styles is used to justify the scholars’” work.

3.2.2 The encounter with Nishi Zenzaburo
A first passage from Beginnings that is fundamental to understand the nature of the
relation that Genpaku wished to be perceived between the scholars and the interpreters,
is the description of the encounter with a member of the Nishi family, Nishi Zenzaburo
P53 — B (1718-1768).

While the next excerpts also express the interpreters’ desire to likewise maintain a

monopoly on translation affairs, they testify how Genpaku, by quoting the words of a

26 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, pp. 32-42.
27 sugimoto, Nagasaki tsdji, pp. 9-53.
66



senior interpreter, tried to demystify the role that the interpreters played in Dutch-
Japanese relations, hinting at their unrefined linguistic knowledge. In particular, | would
argue that Genpaku (not so) subtly underlined the point that the major difficulty for the
interpreters was the translation of abstract concepts which are connected to the domain
of the scholar, rather than the daily necessities of a business exchange.

In the text, Genpaku recounted of when he accompanied his senior colleague Maeno
Ryotaku Fif#F B IR (1723-1803) to the Nagasakiya £-lFj /=, the inn where the Dutchmen
and their Japanese interpreters were staying during one of their yearly visits to Edo.
Here, Genpaku reported on how Zenzaburo seemed to discourage the learning Dutch by

anyone who was not from a family of interpreters. Genpaku wrote:

ZOFERBFEE=MMEHTESVIZY, RRGIGEICTLNL
NOL LR LB 512, #E=AEE T, EILTHEHEHZRD
ZAURME L A UE, DOFEEZEHOTHES T2 L WNSITESTH
2Ly, B

That year, a senior interpreter (6tsuji KXt 7A) called Nishi Zenzaburo
came along. | met him through [Maeno] Rydtaku FiR, and when |
expressed to him my reasons [for wanting to learn Dutch], [Zenzaburo
said that] it was absolutely useless (muyé ), because getting to
learn and understand (narahite rikai suru & O~CELE 9 %) Dutch
words (ji &¥) was a very difficult thing (muzukashiki koto nari ¥ = =
E720).

During their meeting, Zenzaburo explained to Genpaku and Maeno Ryotaku that even
if the words (ji ) that referred to concrete objects were easier to acquire (for example
“drinking, nomu 71 ¢,” therefore an action that can be easily replicated with gestures),
abstract concepts and ideas were instead “a matter of feeling (jé no ue no koto & ™ I

D Z &)"?° - quite an unclear (and ambiguous) statement. Zenzaburd then took as an

28 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 21-22.
2 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 22.
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example the Dutch verb anterekken 77— > 7 L < /7 . (NL: aantrekken, “to attract,” or

“to have interest in something”), and explained:

STEDOFEEHRLENWSZLIX [T—oTFT L] 0D,
DORFWEEFAOFIZEN, HhEVZDOZ LIZBINEY 2R3 6, 20
FEOBMORENSZEEZMOT, FHAICKATIOIROEH
ICCEDEZ WD TR LG,

So, [the word] “like” or “love” is anterekken 7 — 7 L > /7 in
Dutch. | was born in a family of interpreters (tsaji 1#77), | have been
used to [the Dutch language] since | was a child, and yet | did not know
how to translate (nan no yaku {if D ER) the meaning (i /&) of that word
(ji &F). Now that | am fifty, | understood its meaning (i =) for the first

time along the way of this journey [from Nagasaki to Edo].>!

Zenzaburo further tried to discourage Genpaku and Ryotaku from learning Dutch. From
the words reported in Beginnings, it can be inferred that for Zenzaburo the only possible
approach to learning Dutch was a hands-on spoken language practice, very far from the
(supposedly) accurate study performed by the scholars on the written texts. Zenzaburo

concluded:

DOEFEEBICEOGA LT DI, OO ICHE LD b L
T, DREFITHEANCHY LTTORGITMGLEEL, 207
LT CICRE LN THIZA EBOKB SIS 2y, £
NP2 E - HEARMEAER L, HAIZTELY ZORME~ S,
=D L THERE RN E S, IIEN LGRS LR,

TZH LB ON RO R LEER LD, 2

Moreover, learning Dutch is such a trouble (mendo [ 8] ) that

understanding (nattoku #145) this language easily is difficult even for

30 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 22.
31 The interpreters went along with Dutch traders in their journeys to the capital. Goodman, Japan and
the Dutch, pp. 25-31.
32 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 23.
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us, and we spend every day, from morning to night with the Dutch. If
you live somewhere like Edo and you want to learn Dutch, [then] it is
absolutely impossible (kanawazaru koto nari H1Z X5 Z & 72 0).
Masters like Noro (Noro Genjo Bf = t3L, 1693-1761) and Aoki (Aoki
Kon’yd & A B, 1698-1769) come over at this hotel every year by
order of the government, and even though they apply themselves
enormously, they have not got much grasp of it. | think it would be

naturally useless (muyé & H) for you as well.

Finally, at least from Genpaku’s report, Zenzaburo even seems to discredit two well-
respected and government sponsored scholars, Noro Genjo and Aoki Kon’yo. As known,
the Dutch studies scholars were engaged in government sponsored projects, and
actively sought shogunal approval. As mentioned before, scholars were known for
working alongside the interpreters, however here Genpaku almost suggests that the
interpreters were questioning the government’s mode of action, thus depicting them in
a negative light.

Later in the text, Genpaku briefly dismisses Zenzaburd’s efforts in written translation.

He wrote:

. BIRICTHEE =X~ — U OREFEEZ 2HBREA L BT
LEME LA, FIILHDETIIT, FEOLT LT, 3

| heard that in the past Nishi Zenzaburo planned to translate (hon’yaku
#MER) Marin’s dictionary®® in its entirety. | heard that he did so much

as to start and did not complete the thing.

Unsurprisingly, Genpaku highlights that even if Zenzaburo tried to engage with the
written text (in this case, the challenging endeavour of translating a Dutch-French
dictionary), he did not complete the task. Genpaku does not provide a specific reason,

but from the view of the interpreters’ work that emerges from Beginning, it is easy to

33 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 67.
3 Here Genpaku is referring to Great Dictionary of Dutch and French (Groot Nederduitsch en Fransch
Woordenboek, 2nd edition, 1730), a Dutch-French dictionary by Pierre (Pieter) Marin.
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infer that such failure must be attributed to the interpreters’ supposed lack of

understanding of the subtleties of Dutch texts and written translation.

3.2.3 Working without the interpreters

Further denial of the interpreters’ work recurs throughout the text. In another passage,
Genpaku explicitly states that he and Maeno Ryotaku had the wish to become
independent from the interpreters’ assistance in translating from Dutch. In this case,
Genpaku recounted the moment when he, Ryotaku, and their colleague Nakagawa
Jun’an H1J11EFE (1739-1786) decided to undertake the translation of A New Treatise
on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho fi# {&#7 £, 1774). Genpaku reported that witnessing a
dissection performed in Edoin 1771 made the three of them realize how little they knew

of the workings of the human body.

RIZEE, ZOERBRICRSE, RILCOHKROERZF~TEE
BREE, CO¥EEZUTKHMEICEEZLL0BRLHH L L,

L TR, BROFICEL T, FAFEOZ L7220 LT,
ZORE, &, FHLIX, MEEZDF—~L - T FIT O,
BRI IE, RN D Z W EE, 4 RIBFEO Lo R
HHRXL, WHZH LTHEFAEOFZNLT, StATTEs 0
720 EEEY LT, BIREL ., TIXFERMEGRAH L EDEHES
nE, ZHZEEZRILSTLHORKRL, *

Based on this experience [i.e. the dissection], together we lamented
that if we, by all means, performed medicine being aware, even
approximately, of the truth about the human body, [then] we would
have an excuse to establish ourselves with medicine in this world. | had
the feeling that Ryotaku too had absolutely the very same idea. In that
moment, | said, “if we translated (hon’yaku %H7R) afresh (arata ni 7
7212) a part of Anatomical Tables (Taheru Anatomia % —~~/v « 7}
F X 77), we would obtain a clear understanding of the inside and
outside of the human body, and it would be greatly beneficial for

today’s medical treatments.” When | said that | wanted to read and

35 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 36-37.
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understand (yomiwaketaki 7t 7 53 \F 72 &) [Dutch] without the
interpreters’ (tsgji 18 51) help, Ryotaku said, “For some years, | had the
longstanding desire to read Dutch books (ransho yomi i 5t #), but

| did not have a good friend (rydyi nashi E. /72 L) with the same

ambition.”3¢

While it is perfectly reasonable that as surgeons Genpaku and colleagues wished to
extend their scientific knowledge, why would they feel the need to translate without
consulting the interpreters? Later in the text, Genpaku provides more detailed motives
connected to the interpreters’ translation ability; however, here as well, Genpaku gives
away a clue of his attitude by using the term hon’yaku EHGR for “translation.” This word
was associated to the close translation of a written text, in particular in connection with
the Buddhist translation tradition in China.3” As will be discussed in the following
sections, Genpaku tended to make use of this term in opposition with other expressions
connected to translation into simple Japanese or oral or written interpretation, like
wage Filfi#. In the passage above, Ryotaku did in fact specify that his aspiration was “to
read Dutch books (ransho yomi Fi & i #*),” and not to communicate verbally with the
Dutch. As | will argue in section 3.3 (as well as in the following chapters, in which
additional translation-related terms are discussed), Dutch studies scholars’
terminological choices carry deeper implications and suggest the presence of complex

dynamics in action.

3.2.4 When the interpreter is valued: the cases of Nishi Kichibei and Shizuki Tadao

Genpaku’s mention of the interpreters’ work in Beginnings was quite limited. As shown
in section 3.2.2, Genpaku’s description of his encounter with Nishi Zenzaburo was not
free from antagonism. However, not all interpreters were considered in the same way;
some were held in high regard on the basis of their official accomplishments, or for

prioritising the study of written texts.

36 The expression “not having a good friend (ryéyii nashi /<73 L)” could be interpreted as a subtle
allusion to Ogyl Sorai’s A Tool for Translation. See section 6.5 where a similar phrasing is used.
37 cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse.
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As mentioned in section 3.2.1, before setting on the aim of becoming specialists of
Dutch and engage in Edo’s intellectual life, quite a few scholars of Dutch studies,
including the most celebrated ones, were pursuing the medical career. Hence, from the
point of view of Genpaku and his cohort, who mostly were surgeons aspiring to turn into
scholars (gakusha =3, it is possible that those instances in which some interpreters
became surgeons or had gained scholarly positions, were seen as an acceptable
circumstance, especially in case endorsement by the government was also involved.

In Beginnings, Genpaku reported the case of the interpreter Nishi Kichibei 78 7 IToffr
(?-1684) as the first example of Dutch medicine at the service of the shogunate. Kichibei
was an interpreter from the same family of the aforementioned Nishi Zenzaburo and of
Nishi Gentetsu P4 X #7 (1681-1760), Genpaku’s own teacher. To Genpaku’s eyes,
Kichibei was worth of mention for his linguistic accomplishments and his ties with the

ruling class. He wrote:

ZOEPEN E WSHABO—FH KLY, ZORIE, ZOHOREAE
@R S A & WA~DEICT, DOEOERE G~ AT
LA, EOMOANREEIEE LN THR, oM@ e e, £
DEOEMBARIZY . ZOANMEMBEmRZHEFRL & T, 20
Mt EB~L &, IR EFRL L L, ZOEIZESTEL
XL THYITNEHE LTI, TOLALEND L) 21T,
BIIFEEICHLES, B L TKHEELHFELEL, ]

HOLHEA, MO THEFEERELE~LNLL XY | AMEIZHHEH
OFESh L2 Lo T, MlEFEAICSLL LDy,

At that time, the family that practiced Nishi-style surgery was
established. The origin of this family was an interpreter (tsaji 1#5])
[who worked with] the Spanish and Portuguese ships, Nishi Kichibei,
who transmitted the medical science of those countries, and used it
on his patients. After those [Spanish and Portuguese] ships were
prohibited to enter the port, he then became a Dutch interpreter
(Oranda tsaji FIF&187A), and transmitted the medical science of that

country as well. As this person combined the Spanish-Portuguese and

38 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 13.
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Dutch styles, he was called the “double style” (ryoryd i) and that
became known as the Nishi-style. At that time, since such
accomplishment was rare, his name soared and afterwards he was
appointed surgeon of the shogunate (kan’i ‘'E'[£), changing his name
in doctor Genpo . [...] Beyond advocating Western medicine for
the first time, the fact that doctor Genpo made use of it at the
shogunate as well, was the beginning of Dutch surgery serving [the

government].

Notably, in the same passage, Genpaku does not fail to mention that his own family
was connected to the Nishi family, since his father Sugita Hosen #2 H & {ill (dates
unknown) became a doctor studying under their guidance.?

Another useful case to delineate Genpaku’s attitude towards the interpreters’ work is
the example of the famous interpreter Shizuki Tadao &% (also known as Nakano
Ryaho A ¥4l [fl, 1760-1806). As widely demonstrated by contemporary research,
Tadao’s scholarly merits and his role in the development of the field are undisputable,
both in the realms of scientific advancement and of Dutch linguistic knowledge.*° Telling
of his reputation within the circle of the Edo-based scholars is also the fact that Tadao
was one of the few interpreters that Sugita Genpaku decided to mention in Beginnings
precisely for their linguistic contributions to the field.

| would argue that, in Genpaku’s view, it was crucial that Tadao was an interpreter who
left the profession and decided to become a scholar, dedicating his talents to written

translation. In fact, about him, Genpaku wrote:

L] EFERIB L WAL —fREH Y =, HEZHIT LTRSS ZORL,
fli~p-30 | AREPEHCIE L GREE L, 82 LLTHE A O 4285 & #f
L. OLVZEATHELOWFEIIEY ., BEICHZSLL, TOHh)
DIBOEZHA LY Ly, 2

39 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 13.
40 Boot, Patriarch of Dutch Learning; De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language, Horiuchi, “When Science
Develops.”
41 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 67.
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There was an interpreter (yakushi iR 1) called Shizuki Chajird &4

YREE (i.e. Shizuki Tadao). He was a man of weak constitution; early on,
he got involved in the field [of Dutch studies], and then avoiding others,
he went back to his former name Nakano H'#f and retired. Because
he was sick, he transferred his position [of interpreter] to another
person, thus studying alone and dedicating himself exclusively to
Dutch texts (ransho [ &). He examined a great deal of books (seki £&),
and among them he [also] explicated (kémei i FH) literary texts

(bunka no sho SLFL D). #2

Tadao was surely praised by Genpaku for his linguistic expertise. However, the key-
factor here is that Genpaku stressed that Tadao turned his attention to the study of
Dutch texts (ransho [# &), thus turning his focus to scholarly written material in
opposition to oral translation.

It is interesting to note that, as will be showed in the passage below, Genpaku talked
about Tadao’s contribution as filtered by one of his most known disciples, the
interpreter Baba Sajird 5 351% 1Bl (also known as Baba Teiyl 5535 Bl 1, 1787-1822).
As noted by De Groot, Sajiro was indeed instrumental for the transmission of Tadao’s
work to the posterity.** However, | would say that this was also a subtle way, from
Genpaku’s part, to shift the emphasis from Tadao to Sajuro, who was an interpreter
more engaged with the scholars’ circle (Sajaré was appointed, together with Otsuki
Gentaku to the Office for the Translation of Barbarian Books, Bansho wage goyé, 25 2

Ffi#fE A in 1811). In fact, Genpaku continued:

AL DRI, EREARSKRER, BGT 28R EnsE, ZDOMIZAY
T, DOFLE NI LEERFOE LIz ~L LR, ZOTz)
AR (Hl) Lded L, SBFERREOEAIC TIIFICH L
TEONUBEEAERE L, YIFEFZANE LS, KEOAN &
720, EOLHEENROMALED, ZOFEGOL LD, HED

42 As mentioned in section 4.6.2, Shizuki Tadao even faced translation from Latin. Among other things,
Tadao also translated the Dutch version of The History of Japan by Engelbert Kampfer, from which the
word sakoku #4[E (“closed country”) originated. Mervart, “Republic of Letters.”
% De Groot, “The Influence of Shizuki Tadao’s Linguistic Works,” pp. 133-38.
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MEEIRSD LY, DRTHRT. TOBE~EZLDH T
T, HAxOEEEGT, ERbAEET <L,

In the first year of the Bunka (AL era (1804), people like Yoshio
Rokujird & 1E/SYRER (?-?) and Baba Sen’nosuke 535 T2 B became
[Shizuki Tadao’s] disciples. [Tadao] introduced them to the essentials
(kaname %) [of Dutch language learning], like composition and phrase
rules. Sen’nosuke changed his name in Sajaro {2=+EF and some years
ago was called to Edo by a special order of the government and resided
there for many years. At that time, he was appointed as a houseman
(i.e. a direct vassal of the shogunate, gokenin f15Z \). Sajird became
a permanent resident [of Edo] and exclusively worked on translation
(wage Flifi) of Dutch texts (ransho [ ). Of those interested in this
study [of Dutch], everyone went along with [Sajlrd’s] way of reading
(dokuho 7 1% ) [texts]. My sons and descedants received those
teachings (oshie Z(~), thus, each of them acquired that true method

(shinhé E:{%) and will accomplish correct translations (seiyaku 1EGR).

In the text, Genpaku did not give us much detail about the actual characteristics of
Tadao’s “way of reading (dokuhé #t1£)” or of his “true method (shinhé E{£),” but as it
likely derived from the Nagasaki’s interpreters’ work, it must have been at least
somewhat similar to the hands-on “Nagasaki method” as promoted by Ogyu Sorai in A
Tool for Translation (i.e. teaching Chinese using contemporary Chinese pronunciation
and translating in a simple form of Japanese. On Sorai and this text, see chapters 5 and
6).45

Notably, here Genpaku used the word wage Fif# (and not hon’yaku FH5R) to describe
the translation activity of Baba Sajliro. This choice could simply be attributed to the fact

that Sajuro was translating into Japanese; however, the presence of deeper implications

4 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 67-68.
% |n fact, De Groot notes that to help his students in Nagasaki Shizuki Tadao “provided translations from
Dutch both in the contemporary Nagasaki dialect and in literary form.” De Groot, “Influence of Shizuki
Tadao,” pp. 29-130.
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cannot be excluded. On the perception of the interpreters’ translation activity and the
use of translation-related terminology, see section 3.3.
Finally, while recognising his merits in the linguistic arena, ultimately Genpaku still

tried to attribute Tadao’s accomplishments to the activity of the scholars in Edo:

T, BKRERIIAFFIE @ & W ~D4 50 TE Y EI%O— A7
HRLERD, HLZONBREET L TERICTHOIE, HOT
P ETITEES I & D, T, BUIILFIC Tho oK
H72 LT, HEL T DOEOELFHAHRIZELZ DXL EY L
2, MOANBEREDLORTEZANELRITDL, ZNELFF
AALLS, 26D Z btz NEnxuE L s~

Thus, Chajird [EYRER (i.e. Shizuki Tadao) became the best [officially
recognised] Dutch interpreter (Oranda tsdji F1FE1#7) in this country
since this word ever existed. If he did not retire and if he kept working
[as an interpreter (yakushi iR 1:)] would have he made it to this point?
If we, in our circle (sha f1:) without teachers and friends (shiyd mo
nakushite i/ % 72 < L C) in Edo, had not started reading Dutch
texts (sho o yomidaseru &% Fi /728 %) for the first time, would
[Shizuki Tadao] have got the sparkle (funpatsu &%&) [for his own
work]? Again, these things were [happening thanks to] the long days

of peace and the spirit [of the Tokugawa period].*

A similar attitude towards Tadao’s accomplishments can be recognised in the work of
another praised scholar from within the movement, Otsuki Gentaku, whose work
Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku teiké FEIRRALAT, 1816) is briefly
brought up below and will be the main object of investigation of chapter 6. In Upward

and Forward, using the dialogic form of “questions and answers (mondé [t1%),” Otsuki

Gentaku discussed several topics related to translation and the developments of Dutch

46 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 68.
47 As mentioned in note 36, “without teachers nor friends (shiya naki i< X)” is an expression also
used by Ogy Sorai in A Tool for Translation when Sorai describes the conditions of his exile in Nanso. The
word shiyd Fii & occurs three times in the text. Ogya Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 23-
24. An extract from A Tool for Translation containing this phrase is quoted in section 6.5.
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studies in Japan. Reiterating Sugita Genpaku’s idea, Gentaku upheld that the scholars
active in Edo should be considered the founders of the discipline.

Gentaku as well commented on the role of the interpreters in the development of the
field, dedicating a few words to their contribution. In one of his answers, Gentaku
retraced the information given by Sugita Genpaku on the impact that Shizuki Tadao had
on the study of Dutch language and translation. Again, the fact that Gentaku seems to
exactly quote Beginnings, in this passage and in others, keeps rising doubts on
Beginnings’ real authorship.*®

In the text, Gentaku too traced the origin of the so-called Nagasaki method back to
Shizuki Tadao, to whom great progress in the domain of translation methods was owed.

Gentaku wrote:

MH : FBHEFZOBRBRS ZE2M< 2 & &2H20, HFU)
T EFITBRIC U CTAILETEE 72 0 & WS o Bind,
BH KFOFEIZED L WSIERIOPFERIR I T E
BenSALY LTHEEENRD, AL ERFEIRD LRZIREIC
T, HEkAFE L, BWEA T, HEEO, KB ST OMmmE
ZHLY . HEHHFAEL, KB oFELH A TR HiEx
TREGHE LIZHN Y . HEROREOEE LT 5NIAICE~D
< 72iuE, METHEFITEERIES 720, S EREOFHE T B
AR THRELMT2ERNVE, KO EZRIITERORE
255 LS, *

Question: | could hear all about the origin of Dutch studies.*® However,
why was that way of study (manabikata 187)>7-) so sporadic (so Ef)
in the past, and how come it is so very accurate (mitsu %) today?

Answer: The achievement of such elaboration (shomitsu :£%) in our
study (gaku “¥) dates back to the first year of the Tenmei KFHH era

[1781] in Nagasaki, and [goes back] to a man called Nakano Ryiho H

48 As noted before, Gentaku might have influenced Sugita Genpaku’s Beginnings of Dutch Studies. Honma,
“Nagasaki Rangaku,” also quoted by Boot in “Words of a Mad Doctor,” p. 43.
4 Btsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, pp. 3-4.
>0 Literally, the “fineness (so ##%) and the coarseness (mitsu #f), and of the empty (kyo ) and the practical
(jitsu FZ).”
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BFHN[E (i.e. Shizuki Tadao), from whom that correct method (seihé 1E
1£) originated. This man was an interpreter (yakushi iR &]), however,
as he was frequently sick, he resigned from that job, he retired to
private life and took care of his illness. He dedicated himself to the
Dutch texts (Oranda sho FN[# &) he was interested in, only doing
research on this field (gaku “¥). Among those texts, he read [Dutch]
literary (bunka 3CE}) texts and he started to understand and teach the
rules (h6 1£) [of Dutch]. Since up to that point the work (honmu A5%)
of the translators (yakuke R %) was as | was describing it earlier, it did
not comprise these things at all. Today, the scholars (gakusha %3°) of
the East and the West receive the teaching of the people from the past
(ikyé TEZX) and because they understand the texts, they can get the
totality of the meaning (igi j=.3%) without losing the correctness (sei

1F) of those explanations (shosetsu FT#it).

Opposite to what was discussed in the previous section regarding Genpaku’s opinion
of Nishi Zenzaburo’s lack of engagement with the written text, for Gentaku here, Tadao’s
main merit was to have tackled Dutch written sources, placing the emphasis on the
translation of the written text. In fact, as will be further shown in chapter 6, for Gentaku

one could acquire knowledge only through the understanding of the written source text.

3.2.5 When the interpreter is an ally: Yoshio Kogyti and his preface to A New Treatise
on Anatomy

Yoshio Kogyt & R4 (1724-1800, also known as Yoshio Kosaku & HEZE1E, or &5 =g
) was the famed interpreter, translator, doctor and scholar who was asked to write
the preface (jo J¥) to A New Treatise.>! Kogyd had been a teacher to both Genpaku and
Maeno Ryotaku, and was one of the few interpreters that Genpaku mentioned by name
and talked about in Beginnings. In his account, Genpaku goes as far as saying that the

encounter between Ryotaku and Kogyl was considered to be “one of the events that

>1 For a brief overview of Kogyi’'s life and work, see Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, pp. 70-72.
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initiated Dutch studies [in Japan] (rangaku no yo ni aku beki hitotsu B D HIZBH < <
& —).”2

Like Shizuki Tadao (introduced in the previous section), in Sugita Genpaku’s vision,
Kogyu was one of those individuals that best bridged the divide between the
interpreters in Nagasaki and the group of scholars active in Edo. This was surely thanks
to his ability as a doctor, his knowledge of Dutch and his official position of senior
interpreter. However, again, one of the key-factors in his inclusion in Beginnings seems

to be Kogyu’s keen interest in Dutch texts. Genpaku wrote:

[.] ZEFHMA-E2E2HUREY, ZIUIEFO TELIED L~
A ATV (N&) OB Aar GBHBIN) EnsERD &,
PR BE L CHERE - HEEZUTRS LY LiERD, 53

[One time], K6zaemon Z£/££# 1 [i.e. Yoshio Kogyi] showed me one
rare book that had been imported [to Japan] for the first time last year.
It was a book on surgery and medical treatments titled Shuruzein > =
JVE A [i.e. Heelkundige Onderwyzingen] and it was by a man called
Heisuteru ~~ A7 /L [i.e. Lorenz Heister, 1683-1758].>* [K6zaemon]
recounted that he was so deeply eager to get it, that he exchanged

twenty barrels of [very expensive] Sakai sake for it.

In his preface to A New Treatise, Kogyu briefly recounted the inception of Dutch studies
in Japan, commending the Dutch people for their skills and knowledge. As customary of
this kind of writings, Kogyl sang the praises of the book’s authors (in this case, its
translators and editors). He talked about his longstanding relationship with Maeno
Ryotaku born from Ryotaku’s visits at the Nagasakiya, the place the Dutch were staying
during their visits to Edo, also resulting in Kogyu’s encounter with Sugita Genpaku. Kogyu
particularly complimented Ryotaku’s efforts in learning Dutch, while remarking the fact

that during his studies, Ryotaku often sought Kogyl’s guidance.>

52 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 26.
33 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 25.
>4 | got the title of the book from Matsumoto, Dawn of Western Science, p. 18.
%5 Yoshio Kogyi, A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 209. As also noted by Annick Horiuchi in
Horiuchi, “When Science Develops,” p. 168.
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Intriguingly, in this preface we find many observations that Genpaku will almost exactly
retrace in Beginnings. As a first example, Kogyl wrote about people wanting to get into

Dutch studies as such:

It mE oA, BlREZHE, — ZZhEZRFEI
Mda LB, 2KV, FELICUITHIRER L, HERLT L
TEELAFEH, BRIV D00 T, SUGREIHEOTE DI 2%
ST, TNEESZEALL, et Z AT LY, F
SICHOIZ, HIbiE L LTHERT2H., I bnsd L
e I

Sometimes, students attracted to notoriety say, “I am interested in
Dutch texts (ransho [ Z).” Even if they knock [on the door of] one or
two interpreters’ (yakuka R %), in the end, many are careless all along,
and desist when they’re not even half-way through [learning Dutch].
Other times, many get training with an interpreter (yakuka iR57) all
along, to study his art (jutsu 7f7); however, it takes a long time to learn
[Dutch], and even if they gain [those interpreting skills], when they
deal with books (sho ) and sentences (gen =), they [cannot read, as

if they were] blinded by the light.

And then, about his own experience in learning Dutch, he details a similar experience

as the one Genpaku assigned to Nishi Zenzaburo above:

RITRFAENTHERELMRES, I LD ZOHEITED, £AIZZ
NEmRY, ESICZORITEIZALE T, RNELZOFEHOLER
WORLIZ L TEDFTOFEICEY T, REMEb, 835LES 01D
570, 7

| was born in a family of interpreters (yakuka iR5Z), | continued the

family business and | have been learning the job since | was a child. |

%6 Yoshio Kogyu, A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 208.
57 Yoshio Kogyi, A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 208-09.
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have always been familiar with it, and | wished to know it intimately.
However, to reach the most obscure parts [of Dutch studies] and to

get to its minutiae, even for me, it is not easy to master thoroughly.

According to what he wrote in the preface, Kogyu was asked by Sugita Genpaku to
assess Genpaku and Ryotaku’s translation of the Dutch version of Kulmus’ book. Kogyu

commented about it in such fashion:

REZFTTIhziiell, FERABICLT, 20FES. Iz
BIoic, —vEKNTLHZERL, WBEOEGRDHZ END
MEIEEL, A THERE L TR FAR D, HITERLE L THELHE
LELTHL ., bbEND MR Z05ER, ey WG, HEaE7
FHEFRY, 2O, FEMEROHO A, KR ELFE,
ZRTREIX T, RE B ELCHARY, ZZZUTWEEE TS
LTS ZoEZ L 2E5HL S 570, 8

W

| received [their text] and read it, | examined it closely (shokaku FF8%)
and looked through its arguments (meicho F1&). Then, with regard to
the language (gen &), | compared [their translation] to the [original]
and there was no discrepancy (sa 7=) nor mistake (toku \). Thus, | felt
like it was so faithfully and beautifully (5 #F tokké) done that, without
even realising, | cried out and burst into tears. Finally, | sighed, | put
down the book and longed, saying “Ah, what an enterprise they

I”

achieved!” It has been a hundred years since our government allowed
[the Dutch to dock in Dejima]. From that moment, there has been an
endless number of scholars (gakusha ¥3). However, such scholars
(gakusha 5+7) would not be able to complete a translation (yaku #R).
Even the interpreters (yakumono #R ) are very clumsy with the
written language (bun ni setsu nari L2472 1) ). Because of this, until

now there had been no one to unravel this path (dé i&) in the world

skilfully and with reason.

%8 Yoshio Kogyi, A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 209-10.
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The passage reported above is the most interesting in connection with the arguments
discussed in this chapter. First, like Genpaku in Beginnings, Kogyu clearly differentiates
between the interpreters and the scholars using different terminology (the interpreters
are referred to as yakumono R34, while the scholars are gakusha “%:3%) - even pointing
out that not all scholars are equally capable. Secondly, Kogyu’s words confirm the idea
advocated by Genpaku that despite the interpreters being skilled in Dutch, they are
unable to deal with the written text, a responsibility that the Edo scholars fulfil in a most
accomplished way, and with great regard to the original text.

Kogydl, a proficient translator of several medical texts, must have had a much crucial
role (at least as an advisor) in A New Treatise’s translation project, a role that, as
Sugimoto also notes, Genpaku failed to disclose in Beginnings.>® This is thus a further
proof of Genpaku’s manipulation of translation discourse to the detriment of the

interpreters.

3.3 Genpaku’s comparison of the scholars’ and the interpreters’ translation

approaches

Genpaku’s negative judgement of the interpreters’ work in Beginnings becomes more
strictly concerned with translation practice when a further terminological distinction
comes into sight, the one between “translation” as produced by the scholars
(recurrently referred to as hon’yaku #15R) and “translation” produced by the
interpreters (in most cases defined wage F1fi%). It is worth remembering that there were
many other translation-related words in early modern Japan (some of them will be
surveyed in the following chapter); here | focus on these two because they are especially
relevant to Genpaku’s discussion of translation in Beginnings. ©°

In line with the customary multiplicity of the Japanese vocabulary relating to
translation, throughout Beginnings the usage of these words is not always clear or
systematic. In effect, the terms in question are at times used for their primary meanings

(which are discussed below), and at times are given a new significance or specific

59 Sugimoto, Kaitai shinsho no jidai, pp. 292-97.
® On the multiplicity of translation terms in early modern Japan see Clements, Cultural History of
Translation, pp. 10-12; Clements, “In Search of Translation;” Wakabayashi, “Etymological exploration of
‘translation.””
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undertones. Along with the examination of the narrative promoted in Beginnings and
the Japanese translation discourse of the Tokugawa era, in the rest of this chapter and
the following ones, | will put forward the hypothesis that Genpaku’s treatment of the
word hon’yaku and the connotations that are given to it may constitute the set up
behind the extension of its use as the general term for “translation” in modern and

contemporary Japanese.®!

3.3.1 Two key terms: translation (hon’yaku El&R) vs interpretation (wage 1)

Before delving into Genpaku’s arguments on the interpreters’ and the scholars’ work, in
this section | will consider two recurrent terms that characterised Genpaku’s discussion
of translation in Beginnings, hon’yaku 3R and wage Fif. The translation discourse
relating to these terms as expressed in Beginnings and in a few other sources, is certainly
connected to their characteristics, which are outlined in the following paragraphs.
However, in this thesis | argue that the reasoning behind Sugita Genpaku’s choice of
words was related to a need to create the scholars’ own translation discourse. As will be
illustrated in the rest of this chapter, Genpaku’s use of terminology described a complex
dynamic that is not exhausted in the simple opposition of close translation versus
interpretation, or in the production of a target text in Chinese or in Japanese. In fact, it
is my view that hon’yaku was initially associated with translation in kanbun or kanbun
kundoku, and in its later elaborations ended up encompassing the mixed style of Chinese
characters and katakana. | will argue that in Genpaku’s words there is an antagonism
that stems from professional rivalry and that dives in the emphasis that Genpaku (and
others, like Otsuki Gentaku, as discussed in chapters 4 and 6) attributed to matters of

style and correctness.

®1 1t is also possible that such general use of the term hon’yaku FIFR was initiated by Otsuki Gentaku, who
in this thesis | consider the architect of Dutch studies’ translation discourse. As a matter of fact, in the
introduction to A New Treatise on Anatomy (which can be regarded as the earliest evidence of translation
discourse by the Edo-based scholars, see chapter 4) Sugita Genpaku listed hon’yaku only as one of the
types of translation adopted by the Dutch studies scholars, rather than the general term.

The usage of hon’yaku as the general term for “translation” can be found in Otsuki Gentaku’s revised
version of A New Treatise on Anatomy (Jitei Kaitai shinsho or Chétei Kaitai shinsho 3] 2K HT £ 1826)
and New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi, 7~¥)3 &, 1786) discussed in chapter 4 and in Upward
and Forward in Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku teiké FEERERMT, manuscript, 1816), which is the main object
of investigation of chapter 6. This usage of the term hon’yaku also appears in the preface to A New Treatise
on Anatomy, extensively revised, authored by Katsuragawa Hosha 452) 1| #i )& (1751-1809) and Nakagawa
Jun’an H1)I[VEHE (1739-1786), see section 4.4.4.
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The first term under scrutiny here is hon’yaku, a word heavily charged with
significance.®? Hon’yaku is used in modern and contemporary Japanese to render the
English word “translation,” however it was not a commonly used expression in early
modern Japan.® It originated in China (CH: fanyi) and it has been traditionally associated
with sutra translation (so, mainly with translation from Sanskrit into Chinese), therefore
being closely tied to written translation. It was associated with word-for-word
translation strategies, as well as with the idea of producing a target text which ought to
be faithful to the source in both contents and style.?* Interestingly, as will be noted in
the following chapter on translation paratexts, in the introduction to An New Treatise
on Anatomy, hon’yaku was listed as one kind of translation (the “proper” or equivalent
translation), and was not used as the general term.

On the other hand, wage, literally “Japanese interpretation,” or “simple interpretation,”
implied the idea of an easy translation into Japanese,® and it is the term that Genpaku
used to describe the translations produced by the interpreters. It must be noted that
wage was a common, widely used term that did not have an inherently negative
connotation, and that the Dutch studies scholars themselves used this term to describe
their own work. Notable examples can be seen in the title of the dictionary Haruma
Translated (Haruma wage % £8 FK Fi fi#, 1796) or in the preface to of A New
Compendium for Health (Kosei shinpen J&4- 81, 1811-1839).56

Yet, since Genpaku made use of this term to label the mistranslations produced by the
interpreters in Beginnings, the word wage results pictured in a bad light. With wage,
Genpaku contrasted the (according to him) interpreters’ poor-quality process and
translation product with the translations produced by the scholars (which he recurrently
referred to as hon’yaku). | argue that Genpaku considered wage not only a simplified

interpretation or a translation into Japanese, but also an inaccurate product, apparently

®2 On the conceptualisations of this word in the Chinese context, see Cheung, “Reconceptualizing
Translation.”
83 Clements, “In Search of Translation.”
%4 Clements, “In Search of Translation,” pp. 5-10.
85 Clements, “In Search of Translation,” p. 11, and Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 11. The
character for wa il can mean “simple,” “gentle” or “Japanese”.
® In fact, Clements reports that the word wage appears in the title of 516 translations produced in
Tokugawa Japan. In comparison, translations that come along the term hon’yaku are only 49. Clements,
“In Search of Translation,” p. 7.
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even irrespective to the strategies employed and the target language or style of the
target text.

While wage was associated with both the groups’ work, hon’yaku was not connected
to the interpreters’ practice in Genpaku’s writings. Here, | argue that Genpaku, in doing
so, reserved the right to claim an accurate and appropriate translation for the scholars.

A number of instances of the use of these two terms are discussed in the sections below.

3.3.2 Occurrences of hon’yaku and wage in Beginnings

In the following passage, Genpaku used wage in the sense of Japanized translation,
accompanying it with a strong connotation of inaccuracy. Wage’s association with a
negative example ends up suggesting an eventually ineffective approach by the
interpreters. Wage could also be used to refer to spoken translation; however, here the
fact that this term is employed when referring to the Japanized rendition of a phrase
like “part one (ichibu — %l or ippen —J&)” indeed implies that Genpaku is referring to
written translation since this phrase refers to the sections of a book.

Talking about the aftermath of the publication of A New Treatise on Anatomy, Genpaku
commented on the interpreters’ alleged jealousy towards the Edo-based scholars’
achievements. Genpaku complained about the interpreters’ ignorance in matters of
translation and interpreting, likely caused by their lack of enough linguistic refinement

necessary to engage correctly with the written text.

CO¥ETFICTERBL, “2FHME LI A, FxFiBicRm
LRMMEYICT, RIFICHEE B~ lFE VWS EILFICTRK
WIZBIT L E WS Z &, @RFEREICTUL, BAEALEIL, &
HbdHHXL, Sk, FOZAETIE, POFELIFTHIFETD
ZEIZT, FEWHATHRT 58NS b 22h 0 LRFHIZ T,
MOLESDDLLEND, —H—REbRTREz—0TFT—L L
WESEEZ, — DD _ObhEFfEL, LA THEFLR
FBHLIZTHY LERZTEY, &

57 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 52-53.
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Two-three years after we promoted our endeavour in Edo, the news
was transmitted to Nagasaki as well, thanks to the Dutch that come to
pay homage to the Shogun every year. | heard that the families of
interpreters (tsajika 1#7757) hated that Dutch studies had become so
widespread in Edo. Well, of course. Certainly, until that period, those
families only practiced interpreting (tsiben 1#7), and did not engage
in reading (yomi it C) and translation (hon’yaku EH&R) of texts. Like
for example, saying samumeshi (wrong reading of hiyameshi 7 L,
“cold rice”) instead of hiyameshi, or translating (wage Fif#) the word
éndéru (—— > 7 — /L “een deel”), which translates (yakusu 5R9") as
“part one” (ichibu — #') or “section one” (ippen — & ) with
“separation one” (ichi no wakare — ™ 7 #1) or “separation two” (.
D7) ). You can see that [this kind of translation] was [only] made

in order to understand each other (tsdjiaite i U & ON0C).

From Genpaku’s words, it is possible to note a certain hostility towards spoken
translation (tsiben 1#7t). In particular, his reiteration of the fact that (according to him)
the interpreters did not engage in reading the texts, nor in textual translation (hon’yaku
FMER), could be understood as a sign of his graphocentric attitude, which traditionally
characterised the Chinese studies tradition both in Japan and China.®®

From Genpaku’s stance as presented above, one could suppose that thus in Genpaku’s
eyes, wage was an inaccurate rendition, and hon’yaku an accurate translation. While
the term hon’yaku could be mostly associated with close translation, in the passage
quoted below Genpaku used it instead to define a translation that in his own judgement
was not textually accurate, but that still conveyed the general meaning of the source
text. Talking about the Dutch studies scholars’ approach in reference to their translation
of A New Treatise on Anatomy, Genpaku claimed that since at the time he and his
colleagues needed to transmit Western medical knowledge to Japan as quickly as

possible, they had no time to waste in producing an accurate translation. In doing so,

®8 For a comparison of graphocentrism in the Chinese society, see Hung, Education between Speech and
Writing.
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Genpaku causes a shift in the perception of hon’yaku, which now could be considered

“right” more in its intent than in the accuracy of its realisation. Genpaku wrote:

L] ZDHLELORFIENY ZE~HTZE LD, ZhE2FHD
WL THEDOHIZHMROELEBE LR, b& 0 RREEKHR
OIEFFEA~T, BRICTEERER E WS Z &k, H4lcRhEses s
DEAI2IUE, ZOFAPD DRI HT2D T, M2 D& AT
bEIVFFTRELOIBARL, @

[...] we decided to proceed only with a summary of the main points.
With this in mind, we promoted our work of translation (hon’yaku &l
#R) for the sake of the medical world. All along, we did not know the
rules (h6 %) of translation (hon’yaku FH&R) of the Buddhist scholars
and monks’ (futoshi ¥#J& X), and because in particular translation
(hon’yaku FHFR) of Dutch books did not exist before that moment, and
that was the first time we read them (yomi it ), all along there have

been some minutiae that we did not understand.

A New Treatise on Anatomy was indeed the first example of a translation completed
by Edo-based Dutch studies scholars. It represented a milestone for the group and
probably for this reason, even if Genpaku admitted that their translation was at times
unprecise and done with haste, it still qualified as hon’yaku to him. As a reminder, A New
Treatise on Anatomy was not the first Japanese translation of a Dutch book. At the time,
the interpreter Motoki Ryoi A T = (1628-1697) had already translated from Dutch
Microcosmic Diagrams (Pinax Microcosmographicus, 1667) a work on anatomy by
Johannes Remmelin (1583-1632).7° Thus, stating that there had never been a similar
practice before is not only an exaggeration, but another fabrication to the detriment of
the Nagasaki interpreters.

It is interesting that, in order to justify the lower quality of their translation, Genpaku

specified that at the time they did not know the “translation rules (hon’yaku no ho FiIER

8 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 50.
70 See Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 147-49 and Sugimoto, “Inception of Translation
Culture,” p. 26.
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D{£)” of the Buddhist scholars and monks who translated the sacred scriptures in China.
Such a comment indeed implies that at a later time, and at least at the moment of the
compilation of Beginnings, he came to know such rules. Thus, Genpaku’s observation
reveals another small but significant detail of the process behind the development of
the scholars’ translation discourse; indeed, the Buddhist translation tradition will be
mentioned again by Genpaku himself and other Dutch studies scholars (see section 3.4
below and chapters 4 and 6).

Another comparison with the Buddhist translation tradition comes into play in
Beginnings when Genpaku complains about the interpreters’ usual mode of
transmission of knowledge. As pointed out in section 3.2.1, the profession of interpreter
was hereditary. Thus, like many occupations in Japan at this time, interpreters’ teachings
and translations were transmitted via densho {52, a sort of “secret manuals,” often in
form of handwritten notes, handed down from master to disciple in manuscript form,
generation after generation. Literally “transmission books,” densho were a growing
common trend in the Tokugawa period ’* and were used to pass on all sorts of
knowledge, from poetic composition to medical teachings. The custom of secret
transmission (hiden $4{z), either done orally or in writing, could entail authority and
prestige, especially in the arts; however Genpaku depicted the interpreters’ practice in
a wholly negative light.”? Discussing the shortcomings of densho in an exchange of
letters with Tatebe Seian Z: & F5 % (also called Yoshimasa Hi 1, 1712-1782),73 Genpaku

wrote:

INFE TCOMBEHRARFIRAEEDIEELZ OO LETHFEE
RHIE, STETESRY, HZHEHO AN TTEHEEICTAR

"1 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 22-24.
2 One of the most famous examples of densho is Zeami’s Fushikaden JE\44E/%, a manual about Noh
theatre and acting. For a complete discussion of densho/hiden FAz, see Morinaga, Secrecy in Japanese
Arts.
73 Tatebe Seian was one of Sugita’s pupils and a domain doctor from Ichinoseki, (part of present-day Iwate
Prefecture in North-eastern Japan). As Sugita himself notes in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, the letters
mentioned here were copied and published in 1795 by his pupils, under the title Questions and Answers
on Dutch Medicine (Oranda iji mondé Fi = F- [ %%). Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies
(Rangaku kotohajime), p. 49.
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ZEIRRE L Z L ICBEOELZ L ER L 51X, EEOFEE
BT R L e b=, 74

[Tatebe] wrote, “until now, Dutch style surgery has been transmitted
by handing down secret notes (densho 1= ) written in katakana
(katakanagaki i {44 2 %), which only comprise the basics (ki 5&) of
this art, and this is such a shame. If knowledgeable people were to
appear and translated (wage FIf#) Dutch books in the same way as
Buddhist texts (bukkyé 14#%) were translated (hon’yaku FHFR) in China
in the past, then they would surely realise that the teachings of Dutch

medicine are the real truth (shéshin 1IEE).”

In this passage, yet again Genpaku disdained the interpreters’ practice, this time
focussing on the use of the simple katakana style in which their notes were couched. In
doing so, Genpaku lamented the lack of a textual translation tradition for Dutch texts in
Japan, one that according to him, should be similar to the translation of Buddhist
scriptures in China. Here Genpaku is talking about a writing style (buntai 3C{4)
characterised by the preponderant use of katakana, one of the two Japanese syllabaries,
and a few Chinese characters, mostly following Japanese grammar, syntax, and lexicon.
Genpaku probably found this simple katakana style employed by the interpreters
inappropriate for scholarly work, perhaps considering it evidence of poor education.
However, | would say that, even more than their writing style, Genpaku here is
challenging the interpreters’ approach, which springs from the observation of Dutch
surgeons’ practice and the method of spoken translation, and not from the study of
Dutch books. In the later developments of the field, Dutch studies scholars as well
employed simple academic Japanese for translating, despite the fact that their aim was
not to educate the general public. It is possible that in practice the interpreters’ work
influenced the Edo-based scholars much more than the latter liked to admit. However,
from the point of view of translation discourse, this eventual influence was inconvenient
and had to be covered with associations with more prestigious antecedents (on the

matter, see chapter 6).

74 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 49.
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In another answer from Upward and Forward, Otsuki Gentaku further elaborated on
the matter of densho, explaining that the problem lay in the interpreters’ approach to
the study of Dutch language and knowledge. Gentaku criticised their generalised
inaccuracy and in particular the way they used to take notes (as will be discussed in the
next subsection, Sugita Genpaku had the same view on the interpreters’ work and
problematized the way the interpreters recorded information).

Gentaku wrote:

MIE 4135 < Hix#EE» v Lo i,
B R TS CAIZEE LR R 5T 0 CHafmich L
TInzlERALALERNEWVWS, ML, LTI ER
B D DAY . BHARIIRBIRE OB L0 Hiz 2 F77
neL, BIKHHAZZE-2 1L HT, B MEHTRITEH
LD DIFRONH =D FRY,

Question: Why is [studying Dutch] easy today, and why was it difficult
in the past?

Answer: In the past, a few [of my] older teachers founded [this
discipline] at the Capital Edo and by any means began [Dutch studies].
Without teachers or friends (shiyd mo naku Ffi /&< & 72 < ),7® they
started to read [Dutch books], working very hard. Even though [the
contents of] those books appeared in the Nagasaki interpreters’
(Nagasaki yakkan 5 I R ‘B ) notes (den 1z ), they were not
understood (uketaru % 7= %) very well. [However, even starting with]

so little knowledge, we studied hard and had success by ourselves.

Again, the interpreters are antagonised on the basis of the flaws in their method, in

particular for the problem of the incorrectness of their notes (den 1z).

75 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 1, pp. 17-18.
76 Again, “without teachers or friends” is reminiscent of Sorai’s A Tool for Translation (see section 6.5) and
is a recurrent expression in Edo-based scholars’ writings.
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3.3.3 Problematics in the use of densho &

As previously noted, in the initial developments of the field in the seventeenth century,
the necessity of learning Dutch was simply motivated by the trading taking place in
Nagasaki. It was then guided by the government’s wish to study Western science in
order to acquire information from fields such as Dutch medicine and calendrical
science.’’ In this initial phase, the task of learning Dutch and acquiring Western
knowledge was the territory of the families of interpreters, who watched the Dutch

surgeons closely and noted down what they saw and learned.

TNV ITFELRIBOEICHZ RS ZL LTk, THIER
KTHINEDZ LD L L, £D%, TOMICHENE LK S ERIC,
FIDOINEDIRIEEAL~LEBL L LY, Tz st
LI Tomy, 7B

From that moment [when the other European ships were banned from
docking in Japan], the Dutch ships came year after year in the port of
Nagasaki. This was the eighteenth year of the Kan’ei & 7K era [1641].
Then, doctors came together with those ships, and therefore many
people who transmitted those surgical treatments. These were then

called “Dutch style surgery.”

As no previous knowledge of Dutch medicine was present in Japan, and the Japanese
still had little understanding of Dutch language, the first notions of Dutch medicine were
acquired just by looking at the doctors’ practice, taking note of their prescriptions. This
situation was mainly caused by a lack of such basic study materials as primers and
dictionaries.”® In Beginnings, as a further reason Genpaku mentions that shogunal

censorship of Western books had been an obstacle for the development of Dutch

77 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 6.
78 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 12-13.
79 The first examples of Dutch translations were the interpreters’ spoken translation and kana glossaries.
However, the interpreters did also produce a number of partial written translations. Clements, Cultural
History of Translation, pp. 144-49.
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studies; however, in truth such restrictions were limited to foreign texts mentioning
Christian teachings, and control was likely not strictly enforced.®

As introduced in the previous section, Genpaku criticised the fact that the teachings
acquired from Dutch surgeons were only written down in form of notes, reiterating that

no translation of books was involved:

INHE RV TOEELZHATEHORZALZ LIZEH LT,

LREZEOFMEZREO, ZOEGEHE, EEHDOLLLETRD,
b, IR REELEZADELZ T, RENBICTEWRE
b LZ e Lmn 5, 8

At the beginning, Dutch surgery was not learnt through the reading of
books with horizontal writing (yokomoji no shoseki #3C 5 D E£E, i.e.
Dutch books), but only by looking at surgical operations, listening to
the way the Dutch prescribed medicines, and taking notes
(kakitometaru & X ¥ ¥ 72 %). Moreover, since many medicines were

not available, it is known that patients also used some substitutive

medicines.

Genpaku’s often negative view of the interpreters was also accompanied by a
continuous necessity to justify the presence of Dutch studies in Japan. Despite the fact
that Genpaku criticised the use of densho by the Japanese doctors performing Western-
style medicine, he also recognised the superiority of the medical information that the
interpreters’ notes transmitted in comparison with the unsatisfactory notions contained

in texts imported from China and in old Japanese sources. He wrote:

ZOMEDLEHEL VWS LD E L E R DT, HIREEMEDIED I
IZC, ZLEZER L, < OMEFTT, WIEOIDFDOHRR
nEL, TOEFELOAFITITRWTHEY . A OE~L
DARIZ Y 72 DAMBITIZRWICHEILY & Vs_E ), 8

80 On censorship in the Tokugawa period, see Kornicki, Book in Japan, pp. 320-52.
81 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 12-13. Again, here Genpaku
exalts the practical nature of Dutch studies.
82 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 15-16.
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All the densho from these families [of surgeons and interpreters] are
only about methods for plasters and ointments, and are not much
detailed (kuwashiki koto nashi 72 L & Z & 72 L). Even if they were
[manuals] of this kind and we are used to see them as inadequate
(sonawarazaru koto fifii% © & % 55), those techniques are far better
than Chinese surgery, and even better than the external medicine

transmitted from the past in Japan.

Genpaku’s disapproval of densho can be interpreted in different ways. Given that one
of the goals of the Edo-based scholars was to disseminate Dutch medical knowledge in
the country, it is possible that by criticizing the transmission of knowledge via notes,
Genpaku was lamenting the non-accessibility of medical knowledge, thus complaining
about the invisibility of Dutch studies in the cultural system. On the other hand, one of
the most famous translations produced by the Dutch studies scholars, A New Treatise
on Anatomy was translated into literary Chinese, and not into Japanese. The fact that
only people educated in Chinese studies could therefore access it, demonstrates that
knowledge did not need to be visible to everyone; it should remain in the domain of the
educated class. This translation choice was in fact criticised as counterproductive for the
purposes of the dissemination of the work among the general public by the famous
Tokugawa period artist Shiba Kokan &) 5 7L{% (1747-1818), who pointed out that “as it
was in kanbun, it was difficult to understand for the illiterate (kanbun ni shite domé kai
shikataku 3T U CEZHFE L7272 < )8

Dynamics of perceptions of written translation tradition come again into play when the

Dutch studies movement faced the figure of the Confucian scholar.

83 Shiba Kokan, Falsehoods of Solitary Musing (Dokushé bégen), p. 24. As noted by Clements, Kokan was
not opposed to the use of kanbun per se, but rather to the use of kanbun in works meant for beginners
or the general readership. On Shiba Kokan’s criticism of A New Treatise, see Screech, “Birth of the
Anatomical Body,” pp. 107-108. On Kokan's views on the use of kanbun see Clements, Cultural History of
Translation, p. 169.
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3.4 The relationship with the Confucian scholar: the importance of knowing

literary Chinese

As discussed in the introduction, the Tokugawa era saw the proliferation of a multitude
of translation practices, including translation of tenth- and eleventh-century court
classics into eighteenth-century vernacular Japanese. However, since Dutch scholars
were educated in Chinese studies, it seems more likely that they sought inspiration and
insight in what they perceived to be the more prestigious Chinese tradition. The
influence of vernacular Japanese translation practices, even if actually present,
remained purposefully covert.

Dutch studies scholars used the figure of the Confucian scholar to define themselves.
As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, Sugita Genpaku and his colleagues
proclaimed themselves scholars (gakusha “%7), in order to be perceived differently
from the profession of interpreter (tsdji 1 77), and to be associated with Confucian
scholars (jusha i #), who at the end of the Tokugawa era, already withheld a
prestigious social status. The job of the scholar was a relatively new invention in the
Tokugawa period, and the institution of this new professional figure was due to the well-
known Japanese intellectual Hayashi Razan #K#E[ll (1583-1657). For Marcon, “Razan
helped to invent the Neo-Confucian scholar (jusha), a profession that did not exist during
his lifetime but that became a reality for future generations of scholars in part because
of his activities.”84

As said before, the Dutch studies scholars’ knowledge of literary Chinese played a
major role in the making of the distinction between scholar and interpreter. The
majority of the interpreters had not received a formal education in Chinese studies and
therefore were not traditionally proficient in writing - or translating into - literary
Chinese.? The interpreters’ work had mostly been based on oral translation, therefore
was not directly connected with writing or with the choice of a specific buntai (writing
style) for translation; nor, for the purpose of the job, knowledge of literary Chinese was
essential. Moreover, coming from a lower social class, | would argue that probably the

interpreters did not have the same attachment and the same perspective of the prestige

84 Marcon, Knowledge of Nature, p. 57.
85 Clements, “Possibility of Translation,” p. 3.
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culture as the scholars, who were educated in Chinese studies. Such divide (deliberately
constructed by Sugita Genpaku and colleagues) resulted in the exclusion of interpreters
from the elaboration of translation discourse by the Edo scholars, despite the fact that
some interpreters did write about translation discourse/theory (i.e. Motoki Rydei A
E 7K (1735-1794), mentioned in chapter 4).

Chinese medicine was at times criticised for its shortcomings in comparison with the
new Western knowledge; however, on the whole, Chinese studies were looked at as a
role model and equal. Dutch studies scholars displayed their connection with Confucian
scholars quite transparently (although not always, as happened with the case of Ogyl
Sorai, see chapters 5 and 6). Parallelisms and examples from Chinese translation
tradition appear often in the literature connected to the field of Dutch studies, and more
than once the celebrated intellectual Arai Hakuseki #7147 (1657-1725) was listed
among the “master founders” of Dutch studies movement in Japan, despite being only
loosely connected to the discipline.®® However, despite this purposefully constructed
link, the relationship between Dutch studies and Chinese studies was not trouble-free
either. For example, beyond the criticism of the inaccuracies of Chinese medicine, Dutch
studies scholars refuted the kundoku method, which was closely connected to Chinese
studies and the official academia.

Genpaku seems to propose a synergy between the existence of Dutch studies and
Chinese studies, affirming that the presence of the latter could have been instrumental
to preparing the terrain for the popularity and the proliferation of the movement. He

wrote:

BRI —RE, ZOFLEREOMLEAIRD . MBI RLE
FETEROLELID LAY, ZHbBAF LV EROHRZ L XD
2705 L, SR TINEBESIC, BERIIEEZMND LD 2,
ZORTES ., MFTEELZFHFECZOESTELLODS, B

8 |n New Record of Six Things, Gentaku mentions “four Masters (shisensei VU%%42)” of Dutch studies: the
scholars Arai Hakuseki 741 (1657-1725), Aoki Kon’yd 5 A E.[5 (1698-1769), Sugita Genpaku and
Maeno Ryotaku Aij#f EL IR (1723-1803). Otsuki Gentaku, New Record of Six Things (Rokubutsu shinshi), p.
7.
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DZFIER< L BT RN L, £72, RIFEFZDTAOR R
FLRICH T 2 L2, <Ry L, M0 bT, ¥
Even in my dreams of the beginnings, | did not think that Dutch studies
would become popular like they are recently, and would reach this
diffusion. This was due to my poor foresight rather than my
incompetency. If | think about it now, | do not know if it is because
Chinese studies took long to spread due to its elaborated language
(shé o kazareru bun % fififL % 3C), and Dutch studies was fast to
spread because facts are noted down following the dictionary, and
[Dutch] is quick to acquire (toriuke hayaku L V) =1} 1Z<°<). Or,
actually, Dutch studies [spread] quickly because it started out after
Chinese studies already existed and opened up people’s

comprehension.®®

Thus, Beginnings contains a seeming contradiction: on one hand, Genpaku promoted
the idea of the superiority of Dutch studies over the older Chinese medical knowledge,
on the other he showed a desire to be recognised by the prestigious alter ego, the
Confucian scholar. In the following passages, Genpaku’s words tell a story between the
lines, and reveal the unease generated from the comparison between Dutch learning

(ransetsu FE i) versus Chinese learning (kansetsu 15230t).

T, Hom, @Y RFHRZNAE S, TOEIXWH & V.5
ZEALIZTHME RUEE LD Af A TR, Hizaizg L
BIL, BEHOALEERT DAL, ZOFHEZRET. ZhHHiRY
CHEEEAT, ADALRNDARLEBO, LESMEHE L V5
HOEBR L THIREY , ZHIEERICO S BRI D b DIz
Thoizy, ®

87 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 54-55.
88 The idea that Dutch is “easy to acquire” is in stark contrast with the views expressed by Nishi Zenzaburé
as recounted by Genpaku in section 3.2.2.
89 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 52.
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Then, as just said, this is roughly how we made the translation
(yakusho FR3E) [of A New Treatise on Anatomy]. However, at that time
there were only a few people who heard or learned about Dutch
learning (ransetsu [#75). So after we made [our book] public, since we
thought that the people who only advocated Chinese learning
(kansetsu i 7 ) could be surprised and would suspect it was
something illogical (kosetsu #f]it) without distinguishing its fineness
or coarseness (seiso 1 1), and that there would not have been people
to read it, we first printed and published Anatomical Diagrams (Kaitai

yakuzu AKX, 1773), which was like a leaflet for the population.

The sole linguistic parallel between the two terms ransetsu [ and kansetsu &5t
implies that Genpaku saw the two disciplines on the same level, yet the anxiety revealed
by the thought that Chinese studies scholars would have looked down the Dutch studies
endeavour cannot be ignored.

Genpaku continued his comparison between Dutch studies and Chinese studies,
reaching far back in time to the arrival of Chinese writing in Japan and the dawn of the

study of Chinese textual tradition. He wrote:

ZOFBIET DT, ISR OHIFE % O FALH CEF A B ~EHE
LD TRY, RxDOKRTF, FEELZRP~EBT S, »OF
TR0, HTROAICE) T LH THEACHI B X 5
FHRDBIZRV 125720, S LHTE~NHEE 0¥k, e
L CHDNCHFEE S TRk T & oE# R L, *

When | reflect on it, from the time when during the reign of the
Emperor Ojin Jixf#f (201-310), Wani £{= (dates unknown) of Kudara
% transmitted the Chinese characters and brought Chinese texts [to
Japan] for the first time, generation after generation of Emperors sent
scholars to the foreign courts, to have them studying those texts. After
thousands [sic] of years, now for the first time, they mastered Chinese

studies (kangaku {35) to the extent that they are not humiliated even

90 sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 47-48.
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by the Chinese people. It is illogical [to think] that Dutch studies, which
came out to be advocated now for the first time, can be suddenly

[already] organised and realised.

Here, Genpaku goes as far as associating the inaccuracies and the first phase of Dutch
studies in Japan with the inception of Chinese studies in the country, in order to justify
the limitations that characterised the first phase of the movement.

Further, Genpaku compared more directly translation from Dutch with the translation
of Buddhist texts, drawing a parallel between the translation of A New Treatise of
Anatomy and the Chinese version of the Sutra of the Forty-two Chapters (Shijiini shé ky6

PO+ —ZE#%). Genpaku wrote:

IbZOEIIDNOEROREMY D & Z AT T R&E Z &I
HoT, SOMSBOLLTHITLEZALD AD NI EFE
DIHENSXL, I ZLDTESDIKRIIHI Y TE, 2R ED
WO ERD D00 D ., kx5 T TRFIIHRR DR,
SNSNENPDORIKIZH EDET, GROITELEZAZREL
EFTRHRY, HROM+ =R S, #Hix 50—k, Zh
HNREDOEIVDOFEEIZLTERETLEZ AR,

Moreover, at that time, the details and the complexities of the Dutch
customs were not clear, and the people who read [A New Treatise on
Anatomy] nowadays, comparing it with the knowledge we have today,
will say it is full of mistakes. In advocating something for the first time,
if you are excessively worried about the criticisms that will come later,
you cannot even barely plan anything. In all sincerity, we only
translated (yaku #R) - how we could - what we came to understand,
based on those main points. Even the translation from Sanskrit
(bon’yaku #£5R) of the Sutra of the Forty-two Chapters, gradually led
to today’s Complete Canon (issai kyé — U] #%). This was my

longstanding desire from those times, and the plan | made.

91 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 51-52.
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The mentioning of this specific text is everything but casual, since the Sutra of the
Forty-two Chapters was traditionally regarded as the first sutra translation that
introduced Buddhism in China.?? This is further proof of the extent to which Genpaku
and other Edo-based scholars portrayed their own role in the bigger picture of
translation history and discourse in Asia (an issue that will be brought up again in the

following chapters).

3.5 Conclusions

As outlined in the introductory chapter, in this thesis | investigated the relations
between various parties involved in generating Dutch studies translation discourse, in
order to understand their role, under the assumption that translation discourse is “never

”93 and thus terminological choices inevitably emerge from antagonism

pure and simple,
and competition among them.

In this thesis, | argue that in the eyes of the Dutch studies scholars, the creation of a
body of texts, that we would call a “discourse” of translation, was crucial to legitimise
their own work. | would contend that one of the purposes of Genpaku and colleagues
was setting up a discourse of translation that could be disseminated and repeated by
other scholars (in fact, some of such reiterations will be discussed in chapter 4).

In Beginnings of Dutch Studies, while still recognising the role of some interpreters in
the initial development of Dutch linguistics and their responsibility in starting the
collaboration with the government, Sugita Genpaku clearly pointed out how unsuitable
they were for the proper development of Dutch studies, and how detrimental they were
to the prestige of the field. Genpaku’s words imply that he held interpreting (tsaben i#
F+) and the practice of wage in low regard, as they were activities that did not directly
involve working closely and correctly with a physical text (in opposition to the scholars’
translation, hon’yaku), demonstrating how the existence of a written tradition was

perceived crucial to the scholars’ eyes.

92 However, most probably, this was not the case. This is almost ironical, given the fact that A New Treatise
on Anatomy was compared to it exactly for this reason. See Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, vol.
1, note 47, p. 49 and note 301, p. 186.
93 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1.
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In relation to this, my stance is that Genpaku’s narrative helped to discard a more
widely used term, wage, and enforce hon’yaku in its place, on the basis of the latter’s
connection to Chinese studies in Japan and the Sanskrit translation tradition in China,
with which the Dutch studies scholars of the last years of the Tokugawa era sought
continuity, at least from the point of view of translation discourse. Considering the
connection between hon’yaku and translation into Chinese and wage and translation
into Japanese, | would argue that, doing so, Genpaku accentuated the divide between
the Chinese and Japanese polarities.

Considering the sporadic use that was made of the term hon’yaku before it entered
the Dutch studies scholars’ translation discourse in the preface of A New Treatise on
Anatomy,®® | would say that this use could be considered the birth of hon’yaku as the
general term for “translation” in Japan. This was a usage that continues until the present
day and that represents a direct legacy from the Dutch studies in the Tokugawa period.
As it will be discussed in chapters 5 and 6, Dutch studies scholars active in Edo probably
saw in the well-known Confucian scholar Ogyi Sorai 3K “E1Hf% (1666-1728) a scholarly
legitimisation for abandoning kanbun and the kundoku method, adopting simple
Japanese (in the form of mixed Chinese characters and katakana) as a style for
translation. In chapter 6, | argue that Otsuki Gentaku and, before him, Maeno Ryotaku,
were influenced by their reading of Sorai’s A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei R 3
Z5 1%, 1715). However, while Sorai used similar terminology, the word hon’yaku
specifically is never used in A Tool for Translation (a text which, as argued in chapter 6,
constituted an essential source for the scholars’ ideas), so it could actually be that this
particular use of hon’yaku was inspired by Buddhist translation tradition and was

original to Dutch studies scholars’ translation discourse.

9% In which it was actually listed as only one of the translation strategies, as can be seen section 4.4.1.
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Chapter 4: Characteristics of translation discourse in late

eighteenth and early nineteenth century Dutch studies

In this chapter, my goal will be to highlight the main characteristics of the discourse of
translation that took place in Japan from the late eighteenth century onwards - a time
when the Dutch studies movement reached its highest stage of expansion before a
switch to other languages in scholarship (primarily English), occurred in the late
nineteenth century.!

In this thesis, | maintain that in the last years of the Tokugawa era (1603-1868), the
Japanese scholars of Dutch assembled a discourse of translation influenced by the
tradition of Chinese studies in Japan and Buddhist translation tradition in China. As
already mentioned in the introductory chapter, it is true that discussion of translation
became prominent in the Meiji period, and as Clements observes, no one field of
translation dominated the intellectual sphere of the early modern era.? It is also true
that in comparison with later praxis, translation discourse from the Tokugawa period
may appear less sophisticated. For example, Yoshino Masaharu notes that theorisation
of translation strategies among Dutch studies scholars focussed on the word-level, and
that discussion of problematics occurring at the sentence-level or at the text-level were
the exception rather than the norm.3

However, looking at a wide range of para-textual evidence produced by Dutch studies
scholars, translators and interpreters, | argue that it is possible to reconstruct an ongoing
conversation about translation that for a number of scholars went beyond the word-
level, including wider reflections on writing styles. Moreover, as | argue in the rest this
thesis, this extended to the realms of teaching and learning. This scholarly exchange

took place from the second part of the eighteenth century, across various kinds of

1 As briefly mentioned in the introduction, this happened when, between the end of the bakufu and the
beginning of the Meiji era, the Japanese government encouraged translation activity in a more systematic
way.
2 Clements, “In Search of Translation.”
3 Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo késo, p. 36.
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printed and manuscript materials, in the form of prefaces, notes to translations,
language manuals and sometimes stand-alone discursive texts.*

In this chapter, | will survey a selection of Japanese Dutch studies sources in the form
of translation para-texts (on this term, see section 1.5). Here, we will see how Dutch
studies scholars borrowed concepts from the Chinese studies tradition and adapted
them to the needs of translation from Dutch. As will be discussed, by choosing to use
terms and strategies connected to the translation of Buddhist texts, these scholars
inserted themselves in a translation tradition rooted in Chinese studies, thus attaching
new perceived prestige to their work. While doing so, the Edo-based scholars wrote out
the contribution of the Nagasaki interpreters, not only from the practice of translation
from Dutch (as seen in the previous chapter), but also from the realm of translation
discourse.

In sections 4.1 and 4.2, | will introduce the context in which the sources presented
should be considered, and in the rest of the chapter | will analyse selected passages. Due
to the non-systematic nature of the excerpts investigated, thematic overlapping may
occur across the sections; however, for the most part, section 4.4 and 4.5 deal with
word-level translation strategies, whereas section 4.6 is dedicated to problematics of
style. | will look at the sources through the lens of Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory. In
fact, it is precisely by looking at these works with a systemic view that allows us to
uncover and observe the relationships between the texts, and possibly the intentions of
the people behind them.

In my analysis, | will reflect on two aspects of translation discourse: on the one hand |
will consider statements about translation and translation strategies (i.e. explicit
information supplied by the author/translator), and on the other, | will take into account
the writing styles (buntai LK) in which these statements and the translations they
accompanied were written. In the Japanese context, the choice of writing style was
often a factor that carried implicit information, as it conveyed some of the translator’s
or the author’s thinking, to such an extent that the choice of writing style for a

translation can be considered the first step of the interpretation of the source-text. As

4 Main examples of the latter are Beginnings of Dutch studies by Sugita Genpaku, which was the object
of the previous chapter, and Upward and Forwad in Dutch Translation by Otsuki Gentaku, a text that is
examined in chapter 6.
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discussed in chapter 2, the Japanese buntai escape any clear-cut categorisation; in
addition to that, many variables can be behind the choice of a buntai for writing or
translating.

However, it might be possible to say that Dutch studies scholars who gave importance
to the source text tended to translate in mixed style with Chinese characters and
katakana, rather than in literary Chinese. The mixed style with Chinese characters and
katakana is a buntai born out the practice of kundoku, and can therefore be still
considered close to literary Chinese. However, following the syntax of Japanese and
presenting katakana of the same size as the Chinese characters, it is unquestionably

perceived as different from literary Chinese.

4.1 Dutch studies’ discourse of translation in paratexts

The field of Dutch studies underwent a long process of development, starting with the
experience of the first interpreters (from the time when the Dutch became the only
Europeans officially allowed trade with Japan, in 1639) and culminating with the later
surge of translation production in the nineteenth century. From a rudimental linguistic
knowledge due to an initial lack of study materials, the discipline evolved into a more
systematic scholarship. Once the narrative of the movement was constructed by the
Edo-based scholars, the discourse of translation that came to be established along with
it naturally merged with themes and ideas already present in Japan that were strongly
connected to the Chinese studies tradition. Across the vast spectrum of publications that
characterised Dutch studies in the latter part of the Tokugawa period - works that range
from medical science to geography and from botany to language manuals - various
common themes related to the theorisation and practice of translation can be found.
As will be shown, despite the fact that the statements about translation appearing in
texts and para-texts may not be described as very complex or of detailed elaboration,
they nonetheless represent the development of a new realm of translation discourse in
early modern Japan. This new realm was driven by a number of factors. Firstly, there
was the rise of the figure of the scholar (gakusha 7, as mentioned in section 1.3),
which gave space to the aspirations of a group of individuals that saw in the scholarly

pursuit an outlet for their academic recognition. Then, the historical circumstances that
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led to the close encounter with European languages played a key-role by sparking new
concepts and ideas in the domain of linguistics. The clash between European languages
and the sociolinguistic environment of the Japanese written language, which consisted
of an intricate amalgam of writing styles and translative practices, ignited a new set of
questions and problematics connected to translation production.

Since, as noted above, a dominant canonical translation tradition was lacking, Dutch
studies scholars seized the opportunity to unify the pre-existing fragmented ideas and
concepts connected to translation, deciding on what features they deemed worthy of
preservation (chiefly elements from the Chinese tradition) and what was best to leave
out: the interpreters’ contribution, due to the little prestige of their profession and the
supposed lack of focus on the written text in their translation practice. In Beginnings of
Dutch Studies, Sugita Genpaku reiterated that “he who initiates something for the first
time controls people. He who is late to initiate, is controlled” (see section 3.2.1).> Thus,
taking advantage of the absence of an organic, unified tradition, the Edo-based group
put together a discourse that drew upon Sanskrit sutra translation and what in Chinese
studies had been articulated in Japan before them (e.g. mainly Ogyu Sorai, as discussed
in chapters 5 and 6, and at least nominally, Arai Hakuseki). In this way, Dutch studies
scholars started to theorise about translation (or at least, to re-elaborate previous
theorisations) in order to bestow prestige on their work and gain the reputation of a
recognised scholarly field.

In this thesis, | maintain that the early modern Japanese discourse of translation moved
across the different axes of translating, teaching and learning. Japanese translation
discourse of this era encompasses some interesting similarities with discourses
occurring in other contexts, despite not necessarily mapping into the traditional North
American and Western European experiences of translation. Like their counterparts in
other areas of the world, Japanese scholars, interpreters and translators faced matters
of fidelity to the source-text and source-languages, together with issues related to
translation strategies, such as have been described in the European discourse as “word-
for-word” and “sense-for-sense.”® However, the Japanese discourse of translation

extended beyond reflection about translating and was closely associated with other

> Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 48.
6 See for example Nergaard, Teorie Contemporanee and Robinson, Western Translation Theory.
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aspects of scholarly engagement, in a way that could be considered unique to Japan. In
fact, a great deal of reflection on the sphere of teaching and learning is embedded in
Dutch studies scholars’ writings, so that they became closely intertwined with
translation-related issues. In this thesis, | thus maintain that to truly understand the
scope of Japanese translation discourse, the three spheres of translation, teaching and
learning should be examined organically as one field.

The spheres of teaching and learning are mainly addressed in chapter 6. Along the axis
that more closely relates to translating, the discourse mainly occurred at two levels:
word-level and stylistic-level. At the word-level, the scholars’ concern primarily lied with
the choice of translation strategies connected to the use of Chinese characters. At the
stylistic-level, the scholars started from the preoccupation about the kind of writing style
(buntai) that was to be used to convey the source language and the content of the
translated material, extending their discussion to include matters of relationship with

the source-text and comparisons with other translation traditions.

4.2 Construction of a narrative: the position of A New Treatise on Anatomy

in Dutch studies’ textual polysystem

As discussed in the previous chapter, the history of Dutch studies in Japan was
transmitted to modern scholarship by a group of Edo-based scholars, who constructed
a narrative that bestowed on themselves the central role in the development of the field.
A well-known work by Sugita Genpaku 42 H ¥ H (1733-1817), Beginnings of Dutch
Studies (Rangaku kotohajime, Rangaku jishi or Ranto kotohajime [ 5+45, 1815) has
been crucial in establishing this narrative. In Beginnings, a text which contained many
mistakes and misconceptions, Genpaku promoted a version of the facts that strongly
downplayed the contribution of the first interpreters of Dutch, professionals who
initially worked with Spanish and Portuguese and were active first in the port of Hirado
and then in Nagasaki from the seventeenth century.’

At the core of Genpaku’s account were the circumstances of the publication of A New

Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho fE{&¥#1rE, 1774), a translation of the Dutch version

7 0n the interpreters, see Sugimoto, Nagasaki Tsuji. The use of Portuguese language actually persisted
long after the Portuguese’s departure from Japan: see Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, pp. 130-31.
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of Anatomical Diagrams (Anatomische Tabellen, 1722) by the German doctor Johann
Adam Kulmus (1689-1745).2 In Beginnings, Genpaku recounted that the translation was
carried out by a small group of scholars, intentionally without the help of the Nagasaki
interpreters, and presented it as the first translation of a medical work from Dutch in
Japan. Not only A New Treatise on Anatomy was not the first translation of a medical
work from Dutch (as mentioned in the previous chapter), but also the fact that
interpreters were not consulted during the translation process is very unconvincing.® It
is likely that the importance of A New Treatise in the development of Dutch studies had
been exaggerated by Sugita Genpaku. However, A New Treatise is not discussed here for
its contribution to the advancement of medical knowledge in Japan, but for its position
in the scholarly conversation.

| maintain that from the point of view of translation discourse, A New Treatise was
forcefully pushed towards a primary position in the Japanese polysystem by Dutch
studies scholars, imposing its presence not only as a milestone in Japanese medical
knowledge, but also for the popularisation of translation terminology. In fact, as will be
shown later, a few sources directly or indirectly refer to A New Treatise on Anatomy well
before the publication of Beginnings of Dutch studies, indicating the perceived
prestigious status of A New Treatise. Different scholars built on or reiterated the ideas
on translation that Sugita Genpaku expressed in the introduction to A New Treatise,
although, more often than not, as Yoshino Masaharu points out, such terminology
returns in the form conceived by Otsuki Gentaku in his revised edition of the text.°

Before going further, it is necessary to clarify a point about the Sugita Genpaku-led
translation project. The terminology and the ideas found in A New Treatise are not
original to Genpaku’s work, nor were they exclusive to the texts discussed here.
Analogous ideas were in circulation in the field of Dutch studies at the same time,
possibly even before the publication of A New Treatise. In fact, similar terminology was

characteristic of the translation tradition within Chinese studies!! and can also be found

8 As he was born in Breslau (now, Wroctaw), today Kulmus would be considered Polish. Goodman, Japan

and the Dutch, p. 82.

9 Different scholars questioned the Dutch studies scholars’ actual proficiency in Dutch, see for example

De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language.

10 Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo késo, p. 34.

1 Texts like Hon’yaku myégi shi FHER4 724 (A Collection of Names and their Explanations in Buddhist

Translations, c. 1143-1158) or the writings of Sorai, which will be discussed in the next two chapters. On
106



in the writings of a noteworthy Nagasaki interpreter of Dutch, Motoki Ryoei, discussed

in the section below.

4.2.1 The exclusion of the interpreter Motoki Ryoei from translation discourse
Motoki Rydei AA EL 7k (1735-1794, also known as Yoshinaga 7k and Einoshin 4.2
1) is mainly recognised for the introduction of the heliocentric theory in Japan. From
the same family of Motoki Ry6i A B & (also known as Shodayi /KR, 1628-1697),
who was the interpreter who translated the first book of anatomy in Japan, in Nagasaki
Ryoei had been the teacher of both Shizuki Tadao (also known as Nakano Ryiho H 74
[#], 1760-1806, a scholar discussed in the previous chapter) and Otsuki Gentaku.!?
Despite his contribution to Dutch studies and Dutch translation, Ryoei is only briefly
mentioned in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, in function of being Shizuki Tadao’s teacher.

About Ryoei, Genpaku wrote:

{1l

BAFNZE K DTSR, AARFKZHE L WS AN, — —ORKIEHRDE
EHV LRV, ZOREFHE AL, B

Around the Meiwa BHFl (1764-1772) or the An’ei 227K (1772-1781)
era, they say a man called Motoki Einoshin A AR # (i.e. Motoki
Ryoei), had one (ari & ¥ ) or two translations (yakusho FR ) on

astronomy and calendrical science. | have heard nothing more than

this.

Given the importance that Otsuki Gentaku played in Genpaku’s scholarly life (as a
reminder, Otsuki Gentaku was Genpaku and Maeno Ryotaku’s pupil, and the editor of
Beginnings), such an abrupt introduction to his disciple’s former teacher does cast a
shadow of suspect. It is also interesting that in the passage above Genpaku does not use
any translation-related vocabulary (such as wage Fifi# or hon’yaku FHER), to indicate

Ryodei’s practice, as he did instead with other interpreters, like Nishi Zenzaburd 74 ¥ =

the impact of Hon’yaku myégi shi on Sugita Genpaku and Motoki Ryoei, see Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo
késo, pp. 20-24. Also see Clements, “In Search of Translation,” pp. 5-7.
2 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 104 and p. 120.
13 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 67.
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R (1718-1768) and Shizuki Tadao 75 i (1760-1806), but just says that Rydei “had
(ari & V)" a few translations. Always in Beginnings, Genpaku recounts the instance in
which a small group of interpreters sought the government’s approval for the first time;
there, Genpaku mentioned Nishi Zenzaburd and Yoshio Kogya & ZEfF4F- (1724-1800,
also known as Kosaku =Z{E or K6zaemon 3£ /2 447F9), omitting the name of a third person.
In his edited edition of Beginnings, Ogata Tomio reports that, according to Otsuki
Nyoden KH#i4NEE (1845-1931), Rydei could be the interpreter whose name Genpaku
said to have forgotten; Ogata specifies however that there seems to be no evidence of
this. 1

In Examples of Dutch-Japanese Translation (Wage reigen or Wage reigon 1Efi# 5 =,
dated 1774, the same year of publication of Genpaku’s A New Treatise) Ryoei described
his ideas on translation using the terms seiyaku 1EGR (correct translation), giyaku iR
(translation of meaning) and kasha {iXf& (phonetic transliteration).1® Despite the use of
different terms, the processes described by Ryoei are essentially the same as the ones
promoted by Genpaku in A New Treatise (see section 4.4.1). As pointed out by Yoshino
Masaharu, Ryoei’s terminology was partially reused by Maeno Ryotaku in at least two
cases in which Rydtaku employed the terms seiyaku 1EFR and giyaku iR, once in
Miscellaneous (Shishi mitsi J&E A8, manuscript, undated),’” and again in The Keys to
Dutch Translation (Oranda yakusen FREFRZE, completed in 1785).18 However, Rydei’s
name does not appear in neither the texts. The term kasha {5{& apparently disappears
in later elaborations of translation discourse in Dutch studies.?

The relationship between Ryoei’s and Genpaku’s work is not clear, and it is not

impossible that the similarities might be coincidental. However, a most important

14 For more detailed discussion on the matter, see chapter 3.

15 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), note 8, p. 80. The passage in
question is at pp. 16-17.

16 As quoted by Sugimoto Tsutomu in “Edo no hon’yakuron to hon’yakuhd,” p. 64. More detailed
discussion of this work can be found in Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, pp. 134-140; Horiuchi, “When
Science Develops,” pp. 163-64; De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language, pp. 36-38; Wakabayashi,
“Evaluating Historical Views.” (Also see Wakabayashi, “Evaluating Historical Views,” pp. 178-179 for a
detailed publication history of Motoki Ryoei’s text.)

7 Miscellaneous (Shishi mitsi LB ZR38) is a text contained in a collection of writings by Maeno Ryétaku
called Rangaku hizo B £, vol. 2, (manuscript, undated), pp. 32-37.
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08 b0016/index.html.

18 Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo kés6, pp. 25-26.

19 As can be seen from the sources analysed in this chapter, and by Yoshino Masaharu’s table in Ransho
yakujutsugo koso, p. 34.
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characteristic of Ryoei’s discourse of translation that does not seem to have been
discussed before (in his study of scientific translated terminology, Yoshino Masaharu
only talks about the scholars’ labels for translation strategies) is that Ryoei used the term
hon’yaku as the general term for translation well before Otsuki Gentaku’s use.?°

On the basis of the facts above, it is my hypothesis that Ryoei may have had a bigger
role in the construction of the Japanese discourse of translation than what is currently
thought. However, proving this point requires further investigation that goes beyond
the reach of this thesis. Be that as it may, this controversy is an additional proof of the
vitality and complexity of the field and the scope of circulation of translation-related

ideas.

4.3 Dutch translations’ paratexts: organisation of the material presented

In the sections to come, | will present some extracts from canonical texts and lesser
known works in the field of Dutch studies, in order to illustrate the main themes of the
discourse on translation that was taking place in the period under examination. The
sources that have been chosen for discussion represent a wide spread of authors as well
as decades, including both well-known and less central figures. The selection is intended
to give a sense of the extent to which translation discourse permeated the world of
Dutch studies, so as to show the depth and breadth of translation discourse of the time.
For these reasons, the selected passages are provided here as much as possible in their
entirety.

In addition to language manuals and stand-alone theoretical texts, “explanatory notes”
(called hanrei JLf5 in Japanese) played an important role in the dissemination of
translation discourse among scholars and translators. In Japanese early modern sources,
explanatory notes were usually dedicated to the description of a book’s premises, aims
and stylistic conventions. They were part of the para-textual materials that accompanied
translations as well as other kinds of publications and sometimes reserved space to
illustrate the translation strategies chosen by the author/translator. When present, they
were often found accompanying a short preface written in literary Chinese or kanbun

kundoku (usually called jo F¥ or jo £, which was customarily written by another scholar)

20 As quoted by Sugimoto Tsutomu in “Edo no hon’yakuron to hon’yakuhd,” p. 64.
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and/or a longer introduction written either by the author (which in that case was titled
jijo B F¥) or again by another scholar. Other para-textual materials could include a table
of contents (called mokuroku B k) and information about the year of publication and
the publisher. In Dutch studies literature, para-textual materials were often composed
either in literary Chinese (commonly annotated with kundoku glosses) or in the mixed
style with Chinese characters and katakana.

For convenience of description, the extracts presented below are split in three parts:
the first (4.4) deals with statements about word-level translation choices, a common
issue faced by Dutch studies scholars. In the extracts, different authors discuss
translation strategies using the same structure and vocabulary employed in Sugita
Genpaku’s A New Treatise on Anatomy. The second part (4.5) includes extracts where
different authors still make use of the terms from A New treatise, however now to
express problematics of transliteration of Dutch words and, indirectly, their relationship
with the Dutch source-texts. The third part (4.6) deals with translation choices
concerning wider matters of style - here, the connection with other translation
traditions becomes more explicit.

Before delving into the primary sources, first and foremost it must be noted that the
texts taken into consideration in this chapter do not present a systematic terminology.
This is due to the fact that, as observed by Clements, in premodern and early modern
Japan there was no encompassing term for the English word “translation,” but rather a
profusion of expressions and practices.?! Further complicating matters, translation-
related words were employed with different connotations in various contexts, and with
different meanings even within the works of a same author.?? In addition, as
Wakabayashi comments, even the study of the etymology of the terms is of little help in
identifying their implications.?® For these reasons, in this thesis the English translation
of the same Japanese term can vary from text to text, as well as among works by the
same author/translator. Therefore, the Japanese term is always given in brackets for

clarity.

21 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 8-13.
22 For example, the term chokuyaku E R, used both for word-for-word translation and phonetic
transcription.
23 Wakabayashi, “Etymological Exploration of ‘Translation,”” pp. 175-94.
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Despite the mutability of translation-related terminology, it is nonetheless possible to
identify that some specific choices in the recording of translation discourse were
determined by a purpose and the fact that a writer chose particular terms instead of
others could make those choices even more significant. One of the words | will
concentrate on more here is hon’yaku F7R, which is the term commonly used to
generally define “translation” in contemporary Japanese. As mentioned in the previous
chapter, in the early modern era hon’yaku was not the most common word to refer to
translation, and yet, it became common around the Dutch studies time to describe
translations from European languages. As we will see, this term recurs in different texts
within the field of Dutch studies, and quite often it appears characterised by a positive

connotation and perceived prestige.

4.4 Word-level translation strategies

As will be shown, the nature of the word-level strategies involved mainly stems from the
Japanese use of Chinese characters. In this first part of sources analysis, | will discuss the
vocabulary related to word-level translation strategies that were popularised by Sugita
Genpaku and Otsuki Gentaku. The terminology discussed below was spread out in Dutch
studies literature; as a reference, Yoshino Masaharu collected examples from seventeen
scholars that employed such terms in their writings.?*

Before the publication of A New Treatise on Anatomy, traces of translation discourse in
Dutch studies were very sparse (like the example of Motoki Ryoei above), while after its
publication, recurrent expository structure and similar terminology starts to appear in
other paratexts (e.g. the term t6 %%, degrees, to indicate the types of translation).
Genpaku’s text is also mentioned directly by his disciple Otsuki Gentaku in the New

Record of Six Things (see 4.4.2).

4.4.1 A New Treatise on Anatomy, Sugita Genpaku (1774) - Part 1
As explained in the previous sections, the explanatory notes (hanrei ;L{5]) of A New

Treatise on Anatomy (also known as New Book on Anatomy, Kaitai shinsho fE{RHT £,

% yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo késé, pp. 25-35.
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1774) are our starting point for the discussion of word-level translation strategies. This
team translation project was led by Sugita Genpaku and included some well-known
scholars such as Maeno Ryotaku Fij % £ iR (1723-1803) and Nakagawa Jun’an H)I[7%
Jé& (1739-1786). Ryotaku and Genpaku in particular are commonly regarded as two of
the founders of the Dutch studies movement in Japan. As discussed in section 4.2, A
New Treatise was pushed to the centre of Dutch translation discourse after falsely being
considered the first translation of a Dutch medical book. The preface (Koku kaitai
shinsho jo Zfi# {31 £ ), the explanatory notes, the introduction written by Genpaku
(jiio B F¥) and the translation of the text are all composed in literary Chinese with
appended kunten glosses.

In the explanatory notes, Sugita Genpaku describes three different types (or, as he calls
them, “degrees,” to %) of translation, and as will be seen his terminology is connected
to the words used in the Chinese translation tradition. Genpaku does not explicitly
mention other sources in this extract; however, he was clearly well aware of the Sanskrit
translation tradition, as he hinted at Buddhist translation in his other works Questions
and Answers on Dutch Medicine (Oranda iji mondo Fi [ = 3+ [t %, 1795) 2° and
Beginnings of Dutch studies (Rangaku kotohajime [ %2 #&, 1815. On Genpaku’s
mention of Sutra translation in Beginnings, see the previous chapter).

Genpaku wrote:

weoom o oEm L H oA o #OBOB os o Z R
# AT R - B S WL °f
| Hl 7 K oy s - " 5o A H =
o ~ é' B e = Tm. Eg %‘ ,fﬁ = Vi p—y
o o B g g BTN W 2
B v - i . BZ - P— = =3
AR B S NI A
N EIN H = H % EH% % v o X -; = ° °
’fﬁIJ EP( A ﬁ%\‘ = g%l]: B [=h=] le:] =m ﬁu EI - E .
A SO T T
ﬁDE%%EO%i{Eﬁ@w”%BB
L o SRS 7
o o T S .
Eoe - s L. oH ® - H W
o B S G ° w7 [ N
B I | B

25 As quoted in Sugimoto, “Edo no hon’yakuron to hon’yakuhé,” p. 62.
%6 Sugita Genpaku, A New Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho), vol. 1, p. 13.
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There are three types (santé — %%, “three degrees”) of translation
(yaku 7R): the first is proper translation (hon’yaku FH&R), the second is
translation of meaning (giyaku 3% #R) and the third is phonetic
translation (chokuyaku [E.FR). What is called benderen fifi& 5% (NL:
beenderen, EN: bones) in Dutch is hone ‘& (EN: bones) [in Japanese].
So we translate it hone, and that is proper translation (hon’yaku FHFR).
Or again, [the Dutch] karakaben NNWH B ffi (NL: kraakbeen, EN:
cartilage), indicates bones that are soft. Clearly, [the word] karaka /Il
WifE (NL: kraak, EN: to crack) is similar to the sound of a mouse that
gnaws some little thing, so we get the meaning of nankotsu X&'
(literally “soft bone”). Ben fifi is the abbreviation (ryakugo W&E) of
benderen fififE%%. Therefore, translating it as nankotsu is a translation
of meaning (giyaku F%7R). Another example is what is called kiriiru 14
ELFF (NL: klier, EN: gland) [in Dutch]. It does not correspond to any
word [in Japanese]. We cannot understand its meaning, so when we
translate (yaku ER) we retain it as kiriiru. This is phonetic translation
(chokuyaku [E.GR). The rest of [our] translation examples (yakurei R

f51]) are all like these. Think about this [explanation] while you read

[this book].

In this extract, Genpaku thus describes three types of translative practices aimed at

the word-level:

(1) Proper translation (hon’yaku F5R), a strategy that aims to find an equivalent term
for the Dutch word (NL: bendeeren, EN: bones, is translated as JA: hone, “bones”). In this
context, | rendered this term as “proper translation” because of the positive
characterisation that Sugita Genpaku gives to the word in Beginnings of Dutch Studies,

especially when used in opposition to the term wage F1##% (on this, see chapter 3).

(2) Translation of meaning (giyaku 3%7R), which consists in the translation of the
etymological meaning of a word through the combination of Chinese characters (NL:

kraakbeen, literally “soft bone,” EN: cartilage, is translated as JAP: nankotsu: nan X,
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“soft” plus kotsu ‘&, “bone”), de facto coining a new term (this process is called zégo 1t

it in Japanese).?’

(3) Phonetic translation (chokuyaku H.5R, literally “direct translation”), in which a
loanword is created through a transliteration with Chinese characters used only for their
sound (NL: klier “gland” is rendered as JAP: kiriiru #%H.# “gland”). By listing “phonetic
translation” as last, Genpaku seems to imply that this final strategy is to resort to when
nor (1) proper translation (hon’yaku #FR) or (2) translation of meaning (giyaku F%iR)

are viable.

As we will see in the rest of this chapter, similar terminology, albeit with slightly
different meanings, or similar concepts described by different terminology, were
employed in other works in the field of Dutch studies, both in published and manuscript

form.

4.4.2 New Record of Six Things, Otsuki Gentaku (1786) - Part 1
New Record of Six Things (also known as New Descriptions of Six Topics, Rokumotsu
shinshi or Rokubutsu shinshi 7<¥) %175, 1786) is a book by the celebrated scholar Otsuki
Gentaku KX ZZIR (1757-1827). Itis a work of natural history that contains translations
of extracts from various Dutch sources.?® The book was first published in 1786, however
the manuscript was written in 1780,%° just a few years after the publication of A New
Treatise on Anatomy.

The text is accompanied by a preface written in literary Chinese (Rokumotsu shinshi jo
NHTE ), and by an introduction (“A preface in seven points,” Daigen nanasoku 75
=t HI|) and explanatory notes (“Thirteen explanatory rules,” Hanrei jisansoku L]+

— HIJ) both written in literary Chinese with kundoku glosses.

27 According to the Nihon kokugo daijiten, this is the first recorded occurrence of the word nankotsu.
28 The six things mentioned in the title are: unicorns (actually narwals), saffron, nutmeg, mummies,
laricifomes officinalis (a kind of mushroom that grows on trees) and mermaids. The work was revised by
Sugita Hakugen #2 H {F1JC (1763-1833), adopted son of Sugita Genpaku. The book was sponsored by the
wealthy sake brewer Kimura kenkado AFIFREL . According to Yabe Ichird, this book actually entered
the market in 1795. Yabe Ichird, “Otsuki Gentaku,” pp. 194-199.
2% Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 123.
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In the explanatory notes, in the same guise as Sugita Genpaku’s description in A New
Treatise on Anatomy, Gentaku discusses three types of translation. Gentaku uses a
slightly different terminology compared to Genpaku’s work; however, in this excerpt,
Gentaku directly mentions A New Treatise on Anatomy as the reference to his

translation strategies.
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There are three meanings (gi %) of translation (yaku #R): they are
correspondent translation (taiyaku %I ), translation of meaning
(giyaku #5R), and phonetic translation (chokuyaku [E.FR). These
meanings have already been written about in detail by my teachers.
They are in the explanatory notes (hanrei FL{§l) of A New Treatise on
Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho it A&, 1774) and | will not indulge in them
again now. In the end, translation (yaku 5R) do not extend beyond
these three meanings (gi #5). Thus, those who read this book can refer

to that one.

Thus, the terminology Gentaku used did not exactly correspond to the one employed
by Sugita Genpaku. The first difference is the use of gi ¥ (meaning) instead of to %
(degree) to list types of translation strategies. Then, in the place of Genpaku’s
“translation/proper translation (hon’yaku #1 R ),” Gentaku uses the term
“correspondent translation (taiyaku %I&R).”3! Choosing the term taiyaku (tai X} means

“opposite, equal”) Gentaku also seems to stress the idea of one-to-one equivalence that

30 Otsuki Gentaku, New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi), p. 13.
31 This use of the term taiyaku %I5R is also documented in another work by Sugita Genpaku, Oranda iji
mondé FREE =4, 1795, as quoted by Sugimoto in “Edo no hon’yakuron to hon’yakuhd,” p. 64.
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Sugita Genpaku had described with the term hon’yaku &R in his explanatory notes to
A New Treatise on Anatomy. Gentaku did not provide any practical examples in the note,
but since he said he was explicitly retracing Sugita Genpaku’s words, even if he is using
taiyaku X5 instead of hon’yaku FH&R to refer to equivalent translation, all the terms
most likely retain the same connotations as in A New Treatise on Anatomy.

Notably, in this work Gentaku used the word hon’yaku as the general term for
translation. He did so in the introduction to the text, “A preface in seven points,” in
which the beginnings of Dutch translation in Japan are discussed, as well as in the note
qguoted in section 4.6.1. This use also returns in a note where Gentaku states that the
book was translated “for leisure, and with no particular reason (yoka manji W2
#7),”32 yet using the word hon’yaku (as said before, a word associated with a certain

prestige) to refer to it.

4.4.3 Dutch Treatments Methods, Hirokawa Kai (1804)

Another detailed description of different types of translation can be found in Dutch
Treatments Methods - Anmideru (Ranryoho Anmideru BEJR 522 K01, preface dated
1804), a work on Dutch medicine translated by Hirokawa Kai /<) 11 J# (dates unknown).33
Kai was a doctor from Kyoto who studied Dutch medicine in Nagasaki.3* In comparison
with other sources presented here, Kai’'s work can be considered more peripheral in
relation to the cultural polysystem, as not much is known about the author and Kai is
not a scholar mentioned by Sugita Genpaku in Beginnings of Dutch Studies.

The preface (Ranryéhé jo [ J7 %), the introduction (Ranryohé dai i J775) and
the explanatory notes (Ranryohé hanrei 3% J5 NLf5l) of this text are all composed in
literary Chinese with kundoku glosses.

As will be clear form the extract, Kai’s description is fairly similar to Genpaku’s one in
A New Treatise on Anatomy, both for its structure and its contents. In the explanatory

notes, there is a long paragraph dedicated to translation choices in which Kai describes

32 Otsuki Gentaku, New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi), p. 15.
33 The book was curated and revised by Kurisaki Tokuho ZEI 5 (dates unknown) and Yoshio Jonosuke
& 7K & (dates unknown), and illustrated by Yamaguchi Soken |11 [1 35 (1759-1818).
34 56da Hajime, Ranryohé, p. 5, as quoted in Ng, The | Ching in Tokugawa Thought, p. 166. Interestingly,
Screech notes that this was the first Japanese book to have a copperplate frontispiece. The Lens within
the Heart, note 17 p. 274.
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four types of translation, employing the same term, “degrees (t6 %),” used by Sugita

Genpaku.
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There are four types (yonté VU %5, “four degrees”) of translation
(hon’yaku FFR): direct translation (chokuyaku [E.3R), translation of
meaning (giyaku F%iR), abbreviated words (shéryakugo 74 & 5E) and
plain words (sogo & &E). With regards to direct translation (chokuyaku
[E. 5K ), the Dutch word buriado 7 /2 £ (NL: bloed, EN: blood),
translated directly is blood (chi Ifi.). Wateru "ZFJ® (NL: water, EN:
water) in Dutch, is water (mizu 7K) [in Japanese]. With regards to
translation of meaning (giyaku FF R ), the word
surokkudarumananapen FLRkfE KA FR# % (NL: slokdarm opening?
Unclear. EN: pit of the stomach) directly translated (choku ni kore yaku
[ 12 Z ') would be “medicine for the oesophagus opening”

(shokudékai yaku 1218 BH#E) However, if we reflect about it, it means

3 Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (Ranryéhé), pp. 8-9.
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(naru % %) “medicine for the diaphragm” (rikakuzai FI|i@E#1).3¢ Thus,
we translate it “medicine for the diaphragm.” The direct translation
for the word satohouto HrfE1E 522 (NL: zoethout, literally “zoet,”

” u

“sweet” plus “hout,” “wood,” EN: liquorice), would be “sweet wood”
(amaki H K). However, specifically, that thing means (naru % %)
“Chinese liquorice” (amagusa H %L). Thus, we translate it “Chinese
liquorice.” With regards to abbreviated words (shoryakugo 4 &3E),
[for example] we call merukyuryusu-purashipitachusuryuberu 5 V2 JiE,
BEZE A I e 0 K S AL 3 VERE (NL: Mercurius pleister jus ribbel?
Unclear. EN: Plaster with Mercury juice) just purashita, as it conveys
the meaning, and we call dorotsupu-han-siatohouto SV £ &
& E52% (NL: drop van zoethout, EN: liquorice pills), just sdtohouto.
With regards to plain words (sogo 3&3&), things like purashipita and
dorotsupuhan do not correspond to anything [in Japanese], so the

meaning cannot be translated. Therefore, we retain the original words

(gengo R FE).

In this passage, four types of translative practices are exemplified by Kai:

(1) Direct translation (chokuyaku [E.GR, for example, NL: bloed, EN: blood is translated
as JA: chi EN: blood) which corresponds to what Sugita Genpaku calls “proper translation

(hon’yaku FHER).”

(2) Translation of meaning (giyaku F%7R) - differently from Genpaku’s idea of translation
of meaning (i.e. where the literal meaning of a word is translated with the help of
Chinese characters), Kai described what could be called - using Nida’s terms - “a
translation of dynamic equivalence.” 3’ For example, Kai explains that the word
“liquorice” (NL: zouthout) should not be translated literally as “sweet-wood” (amaki

K), but rather as its closest equivalent in the target culture, amagusa H *Z, “Chinese

36 This term is also mentioned later in the text: Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (Ranryohé), p.
89.
37 |.e. a translation that “aims at complete naturalness of expression, and tries to relate the receptor to
modes of behaviour relevant within the context of his own culture.” Nida, Toward a Science of Translating,
p. 159.
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liquorice,” a plant used in traditional medicine (possibly, familiar to the audience of his

book).

(3) Abbreviation (shoryakugo & W 5E), where a longer transliterated word is shortened.
This strategy was also mentioned by Sugita Genpaku as ryakugo M & . However

Genpaku did not list it as one of the degrees of translation.

(4) Plain words (sogo % 3#), which consists of phonetic transliteration of a Dutch term
using Chinese characters only for their sound, and corresponds to what Genpaku calls

chokuyaku 1EGR.

Like Sugita Genpaku, Kai divides translation strategies into “degrees (t6 2%)” and the
way he structured the presentation of his terminology mostly looks like a re-elaboration
of Genpaku’s words in A New Treatise on Anatomy.

However, some notable differences can be found: contrary to Genpaku’s description
in A New Treatise, Kai utilised the word hon’yaku #1GR as the general term for
“translation.” Then, he used the term chokuyaku [E.5R (direct translation) in the sense
of equivalent translation and not of phonetic transliteration. Thus, despite the fact that
the excerpt above does indeed remind of Genpaku’s A New Treatise, Kai’s usage of both
these terms mirrors Otsuki Gentaku’s ideas expressed in 4.4.4 A New Treatise on
Anatomy, extensively revised. Indeed, Kai could have actually been influenced by Otsuki
Gentaku’s ideas: in fact, even if Gentaku’s version of A New Treatise was only published
in 1826, its composition dates to 1798 and manuscript copies may have been already in
circulation.3®

In continuity with the previous passage, in another note Kai also explains that:
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38 For more on this text, see Sakai, “’Kaitai shinsho’ to ‘Jatei kaitai shinsho,” pp. 99-157.
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In translation (hon’yaku #7R), direct translation (chokuyaku [E.5R) is
pivotal. However, it can be far from clear, and in a book like this, clarity
is pivotal. Therefore, translation of meaning (giyaku F£#R) is often
used. Do not compare [lit. “read”] the original text (gensho Jii &) word

for word, as it is different and discords [from the translation].

Once more in contrast with Sugita Genpaku’s ideas, Kai seems to prefer translation of
meaning (giyaku F£5R) over direct translation (chokuyaku [E.GR).

Finally, it is interesting that, similarly to other works presented in this chapter (for
example, Sugita Seikei in 4.5.5), Kai remarks that his translation does not perfectly
adhere to the original text. | would maintain that this indicates Kai’s awareness of the
possible expectations of his audience: his readers (likely, fellow scholars and translators)
may want to access the original and may assume (possibly due to a prevalence of
kundoku-based translation practice) that the translation closely adheres to the source-

text.

4.4.4 A New Treatise on Anatomy, extensively revised, Otsuki Gentaku (1826)

The draft of the heavily revised edition of Sugita Genpaku’s A New Treatise on Anatomy
was completed by Otsuki Gentaku in 1798, and was finally published in 1826 under the
name of Jatei Kaitai shinsho (or Chétei Kaitai shinsho) B 5] A5 2£.40 With this text,
Gentaku provided a longer and more accurate version of Kulmus’ work, as well as went
on revising the contents of the introduction, the explanatory notes and the anatomical
diagrams.

Differently from Sugita Genpaku’s A New Treatise, the preface (Jatei Kaitai shinsho jo
HETARIAHT225) is written in literary Chinese without glosses, while the explanatory
notes and the text are composed in literary Chinese with attached kunten.

Gentaku’s changes and revisions certainly imply a thorough reflection about the
contents of the text. However, for the purposes of this thesis, what is most interesting

about these notes is that they also demonstrate a developing preoccupation with the

3 Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (Ranryéhé), p. 9.
40 Sakai, “’Kaitai shinsho’ to ‘Jatei kaitai shinsho,” pp. 99-157; Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 127.
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theory behind the translation process (Gentaku’s discourse of translation is discussed in
more detail in chapter 6).

In one of the explanatory notes, Gentaku rewrote A New Treatise’s definition of types
of translation strategies (reusing some of Sugita Genpaku’s examples) and explained as

follows:
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There are three types (santé — =%, “three degrees”) of translation
practice (yakurei FR 1] ). Direct translation (chokuyaku [E. iR ),
translation of meaning (giyaku #33R) and phonetic translation (taiyaku
Xf#R). Now | am going to give one or two [examples for each of them].
[The Dutch word] bénderen Z£ k% [means] bones. If we translate
(yaku #R) it as hone ‘B (EN: bones), it is a direct translation (chokuyaku
[E.#R). [The word] sényu it 4% (NL: zenew, EN: nerve) indicates the
channel (kei #%) through which the mind (shi ) fluids flow. If we
translate it as shikei 1% (“nerve”), it is a translation of meaning
(giyaku F£5R). [In the case of the word] kiriru 5B/ (NL: klier, EN:
gland), we do not have a matching word, nor we can understand its

[etymological] meaning (gi %), therefore we do a translation of sound

41 Otsuki Gentaku, A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised (Jatei Kaitai shinsho), pp. 24-25.
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(on’yaku & 5R) and we read it as kiriru. That is a phonetic translation
(taiyaku XER). In phonetic translation [we employ] the pronunciation
of the [Chinese] characters (jion F1%). We all use the pronunciation
from Hangzhou (késhi on #TJ1 %), and use those [characters] that
have some resemblance (with the Dutch word). Then for names of
places, we adopt Chinese translations (kan’yaku {3&R) that already
exist. Even if they are not yet validated (daté %4), we follow them
for the time being and we do not revise them again. In case [a term]
does not have a Chinese translation yet, we compare it with [other

similar] examples (rei f51) and we adapt a Chinese pronunciation (jion

T

In relation to our discussion of the general term for “translation,” it is noteworthy that
in the post-scriptum to the text (Jatei Kaitai shinsho fugen EEZTfRAFT 4T S) the
scholars Katsuragawa Hoshi 45 )1/ )& (1751-1809) and Nakagawa Jun’an H1JI|{E /&
(1739-1786), wrote that A New Treatise on Anatomy had been “translated” using the

term hon’yaku FHER:
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The first edition of this book dates back to the early years of the An’ei
27K era (1772-1781) and almost thirty years passed from then. That
was the inception of the translation (hon’yaku %HFR) of far Western
medicine books in our country. However, the introduction of far

Western Dutch medicine was in the Keichd B era (1596-1615), and

42 These last few lines are also quoted and translated by Valle Wande in Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 140. For
more on the use of “pronunciation from Hangzhou (JAP: késhi on #1)N%),” see section 4.5.
43 Otsuki Gentaku, A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised (Jitei Kaitai shinsho), p. 5.
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during the Kan’ei & 7K era (1624-1644) the offices for foreign

merchants were established in Hirado.

In this passage, the scholars also reiterate that, despite the knowledge of Dutch
medicine being already present in the archipelago, the publication of A New Treatise on
Anatomy represented a milestone in the development of Dutch studies, thus reinforcing
the view of the work’s centrality in the Dutch studies textual polysystem.

Katsuragawa Hoshi and Nakagawa Jun’an contributed significantly to Japanese Dutch
studies and enjoyed great popularity within and without the scholars’ circle. ** In
particular, Hoshl was instrumental to the publication of A New Treatise, thanks to his
close connections to the official government.* It is interesting to note that, despite
participating in translation discourse,*® neither of them seemed to produce the kind of
longer, more discursive texts as those by Sugita Genpaku, Maeno Ryétaku and Otsuki
Gentaku examined throughout this thesis. The reasons why some scholars did not
partake in the discourse to the same extent and length as others, despite playing an

overall important role in the movement, merit further study.

4.4.5 Pronunciation of Western Sounds, Otsuki Banri (1826)

Pronunciation of Western Sounds (Seion hatsubi 7615381, 1826) by Otsuki Banri X
B (also known as Genkan &, 1785-1837, son of Gentaku) is a book on Dutch
phonetics. The preface (Seion hatsubi jo Vi 584 )¥) is composed in literary Chinese
with kunten glosses, the explanatory notes (hanrei JL#]) and the text are written in

mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana.

4 As can be inferred for example by Genpaku’s words in Beginnings (see Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of
Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime) - Jun’an is talked about at pp. 29-30 and pp. 46-47, Hosh at pp. 44-
45, p. 47, pp. 60-61) and Carl Thunberg’s account (see Screech, Japan Extolled and Decried).

4 Goodman, Dutch in Japan, p. 85

46 |n addition to the excerpt reported above, Hoshi also used terminology analogous to the one described
in this chapter in the explanatory notes of his own translation works, such as Explanatory diagram of a
newly constructed world (Shinsei chikyi bankoku zusetsu Fr Hl Hi #K 5 i, 1786,
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08 c0179/index.html) and

Dutch Dictionary (Oranda jii #1752, 1858,

https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/ho10/hol10 00379/index.html).
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In the introductory notes, we can see that Banri follows the terminology set by Otsuki
Gentaku in 4.4.4 A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised, and thus mentions the
practices of “direct translation (chokuyaku [ELiR),” “translation of meaning (giyaku %
#R)” and “phonetic translation (taiyaku %}FR).” In a note, Banri retraces the three types
of translation described by Gentaku mentioning the difficulties of producing a phonetic

transliteration of Dutch words.

A2 Rk DMk L U T2 2 T3 S5 2 iR 2 (2R CTIEGR
EFRRZAET W6 &2 EIF 2 LLUTHFRT 2 IS HE sk
FICHETHEL L, MASHIFHIN TIREDG 2H < DI, 7

The main reason we put together this volume is because among those
who are faced with making a direct translation (chokuyaku [E.FR) or a
translation of meaning (giyaku F%7R) of Dutch words, there are many
who encounter difficulties when trying to produce a phonetic
translation (taiyaku %t3R) with Chinese sounds (t6zan on ¥ [113%) with
the characters conventionally used to translate (yakuji 7). These

phonetic notes (taichii ¥13+) are intended to avoid that trouble.

Here, Banri uses the term tozan on 1135, literally “Chinese sounds” (tézan (1l was
another name for “China” in the Tokugawa period). The problematic of phonetic
transliteration is another constant of Dutch studies translation discourse that let us
perceive some of the Dutch studies scholars’ thought, and will be discussed in the

section below.

4.5 Problematics of transliteration and translation of technical terms

In the following subsections, | will introduce the second part of my analysis of para-
textual sources. The texts presented here handle the issue of the translation of Dutch
technical terms, to be rendered with phonetic transliterations either in Chinese

characters or katakana. As said in the previous chapter, transcribing Dutch words using

47 Otsuki Banri, Pronunciation of Western Sounds (Seion hatsubi), p. 6.
124



the katakana syllabary was a common practice among the interpreters; however, it was
an exercise heavily criticised by Sugita Genpaku in Beginnings of Dutch Studies.

The use of katakana instead of Chinese characters in the transliteration of Dutch terms
could be seen as an insignificant feature of the Japanese translation discourse, and
nothing more than a simpler way to handle phonetic transliterations. However, what
emerges from the explanatory notes discussed here is a glimpse of the attitude that the
authors/translators had towards the Dutch source-texts. In fact, such use can also be
interpreted as a sign of deviation from the norm and, interestingly, it seems to go hand
in hand with the choice of the buntai mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana
for translation. It is thus my hypothesis that the use of katakana, which the scholars
presented as a strategy to preserve the original Dutch word (genmei Jii4)* denotes a
newly found approach to the Dutch text and indicates further developments in the

theorisation of translation from Dutch.

4.5.1 A New Treatise on Anatomy, Sugita Genpaku (1774) - Part 2

As was shown in the first part of sources analysis, whenever the strategies of equivalent
translation and translation of meaning (i.e. the coinage of a new word with the help of
Chinese characters or, in Hirokawa Kai’s example, a translation of dynamic equivalence)
were not viable, a common way to deal with Dutch words was the use of an
approximated phonetic transliteration. For that purpose, scholars could either borrow a
pre-existing phonetic rendition established by previous Chinese translations of Dutch
books, or could create a new one.*

In an explanatory note from A New Treatise, Sugita Genpaku explained that he and his
colleagues preferred employing pre-existing Chinese transliterations of Dutch terms,

rather than coming up with new renderings. He wrote:
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Gentaku in (4.4.4 A New Treatise revised).
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In this book, the characters (moji 3C’5) [used for] direct translation
(chokuyaku TELFR, i.e. phonetic transliteration), are all taken from the
translations (yaku #R) made by the Chinese (kanjin % \) for names of
places of different Western countries. We confronted them with Dutch
maps of different countries and we used them as reference. We
collected [them] and we translated (yaku iR) them, writing down their
wakun 1£7)I (i.e. kana readings next to the characters) for the readers’

convenience. For none of them we used [our own] conjectures.

According to Vande Walle, in general the preferred use of pre-existing Chinese
translations of Dutch terms was an indication of the enduring importance of Chinese
studies and of Western texts transmitted in Japan via Chinese translations, which were
for a large part based on Spanish and Portuguese learning.®! It is natural that the same
went for phonetic transliterations.

In the note reported in the subsection below (4.5.2 Picking Blossoms), Otsuki Gentaku
will specify that the established norm for the creation of new transliterations seemed to
have been some form of té’on (also read té’in & i) pronunciation (i.e. the

pronunciation of contemporary spoken Chinese, towa /& 55).52

>0 Sugita Genpaku, A New Treatise of Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho), vol. 1, p. 14.
1 vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, pp. 133 and 141.
52 T6’on FE T, literally, “Tang sounds,” is a type of on reading. Here, “Tang” does not refer to the Chinese
ruling dynasty (618-907), but to “China” as a whole. There are two main kinds of readings for the Chinese
characters used in Japan ({5 kanji): kun readings (kun’yomi #lFt7*) which are Japanese native words
assigned to the characters, and on readings (on’yomi 5 @t /), which are readings based on the Japanese
approximations of the Chinese pronunciations of a character. Generally speaking, depending on what
period and from what part of the mainland on readings arrived in Japan, they are divided in go’on ‘&3
(from Wu area of southern China, introduced in the sixth century) kan’on 3% (from Luoyang and
Chang’an in early eight century) and t6’on & (from the Hangzhou area in the fourteenth century). See
Shibatani, Languages of Japan, pp. 120-21 and the voices “on readings” and “kun readings” in Kodansha
Encyclopedia of Japan.
During the Tokugawa period, to’on circulated in Japan thanks to Chinese Zen Buddhist monks living in
Japan, Chinese residents in Nagasaki and Nagasaki interpreters of Chinese. Pastreich, “Grappling with
Chinese Writing,” p. 126.
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4.5.2 Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids, Otsuki Gentaku (1817) - Part 1

Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids (Ran’en tekihé Fififi 75, first published in 1817,
however it was written over a span of more than 40 years) by Otsuki Gentaku is a
compilation of Dutch, Chinese and Japanese sources on different topics, with a focus on
natural medicine.>3 The preface (Ran’en tekihé jo FEMEfi 77 /%) is composed in literary
Chinese with no glosses, while the explanatory notes (hanrei FNL151) and the translation
itself are written in literary Chinese with kunten.

In one of the explanatory notes, Gentaku wrote:
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In the translation (yaku #R) of Western [languages], there are those
who [make new] phonetic translations (chokuyaku [E.5R), and those
who [use] the [pre-existent] Chinese translations (kan’yaku {#5R). We
abide by the old [terms], and if there is not one, when we adapt
(hamaru YE %) [one], we decide on a new translation with the
pronunciation that has been transmitted in the past from Hangzhou
(JAP: koshii on ¥/ 3). The peculiarity of these sounds lies in their

resemblances [to Western languages/Dutch].>®

53 This work was edited by Gentaku’s son Otsuki Banri X% B (also known as Genkan Z4#f, 1785-1837)
et al. Yabe Ichird, “Otsuki Gentaku,” pp. 194-99.
54 Otsuki Gentaku, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (Ran’en tekihé), p. 8.
%5 Here Gentaku uses the term chokuyaku E.ER most possibly in the sense of “phonetic transcription.”
The composition of this text is closer in time to Sugita Genpaku’s A New Treatise of Anatomy, where the
term was used with the same connotation. As a reminder, in Gentaku’s revised version of A New Treatise
(see 4.4.4), chokuyaku [EER was used as “equivalent translation.”
The issue of preferring Hangzhou pronunciation for the transliteration of Dutch terms was also raised by
Gentaku in 4.4.4.
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Like Sugita Genpaku in the previous subsection, in this work Gentaku expresses his
preference for pre-existing Chinese translations of Dutch terms. Gentaku then specifies
the choice of té’on pronunciation (Gentaku calls it koshd on #i /)M %, “Hangzhou
sounds”)*® when one has to deal with phonetic transliterations.>’

In the use of to’on, Dutch studies scholars were influenced by their contemporary
interpreters of Chinese active in Nagasaki; as an example, the well-known interpreter
Okajima Kanzan ([if] 5 &1 L1 1674-1728) produced a number of manuals and dictionaries
to help independent scholars to learn Chinese (t6’on) pronunciation.>® The t6’on norm
also overlaps with Motoki Ryoei’s practice. As reported by Vande Walle, in Nagasaki,
Rydei consulted the interpreter of Chinese Ishizaki Jirozaemon (£ I YR B8 245 FH, dates
unknown), who taught him t6’on pronunciation.>® As for the reasons of Rydei’s choice

of té’on for the transliteration of Dutch words, Vande Walle comments that:

Whether the prestige of Chinese is enough to explain this choice is
hard to tell. It may also be inspired by a desire to distance himself from
a practice which might have reminded the authorities of Christianity,
for during the period of Nanban® culture, it was common practice to
transcribe foreign words into hiragana. Another reason why
Rangakusha [Dutch studies scholars] may have preferred to
transliterate Dutch into Té’on, was perhaps that some phonological
features of Dutch were easy to assimilate to sokuon, batsuon and
yoon,®* which were and are characteristic of Japanese words derived
from Chinese (kango [{#5%]). In addition we may also point out that
among some segments of the Edo period intelligentsia there was a

strong interest in contemporary spoken Chinese (Towa [ 75]).52

%6 According to Xu Kewei, it is possible that with k6shi on #/iM# Gentaku intended a general sense of

“Southern pronunciation (nanbé’on Fd J5 )" or a pronunciation that received the influence of “Wu

Chinese (gogo '=ZiE).” Xu, “’Kosei shinpen,” p. 94.

57 This was also the norm followed by Otsuki Banri in 4.4.5 Pronunciation of Western Sounds.

%8 For a list of these, see Pastreich, Observable Mundane, pp. 114-15.

% Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 136.

% Nanban FE25, literally “Southern barbarian,” is a term that indicated the Portuguese and Spanish.

61 These are types of Japanese syllables: geminate consonants (sokuon {i£ %), syllabic nasal (hatsuon

1), palatalised or labio-velarised syllable (yéon #13%).

62 Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 136. On the phonological aspects of using t6’on pronunciation as

the closer representation of Chinese sounds, Vande Walle is quoting Sugimoto, Nihongo no rekishi, p. 73.
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Nonetheless, the use of Chinese characters was not the only option available for the
transliteration of Dutch terms. Other scholars, like Ogata Koan, Yoshio Shunzo and

Sugita Seikei discussed in the subsections below, choose different strategies.

4.5.3 Introduction to the Study of Illiness, Ogata Koan (1849) - Part 1

Introduction to the Study of lliness (Byégaku tsdron 731, 1849) is a work by the
celebrated doctor and Dutch studies scholar Ogata Koan ## /77L& (1810-1863), and it
is known for introducing the study of Pathology in Japan. ® The translation is
accompanied by two prefaces (both named Byégaku tsiron jo ¥/ i 7)® and one
author’s preface (jijo H %) composed in literary Chinese without glosses. The
explanatory notes (titled “Introduction,” Daigen & ) and the translation itself are
written in mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana.

In the introductory notes, Koan wrote:

AL R 7 S AL OFRBNCRE S, HBRAN 92 F 3T
DTz, EEiatiesbss8mE L, SilEsA
THx R4 ZMN L TERICEAUTROEF 2R, (HHF
(AP RE R FEICIR D3, 2 e BHT ANOBEE T LTk T
ZHENCEST DD, &

R

Iy

In general, for all names | follow the translation examples (yakurei iR
f41l) of Master Shinsai #2757 (i.e. Udagawa Genshin). When they are not
sufficient, | make [new ones] from what | understand. Naturally, many
of them are not proper (onté £234) [translations/transliterations].
Therefore, | attached the original word (genmei J5i44) to every name,
providing a reference and waiting for the wise men (kunshi # ) to
come [and find better solutions]. Those original words are not only
from Dutch or Latin. [I attached them] for easier reference for the

people who will make use of this [text].

3 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 182.
% One by Udagawa Kosai 7 )11 575 (also known as Udagawa Ei 7= )113#) and one by Tsuboi Shindd
FEHAEIE.
85 Ogata Koan, Introduction to the Study of Iliness (Byégaku tsiron), p. 11.
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By stating that he relies on the work of Udagawa Genshin [ )I| Z & (1770-1835), a
fellow famous scholar and adopted son of Udagawa Genzui F2H Il Zifi (1755-1797),
Koan explicitly pointed out that his first strategy was drawing from translated words
employed by previous scholarship, a characteristic of Dutch studies practice.®®

However, Koan also decided to attach the “original word (genmei J5i44),” i.e. a
katakana phonetic transliteration of the foreign term, to all translated vocabulary. Koan
explained that he did so for his readership and future scholars, to facilitate others to
come up with new translation options. Nonetheless, as will be made clear in section
4.6.3, in which Koan’s thoughts on translation style are examined, Koan’s position in
relation to matters of transliteration can be interpreted as revealing of his positive

attitude towards the Dutch original text.

4.5.4 Essential Selection of Surgery with charts, Yoshio Shunzo (1814)

Essential Selection of Surgery with charts (Yoka seisen zufu J5FHEEERI ST, manuscript,
date unknown; the explanatory notes translated here are dated 1814) is a work by
Yoshio Shunzo 7 i {2 B (1787-1843), a doctor and Dutch studies scholar from
Nagasaki.®” He was the grandson of the famous Dutch interpreter Yoshio Kogyt & £
}= (also known as Yoshio Kosaku 75 HE=E 1, 1724-1800). As illustrated in the text’s
explanatory notes, this book of medicine was a translation of the Dutch version of
Chirurgie (1731) by the German doctor, anatomist, and botanist Lorenz Heinster (1683-
1758).%8 Both the explanatory notes (hanrei L) and the translation are written in
mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana (no other para-text is present in the
1814 manuscript).

In the explanatory notes, Shunzo discussed the issue of translating technical terms
(literally, “names of things,” butsumei #)4.), explaining that rather than producing an
obscure translation of meaning (giyaku 3% FR) in many cases it is better to use a

paraphrase or a phonetic transliteration.

% Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo késé, p. 7.
%7 |n this book, he uses the pseudonym Haguri Choin JJ5E K.
% Yoshio Shunz6, Essential Selection of Surgery (Yoka seisen zufu), p. 2. In Japan and the Dutch, p. 125,
Goodman explains that Otsuki Gentaku finished a translation of this same text that had been begun by
Sugita Genpaku, under the title of New Book on Surgery (Y6i shinsho 5 %32, published in 1825).
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Shunzo wrote:

WMt 2RI DITHRBN LT dH V , #ifn A2 TR i & TH
SREMBEAT 7Y 2781 Lrs, FRL THCR & 55,
BAREZ RN TEA#MSNELIHEERE L b, SME<HERL
TRPEAWE ESEINRY, GEERISUIEFLIZ Z i
LR EERNTZDEE (AT —F U4 —F] Lrb, 5HFR
LCHfithEB5, I TALTF V) ER5HIRARD, HijEH
DA% < W 255 310 & b Al 0 R TERERE O [ L CRER
DE~DHELZ & 25T, MICESRA 27 L THRIEIZHES,
AEFZUTHRTEIL EEOABERERMESTTOL 7
D, ®

Translating (yakusu 5% 3°) names of things (butsumei %14 ) can be very
problematic. [Take for example] the cotton compress you boil and cut
in squares; in Dutch that cloth is called puryukuseru 7"V = 7 & /L
(NL: pluksel, EN: pledget). The translation of meaning (giyaku F&R)
would be sanshi fi{>% (literally, “gauze/bandages” and “thread”). The
sense (ajiyoshi "£i5, literally, “good taste”) would be “using a gauze
and spread an ointment.” In this book | sometimes used direct
translation (chokuyaku [E.FR, i.e. phonetic transliteration) and other
times, the sense (ajiyoshi &) [translation]. [As another example], all
the blade wounds with the sense (ajiyoshi % 5) of “stabbing with a
pike (hoko hasamu % Z #§1¢),” let’s say wounds or punctures, are
called sutékiuiki A7 — 7 A4 — % (NL: steekweek? steekwond?
Unclear. EN: stab wound?). The translation of meaning (giyaku FaR)
would be sajo? $H1R? (literally, “stab” and “soft”?). Commonly, this is
called meicha * A -% (NL: messteek? Unclear. EN: knife wound?).
Even if we get appropriate (tekité 1)24) [translations] for many other

names of things in this book, since [Western] countries are very

8 Yoshio Shunzod, Essential Selection of Surgery (Yoka seisen zufu), p. 3.
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different and large seas and considerable distances’ separate the East
and the West, the contexts of their languages (gomyaku &) can be
very different. Therefore [in this book], for the convenience of
posterity, you can always find the original word (genmei J5i44). The
annotations with kana {27 are the names that fellow doctors of Japan

used up to now.

In this excerpt, Shunzo explained that in the text he always added a phonetic
transliteration in kana {5 of the original word to present Dutch terms to his readers.
Coming from a family of interpreters, for whom kana transliteration likely was a
customary practice, it is possible that Shunzo was not concerned by Sugita Genpaku’s
criticism of the method (see chapter 3).

Also notably for the study of translation terminology, here Shunzo made a distinction
between the translation of the etymological meaning of a word (giyaku #&R) and the
translation of the “sense” of a word (ajiyoshi % i5), expressed by a periphrasis for better
clarity. The term he used, ajiyoshi "k, seems to be unique to this work, and it is
possibly showing a hint of Shunzo’s further elaboration of translation strategies.
Interestingly, another metaphor of translation style associated with the “taste” of the

original is also present in Ogata Koan’s work discussed in 4.6.3.

4.5.5 Three Chief Remedies, Sugita Seikei (1849)
Three Chief Remedies (Saisei sanpo #54= =77, 1849) is a translation by the scholar (and
Genpaku’s grandson) Sugita Seikei 2 H iJHl (1817-1859) of Enchiridion medicum: Or,
Manual of the Practice of Medicine. The Result of Fifty Years' Experience (Enchiridion
medicum: oder, Anleitung zur medizinischen Praxis. Vermdchtniss einer funfzigjéhrigen
Erfahrung, 1842), a work of medicine by the German doctor Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland
(1762-1836). The explanatory notes (hanrei }L{5i) and the text are composed in mixed
style with Chinese characters and katakana.

Notably, like Sugita Genpaku in 4.4.1 and Hirokawa Kai in 4.4.3, Seikei here lists

translation strategies using the term t6 %% “degree.” However, in addition to the terms

70 Literally, “a thousand ri.” A ri B is a traditional Japanese unit of measure, corresponding to
approximately 3.9 km. The expression “a thousand ri” means “a considerable distance.”
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employed by Genpaku and Gentaku (giyaku iR, chokuyaku TE.5R and taiyaku %I5R),
Seikei included the term on’yaku &R (translation of sound) which was less commonly
used.”! It is not clear what strategies Seikei is referring to, but it is possible that this is
simply an allusion to the fact that there were different terms for the same translative
practices, as well as different uses for the same terms.

Beyond matters of translation terminology, more importantly for the purpose of the
present section, this text is another example of the use of kana transliterations for the

rendering of Dutch technical terms. Seikei wrote:

FUEICER, |/l ER, sREORH S Z L1, FEFECITH
HET 2772 5 2 0L T, B IS, (A SCEREEE R
LT, PRKFEMSRESHERLZBEET L2 L2587, HED
THIUZHEME LT TIRTEE T30k, FE LA WS Z &
<o FUTBETUTHEIX DB ZROT, AR TR EITH
HLl, ™

Since the difference in the various types (t6 %) of translation methods
(yakuho ER1%), such as phonetic transliteration (on’yaku & 7R ),
translation of meaning (giyaku £5R), direct translation (chokuyaku TE.
#R) and parallel translation (taiyaku X{&R) has already been discussed
by previous scholars, | will not indulge in it again here. However, the
writing style (bunshé 3L ) of the original text (genpon JRA) is
excellent (yadi #£{&) and commendable (seidai 1E.K), while | am coarse
and clumsy and | could not convey (tsitatsu iF 1) well its deep
meaning (shin’i % &:). So | followed the original text (genpon J5K) as
much as possible and | wrote down phonetic transliteration (yakuji iR
7, literally, “translated characters”). Readers do not have to laugh at
such narrowness. If [they] want to go back to the meaning (i /&) of the
original text (genpon JiiA<) when [they] approach [this] translation
(yaku ER), there will be the need for some replenishment of my

technique (jutsu 7).

"1 Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo késo, pp. 25-35.
72 Sugita Seikei, Three Chief Remedies (Saisei sanpé), p. 5.
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In the excerpt, Seikei described the Dutch source in terms of style (bunshé L) as
“excellent (yai ©E{&)” and “commendable (seidai 1EK),” thus expressing a certain
reverence towards the original (genpon Jii A& ). The perceived prestige and the

consequent respect for the Dutch source texts will be discussed in the next section.

4.6 Problematics of style

In this final section of my sources analysis, | will present some passages that, while still
partially dealing with word-level translation strategies, expand their reflection into
wider matters of language status and problematics of style in translation. In the
following subsections, we will see that the scholarly conversation about translation from
Dutch included reflection on languages of prestige outside the Japanese context, i.e.
Latin and Sanskrit. The comments that spark from the consideration of this extended
perspective are revealing of the depth of the scholars’ reflection about translation.
Among the concerns expressed by the Dutch studies scholars, we will find the issues of
the appropriate rendition of the source vocabulary and the choice of writing style
(buntai) for translation.

As will be discussed in chapter 6, Otsuki Gentaku promoted a discourse of translation
that while still celebrating literary Chinese as the best option for translation, also offered
an acceptable alternative: the use of mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana.
Scholars like Ogata Koan, Sugita Seikei and Yoshio Shunzo, whose works are discussed
in this chapter, seem to fall into this category, which deviates from the more
conservative norm of using literary Chinese, promoted by Sugita Genpaku in A New
Treatise. As Saitd Mareshi notes, literary Chinese was a crystallized language,
characterised by a number of rhetorical features, such as fixed expressions, parallelisms,
Classical references, while the mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana more

easily allowed mixture with external/Japanese influences (and newly created kango).”?

73 Saitd Mareshi, Kanbunmyaku, pp. 104-06.
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4.6.1 New Record of Six Things, Otsuki Gentaku (1786) - Part 2
In the explanatory notes (titled “Thirteen explanatory rules,” Hanrei jisansoku FL151+

—HI|) from New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi 7<%)#7%, 1786), Otsuki

Gentaku discussed the use of Latin in Europe as a written lingua franca. Gentaku wrote:
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Latin is a language that is used as a common idiom (mina aitsdyo suru
no go ¥/ FHOMEH AV /) 258, literally, “a language that everyone
uses [to understand] each other”) in various countries of Europe. Each
country has its own language; however, when [people in] different
countries want to understand each other, they always use Latin to
record things. Therefore, [when people] in their own country
exclusively want to address each other, they certainly are going to
write using only the language of one’s own country. Thus, this trouble
is entirely similar to translation (hon’yaku %HER). In any case, Latin is
the name of a country of the past. That country already disappeared,
and yet its language remains today. This language is simple, ancient
and civilised (kanko gajun f&i 5 HE5)l), and thus is more or less like an

elegant language (gago F£3E).

In the passage above, Gentaku is describing a situation in which there are two

languages involved: a national language and a supranational language or a lingua franca,

74 Otsuki Gentaku, New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi), pp. 13-14.
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both supposedly understood by (elite) individuals of a given country. In this picture, Latin,
the common language of Europe, is described as an “elegant language (gago H£iE)” that
is “simple, ancient and civilised (kanko gajun & 5 FESI).”

Gentaku then compares such condition to the practice of hon’yaku FHFR. As discussed
in the previous chapter, given that this was a term originally employed to describe
translation of Sanskrit sutra into Chinese, in general hon’yaku can be interpreted as
“translation into Chinese,” and/or “proper translation.” What Gentaku exactly meant in
this note is still not perfectly clear; however, it is nonetheless interesting that he made
a parallel between the practices of translation in Europe and the translation in Japan
taking into consideration language status. Gentaku’s perceptions become more explicit
in his other work Picking Blossoms (4.6.2) described below, where he directly compares

the use of Latin in Europe to literary Chinese in Japan.

4.6.2 Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids, Otsuki Gentaku (1817) - Part 2

In an explanatory note (hanrei JL{]) from Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids
(Ran’en tekiho TEWEtiE 75, 1817, on this text also see 4.5.2), Otsuki Gentaku drew a direct
parallel between the role and the perceived prestige of Latin in Europe and of literary

Chinese (kanbun 1% 3C) in East Asia.
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In this work, there are some Latin words. Originally, Latin was the
name of a country of the past. It is a language that came about in
Europe, and it was used in past and present times. It is used

everywhere within that region. It is considered an elegant language

7> Otsuki Gentaku, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (Ran’en tekihé), pp. 8-9.
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(gagen HE'S) in many countries. Therefore, we always mark (shé su
7) [these] distinguished things (meibutsu 4 ¥)) with elegant words
(gamei Ht44). [Latin] is like literary Chinese (kanbun ¥ 3C) in this

country.

Here again, Latin is described again as an “elegant” language (gagen #£ =) that was
understood everywhere in Europe. As the tone of the original text was supposed to be
transferred in translation (such matter of style is also discussed in chapters 5 and 6), for
Gentaku the obvious choice for rendering Latin words in the target-text was using
literary Chinese.

Gentaku’s awareness of Latin is rooted in previous experiences of this language in
Japan. Knowledge of Latin was attested in the archipelago from the second part of the
sixteenth century, when Jesuit missionaries were sent to Japan in order to disseminate
the Christian doctrine in the region.”® However, this most interesting textual production
was almost completely destroyed and thus did not have a direct influence on the
immediately successive translation theory and practice.”” Nonetheless, even after the
ban on Christian texts, awareness of the Latin language continued in Japan thanks to the
contact with Dutch surgeons and traders and the texts they brought in the country.

Despite not being a major language in scholarship, from time to time Dutch studies
scholars came across Latin in their practice. For example, the famous intellectual and
Confucian scholar Arai Hakuseki #7441 (1657-1725) mentions Latin in his Collected
Views and Strange Words (Sairan igen %% %=, 1713), a work on world geography

resulting from Hakuseki’s conversations with Giovanni Battista Sidotti (1668-1714).7®

76 As touched upon in the introductory chapter of this thesis, the encounter with the Jesuits represented
the first experience of translation of European languages in Japan (Jesuit translation was mainly carried
out by Europeans though, while Dutch interpreting and translation was practiced basically only by the
Japanese). The Jesuit instituted missionary schools (called seminarios) and produced various printed
materials, such as different editions of Aesop’s Fabulae, the Nippo jisho H%&i&FZE (or Vocabulario da
Lingoa de lapam, a Japanese to Portuguese dictionary) and more explicitly evangelical texts like
Catechismo. For more on the Jesuit presence in Japan, see Boscaro, Ventura e sventura.

7 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 144-45.

78 Arai Hakuseki, Collected Views and Strange Words (Sairan igen %% 5, 1713), p. 13.
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/ru02/ru02 00959/index.html.

Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 2, pp. 23-29.

Sidotti was an Italian Jesuit missionary that was imprisoned in Japan for spreading Christianity. Arai
Hakuseki had the chance to interview him with the help of the interpreter Imamura Gen’emon 4 F i A
f#7F9 (1671-1736) and his disciples, who spoke with him in Latin. See De Groot, “Engelbert Kaempfer,” pp.
206-08.
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Among other well-known Dutch studies scholars, Maeno Ryotaku Fij # FL iR (1723-
1803) had experience with translation from Latin (despite producing some evident
mistranslations).”® Shizuki Tadao & %Lk (1760-1806) also faced the challenge of
translating Latin.®° From the understanding that they were equally languages of prestige,
both Ryotaku and Tadao decided to translate Latin into literary Chinese. From the
passage above, it is easy to infer that Gentaku followed this same reasoning.

In another note from the same text, Gentaku described some of the peculiarities
encountered by the Japanese translators of Dutch, stressing on the importance of
producing an accurate translation.

He wrote:
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Generally, people who translate names of places and things from
foreign countries (i.e. Western countries), usually do not always learn
[foreign words] by repeating them (shiisho & &) and by listening [to
them being read] one after the other. Therefore, when they read
these books, they stammer and stutter as they do not know how to
read them. All in all, it is similar to the chanting of the Sanskrit verses

(bonbai #£MH) or reading the Sutras aloud (jokyo %), it is tiring and

7 Taida, “History and Reception,” pp. 76-79.

80 Mervart, “Republic of Letters.”

81 Otsuki Gentaku, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (Ran’en tekihé), p. 8.
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annoying. In the end [however], we get to disseminate [this] volume.
If, for this reason, translators (yakusha R3&), simplify (yaku ni su 12
97) those words (gen =) and miss out (kaku [ < ) those terms (ji &),
their importance will be lost. Therefore, we analyse and polish [them],
working hard [like] gem-cutters. The readers will bear with the trouble,
and afterwards will decide if it was valuable. Those who read this book
now should definitely do like this. Otherwise, surely they will not
escape the punishment twice. There will never be people that gain

treasures without studying.

In the passage above, Gentaku goes over different topics. By saying that Western
languages are not learnt by the study and repetition aloud of a text, Gentaku here is
likely referring to the practice of “plain reading (sodoku &7¢),” the most common way
to learn literary Chinese in Tokugawa Japan. With plain reading, the student learned how
to read Chinese writings aloud with the kundoku method, without focussing on the
meaning of the text;®? Gentaku compares such practice with the chanting of Sanskrit
verses and the vocalisation of Buddhist sutra, which could also be read aloud without
focussing on the meaning. Thus, in the excerpt, Gentaku highlights the importance of
understanding the text, in contrast with the practice of vocalisation without
comprehension. As will be discussed in the following chapters, this practice was heavily
criticised by the Confucian scholar Ogyu Sorai. In this thesis, | maintain that Gentaku’s
argument was directly inspired by his reading of Sorai’s A Tool for Translation, and as |
will discussed again in chapter 6, such problematic returns in Gentaku’s discursive work
Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation.

In the second part of the quote, Gentaku described the necessity of accuracy in refining
the choice of translated words, comparing the work of the translator to that of the jade-
cutter. The problem of the simplification of foreign terms was also a theme in Buddhist
translation discourse. In general terms, Gentaku’s perspective is reminiscent of the
position of the monk and translator Hui Chang (&7, active 314-385), a scholar that
Martha Cheung described as “probably the first monk in the history of Chinese discourse

on translation to advocate what in modern theoretical language is called translating in

82 On the practice of plain reading, see Saitd Mareshi, Kanbunmyaku, pp. 35-38 and Dore, Education in
Tokugawa Japan, pp. 127-36.
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accordance with the text type.” 8 As quoted by Buddhist scholar Dao An (i& %, 312-385)
Hui Chang stated that when translating, “rather than aiming at skill [giao ¥5] and ease
[bian {#], we should adhere to that which is elegant [ya H#] and that which is proper and
correct [zheng 1E].” 8% Thus, instead of simplifying the original and risking to lose its
value, it is better to work with precision to maintain the characteristics (and the tone)
of the source text.

Gentaku’s further elaboration of translation discourse will be discussed in chapter 6.
At the present stage, let us just notice that with the reasoning delineated in this passage,
Gentaku is locating translation from European languages on a very high standard. It is
often said, and it is certainly true, that practicality is what guided Dutch studies scholars
in their translation activity. Nevertheless, as shown above, a concern for the stylistic
component was indeed present, and so were the preoccupation with fidelity to the

prestige of the source text and the importance of the work of the translator.

4.6.3 Introduction to the Study of Illiness, Ogata Koan (1849) - Part 2
Through other explanatory notes to Introduction to the Study of lliness (Byogaku tsdron
%5 57 1M i, 1849), we can look further into Koan’s considerations on translation
theorisation and practice, and especially into more detailed discussion of his ideas on
style, in this case as well rooted in earlier translation discourse.

As mentioned in 4.5.3, both the explanatory notes and the translation are written in

mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. About such choice, Kban wrote:

o e B 2l E B R AR 2 R D LR L, IR SCT R IS
LTHEZRLT, BLEELBHIENIPIML, NBLIEDHD
LW, BELUWETAGHREOBRRD,

In this book, | wanted to achieve meaning (igi 7=.3%), communication

N N

(tsatatsu 1@ EE), logic (riron BEFR) and precision (seimitsu ¥5%) as

much as possible. Unfortunately, [these] characters (moji 3LF) are

83 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 78.

84 The translation is from Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 78.

85 Ogata Koan, Introduction to the Study of lliness (Byogaku tsiron), p. 11.
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vulgar (hizoku ) and not elegant (ga narazu H72 59°). It is like
filling up a horse trough with some beautiful hot food. The things that
one [can] look back to are [more than just] a few. However, this work

can be considered the beginning of the study of Pathology [in Japan].

Here, Koan deemed the “characters (moji 3C5)” used in his translation “vulgar (hizoku
ERAY)” and “not elegant (ga narazu H£72 & 7°),” even emphasising their unrefined style
comparing the source text to hot food given to horses. He is probably referring to the
choice of mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana for the translation of the
Dutch text, instead of the use of literary Chinese.

Koan’s ideas are expressed in more detail in the following extracts:

RORBIRETXFLZIEL, BAZPICL, EERIEICEAZ
EREREY, AL bRDS L THRITE LREICHFEEL T,
NP SORRZET, BfliEkmliEe & b &9, e b <,
BLOEOMOSHOALVITESREEIDEBNLY &, I
2@ TEPIcR L, BBL 2L Tbaed, HIUGTAE
DERDIEEH D 2B THMTOBEZ 2B L2HEL L, dldz
NEFETIEE S5 2 EHBORREZZLMNESEDL Y, HTh
THEIEBMOBET RIS S5 Z LA ROHBRHLZE BRI
LTUTHRDOBETFZRODH,

Once and again | corrected (tadasu 1E7°) the characters (moji 3C5°),
made the period (shd #£) and the verse (ku /]) clear, and earnestly
wished to accumulate rules (hé %) for the next generations. However,
| only dedicated myself a little to the study of the West (shigaku V5 52):
| am always on the move, and | did not get enough time to study those
languages (bun 3X). There is no need to [say that I] regret to be rustic
and shallow. What | think is that it is better not to pass on a bad smell,
rather than never have a good perfume to leave behind. Naturally, |
wanted to abandon this manuscript and to close it in a box; | often look

back and | wish it did not exist. These interested gentlemen from

86 Ogata Koan, Introduction to the Study of lliness (Byégaku tsiron), pp. 11-12.
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everywhere asked if | had this work, and many criticised the delay of
its publication, never ceasing to request it, as if they desired drinks and
food for being starved and thirsty. Thus, | took it to heart again that
last commands will not be delayed, and without looking back at [the
work’s] vulgarity (hiru L), | finally published it, however awaiting

for the wise men to come [and do a better job].

Beyond the author’s expression of humility (a common feature in early modern
Japanese texts), Koan here articulates two interesting ideas. The first is that for him
translation is a meticulous job, or at least one that always requires continuous revisions
and improvements, showing great preoccupation with the use of written language
(Otsuki Gentaku makes a similar point in the second quote from 4.6.2 Picking Blossoms,
comparing translators to “gem-cutters”).8’” The second is the admission of his own
inability to understand the source, similarly to what Sugita Seikei articulated in 4.5.5 (“I
am coarse and clumsy and | could not convey well its deep meaning”). Koan also writes
that he feels like he had not studied Dutch well enough or long enough (notably,
accurate knowledge of the source language was strongly recommended by Ogyu Sorai
as well, see the next chapter).

Later in the same note, K6an goes on explaining his position, now comparing the
difficulties of his translation choices with the case of Sutra translation from Sanskrit into

Chinese:

MR 5 -EE FIC <, TREDERERES . (FIZ),
Ao T AEAT RE, RS-HERE . HEALE -KEZ | BRIC
o0k Z -, AL MO BE 55120 AT, R-AEIC
RKEDH W%, Jh4 5 -REE W, | ERPESHTZLT
T HICHRIIIAMEFBSFHE L TRELFTR D, ML THEiZtko
HEBRDH Y, WASRLRPIEE DR, AT EE DI AR
BATEAFRT AR, R L L bRz a2 DL TROBEE 25~

87 Otsuki Gentaku, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (Ran’en tekihé), p. 8.
88 Sugita Seikei, Three Chief Remedies (Saisei sanpd), p. 5.
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As his disciple Hui Rui 254X wrote,® Kumarajiva (JP: Kumaraji &

1+, 334-413) said: “The customs of the Indian subcontinent (K%%)%!
give great importance to the written language (bun 3C). (Omissis
[charyaku F&]). However, changing (aratameru t %) the Sanskrit
and making it Chinese (Qin %), you lose the style (s6 %) and the
pattern (utsu ff). Even if you get the main idea (tai’i X&), the writing
styles (buntai LK) are really different. Since it is similar to giving
people a meal that had already been gnawed, not only you lose the
taste (aji k) for nothing, but it also causes you vomit and nausea.”*?
So, as | heard, the great Confucian scholars of China (Shina sekiju =</
fiiff%) came together and translated (yaku #R) the Sanskrit scriptures
(bonkyd #&#%). And then, here comes this denigration [of a book]. Even
[worse] than a meal that | gnawed. Will not people for sure and
everywhere despise [this work]? What can they get [from it], more
than vomit and nausea? Nonetheless, I'm giving this work to those

hungry men, but would not it be better to conceal it in a ditch?

89 Ogata Koan, Introduction to the Study of lliness (Byogaku tsiron), p. 12. The characters for Hui Rui Z:8%
are variations (itaiji F2{KT) of 2N,
% Another name of Seng Rui f&%X, 353?-4407?). Seng Rui was one of Kumarajiva’s main assistants. See
Cheung, An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, p. 91.
91| got the translation of this term from Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 94.
92 As can be seen from the source text reported above, the buntai (writing style) here briefly switches to
kanbun kundoku to address the quote from Kumarajiva and his disciples. This was a common practice in
early modern texts.
Here, Kdan is possibly quoting an extract of “A Biography of Kumarajiva” (Kumarajiaden MyEEFE15) from
A Collection of Records on the Emanation of the Chinese Tripitaka (Shutsusanzé kishi Hi =& sC4E, c. 402-
413), vol. 14, compiled by the Chinese scholar Seng You & #i  (JP: Soyd, 445-518.)
http://tripitaka.cbeta.org/T55n2145 014. For a complete translation of the extract, see Cheung, An
Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, p. 94.
This quote is also contained in “Kumarajiva” (Kumaraji MEEEFE(T) from vol. 2 of Memoirs of Eminent
Monks (Kosoden 15 & {5 ) compiled by the Chinese monk Ekd (Hui Jiao = X 497-554).
https://tripitaka.cbeta.org/T50n2059 002.
The original quote from “A Biography of Kumarajiva” would actually be “The customs of India give great
importance to the language (bun 3() and style (s6 #&)” (“ K Z[F{& L H CHE.” The quote is “ K Z[F &
B (with B instead of #£) in the Kosdden version).
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In this passage, Koan reiterated the importance of the written text and of the original
language, discussing matters of translation style. As much as translating the “main idea
(tai’i ]E)” of a source text is important, the loss of “style (s6 %)” and “pattern (utsu
Jf)” that occurs because of the “changing” of the source text into another language
seems to produce a significant loss of the original qualities of the source.

The quote by Kumarajiva reported by Koan is one of the most famous lines of the
Chinese discourse of translation. As Cheung notes, with this metaphor Kumarajiva was
probably lamenting a stylistic loss, rather than the inferiority or “impossibility” of
translation.®3 Originally, in this quote Kumarajiva was referring to the loss of “the
aesthetic beauty of a Buddhist sutra (that is the harmony between words and music),”%
therefore, to something that in practice had little to do with Dutch translation in Japan.
However, it is possible that Kban was complaining about the same idea of stylistic loss.
(A fairly similar idea of loss of the “taste” of the original text can be found in Yoshio
Shunzo’s work in 4.5.4).

However, somewhat echoing Ogyl Sorai’s ideas in A Tool for Translation, Koan
seemed to imply that, at least in the form presented in this text, and despite the
limitations that came with it, translation was a necessary tool to allow “hungry men” to
access (in this case) medical knowledge. In fact, the Dutch studies scholars felt, similarly
to Kumarajiva, the necessity of translating sacrificing the source for the need to transmit
as much knowledge as possible in a short amount of time.®>

Finally, Kumarajiva is a key figure in the history of translation in East Asia. He translated
more than thirty sutras in the last years of his life and “in range, sophistication and style
he still stands foremost in the history of Buddhist translation in China.”°® As Vande Walle
notes, Indian culture had a deep impact on Chinese culture through the medium of Sutra
translation, and later an amalgamation of Indian and Chinese culture “was transmitted
to Japan in a process that was even more incisive and long-lasting.”®” What is most

worthy of note here, is that by quoting Kumarajiva and his disciples, Koan posited

9 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, pp. 94-95.
% Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 94.
9 As Cheung comments, “In the last years of his life, Kumarajiva raced against time, trying his very best
to get as many sutras translated as possible and to promote the teachings of the Buddha as much as
possible. Given the time constraint, he had to present the translations in an abbreviated rather than
complete form.” Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 109.
% Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 93.
9 Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 124.
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himself and his work - and in a wider sense the movement of Dutch studies - in a larger
field of translation in Asia. This choice can be explained as a way to gain prestige as well
as to reach for a continuity between the Chinese translation tradition and the study of
the Dutch language and Dutch scientific literature. It is interesting that prestige seems
to be relative for Dutch studies scholars - i.e. not strictly connected to a language or

culture in particular, but rather to the idea of the original.

4.7 Conclusions

The picture that emerges from this examination of paratextual sources is a complex one.
From the systemic point of view, it is noteworthy that problematics of translation echo
from one scholar to the other, sewn together by quotes and cross references. These
ideas and practices were not limited to Japanese Dutch studies, but covered great
distances in space and time, indicating that Dutch studies scholars aimed at carving a
space for themselves not only in the home polysystem, but also in a perceived larger
discourse of translation in East Asia. From the sources presented in this chapter, it is
thus possible to claim that far from being unsystematic as previously characterised by
modern scholarship, Dutch Studies scholars did in fact develop a discourse on translation
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Similarly to what happened with
the narrative constructed by Sugita Genpaku in Beginnings of Dutch Studies discussed in
the previous chapter, it seems like the ideas expressed in A New Treatise and by the Edo-
based group were put forward as a facade, behind which a plethora of other ideas and
practices existed.

From the point of view of the study of translation terminology, it is interesting that for
a number of scholars (i.e. Otsuki Gentaku, Sugita Hakugen, Hirokawa Kai, Katsuragawa
Hoshid and Nakagawa Jun’an), the term hon’yaku %5R already seemed to have gained
the more generic meaning of “translation” that it has today, in contrast with Sugita
Genpaku’s initial use of yaku FR as a general term and hon’yaku as one of the types of
translation strategies in A New Treatise.

Finally, | would conclude that Dutch studies scholars’ translation choices were not
casual, and that the use of mixed style with Chinese characters as the buntai for

translation and katakana as the method for transliterations are signs of deviation from
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the established norm. This was not a rebellion against literary Chinese (which
maintained its status of language of prestige) and the kundoku method per se, but rather
a change of shift in perception - literary Chinese became less important to the eyes of

the translator as the Dutch text gained more prestige.
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Chapter 5: Ogyu Sorai’s linguistic thought and its influence

on the Dutch studies movement

In this chapter, | will focus on two linguistic-related works by the famous Confucian
scholar Ogyi Sorai #XA=1H4k (1666-1728), A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei §R
Z5Wf, 1715) and Glossed Translations for Instructing the Ignorant (Kun’yaku jimé FIIER
7~52, 1738). In these works, Sorai expressed his ideas on language, translation and
writing styles. Sorai’s connections to the Dutch studies’ discourse of translation have
already been mentioned throughout this dissertation; here, | will consider the main
features of Sorai’s thought and | will highlight the themes, concepts and approach to
learning that became a feature of the discourse of translation in Dutch studies and that
will be further elaborated in the following chapter.

In this thesis, | maintain that a discourse of translation was taking place within the field
of Dutch studies in early modern Japan. This discourse was characterised but not limited
by the discussion around the practice of kundoku,* and involved a wider reflection on
translation and the spheres of teaching and learning; it was not always systematic and
organised, and likely did not involve every individual engaged in Dutch studies, but it
was nonetheless part of the Japanese cultural history and connected a number of
intellectuals. As said before, Dutch studies scholars looked up to the tradition of Chinese
studies in Japan both as a model and as a rival in prestige. To further prove my
arguments, in the following sections and in more detail in chapter 6, | will investigate
how the discourse of translation assembled by Ogyl Sorai influenced a few central

individuals in Dutch studies.

5.1 The relationship between Sorai and Dutch studies

One of the most influential Japanese scholars of Chinese, Sorai has loomed large in
modern histories of the Tokugawa period. Sorai has been famously celebrated for
popularising the fact that Chinese and Japanese are two different languages - an obvious

concept for today’s sensibility, but not widespread in the Japanese early modern

1 On the characteristics of kundoku and its relevance among the Japanese buntai, see chapter 2.
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context.2 Famously, Sorai advocated the knowledge of spoken Chinese, and encouraged
the study of Chinese as a foreign language.

In A Tool for Translation (first published in 1715, although Sorai dates its composition
back to the early 1690s),® Sorai controversially criticised the use of the kundoku method

for the study of Chinese texts. Sorai stated that:

FHOE, MeEx HOENOFFHICHE T, HoAkOHEH %
MO LB, 4

[...] the primary duty of the scholar is to approach the Chinese
language [kajin no gengo ZE N\ D E3E, literally, “the language of the
Chinese people”] and to understand its original characteristics (honrai

no menmoku Ak D1 H).?

While maintaining that knowledge of Chinese should remain the goal of the scholar’s
efforts, whenever that was not possible, Sorai proposed that Chinese texts should be
translated into vernacular Japanese, rather than approached with kundoku, in order to
obtain a better, deeper understanding of the real meaning of the original text.

Thus, when explaining the precepts of learning that he assigned to his students of
Chinese language, Sorai describes the superiority of the “Nagasaki method,” (Kiy6 no
gaku I E5 D=, where Kiyd is the Chinese name for Nagasaki) a modus of teaching and
approaching foreign languages used by the interpreters of Chinese in the harbour city.
This connection to the Nagasaki method was brought to Sorai thanks to the work of
Okajima Kanzan [if] 55%&(11 (1674-1728), one of the most famed interpreter of spoken

Chinese of his time. Sorai wrote:

2 pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 131.
3 Ogyi Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 23.
4 Ogyi Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
> The understanding of the “original characteristics (honrai no menmoku Ak @i H)” of the Chinese
characters was quoted in Shizuki Tadao’s introduction to Dutch Studies in Memory of the Lost Father,
reported below in this section.
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L] I TPECHAEDTDIZFEROEEZ ELe, OREOF %
L, BHSDITRFEBEEZLLTL, T DICESEZUTL, RT2D
DT OMEEELLTL, # L CRIlIEREOEEEST, ©

[...] So, for the sake of my students, | established these rules for
learning. First, you have to follow the Nagasaki method, where you
teach in the [current] vernacular language (zokugo {A5E, i.e. Japanese),
use Chinese pronunciation (kaon Z2£35) when you read aloud, and the
Japanese language (lit. “vernacular language of this land,” kono hé6 no
rigo I J5 D{EFE) when you translate (yakusuru R 3 %), so to

avoid all the distortions of the wakun reading.’

By problematizing the widespread use of kundoku, Sorai was attacking the modes and
way of teaching of the mainstream Confucian scholarship of his day.® As a result, Sorai’s
ideas on translation were accepted by only a few of his contemporaries - mainly his
disciples - and were extraneous to the Confucian tradition in Japan. In fact, consequently
to the Kansei & ¥ era (1789-1801) ban on heterodoxy, at the end of the eighteenth
century Sorai’s teachings were formally excluded from the official academies sponsored
by the government, which at the time was promoting Neo-Confucianism as an official
ideology.® The government’s ban on heterodoxy was not very strict, however Edo-based
Dutch studies scholars seemed to observe it, at least formally. Finally then, Sorai himself
recommended the idea of vernacular translation only in A Tool for Translation and in
Glossed Translations, but he did not mention it in his other writings. For the reasons
outlined above, even though Sorai was one of the most prominent scholars of his age,
by the time in which the Dutch studies scholars examined in this thesis were active, his
work can be considered to be at the outskirts of the Japanese literary polysystem.

It is thus a fact of great interest that Sorai’s ideas nonetheless seem to have influenced

the field of Dutch studies through the work of the scholars examined in this thesis, who

6 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 28.
7 Pastreich suggests Sorai meant a “transposition into a fluent contemporary Japanese that was neither
pedantic nor obscure.” Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 129.
8 pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” pp. 119-20.
9 Also known as “Kansei Reforms.” Backus, “Kansei Prohibition” and Tucker, Ogyd Sorai, pp. 3-134.
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explicitly sought to be associated with government endorsement.® In fact, as will be
shown through a close reading of the primary sources examined in the following chapter,
Sorai was undeniably one of the sources that informed the discourse of translation of
Otsuki Gentaku KM IR (1757-1827) and Maeno Rydtaku i EF B R (1723-1803),
despite the fact that Sorai’s name is never mentioned in Ryotaku and Gentaku’s texts
examined in this thesis.!

The fact that Sorai’s thought reached the field of Dutch studies even from a peripheral
position does not come as a surprise from the point of view of polysystem theory. As

Even-Zohar explains:

[...] contrary to common belief, interference often takes place via
peripheries. When this process is ignored, there is simply no
explanation for the appearance and function of new items in the
repertoire. Semiliterary texts, translated literature, children’s
literature - all those strata neglected in current literary studies - are
indispensable objects of study for an adequate understanding of how

and why transfer occurs, within systems as well as among them.?

Due to some aspects of his linguistic thought, such as the aforementioned
consideration of Chinese as a foreign language and the coming into play of vernacular
Japanese as an acceptable language for translation, Sorai’s teachings and ideas have a
modern feel to them that certainly echoes throughout Dutch studies writings. However,
the relationship between Sorai’s thought and the Dutch studies scholars was blurred,
and it was not clear if Dutch studies scholars were directly influenced by his work, or
they rather just absorbed teachings and ideas that were already in circulation in
Nagasaki, via the interpreters and other scholars of Chinese. In this thesis, | claim that
there was a direct link between Sorai and a number of scholars of Dutch.

A likely point of entry can be identified in the well-known scholar and interpreter

Shizuki Tadao E L EE (also known as Nakano Ryiho HEF#I[E], 1760-1806, a scholar

10 As discussed in chapter 3. Also see Horiuchi, “When Science Develops,” pp. 165-69.
1 Instead, Otsuki Gentaku explicitly quoted the celebrated Confucian scholar Arai Hakuseki #7147
(1657-1725) as one of the founders of Dutch learning in Japan. Otsuki Gentaku, New Record of Six Things
(Rokubutsu shinshi), p. 7.
12 Eyen-Zohar, “Polysystem Studies,” p. 25.
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mentioned in the previous chapters).!* As Sugimoto argued, Tadao was influenced by
Ogyi Sorai’s linguistic thinking and terminology, as well as by his ideas on translation.*
In the introduction (jo F¥) to his work In Memory of the Late Father of Dutch Studies
(Rangaku seizenfu T /£ 14, manuscript, early 1780s)> as quoted by Sugimoto,

Tadao explicitly mentioned Sorai’s name and A Tool for Translation:

MR OREIZES 2T A DI FOAROHE H ik & Vs
LM T D ELIDDIRDIMOBONIZ AFNEDFEE 2
HOTHIRRL 2%, *

Butsu’s ¥ [i.e. Ogyl Sorai] Translation Tool (Yakusen FRZE, shorten
title for A Tool for Translation, Yakubun sentei iR 325, 1715), is
about the original characteristics (honrai no menboku A~ ™1 B ) of
the [Chinese] writing (moji 3CF7). In Dutch studies too, we do similar
things. We choose [the right] Japanese or Chinese (wakan Fi1{%) term
(go &), and we translate in kun (literally, kun’yaku 7GR, i.e. translate

according to Japanese readings).

Tadao’s introduction above seems to be the only Dutch studies related writing in which
Sorai’s name is explicitly mentioned. However, at the light of the textual evidence
discussed in chapter 6, | will argue that Sorai’s influence extends beyond Tadao’s case,
starting with the example of Maeno Ryotaku’s Brief Translations from the Dutch (Oranda
yakubun ryaku soko FOTE R ST A&, manuscript, date unknown, but postscript dated
1771). In particular, in this thesis | maintain that in Upward and Forward in Dutch
Translation (Ran’yaku teiko BEFRERT, manuscript, 1816), the scholar Otsuki Gentaku

was referring to and quoting directly Ogyu Sorai’s A Tool for Translation, and | claim that

13 Shizuki Tadao’s contribution to Dutch studies discourse is stated explicitly by both Sugita Genpaku in
Beginnings of Dutch Studies and by Otsuki Gentaku in Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (as cited
in chapter 3).
14 Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1, pp. 562-76. On the influence of Ogyl Sorai and Motoori
Norinaga’s schools on Shizuki Tadao’s Rangaku seizenfu see Oshima, “Ranbun wayakuron no tanjé.” On
Shizuki Tadao’s life and works, also see De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language, pp. 140-69.
15 As reported by De Groot’s catalogue of primary sources, Study of the Dutch Language, p. 278.
16 Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1, p. 562. As Sugimoto notes, this introduction is only present in a
few versions of the text.
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Sorai was indeed a major source for Gentaku’s discourse of translation and approach to

teaching and learning.

5.2 Modern reception of Ogyu Sorai

Ogyu Sorai has been one of the most studied intellectuals of the Tokugawa period in the
modern age, by both Japanese and American and Western-European scholarship.’
From the post-war period onwards, the reception of Sorai’s (mainly philosophical)
thought has been strongly influenced by Sinologist Yoshikawa Kojird & JI12£ ¥ B (1904-
1980) and political scientist Maruyama Masao FL[1I (£ 5 (1914-1996).18 In particular,
Maruyama’s Nihon seiji shiséshi kenkya H BTG AR SR (1952, also published in
English under the title of Studies in the Intellectual History of Tokugawa Japan, 1974)
shaped the idea of Ogyl Sorai as a central figure among the Tokugawa intellectuals, or,
as Boot puts it, as “the hero of Edo Confucianism.”!® Boot summarises four main motives
behind the popularity in the reception of Sorai: (1) the fact that he preached
“empathetic reading,” where reading a text multiple times lead to its comprehension,
(2) the denial of self-cultivation, stressing political practice and practical utility instead,
(3) Sorai’s lack of “chauvinistic” instinct and (4) his interest not only in Chinese literature,
but in military lore, practical politics and Chinese law.?°

Notably, Ogyl Sorai’s work dominates the landscape of the Japanese tradition’s branch
of contemporary English language Translation studies as well,?! even if he was not the
only scholar who talked about translation or discussed the characteristics the kundoku

method during the Tokugawa period.?? It is possible that this situation has been

71n the pre-war era, Sorai’s linguistic thought has been researched by the Japanese scholars lwahashi
Junsei = %75 5% (1883-1933) and Ishizaki Matazo Al 3 1% (1905-1959). Tajiri, “’Kundoku’ mondai,” pp.
221-24.
18 part of Yoshikawa Kojird’s work on Sorai has also been translated into English and was published in 1983,
under the title Jinsai, Sorai, Norinaga. Three Classical Philologists of Mid-Tokugawa Japan.
9 Boot, “Introduction,” p. 1. Maruyama Masao’s interpretations of Sorai as a revolutionary and a hero of
Edo Confucianism can be found for example in H. D. Harootunian’s Toward Restoration: The Growth of
Political Consciousness in Tokugawa Japan, published in 1970. See Tucker, Ogyd Sorai, pp. 115-16).
20 Boot, “Introduction,” pp. 4-5.
21 See the works of Judy Wakabayashi referenced in the bibliography, and the volume Translation in
Modern Japan, edited by Indra Levy.
22 For example, Amenomori Hosht AR5 I (1668-1755) and Sorai’s disciple Dazai Shundai K52 F&
(1680-1747), see Wakabayashi, “Reconceptionization of Translation,” p. 141. Also, It6 Togai {F /BB IE
(1670-1736), see Kin, Kanbun to higashiajia, pp. 73-76.
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influenced by the modern interest in Sorai and by the proliferation of Sorai-related
secondary works, and when examining Sorai’s work in the present day, this is an
important element to keep in mind. However, no other scholar wrote about translation
in the same amount and in the same structured way as Sorai did, thus the sustained
interest in his linguistic writings, and especially in A Tool for Translation can surely be
motivated by the fact that they have intrinsic value for the Japanese translation
discourse and likely represented a model for Dutch studies scholars eager to assemble
their own version of such discourse.

As mentioned in the introduction to this thesis (section 1.7), a problematic that arises
when dealing with early modern Japan, is the employment of Western concepts in the
analysis of a non-Western context, as well as the use of modern concepts on early
modern contexts. For example, as Tajiri Ylchiro rightly points out, even Sorai’s
conception of translation is different from today’s image of translation as a text
independent from the source text.??® Another thing to consider is that, as Shirane
explains, Western literary models have strongly influenced the conception of genres in
modern Japan. The notion of disciplines was affected as well, leading to the separation
between history and literature, and the fragmentation of what was the unified field of
Chinese studies (kangaku {#7) in the newly instituted subjects of history, literature and
philosophy.?*

This kind of fragmentation also affected the way modern and contemporary
scholarship handles early modern figures. Talking about Ogyu Sorai, an all-round

intellectual like many other of his peers, Boot argues:

How should he be classified? As a thinker? As a poet? As a philologist?
As a calligrapher? Of course, in his own time, there was no problem.
Sorai was a Confucian, a jusha f# 3 : he read Chinese and taught
Chinese - the Chinese Classics everyone aspiring to the title of
intellectual needed to know because they were the basis of the East-

Asian general education [...].%*

23 Tajiri Yuchird, “’Kundoku’ mondai,” p. 257.
24 Shirane, “Introduction,” pp. 4-9.
% Boot, “Introduction,” p. 2.
153



As just seen, Sorai and his reception are controversial. Although this thesis
concentrates on Sorai’s writings about translation, since Sorai’s discourse affected the
work of Dutch studies scholars not only through the field of translation, but also via his
the general approach to teaching and learning, it is important to note his work must be

understood in the context of the Confucian tradition as it was received in Japan.

5.3 A Tool for Translation, 1715

Ogyi Sorai’s A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei #R SCZ5#f, 1715)%is a kundoku
dictionary; the introduction that comes with it is the most complex and comprehensive
of Sorai’s linguistic writings. Indeed, from this text it is possible to understand a great
deal of Sorai’s views on translation, as well as his ideas on the right methodology for
teaching and learning.?’ This work is mostly known for articulating Sorai’s critique of
the kundoku method.?® In this text (as well as in 5.4 Glossed Translations) Sorai talks
about the kundoku method using the term wakun 13l “Japanese reading,” a word used
to refer to the practice of kundoku in the Tokugawa period.

In A Tool for Translation, Sorai raises a number of themes and problematics of a
sociolinguistic, literary and philosophical nature, which cannot be covered in their
entirety in this thesis. In what follows, | will only articulate those of Sorai’s themes that

were subsequently to be found in Dutch studies writings.

5.3.1 Sorai, the kundoku method and the concept of “new translation”
The employment of the kundoku technique in the teaching of Chinese texts was
common in the Confucian schools of the Tokugawa period. As discussed in chapter 2,

the wakun/kundoku method allows the student to read, or vocalise a text, following the

% For a complete English translation and commentary of A Tool for Translation’s introduction, see
Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing.”

27 Sorai expressed his ideas on teaching and learning also in his work Instructions for Students (Gakusoku
# Hl]) composed between 1711 and 1717 and published in 1727. For an English translation and
commentary, see Minear, “Ogyu Sorai’s Instructions for Students.”

28 |nterestingly however, the introduction to A Tool for Translation is in fact composed in kanbun with
appended kunten marks. The reason for this choice is not clear and seems in contrasts with the point of
view expressed in the work. Such choice could be justified by the fact that, as reported by Pastreich, with
the publication of A Tool for Translation Sorai wished to reach the wider readership of Japanese scholars
interested in learning how to read Chinese texts. See Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 129.
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appended annotations, without the need to understand it. Essentially, as Pastreich

synthetises it:

When kundoku took root as the system for reading, little flexibility
remained for translation. [...] One merely follows the rules of kundoku
syntactic transformation learned from one’s teacher, dutifully
translates the verbs in Japanese, and read the nouns according to
Japanese pronunciation. The reader is thus misled into believing some
form of understanding has resulted from a mechanical manipulation,

not a thoughtful reading or more fluent translation.?

As will be shown below, Sorai thought that the point of reading a text was the
comprehension of its true meaning (as well as the awareness of the text’s tone and style).
Starting from this assumption, it is easy to understand why the use of kundoku made no
sense to Sorai, and actually fuelled his distrust for his contemporary Confucian scholars.
For Sorai, rather than the use of kundoku, an accurate knowledge of Chinese language
was the only way to access the Chinese source text. As Tucker argues, “Sorai’s purpose
in emphasizing Chinese was neither academic nor simply linguistic: he believed that the
grammar of classical Chinese - as distinguished from that of modern Chinese, kanbun,
classical Japanese, and the vernacular Japanese of his day - conveyed most authentically
the minds and thoughts of the ancient Sage Kings.”3°

Wakun was for him an instrument of inexcusable imperfection. The language resulting
from its employment might have been perceived as “urbane and elegant style” (fdryd
tobi JE\i &R 35)3! by the Japanese of the Tokugawa period, but for Sorai it remained a
practice of “primitive simplicity” (koboku T ##).32

Sorai explained that the process of translation (yaku R) and the use of wakun are
essentially the same thing (“Say wakun or say translation, there is not too much
difference.” Iwaku wakun, iwaku yaku, hanahadashiki sabetsu nashi H < Fiill, H <

AR, HE L & ZRI4E L).3 The crucial distinction between these two practices lies in the

2 pastreich, Observable Mundane, p. 151.

30 Tucker, Ogyii Sorai, p. ix.

31 Ogyui Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26.

32 Ogyii Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26.

33 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26.
155



level of engagement that the reader/translator achieves with the written source text.
Sorai’s argument is that the use of kundoku only provides a mechanical and often
obscure reading, while translation into Japanese allows the reader/translator to grasp

the meaning of the text. He wrote:

NXHEEEDBIME . [HE0FFIE I LTENRD2EH Y |
XERCICLTERMNZR2EZH Y . XEWRF CIC L TR
LFHHY . WNHERAZE ORHFHTIHCHLT, Mx s
CERS LT, MO THOBRERAHSZ L &25, MICREED T,
BRICKIEEDFHOEDFET 250, FRITLLTEL 29, 2215
D7D, BN EHDOEER DL, BTIREFEICELH A
T, WO TR, *

In the same way, when you compose a text, there are [characters] that
have the same reading in wakun, but a different meaning (gi 3%), or
[characters] that have the same meaning (gi #<), but a different sense
(imi FZ.%K), or the same sense and a different connotation (kishé 8.22).
Listening to [a teacher’s] explanations is not something that
[automatically] give us the ability to understand. Only at the light of
[using] our heart and eyes together, it is possible to peek on the limits
of such world. Therefore, the strength of a translated word (yakugo &R
i) cannot reach everywhere. It is for this reason that translation (yaku
#R) is a tool (sen Z5). True (shinsei E.1F) reading (doku ¢, here, in the
sense of “comprehension”) is obtained only after one really looks

beyond the words written on the page.

In the passage above, Sorai explains one of the features of wakun that hinder the
reader’s true understanding of a text, that is the fact that in many cases a same Japanese

reading was assigned to two (or more) different Chinese characters, concealing different

34 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), pp. 29-30.
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meanings and nuances present in the original source.3> Even following an instructor’s
teachings is useless, as knowledge is still acquired indirectly.

Nonetheless, for the difficulty of reaching fluency in Chinese, Sorai professed the
necessity to actually keep using wakun, however with the addition of a new translation

(shin’yaku #TER, i.e. a separate text) 3¢ of the Chinese source in vernacular Japanese.

OO THRAZR L, BACHHIEEROEZ EL AL B &
il L CHDOMH A ALK, BEOEERD, KIBETANLE
D720, JNFEGTHEL TEEERALE S, MbEEINET
NN IO EERY , MU A FIFINI R E T, M5 8
REUTLT, &% LTHICEY THEMS ~ LT, LT
(T RENREEO LS % FIFIEERF DIMIAF LT D3, RN OZER:
IRHZ T, Y

At the beginning, | wanted to make a new translation (shin’yaku $73R),
completely avoiding the twisting of the wakun reading. However, since
[wakun] has been used for a long time, and has become the method
to read texts, in the end it is not possible to discard it. Moreover, even
if the sounds of the Chinese language (kaon Z2£3%°) have been imported
and distorted, they became sounds of the Japanese language (kokuon
5 °), and cannot be discarded. For these reasons, anytime wakun is
used, a new translation (shin’yaku #7iR) should be attached. Doing so,
scholars (gakusha “#3°) would increment their knowledge, and would
get a product that is better and closer to reality (fusoku furi /~ENA~EfE,
literally, “neither too close, nor too distant”), going beyond the
twisting of wakun reading. This is the aim of this sentei 25} [i.e. this

manual].

35 |n A Tool for Translation, Sorai gives the example of the characters jing & and jign [ (see A Tool for
Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 48). Both are read as shizuka in wakun, and in general mean “quiet,
peaceful,” however have slight nuances; the first is closer to a feeling of “calmness,” the second to an idea
of “not being busy.” Also see Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 129.
36 The term shin’yaku is also used by Otsuki Gentaku in Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), pp.16-17.
37 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.
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Finally, for Sorai the new translation (shin’yaku #7iR) is a tool that allows the reader
to access directly any kind of knowledge, to be discarded when one finally understands
the original language well enough. The original title of this work, Yakubun sentei R (25
I, is explicative of this point. As explained by Pastreich, yakubun R 3 is intended as
“translation into vernacular Japanese;” sentei 2=l instead (from the Chinese qudnti),
comes from the classic Chinese work Zhuangzi 7. It is a term made of the words sen
2%, “a trap for fish” and tei ¥, “a snare for rabbits,” meaning by extension a “tool” that
can be used to obtain something valuable and that can be discarded after it served its
purpose.3® Sorai uses it because for him translation into Japanese is secondary to
reading a text in the original Chinese. Like a trap, which use ends with the catching of an
animal, translation as well is a temporary tool that can be discarded once true
understanding (i.e. fluency in Chinese) is achieved.3®

As will be discussed in chapter 6, Dutch studies scholars shared Sorai’s utilitarian view
of translation, treasuring the importance of accessing the original text directly.
Accordingly, Edo-based Dutch studies scholars used the kundoku method in a first phase
of their translative practice and abandoned it at a later stage; such elements can be seen
as Sorai’s influence. In addition to these, in the following sections, | will show further

points of contact between Sorai and the Dutch studies scholars.

5.4 Glossed Translations for Instructing the Ignorant, 1738

Glossed Translations for Instructing the Ignorant (Kun’yaku jimé 3l R 7~ %2), was
published in 1738, ten years after Sorai’s death. It contains a good share of Sorai’s ideas
on kundoku, and, according to Lidin, the more well-known piece A Tool for Translation
might have developed from this work.%° In fact, Glossed Translations, a kundoku
dictionary made of three books, not only looks like a shorter version of A Tool for
Translation, but also a more approachable one. Unlike the introduction of A Tool for
Translation, composed in literary Chinese with appended kundoku reading marks, the

introduction of Glossed Translation is written in the mixed style with Chinese characters

38 pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” pp. 129-31.
39 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 123-24.
40 Lidin, Life of Sorai, p. 33.
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and katakana, which, as discussed in chapter 2, is a style that presents an even
distribution of Chinese characters and katakana. This script was common to academic
Japanese writing in the Tokugawa period when literary Chinese was not employed. Since
the main subject of Glossed Translations is the use of the kundoku technique - therefore
not a relevant matter for the common reader at the time - the generally simpler phrasing
and the choice of buntai suggests it could indeed have been a preparatory draft for A
Tool for Translation.** In the following sections, | will highlight the features of Sorai’s

thought expressed in this work that recur in Dutch studies sources.

5.4.1 The macroscopic view

As seen in the previous chapters, mention of other translation traditions was relatively
common in Dutch studies literature. Such references can occasionally be found in Sorai’s
work as well. As an example, in the introduction of Glossed Translations, Sorai described
the process of translation as changing the words of one language in the words of another
language. He did so not only with reference to the contrast between Japanese kana and
Chinese characters, but also in comparison with other languages that, like the Japanese

script, make use of phonetic writing systems. Sorai wrote:

R, RTEHFEANOFEL BAROFEICETZ LD, Z2I0F
Nl & AARGADOREDED Y, THUTFEAOFITFRY, AKX
OFNIEA LY, ARTZHVIZH O T, REOHET, HHEOH
X, BEFOFT, EHMORT, MEBEOE T, PEOE, HiK
G720 RATFRFPVICTERZL, RAZWI2HEET,
ZIZTEHRLRY, FIEDHY., BEHD, ©

Ultimately, translation (yakubun R 3C) is transforming the language
(go #E) of the Chinese people into the Japanese language (go #&). In
fact, there is a main difference between the words (shi &) of the
Chinese and the Japanese words (shi 7). [The difference is that] the

words of the Chinese people are the [Chinese] characters (ji 7, i.e.

41 Just as a reminder to the reader, Sorai’s A Tool for Translation was in fact a dictionary of kundoku
readings, and the more discursive part that scholars mention is the introduction to the dictionary.
42 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 370.
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characters with both sound and meaning). The Japanese words are
kana 144 (i.e. only phonetic characters). [The use of a phonetic script]
It is not only [a characteristic of] Japan: the Indian subcontinent
(tenjiku K’*%) and the Sanskrit (bonji %), the countries of Northern
China (kokoku $AIE]) and their script (kobun #3X), the Tartars (tazu %%
) and their foreign script (banji 35, the Annam 21 [present day
Vietnam] and the Li script (reiji 22 °7-), the Southern barbarians
(nanban FE7E) and their barbarian script (banji Z5F) [Sorai refers to
the Spanish and the Portuguese], the Korean peninsula (chosen Fllfif)
and its phonetic script (onmon & 3C), they all are kana 154 . Kana
have a “temporary” sound, and do not have meaning (imi =%). When
you put together a number of kana, there you can have meaning (i &)
as well. [Chinese] characters (ji ) instead, have both sound (oto &)

and meaning (i &).

By mentioning the presence of various phonetic scripts, Sorai links translation from
Chinese into Japanese to a worldwide writing practice that encompasses other Asian
translation traditions, as well as the Spanish and Portuguese. This macroscopic view of
writing and translating (which will be discussed again in chapter 6) is a recurring theme
of Dutch studies as well, and has the effect of bestowing prestige (especially for the
mentioning of Sanskrit, the original language of the Buddhist sutras) and universality to
the act of translation. While it is not really possible to directly link Glossed Translations
to any specific Dutch studies source, it is interesting to see how the conversation about
the characteristics of the written language is always at the core of translation-related
writing (for both Sorai and the Dutch studies scholars examined in this thesis), revealing
how the visual aspect, i.e. the kind of script used and the materiality of the texts, play a

very important role in perception and prestige of the language used.

5.4.2 The importance of translation in teaching and learning

Beyond his exposition of the intrinsic problematics of translation, Sorai provided us with
extensive reflections about teaching and learning. One of the ideas he particularly

stressed was that, in any discipline, one must begin to study from the basic notions. In
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Glossed Translations, Sorai talks about the correct approach to “learning” (gakumon
f], a term that in early modern Japan indicated Chinese studies)* explaining that
focussing on more advanced topics without grasping the fundamentals first is ineffective.

As a first example, he wrote:

ARONFROMFZEY, MF2E7T L TEMEERIcED
FROKET 5 Z EANET, oe <& LRl L TR~
Lo SROANREFE AT, YUIFNLITRCHOEY 2R S, &
Flrnd, FRaoUftizim L, BOWMZIZT 52 L
E0ithE L nEremmbd,

Our contemporaries do not acquire the basics of learning (gakumon =
fi). Since they do not acquire the basics of learning, when they study,
they do not end up succeeding. Until now, | reflected well and carefully
[on this matter] and [this is what] | have seen. When our
contemporaries talk about the study of Confucian Classics, from the
very beginning they explain the eminence of the ri #,*> and when they
talk about Chinese poetry they immediately debate if the verses are
well-composed or not, or they discuss the grace of their natural

scenery (kyo Hl):%¢ they do not know how foolish that is.

In Dutch studies as well, the idea of tackling the basics first was a fundamental step
before approaching Dutch books. Interestingly, there is a great number of published
language manuals solely focussed on learning the Western alphabet, produced in the
second part of the Tokugawa period. This could be surely also be explained by the

general curiosity of the population towards Western things or by the lack of advanced

43 “Throughout the premodern period, gakumon, the Japanese word for learning, meant the study of
Chinese texts (kangaku), which was the centre of various premodern discourses, and it was not until the
establishment of kokubungaku (national literature studies) in the mid-Meiji period that the Japanese
literature was conceived largely, though not entirely, as kana-based literature.” Shirane, “Introduction,”
p. 5.
4 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 369.
% The ri 2 is a Confucian notion. It is often rendered in English with terms like “principle,
“order.”
46 Here Sorai is referring to the six forms of poetry (rikugi 7<%%) of the Shi Jing %% (in English the “Classic
of Poetry” or the “Book of Songs”), one of the Five Classics.
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linguistic knowledge and learning materials that characterised the first phase of Dutch
learning in Japan; however, this practice resonates with Sorai’s approach, oriented to
the mastering of basic notions. Another example of such attitude can be recognised in
the importance that Dutch studies scholars gave to discussion on translation at the word
level (as seen in chapter 4).

Sorai thought that handling the sources directly was a fundamental step for the
student; the importance of the written text was always reiterated and so was the

indissoluble tie between understanding the original texts and learning. Sorai wrote:

STEDOEFE LESED, 72 LS ES LTI, EWE
RPELTERLNDIERY, EWIMELLLEIT, FAD
FEXLHb0R0, SREONTEWEML OO L EEL
THEAPED D00 L 0G50, X RWRDHEYD %27
Oy, ¥

Now, when you want to study Confucianism (jugaku f£~") and the
Confucian Classics (keigaku #%’5), you cannot do it without reading
the texts (shomono E¥)). If you ask, “What are the texts?” [The
answer is that] they are the writings of the Chinese people. Our
contemporaries hardly reflect on what the texts are, or really
understand that [the texts] are things that the Chinese people have

written. This again is a great mistake.

As a consequence of thinking that the act of studying equals to the act of reading the
texts, Sorai goes on to explain that “the gist of learning” (gakumon no tai’i 5[t D K &)
is thus learning Chinese language (actually, kangaku {7, so literally “Chinese studies,”
but in this context it can be interpreted as “the study of the Chinese language”) through

the study of translation (yakubun 3R 3C). Again from Glossed Translations:

RIVTEFEICE S TZDIFEARE (2 b)) LD 32 OR
B2V, FRITRT L TEERD L06G~L, HRITRTELT

47 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 369.
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R EEGA~L, EERICHFET PRI E I & EILT,
FHEEHSDH LY, FLLIFEAFO@EERY, ®

Therefore, the gist of learning is to really understand the Chinese
words (i) written in the books. We need to really understand that
learning, finally, is kangaku {57 (i.e. the study of the Chinese
language). We need to understand that Buddhism (%), finally, is the
study of Sanskrit (3557%). Therefore, since it has this role, we have to
teach translation (yakubun iR 3C) to the students. Translation

(yakubun FR3X) is the transmission of Chinese words.

By also making the example of Buddhism corresponding to the study of Sanskrit, Sorai
tells us that, basically, translation is the tool of learning. Therefore, he argues,
translation is an instrument that must be taught to students, so that they can

comprehend the source texts.

LD REITH, HBICTH, XRICThH, 72 & Wk
FUITTH, BERICTH, WORIOF 2T AIEE NG @EE
SHpR, LV IZLIERY, BBtT 52 LD 00T, 4
R e KIE2 2 b0ELHL, IFLAHRT DI £ <,

XIFFEEZITO L THhLERRICR D b, HHEAGIEASET.
K (D) LB DR, ®

When today’s scholars study the sutra (keigaku #%5~), Chinese poetry,
literature, or for example Buddhism or Medicine, the fact that they do
not study translation (yakubun no gaku R 3CD%%) and they do not
understand the words (shi &) of the Chinese, becomes a predictable
(torikoshi & ¥ Z L) problem. They will not accomplish anything.
Nowadays, the writings compiled by those called great Confucian
scholars, when they read aloud the text there are many mistakes, and

they say they practice Confucianism and then have bad manners and

48 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimaé), p. 369.
4 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 371.
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customs, they do not understand the words of the Chinese and

therefore their comprehension is laughable.

The way in which Sorai belittles scholars that do not understand the language of the
Chinese source (i.e. the written text) is similar to the arguments used by some Dutch
studies scholars to criticise the interpreters’ work and approach to Dutch language (see
chapter 3). Similarly, Sorai accuses other Confucian scholars of being incapable of
understanding the tone/feeling of a text, because of their lack of knowledge of the study

of translation (yakubun no gaku FR 3L D). He wrote:

HOZ IR A FIT T L CEELZ A TR ER L, FF2EY
TR DA EE2RT DX, 7o & 2IXEREE F O D A ME
DMK EFRKZE EFIChbA tmznl L, itk Z LH
BT, ZEmBII MO T2R< . ADDIFTHERDO D H
LFELCITNES, HOBRE ZERET AT, BRDAITOE
Y EMbLH~TZ L, 0

Therefore, without studying translation (yakubun iR 3C), they read the
texts and discuss the complexities of the ri i, they make Chinese
poetry and they wish they were skilled. But that would be as, for
example, Chinese people who do not understand Japanese, studied
Japanese books (soshi X#%), or would became good at composing
Japanese poetry. Is this not a predictable (torikoshi & V Z L)
problem? Clearly, there is no difference in the principle (ri #£) between
the Japanese and Chinese (wakan Fl13), even if there was no divide
between the Chinese and the barbarians (kai #£53) in the heart of
people, if the tenor (omomuki Bk X ) of the words (ji &%) is not

understood, there will certainly be a difference in the way of feeling.

In fact, for Sorai, the understanding of the written language on a deeper level, thus

appreciating not just the meaning, but the style and the tone of a text, was fundamental

50 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 371.
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for full comprehension of the source (a way of thinking that clearly resonates in the

writings of various Dutch studies scholars, as discussed in chapters 4 and 6).

5.4.3 The importance of style in writing and translation

Later in the text, Sorai goes onto the importance of the right choice of style (f J&\) in
writing. He does so by comparing the various registers and writing styles of the Japanese
and Chinese languages that occur in different genres. Sorai’s argument is that, since
there are different forms of Chinese language (that depend on the historical period and
on the sociolinguistic context) correspondingly there are different forms of Japanese,

and it is important to maintain a distinction of style when writing within a certain genre.

FERHICSEIEDORDH Y, HOFH Y, FHOFN G &b oDiE
WY, FELOFEDH Y, WO H Y, K< HEAFICH S F
SEHY, FHOMBIIAARDEOWMEELRY, MOEIFEDCTF
30, FALOIFEOELDRELR Y, WITEOFRY, >

There are different styles (fii Jf\) of Japanese language (wago 1%£&E).
[For example] there are everyday words (tsune no shi ‘& ?Fi]). Among
the everyday words as well, there is a difference between the ones
used in the capital (miyako #f) and the ones used in the villages (hina
®b) [i.e. the refined and the popular registers]. Then, there are the
words used in letters and documents (shorei £%L), and the words of
the Japanese books (sashi Xf). In the same way, the words of the
Chinese people have different [styles]. The Chinese vernacular (zokugo
{2 38 ) is [like] the Japanese used in ordinary conversation. The
language of the [Japanese] villages corresponds to the Chinese dialect
(hogen 75 = ). As [in Japan] we have a language for letters and
documents, so the Chinese have one [of their own]. Japanese poetry

(uta #K) corresponds to Chinese poetry (shi ).

51 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 371.
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Following the same principle for which in both China and Japan writing style is
appropriate to the content and genre of a book, the same idea should apply to
translation, where the style of the target text should be chosen depending on the style

and context of the source text. However, as Sorai explains:

BAREDFANTE DOFFEOIL2Y . KNI RO A IZHE TR O
HOES Z &0, RXZEALEDIX, KEZERT L, £
DN H AR THIIFRDFDIEYS 72 55720, FHICTHEEDO L
MIEYM 72 250720, Rive b AAROIHOFITIAARA LS XE
2720 =5z, HFEID O PROFZ 2500,
XEOMFETE IS, BUTARDET-D b DR LEDR
EALUTCHELERELRT L LY, 2

The words of the [Japanese] books (X #%) are the writing (bun 3) of
Chinese books (t6 no shoseki FE @ # £&). Among them, then,
depending on the period, ancient or contemporary, the taste for the
words changes. If you want to translate (yakubun iR 3C), you have to
adhere to this idea. Then, in Japan, the words of the books are
appropriate (shoté 1) [to the genre]. In China as well, the writing
of the books is appropriate (sh6té 1 24) [to the genre]. However, since
the words of the Japanese books have become unreadable for a long
time, without the study of Japanese poetry, you cannot understand
the words of such books. [Similarly], Chinese vernacular language
(zokugo 155E) is not currently used [in Japan]. Therefore, while now
there are different styles (fi J&\), you have to translate (yakusuru iR 3
%) Chinese books (shoseki & %&) with the vernacular language of

Japan (wa no zokugo fEDIRFE).

Therefore, the use of vernacular Japanese comes into play in translation as Sorai

recognises that some forms of Japanese are so crystalized into outdated uses that they

52 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 371.
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have become incomprehensible for the reader, and in that case, translation becomes a

necessary tool to access knowledge.>3

5.4.4 Terminology of translation

Finally, analogously to what was discussed in chapter 4 with regards to the terminology
used to refer to translation within Dutch studies, in Glossed Translations, Sorai explains
that there are two kinds of translation and provides translation examples using a similar

structure as the Dutch studies sources previously examined:

ROCICER - |EIO Z2H 0, EEILZ % OO ZHHAIZEDC
FIZHARDFAE S D720, BRE ITEER O RS 5D 2 FENR
LbZNICONTHrDLTEHY, MITEMIRORFTZIE, —
MDFEEZLLTIRT 22 FME SR, T2 2 TR LB BN D
ROEBIFERMRY, ZOFICLIVROERDEL, bEHE
BRLERY ELRIFFEMRY, BLUTEIROES L2 LR
DOHRIZTHHHZ LRV, LR EITTHrST LR E R4,
R EICTIRENST L 520, {LFOFETRIUL, 2
5T 57 L mIIEERT 25, REPNSTDHLERITSELT
HENCTCHEI Z e b, BEORICTERTIEIRLIITE
20, BEURNWIBEROW LR CIZE L2 FEIROED S
~&Z L,

There are two [types of] translation (yakubun R 3C), direct translation
(chokuhon [E.#}) and translation of meaning (gihon #&#M). In direct
translation, a Japanese word is assigned to a Chinese character more
or less one to one. Translation of meaning [happens] because the
natural features of Japan and China are different (wakan fiido no i 1%
EEJE, 1 D F), so their languages are dissimilar as well. Therefore,
when there is not a direct translation, and [a word is] translated using

the meaning (gi %) of a phrase (ikku —/1)), that is called a translation

33 The idea of using vernacular Japanese for easier approach of the Chinese texts was not new. See Kornicki,
“Hayashi Razan.”
>4 Ogyu Sorai, Glossed Translations (Kun’yaku jimé), p. 371-372.
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of meaning. For example, [translating the phrase] futan A~%& (ZH: bu
dudn, EN: “not” and “short”) as mijikaunai # % 7>9 720 (EN: not
short) is a direct translation. If instead | translate it as nagai & O (EN:
long) that is a translation of meaning. In general, there are linguistic
(gomyaku FEJJK) differences even within Japan. The expression (shi &)
“kausuruna >59 % 72” (EN: do not do like this) as it is said, for
example in Edo, becomes “nazeka kausuru 72E )53 5”7 (EN:
why do you do like this), for example in Kazusa. From the point of view
of the Edo language (Edo no kotoba {1.J7 MD7Fil), “kausuruna” is an
expression that is established, but even if “nazeka kausuru” is criticised
and it is different, it is because of the differences of the natural
features, and that expression is used in Kazusa. Thus, if you think about
it, the fact that the Chinese land is distant a thousand ri of sea is the
reason there are linguistic differences [between the Chinese and

Japanese languages].>®

As seen above, Sorai utilises the terms chokuhon [E.&H and gihon & to describe two
kinds of translation, respectively “direct translation” and “translation of meaning,” for
which he provides a few examples. The combination of the characters choku H. and gi
7% with hon %l (probably employed as an abbreviation of hon’yaku FHaR, “translation”
- on the significance and use of this term in Dutch studies, see chapter 3) was not very
common. As well known, in his writings Sorai purposefully used many unusual
expressions; the terms chokuhon and gihon were probably modelled on the Chinese
concepts of zhiyi [E.5R and yiyi H#R,%° a legacy from Buddhist translation tradition,%’
(the use of these terms in the form of the more used chokuyaku [E.5R and giyaku iR

by the Dutch studies scholars was discussed in chapter 4). Sorai’s use could be seen as a

55 Kazusa _E#2 was the province where Ogyi Sorai spent a few years during his father’s banishment from
Edo (it corresponds to today’s Chiba prefecture). The matter of Sorai’s exile is mentioned again in chapter
6.
6 In An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Cheung translates these terms as “direct
translation” and “free translation” or “sense translation.” Here | kept “translation of meaning” in
continuity with the discussion of the previous chapters.
57 It is also interesting to note that some aspects of Sorai’s thought of translation (such as the focus on
style, and the distinction between the ancient and contemporary language) are similar to Dao An &%
(312-385) and Kumarajiva’s M2 41T (344-413) ideas on translation. Cheung, Anthology of Chinese
Discourse.
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missing link between Sutra translation tradition in China and the Dutch studies scholars

in Japan.

5.5 Conclusions

It is difficult to assert that Sorai’s claims about translation were meant to have a
universalistic nature: they are deeply rooted in his conception of the Chinese classics,
and of course a consequence of his religious and philosophical beliefs.”® As mentioned
in section 5.4.1, Sorai was aware of other translation practices in other traditions, and
yet his considerations are bound to the Chinese classics only, and are only concerned
about strategies for translating from Chinese. In general, Sorai showed little to no
interest for “the West,” and yet his ideas keep coming back in later scholarship.
Nonetheless, it is possible that Sorai’s work influenced later practices involving other
languages even if that was not the intended aim.

In the sections above, | discussed various themes and ideas that can be found in Sorai’s
linguistic works and that return as a feature of Dutch studies sources. Some have already
been encountered in the previous chapters, for example the discussion of the
importance of writing styles and the terminology employed by Sorai in section 5.4.4. In
the next chapter, | will investigate in more detail how Sorai’s ideas relate to the scholars
Otsuki Gentaku and Maeno Ryotaku’s ideas of translation, teaching and learning, such
as their shared views on the method of kundoku, the importance of a hands-on approach
oriented to self-learning, the goal of acquiring proficiency in the source language in
order to comprehend the true meaning of a text, and the production of a separate text

for translation.

58 See Tucker, Ogyd Sorai, pp. 3-134.
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Chapter 6: Maeno Ryotaku and Otsuki Gentaku’s use of

Sorai and the Chinese tradition

As discussed in the introduction, in this thesis | maintain that from the investigation of
various kinds of writings produced by Dutch studies scholars, it is possible to identify a
discourse of translation functioning within the Japanese cultural polysystem. In order to
gain social prestige, a group of Edo-based scholars attempted to push the Dutch studies
movement towards the centre of the literary field, superimposing their work onto their
own perception of a larger Japanese discourse of translation. To do so, they tried to build
a connection with the Chinese studies tradition in Japan and even positioned their work
in relation to other East Asian translation traditions. In this vein, in this chapter | will
show how Ogyu Sorai’s ideas about translation were incorporated into the Dutch Studies
tradition by two of its most important scholars, Maeno Ryotaku Fij#f FL R (1723-1803)
and Otsuki Gentaku K %R (1757-1827).

| will also show how Otsuki Gentaku took this association with the Chinese tradition
further, in order to strengthen the position of Dutch Studies in the Japanese literary field,
and to write his own history of the discipline. | will examine Gentaku through the words
of one of his lesser-studied works: Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku
teiko [ FREAMT, manuscript, 1816). In this standalone text, couched in the dialogical
form of mondo 1% (questions and answers), Gentaku summarised his views about
translation much like as he did in other prefaces and introductions to his works. ?
However, In Upward and Forward, Gentaku expressed his ideas in a much longer form,
ending up writing what can be considered the most detailed history of the discourse of
translation in the field of Dutch Studies.

As discussed in chapters 3 and 4, before Gentaku, Sugita Genpaku #2H % 1 (1733-
1817) had attempted to transmit a (one-sided) history of the field through his work

Beginning of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime B~ 31, 1815, first published in

1 Gentaku exposed his views on translation in A Guide to Dutch Studies (Rangaku kaitei B&~#F& 46, 1783),
or in the introductory notes of his revision of Sugita Genpaku’s A New Treatise on Anatomy (Jitei Kaitai
shinsho or Chétei Kaitai shinsho 7] iR (A7, 1826) and of New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi
or Rokubutsu shinshi 7~¥)3#71 &5, 1786). The latter two works are discussed in chapter 4 of this thesis.
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1869).2 Famously, Genpaku transmitted a narrative of Dutch Studies that was centred
on Edo-based scholars and that aimed to manipulate later interpretations of the field.
In the following sections, | will argue that from what emerges from Upward and Forward,
there are enough indications to consider Gentaku the architect of Dutch studies’
translation discourse. Here, | argue that Otsuki Gentaku, for his effort in collating sources
and ideas to be transmitted to posterity, in a similar way to Genpaku, made another
attempt to record and manipulate the narrative of Dutch Studies, although choosing
focus on the history of translation discourse. | will show that, beyond the references
from more canonical sources (for example the Buddhist translation tradition discussed
in chapters 3 and 4) Dutch studies’ translation discourse had been influenced by what
at the time could have been considered the periphery of the cultural polysystem, i.e. the
ideas of the well-known Confucian scholar Ogyi Sorai #X“E1H7K (1666-1728).

The structure of this chapter is as follows: In section 6.1, | will compare side by side
Sorai’s A Tool for Translation with a text by Ryotaku, Brief Translations from the Dutch
(Oranda yakubun ryaku FEE R SCHE, manuscript, date unknown, postscript dated 1771).
From section 6.2 through section 6.5, | will compare Sorai’s A Tool for Translation with
Gentaku’s Upward and Forward. | will explore the similarities between Gentaku and
Sorai’s texts, as well as their general approach to translation, teaching and learning.
Finally, in section 6.6, | will investigate Gentaku’s further quotations of other sources,
such as Chinese texts concerning the Sanskrit translation tradition in China and the
words of two of Sorai’s disciples, Dazai Shundai K F&15 (1680-1747) and Kamei
Nanmei & -7 5 (1743-1814).

In section 6.5 and 6.6 | note that Gentaku referred to the Dutch studies scholars’ work
with the term yakugaku FR“%, literally, the “study of translation” (where gaku 5 is
“studies,” in the same guise as in the words kangaku {3 %*, “Chinese studies” and
rangaku [ %%, “Dutch studies”). | will show that Gentaku’s sense of this term
substantiates my choice of the expression “discourse of translation” to describe a
systemic entity made of the interconnected spheres of translating, teaching and learning.
Finally, in continuity with what was discussed in the previous chapters, we will see how

in Upward and Forward Gentaku used the term hon’yaku FI5R as the general term to

2 Gentaku could be at least partially responsible for the authorship of Beginnings of Dutch Studies, see
section 3.1.1.
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refer to “translation.” As | argued before, | believe that this was a strategy to have
readers regard the field of Dutch studies with the same prestige associated with Chinese

studies and the translation of Buddhist sutras.

6.1 Textual references to Ogyu Sorai’s A Tool for Translation in Maeno

Ryotaku’s Brief Translations from the Dutch

Before delving into Gentaku’s Upward and Forward, it is worth noting that a number of
qguotations from Sorai’s A Tool for Translation can also be found in Brief Translations
from the Dutch (Oranda yakubun ryaku FNEEFR SCHE, manuscript, date unknown, but
postscript dated 1771), a work by Maeno Ryotaku that will be surveyed in this section.
Brief Translations is an introductory book on Dutch linguistics, which also covered some
wider translation-related problematics. It is likely that only a handful of manuscript
copies of this text were in circulation.® Alongside investigating Maeno Ryotaku’s ideas
on translation, in the next paragraphs | will demonstrate that Ryotaku likely read Ogyu
Sorai’s A Tool for Translation, and thus possibly borrowed ideas and concepts from it,
adapting them to the discourse of Dutch translation.

One of the most celebrated personalities of the Dutch studies movement, Ryotaku is
best known for being the scholar who, together with Sugita Genpaku #2 H % H (1733-
1817), Nakagawa Jun’an HJI| & J& (1739-1786) and Katsuragawa Hoshia 45 1] F5 &
(1751-1809), worked on the translation of A New Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho
fig (&£, 1774), the Dutch version of Anatomical Diagrams (Anatomische Tabellen,
1722) a work by the German anatomist Johann Adam Kulmus (1689-1745). For his
renowned expertise of all things Dutch, in several writings by fellow Dutch studies
scholars, Ryotaku was often referred to as Master “Ranka F{l.” (the “Dutchified”) and
for many he stood as a front runner in the field. According to Sugita Genpaku’s account
in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, Ryotaku was the most experienced scholar of Dutch in
their Edo-based circle, and therefore their designated leader during the translation

process of A New Treatise. Genpaku wrote:

3 The Union Catalogue of Early Japanese Books only lists one existent copy held at Tenri Library, part of a
collection called Kokai ruisho 215 ¥HE edited by Toita Yasusuke F A4 (1708-1784). This version is
dated 1796. There is also a copy at the Waseda University Library. The Waseda version has a postscript
by Honda Kosuke 7 HiZ%1if (dates unknown) dated 1771.
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L] BRE»RTEY ZoZ L znehit, BFETHLITE,
HREN N EAGEAROM O Z & b LIgH &R, f&2b0
LAEWO, b4l LV HFREORLY LEERL, 2
NEWRFEEED, ELLMISZEER LD, ¢

[...] Ryotaku had previously took the matter [of learning Dutch] to
heart; he even went to Nagasaki and learned by ear (kikioboe [ & &
Z ) a little about Dutch word order (rango narabi FEzE 1Y), phrases
(shoku Z]) and morphology (gomyaku ENK). People said he was
well-studied and since he was ten years older than us, we decided he

was to become our leader, and we looked up to him as our teacher.

As mentioned above, Brief Translations is a short primer on Dutch language and script.
This work mainly contains explanations about the characteristics of the Dutch alphabet;
however in the text’s “General Notes” (Sosetsu &), Ryotaku’s explanations stretched
out into more discursive arguments, such as the comparison between the acquisition of
knowledge from Chinese and Dutch sources. As will be shown in this section, echoes
from Ogy Sorai’s linguistic thought begin to resurface from Ryotaku’s words, as in a few

instances Ryotaku seems to quote A Tool for Translation and his general approach is

reminiscent of Sorai. As a first example, Ryotaku wrote:

WHIL, 770 R X Tl=yex) o—hE, KNoF, &
HIEALIC Y T, & MEREEGTR, @R 0n~EH K
e, #ICH D boEZ L, KR, MERMICHRH 2 b OIR
Woe9, BHR, BT ABULOEEFRT, MHFITE ST,
HAMEEAr, RIZH LV KD bDHY, W [T7 K] O
MEIZBTD, PEUTINERDIC, HEBERDZLIKEX
TN L2EH O, MIES 1L, & BOBETLHOE, 5
IO T 27, BUTRFEORLHANC LT, HEFHEH D

4 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies, (Rangaku kotohajime), (Ogata), p. 38.
5> A space left before certain words was commonly used in early modern writing to indicate the composer’s
deference towards a subject, here, “our country,” i.e. Japan.
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CHBRLORE AR D2 b, SR - HEOZ X | SR
BT~ ©

Holland is a small European country, located in the middle North-West
of the continent. Even if Holland is a different [country] and it is distant
several thousands of ri & from our country,’ there are many things we
can acquire from [Dutch] techniques and arts, and the benefits for the
people of our country are more than just a few. China (Shina 3ZJ) is
called the country of the civilisation of the Sages (seijin kyoka 22 \Z
{t). However, | think that some of its products and techniques actually
came from the West. Even more, when | read books (tosho [X| &) from
Holland, there is a goodness and a grace (zenbi #££) in them, which
almost exceeds the Chinese one. However, what | resent is that the
learning and transmission (denshi 1=&) in our country is either what
is translated from China (Shina no honsuru tokoro N DR 2 F)
or what it is transmitted by the translators (yakuke no tsutaeru tokoro
SRE D15 5 FT).2 When you examine their logic (jiri 25 F), even
roughly, not only it is [like] scratching an itch [on your foot] with your
shoes on (kakka no kayuki o kaku F@#LDFE % %), but also there are
mistakes (byidgo i£7%) and sloppiness (zusan #1:%) in abundance, so

many that you cannot count them.®

In the passage above, Ryotaku touches upon a few elements reminiscent of Sorai’s
writings. First, Ryotaku considers the fact that while China was considered “the country
of the civilisation of the Sages (seijin kyoka no kuni 2 \Z8{t.® [E),”many valuable arts

and techniques originated from the Netherlands. The idea of China as source of

® Maeno Rydtaku, Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), pp. 74-75.
7 Ari B is a traditional Japanese unit of measure, corresponding to approximately 3.9 km. The
expression “a thousand ri” means “a considerable distance.”
8 The kind of translators Ryotaku is talking about is unclear from the source text.
° About the phrase “kutsu o hedatete kayuki o kaku ¥t % @ T % #& < ,” the dictionary Dejitaru daijisen
TV X IVKEER says it is from the introduction of the Mumonkan #EFH R (The Gateless Barrier) a
collection of kéan that the Chinese Zen monk Wumen Huikai #9255 (Mumon Ekai in Japanese, 1183-
1260) compiled in the early 13th century. The earliest appearance of the phrase listed in the Nihon kokugo
daijiten H K[EFEKEEH is in the Ukiyo monogatari 1 ¥)5E, a kanazéshi 14 H.-1- (book written in
kana) published around 1665.
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knowledge, and obviously China as the birthplace of the Sage-Kings were of course
common notions in early modern Japan, however they were also are concepts that
permeated Sorai’s discussion in A Tool for Translation.*®

Next, Ryotaku claims that there is something “good and gracious (zenbi ¥£3£)” in Dutch
texts, comparable and possibly superior to the “goodness and grace” of Chinese sources.
However, according to him, such “graciousness” of the Dutch original is at risk of being
lost through the process of translation due to the translators’ incompetence and lack of
logic (jiri Z5¥£). 1* Ryotaku does not specify which translators he is exactly talking about;
however, on the basis of the narrative exposed by Genpaku in Beginnings, and based on
the fact that he is criticising the translators’ lack of deeper language command, he is
most likely referring to either the Nagasaki interpreters or at least to Dutch studies
scholar from beyond the Edo-based circle.

Just as Sorai discarded other Confucian scholars’ methodology (despite being a teacher
and a scholar himself), Ryotaku also, despite being a teacher and a scholar/translator,
seemed to reject the explanations produced by other translators (yakuke #R %),
denouncing their ineptitude. In particular, the metaphor Ryotaku adopted in this
passage, “scratching an itch with your shoes on (kakka no kayuki o kaku Bt FE % £5)”
is a Chinese expression that can also be found in A Tool for Translation and that Sorai, in

a similar way, famously used to express disapproval of his colleagues:

L] ENH oS LBt o, FREEZmI S &, fMHoH A
DFEEfRT HITLADOEFE i ~1E, HHalR T, FEE 2K
=y, 2

[...] Even if they induce you to think that they are immensely wise and
that they have reached an extensive knowledge, using this method (i.e.

wakun/kundoku) to understand the language of the ancient is like

10 patreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing.”
11 Similar ideas on the incomprehensibility of the Dutch text were raised by other Dutch studies scholars
analysed in chapters 3 and 4. In particular see sections 4.6.3 on Introduction to the Study of Iliness
(Byogaku tsiron ¥73 ¥, 1849) by Ogata Koan and 4.5.5 on Three Chief Remedies (Saisei sanpé £ =
77, 1849) by Sugita Seikei.
12 0gyt Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
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scratching an itch [on your foot] without taking off your shoes (kutsu

o hedatete kayuki o kaku % W@ C CTHEX 2 & <).

Clearly, the contexts in which these words are used were different. In A Tool for
Translation, the saying is rooted in Sorai’s critique of his contemporary Confucian
scholars, who relied on the kundoku technique to study and teach Chinese texts. Sorai
utilised this expression to argue that the many mistakes and inaccuracies of the kundoku
method did nothing but reinforce his idea that it was necessary to learn Chinese as a
foreign language (or again, when that was not possible, to access Chinese texts via
vernacular Japanese).®3 Finally, the abundance of mistakes and the shortcomings of
translation lamented by Ryotaku were features criticised by Sorai as well in various
occasions in A Tool for Translation (as was discussed in the previous chapter).

In Brief Translations, Ryotaku then continues to deliberate on the difficulty of
approaching Western languages, describing Dutch as a “barbarian babble and the

tongue of the birds” (shuri gekizetsu {4 {5 )14

R, L E2FO, FEL2H T, HFLMEGET 58, THEL L
LT, RICWEZEZNZHE OB LT, SUIMERD Z &4 Hm
HFHY LNZEL, LERRBEEGEICFORE L hE

T, HAQzH2 2L, X, 8UFRITREICH T, BIZH
< FTICHEE ., BudEc — Zodrama B 2 L HiuE. Alm b
720 L LT, R/ NRICET DD, i, FICHEESY
HOIDNHOHRY, B

However, in antiquity, these [Dutch] things were so rare that | have
never heard of people learning [Dutch], reading [Dutch] books, or
testing [Dutch] knowledge. And then, even if there are people that

somewhat more naturally understand it, it is difficult to learn the

13 The reasons behind Sorai’s refusal of the kundoku method in A Tool for Translation are not completely
clear. See Lidin, Life of Ogyi Sorai and Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing.”
14 Ryotaku also repeated a similar phrase in the explanatory notes to the text (dairei Bf]), where he
wrote: “When you look [at Dutch writing], it is like tadpoles and mosquitos’ legs, when you read it, it is
like the chirping language of the birds (kore o miru ni, kato bunkyaku, kore o yomi ni, gekizetsu ch6go Z
NEFDHIC, BFH, a2, ME EEE).” Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 69.
15 Maeno Ryotaku, Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75.
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barbarian babble and the tongue of the birds (shuri gekizetsu {&{E 1
), finally, completely and without effort. Again, if we sit with the
translators (yakuke %) and ask them, or listen vaguely to their
explanations (sono toku tokoro ni kiku H:#hi < FTIZHE < ), or if we
accidentally hear one or two strange explanations (kisetsu &yan.), if we
understand anything, it is just a so-called minor success to be content
of. All this is because they do not understand the goodness and grace

(zenbi #3E) [of the Dutch texts].'’

Similar expressions can be found in A Tool for Translation in two occasions. In the first
one, Sorai used the phrase shuri chégen (K55S (with two different characters, but
with practically the same meaning) to criticize his contemporary Confucian scholars and
their use of the kundoku method. Interestingly, in the phrase “shuri gekizetsu 1 fF5
,” Ryotaku used the character fff instead of the more common Ff,'® exactly as Sorai

did. In A Tool for Translation, Sorai wrote:

HoZrsEs CREZE I E L. FERGEBES. HoMOER
HILEEBDNNDLT, NEEXRY, BXICARED. 1k
BRI SGEE, BlIznE 2adiEnn, ©

Even when they [i.e. other Confucian scholars] take the brush in their
hand to express their thoughts, they have no idea of what they are
talking about, and they sound like the mumbling of the barbarians or
the singing of the birds (shuri chogen 1% 5 S). There is nothing
more than this. As | said before, [wakun/kundoku] makes everything

easier, but actually, it is a curse (tatari 221 ).

16 Another allusion to Sorai in Ryotaku’s text might be recognised in the expression “to listen to their
explanations (sono toku tokoro ni kiku 5 < FTIZHE < ),” which is similar to the phrase “to listen to
[their] lectures (késetsu o kiku i % % 52 < )” from A Tool for Translation (Ogyl Sorai, A Tool for
Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 18). In both the occurrences, the scholars were referring to explanations
provided by translators or teachers.
17 Again, the idea that the “goodness and grace (zenbi ¥:32)” of the Dutch texts cannot be understood
because of the translator’s own limits can be seen in different works quoted in chapter 4.
18 As observed in Maeno Rybétaku, Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75, note to the text.
19 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
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In the second occasion, Sorai used once more a related phrase, “the chirping of birds
and the beasts’ calls (chdmei jakyo J55P5EKML)” - this time exactly to portray the sounds
of the Dutch language. With these words, Sorai wanted to describe the difficulty of
learning European languages, which he perceived as foreign and unfamiliar, in contrast
with the easier acquisition of Chinese language, that he considered closer to the
“Japanese feeling (ninjo \1%).”

Sorai wrote:

HOMHEEORE, MR D03 mE T, EICH LS,
FISERIL DN < NEIZIEND S5FHH L, 1ML THEL I
Dh e FERESFEL, AZLHEOANMEEITTEE S, T=
REFTOFEZETeIC, ANMEHRE, FREGELLI/ 0L, o

MNEMREZ LLT, DS 21ET, [BICMOf LB ZLof
5 AR, 2

The peculiar characteristics of all those countries like Holland are all
different and without doubt difficult. As the chirping of birds and the
beasts’ calls (chémei jakyo J5WEEKNL), they are in no way near the
human sensibility (ninjo A 1). China and Japan instead, share the
same exact circumstances (jotai 1% fE). People often say that the
ancient people and the contemporary have nothing in common. When
| read a text from the period before the Three Epochs [Xia, Yin and
Zhoul], it is like the feelings (ninjo A 1&) and the situation of that era
were a perfect metaphor of those of our present. Our feelings (ninjé
A1) and culture (seitai 1HE) are the things that make the Japanese

language. Then, what is it so difficult to understand?

In the passage above, it can be noted that for Sorai engagement with foreign languages
was a matter where feeling and sensibility played a large part. This view was shared by
various Dutch studies scholars discussed in this thesis, like Maeno Ryotaku and Otsuki

Gentaku here, and other scholars discussed in chapter 4, such as Ogata Koan (4.6.6),

20 Ogyt Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.
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Sugita Seikei (4.5.5) and Yoshio Shunzo (4.5.4). The matter of feeling/sensibility (ninjo
N1#) will be mentioned again in relation to Gentaku’s work in sections 6.4 and 6.6.

A final allusion to be found in Ryotaku and Sorai’s texts compared in this section is the
phrase ki 0 konomu %7 % i1 ¢, “to like the unconventional/the strangeness,” which both
the scholars used in a paragraph devoted to defend themselves from the accusation of
being eccentric because of their academic interests. This surely can be seen as a
conventional expression of humility; however the phrase “hdo qi #f#7” was also used
by Sima Zhen &% H (c. eight century), a major commentator of the Historical Records
(or Records of the Historian, Shiki 52 5t., around 85 BC) to describe the compilation style
of Sima Qian &5 (c. 145-86 BC) in his selection of historical accounts.?! Sima Qijan
was explicitly cited by Sorai in A Tool for Translation, and also by Gentaku in Upward and
Forward (see section 6.6). In Brief Translations, Ryotaku used the phrase to defend

himself against potential detractors of his work. He wrote:

F. BEAEIZ LT, Wi ZICEDH Y, FRICEREMS DT E Vo~
Eb, MEx LI EDHY, &, rHFchboT, WILLT K
HDO—BhZ RO L HFSDIR, 2

[, in my closing years, am willing to do this. In particular, even if not
resisting in good health in my old age, | will not stop and extinguish.
This, it is not because | like the unconventional (ki o konomi ni arazu
A & 112 & 597). My only desire is to gain something that will be

even just a small help for the people.

In A Tool for Translation, while talking about the use of vernacular Japanese as the

language of translation from Chinese, Sorai wrote:

a2 L T, PELFZRTE, B AEZ L TaRof a4t
TP, BHOLEEET, EEBE, EENRSNOF, LT
B, #HTERLLTEHAOT, BRIEROE AL, BHE L~

21 Klein, Reading Sima Qian, p. 113.
22 Maeno Ryotaku, Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75.
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SL. THRICHME LT SH, FRICHTESSL, AR
—F, RSN ST. REES LA L HITAR, ?

If we use this language [current vernacular Japanese] to translate the
Chinese characters (Chika moji " 2£ 3L %), without reinforcing the
idea that it is something out of the ordinary, and without envy in our
hearts, the writings of the Sages and the biographies of the virtuous
will feel close to us. It will be said that the Zuozhuan 21z, Lisao BiE%E,
Zhuangzi {1, and the work of Sima Qian &f5i% (c. 145-86 BC) are
not all incomprehensible, and finally, if we will meet and speak elbow
to elbow with the ancients of all ages, it will get to this, to converse for
a thousand years. Since this word, “translation” (yaku #R) is not of little
benefit, how can it be said that | like the unconventional (ki o konomu

& A Te)?

In general, both scholars seem to justify their methodologies and studies with the
benefits coming to the people of Japan, Ryotaku intending to bring useful Dutch
knowledge to the country, while Sorai has the aim of engaging people in the study of
Chinese texts.

The similarities between Ryotaku’s and Sorai’s works may appear slight at first glance.
However, when one considers that all these quotations can be traced back to a single
text by Sorai, A Tool for Translation, and when they are taken all together and placed in
a wider context with other Dutch studies scholars who can also be connected to Sorai,
i.e. Shizuki Tadao (as mentioned in section 5.1) and Otsuki Gentaku in the following

sections, Sorai’s presence in the Dutch studies movement becomes increasingly evident.

6.2 Otsuki Gentaku and his relationship with Sorai

A prolific writer, a translator and a leading personality in the field, Otsuki Gentaku is a
key figure in Dutch studies. Gentaku was one of the first scholars (together with the

interpreter Baba Sajurd &35/ 1E, 1787-1822) to be appointed by the Tokugawa

23 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26.
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government to the Office for the Translation of Barbarian Books (Banshé wage goyo 75
EFnfi#4E ), a workforce devoted to the study of Western texts, founded in 1811.

Clements has recently suggested that Gentaku’s ideas on foreign languages and
translation are analogous to those of Ogyl Sorai.?* Sorai and Gentaku are not
traditionally associated with one another, and yet, the many similarities in their ideas
can be supported by a number of textual connections. In the following sections, | shall
suggest that Otsuki Gentaku did in fact look at Ogyd Sorai’s writings, and that in
particular A Tool for Translation was a key source for Gentaku’s ideas on translation and
kundoku. | will conduct my analysis through the reading of one of Gentaku’s less studied
writings, Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation, an unpublished work dated around
one hundred years after A Tool for Translation.

It is also interesting that the two scholars also shared similar concerns about their lives
and careers. In fact, they both originally trained as doctors, and then chose to move into
other scholarly fields. They both had diverse interests, such as music and language
studies. Further, they owed their fame to their language skills: literary and vernacular
Chinese in the case of Sorai, Dutch in the case of Gentaku.?> Both were employed by the
government for extensive translation projects,?® and both dedicated part of their
scholarship to reflection about translation. It is not completely unlikely then, that

Gentaku looked to Sorai as a sort of predecessor, perhaps even an equal.

6.3 Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (1816)

Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (Ran’yaku teiké B sRAEHT, manuscript, 1816)
by Otsuki Gentaku was completed around 1816, more than thirty years after his more
famous work, A Guide to Dutch Studies (Rangaku kaitei [=##46, 1783). Upward and
Forward is written in the mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. As Boot
notes, this choice indicates that the writing’s goal was to be considered “serious,”

scholarly literature, although meant for the general public,?” as the plain and direct

24 See Clements, “Possibility of Translation.”
25 0n the lives of Ogyt Sorai and Otsuki Gentaku, see Lidin, Life of Ogyi Sorai and Yégakushi kenkyikai,
Otsuki Gentaku.
26 Clements, Cultural History of Translation and Pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing.”
27 Boot, “Words of a Mad Doctor,” p. 44, note 6.
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prose and the easy-to-navigate structure also suggest. This text was never published in
print and few copies were in circulation.?®

The text comes in the dialogic format of the mondé 1% (questions and answers), a
literary genre of Chinese origin that was common for Buddhist and Confucian texts. As
it was usually the case with mondé works, Gentaku’s intended readers were probably
his pupils and disciples. However, this would not preclude the possibility that Gentaku
wished to also address a larger public, composed by other Dutch studies scholars and
Confucian scholars. The conversation takes place between Master Gentaku and an
unidentified young student from his school; the first volume is articulated in eleven
guestions and answers, while the second volume contains sixteen. Volume one is
dedicated to the explanation of the state of the art in Dutch studies, the changes from
the past, the difficulties faced by Nagasaki interpreters, and a comparison between
Dutch medical science and the traditional Japanese methods. Volume two engages with
problems of a more linguistic nature and attempts to connect the Dutch studies

discourse with a wider translation tradition in Japan.

6.4 Textual references to Ogyu Sorai’s A Tool for Translation in Otsuki

Gentaku’s Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation

As | did in section 6.1, in the next paragraphs | will document the quotations from Sorai’s
work A Tool for Translation that can be found in Gentaku’s Upward and Forward, and at
the same time | will examine the two scholars’ ideas on translation. In comparison with
Maeno Ryotaku’s Brief Translations, Upward and Forward is a much longer and
discursive text, and Gentaku’s citations from A Tool for Translation are more abundant.

The first similarity is that both Sorai and Gentaku quote the same passage from the
Guanzi & (a Chinese collection of philosophical and political treatises, ca. seventh
century BCE), a short excerpt about the miraculous appearance of the answer through
the extensive consideration of the problem.?® In Upward and Forward, when asked

about the right way to study Dutch texts, Otsuki Gentaku wrote:

28 Boot, “Words of a Mad Doctor,” pp. 44-45. The Union Catalogue of Early Japanese Books only lists one
manuscript copy held at Seikadé Bunko Art Museum. Waseda University Library holds an undated printed
characters version that was collected in the two volume 1912 edition Bansui sonkyé #£/K17%%. In this
thesis, | quote this latter one.
2 pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 145, note 45.
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hzlwn, Zhzlo, XERTInNEZEH>, ZhiazifoT
ML TEEd, RS IhE@EA LT LE~DET O
OIS IZHHY LI, P

“Think about it, think about it. Again, think about it more. If you think
about it and don’t understand it, the gods surely will make you

understand:” it is just as the ancient language of Guanzi & - tells us.

Analogously, in A Tool for Translation, Sorai expressed his attitude about the necessity
to perform a focused reading of Chinese texts in order to fully understand them. Sorai

wrote:

ErHLS, 22RO, 22ls5, XERTZZzED, 22 /-0
THEET, Bz rzEta s,

The Guanzi i - said, “Think about it, think about it. Again, think about
it more, and if you think about it and cannot understand it, the gods

surely will make you understand.”

Next, in their texts, both Sorai and Gentaku expressed similar ideas on the kundoku
method, employing the same phrases and terminology. Describing the way translation
in Dutch studies was conducted using the kundoku method at the time of his teacher

Maeno Ryotaku, Gentaku wrote:

B 2 \IXERBICIRT A2 L, IESEEREOIEE/mE LICH K
FENES, DCERHEEORE /R LT, #L T, KELXH
LERY, ZHHEMAIORIZIZEN LN E S, BTl E iR
T, FEERIPIMEZEEZ0D Lieh, 21[.]

30 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, pp. 5-6.

31 Ogyii Sorai, Yakubun sentei (A Tool for Translation), p. 23.

32 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 6.
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WL B b HEE IS CRFEE ST, HEORIRITARL 437 <
WL C S AR B TR TR0 OFRARY LFEY LA
Do 33

If, after giving a translation (yakuji 5R 5) for every word, the use of the
back-to-front (jungyaku IE1) kundoku glosses (kunten 7l 5%) twisting
(kaikan FHER) is not enough, you can form an idea of the meaning (i
&) from reading in the reverse order, then follow your feeling and get
the general meaning (dai’i 7). Even if at the beginnings [of Dutch
studies] [kundoku] was naturally preferred, many say that actually
[this technique] is like scratching an itch on your foot without taking

off your shoes (kutsu o hedatete kayuki o kaku ¥ % g CTEEZ #&<).

There is someone who said that if one does not read directly
(chokudoku [E.5%, i.e. without using kunten) Chinese books with
Chinese pronunciation, and wants to understand the real meaning
(makoto no imi E-DE ) [of those texts] using the inverted reading
(sakayomi 1% 5¢), what they understand it is actually a superficial

forced interpretation (kenkyo Z£5#).

| believe this “person” (or “people,” hito ) Gentaku is talking about was most likely
Sorai, who, in A Tool for Translation, to criticise other Confucian scholars at fault of

employing the kundoku method, wrote:

HAWOTHTENOHDOTOFERY ., TEENOTEDOSE

D REEABKRY | TICHTHEEE A, B2 LLTHIIEE D
Fry BT ARIPEE LEES . HITEBAD, MHHAERT,
EH BB EED I ICHERIFIENSE D, >

However, in Japan we have the Japanese language, in China they have

the Chinese language, both with their peculiar characteristics; how can

33 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 7.
34 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
184



we make them line up? And so, the distorted (kaikan J8%%) wakun
3l reading, although flowing, it is in truth a forced interpretation
(kenkyé Z£7#). However, our contemporaries do not reflect about it,

and when they read and write, they only rely on wakun.

As can be seen in the passages above, Gentaku and Sorai both use the word kaikan 78
BR, “twirl and twist,” to describe the process of kundoku reading, and the term kenkyo
Z5# , a “distortion” or “forced interpretation,” in discussing the outcomes of the
kundoku reading/translation.3> The word kaikan 8% in particular does not seem to be
commonly used, nor does it seem to be a classical reference, thus it is even more likely
that Gentaku was referring precisely to Sorai’s work. Also, intriguingly, as was noted in
section 6.1 dedicated to Ryotaku’s Brief Translations, “scratching an itch on your foot
without taking off your shoes” is the same comparison used by Ogyu Sorai to criticise
the employment of kundoku practice by his contemporary Confucian scholars (for a
translation of the except in question, see section 6.1).

Another phrase that can be found in both Upward and Forward and A Tool for
Translation is “[reading a text] from the beginning to the end (shété chokka HiEEAE. |),”
i.e. reading a source without the turns and inversions of the kundoku method. Talking

about the differences in the way of reading Western and Chinese texts, Gentaku wrote:

PESCHRATZ 203 &b EHEEHE T ahiuE, ZH/RESAIC
LbHOHAN, BEFEBLVSENSIZHEHLI DTN ED,
BEOELZHLITIILTHH RO SUX, ZhE@LrtL
MEZN RS INEZBED LOALTOIDORIEZL TR &2
SHDHERY . WEMAIORITENT B IS REOETH
HE L0 CTEFZa~Fweg TF XA RFEY LEFom 725
NERN KD HFENEFOEITH=MEFEbE L todH ) S F
A,

35 Kaikan in Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, pp. 5 and 6; in Ogyi Sorai, A
Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), it occurs 5 times on pp. 24-5 and once on p. 28. Kenkyé in Otsuki
Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 7; in Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun
sentei), p. 24.
36 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 7.
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Even if Western texts are written horizontally, since they are all [read]
from the beginning to the end (shoté chokka JEEHIE T), is it not the
[same] kind [of thing]? Even if the language of our country was not
[read] the other way around from the beginning, since books from
different countries were not read with the inverted reading
(gyakudoku 1#i5%), this is difficult to understand. Early on, we did not
realise that we could avoid this empty method (kehé f&i%). For
example, the beginnings of our field were similar to the time when, in
ancient times, during the reign of Emperor Ojin i, for the first time,
Chinese characters (kanji ¥ 7 ) were transmitted with the
dissemination of the Analects (Rongo G &) and the Thousand
Character Classic (Senjimon T5-3C) from the country of Kudara /5 #.
Compared to that, fifteen years of Dutch studies would [cover the span

of] three-four hundred years [in Chinese studies in Japan].?’

In A Tool for Translation, Sorai touches upon the “[way of reading] from the beginning
to the end (shoté chokka HEFATE. T),” remarking the fact that in the years spent in exile
in his youth, he was not even aware that one could read Chinese texts without the
kundoku method, i.e. reading by following the syntactical order of the source.?® Sorai

explained:

TERn 0 LR, ONCH AKORRIERA~ZHBHITTY T, 40
farzsae < RHEe & BTy, ZRICH O EE Z2FETeIZ, JEHEET,
—IZHEDTT DO NDFEFEREIE 2T 203 L, HUIRIEH DK
AfRET LEES, P Z2BLOAE NS La®

When | was a boy, | wondered how people from the past could read

Chinese texts, when they did not understand their meaning (gi %) yet.

37 Sugita Genpaku makes the same association between the field of Dutch studies and the advent of
Chinese characters in Japan in Beginnings to Dutch Studies; the wording as well is almost identical. Sugita
Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 47-48. A translation of the passage in
question can be found in section 3.4. Again, since Beginnings’ authorship might be blurred (see section
3.1.1), it is unclear if Gentaku is quoting Genpaku, or if this was an addition by Gentaku to Genpaku’s text.
38 pastreich, “Grappling with Chinese Writing,” p. 146, note 53.

3% Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
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In particular, | did not know how people in this country read texts from
beginning to the end (shoto chokka HESEIE ), like one reads the
sutras (Bukkyo darani fi#EFEREJE). Therefore, even if one has not

understood the meaning (gi %) yet, can still read them [aloud].

Later in the passage, Gentaku quoted Sorai’s exact words as they appear in A Tool for
Translation, namely “as the chirping of birds and the beasts’ calls (chomei jikyo J55MEER
nl), [Holland and Japan] are in no way near the human sensibility (ninjo A1%).”%° The
passage in question was quoted and translated in full in section 6.1, as Ryotaku as well

made use of a similar expression to describe Dutch. Gentaku wrote:

ot T s PESESLE, AT EEARRE. ST
R, AL AEE, | EER LI CRICCE S22 S5
D72, fMDOEENWSE LFHUILH Y, DL HTNEE
MNENDHZ LR L E R, 4

Someone said that: “The peculiar characteristics of all those countries
like Holland are all different and without doubt difficult. As the
chirping of birds and the beasts’ calls (chémei jikyo JEEERAL), they
are in no way near the human sensibility (ninjé A {&).” It is an
argument (ron i) that people do not know, that those [languages]
have a [literary] prose (bunshé 3L¥). Because every country has its
writing (ji 77, it has its literature (bun 3X). It can be seen that it is not

much different from Japan and China.

Finally, like Sorai, Gentaku explained the importance of translation, which was a “key

concept (shinketsu E.ik)” for Dutch studies. Gentaku wrote:

fIH « HERSCZ 72 II3E D 2 IS0,
BH  RITH A OERRZR Y, SRE TS 2 HERICIY #i,
WEIZTHE DX EETONTESE LT, HEERIZHEAIZ

40 Ogy Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.
41 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, pp. 8.
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T 20010 5HA0, HBEWSIHFOML SR, #CF
PSR GT OSOEE BRI, HAlZMV T I5091275
T2l AL EEES LT, MELOEEZRIEEICE
RT3 LMD L, ELIELSARZDFEF HHIT, H
BT B ARG &2 D, MEZ NIZOFIT THAMNE & TRE
MHRL, HRBEFONELOZMET D2 DORE LTS
AR LA ESNCFRR L2 2B E b ESR D, 2

Question: Is there a method (h6 %) for when one produces a
translation (yakubun FR3Z)?

Answer: Translation (yaku #R) is a key concept (shinketsu E.5k) for the
Dutch studies scholar. Translation (yaku &R) is changing a foreign
language into our words, transmitting correctly a sentence/a text
expressed in a foreign language so that it can be properly understood
by us and it may become of use to us quickly. Regarding the method
(hé ¥%) and the [right] way of doing (shikata {1:77) [translation] in this
country goes like this. In order to not misunderstand something, you
study the country’s literature (bunka SC#}) and get a good knowledge
of the foreign language. After you have understood the foreign
grammar, you translate it with simple words (genkai #Z fi#), in
Japanese (i.e. translation into vernacular Japanese), as you would do
with Chinese texts. Then, if you have the ability to write in kanbun 3
3L, you translate (yakusu 5R97) it directly into Chinese (kanbun {#3)
as well. There is no method (hé %) other than this. In the past, the
study of translation (yakugaku 5R=#) for the people of our country
who carried out the study of China (kanshi no gakumon &+ D=4 fH)
was different, and the meaning (imi =) of translation (hon’yaku F#
1) from Sanskrit (bonbun % 3C) into Chinese (kanbun ) is

different as well.

The term shinketsu B/ (“the truth,” “the essence,” or “the secrets”) used above is

yet another word employed by Sorai as well in A Tool for Translation.

42 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 17.
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RO—F, HEOEMREV, #WLFITELFITL T, CFITE

LENDESRY, ®

The word yaku FR (translation), contains the secret (shinketsu E&k)
for reading the texts (dokusho 7). Texts (sho ) are all made of
characters (moji 3C57), and characters (moji L") are what constitute

the language of the Chinese people (kajin no gogen ZE \ DFES).

Finally, the practice of “translation with simple words (genkai iZfi%, i.e. translation in
vernacular Japanese)” is also mentioned in A Tool for Translation, when Sorai recounted
that in his youth he used a copy of Vernacular Explanation of the Great Learning
(Daigaku genkai K=F7Ef#) by Hayashi Razan #R# 111 (1583-1657) to teach himself how
to read Chinese texts when he lived in exile (the translation of the related passage can
be found below in 6.5).

Beyond the textual references reported above, from which it is possible to assert that
Gentaku read Sorai’s A Tool for Translation, in the following sections | will elaborate on
how Sorai’s and Gentaku’s views on translation, teaching and learning further

overlapped.

6.5 Translation, teaching and learning for Gentaku and Sorai

In Upward and Forward, Gentaku shared his experience in the field of Dutch studies and
gave his advice to those interested in knowing more or becoming involved in the
movement. However, his aim was also likely to transmit his and his colleagues’ scholarly
contributions to posterity. To do so, Gentaku retraced the narrative of the field, much
like what Sugita Genpaku tried to achieve with Beginning of Dutch Studies, although
focussing on matters of translation discourse. As mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter, in Upward and Forward Gentaku used the term yakugaku FR“% to cover the
sphere of the “study of translation.” In this section and in the following one, | will argue

that, in Gentaku’s use, this word can be compared with the notion of “discourse of

43 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.
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translation” as described in the introduction to this thesis, i.e. a field in which the realms
of translation, teaching and learning are inseparable and that “is never pure and simple
but exists in a kind of interlocking relation with ideology and power, and can discipline
knowledge, set up epistemological frames, and shape mindsets.”4*

As illustrated in the first part of this chapter, two well-known figures in Dutch Studies,
the scholars Maeno Ryotaku and Otsuki Gentaku, clearly read the most famous
linguistic-related work by Sorai, A Tool for Translation, and integrated some of its
themes into Dutch studies discourse. In the paragraphs that follow, | will argue that
Otsuki Gentaku’s approach to teaching and learning was also close to Sorai’s general
methodology of teaching and learning, namely: 1) the importance of self-learning, 2)
their opinions on the method of kundoku FlIFt, 3) the importance of understanding the
source language in order to comprehend the true meaning of a text, and 4) the option
of producing a separate text for translation, couched in a form close to vernacular
Japanese to engage with the source text in case knowledge of the source language has
not been achieved.

A first resemblance between the two scholars is surely the “hands on” and self-study-
oriented approach to learning. In Beginnings of Dutch Studies, Sugita Genpaku said of

Gentaku:

2] ORMZ R D12, LWEWEFrS I L, FEMaliE S
T 2 Led | DICUER &5 2 LIFEFIC LT, &
ZRITEINE D, TRTEXD L2 ET, ®

When you look at Otsuki Gentaku’s temperament, [you can see that]
when it came to learning, he did not write or speak of anything without
putting it into practice and knowing it by heart. Even if he was a little

daring, he did not like anything superficial.

When delving into Dutch studies, expressions like “putting things into practice (jitchi o

fumu FEHZ BT e)” quickly become a leitmotiv. In fact, in the Tokugawa period the

4 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1. For more on this matter, see section 1.6.1.
4 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 55.
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approach to language teaching and learning, as other scholarly fields, was influenced by
the rise of Practical learning (jitsugaku 327) a school of thought that focused on the
idea of investigating and understanding reality by yourself as opposed to relying on
traditional teachings. *® The Practical learning implies a shift from the ideal and
theoretical to the practical, concrete, material and specific, and it is thus an approach
that rides along the aims of the Dutch studies movement.

In A Tool for Translation, Sorai as well explicitly promoted self-education and talked
about his own solitary experience in learning without “teachers and friends.”#’ By
criticising the official academia and its practice of lectures, for Sorai the act of translation
in itself seemed to become a sort of political statement against teaching-oriented

learning. Sorai wrote:

T U CRRRICHEE L, —H I LT, BRI fE CREBICE
Do FMHAZA AAICHREE L WR, WIETAZHIAH
DX AT A, WY ERKOED, [TR¥ZH] —A&, HIZ
T RALFE DO TR D ZICHET HICHEY T, Tz
THIZEL., NEMSD2OAE, FTHERICFET LT, mhal
HICETHDOEBI=H720,

When | was fourteen, | was exiled in Nanso. When | was twenty-five, |
was allowed to go back to the Capital. | spent thirteen years, every day,
in the company of the farmers and the ignorant. Then | asked myself,
why do | not have teachers and friends (Ffi/&<F % £ X )? The only
thing | could count on was a copy of Vernacular Explanation of the
Great Learning (Daigaku genkai K7 f#), which my grandfather
Chazanfu 41 [LIff always kept preserved in a small box, worn with his
handling. | acquired [that book], and | studied it with all my strengths,
and in the end — even without the teachings (kdsetsu qfit) of a master

- | made it to understand all kinds of texts.

46 De Bary and Bloom, Principle and Practicality.
“7 Interestingly, the expression “without teachers and friends (ffi& 8 % & X)” in relation to scholarly
study - in particular to the translation of A New Treatise on Anatomy, was used by Sugita Genpaku as well
in Beginnings of Dutch Studies. See chapter 3.
48 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 23.
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The work that Sorai is citing in the excerpt above is a translation by Hayashi Razan #k
#E1L (1583-1657) of the Chinese classic the Great Learning (Daigaku K%2). It is telling
that Sorai quoted this work in particular, since Razan made this important text accessible
to a non-specialist public using vernacular Japanese (in the form of mixed style with
Chinese characters and katakana).*®

In a similar way, self-learning was a key aspect of Dutch studies. The so-called founders
of the discipline themselves took pride in the fact that they managed to learn Dutch
language and a good deal of Dutch science and medicine on their own, while assisting
the doctors of the Dutch East India Company in their medical practice and translating
Dutch texts.* Likewise, Gentaku encouraged his pupils to study by themselves. Gentaku
incited his students to start learning Dutch from his writings and those of his teachers,
in order to fully understand Dutch, learning Western science and thus contributing to
the prosperity of the country. In the first of his answers from Upward and Forward he

wrote:

B OEFHEHE - Wl 3 5 FIZ T D &I 75T
L7 R,

ZH - 2RSS ORISR & WD /MF A LT
HE UMW ORI 2B~ HAPEIA~5m< B LD
HNTNEFORIENR OFIXE L 0 RICHFOE IR TIXER
ERICHiiEH XL EER - ZFOMRAHY LICHTED, 4
HIREEI L Y Z AR L CTA RICENRD Y, 555 kEoh
DR BGE L TRl 720, 5

A pupil from my school asked me how to approach Dutch studies
(rangaku 5 %7), and why we should learn it.
Answer: There is a little two volume book that | wrote when | was

twenty-five or twenty-six years old, called A Guide to Dutch Studies

4% On Hayashi Razan’s vernacular translations, see Kornicki, “Hayashi Razan.”
30 Again, this is the version that Sugita Genpaku extensively recounts in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, see
chapter 3.
51 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 1, p. 1.
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(Rangaku kaitei, [P 4#, 1783)], where | explain the main points of
that way of learning (manabikata - TX7>72). As | say in the first
volume, if a person with a purpose (shi aru hito & 5 \) achieves
Dutch language knowledge, then with medical science, and of course
with astronomy and geography, they would bring benefits to our
country and they will also be the pioneers of some findings. | as well,
when | was young, continued the study of my predecessors and today
| can say | achieved [all this]. You can study with passion A Guide to

Dutch Studies to begin with.

Following Gentaku and Sorai’s principles, the pupil becomes his own teacher, going
straight to the source of knowledge, after acquiring the hard-earned skill of
understanding Chinese for Sorai and Dutch for the Dutch studies scholars. Such goal
leads us to a further resemblance between Gentaku and Sorai’s thought: their opinions
on matters of translation and writing styles.

Firstly, Gentaku and Sorai showed a similar understanding of one of the most common
techniques used in Japan to study foreign texts: the method of kundoku 7l (also called
wakun F15)). In the next passage, Gentaku explained that the use of wakun was by itself
a form of translation and not just a way of reading a text, as it was more commonly

understood by the official academia. Gentaku wrote:

IHE - AFDOFREE & ST,

BH HITET AT . BEEEE A MO D X, ARSI
Hilxb THFERZBGT L0, Bhaikfindlitss, =
NEITHEFEOREWSEF Y L2, 2

Question: What is the study of translation (yakugaku FR%) in this
country [Japan]?

Answer: In this country [Japan] we acquired Chinese characters (kanji
#5), and use Chinese language (kango #7E) and Chinese writing
(kanbun {8 3C). Therefore, we assign a Japanese reading (hokun F5)Il)

to Chinese words (kango #%7E) and [in this way] we understand the

52 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 19.
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meanings of the characters (jigi 7-3%). Traditionally, this process is
called wakun T3, yet actually it is a translation (yaku &R) of the

Chinese words (kango {#:E)!

In the introduction of A Tool for Translation, one hundred years before him, Ogy( Sorai
employed almost the same words to portray the practice of wakun and, analogously,

described this activity as a translation, using the same term yaku iR:

WoBoFE, HEzlTELH, SR TmIEH, &zl
RO Y . HOFEFRZ D, >3

Scholars of this country read [Chinese] books using the local language

(hégen 77 ). This [method] is named wakun Fi3)l and takes its

meaning from the word kunko 7l & (literal interpretation and

explanation of the Chinese characters), but actually, it is a translation

(yaku #R).

As seen in section 6.4, both Gentaku and Sorai disregarded the employment of the
kundoku technique, as a merely performative act that actually distanced the reader from
the source, hiding the real meaning of a text. Gentaku and Sorai also had the same
understanding of what was the final aim of the activity and the study of translation,
namely, being instruments for learning, a convenient step one could indulge in before
mastering the source language and access the source text directly. Because both
scholars attributed great prestige to the original source, the most important thing to
achieve in the practice of translation was to convey the “real meaning (hongi K%%)” and
the general feeling of a text.>*

In order to do so, accurate knowledge of the source language was essential. Indeed, in

the same answer, Gentaku explained further:

53 Ogyu Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24.
>4 Incidentally, here as well Gentaku might be talking about Sorai. The term hongi /&X%%, “true meaning,”
can also be found in Sorai’s writings. Ogyi Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 27.
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HREZFEICT 2 Z L 2 AR FEF O EDL b4, BREOAR
B BRA~T, HIEYOGEZH T LI DRI ITH A~ XH)
TEXZEZIHSTOIZ, MXEZELCORELDO BT L2,
FEAAITE LV BEEL L E S ITTHOEOBRRBERZ 4D,
HEARICEY ERZIET 207D L LIRS &, K
BOEFIILF, CFFHEANOFES 2R, HEETEEX
FIIHHETAT R, BREEAR O RECEML TRITED
Nl ERZTZ0,

To produce an accurate translation (yaku §#R), those who have
thoroughly mastered Chinese studies in our country, advise to not
confuse the real meaning (hongi 4~%%) of Chinese words. To teach how
to choose the right word, thus in order to learn how to write kanbun,
they have [their students] translate wabun F13C into kanbun 3 3C.
From ancient times, in our country people made use of Chinese books
(kanseki J£%&) as they are (sono mama . F ), starting with the
teachings of the Sages (seikei kenden S22 1), they [changed] those
teachings according to our [tradition] and [used them] to guide the
people of this land. The texts of those teachings are written with
characters (moji 3CF), and since the characters (moji 3C5) are the
words (gogen & &) of people from China,® it looks as though making
people learn to write according to the grammar rules, they master the

written language and they will naturally understand the real meaning

(hongi A%%) [of the text].

Next in Upward and Forward, the student interrogated Gentaku about the differences
between translation from Dutch (Oranda hon’yaku FnEE#H5R) and translation from
Chinese, wondering about the purpose of studying Dutch. Gentaku explained that the

aim of Dutch studies was of course to interpret Dutch texts and to translate them. At

%5 Otsuki Gentaku, Upward and Forward (Ran’yaku teiké), vol. 2, p. 19.
%6 This seems another reference to Sorai’s words in A Tool for Translation. As also quoted in section 6.4,
Sorai wrote: “Texts (sho &) are all made of characters (moji 3C5), and characters (moji L) are what
constitute the language of the Chinese people (kajin no gogen ZE N\ D FES).” Ogyi Sorai, Yakubun sentei
(A Tool for Translation), p. 25.
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this point, Gentaku claimed that to translate from Dutch the student/translator could
use a buntai that he calls shin katakana 5 Ji x4, which was the writing style he is
already using in writing the present work, and/or kanbun 75 3Z.58 Similarly to Sorai’s idea
of “translation (yakubun R 3C),” as seen in chapter 5, despite the fact that the goal of
studying Dutch was to eventually access the original text, Gentaku deemed it acceptable
to render the source in a plainer form to make the useful new knowledge available
through the production of a translation independent from the original text. In this way,
Gentaku also made clear that his idea of translation and “study of translation” (yakugaku

FR7) closely connected to teaching and learning. Gentaku wrote:

FIE : FIRRRRI A OB & 22~ & H SI3andi,

EH  BETAORMPERFO Z L& RIGIZHHES LTk, fif
FEEEOFM AL, ZhzBkFREHOER RAEFEE R &
by XXFHOITELITRD &6, FRURD T oMz @S
LT HZ LR, P

Question: What are the purpose and the differences between Dutch
translation (Oranda hon’yaku T #HFR) and [the Chinese translation
tradition] we were talking about before?

Answer: After you understand the main points of the study of Chinese-
Japanese translation (wakan yakugaku Fii%ER %%) that we talked
about before, the job of our field is to interpret (kaishaku fi#fR) the
explanations/theories (shosetsu fITin) of Dutch books (Oranda shoseki
FNiE E£E), and translate (yakushitori 51 L EL Y ) them by writing them
down through the mixed style of kanji and katakana (shin katakana &
J144) that we have been using for a long time, and/or, if one has

the talent (bunsai 3L F), through kanbun {#3Z, so that they can be

57 Namely, mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana (also known as kanji katakana majiri 5
F R4 22T D) - here shin E is intended as “real characters,” i.e. Chinese characters with both sound
and a semantic component, as opposed to kana, which literally means “temporary characters,” characters
with only sound. On the Japanese writing styles see chapter 2.
58 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 19-20.
%% Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20.
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understood by both the refined (ga ) [people] and the common

(zoku 1) [people] of our country.

Moreover, Gentaku continued, as people instructed in Chinese studies know kanbun
grammar, it is crucial that people interested in Dutch scientific literature should
understand Dutch grammar and style as well. In the same answer, Gentaku also made
the point that while knowledge of kanbun was useful for a number of applications in
Japan (not only to read/translate, but also to compose texts), there was no reason to
study Western languages if one does not use them to translate Western texts.
However, such knowledge was still necessary to avoid losing the “original idea (hon’i A~
)" of the words.®! In fact, referring to the fact that, as was reported above in this
section, some teachers of Chinese had their students translate wabun texts in kanbun,®?

Gentaku wrote:

W S AEDOFRAB T Db HIL E S . FASC & 5O THISC
(CHOHS DI R T, AR O < AZTE ST TT IS TH D
FESICHHS~NE ZLRTERY, M EbEREMHEL TH

BERIZZDOIC, B NcoEZFET 2134 T F
CEZLICHLHDFEL, &

Of course, even if there are also some similarities with the study of
Chinese-Japanese translation, you cannot go as far as to forcibly (shiite
5 ONTC) change (aratamekau o O #2.5) wabun Fi13C to Dutch. As
with Chinese learning (kansetsu {7, “doctrines transmitted from
China”), in our country you have to take Western texts (seibun 75 3C)
as they are. However, to understand the true meaning (shingi E.7%)
without losing the original idea (hon’i A7), you absolutely must study

how they [Western languages] work grammatically.

60 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20.

61 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20.

62 This as well could be another reference to Sorai’s work, as in the example of translation (“A model for
translation,” Yakujun issoku FR #E—HI|) that Sorai provides after the introduction to A Tool for Translation,
includes a version of a same text first in wabun and then in kanbun with kundoku glosses. Ogyl Sorai, A
Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), pp. 32-35.

83 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20.
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Gentaku explained above that wabun cannot be “forced” on the Dutch language, and
that Dutch should be taken “as it is” (sono mama D F %) as is done with kanbun {5
.54 Gentaku intended that one should, after mastering the language, access the source

text directly, without the kundoku method and without producing a translation.

6.6 Further sources of translation discourse in Upward and Forward: a

regional perspective

In the last part of Upward and Forward volume two, Gentaku went over a few more of
the sources that informed his discourse of translation. Gentaku quoted both Chinese
works on Chinese translation discourse that were available in Japan and other Japanese
scholars. Gentaku built on these sources to describe what translation is in general and
also letting the Sanskrit sutra translation and Chinese studies coming into play. In this
thesis, | argue that, by doing so, he located Dutch studies in a larger discourse of
translation that included both the Japanese tradition and beyond.®® Again, as will be
shown in the following passages, Gentaku used again the term yakugaku R to
indicate a discourse of translation that also encompassed the spheres of teaching and
learning.

In the next excerpt, Gentaku quotes A Collection of Names and their Explanations in
Buddhist Translations (JP: Hon’yaku myégi shii, CH. Fanyi mingyi ji #15R 4 264E, c. 1143-
1158), a major reference work of Buddhist literature edited by the Chinese monk Fa Ydn
1£2E (1088-1158). The segment quoted by Gentaku, is originally from the Book of Rites
and it is considered to be the earliest mention of Chinese translation discourse and
contains the various terms used to refer to the practice of translation in the “Four

Quarters.”®® Retracing the origins of the word yaku ER (translation), Gentaku wrote:

64 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 19-20.
% As common, when Gentaku quotes classical texts, the original is kept in Chinese. The brackets indicates
when the text is written in a smaller font in the original.
% For translation of the whole passage, see Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, pp. 199-200; Lung,
“Perceptions,” p. 13.
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M EEOFER 2T 5 5ICFITICTAE 2O L ELIT
TRXZHRE L EE~DICHEND EWSFHITIAELHEE
RIZFREW D OARZZFN O TRBEREED T I Nz H T X,
ZBH  EOELICTREVWSFEDIE Y 2555 ZHLFL O EHN
HTTHRTHEHERY, R (BN BREZS, Msdah
T rHEHLILEBEEANOFICTAEREFZEZERY, JLHER,
HHEF, BHES, EEIKEE, &R0, RAEUEic T4
REIZT D720, MHICHIIN T HRICR TROF 2 B Y
AT, BIZDOMILZFIE T & WSO D,

Question: The difference between the study of translation (yakugaku
5R%%) that was conducted here in Japan for the study of China (Kanshi
no gakumon 1+ ®=~f%), and the translation (hon’yaku EHER) of
Sanskrit [that was conducted] in China, is unclear and we still do not
know the true meaning (hon’gi &%) of [the word] translation (yaku
k). Tell me in detail, for the sake of our colleagues and our students.
Answer: First, since we think that [the word] translation (yaku 7R)
originated in China as [told] in the “Royal regulations (6sei Eill)” in
the Book of Rites (Reiki #LFLC), it is a very old thing. As it was annotated
[in the Book of Rites], “[the word] translation (yaku FR) means to
transmit the words of the Barbarians and the Chinese (ika 5% X)) in
order to communicate.” Originally, language experts (tsishi 18 1) and
interpreters (zetsujin & A ) became officials (kan ) that could
transmit the [people’s] will from different places. It can be seen that
[their work] “was called yaku iR in the North, ki % in the East, sho 42
in the South and tekitei JkK#i in the West.”®® Therefore, in the Four
Quarters, the denominations were different. However, it is known that
the character yaku 5R became the common term for all of them - and

it indicates the kind (rui 28) of translation (hon’yaku #FR) of the

Buddhist Scriptures of West India.

67 Gentaku here is probably quoting the Autobiographical Afterword of the Grand Historian (Taishiké jijo
K 517N H ), the autobiography of Sima Qian.
® For a complete translation of the passage quoted, see Cheung, An Anthology of Chinese discourse on
Translation, pp. 199-201.
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In the same answer, Gentaku is also quoting three commentaries of the Book of Rites,

the first by Kdng Yingdd fLFHE (574-648), the second is from the Royal regulations, and

the third is by Jid Gongyan B /A Z (seventh century).®® Gentaku wrote:

b=(111Y

S CRRIFEEER IS TR, BRASLZE. | X TIRW, Sk, R
LIk 556, MR mE.cth, | X TERENS, RR¥AS) SREMFAE
t, | LRX7ZY, SERGTOSFELERL Tezam L X
CHLEEHEHG L TURE LD SDRICL THEASHEOHRR LT,
HEREOFTHZ bR 25 LM A0, JIFRSGRE R £V s
FHb LT, 7O

Again, as can be seen from the commentaries [of the Book of Rites],
[the word] translation (yaku FR) “[means] to express, and to express
words from inside and from outside [the country].” Also, “[translation
means] to explain, thus, to copy words and to say them in [another]
language. And reciprocally copying, explaining and transmitting them.”
Or again, “translation (yaku iR) [means] to exchange (eki % ). That is,
to change and exchange words to understand each other.” Therefore,
to copy and interpret the languages of different places, to transmit
them, and change these words to those words, to make the meaning

(gi %) understandable not just in one language. It is also to interpret

(kaishaku fi#FR) the explanations of those texts. That’s why there are

% The first quote is by Kdng Yingdd’s fLEAZE (574-648) commentary of the Book of Rites: The Correct
Meaning of Liji (Liji zhéngyi ¥LFC1E38), Fascicle 12, annotated by Zhéng Xuan & ¥ (127-200).
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=641781.
The second quote is from a commentary of the “Royal regulations (Osei Eifill)” in the Book of Rites (Reiki
#L72). Reference unidentified.
The third quote is by Jid Gongyan = /A\Z (dates unknown), from Zhou Rites, with Annotations and
Commentary (Zhéuli zhusha J& & 7 Bi ), Volume 34, annotated by Zhéng Xuan.
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=118714.
Cheung cites Kong Yingda and Jid Gongyan’s quotes in her article “Reconceptualizing Translation - Some
Chinese Endeavours,” p. 8. She renders “GR, [Bith, FEBHERSMAZ S as “[the character 7R is] to state
in an orderly manner and be conversant in the words of the country and those outside the country,” and
“SRENLG,, FBHLE SEEMFAMEL” as “to translate’ means ‘to exchange,” that is to say, to change and
replace the words of one language by another to achieve mutual understanding.”
70 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 17-19.
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https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=641781
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=118714

Next, Gentaku explained his thought in relation to a work of translation by Dazai
Shundai K32FHE (1680-1747), a well-known Confucian scholar and disciple of Ogyd
Sorai. Gentaku discusses Shundai’s revision of the Amithaba sutra into a more elegant

text that aimed to make the meaning of the source-text easier to understand for the

[different] terms (jimen F-[fi) like “translations (yakubun R 3C)” and

“explanations (yakusetsu FRGt).”

target culture readers.

EEHIZH I TRAS [MEMBTRFE] EHS D ZED FO
PR S S PICHE S RS L OB LR EEOFEE2 A L &
TRANZ IR SCZHIE U C S0 & RIS UHESCIZ e E L IERE
LbDH Y, BAUTEORMEHFEDIEN LD LNV~ 2 2031 <
RO, HABIZIERIZE~NDZ ERDAL, M EHEIT
B2 L DEMSTZ BT 2 a St I3RS o B2k hE < J@mET
HRHmY, T

Recently, in Japan, Shundai & & (Dazai Shundai) made something
called Revision of the Amida Sutra (Shiisan Amida kyé & B FREE).
Shundai thought that the monks’ translation (hon’yaku FR) with t6
J#F pronunciation was carried out with obscure characters (moji 3C),
and that the translation (yakubun R 3C) was badly made, therefore
[the texts] became tedious and repetitive. Thus, [Shundai] tried to
revise (sansei fitl 1IE) the text of those Sutras, greatly reducing [the
number of] characters (moji 3C5), changing (kaitei & 7E) them to
elegant language (gabun #3C) and producing a correct translation
(seiyaku 1EGR).”? Even if this can be [seen] like the restoring [of the
texts] to before the work of t6 f& translation by the monks, it greatly

differs from the [texts’] original idea (hon’i A~ 7Z.). However, we instead,

1 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 23-24.

72 «

Correct translation (seiyaku 1EGR)” was a term used by the interpreter Motoki RyGei (and later by

Maeno Ryotaku), see section 4.2.1.
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since we read them with those revisions (shiasanbun {& il 3C), we really

understand the meaning (igi 7=.3%) of those sutras.

Gentaku then explained that Dutch studies scholars do not follow the methods devised
by the celebrated Chinese scholar Xuanzang Sanzang %%t = Ji (JP: Genjo Sanzo, 602-
664), but rather Dazai’s practice. Xuanzang was a monk and translator of Buddhist sutra
also known as the Tripitaka-master (Sanzang Fdshi — Ji£H). He is known for his
accurate translations, his tendency to retain the original Sanskrit term through
transliteration as per his formulation of the “Five guidelines for not translating a term

(wibufan F.A%EH).”7® Gentaku explained:

FIZ~D <A TERAIBOMROE LI1TES Z Ll
BESCZAR T 5 72 DIEFE BRI CEIE =R OFRIEIITH 2 0 5
T, LEEFFIROFICTHERLYVEHD Z L12idd b ShudHE
FORE < P THEFEMN I EOULTFBEDO R AT TR LT
FBOET 5912 L TELICHMAICH LA X ehidie by,

74

1

=11

As | said before, because our study of translation (yakugaku FR5) is
different from the idea (i /&) of Sanskrit translation (bon’yaku #£&R), if
we translate in kanbun, we imitate Dazai and not the translation
methods (yakuhé FR7%) of Xudnzang Sanzang % %E = J&. Since from
the beginning our work was about arts and technology (geijutsu Z=77)
and not the teaching of the Way (dékyo 1E %), as it is well known, we
took the more urgent and important things from Dutch surgery and
medicine, we translated them and so to communicate the vulgar and
the refined (gazoku HEf#), because we tried to spread their use

directly.

73 Following Martha Cheung’s translation, Xudnzang’s Five Guidelines prescribed that a term should not
be translated (therefore should be transliterated) if: 1) a term partakes in the occult; 2) a term has multiple
meanings; 3) a term does not exist “in this part of the world;” 4) if a past rendering is already established
and accepted; 5) if a term elicits positive associations. On Xudnzang, see Cheung, Anthology of Chinese
Discourse, pp. 156-59.
74 Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 24.
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Finally, Gentaku mentions Kamei Nanmei & }-F5'E. (1743-1814), a Confucian scholar
and doctor, and, as Dazai Shundai mentioned earlier, a disciple of Ogyu Sorai’s school.
Similarly to Sorai, and also in line with Gentaku’s ideas, Nanmei promoted a translation
style easy to comprehend and that could be considered near to the feelings (ninjé \1%)

of the Japanese people.

MH : xRS 558 —REBEED, WRHdOITHEZFRL
WIXAZ EZR/mOIFRD,
ZH HEE LEAHMENEERDOELF O LEEFE R L
THRICHEL LFEV FAUL, EETICHL CHSR FOFEL R
SEFONCHET SE7- BOLEIE, HEEHLR, &
FEOHBIZTINEESL, FTHCTHRHIE & WSDFETAD
HBEEENT D280, BREIIHLSIHVETHERS
e, BELTHLHEILOEINIE, BED D UREIC
BHEEInx LiET220, BTFOFEBH<EDNNL
HEOBENIMITEEOR LFILHH XL EHOE, EUER
DFEITHENE, ERUZ L TAFITIE L EWSOFREZ TS 72
HXL, HAITREL TENT, ESHORICTR LA B,
ferEle 2Bt A< IZiZ®2E L, XELIXFDOAHY THEHS
WCERSCET Z & 61F, A< BPIT b & 2 e RniTns
AR L, B

Question: | will bear in mind each one of the things you profusely
explained. Is there any further comment, or anything you want to add
to all that?

Answer: Many years ago, | visited Kamei Nanmei at his abode in
Tsukushi % %% [modern Fukuoka Prefecture]. | told [him] | was
struggling with translation (yakubun R>C). | was very uneducated, so
Nanmei explained to me that if what | wanted was to explain things

from abroad clearly and quickly to the people of our land, there was a

7> Otsuki Gentaku, Ran’yaku teiké, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 25-26.
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shortcut (benpé 1#1£). Because | compared it with the learning of
Confucianism, [I was thinking about the kind of] study of the people
who practice (keiko & 7) the Way, where one studies and reviews
periodically. To review periodically means going over after [one’s
lessons]. In lectures, [they say] things like “even if you practice,
because you did not review, you forget, so you will have to work very
hard!” Therefore, so is for you all the activity of translation (yakugyé
R 2£), is not that so? There will be the method of those later
embellishments (shibun 1&3C) or corrections (shisei {& 1E). Instead, if
you follow the vulgar language (rizoku no go {R{ADFE), it will be
easier (heiki /-&), and the meaning of the translation (yaku’i FRE)
will be nearer to people’s feelings (ninjé A1) and will be understood.
| always bear it in mind. First, if | can translate (yakusu R 3") with this
feeling (kokoromochi L>¥F), it will not be like reading the Dharma
(Darani FEEJE). And if there were people with a talent for writing
(bunsai 3 7F), able to translate (naosu [H.7, literally, “to correct”)
directly in kanbun, because that would mean that [our work] could be

largely disseminated abroad as well, | would be even happier.

Later in the text, Gentaku also makes the point that a translation in kanbun of the
Dutch scholars’ work would disseminate it across Asia. | would argue, however, that this
was probably not his main concern, nor it was the principal motivation Dutch studies
scholars translated in kanbun. In fact, | would argue that this practice was followed
primarily with the aim of standing shoulder to shoulder with Chinese studies scholars
within Japan. Given the abundance of sources quoted by Gentaku, one of his main
concerns must have been the necessity to fit in his perception of a discourse of

translation that encompassed East Asia.

6.7 Conclusions

The discourse of translation assembled by the well-known Confucian scholar Ogyu Sorai
echoes within Dutch translation discourse. However, it was unclear if such recurring

ideas and concepts had rather been borrowed from the Nagasaki interpreters, to whom
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Sorai himself was heavily indebted. As demonstrated in this chapter, two key-figures of
the Dutch studies movement, Gentaku and Maeno Ryotaku were directly influenced by
Sorai’s work. Even if the links between Ryotaku’s and Sorai’s writings might seem
tenuous, the same cannot be said in the case of Gentaku’s text, in which the amount of
references and similarities with A Tool for Translation are more punctual and systematic.
Gentaku may have come in contact with A Tool for Translation through Shizuki Tadao
(as mentioned in section 5.1) or even via his senior Maeno Ryotaku, becoming fascinated
by Sorai’s thought.

Sorai was not the first, nor the only scholar to talk about translation (or specifically
about the use of kundoku) in early modern Japan. However, A Tool for Translation is
indeed a theoretical work of length and great depth, in other words a perfect text to
take as a model to formulate a different discourse on translation. As we have seen in
this chapter, the more general concerns expressed by Sorai, e.g. the necessity to directly
access the source text, the importance of the style in translation and the need to avoid
the strategy of kundoku were easily re-elaborated adapted to the needs of Dutch
translation discourse. Along with these, Sorai’s practical, hands on approach to teaching
and learning was welcomed by the self-made Dutch studies scholars.

In addition to theoretical crossovers and similarities in approach, resemblances on the
human level could have played a part in the popularity of Sorai among some Dutch
studies scholars. Like Gentaku (and many of his colleagues), Sorai was not only a linguist,
but also a medical doctor and a scholar (gakusha “%:35) at the service of the shogunal
government. It is also interesting to reflect on what Sorai was not: he was not an
interpreter, but actually an intellectual who based a good deal of his study on the
interpreters’ work (e.g. knowledge of spoken Chinese and the “Nagasaki method”). As
mainly discussed in chapter 3, differently from the interpreters, whose knowledge of
Dutch was acquired on the job, almost all Edo-based scholars were educated in Chinese
learning (i.e. proper education), and thus shared with Sorai their intellectual background
and knowledge of foundational texts. Interestingly, even Sorai’s criticism of other
Confucian scholars and the feeling of competition that oftentimes emerges in A Tool for
Translation transmit a similar sentiment as the cutting or dismissive remarks towards
the interpreters (as well to other scholars, who were considered only attracted to

personal gain) disseminated in Dutch studies literature. Needless to say, Sorai was held
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in high esteem during his time and yet he struggled with his peers in the earlier part of
his life: his desire of social vindication must have felt familiar to the Dutch studies
scholars.

In order to discover the mechanisms behind the formation of this discourse of
translation, it is important to note that while the Chinese translation tradition was
openly referred to (as were Sorai’s disciples Dazai Shundai and Kamei Nanmei), neither
the name of Sorai or the title of A Tool for Translation are explicitly mentioned in
Gentaku’s and Ryotaku’s texts, despite the high likelihood that these authors were
referencing Sorai. The reason for this omission was possibly due to the unpopularity of
Sorai in official academia at the time of the Dutch studies scholars’ activity.’® As
mentioned before in this thesis, Dutch studies scholars often reiterated that Arai
Hakuseki #7147 (1657-1725) was to be considered a sort of champion or initiator of
Dutch studies, and Hakuseki was notoriously a bitter critic of Sorai.”” This is a further
confirmation of the nature of the facade put forward by Dutch studies scholars, who
strived to present their field as academically advanced as Chinese studies. Even if the
ban on heterodoxy was not strict, nor it had much actual consequences on the
development of the Japanese intellectual thought, the avoidance of mentioning Sorai’s
name is telling of Gentaku’s (and Ryotaku’s) wish to make their work more appealing to
the official academia, and it is revealing of the manipulative approach they adopted.
Such treatment of A Tool for Translation is additional evidence that translation discourse
is everything but neutral.

In this chapter, | mainly focussed on the different kinds of sources quoted in Otsuki
Gentaku’s work Upward and Forward. Amongst the Dutch studies scholars, Gentaku
seems to be the one who wrote the most about the discourse of Dutch translation, and
the one who more systematically attempted to record a history of it. The sources
discussed by Gentaku in Upward and Forward covered a considerable span of time and
space, purposefully connecting Dutch studies theory and practice to Chinese studies
tradition in Japan, (either directly or - as seen with the case of Sorai’'s A Tool for

Translation - indirectly), as well as to translation from Sanskrit in China.

76 As discussed by Backus, “Kansei Prohibition,” and Tucker, Ogyi Sorai, pp. 3-134.
7 Tucker, Ogyd Sorai, p. 46.
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Looking at the bigger picture, the work of both Gentaku and Ryotaku examined here
can be seen as further evidence of the attempts by the Edo-based scholars to present
an idealized image of Dutch studies to their readers (fellow scholars and pupils) and to
Japanese academia in general. As discussed in chapter 3, in Sugita Genpaku’s Beginning
of Dutch Studies such narrative was constructed in opposition to the Nagasaki
interpreters and via the account of the publication of A New Treatise on Anatomy. In the
case of Upward and Forward, it was transmitted through Gentaku’s account of the
history of Dutch studies discourse of translation. Again, similarly to what Sugita Genpaku
did in Beginnings, in Upward and Forward Gentaku tried to assemble a narrative that
would justify the field of Dutch studies, making it appear prestigious and located inside

a wider translation tradition in East Asia.’®

78 Gentaku already tried to write down the history of the discourse of Dutch studies’ translation in A New
Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised (on this text, see chapter 3).
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Conclusions

In this thesis, my aim has been to investigate the relationships among the writings
produced by people involved in translation from Dutch in early modern Japan, as well
as the connections constructed by the Dutch studies scholars between such texts and
the pre-existent translation traditions. Due to the important developments that took
place in the years post 1868, research that deals directly with Japanese translation
mainly focusses on the Meiji period, relegating the previous era to a secondary role.
However, through the analysis of a variegated array of early modern primary sources,
this thesis demonstrates that translation discourse was already a complex systemic
entity, at least in the last fifty years of the Tokugawa period.

As discussed across the previous chapters, the development of Dutch studies in Japan
was accompanied by a transfer and re-elaboration of ideas, which resonated from one
text to another. Translators and scholars produced texts and para-texts about
translation which quoted each other and presented a conscious use of intertextuality.
This textual production not only created an ongoing dialogue among various Dutch
studies scholars, but also became intertwined with other translation traditions, such as
the Buddhist sutra translation in China and the tradition of Chinese studies (kangaku 3
%¥2) within Japan. It is still true that some aspects of this discourse could be interpreted
as shortcomings. The group of people taken under examination here is relatively small,
and, as brought up in chapter 4, in early modern Japan there was no systematic usage
of translation terminology. However, similarities in the vocabulary and the techniques
described by the scholars, recurrent themes and approaches, and factors like the direct
citation of texts from both within and outside the field of Dutch studies cannot be
ignored. The Japanese scholars of Dutch reflected on different aspects of translation
praxis and faced a number of complex choices, which ranged from word-level translation
to the selection of an acceptable buntai SC{A (writing style/writing form) for translation
and to the right methodology to approach the source text. The fact that the Dutch
studies’ discourse of translation included more specific techniques as well as statements
of a wider scope about the field itself shows how far-reaching the scholars’ reflection

was.
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As discussed in the introductory chapter, the general framework provided by Even-
Zohar’s polysystem theory has been both the driving force of my research - since |
approached the materials looking for relations among them - as well as the source of
terminology | used to describe such relations. Polysystem theory has proven to be a
valuable instrument to assist translation research that investigates the role of individual
translators in their larger context. By considering all the events within a literary system
interconnected, polysystem theory leads us to find connections among texts and
individuals that have the potential to make us reconsider the existent relationships
among other elements of the system. Following the polysystem theory’s postulations, |
individuated relations between various writings, in the form of both textual and
thematic connections. Across the chapters of this dissertation, | explored different kinds
of relationships; none of them proved to be neutral, and in fact revealed new insights of
the Japanese context that will be briefly summarised in the next paragraphs. On the
whole, looking at the connections between Dutch studies and Chinese studies through
the polysystemic view forces us to rethink the association between these two disciplines,
which, as mentioned in section 2.4, are not traditionally researched together.

During the Tokugawa period, Dutch translation was perceived as an unprecedented
endeavour in the history of Japan. There was not an already established way to translate
the newly acquired European texts. Therefore, since there is no evidence that the
shogunal government imposed on the Dutch studies scholars an approach or method of
translating Dutch texts, it is likely that the translators made their choices based on their
values and educational background.

In order to gain social prestige, a group of Dutch studies scholars based in Edo wished
to make space for their practice of translation from Dutch within the Japanese
polysystem. In doing so, they superimposed their work onto their perception of a
Japanese discourse of translation, and even looked for an association with a larger East
Asian translation tradition. Along with the manipulation of the factual history of the
movement (as discussed in chapter 3), they also felt the necessity to write their own
discourse of translation. Being studied for acquiring knowledge, Dutch texts cannot be

”1

said to have “the same kind of cultural weight”* as the Chinese classics that were part

! Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 165.
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of an elite Tokugawa education.? It was thus essential to create a new discourse that
explained and justified Dutch translation as a practice in itself. In this thesis, | therefore
argued that rather than being influenced by the translation of European literature, such
discourse was elaborated on an East Asian trajectory, with references to the Chinese
translation tradition in particular.

Thus, Dutch studies scholars assembled strands of previous discourses that were
available in Japan and that they perceived as prestigious. They were inspired by the work
of Japanese scholars of Chinese and Chinese translators of Buddhist scriptures, in whom
they likely saw a reflection of themselves and a model to follow. These influences are
evident in the way Dutch studies scholars presented the characteristics of their work
and in their aims.

Favouring the study of written texts (as discussed in chapter 3) Dutch studies scholars
placed rhetorical distance between their work and the practices of spoken translation in
use among the Nagasaki interpreters. Leaning on the fact that the interpreters were not
trained in the conventional Chinese learning, the Edo-based scholars reinforced a
perceived distinction between “Japanese” and “Chinese” cultural spheres in the
Japanese discourse of translation.

As seen in chapter 4, from the terminological point of view, Dutch studies scholars
borrowed pre-existent concepts and adapted them to the needs of translation from
Dutch. By choosing to use such terms and strategies, they located their work in a
translation tradition rooted in Chinese studies and the Buddhist translation tradition,
thus attaching new perceived prestige to their work. In addition to the various
references to Buddhist translation tradition that have been reported across the previous
chapters, the practice of team translation and the professed aim to enlighten the
country’s population with Dutch scientific knowledge in the same way the diffusion of
sacred texts did in China are reminiscent of the Buddhist translation tradition.

In Japan, the practices of translation (including the kundoku method) were so closely
connected to the acquisition of knowledge that the study of translation itself ended up
being considered a fundamental tool to get an education. This was true for Chinese
studies, and became true of Dutch studies through the ideas of the Edo-based scholars.

The examination of the sources suggests that the spheres of translation, teaching and

2 Dore, Education in Tokugawa Japan.
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learning are closely connected. The fact that writings about translation are scattered
among texts dealing with teaching and learning, rather than concentrated only in texts
about translation may make the discourse of translation in the early modern era appear
to be fragmented, however actually it is possible to consider this a specific characteristic
of the Japanese context. Translation was regarded as both an instrument to acquire
knowledge (strategies and ideas of translation were mainly devised in function of the
processes of teaching and learning), as well as a tool to convey the source text in the
best way possible. Therefore, what should be taken into account are not only translation
strategies, but also the relationship between translation, teaching and learning.

As we have seen throughout this dissertation, a great deal of the problematics faced
by scholars and translators of Dutch resulted from the existence of a variety of buntai
that characterised the Japanese written language. The discussion around the choice of
buntai for translation is recurrent across the primary sources examined in this thesis,
and my work is in part a call to re-centre buntai within studies of the intellectual history
of the period. The choice of buntai can be revealing of the scholars’ reasoning; for
example, in chapter 4, | argued that the use of the mixed style with Chinese characters
and katakana signals a shift in perception in regards to the use of literary Chinese. Edo-
based Dutch studies scholars explicitly manipulated their narrative, demonstrating great
perceptiveness of their circumstances. By their opinions towards the authoritative
traditions of Chinese studies and Buddhist translation, as well as their handling of Latin
terminology (as seen in chapter 4) it is safe to assume that they were well aware of
matters of linguistic prestige.

In this dissertation, | depicted Ogyl Sorai’s linguistic work in a new light through the
analysis of Dutch studies sources. | argued in particular that Dutch studies scholars saw
in Sorai’ A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei R SC 2=, 1715) a precedent for their
thinking and a model from which they extrapolated the structure and main points of
what a translation discourse was supposed to be. As mainly shown in chapters 5 and 6,
the Dutch studies scholars inherited a good deal of Sorai’s ideas and views on language
and translation. | argued that Sorai’s influence on the Japanese scholars of Dutch was of
a broad nature, extending to his views of kundoku, his general methodology and his

approaches to teaching and learning.
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Famously, Sorai criticised the use of the kundoku method, proposing the practice of
translation in vernacular Japanese to access the Chinese source text. For Sorai, one does
not study translation in order to learn how to translate. A translated text is merely a
temporary detour en route towards the final goal of accessing the source text directly.
Although Sorai recommended the dismissal of the kundoku technique and the idea of
vernacular translation only early in his career, and even if his ideas were not mainstream
by the end of the eighteenth century, his presence in Dutch studies sources cannot be
ignored. The fact that Sorai’s ideas were used and re-elaborated by scholars of Dutch
studies may not be only motivated by their shared educational background in Chinese
studies, but also by the actual relevance that the principles behind Sorai’s ideas can have
even in a different linguistic environment. Moreover, the fact itself that Sorai’s writings
on translation were published and read after his death indicates that interest was still
alive in them in some quarters.

In addition to his ideas, | argued that Sorai’s personal history and character as well
could have played a role in the Dutch studies scholars’ interest in his work. In fact, since
Sorai himself was a scholar (a gakusha “#3), it must have been easier for the people
involved in Dutch studies to identify with a personality like him, rather than with the
Nagasaki interpreters. | believe that since Sorai was also associated with spoken Chinese
and Chinese interpreters, he could have represented a missing link between language

study and official academia, exemplifying a valuable reference for Dutch studies scholars.

Future directions

The examination of Tokugawa period accounts of translation provides us with a rare
insight behind the scenes of the shaping of a literary/cultural system, which in many
other historical cases is much more fragmented and concealed in para-textual material.
Polysystem theory can be used to research further what has been discussed in this
dissertation, and thanks to a shared polysystemic approach and vocabulary, it would be
possible to carry on comparative translation history, at least in the East Asian sphere.3
Polysystem theory can also be used to investigate in more detail the constellation of the
Japanese buntai, similarly to what | have done in this thesis with people and texts; thus,

rather than thinking of buntai in terms of simplistic opposition, (i.e. the Chinese vs the

3 As discussed by Wakabayashi in “Towards a Framework.”
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Japanese polarities), one may consider them as interconnected, and actually shifting
their position in the literary field depending on the historical moment.

At the light of what was examined in the previous chapters, it is clear that more
extensive research on both the early modern and the modern context is necessary. As
Dutch studies’ discourse of translation is both a reflection and a further instrument to
control their narrative, research on its characteristics is useful to deepen our
understanding of the Japanese context. Finally, in order to investigate the possibility of
an East Asian discourse of translation as the basis of further comparative studies, it is
crucial to keep looking into Dutch studies prefaces and introductions to further
investigate the influence of Chinese studies and the Sanskrit translation tradition on the

Japanese translation discourse.
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