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Thea Karagialidis 

Japanese Discourse on Translation in the Early Modern Era 
 

Abstract 

In this thesis, I examine the Japanese discourse on translation taking place in the 

eighteenth through the nineteenth century. In particular, I 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, I 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, I 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, I 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)1 for referencing forms and stylistic conventions. Japanese is romanised following 

the modified Hepburn system, while Chinese is transcribed in ƉţŶǇţŶ. 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 University͛Ɛ�Japanese and Chinese Classics collection (<ŽƚĞŶƐĞŬŝ�ƐƃŐƃ�ĚĤƚĂďĤƐƵ 

ྂ⡠⥲ྜࢫ࣮࣋ࢱ࣮ࢹ), 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 ᪂Ꮠయ ͞ŶĞǁ� ĨŽƌŵƐ͟) of 

Japanese characters is preferred to old or non-standard variants (ŬǇƻũŝƚĂŝ ᪧᏐయ ͞ŽůĚ�

ĨŽƌŵƐ͟�or itaiji␗యᏐ ͞ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌŵƐ͟Ϳ͘ 

Due to the multidisciplinary nature of this project, the traditional Japanese era 

system (ŶĞŶŐƃ ᖺྕ) 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) 

 

 
1 https://dept.sophia.ac.jp/monumenta/pdf/MN-Style-Sheet-September-2018.pdf.  
2 www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/. 

https://dept.sophia.ac.jp/monumenta/pdf/MN-Style-Sheet-September-2018.pdf
http://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

1.1 The realm of translation discourse within the Dutch studies movement 

In this dissertation, I 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. I 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, I will examine a selection of paratexts and standalone works 

from among such writings and I 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. I 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. I 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, I 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, I explore the application of translation studies theories to the Japanese 

context; I propose that an approach born out of polysystem theory can be useful to deal 

with Dutch studies sources, ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͛Ɛ�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,1 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 

 
1 Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting. 
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to gain prestige and elevate their social status. I 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. I will show how the discourse contained in the 

writings here examined is both a ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ĂŶĚ 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, I will 

elaborate on the main topic of this thesis - the Japanese discourse of translation. There, 

I 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; I will also provide a summary of the arguments and the themes 

considered in each chapter. Through sections 1.5 and 1.6, I will discuss the kinds of 

source materials presented here and the methodology and approach I 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.2 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 カㄞ and the annotated commentary tradition of the 

Chinese Classics and Buddhist scriptures.3 

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.4  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.5  

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.6 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.7 

This situation prompted the establishment and proliferation of the movement of 

rangaku ⹒Ꮫ  (Dutch studies, or Dutch learning). The study of Dutch language and 

scientific literature dominated the Japanese Western learning until during the Meiji 

 
3 Clements͕�͞/Ŷ�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 
ƐĐƌŝƉƚ͕�ƐĞĞ�<ƵƌŽǌƵŵŝ͕�͞Kangaku͗�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů��ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͘͟ 
4 This period is traditionally ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞�ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ�ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ͘͟ 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. 
5 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 144-45 
6 Foreign trade was also taking place with other East and South East Asian countries (like Korea, China and 
the ZǇƻŬǇƻ�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. 9  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.10 Therefore, in this 

section, I 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 ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ŽĨ�͞ ŐƌĞĂƚ�ƉĞĂĐĞ͟�

(taihei ኴᖹ). This age was described as a stagnant era by older scholarship, however 

this is far from the truth.11 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.12 

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

reflected in the Japanese literary space.13 Practices of intralingual translation were used 

 
8 &Žƌ�Ă�ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ͕�ƐĞĞ�^ƃŐƃ͕�Nihon eigaku 
no akebono. English language texts are still the most prevalent translated literature in the Japanese 
market. See Matsunaga-Watson͕�͞^ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�dĞǆƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
9 Even-Zohar, ͞Polysystem Studies.͟  
10 Even-Zohar, ͞Polysystem Studies.͟  
11 ,ĂƵƐĞƌ͕�͞^ŽŵĞ�DŝƐĐŽŶĐĞptions;͟�<ŽƌŶŝĐŬŝ͕�͞^Ƶƌǀŝǀal of Tokugawa Fiction͘͟ 
12 Kornicki, Book in Japan; Clements, Cultural History of Translation.  
13  On 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.14 Also, 

a rising 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 ᩥయ) coexisted along one another. As Clements points out, due to this 

great linguistic variety, ͞ƚŚĞ�ŵŝǆŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƐĞĞŶ�ŝŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ�ĂƐ�

well: scholars during the period were often active in a number of fields which traversed 

ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͘͟15 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 ᡓᅜ௦, 1467-1615), Oda Nobunaga ⧊⏣ಙ㛗 (1534-1582) started a 

project of unification of the country, which was continued by Toyotomi Hideyoshi ㇏⮧

⚽ྜྷ (1536-1598). Tokugawa Ieyasu ᚨᕝᐙᗣ (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 ㌟ศไᗘ). According to this model, the population 

was thus allocated into the social classes of warriors, farmers, artisans and merchants 

(ƐŚŝŶƃŬƃƐŚƃ ኈ㎰ᕤၟ ). Under these rules, jobs and official appointments were 

hereditary; the profession of the scholar (gakusha Ꮫ⪅) however, represented a way to 

social advancement, as it was free to undertake assuming ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ 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.16 

 
14 Clements, Cultural History of Translation; Clements, ͞Cross-Dressing as Lady Murasaki;͟ Clements, 
͞ZĞǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�DƵƌĂƐĂŬŝ͘͟ 
15 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 28. 
16 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, pp. 175-89. 
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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. 17  Therefore, the responsibility for mediating 

commercial relations fell first on the shoulders of the Japanese interpreters (called ƚƐƻũŝ 

or ƚƐƻƐŚŝ�㏻モ), operating in the city of Nagasaki, and later on Japanese scholars of Dutch 

studies mainly based in Edo, who called themselves rangakusha⹒Ꮫ⪅, ͞scholars of 

Dutch͟ (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 

ůŽŽŬĞĚ�ĚŽǁŶ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ũŽď�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�ǁere 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 - ǁŚŝĐŚ� Ăƚ� ƚŚĞ� ƚŝŵĞ� ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛� ŵĂŝŶ�

alterity - or indications on the reasons behind the ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ͛�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ of terminology and 

methodology.  

 
17 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 
ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŐŽƐŚŝ�ŶŽ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻ. 



17 
 

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 ͞ineptitude͟ of the 

EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ůĂƚĞ�ƐĞǀĞŶƚĞĞŶƚŚ�ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ�ĂƐ�͞ũƵƐƚůǇ�ĨĂŵŽƵƐ͘͟19 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.20 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, 

ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůůǇ� ͞ƐĂƚŝƐĨǇŝŶŐ͟� ĞƚŚŝĐĂů� ƐǇƐƚĞŵ� ĚĞƌŝǀĞĚ� ĨƌŽŵ� �ŚƵ� yŝ� EĞŽ-

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 [୕

ᾆᱵᅬ, 1723-1789] and Honda Toshiaki [ᮏከ᫂, 1744-1821] who 

saw in it a greater challenge than this.21 

 

In the chapters that follow, I will argue that even if what stated above is true, the same 

cannot be said from the point of view of translation discourse. I would also add to such 

discussion that what can ďĞ� ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ� ĂƐ� ͞ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ͟� Žƌ� ͞ƵŶƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ͟� ĨƌŽŵ� Ă�

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, I will thus contend that despite the prevailing idea that 

 
19 Toby, State and Diplomacy, p. 145 and 151. 
20 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 2.  
21 Goodman, ͞�ƵƚĐŚ�>ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͕͟ pp. 363-64. 
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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. 22 

In this thesis, I 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 I will argue that 

they did so looking for a continuity with pre-existing writings about Chinese translation 

tradition in Japan and in China. I 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 method23 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, I 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 I 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 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^earch of TƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟��ůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ�Yanabu, et al., EŝŚŽŶ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ, pp. 18-22 on the 
absence of Christianity in Japan. 
23 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 
KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͘ 
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Finally, it should be noted that in order to understand the elaboration of macroscopic 

translation traditions - whether in ͞ ƚŚĞ�tĞƐƚ͟�Žƌ�ŝŶ�͞�ĂƐƚ��ƐŝĂ͟�- 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,24 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. I 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, 

iŶ� ,ĞƌŵĂŶƐ͛� ǁŽƌĚƐ͕� ͞ƚŚĞ� ĨŝĞůĚ� ŶŽǁ� ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ� ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ� ƚŽ� ĂƐ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ͙�

includes anyone, of whatever persuasion, with a scholarly interest in any aspect of 

translation͘͟25 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 I 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, I aim to 

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

 
24 KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ͕�ƐĞĞ�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ͘͟ 
25 ,ĞƌŵĂŶƐ͕�͞ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͕͟�Ɖ͘�Ϯϰϯ͘�As a context, here ,ĞƌŵĂŶƐ�ŝƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ZƵŶĚůĞ͛Ɛ�ƉĂƉĞƌ�͞Translation 
as an approach͕͟�ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ZƵŶĚůĞ�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�dŽƵƌǇ͛Ɛ�
�ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝǀĞ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ�;�d^Ϳ͛Ɛ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͘� 
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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 I 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 

ŽĨ�͞ďůĂŶŬ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͟ 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 ƉĂƉĞƌ� ͞dŚĞ�EĂŵĞ� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ� EĂƚƵƌĞ� ŽĨ� dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕͟27 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 discipline͛Ɛ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ.28 In 

fact, in ,ŽůŵĞƐ͛ 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.29 

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

ǁŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͛Ɛ fundamentals should be. As a consequence, the reflection on 

 
26 ^ĂŶƚŽǇŽ͕�͞ �ůĂŶŬ�^ƉĂĐes͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϭ-ϰϯ͘�^ĂŶƚŽǇŽ�ƚĂůŬƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�͞ďůĂŶŬ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͟�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ͕�
the daily practice of translatioŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ĨŽƌŐŽƚƚĞŶ�ƚĞǆƚƐ͘�^ĂŶƚŽǇŽ�ĂůƐŽ�ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ĂďŽǀĞ�Ăůů͕�
maybe before anything else, the urgent task of de-tĞƐƚĞƌŶŝƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�Ăŝŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ŚĂƐ� Ɛƚŝůů� ďĞĞŶ� ŶĞŐůĞĐƚĞĚ͘� ^ĂŶƚŽǇŽ͕� ͞�ůĂŶŬ� ^ƉĂĐĞƐ͕͟� Ɖ͘� ϯϴ͘� /ƚ� ƐŚŽƵůĚ� ĂůƐŽ� 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, ͞EĂŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƚƵƌĞ͘͟ 
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, ͞EĂŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƚƵƌĞ,͟ p. 71. 
29 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.30 

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 ŽŶ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ� ĂƐ� ͞ĂŐĞŶƚƐ� ŝŶ�

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕͟� ŐŝǀŝŶŐ� ǀŽŝĐĞ� ƚŽ� ŬĞǇ� ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů� ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ� ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ� ŝŐŶŽƌĞĚ� ďǇ� ƚŚĞ�

history of great events.31 However, as Sergia Adamo argues, Delisle and Woodsworth͛Ɛ 

approach ͞ƐŝŶŐůĞƐ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐ, meaning also the most visible;͟32 

Adamo therefore suggests that translation history would benefit from the paradigm of 

microhistory.33  

In this thesis, I follow a methodology close to the standards of microhistorical research. 

Firstly, I 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, I 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 Lambert͛Ɛ�ϭϵϵϮ�paper͕�͞,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ;͟��͛hƵůƐƚ͕�͞tŚǇ�ĂŶĚ�
How to Write Translation Histories;͟ the 2012 special issue of Translation Studies edited by Carol 
K͛^ƵůůŝǀĂŶ͕� ͞Rethinking Methods in Translation History,͟ in which different scholars reflect on 
methodology, focus and audience of the discipline, and WǇŵ͛Ɛ�ϭϵϵϴ�ďŽŽŬ͕�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: 
͞>͛ŚŝƐƚŽŝƌĞ�ĚĞ�ůĂ�ƚƌĂĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�Ğƚ�ůĂ�ƚƌĂĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ĚĞ�ů͛ŚŝƐƚŽŝƌĞ͟ and ͞>Ğ�ƉƌŝƐŵĞ�ĚĞ�ů͛ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞ͕͟ 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 ZƵŶĚůĞ͕�͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ��ƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ƚŽ�,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕͟�ĂŶĚ��ĂƐƚŝŶ�ĂŶĚ��ĂŶĚŝĂ͕�Charting the Future of 
Translation History. 
31 Delisle and Woodsworth, Translators through History͕�Ɖ͘�ǆŝǀ�ŽĨ�͞&ŽƌĞǁŽƌĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ͘͟�/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�
volume there is a chapter on Buddhist translation tradition, but nothing specifically on the Japanese 
context. 
32 �ĚĂŵŽ͕�͞DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϴϴ͘� 
33 �ĚĂŵŽ͕� ͞DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ� ŽĨ� dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�KŶ�ŵŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ� ƐĞĞ�'ŝŶǌďƵƌŐ͕� ͞DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕͟� ĂŶĚ� >Ğǀŝ͕� ͞KŶ�
DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘͟�KŶ�ŵŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ�DƵŶĚĂǇ͕�͞hƐŝŶŐ�WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�^Žurces to 
WƌŽĚƵĐĞ� Ă� DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͖͟ tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕� ͞DŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͖͟� tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕� ͞�ƉƉůǇŝŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ͚WƵƐŚŝŶŐ-hands 
�ƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͛͘͟ 
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existing translation traditions, and I do so by carrying out a close reading of the texts 

that aims to uncover clues and hidden connections.34 

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.35 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.36 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 EŝŚŽŶ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ ᪥ᮏࡢ⩻ヂㄽ (2010), curated by Yanabu Akira, 

Mizuno Akira and Nagauma Mikako, a volume on Meiji translation discourse that 

collects some key annotated writings on translation,37 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.38 

While it is certainly true that in the Meiji years translation played a crucial role in the 

transformations within Japanese society, as I 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 WĞůƚŽŶĞŶ͕�͞�ůƵĞs͕�DĂƌŐŝŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�DŽŶĂĚƐ͘͟ 
35 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ ⩻ヂㄽ͕�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�ƋƵŽƚĞ, among 
others, DĂƌƚŚĂ��ŚĞƵŶŐ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ͘ Yanabu et al., EŝŚŽŶ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ, p. 36. 
38 �ůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ�/ŶĚƌĂ�>ĞǀǇ͛Ɛ�Sirens of the Western Shores and zĂŶĂďƵ��ŬŝƌĂ͛Ɛ ,ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚŽ�ǁĂ�ŶĂŶŝ�ŬĂ? 
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the use of kundoku and the influence it had on kanbun kundokutai ₎ᩥカㄞయ as with 

ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�hĞĚĂ��ƚƐƵŬŽ͛Ɛ�research, or on the ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶĞƐĞ͟ style, as per the work by 

Ohsawa Yoshihiro, Yuki Furuno and Yukari Fukuchi Meldrum)39 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 

ƚƐƻǇĂŬƵ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�gakkai ᪥ᮏ㏻ヂ⩻ヂᏛ) 40 while there are about twenty articles 

that deal with the Meiji period, only four articles focus on the early modern era.41  

�ƵĞ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ� ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ� ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ� ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ǁŚĂƚ� ŝƐ� ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ� ĂƐ� ͞�ůĂƐƐŝĐĂů͟�

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. 42  However, often their language 

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

 
39 KŚƐĂǁĂ�͞�ŵĂůŐĂŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�>ŝƚĞƌĂƌŝŶĞƐƐ͖͟�&ƵƌƵŶŽ͕�͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶĞƐĞ�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ;͟ Meldrum, ͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶĞƐĞ.͟ 
40 The journals are called Invitation to Interpreting and Translation Studies (dƐƻǇĂŬƵ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻ�Ğ�ŶŽ�
ƐŚƃƚĂŝ ㏻ヂ⩻ヂ◊✲ࡢᣍᚅ , 2007-2020, 22 volumes, http://honyakukenkyu.sakura.ne.jp/) and 
Interpreting & Translation Studies (dƐƻǇĂŬƵ� ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ� ŬĞŶŬǇƻ ㏻ヂ⩻ヂ◊✲ , 2000-2020, 20 vols, 
https://jaits.jp/journal/). On the developments of translation studies as a discipline in the Japanese 
context, see Takeda, ͞�ŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ. 
41 /͘Ğ͘�zƵŬĂƌŝ�&ƵŬŝĐŚŝ�DĞůĚƌƵŵ͕�͞^ŽƵƌĐĞ-Based Translation and Foreignization;͟�Naganuma DŝŬĂŬŽ�͞Nihon 
Ŷŝ�ŽŬĞƌƵ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŶŽ�ƚĂŶũƃ͖͟ Tanaka DŝǇƵŬŝ͕�͞Nagasaki ni okeru OƌĂŶĚĂ�ƚƐƻũŝ͖͟�ĂŶĚ�^Ăŝƚƃ�Mino, ͞Nihon no 
kinsei-ŬŝŶĚĂŝ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻ͟ a report of an annotated anthology project on Japanese early modern 
and modern translation theory/discourse. 
42 For example͕� ^Ăŝƚƃ�DĂƌĞƐŚŝ͕ Kanbunmyaku; ^Ăŝƚƃ� &ƵŵŝƚŽƐŚŝ͕ Kanbun kundoku to kindai Nihongo no 
keisei; Nakamura Shunsaku et al., ͞<ƵŶĚŽŬƵ͟� ƌŽŶ; Nakamura Shunsaku et al., �ŽŬƵ� ͞ŬƵŶĚŽŬƵ͟� ƌŽŶ; 
Nakamura Shunsaku, ^ŚŝƐƃƐŚŝ�ŶŽ�ŶĂŬĂ�ŶŽ�EŝŚŽŶŐŽ; <ŝŶ��ƵŶŬǇƃ, Kanbun to higashiajia; Semizu, ͞/ŶǀŝƐŝďůĞ�
dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͖͟ 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. 

http://honyakukenkyu.sakura.ne.jp/
https://jaits.jp/journal/
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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. 43 

However, publications that deal with the various aspects of the kundoku method do not 

always necessarily focus on translation per se. For example, �ƚƐƵŬŽ�hĞĚĂ͛Ɛ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŝƐ�ŽŶ�

writing styles that are also used for translation, but not on translation in itself.44 

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.45 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.46 In particular, :ƵĚǇ�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�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. 47 Finally, Rebekah 

�ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͛ 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.48 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, I will analyse different aspects of the discourse of 

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

 
43 tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞Reconceptionization of Translation,͟ pp. 126-35. 
44 hĞĚĂ͕�͞^ŽƵŶĚ͕�^ĐƌŝƉƚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�^ƚǇůĞƐ.͟ 
45 For example, �ŶŶŝĐŬ�,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞ tŚĞŶ�̂ ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ�̂ ƚĂƚĞ�WĂƚƌŽŶĂŐĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�
in the next paragraph and throughout this thesis. 
46 In Japanese scholarly literature, the discipline of translation studies is usually either referred to with the 
English name, or with the Japanese terms of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŐĂŬƵ ⩻ヂᏛ (translation studies) or hon͛ǇĂŬƵ�
ŬĞŶŬǇƻ⩻ヂ◊✲ (translation research). 
47 See for example Wakabayashi ͞ZĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͖͟�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞Translation in the 
�ĂƐƚ��ƐŝĂŶ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů�^ƉŚĞƌĞ͖͟�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞�ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŶŐ�,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�sŝĞǁƐ�ŽŶ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ.͟ 
48 dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞�ůĂƐƐŝĐĂů͟�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�Ă�ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ďĞĐĂŵĞ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
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 I provide an overview of the written varieties 

of the Japanese language. In particular, in this chapter I consider the position of kanbun 

kundoku ₎ᩥカㄞ (the practice of reading a Chinese/Han text with Japanese glosses, 

ŚĞƌĞĂĨƚĞƌ� ƐŚŽƌƚĞŶĞĚ� ƚŽ� ͞kundoku͟) and the kundoku method in the universe of the 

Japanese buntai ᩥయ (writing styles/writing forms). This background is essential for a 

fuller understanding of this thesis as a whole. 

In chapter 3, I delineate the narrative permeating the field of Dutch studies as 

promoted by the scholar Sugita Genpaku ᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-1817) in his well-known work 

Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime ⹒Ꮫጞ, 1815), focusing on his 

ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĞĂƌůǇ�ǁŽƌŬ͘ Here, I 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, I 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, I look at paratextual materials that can be found 

accompanying Dutch translated texts (I will focus in particular on writings called hanrei 

ซ͕�͞ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇ�ŶŽƚĞƐ͟Ϳ͘�DǇ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ�Ăƚ�

word-level and text-level. Here, I 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, I outline the characteristics of the discourse of translation related to Dutch 

ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕� ĂŶĚ� ĞǆƉůŽƌĞ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ� ĂďŽƵƚ 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, I examine the ideas and methodology of the famous Confucian scholar 

KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�Ⲷ⏕ᚂᚙ (1666-1728) through two of his linguistic-related works, A Tool for 

Translation (Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ➾㋟, 1715) and Glossed Translations for Instructing 
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the Ignorant (<ƵŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ�カヂ♧ⵚ, 1738)͘�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƐ�ŚĞƌĞ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ĐĂƐĞ�

study as in this thesis I maintain that his thought on translation and his approach to 

teaching and learning deeply influenced ƚŚĞ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ� ŽĨ�

translation. Chronologically, ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�Ɖƌecedes the Dutch studies texts analysed in 

chapters 3 and 4. However, it is discussed at this point in the thesis for two reasons: first, 

ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ďǇ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�

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 I decided to focus on the point 

of view of the Japanese scholars of Dutch and I would not want to risk to have my corpus 

of texts solely seen in ƚŚĞ�ůŝŐŚƚ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ. 

In chapter 6, I examine two further works, Brief translations from the Dutch (Oranda 

yakubun ryaku ƐƃŬƃ ⹒ヂᩥ␎Ⱁ✏, manuscript, date unknown, postscript dated 

1771) ďǇ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-1803) and Upward and Forward in Dutch 

Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, manuscript, 1816Ϳ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ ᵳ⋞ἑ 

(1757-1827), especially focusing on the discourse of translation they promote and their 

textual ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation. Here, I 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 KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͕� a discourse and ideas that, 

contrary to what could be though given the ĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂů� ƌĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�work, 

silently made it through Japanese history at least into the end of the Tokugawa period. 

I then describe the characteristics and the formation of Dutch studies translation 

discourse on a macroscopic level, looking at the kinds of sources for translation 

disĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĐŚŽƐĞŶ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͘�Finally, I 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, I synthetize my main arguments in a wider discussion on the 

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

ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�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 ⹒ (the Japanese rendering of ͞,ŽůůĂŶĚ͟�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�

WŽƌƚƵŐƵĞƐĞ� ͞,ŽůĂŶĚĂ͟Ϳ͕49 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, I 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,50 while I 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 translators͛�ŝĚĞĂƐ�

and positions. I selected a variety of excerpts, from both canonical and less studied 

sources, which I found using the Union Catalogue of Early Japanese Books (Nihon 

ŬŽƚĞŶƐĞŬŝ� ƐƃŐƃ� ŵŽŬƵƌŽŬƵ ĚĤƚĈďĞƐƵ�᪥ᮏྂ⡠⥲ྜ┠㘓ࢫ࣮࣋ࢱ࣮ࢹ) and the 

online collection of Waseda University, Japanese and Chinese Classics (ŬŽƚĞŶƐĞŬŝ�ƐƃŐƃ 

ĚĤƚĈďĞƐƵ�ྂ⡠⥲ྜ51.(ࢫ࣮࣋ࢱ࣮ࢹ I selected the passages on the basis of their 

 
49 Also commonly written with the characters ⹒㝀 or 㜿⹒㝀. 
50 See all the works by Sugimoto Tsutomu in the bibliography at the end of this thesis; Yoshino, Ransho 
yakujutsugo kƃsƃ. 
51 https://base1.nijl.ac.jp/~tkoten/; https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/index.html. 

https://base1.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 ƚŚĞƐŝƐ͛�ďŝďůŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ͘ 

 

Title Author(s) 
Year of 

Publication 

Brief Translations from the Dutch 

(Oranda yakubun ryaku ⹒ヂᩥ

␎) 

DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ  Manuscript, 

date unknown, 

but postscript 

is dated 1771 

New Treatise of Anatomy (Kaitai 

shinshoゎయ᪂᭩) 

Sugita Genpaku, Maeno 

ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ�:ƵŶ͛ĂŶ 

1774 

New Record of Six Things 

(Rokubutsu shinshi or Rokumotsu 

shinshi භ≀᪂ᚿ) 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ 1786 

Dutch Treatments Methods - 

Anmideru (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ��ŶŵŝĚĞƌƵ ⹒

⒪᪉Ᏻ⡿ⓗ∞) 

Hirokawa Kai Preface dated 

1804 

Essential Selection of Surgery with 

charts (zƃŬĂ�ƐĞŝƐĞŶ�ǌƵĨƵ�⒆⛉⢭

ᅗ➢) 

Yoshio ^ŚƵŶǌƃ Manuscript, 

the 

explanatory 

notes are 

dated 1814 

Beginnings of Dutch Studies 

(Rangaku kotohajime, Rangaku jishi 

or ZĂŶƚƃ�ŬŽƚŽŚĂũŝŵĞ ⹒Ꮫጞ) 

Sugita Genpaku  1815 
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Upward and Forward in Dutch 

Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ

⯟) 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� Manuscript, 

1816 

Picking blossoms from a field of 

orchids (Ran͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ ⹒␟ⰾ) 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ 1817 

Pronunciation of Western Sounds 

(Seion hatsubi す㡢Ⓨᚤ)  

QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ 1826 

A New Treatise of Anatomy, 

extensively revised (JƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�

shinsho 㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩) 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ 1826 

Three Chief Remedies (Saisei 

ƐĂŶƉƃ ῭⏕୕᪉) 

Sugita Seikei 1849 

Introduction to the Study of Illness 

(ByƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ Ꮫ㏻ㄽ) 

KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ 1849 

 

In addition to the Dutch studies sources listed above, ĂƐ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ͛�

outline (see 1.4.3), I invesƚŝŐĂƚĞ�ƚǁŽ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ďǇ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ƚŚĂƚ deal with translation from 

Chinese: A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ➾㋟ , 1715) and Glossed 

Translations for Instructing the Ignorant (<ƵŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ�カヂ♧ⵚ, 1738), examined in 

chapters 5 and 6. tŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Beginnings of Dutch studies 

ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�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.52 �ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶĞƚƚĞ͕�ƉĂƌĂƚĞǆƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�͞Ă�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�

ŶƵŵďĞƌ� ŽĨ� ǀĞƌďĂů� Žƌ� ŽƚŚĞƌ� ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕� ƐƵĐŚ� ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ� ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ� ŶĂŵĞ͕� ƚŝƚůĞ͕� Ă� ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞ͕�

ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͟� ƚŚĂƚ� ĂĐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ� ƚŚĞ� ƚĞǆƚ� ĂŶĚ� ͞ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞ĞǆƚĞŶĚ͟� ŝƚ͕� ͞ŝŶ� ŽƌĚĞƌ� ƚŽ�

 
52 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 ŝƚ͘͟53 In this thesis, I follow Kathryn Batchelor in the use of the term ͞paratext͟ 

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.54 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 

ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ͛�ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞƐ͕ 

 

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.55 

 

St-Pierre considered translation to be a discursive practŝĐĞ�͞ƐŝƚƵĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�Ă�ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�

ƐŽĐŝĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͘͟56 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 fact͕� ĂƐ� WǇŵ� ŶŽƚĞƐ͕� ͞ƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂů� ŶŽƚŝŽŶƐ� ĂƌĞ�

elaborated in situations of conflict or doubt - nobody writes a theory to state the obvious 

-, and that conflict and doubt reqƵŝƌĞ�Ăƚ� ůĞĂƐƚ�ƚǁŽ�ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ͘͟57 Finally, as St-

WŝĞƌƌĞ� ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͕� ͞ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ� ƚŚĞ� ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ� ƚĞǆƚƐ� ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂƚŝŶŐ� ŝŶ� ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ� ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕�

 
53 Genette, Paratexts, p. 1.  
54 Batchelor, Translation and Paratexts. 
55 St-WŝĞƌƌĞ͕�͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂƐ�Ă��ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϳϬ͘ 
56  St-WŝĞƌƌĞ͕� ͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĂƐ� Ă� �ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ,͟ p. 82. Also see pp. 66-68. Here St-Pierre is reformulating 
&ŽƵĐĂƵůƚ͛Ɛ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�Archaeology of Knowledge from the point of view of the study of translation, 
pointing ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ͛�ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞƐ͕�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘ 
57 WǇŵ͕�͞�ŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϰ͘ 
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translators - by their choices - make evident the discursive nature of texts, the roles such 

texts are given to play ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ͘͟58 

 

1.6 Methodology 

In this thesis, I 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 

͞theory͟ and ͞discourse͟ can be helpful to reflect on and describe non-Western 

historical cases. 

 

1.6.1 ͞dŚĞŽƌǇ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ 

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 

ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ�͞ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟�of translation mean for this purpose. 

�ŽŵŵŽŶůǇ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ͕�Ă�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ�ŝƐ�͞ Ă supposition or a system of ideas intended to explain 

something, especially one based on general principles independent of the thing to be 

explained.͟�/ƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�͞Ă set of principles on which the pƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ďĂƐĞĚ͕͟�

ĂŶĚ�͞Ăn idea used to account for a situatioŶ�Žƌ�ũƵƐƚŝĨǇ�Ă�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͘͟59 It can also 

ďĞ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĂƐ�͞abstract knowledge or reasoning͘͟60 However, as Pierre Zima points 

out͕�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ŽĨ�͞ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͟�ŝƐ�ŚĂƌĚůǇ�ĞǀĞƌ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�Žƌ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�

sciences,61 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 ƚŚĞ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� ͞ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟� ďĞůŽŶŐ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�

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 thĞ�ƉƌĞŵŽĚĞƌŶ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ 

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

 
58 St-WŝĞƌƌĞ͕�͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂƐ�Ă��ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϳϬ͘�͞�ŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ͟�ŝƐ�ĂƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�&ŽƵĐĂƵůĚŝĂŶ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͘� 
59 Definitions from Oxford English Dictionary. 
60 Definition from Collins English Dictionary. 
61 Zima, What is Theory?.  
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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, I decided to 

ŵĂŬĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌĚ�͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟� ŝŶ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ŵĂŶŶĞƌ�ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĂŶ�ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�

Martha Cheung applied it to the Chinese context. 62  �ŚĞƵŶŐ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌŬ� ŽŶ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�

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. �ŚĞƵŶŐ͛Ɛ 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 ƵŶƚŝů�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϭϭ�ZĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘��ŚĞƵŶŐ�ĞŵƉůŽǇƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟�

both in the ordinary meaning of the word - therefore as an expression of ideas - as well 

as  

 

͞ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�DŝĐŚĂĞů�&ŽƵĐĂƵůƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉŽƐƚ-structuralist critics have 

ƵƐĞĚ�ŝƚ͘�͙�/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�͚ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͛�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ǀŝĞǁ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƉĞĞĐŚ�

or writing is never pure and simple but exists in a kind of interlocking 

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

ƵƉ�ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĨƌĂŵĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĂƉĞ�ŵŝŶĚƐĞƚƐ͘͟63  

 

In her work, Cheung brings together a number of texts about translation in China, 

͞ĂůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŝŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƚŝŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ŵĂƌŬĞĚůǇ�

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ� ĨƌŽŵ� ŽƵƌƐ͕� ĂŶĚ� ŝŶ� ǁĂǇƐ� ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ� Žƌ� ĞǀĞŶ� ŝŶĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĂďůĞ� ƚŽ� ƵƐ͘͟ 64  The term 

͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟� 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 I argue 

 
62 On the difference between the terms ͞theory͕͟� ͞theories͕͟ ͞thought͟ and ͞discourse,͟� ƐĞĞ Cheung, 
͞&ƌŽŵ�͚dŚĞŽƌǇ͛�ƚŽ�͚�ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ.͛͟ 
63 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1. 
64 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1. 
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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, I 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, I 

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,65 represented a fundamental step in the shift from a 

previous linguistic-oriented approach to the cultural turn in translation studies.66 In 

Even-Zohar͛Ɛ�ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ,  

 

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.67 

 

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 

 
65 For example, �ŽĚĚĞ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�dŚĞŽƌǇ�ZĞǀŝƐŝƚĞĚ͖͟ �ŚĂŶŐ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�dŚĞŽƌǇ͖͟ as well as Even-
Zohar himself, see Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�dŚĞŽƌǇ�;ZĞǀŝƐĞĚͿ.͟ 
66 Bassnett, Translation Studies, pp.7-8. 
67 Even-ZoŚĂƌ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�dŚĞŽƌǇ�;ZĞǀŝƐĞĚͿ͕͟ p. 3.  
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hierarchized whole, in which translated literature can occupy either a primary or a 

secondary position.68 

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 

ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͞ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͟�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�tradition. As Edwin Gentzler 

sums up, Tynjanov argued that 

 

�ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ� ͙� ĚŽ� ŶŽƚ� ĞǆŝƐƚ� ŝŶ� ŝƐŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͕� ďƵƚ� ĂůǁĂǇƐ� ŝŶ� ĂŶ�

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, 

Ăůů� ŽĨ� ǁŚŝĐŚ� ǁĞƌĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ͕� ͞ĚŝĂůĞĐƚŝĐĂůůǇ͟ interacting with each 

other, and conditioning how any specific formal element could 

function.69 

 

However, according to Gentzler, while departing from the Formalist approach of 

ŝƐŽůĂƚĞĚ� ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ� ŽĨ� ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ� ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕� dǇŶũŝĂŶŽǀ͛Ɛ� ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ� ĚŝĚ� ŶŽƚ� include the 

possibility that other factors such as economic conditions or literary institutions could 

influence the evolution of a literary system.70  

In his analysis of Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ� ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͕� Gentzler recognises the theoretical 

advances produced by the polysystem theory: above all, Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ� ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�

ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ�͞ ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�

ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ� ĂŶĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ� ŝŶ� ŐĞŶĞƌĂů͘͟ 71  However, Gentzler also 

discusses several incongruities within polysystem theory and Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ�ŽǁŶ�ǁŽƌŬ. 

For example, Gentzler criticises Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ�ŐŽĂů�ŽĨ�ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůƐ�

 
68 Even-Zohar, ͞Polysystem Studies;͟ Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories; Hermans, Translation 
in Systems. /Ŷ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƚŚŝƐ� ŵŽĚĞů� ŝƐ� ŽĨƚĞŶ� ƵƐĞĚ� ŝŶ� ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ� ǁŝƚŚ� 'ŝĚĞŽŶ� dŽƵƌǇ͛Ɛ�
methodology of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS), but that is not always necessarily the case. See 
Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies. 
69 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 112. 
70 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 114. 
71 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, p. 120. 
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on the base of little evidence; in addition, because of Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ�ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐĞ�

the abstract over the reality, Gentzler points out the risk of reducing the cases that do 

not conform to the theoretiĐĂů�ŵŽĚĞů�ƚŽ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�͞ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘͟72 

Polysystem theory has also been criticised by Susan Bassnett and Theo Hermans for its 

ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ůŝŬĞ�͞ǁĞĂŬ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƉĞƌŝƉŚĞƌǇ͕͟�which can insinuate an implicit judgement of 

the texts or the culture under investigation.73 However, to this criticism, Chang replies 

that 

 

/Ŷ� ƚŚĞ� ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵŝƐƚ͛Ɛ� ƵƐĂŐĞ� ƚŚĞƐĞ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� Đarry no appreciative or 

derogatory connotation but are entirely neutral. To describe 

ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ� ĂƐ� ͞ĐĞŶƚƌĂů͟� Žƌ� ͞ƉĞƌŝƉŚĞƌĂů͟� ;Žƌ� ͞ŽůĚ͟� Žƌ� ͞ǇŽƵŶŐ͟Ϳ͕� ĨŽƌ�

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.74 

 

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, 

ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͞ŶŽƌŵƐ͟ ;ĂƐ�ĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�dŽƵƌǇ͛Ɛ��ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝǀĞ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐͿ�ŚĂƐ�

been recurrently brought forward when dealing with the Japanese case, and it has been 

explored for example by Akira Mizuno.75 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,76 while Noriko Matsunaga-Watson applied polysystem 

theory in the literary context of post-war Japan. 77  Akira Mizuno as well applied 

polysystem theory to the early modern Japanese context.78  

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

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

 
72 Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories, pp. 120-23. 
73 �ĂƐƐŶĞƚƚ͕�͞dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�dƵƌŶ�ŝŶ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ,͟ p. 127; and Hermans, Translation in Systems, p. 109. 
74 �ŚĂŶŐ͕�͞/Ŷ��ĞĨĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�dŚĞŽƌǇ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϯϭϰ͘ 
75 Mizuno, ͞Stylistic Norms͘͟ 
76 ^ĂŝƚŽ�DŝŶŽ͕�͞WŽǁĞƌ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�>ŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͘͟ 
77 Matsunaga-Watson, ͞^ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�dĞǆƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
78 Mizuno, ͞<ŝŶĚĂŝ�EŝŚŽŶ͘͟ 
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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, 

ďŽƚŚ� ŝŶ� :ĂƉĂŶ� ĂŶĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�tĞƐƚ͕� ŚĂƐ� ŽĨƚĞŶ� ƚĞŶĚĞĚ� ƚŽ� ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ� ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ� ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ� ͞ŝŶ�

:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�͞ŝŶ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�ĂƐ�ƚǁŽ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ�ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ, neglecting the 

fact that they are tightly interconnected.79 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 cultuƌĞ�ŝƐ�ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�͞ƉĂůƉĂďůĞ͕͟�

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) 

ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ƚǁŽ�͞ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞƐ͕͟�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ǁĞƌĞ͘�&Žƌ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͕�

to overcome such cases by confining themselves to only one of these, 

ŝŐŶŽƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕� ŝƐ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂůůǇ�ŵŽƌĞ�͞ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚ͟�ƚŚĂŶ�dealing with 

them both. Actually, this is a common practice in literary studies; how 

inadequate the results are cannot be overstated.80 

 

Finally, born out of the study of literary tradition, polysystem theory typically refers to 

translated literary texts; however, in this thesis I will apply it in an expanded form to 

writings about the Japanese discourse of translation concerning the translation of 

scientific literature.81 The notion of what constitutes scientific literature is a concept 

 
79 tŝǆƚĞĚ͕�͞Kanbun͕͟�Ɖ͘�Ϯϯ͘ 
80 Even-Zohar, ͞Polysystem Studies,͟ p. 12.  
81 dŚĞ�ŶŽƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞ ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͟�ŝŶ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ŝƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�Ă�ƚĞƌŵ�ďŽƌŶ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͘�DĂƌĐŽŶ͕ 
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 

͞ŐŽŽĚŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌĂĐĞ͟�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ƚĞǆƚͿ͘82 

 

1.7 Problematic terms and translated terms 

In this final section, I 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, I 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.83 Firstly, even the idea 

of the �ŶŐůŝƐŚ� ƚĞƌŵ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ŝƚƐĞůĨ� ŽĨƚĞŶ� ĐůĂƐŚĞƐ� ǁŝƚŚ� ŶŽŶ-Western 

conceptualizations. 84  In this thesis, I follow Toury in maintaining that whatever is 

considered translation in a given culture can be referred to as translation,85 and I 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, I assume that to be discourse of translation.  

In general, I 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ゎ, taiyaku ᑐヂ or chokuyaku ┤ヂ, which all convey different acceptations of 

the word ͞translation͟Ϳ�also differed from text to text and author to author: providing a 

one-off translation would have been even more confusing. For these cases, I 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, I have done so 

for the sake of clarity. 

 
82 On Maeno RyƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�͞ŐŽŽĚŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌĂĐĞ͟�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƚĞǆƚs, 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. 
84 See for example tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞Reconceptionization of Translation͘͟ 
85 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, pp. 23-39. 
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In a few cases, I decided to keep the Japanese word, as I did with the term buntai ᩥ

య  ;ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕� ͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ� ƐƚǇůĞ͟ Žƌ� ͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ� ĨŽƌŵ͟) 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 I believed that the English version represented an apt exemplification of the 

Japanese word, I opted for a translation. As mentioned in section 1.2, I used ͞Dutch 

studies͟ for rangaku ⹒Ꮫ , ͞Dutch studies scholar͟ for rangakusha ⹒Ꮫ⪅ , and 

͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ͟�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚƐƻũŝ ㏻モ or a correlate word (such as yakka ヂᐙ or yakushi ヂモ) 

was used. Throughout this thesis, I refer to the ƚƐƻũŝ�㏻モ ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ� ͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͕͟� Žƌ�

͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͟�ĨŽƌ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͘�dŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĞƌŵ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŵŝƐůĞĂĚ�

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 

͞ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ͟� ;gakusha Ꮫ⪅) 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, I 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).  I 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 ซ, widely used in 

chapter 4 ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉĂƌĂƚĞǆƚƐ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�/�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ƌĞŶĚĞƌ�ĂƐ�͞ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇ�ŶŽƚĞƐ͘͟ 

Among Japanese studies scholars there is no general consensus regarding the English 

name for the Sinographic script used in East Asia, known as kanbun ₎ᩥ in Japan. 

Depending on the point of view, it can be understood as classic Chinese, literary Chinese, 

literary Sinic, Sinographic script, or Sino-Japanese.86 I chose to use the term ͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͕͟�

ĂƐ� ŝŶ�͞ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ͕͟�ƐŝŶĐĞ these terms may sound more 

 
86 KorŶŝĐŬŝ͕�͞Note on Sino-:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͘͟ 
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familiar to translation ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͘�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟ is also used by Martha Cheung in her 

Anthology of Chinese Discourse of Translation.87 This choice is not perfect, but dealing 

with the need to keep many other less known terms in the original Japanese, I decided 

to keep some others in their most popularised versions. 

&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚĞƐŝƐ͕�/�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͞ĞĂƌůǇ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶ͟�ƚŽ�͞ƉƌĞ-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 

ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŚĞƌĞ�ĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞůǇ� ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ� ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶĐĞ͕� ƐŝŶĐĞ� ƚŚŝƐ� ƚŚĞƐŝƐ�

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 
͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�Ă�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ŚĞƌ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞĨĞƌ�ƚŽ�͞Ă�ƐŝŶŐůĞ͕�ŚŽŵŽŐĞŶĞŽƵƐ͕�ŵŽŶŽůŝƚŚŝĐ�
ĞŶƚŝƚǇ͟�ŶŽƌ�ƚŽ�͞Ă�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ĞƚŚŶŝĐ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶ͕͟�ďƵƚ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞƌ�ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�͞ĂͿ�
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 
ƚŚĞŝƌ� ǀŝĞǁƐ� ĂƌĞ� ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƐƵĐŚ� Ă� ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ� Žƌ� ƐƵĐŚ� Ă� ŵŽĚĞ� ŽĨ� ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘͟� �ŚĞƵŶŐ͕� ͞ZĞƉƌesentation, 
DĞĚŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�/ŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϯ͘ 
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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 

ƐŽŵĞ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ƐƚǇůĞƐ͟�Žƌ�͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌŵƐ͕͟�ĐĂůůĞĚ�buntai ᩥయ 

in Japanese.1 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 I will briefly survey the chief 

characteristics of the Japanese buntai (see sections 2.1, 2.1.1 and 2.1.2). Then, I 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 buntai͛Ɛ� ƉƌĞƐƚŝŐĞ� ĂŶĚ� 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 

 
1 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. 2  However, multilingualism research 

usually refers to situations ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐ� ͞ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ͕͟3 and despite the fact that 

many related concepts like diglossia 4  and heteroglossia 5  may, with the necessary 

distinctions, apply to the Japanese context, they do not map directly onto its intricate 

environment.6  

Thus, in considering the uses and perceived prestige of the Japanese writing styles, as 

I will do with the analysis of the primary sources discussed in the following chapters, I 

propose an approach based on Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ� ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ� ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͘� dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕� ŚĞƌĞ� /�

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 ₎Ꮫ), were especially important to Dutch studies discourse of translation. 

This is because Chinese studies represented a fundamental background for the Dutch 

ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�Ă�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�

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 �ĂŝůĞǇ͕�͞,ĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϰϵϵ͘ 
4 &ĞƌŐƵƐŽŶ͕�͞�ŝŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͘͟ 
5 �ĂŝůĞǇ͕�͞,ĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͘͟ 
6 As for example discussed by King, who proposes to look for a term indigenous to East Asia ŝŶ�͞�ŝƚĐŚŝŶŐ�
͚�ŝŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͛͘͟ 
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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 characters͛� ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ� ĂŶĚ� ƉƌŽŶƵŶĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ� ǀŝĂ� Ă� ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ� ŽĨ� ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͘7 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 ᩥయ 

;ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕�͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌŵs͟�Žƌ�͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ƐƚǇůĞs͟Ϳ.  

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 (ŚǇƃũƵŶŐŽ ᶆ‽ㄒ) along the lines of what they believed to be the case 

in certain European countries.8 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 ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ�Ăttitude. 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.9 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, ͞^ƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŝǌŝŶŐ�Written Japanese;͟ Twine, ͞Toward Simplicity͖͟ Twine, Language and the Modern 
State.  
9 Nakamura Yukihiko, Kinseiteki hyƃgen, 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 ŽĨ� :ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ� ͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ� ĨŽƌŵƐ͟� Žƌ� ͞ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ� ƐƚǇůĞƐ͟ 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. 10  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 

reconsƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕� Žƌ͕� ƵƐŝŶŐ� �ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ͛Ɛ� ƚĞƌŵƐ, the ͞field͟ or the 

͞market͟�ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞ�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.11  

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

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

 
10 On buntai, see as a reference Tsukishima, Buntai; Morioka, �ƵŶƚĂŝ�ƚŽ�ŚǇƃŐĞŶ; 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. 



44 
 

Misumi YƃŝĐŚŝ͛Ɛ�ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘12 Although Misumi͛s work mainly concerns the setsuwa 

ㄝヰ (͞anecdotal literature,͟ or ͞folktales͟) 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 ᪥ᮏ₎ᩥ, also called hentai kanbun ኚయ₎ᩥ, 

literally ͞ǀĂƌŝĂŶƚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟), a spectrum of buntai that utilises only Chinese characters;  

(2) Hiragana style (hiragana bun ᖹ௬ྡᩥ), a spectrum of buntai based on cursive kana 

with sporadic or more frequent use of kanji.13 

(3) Katakana style (katakana bun ∦௬ྡᩥ) a writing form characterized by a mixture 

of katakana syllabary and kanji. 

 

(1) Japanese kanbun 

Japanese kanbun (or Nihon kanbun ₎ᩥ) can be further divided into the following types: 

(1.1) Chinese-oriented, comprising jun kanbun ⣧₎ᩥ, ͞ ƉƵƌĞ�kanbun,͟ based on literary 

Chinese, and waka kanbun₎ᩥ (ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ�͞:ĂƉĂŶŝǌĞĚ�kanbun͟Ϳ͕�which also includes 

Japanese elements; and  

(1.2) Japanese-oriented, such as kiroku kanbun グ㘓₎ᩥ, ͞kanbun ƵƐĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚƐ͕͟ 

such as documents and diaries by courtiers; and manabon ┿ྡᮏ ;ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕�͞ďŽŽŬƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�

ƌĞĂů�ŶĂŵĞƐ͟Ϳ͕�i.e. texts ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇ�ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�͞classical Japanese (wabun ᩥͿ͟�ĂŶĚ re-

written with Chinese characters only. 

 

 
12 DŝƐƵŵŝ͕�͞<ĂŶďƵŶƚĂŝ�ƚŽ�ǁĂďƵŶƚĂŝ�ŶŽ�ĂŝĚĂ͘͟ 
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 
ƚĞƌŵ� ͞hiragana,͟� /� ŚĞƌĞƚŽ� ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ� ƚŚĞ� ƵƐĞ� ŽĨ� hentaigana ኚయ௬ྡ 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 ŵĂŶ͛ǇƃŐĂŶĂ�ⴥ௬ྡ (the DĂŶ͛ǇƃƐŚƻ kana), a writing system 

used in the poetry collection DĂŶ͛ǇƃƐŚƻ�ⴥ㞟 (Collection of Ten Thousand Leaves, 

eight century), in which each Chinese character was read as a Japanese syllable, in some 

ĐĂƐĞƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͕�ďƵƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ĂƐ a phonetic sign. 

DĂŶ͛ǇƃŐĂŶĂ later underwent a process of standardisation, which around the ninth 

century resulted in the hentaigana ኚయ௬ྡ (literally, ͞ǀĂƌŝĂŶƚ�kana͟Ϳ�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 ḷ) and poetic treatises 

(karon ḷㄽ ), travel diaries (ŶŝŬŬŝ� ŬŝŬƃ�᪥グ⣖⾜ ), essays (zuihitsu 㝶➹ ), tales 

(monogatari ≀ㄒ), popular stories (sezoku setsuwa ୡㄝヰ), and for the text sections 

of picture scrolls (emaki⤮ᕳ).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 ₎Ꮠࡌ

 ᖹ௬ྡᩥ), a style based on the hiragana script mixed with sparse use of Chineseࡾ

characters. 

 (2.2) Mix of kanji and hiragana (kanji-hiragana majiri bun ₎Ꮠᖹ௬ྡᩥࡾࡌ), a 

style developed in the Kamakura period (1185-1333), characterised by a major increase 

of the use of Chinese characters. 

 

 
14 DŝƐƵŵŝ͕�͞<ĂŶďƵŶƚĂŝ�ƚŽ�ǁĂďƵŶƚĂŝ�ŶŽ�ĂŝĚĂ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϬϬ͘ 
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The term wabun ᩥ ;͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ƐƚǇůĞ͟Ϳ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�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 ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ŝŶ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ĂƐ�͞ ĐůĂƐƐŝĐal :ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͟�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�,ĞŝĂŶ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ǁŽƌŬƐ͘ 

 

(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 ∦௬ྡ

 Ꮠᩥ) where the katakana syllabary is added in a smaller size to the main kanji₍ࡾࡌ

script to indicate verb conjugations and other dependent parts of speech; 15  

(3.2) Katakana style mixed with Chinese characters (kanji majiri katakana bun ₎Ꮠ

 ௬ྡᩥ) a script based on katakana with more sporadic use of kanji; and finally∦ࡾࡌ

the 

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

∦௬ྡᩥࡾࡌ), 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 I 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 ⣧₎ᩥ), passing through various degrees of variant 

Chinese (hentai kanbun ኚయ₎ᩥ, using only Chinese characters, but with the addition 

of Japanese elements),16 to vernacular Japanese written with kana. 

 
15  Also called ŬĂƚĂŬĂŶĂ� ƐĞŶŵǇƃŐĂŬŝ ∦௬ྡᐉ᭩ࡁ , as it was a style used for recording imperial 
pronouncements (ƐĞŶŵǇƃ�ᐉ) ĂŶĚ�^ŚŝŶƚƃ�Ɖƌayers (norito ⚃モ). Misumi, ͞Kanbuntai to wabuntai no 
aida,͟ p. 106. 
16 On hentai kanbun, also see Rabinovitch͕�͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�,ĞŶƚĂŝ�<ĂŵďƵŶ͘͟ 



47 
 

(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 konkƃďƵŶ�₎ΰᩥ ) 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 ㄞࡳᮏ).  

The epistolary buntai, sƃƌƃďƵŶ ೃᩥ was the language of the Tokugawa bureaucracy 

and was used for all formal correspondence. SƃƌƃďƵŶ takes its name from the extensive 

use of the polite auxiliary sƃƌƃ 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 ᨃྂᩥ  (literally, ͞ŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ� ƐƚǇůĞ͟) 

deserves a special mention. This buntai, which was written in hiragana with the use of 

Ă�ĨĞǁ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ͕�ǁĂƐ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ͕�ƐǇŶƚĂǆ�ĂŶĚ�ůĞǆŝĐŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞ĐůĂƐƐŝĐĂů�

Japanese (wabun ᩥ)͕͟�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ�Ă�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�;Ϯ͘ϭͿ�hiragana style mixed 

with Chinese characters.17 It was perfected by National Studies scholars (kokugakusha 

ᅜᏛ⪅), and was a written form used in National Studies scholarship. It was especially 

refined by the scholar Motoori Norinaga ᮏᒃᐉ㛗 (1730-1801), who - in line with the 

thought that a certain text corresponds to a certain writing form - ĂƌŐƵĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ƚŽ�ǁƌŝƚĞ�

ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƚ�͙�ŽŶĞ�ŚĂĚ�ƚŽ�ĂĚŽƉƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŽĚĞ�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ͘͟18 In fact, gikobun aimed 

to imitate the by then ͞ĐůĂƐƐŝĐ͟�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 KŐǇƻ�Sorai Ⲷ⏕ᚂᚙ (1666-1728). (On 

the matter, see chapters 5 and 6). 

Furthermore, zokugo ㄒ (or zokubun ᩥ, 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 

͞ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞ͟�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ŝŶ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͘͟ This practice and its different perceptions (to which the 

 
17 Here, for classical Japanese I 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.19 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.20 dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�ƵŶƚŝů�:ĂƉĂŶ͛Ɛ�ĚĞĨĞĂƚ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĂ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�̂ ŝŶŽ-

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. 21  Ever since the inception of writing in the archipelago, Chinese 

ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ� ǁĞƌĞ� ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ� ǁŝƚŚ� ƚŚĞ� ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ� ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ� ŽĨ� ͞ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ�

ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟�ĂƐ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶůy 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 ₎ᩥカㄞ , which can be rendered in English as 

͞ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ (lit. Han Dynasty) texts in Japanese͕͟ 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 

ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞ�͞ŝŶ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͕͟ thus giving the impression of reading and writing in the model 

language used to express the higher culture. 22 The language resulting from kanbun 

 
19 As discussed in section 1.7 of the introduction, in this thesis I use the ƚĞƌŵ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟� instead other 
available expressions. I do so as I 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 ͞ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ (kanji bunkaken ₎Ꮠᩥ
ᅪ),͟ Žƌ�͞ƚŚĞ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƐƉŚĞƌĞ�ŽĨ�,ĂŶ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ (kanbun bunka ken ₎ᩥᩥᅪ)͟ 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 façade 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.23 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, sĞĞ�/ŬĞĚĂ͕�͞�ĂƌůǇ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�
Early Akkadian.͟ 
23 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 ᅜᏛ (National studies) movement in the Tokugawa period, when scholars like 

Motoori Norinaga ᮏᒃᐉ㛗 (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 ᩥ (͞classical Japanese,͟ literally, ͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ͟Ϳ͕�

properly Japanese and the one of kanbun₎ᩥ, Chinese and therefore alien.24  

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 spheres25 in the Heian period (794-ϭϭϴϱͿ� ƐŝŵƉůǇ� ĚĞŶŽƚĞĚ� ͞ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ŵŽĚĞƐ� ŽĨ�

ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ� ĂŶĚ� ƚǇƉĞƐ� ŽĨ� ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ͕͟� ƌĂƚŚĞƌ� ƚŚĂŶ� ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐ� ŽƉƉosition or negation 

ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ �ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘26 Similarly, Lurie talks about the necessity to overcome 

ƚŚĞ�͞ďŝůŝŶŐƵĂů�ĨĂůůĂĐǇ͟�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌĞƐƵŵĞĚ�Ă�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�

of a Chinese/Japanese linguistic opposition, and that had been fabricated by 

nationalistic revisionism from the nineteenth century.27 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 ┿ྡ  (͞real 

namĞƐ͕͟�ŝ͘Ğ͘��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞŝƌ meaning) and kana ௬ྡ (͞borrowed 

names,͟ characters only used for their sound), and the use of Chinese script was not 

directly connected to the Chinese language.28  

 
24 On the coŶĐĞƉƚƐ�ŽĨ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞kanbun͕͟�ƐĞĞ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ϭ͘ϳ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘� 
25  LaMarre ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ� ƵƐĞƐ� ƚŚĞ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� ͞zĂŵĂƚŽ͟� ;ƚŚĞ� ĞĂƌůǇ� :ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ� ƐƚĂƚĞͿ� ĂŶĚ� ͞,ĂŶͬdĂŶŐ͟� ;�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�
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.29 In the early modern 

era, more people from different classes had access to reading and writing, prompting 

the development of new writing forms. 30  Due to the urbanisation and the social 

transformations of the seventeenth century, a dramatic expansion of education can be 

observed in the Tokugawa period,31 when the diffusion of domain schools (mainly for 

offspring of the samurai class) and terakoya ᑎᏊᒇ (schools dedicated to the children 

of the commoners)32 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 

ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ� ůŝǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͕�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů�ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟�

ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͟�ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�Ă�ĨĂďƌŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘33 

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 ⤒㣾ᖌ 1786-1843) 

promoted by Confucian scholar Tani Hyakunen ⁇ⓒᖺ (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 ᭩ࡁୗࡋ (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.34 

 

 

 

 
29 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 

studies͛ 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,35 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 ୍ ᩪⅬ method, ideated by Satƃ�/ƐƐĂŝ 

బ⸨୍ᩪ (1772-1859) a Neo-Confucian scholar from the SŚƃŚĞŝŬƃ ᫀᖹ㯨, 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.36 

Among the first strategies employed to access Chinese source texts, there were the 

use of dry-point glosses37 and okototen ࣤࢺࢥⅬ, red dots marked near the characters 

representing case particles to be added. Later, the more commonly used kunten カⅬ 

(kun punctuation) were the ŬƵƚƃƚĞŶ ྃㄞⅬ (punctuation marks) and the kaeriten ㏉ࡾ

Ⅼ, glosses that indicated the order to rearrange the characters. The most used kaeriten 

were ୍, , ୕ (and less commonly ᅄ), followed by ୖ, ୰, ୗ, and more rarely ⏥, எ, 

 
35 Today, in China not all Chinese characters are still in use as logographs.  
36  ^Ăŝƚƃ� &ƵŵŝƚŽƐŚŝ͕� ͞<ŝŶƐĞŝ� Ŷŝ� ŽŬĞƌƵ� ŬĂŶďƵŶ� ŬƵŶĚŽŬƵŚƃ͖͟� ^Ăŝƚƃ� &ƵŵŝƚŽƐŚŝ͕� 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ゅ➹ in Japanese. Kornicki, Languages, Scripts, and Chinese texts, pp. 158-59. 
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, ; re tenࣞⅬ, 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 ᩥ (classical Japanese), which presents a richer landscape of auxiliaries, 

kanbun kundoku ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�͞ƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚ͟�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�

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 ₎ᩥカㄞ in the constellation39 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 katakana͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ĚĞǀŝƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�͞ůŽŽŬ͟��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ŝƚ�

is then read/translated according to Japanese language rules.  

There is not ʹ and there never was ʹ 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 ᭩ࡁୗᩥࡋ , or the ͞ƚĞǆƚ� ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ� ĚŽǁŶ͟Ϳ. 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 

ĐŽŵŵŽŶ͘� �ĂǀŝĚ� >ƵƌŝĞ� ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ� ŝƚ� ĂƐ� ͞ĂŶ� ƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ� ĐŽŵƉĂƚŝďŝůŝƚǇ� ŽĨ� ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ� ǁŝƚŚ�

 
38 As a reference, see Crawcour, Introduction to Kambun. 
39 Wiebke Denecke in her Classical World Literatures, p. 10, used ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌĚ�͞ĐŽŶƐƚĞůůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ƚŽ�ƚĂůŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�
the comparison between the Chinese and the Greco-Roman worlds, while here I use it as a metaphor for 
the kind of connection between the buntai. 
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writing͕͟ 40 being the result of the commixture of Chinese script and Japanese language, 

and Yukino Semizu rightly talks about kundoku ĂƐ�͞ŝŶǀŝƐŝďůĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ.͟ 41 Although the 

Japanese writing system evolved over the centuries, the kundoku method was never 

ĂďĂŶĚŽŶĞĚ͖� ŝƚ� ŝƐ� Ɛƚŝůů� ƚĂƵŐŚƚ͕� ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ� ǀĞƐƚŝŐŝĂůůǇ͕� ĂƐ� ƉĂƌƚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ͞EĂƚŝŽŶĂů� >ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟�

(kokugo ᅜㄒ) 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 Semizu͕�͞/ŶǀŝƐŝďůĞ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
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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, I 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 Genpakuᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-1817) and 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚakuᵳ⋞ἑ (1757-1827) in the early decades of the nineteenth century. 

dŚĞ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ŽĨ�̂ ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂƐ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ�

in his Beginnings of Dutch Studies (also known as Dawn of Dutch Studies, Rangaku 

kotohajime, Rangaku jishi or ZĂŶƚƃ�ŬŽƚŽŚĂũŝŵĞ�⹒Ꮫጞ, 1815).1 In section 3.1, I 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.2 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, I will focus on the perception of the 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ� ĂŶĚ� ĂƚƚŝƚƵdes 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 ;ŝ͘Ğ͘� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�

terminological choices and the probleŵĂƚŝĐƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐͿ͖� ŝŶ�

ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕�/�ǁŝůů�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĞǆƚ�ĂƐ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�

contribution to the discourse of translation in Japan during the modern era. In section 

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

 
1 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-ϰϵ�ĂŶĚ�,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϲϱ-71. 
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ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ� ŝŶ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĞǇĞƐ� ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƐŚŽǁ�ŚŽǁ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�

respect to the authoritative Chinese studies tradition. 

In this chapter, I will maintain that, from the point of view of translation discourse, 

Sugita Genpaku presented the relationship between the self-ƉƌŽĐůĂŝŵĞĚ� ͞ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ŽĨ�

Dutch (rangakusha ⹒Ꮫ⪅Ϳ͟�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů�ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�

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. I will investigate 

ƚŚĞ� ǀŽĐĂďƵůĂƌǇ� ƵƐĞĚ� ďǇ� ^ƵŐŝƚĂ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĂŶĚ� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� ĂŶĚ� /� ǁŝůů� ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ� ƚŚĞ�

terminological dichotomies contained in Beginnings. I will show how Dutch studies 

scholars recurrently defined their identity through a mechanism of distinction and 

ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�͞ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕͟�ĂŶ�ĞŶƚŝƚǇ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�Žƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ�

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 ൲⪅), which belonged to the tradition of 

Chinese studies in Japan and, at least in part, via the Buddhist translation tradition in 

China. Finally, I will argue that the manipulation of the discourse on translation can have 

consequences in the wider perception of historical facts. 

 

ϯ͘ϭ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Beginnings of Dutch Studies 

Sugita Genpakuᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-1817) is popularly regarded as one of the founders of 

Dutch studies in Japan. Son of Sugita Hosen ᮡ⏣⏠ (dates unknown), an official 

doctor of the Wakasa ⱝ⊃ 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 す⋞ဴ (1681-1760) and, as was 

conventional for the times, he also trained in Chinese studies with a Confucian scholar, 

Miyase Saburoemon ᐑ℩❳㛛 (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 ⹒Ꮫጞ , 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 ゎయ

᪂᭩, 1774) by himself and his colleagues. A New Treatise was a translation in kanbun 

ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� Ă� 'ĞƌŵĂŶ� ǁŽƌŬ� ŽĨ� ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ͕� <ƵůŵƵƐ͛� 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 

ŽĨ�Ă�ŵŽŶŽƉŽůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂůůŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�͞ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ŽĨ��utch (rangakusha ⹒Ꮫ

⪅Ϳ͘͟� dŽ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ� ƚŚŝƐ� ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ĨŝƌƐƚ� ĨĞǁ� ůŝŶĞƐ�ŽĨ�Beginnings of Dutch Studies, 

Genpaku wrote: 

 

ࠊୡ㛫⹒Ꮫࡇࡩ࠸ᑓࠊࢀࢃ⾜ࡽᚿࡿࡘ❧ࢆேࡣ⠜ࡃᏛ

ࠊࡩᛮࢆࡳ㢳ࢆࡵึࡢࡑࠋࡍᙇࢆࢀࡇࡾₔࡣ⪅ࡿ࡞㆑↓ࠊࡧ

᫇ࡀ⩝ࠊ㍮୕ேࡢࡇࡩࠊᴗᚿࡸࡣࠊࡀࡿ࡞ࡇࡋࡏ⯆ࢆ

༑ᖺ㏆ࠋࡋ㡭ࡺࡘࡣࡋࡿ⮳࡛ࡲࡃᛮࠊࡋࡾࡊࡣ

ᛮ㆟ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡋࡾ࡞ࢇ┒ࡶ 

͙�↛ࡃࡿᡂ࠸ࡣࡋࡁ⾜ࡾᛮࢀࡑࠊࡩ་⛉ࡑࡣࡇࡢ

㡿࡚ࡘ༷ࠊࢅࡺࡇࡿࡍ௨࡚ඛࢆࡃᑵᐇ࡚ࡍࡓᩍࡢ

ࡇࡿ࠶ࡶ⾡᪉ጁ␗࡚ࡋ᪂ወࡢࡣࡓࡲࠊࡿ࡞㏿ࡇࡿࡍ

ࠊ࡚ࡋྡࢆࢀࡇࠊᚐࡢ⊷ዮࠊࢅࡺࡇࡿᒃ࠼ぬࡶୡே࠺ࡸࡢ

 4ࠋࡿ࡞ࡢࡶࡿࡍὶᕸࡵࡓࡿᑕࢆࡾ㔮ࢆྡ

 

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 I 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, [I remember that] at that time 

only two or three colleagues of mine and I 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. 

͙�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ǁŚĞŶ�/�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŚŽǁ�ĨĂƌ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŚĂƐ�ĐŽŵĞ͕�/�

wonder why] it has spread so widely. Is it because the way of teaching 

medicine was wholly practical (jitsu ni tsuku ᐇᑵࡃ ) from the 

beginning? Or is it because it is easy to understand (ƌǇƃŬĂŝ�ƐƵƌƵ�ŬŽƚŽ�

sumiyaka 㡿㏿ࡇࡿࡍ)? Or was it because since the public 

thought it was a novelty (shinki ᪂ወ ), a foreign (ŝŚƃ ␗᪉ ) and 

miraculous art (ŵǇƃũƵƚƐƵ ጁ⾡), some deceitful people (kankatsu no 

to ዮ⊶ࡢᚐ) 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 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ͕�ĂƐ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ϯ͘ϭ͘ϭ͕�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ�ĚĞĂů�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�ǁĂƐ�Ă�

calculated manipulation of the Japanese translation discourse. 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐůĂŝŵƐ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�Beginnings, even 

ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ work as a source of information on the history of the movement. 

In Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, 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: 

 

ୡࡢ㏻⛠ࡋࡾ࡞⹒Ꮫࡶྡࡿ࠸ᙜ♫୰࡚അࡋࡏ⛠⚾ࠎ

⹒ヂ➾࠘ཬࠗ⹒ࠗࡢ⏕ඛ⹒ࡣࡇࡋࡏ※㉳ࡢᢚṈᏛࠋࡾࢀጞ

ヂⲡ✏࠘୪㮏ᩪඛ⏕ࠗࡢ⹒Ꮫၥ⟅͙࠘ࠗ⹒Ꮫጞ࠘➼ࡢ᭩ぢ

␎ࡢ⏤᮶㢟୰ࡢභ≀᪂ᚿ࠘ࠗࡿࡏヂ㏙ࡋࡾ⩝ᑡࠊ࠼

㝵Დ࠘ཬࠗిࠗࡀ⩝๓ᚋࠋࡋࡿ▱ࢆࢀࡇ࡛ࢇㄞࡤࢀࡓ㏙ࢆ
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࡛ࡲࡋ㏙ࢆἲࡢᏛᘧ␎࡚㡭ࡋࡵึࡅ㛤ࡿ㡾ࡣⴭసࡢ࠘゛

ୡࡶ↛ࠋࡾ࡞⦆㞧ࡁࡍぢ㐣㍍᫆ࠎேࡣᅾ࡚ࠊࡤࢀ࡞

ṈᏛᚿࡋ⯆ࢆᡯ㆑ࡣࡢࡶࡿ࠶↛ࢀࡇ࡚ࡋᚑࠊࡋཪ┿

ࡣཪᡈࠋࡾ᮶ࡾ࡞ࡁከࡢࡶࡿྭኌࡶࡁ࡞ᮏពࡢࡿࡴಟࢆ⾡

ᓮ㝧ࡢヂᐁ➼ࡶࡃᐙᴗຮ♞ࡢᚰࡶࡋࡏືࢆᛮ࡞ࡋ࠼

 5ࠋࡾ

 

�ǀĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂŵĞ�͞�ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�;rangaku ⹒ᏛͿ͟�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ�ƵƐĞĚ�

nowadays came from that time and from inside that circle (sha ♫) [of 

scholars/translators in Edo], who casually started to call themselves as 

such. After all, the origins (kigen ㉳※) of [Dutch] studies can be seen 

from works by Master Ranka ⹒ ;ŝ͘Ğ͘�DĂĞŶŽ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ, 

1723-1803) like The Keys to Dutch Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƐĞŶ ⹒ヂ➾, 

i.e. 1785), and Brief Translations from the Dutch (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƐƃŬƃ ⹒ヂ

ⲡ✏, i.e. Oranda yakubun ryaku ⹒ヂᩥ␎, postscript dated 1771, 

manuscript) and from works by Master Isai 㮏ᩪ (i.e. Sugita Genpaku) 

like Questions and Answers on Dutch Medicine (ZĂŶŐĂŬƵ�ŵŽŶĚƃ ⹒Ꮫ

ၥ⟅, i.e. KƌĂŶĚĂ�ŝũŝ�ŵŽŶĚƃ ⹒་ၥ⟅͕�ϭϳϵϱͿ�͙�ĂŶĚ�Beginnings 

of Dutch Studies. In the introduction (dairei 㢟) of my own work, 

New Record of Six Things (Rokubutsu Shinshi භ≀᪂ᚿ, 1786), which 

[contains excerpts of Dutch books] I translated (yakujutsu ヂ㏙) in 

little time, you can read a short summary (ryaku␎) of those origins 

(raiyu ᮶⏤). Around those years, which is when I had just started 

writing my books, A Guide to Dutch Studies (Kaitei 㝵Დ, i.e. Rangaku 

kaitei ⹒Ꮫ㝵Დ, 1783) and Understanding Dutch Studies (Haikei ి゛, 

i.e Rangaku haikei ⹒Ꮫి゛, 1811). [There], I showed the main rules 

of the learning style (ŐĂŬƵƐŚŝŬŝ�ŶŽ�ĚĂŝŚƃ Ꮫᘧࡢἲ), but people now 

should simply overlook them, as they were very unorganised (zappen 

㞧⦅). However, those who now are deeply interested in this study 

and have intelligence and discernment (saishiki ᡯ㆑) are annoyed 

with those who study that true art (shinjutsu ┿⾡ ) [i.e. Dutch 

 
5 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 1, pp. 17-18.  
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medicine]6 without [understanding] the real meaning (ŚŽŶ͛ŝ ᮏព) [of 

Dutch texts], and many came to follow that bad habit. I think that even 

the interpreters (yakkan ヂᐁ) in Nagasaki finally had their hearts 

moved to study with more accuracy (benrei ຮ♞) for the sake of their 

ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͛�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�;ŬĂŐǇƃ�ᐙᴗ).7 

 

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 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͕�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ŽĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŚŝŵƐĞůĨͿ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŵĂŶƵĂůƐ�Žƌ�

ǁŽƌŬƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͛Ɛ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ 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 

&Žƌ�Ă�ůŽŶŐ�ƚŝŵĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ǀĞƌĂĐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�ŝŶ�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-

schŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ͕�ŝƐ�

far from being a reliable source and includes many mistakes and misconceptions. 8 

Moreover, the extent of Dutch language knowledge that Genpaku and colleagues 

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

 
6 The term shinjutsu ┿⾡  also appears in Beginnings. Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies 
(Rangaku kotohajime), p. 69. In his English translation of Beginnings͕�DĂƚƐƵŵŽƚŽ�ZǇƃǌƃ�ƌĞŶĚĞƌƐ�ŝƚ�ĂƐ�͞ƚƌƵĞ�
Ăƌƚ�ŽĨ�ŚĞĂůŝŶŐ͘͟�DĂƚƐƵŵŽƚŽ͕�Dawn of Western Science, p. 70. 
7 dŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ƚǁŽ�ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐŝƉŝƚ�ŽĨ�̂ ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�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 
,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϲϱ-71. 
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implausible (for example the fact that they translated from Dutch without the 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ŚĞůƉ͕�ĂƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐͿ͘9 

Beginnings is a text popularly associated to Sugita Genpaku. However, this work was 

ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�ďǇ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƉƵƉŝů�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ᵳ⋞ἑ (1757-1827) and, it must be 

ŵĂĚĞ� ĐůĞĂƌ� ƚŚĂƚ͕� ĂƐ� ,ŽŶŵĂ� ^ĂĚĂŽ� ŶŽƚĞƐ͕� ƐŝŶĐĞ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁĂƐ� ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ� ďǇ�

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ďǇ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�ĨĂŵŝly, and it is known that 

Gentaku made additions to the text, the boundaries of Beginnings͛� ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐŚŝƉ� ĂƌĞ�

blurred. 10  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� ĐŽƵůĚ� ďĞ� ƚŚĞ� ŽŶĞ� ďĞŚŝŶĚ� ƐŽŵĞ� ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ�

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 ⚄⏣Ꮥᖹ ;ĂůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�<ĂŶĚĂ�<ƃŚĞŝ͕�ϭϴϯϬ-1898), FukƵǌĂǁĂ�zƻŬŝĐŚŝ 

⚟⃝ㅍྜྷ (1835-1901), and in the contemporary era by the renowned scholar Ogata 

Tomio ⥴᪉ᐩ㞝 (1901-1989).11 As a consequence, this work became a source for later 

research and history textbooks,12 in spite of the inaccuracies and fabrications of SugŝƚĂ͛Ɛ�

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 Beginnings͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ƉƵƌƐƵŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ƉƌĞƐtige 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. 
10 ,ŽŶŵĂ͕�͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�Rangaku͘͟ 
11 �Ɛ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ�DĂƚƐƵŵŽƚŽ�ZǇƃǌƃ�ŝŶ�Dawn of Western Science, pp. xviii-xxi. 
12 Honma͕�͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�Rangaku͘͟ 
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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 I maintain that, rather than being the 

͞ĨŽƵŶĚĞƌƐ͟�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞs, 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 institutĞĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ůĂƚĞƌ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨĞůů�ŝŶƚŽ�

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.13 

 

I therefore maintain that at the time when Genpaku wrote Beginnings, the field of 

�ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŚĂĚ� ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ͕� ŝŶ�ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵŝĐ� ƚĞƌŵƐ͕�Ă� ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ�͞ĐĂŶŽŶŝǌĞĚ�

ƌĞƉĞƌƚŽŝƌĞ͕͟14 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, I claim that this paradigm 

was initiated by the discussion of translation in the introduction of A New Treatise on 

Anatomy (Kaitai shinshoゎయ᪂᭩, 1774). 

 

3.2 The perception of the Nagasaki interprĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ 

tŚĞŶ�ĚĞůǀŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͕�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ŬĞǇ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�

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-�ŽŚĂƌ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�Ϯϭ͘ 
14 Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϱ-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 

dŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ĞǀŝĚĞŶƚ�ĚŝǀŝĚĞ�ĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�

͞ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�;gakusha Ꮫ⪅Ϳ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�;ĐĂůůĞĚ�ƚƐƻũŝ or ƚƐƻƐŚŝ�㏻モͿ͘͟��Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�

in the introduction (section 1.7 on problematic terms), in this thesis I make use of the 

ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�͞ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ͟�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�

ŵǇ�ŽďũĞĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƐƚƵĚǇ͘�/Ŷ�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͕�ŵĂŶǇ�͞ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͟�ǁĞƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐ͘�

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.  

It is true that records from Dutch residents of Dejima describe a certain discontent with 

ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛ ability to understand Dutch. In his History of Japan (1727), Engelbert 

Kaempfer (1651-1716) generally dismissed ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ�ĂƐ�͞ůŝƚƚůĞ�ĞůƐĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�

Ă�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶŶĞǆŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ďƌŽŬĞŶ�ǁŽƌĚƐ͕͟�ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�

͞ŝŶ�ƐŽ�Ždd a manner, that often other interpreters would be requisite to make them 

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ͘͟15  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.16 

 

Indeed, Nagasaki interpreters presented different abilities. At the time, the 

interpreters ǁĞƌĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞĚ� ŝŶ� Ă� ͞'ƵŝůĚ͕͟� Žƌ� ͞�ŽůůĞŐĞ͟� ;ƚƐƻũŝ nakama ㏻モ௰㛫) 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 (ƃƚƐƻũŝ�㏻モ ), junior interpreters (ŬŽƚƐƻũŝ ᑠ㏻モ ) and apprentices 

(ŬĞŝŬŽƚƐƻũŝ�✍ྂ㏻モ). In addition to these categories, there was a group of private 

interpreters (ŶĂŝƚƐƻũŝ ෆ㏻モ) only active to during the annual sale of Dutch goods.17  

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.18 

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.19 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 (ŚĂŶ͛ŝ ⸬་), and then, typically, used the study of Dutch language to 

advance their standing.20 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.21 At least to 

ƐŽŵĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ĚŝĚ�ƉƵďůŝĐůǇ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ĂŶĚ�

ƚŚĞŝƌ� ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ� ƐƉŽŬĞŶ��ƵƚĐŚ͗� ĂƐ� ƌĞĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ŚŝŵƐĞůĨ� ;ĂŶĚ� ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku, see sĞĐƚŝŽŶ� ϯ͘Ϯ͘ϰ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŝƐ� ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌͿ͕� ƐŽŵĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�

proficiency was considered instrumental for the development of the field.  

 
17 &Žƌ�Ă�ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ� ŝŶ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�
guild, see Katagiri, EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ƚƐƻũŝ�ŶŽ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻ and Sugimoto, EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ƚƐƻũŝ. 
18 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 154-ϱϴ͖�,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͖͟ Sugimoto, 
EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ƚƐƻũŝ; Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1. 
19 Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1, pp. 1-25. 
20 On 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 competiƚŝǀĞ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�;Ăƚ� ůĞĂƐƚ�ĐŽŵŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�

side), that is reflected in the distinction in roles and terminology. To this regard, I would 

ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ĚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�ƌĞǀĞĂůƐ�

a sharp awareness of the ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�

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.22 

 

From Beginnings͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ĞĂƐǇ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĨĞƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂŝŵƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŐƵůĂƚĞ�

the field, and he even explicitly admitted as much. For example, to some younger 

scholars who made fƵŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�͞ŚĂƐƚĞ�;ƐĞŝŬǇƻ�ᛶᛴͿ͟23 in his translating efforts and in his 

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

 

ጞ࡚ࡵⓎࡣࡢࡶࡿࡍேࢆไࠊࡋᚋ࡚ࢀⓎࡣࡢࡶࡿࡍேไࡿࡽࡏ

 24ࠋࡾ࠸

 

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

shi ไࡋ) people. He who is late to initiate, is controlled.25 

 

 
22 Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͕�͞WŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϮϬ͘ 
23 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, Shikiྐグ, around 85 BC), vol. 7 of 
the Annals (hongi ᮏ⣖), The Annals of Xiang Yu (<ƃƵ�ŚŽŶŐŝ�㡯⩚ᮏ⣖) by the famous Chinese historian 
Sima Qian ྖ㤿㑄  (c. 145-ϴϲ� ��Ϳ͘� dŚĞ� ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů� ƉŚƌĂƐĞ� ŝƐ� ͞ඛ༶ไே㸪ᚋ๎Ⅽேᡤไ ͘͟�
https://ctext.org/shiji/xiang-yu-ben-ji/zh. Other examples of quotations of Sima YŝĂŶ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ� ŝŶ� �ƵƚĐŚ�
studies sources can be found in chapter 6.  

https://ctext.org/shiji/xiang-yu-ben-ji/zh
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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.26 Despite enjoying the prestige of holding 

an official position, the interpreters were not traditionally proficient in Chinese studies 

(kangaku ₎Ꮫ), 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 hereditaƌǇ� ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ� ĚĞƉƵƚŝƐĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͘� /ƚ� ǁĂƐ�

knowledge born out of the necessities of commerce27 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 

ŝŶĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŐŶŽƌĂŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƐƚǇůĞƐ�ŝƐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ũƵƐƚŝĨǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ͘ 

 

ϯ͘Ϯ͘Ϯ�dŚĞ�ĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ 

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, 

ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EŝƐŚŝ�ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�

すၿ୕㑻 (1718-1768). 

While the next exceƌƉƚƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĚĞƐŝƌĞ� ƚŽ� ůŝŬĞǁŝƐĞ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�Ă�

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, EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ƚƐƻũŝ, pp. 9-53. 
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senior interpreter, tried to demystify the role that the interpreters played in Dutch-

Japanese relations, hinting at their unrefined linguistic knowledge. In particular, I 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 

ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-1803) to the Nagasakiya㛗ᓮᒇ, the inn where the Dutchmen 

and their Japanese interpreters were staying during one of their yearly visits to Edo. 

,ĞƌĞ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŚŽǁ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ƐĞĞŵĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ��ƵƚĐŚ�ďǇ�

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

 

ࡌࡋ࡚ࡏⰋἑᘬྜࠋࡾࡓࡾཧ⪅ࡍ⏦ᖺ㏻モすၿ୕㑻ࡢࡑ

ࠊࡾ࡞⏝↓ᚚࡎᚲࡣࢀࡑࠊ࡚ࡁ⪺ၿ୕㑻ࠊࡿࡓ㏙ࡋ⏦ࡋࡼࡢ

㞴࡚ࡘ⮳ࡣࡩ࠸ࡿࡍ⌮࡚ࡦ⩦ࢆ㎡ࡢࠊࡤࢀ࡞ఱᨾࡣࢀࡑ

 28ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡁ

 

That year, a senior interpreter (ƃƚƐƵũŝ ㏻モͿ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�

ĐĂŵĞ�ĂůŽŶŐ͘� /�ŵĞƚ�Śŝŵ� ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ� DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�Ⰻἑ, and when I 

ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�Śŝŵ�ŵǇ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ǁĂŶƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ůĞĂƌŶ��ƵƚĐŚ͕��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�

said that] it was absolutely useless (ŵƵǇƃ ↓⏝), because getting to 

learn and understand (narahite rikai suru ⩦࡚ࡦ⌮ࡿࡍ) Dutch 

words (ji ㎡) was a very difficult thing (muzukashiki koto nari 㞴ࡇࡁ

 .(ࡾ࡞

 

�ƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞŶ�

if the words (ji ㎡) that referred to concrete objects were easier to acquire (for example 

͞ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ͕�nomu ࿐͕͟ࡴ�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ�ĂŶ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĞĂƐŝůǇ�ƌĞƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐĞƐƚƵƌĞƐͿ͕�

ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�͞Ă�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ (ũƃ�ŶŽ�ƵĞ�ŶŽ�ŬŽƚŽ ୖࡢ

�Ϳ͟29 - ƋƵŝƚĞ�ĂŶ�ƵŶĐůĞĂƌ�;ĂŶĚ�ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐͿ�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͘��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ƚŚĞŶ�ƚŽŽŬ�ĂƐ�ĂŶࡇࡢ

 
28 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 21-22. 
29 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 22. 
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example the Dutch verb ĈŶƚĞƌĞŬŬĞŶ ࣥࢣࢵࣞࢸ࣮ࣥ (NL: aantrekken͕�͞ƚŽ�ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚ͕͟�Žƌ�

͞ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ͟Ϳ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ͗ 

 

ࠋࡾ࡞ࡩ࠸ࠖࣥࢣࢵࣞࢸ࣮ࣥࠕࡣࡇࡩ࠸ࡴႴࡁዲࡢࡑ࡚ࡉ

ࡢࡑࠊࡽࡀ࡞ࡾᒃࢀ㥆ࡇࡢࡑࡾࡼᗂࠊࢀ⏕ᐙࡢ㌟㏻モࡀࢃ

㎡ࡢពఱࡢヂࠋࡎࡽ▱ࢆࡇࡩ࠸ᖺ༑ཬࡢࡇ࡚ࢇ᪑ࡢ㐨୰

 30ࠋࡾࡓᚓࡋゎ࡚ࡵጞࢆពࡢࡑ࡚

 

^Ž͕� ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌĚ� ͞ůŝŬĞ͟�Žƌ� ͞ůŽǀĞ͟� ŝƐ�ĈŶƚĞƌĞŬŬĞŶࣥࢣࢵࣞࢸ࣮ࣥ� in 

Dutch. I was born in a family of interpreters (ƚƐƻũŝ ㏻モ), I have been 

used to [the Dutch language] since I was a child, and yet I did not know 

how to translate (nan no yaku ఱࡢヂ) the meaning (i ព) of that word 

(ji ㎡). Now that I am fifty, I understood its meaning (i ព) for the first 

time along the way of this journey [from Nagasaki to Edo].31 

 

�ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ƚƌŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĨƌŽŵ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ��ƵƚĐŚ͘�&ƌŽŵ�

the words reported in Beginnings͕�ŝƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝŶĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨŽƌ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶůǇ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�

approach to learning Dutch was a hands-on spoken language practice, very far from the 

(supposedly) accuratĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ƚĞǆƚƐ͘��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�

concluded: 

 

ࡋࡢࡶࡿ࡞㠃ಽ࠺ࡸࠊࡣࡿࡍࢇᚓࡦ⩦᭦ࢆゝㄒࡢ

࡞࡞ࠋࡋ㞴ࡋ⣡ᚓᐜ᫆ࡽࡍ࡚ࡋᮅኤ⹒ே㍮ᖖࡀࢃࠊ࡚

ࡑࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡊࡣྔࡣࡩ⤥ࡦᛮࢇࡤᏛ࡚ࢀࡽᒃ࡞Ụᡞ

ࠊࢀࡉ㉺┦ᐈ㤋ࡢࡇࠎᖺ࡚⏝ᚚࠊ࡞⏕㔝࿅࣭㟷ᮌ୧ඛࢅࡺࢀ

ࠋࡾ࡞ࡠࡽᚚྜⅬཧࡃࡋࡤࡣࠊࡶࢀ࡞ᚚฟ⢭ࡎࡽ࡞ࡓ୍

 32ࠋࡾࡓࡋពぢࡋࡿ↛ࡓࡢ⏝↓ᚚࡶࡶࡇࡑ

 

Moreover, learning Dutch is such a trouble (ŵĞŶĚƃ� 㠃ಽ ) that 

understanding (nattoku ⣡ᚓ) 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 ྔࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡊࡣ). 

DĂƐƚĞƌƐ�ůŝŬĞ�EŽƌŽ�;EŽƌŽ�'ĞŶũƃ�㔝࿅ඖ, 1693-1761) and Aoki (Aoki 

<ŽŶ͛Ǉƃ�㟷ᮌ᪻㝧, 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. I think it would be 

naturally useless (ŵƵǇƃ↓⏝) for you as well. 

 

&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĞǀĞŶ�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƐĐƌĞĚŝƚ�ƚǁŽ�ǁĞůů-

respected and government sponsored scholars, Noro Genũƃ�ĂŶĚ��ŽŬŝ�<ŽŶ͛Ǉƃ͘��Ɛ�ŬŶŽǁŶ͕�

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 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ�ŵŽĚĞ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ƚŚƵƐ�ĚĞƉŝĐƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ŝŶ�

a negative light. 

>ĂƚĞƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ďƌŝĞĨůǇ�ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞƐ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ͛Ɛ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ŝŶ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘�

He wrote: 

 

᫇ࠊ㛗ᓮ࡚すၿ୕㑻ࡢ࣮࣐ࣥࣜࡣ㔘㎡᭩ࢆ㒊⩻ヂࢇࡏ࡚

 33ࠋࡾࡅ⪺ࡎࡽᡂࠊ࡚࡛ࡲࡵࡌࡣᡭࠊࡀࡋࡁ⪺ࡿ

 

/�ŚĞĂƌĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƚ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ƉůĂŶŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞ�;ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 

⩻ヂͿ�DĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ�ĚŝĐƚŝŽŶĂƌǇ34 in its entirety. I heard that he did so much 

as to start and did not complete the thing. 

 

Unsurprisingly, Genpaku ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ� ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞŶ� ŝĨ� �ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ� ƚƌŝĞĚ� ƚŽ� ĞŶŐĂŐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ� ƚŚĞ�

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 ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�Beginning, it is easy to 

 
33 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 67. 
34 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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ŝŶĨĞƌ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƐƵĐŚ� ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ� ŵƵƐƚ� ďĞ� ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ� ůĂĐŬ� ŽĨ�

understanding of the subtleties of Dutch texts and written translation. 

 

3.2.3 Working without the interpreters 

FƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĚĞŶŝĂů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ƌĞĐƵƌƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ͘�/Ŷ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕�

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ� ƐƚĂƚĞƐ� ƚŚĂƚ� ŚĞ� ĂŶĚ� DĂĞŶŽ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ� ŚĂĚ� ƚŚĞ� ǁŝƐŚ� ƚŽ� ďĞĐŽŵĞ�

ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ� ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ� ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŶŐ� ĨƌŽŵ��ƵƚĐŚ͘� /Ŷ� ƚŚŝƐ�ĐĂƐĞ͕�

GenpakƵ� ƌĞĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ŵŽŵĞŶƚ� ǁŚĞŶ� ŚĞ͕� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞŝƌ� ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞ� EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ�

:ƵŶ͛ĂŶ�୰ᕝ῟ᗡ (1739-1786) decided to undertake the translation of A New Treatise 

on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho ゎయ᪂᭩ , 1774). Genpaku reported that witnessing a 

dissection performed in Edo in 1771 made the three of them realize how little they knew 

of the workings of the human body.  

 

ࢆ་࡚ᘚࢆ⌮┿ࡢ㌟యࡶซࠊࡁᮏ࡙ᐇ㦂ࡢࡇࠊࡒ࡞

ࠊࡋࡿ࠶ࡶヂ⏦ࡢࡿ❧ࢆ㌟௨࡚ኳᆅ㛫ࢆᴗࡢࡇࠊࡤࡉ࡞

ඹࠎჃᜥࠋࡾࡏⰋἑࡆࡶᑬࡶ༓ྠࠊࡾ࡞ࡇࡢឤࠋࡠࡌ

ࠊ㒊୍ࡢ࣑ࢺࢼ࣭࣮ࣝ࣊ࢱࡢࡇࡒఱࠊࡣࡋࡏ⏦ࠊ⩝ࠊࡢࡑ

᪂ࡓ⩻ヂࠊࡤࡏ㌟యෆእࡇࡢศ᫂ࢆᚓࠊ᪥⒪ࡢୖࡢ┈

ࡢࡶࡁࡓࡅศࡳㄞࠊࡎࡽࢆᡭࡢ➼㏻モ࡚ࡋࡶ࠸ࠊࡋࡿ࠶

࠶ᐟ㢪ࡢࡁࡓࡋฟࡳᖺ᮶⹒᭩ㄞࡣணࠊࡃⰋἑ᭣ࠊࡋࡾㄒࡾ࡞

 35ࠋࡋ࡞Ⰻࡢࡿࡍ࠺ࡌྠࢆᚿࢀࡇࠊࢀ

 

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. I had 

ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ƚŽŽ�ŚĂĚ�ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĞƌǇ�ƐĂŵĞ�ŝĚĞĂ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚĂƚ�

ŵŽŵĞŶƚ͕�/�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŝĨ�ǁĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�;ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�⩻ヂ) afresh (arata ni ᪂

ࢼ࣭࣮ࣝ࣊ࢱ a part of Anatomical Tables (dĈŚĞƌƵ��ŶĂƚŽŵŝĂ (ࡓ

 we would obtain a clear understanding of the inside and ,(࣑ࢺ

outside of the human body, and it would be greatly beneficial for 

ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ͘͟�tŚĞŶ�/�ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŚĂƚ� /�ǁĂŶƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚ�ĂŶĚ�

 
35 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 36-37. 
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understand (yomiwaketaki ㄞࡳศࡁࡓࡅ ) [Dutch] without the 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�;ƚƐƻũŝ ㏻モͿ�ŚĞůƉ͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ &Žƌ�ƐŽŵĞ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͕�/�ŚĂĚ�ƚŚĞ�

longstanding desire to read Dutch books (ransho yomi ⹒᭩ㄞࡳ), but 

I did not have a good friend (ƌǇƃǇƻ�ŶĂƐŚŝ Ⰻࡋ࡞) with the same 

ĂŵďŝƚŝŽŶ͘͟36 

 

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 

coŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ͖�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ŚĞƌĞ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ŐŝǀĞƐ�

away a clue of his attitude by using the term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ ĨŽƌ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ǁŽƌĚ�

was associated to the close translation of a written text, in particular in connection with 

the Buddhist translation tradition in China. 37  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 ゎ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ�ĂďŽǀĞ͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĚŝĚ�ŝŶ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƐƉĞĐŝĨǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚŝƐ�ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁĂƐ�͞ƚŽ�

read Dutch books (ransho yomi ⹒᭩ㄞࡳͿ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ�ǀĞƌďĂůůǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�

Dutch. As I will argue in section 3.3 (as well as in the following chapters, in which 

additional translation-ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� ĂƌĞ� ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚͿ͕� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�

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 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�Beginnings was quite limited. As shown 

ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ϯ͘Ϯ͘Ϯ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�

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 dŚĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�͞ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ� ĨƌŝĞŶĚ (ƌǇƃǇƻ�ŶĂƐŚŝ Ⰻࡋ࡞Ϳ͟� ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă� ƐƵďƚůĞ�
allusion to KŐǇƻ ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�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 ŝŶ� �ĚŽ͛Ɛ� ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂů� ůŝĨĞ͕� ƋƵŝƚĞ� Ă� ĨĞǁ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ� ŽĨ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕�

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 Ꮫ⪅), 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 すྜྷර⾨ 

(?-1684) as the first example of Dutch medicine at the service of the shogunate. Kichibei 

ǁĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ĨĂŵŝůǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĨŽƌĞŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĂŶĚ�ŽĨ�

Nishi Gentetsu す⋞ဴ  (1681-ϭϳϲϬͿ͕� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ŽǁŶ� ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͘� dŽ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ĞǇĞƐ͕�

Kichibei was worth of mention for his linguistic accomplishments and his ties with the 

ruling class. He wrote: 

 

⻅༡ࡵึࡢࡑࠊࡣᐙࡢࡇࠋࡾࡓᐙฟ᮶୍ࡢ⛉እࡩ࠸㡭すὶࡢࡑ

ேࠊఏࢆ⾡་ࡢᅜࡢࠊ࡚⪅ࡿ࠸⾨㏻モすྜྷරࡢ⯪

ࡑࠊࡾ࡞⹒㏻モࡓࡲࠊᚋ࡚ࢀࡽࡏධὠ⚗Ṇࡢ⯪ࡢࡑࠊࡀࡋࡏ

ࡢࡑࠊ࡚ࡋࡡව┦ࢆே༡⻅⹒୧ὶࡢࡇࠊࡾࡣఏࡶ⾡་ࡢᅜࡢ

୧ὶၐࠊࢆࡋୡࡣすὶࡢࡑࠋࡋࡼࡋࡧ㡭ࡋ⌊࡚ࡘ⮳ࡣ

ࠊࡸࢅࡺࡋࡾ㧗ࡶྡࡢࡑࠊࢀࡣ⾜ࡽᑓࡤࢀࡅࡾ࠶࡚ࡇࡁ

ᚋࡣᐁ་ྊࡋฟࠊࢀࡉᨵྡ࡚ࡋ⋞⏠ඛ⏕ࠋࡋࡼࡋࡏ⏦ ͙� 

⏝ᚚࡶබࠊࡾࡼࡋࢀࡽၐࢆすὒ་ὶ࡚ࡵึࠊ⏕ඛ⏠⋟ࡢྑ

 38ࠋࡾ࡞ࡵึࡋࡕ❧⏝⹒་ᚚࠊ࡚ࡇࡋࢀࡉࡤ㐟ࡦ

 

At that time, the family that practiced Nishi-style surgery was 

established. The origin of this family was an interpreter (ƚƐƻũŝ ㏻モ) 

[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 

(KƌĂŶĚĂ�ƚƐƻũŝ�⹒㏻モ), 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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�ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚǇůĞƐ͕�ŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ĚŽƵďůĞ�ƐƚǇůĞ͟�;ƌǇƃƌǇƻ ୧ὶ) 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 (ŬĂŶ͛ŝ�ᐁ་), changing his name 

in doctor Genpo ⋞⏠͘�͙��ĞǇŽŶĚ�ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ�tĞƐƚern 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 ᮡ⏣⏠  (dates 

unknown) became a doctor studying under their guidance.39 

�ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƵƐĞĨƵů�ĐĂƐĞ�ƚŽ�ĚĞůŝŶĞĂƚĞ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƐ�

the example of the famous interpreter Shizuki Tadaoᚿ⟃ᛅ㞝 (also known as Nakano 

ZǇƻŚŽ�୰㔝ᰗᅡ , 1760-1806). As widely demonstrated by contemporary research, 

dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇ�ŵĞƌŝƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�ƌŽůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĚŝƐƉƵƚĂďůĞ͕�

both in the realms of scientific advancement and of Dutch linguistic knowledge.40 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. 

/�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǀŝĞǁ͕�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�ƚŚĂƚ�dĂĚĂŽ�ǁĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�ǁŚŽ�

left the profession and decided to become a scholar, dedicating his talents to written 

translation. In fact, about him, Genpaku wrote: 

 

͙�ᚿ⟃ᛅḟ㑻୍ࡿ࠸ヂኈࠋࡁࡾ࠶ᛶከ࡚ࡋ᪩ࠊࡋ⫋ࡢࡑࡃ

ࠊࡾ࡙ࡺᮏጣ୰㔝࡚ࡋ㏥㞃ࠊࡋࢆ௨࡚ୡேࡢ㏻ࢆㅰ

୰ࡢࡑࠊࡋࡽࡉࢆ┠⡠⩌ࠊࡾ⪮᭩⹒ࡽᑓ࡛ࢇᏛࡾࡦࠊࡋ

 41ࠋࡾ࡞ࡾࡓࡋㅮ᫂ࢆ᭩ࡢ⛉ᩥࡢ

 

 
39 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 13. 
40 Boot, Patriarch of Dutch Learning; De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language͕�,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ�
�ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͘͟ 
41 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 67. 
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There was an interpreter (yakushi ヂኈͿ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ��Śƻũŝƌƃ�ᚿ⟃ᛅ

ḟ㑻 (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 ୰㔝 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 (ŬƃŵĞŝ�ㅮ᫂ ) literary texts 

(bunka no sho ᩥ⛉ࡢ᭩).42 

 

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 TadĂŽ͛Ɛ� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ� ĂƐ� ĨŝůƚĞƌĞĚ� ďǇ� ŽŶĞ� ŽĨ� ŚŝƐ� ŵŽƐƚ� ŬŶŽǁŶ� ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞƐ͕� ƚŚĞ�

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ��ĂďĂ�^Ăũƻƌƃ�㤿ሙబ༑㑻 ;ĂůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ��ĂďĂ�dĞŝǇƻ�㤿ሙ㈆⏤, 1787-1822). 

�Ɛ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ��Ğ�'ƌŽŽƚ͕�^Ăũƻƌƃ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂů�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�

work to the posterity.43 However, I would say that this was also a subtle way, from 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚ͕� ƚŽ� ƐŚŝĨƚ� ƚŚĞ�ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ� ĨƌŽŵ�dĂĚĂŽ� ƚŽ�^Ăũƻƌƃ͕�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂƐ�ĂŶ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�

ŵŽƌĞ� ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ĐŝƌĐůĞ� ;^Ăũƻƌƃ�ǁĂƐ� ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ͕� ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ� QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku to the Office for the Translation of Barbarian Books, �ĂŶƐŚŽ�ǁĂŐĞ�ŐŽǇƃ, ⻅᭩

ゎᚚ⏝ in 1811). In fact, Genpaku continued:  

 

ᩥึࡢᖺྜྷࠊ㞝භḟ㑻ࠊ㤿ሙ༓அຓࡢࡑࠊ⪅ࡩ࠸࡞㛛ධࡾ

༓அຓࡢࡇࠋࡾ࡞ࡋఏࢆせࡢ➼ἲ᱁❶ᩥࡧᒓᩥ୪ࡢࠊ࡚

ࡋྊỤᡞ࡚⏝ᚚࡢඛᖺ⮫ࠊࡋᨵྡబ༑㑻㸦㈆⏤㸧ࡣࡣ

ᐤᩘࡀࡋࢀࡽࡏᖺᅾ␃ࠊࡋᙜᚚᐙே࠸ྊࡋฟࠊࢀࡉỌఫࡢே

ࡢࡑⓙࠊࡢࡶࡿࡵዲࢆᏛࡢࡇࠊࡵࢆ⏝ᚚࡢ᭩ゎ⹒ࡽᑓࠊࡾ࡞

 
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 㙐ᅜ ;͞ĐůŽƐĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͟Ϳ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂƚĞĚ͘�DĞƌǀĂƌƚ͕�͞ZĞƉƵďůŝĐ�ŽĨ�>ĞƚƚĞƌƐ͘͟ 
43 De GroŽƚ͕�͞dŚĞ�/ŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�>ŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�tŽƌŬƐ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϯϯ-38. 
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ㄞἲࢆఏࡀࢃࠋࡾࢀ࡞ࡇࡿࡩᏊᘵᏞᏊࡢࡑࠊᩍࡇࡿࡃཷࢆ

 44ࠋࡋࡍᡂᑵࡶṇヂࠊᚓ࡚ࢆἲ┿ࡢࠎྛࠊࡤࢀ࡞

 

In the first year of the Bunka ᩥ era (1804), people like Yoshio 

ZŽŬƵũŝƌƃྜྷ㞝භḟ㑻 (?-͍Ϳ�ĂŶĚ��ĂďĂ�^ĞŶ͛ŶŽƐƵŬĞ�㤿ሙ༓அຓ became 

^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞƐ͘�dĂĚĂŽ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƐ�

(kaname せ) [of Dutch language learning], like composition and phrase 

ƌƵůĞƐ͘�^ĞŶ͛ŶŽƐƵŬĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�ŚŝƐ�ŶĂŵĞ�ŝŶ�^Ăũƻƌƃ�బ༑㑻 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 ᚚᐙேͿ͘�^Ăũƻƌƃ�ďĞĐĂŵĞ�

a permanent resident [of Edo] and exclusively worked on translation 

(wage ゎ) of Dutch texts (ransho ⹒᭩). Of those interested in this 

ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ͕�ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ�ǁĞŶƚ�ĂůŽŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�^Ăũƻƌƃ͛Ɛ way of reading 

(ĚŽŬƵŚƃ ㄞἲ ) [texts]. My sons and descedants received those 

teachings (oshie ᩍ), thus, each of them acquired that true method 

(ƐŚŝŶŚƃ┿ἲ) and will accomplish correct translations (seiyaku ṇヂ).  

 

In the text, Genpaku did not give us much detail about the actual characteristics of 

dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�͞ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�;ĚŽŬƵŚƃ ㄞἲͿ͟�Žƌ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�͞ƚƌƵĞ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�;ƐŚŝŶŚƃ┿ἲͿ͕͟�ďƵƚ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�

ůŝŬĞůǇ� ĚĞƌŝǀĞĚ� ĨƌŽŵ� ƚŚĞ� EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ͛Ɛ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ǁŽƌŬ͕� ŝƚ� ŵƵƐƚ� ŚĂǀĞ� ďĞĞŶ� Ăƚ� ůĞĂƐƚ�

somewhat similar to the hands-ŽŶ�͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ͟�ĂƐ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ŝŶ�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 ゎ (and not ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) to describe 

ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ĂďĂ�^Ăũƻƌƃ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ďĞ�ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�

ƚŚĂƚ�^Ăũƻƌƃ�ǁĂƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŽ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͖�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĚĞĞƉĞƌ�ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�

 
44 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 67-68. 
45 /Ŷ�ĨĂĐƚ͕��Ğ�'ƌŽŽƚ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ŚŝƐ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ�͞ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�
�ƵƚĐŚ�ďŽƚŚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ĚŝĂůĞĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�ĨŽƌŵ͘͟��Ğ�'ƌŽŽƚ͕�͞/ŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�
dĂĚĂŽ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�Ϯϵ-130. 
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cannot be excluded. KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�

use of translation-related terminology, see section 3.3. 

Finally, while recognising his merits in the linguistic arena, ultimately Genpaku still 

ƚƌŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ to the activity of the scholars in Edo: 

 

࡞ே୍ࡢ๓ᚋࡾࡼ࡚ࡾ࠶ྡࡿ࠸ᮏ㑥⹒㏻モࡣᛅḟ㑻ࠊ࡚ࡉ

࡚ࡘ༷ࠊࡤࡽ࠶࡚⫋ᅾ࡚ࡋࡎࡏே㏥㞃ࡢࡇࡋⱝࠋࡾ࡞ࡋࡿ

ᖌࡢ♫ࡀࢃ࡚Ụᡞࡣᡈࠊࢀࡇࠋࡁࡿࡊࡽ⮳ࡣ࡛ࡲࡃ

ࡋࡾࡲࡌࡣࡢࡇࡿࡏࡔฟࡳㄞࢆ᭩ࡢᅜࡢ࡚ࡋ᥎ࠊ࡚ࡋࡃ࡞ࡶ

ᖹ᪼ࡓࡲࢀࡇࠋࡿࡣᛮࡶࢁࡇࡍ࡞ࡢࡿࡏⓎࡶேࡢࠊ

᪥ஂࡶࡇࡢࡽࢀࡇࠊࡃࡋୡ㛤ࡢࡁࡃẼ㐃46ࠋࡋࡩ࠸    

 

dŚƵƐ͕��Śƻũŝƌƃ ᛅḟ㑻 (i.e. Shizuki Tadao) became the best [officially 

recognised] Dutch interpreter (Oranda ƚƐƻũŝ ⹒㏻モ) in this country 

since this word ever existed. If he did not retire and if he kept working 

[as an interpreter (yakushi ヂኈ)] would have he made it to this point? 

If we, in our circle (sha ♫) without teachers and friends (ƐŚŝǇƻ�ŵŽ�

nakushite ᖌ࡚ࡋࡃ࡞ࡶ) in Edo, had not started reading Dutch 

texts (sho o yomidaseru ᭩ࢆㄞࡳฟࡿࡏࡔ) 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].47 

 

��ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�

ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ� ƉƌĂŝƐĞĚ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ� ĨƌŽŵ� ǁŝƚŚŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͕� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕� ǁŚŽƐĞ� ǁork 

Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ� ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, 1816) is briefly 

brought up below and will be the main object of investigation of chapter 6. In Upward 

and Forward, ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĂůŽŐŝĐ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�͞ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ (ŵŽŶĚƃ ၥ⟅Ϳ͕͟�QƚƐƵŬŝ�

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 (ƐŚŝǇƻ�ŶĂŬŝ ᖌ↓ࡁͿ͟�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�ĂůƐŽ�
ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ŝŶ�A Tool for Translation ǁŚĞŶ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ĞǆŝůĞ�ŝŶ�EĂŶƐƃ͘�dŚĞ�
word ƐŚŝǇƻ�ᖌ ŽĐĐƵƌƐ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ͘�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�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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ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ͘�ZĞŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ŝĚĞĂ͕�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ƵƉŚĞůĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�

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 

�ĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƐ͛�real authorship.48 

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: 

 

ၥ᭣㸸⢭⢒ᐇࡢ᰿⏤ᑾࢆࡇࡃ⪺ࢆࢀࡇࡃᚓࠋࡾࡓణᏛࡧ

 ࠋዴఱ⏤ࡢࡩ࠸ࡾ࡞ᐦࡔ⏒ࡣ࡚ࡋࡣ᫇ࡓ

⟅᭣㸸Ꮫࡢヲᐦࡣࡩ࠸ࡋࡾ⮳ኳ᫂ึࡢᖺ㛗ᓮ࡚୰㔝ᰗ

ᅡࡩ࠸ே࡚ࡋࡾࡼṇἲ㉳ࠋࡾࢀṈேࡶヂྖࡀࡋࡾ࡞ከ

⹒᭩ࡢᡤࡴዲࡽ⮬ࠊࡦ㣴ࢆࠊ࡚ࢀ㞃⋉ࠊࡋ㎡ࢆ㆑ࠊ࡚ࡋ

ࢆἲࡃ⬟࡛ࢇㄞࢆ᭩ࡢ⛉୰ᙼᩥࠊࡋ✲◊ࢆᏛࡽᑓࠊࡾ⪮

ゎᩍㅍࡋࡏጞࠋࡾࢀᚑ᮶ࡢヂᐙࡢᮏົࡿࡍᡤྑࡣபࡿ

ዴࠊࡤࢀ࡞ࡃ⤯࡚Ṉࡣཬࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡊࡤᮾすࡢᏛ⪅ࡣṈ㑇ᩍ

ࡁࡢ⩏ពࡎࡣኻࢆṇࡢᡤㄝࠊࡤࢀ࡞ࡿࡍゎࢆᙼ᭩࡚ࡅᢎࢆ

 49ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡺ⪺ࡿᚓࢆ

 

Question: I could hear all about the origin of Dutch studies.50 However, 

why was that way of study (manabikataᏛࡓࡧ) so sporadic (so ) 

in the past, and how come it is so very accurate (mitsu ᐦ) today? 

Answer: The achievement of such elaboration (ƐŚƃŵŝƚƐƵ ヲᐦ) in our 

study (gaku Ꮫ) dates back to the first year of the Tenmei ኳ᫂ era 

ϭϳϴϭ�ŝŶ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŐŽĞƐ�ďĂĐŬ�ƚŽ�Ă�ŵĂŶ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�EĂŬĂŶŽ�ZǇƻŚŽ୰

 
48 As noted before, Gentaku ŵŝŐŚƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Beginnings of Dutch Studies. Honma, 
͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�Rangaku͕͟�ĂůƐŽ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ��ŽŽƚ�ŝŶ�͞tŽƌĚƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�DĂĚ��ŽĐƚŽƌ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϰϯ͘ 
49 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, pp. 3-4. 
50 >ŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�͞ ĨŝŶĞŶĞƐƐ�;so ⢭) and the coarseness (mitsu ⢒), and of the empty (kyo ) and the practical 
(jitsu ᐇͿ͘͟ 
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㔝ᰗᅡ (i.e. Shizuki Tadao), from whom that correct method (ƐĞŝŚƃ�ṇ

ἲ) originated. This man was an interpreter (yakushi ヂྖ), 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 ⹒᭩) he was interested in, only doing 

research on this field (gaku Ꮫ). Among those texts, he read [Dutch] 

literary (bunka ᩥ ⛉) texts and he started to understand and teach the 

rules (Śƃ�ἲ) [of Dutch]. Since up to that point the work (honmu ᮏົ) 

of the translators (yakukeヂᐙ) was as I was describing it earlier, it did 

not comprise these things at all. Today, the scholars (gakusha Ꮫ⪅) of 

the East and the West receive the teaching of the people from the past 

(ŝŬǇƃ 㑇ᩍ) and because they understand the texts, they can get the 

totality of the meaning (igi ព⩏) without losing the correctness (sei 

ṇ) of those explanations (shosetsu ᡤㄝ). 

 

KƉƉŽƐŝƚĞ�ƚŽ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ�

of Nishi ZenzaďƵƌƃ͛Ɛ�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ƚĞǆƚ͕�ĨŽƌ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ŚĞƌĞ͕�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�

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. 

 

ϯ͘Ϯ͘ϱ�tŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĂůůǇ͗�zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞ�ƚŽ�A New Treatise 
on Anatomy 

zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ�ྜྷ㞝⪔∵ (1724-ϭϴϬϬ͕�ĂůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ƃƐĂŬƵ�ྜྷ㞝ᖾస, or ྜྷ㞝ᖾ

᭾) was the famed interpreter, translator, doctor and scholar who was asked to write 

the preface (jo ᗎ) to A New Treatise.51 <ŽŐǇƻ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�Ă�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ďŽƚŚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�

DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞǁ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ŶĂŵĞ�

and talked about in Beginnings. In his account, Genpaku goes as far as saying that the 

ĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�<ŽŐǇƻ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�͞ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�

 
51 &Žƌ�Ă�ďƌŝĞĨ�ŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�<ŽŐǇƻ͛Ɛ�ůŝĨĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ƐĞĞ�'ŽŽĚŵĂŶ͕�Japan and the Dutch, pp. 70-72. 
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initiated Dutch studies [in Japan] (rangaku no yo ni aku beki hitotsu⹒Ꮫࡢୡ㛤ࡃ

  Ϳ͘͟52ࡘ୍ࡁ

Like Shizuki dĂĚĂŽ� ;ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ� ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶͿ͕� ŝŶ� ^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͕�

<ŽŐǇƻ� ǁĂƐ� ŽŶĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŽƐĞ� ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ� ƚŚĂƚ� ďĞƐƚ� ďƌŝĚŐĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ĚŝǀŝĚĞ� ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ� ƚŚĞ�

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 

ƚŽ�ďĞ�<ŽŐǇƻ͛Ɛ�ŬĞĞŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƚĞǆƚƐ͘�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 

͙�ᖾᕥ⾨㛛୍⌋᭩ࢆฟࡣࢀࡇࠋࡾࡏ♧ࡋཤᖺึ࡚ࡵᣢࡕΏࡋࡾ

ࠋࡾ࡞᭩ࡩ࠸㸦እ⛉⾡㸧ࣥࢮࣝࣗࢩࡢ㸦ேྡ㸧ࣝࢸࢫ

 53ࠋࡾࢀㄒࡾࡓࡋ௨࡚᫆ࢆቃᶡ༑࡚ࡋ᠓ᮃࡃ῝ࢀࢃ

 

KŶĞ�ƚŝŵĞ͕�<ƃǌĂĞŵŽŶ�ᖾᕥ⾨㛛 ŝ͘Ğ͘�zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ] 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 ࣗࢩ

 and it was by a man called [i.e. Heelkundige Onderwyzingen] ࣥࢮࣝ

Heisuteru ࣝࢸࢫ [i.e. Lorenz Heister, 1683-1758].54 <ƃǌĂĞŵŽŶ�

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 Treatise͕�<ŽŐǇƻ�ďƌŝĞĨůǇ�ƌĞĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�

in Japan, commending the Dutch people for their skills and knowledge. As customary of 

ƚŚŝƐ� ŬŝŶĚ� ŽĨ� ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͕� <ŽŐǇƻ� ƐĂŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ƉƌĂŝƐĞƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ďŽŽŬ͛Ɛ� ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ� ;ŝŶ� ƚŚŝƐ� ĐĂƐĞ͕� ŝƚƐ�

translators and editors). He talked about his longstanding relationship with Maeno 

ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ďŽƌŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǀŝƐŝƚƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝǇĂ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐƚĂǇŝŶŐ�

ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǀŝƐŝƚƐ�ƚŽ��ĚŽ͕�ĂůƐŽ�ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�<ŽŐǇƻ͛Ɛ�ĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�̂ ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͘�<ŽŐǇƻ�

ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ĐŽŵƉůŝŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ŝŶ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ��ƵƚĐŚ͕�ǁŚŝůĞ�ƌĞŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�

that dƵƌŝŶŐ�ŚŝƐ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƐŽƵŐŚƚ�<ŽŐǇƻ͛Ɛ�ŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ͘55 

 
52 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 26. 
53 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 25. 
54 I got the title of the book from Matsumoto, Dawn of Western Science, p. 18. 
55 zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ͕�A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 209. As also noted by Annick Horiuchi in 
,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϲϴ͘ 
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Intriguingly, in this preface we find many observations that Genpaku will almost exactly 

retrace in Beginnings͘��Ɛ�Ă�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�<ŽŐǇƻ�ǁƌŽƚĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁĂŶƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�

Dutch studies as such: 

 

ᡈྡࡣ㧗ࢆዲࡢࡴᚐ᭣ࠊࡃ࿃⹒᭩ࢆዲࠊ୍ࠋࡴࢆࢀࡇヂᐙ

ࡋࡎࡽ࡞୰㐨ࠊࡋ࡞௨࡚Ꮧᾉࡽᚐࠊࡸࡾ⤊ࡢࡑࠊࡶ㞪ࡠ྇

࡚ᗫࡓࡲࠊࡶ⪅ࡿᅛࡾࡼᑡࠋࡎࡽᡈࡣヂᐙᚑࢆ⾡ࡢࡑ࡚ࡦᏛ

᭩ࠊࡶ㞪ࡍ⇍ࡇࡍ࡞ࢆࢀࡇࠊࡃࡋஂࡇࡩ⩦ࢆࢀࡇࠊࡪ

ゝࡕ๎ࠊࡤࡵ⮫╊ⱝ࡚ࡋ┳㐣ࡓࡲࠊ⪅ࡿࡍᅛࡾࡼᑡࡎࡽ

 56ࠋࡍ࡞

 

^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ͕� ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ� ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚĞĚ� ƚŽ� ŶŽƚŽƌŝĞƚǇ� ƐĂǇ͕� ͞/� Ăŵ� ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ� ŝŶ�

Dutch texts (ransho ⹒᭩Ϳ͘͟�Even if they knock [on the door of] one or 

ƚǁŽ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�;yakuka ヂᐙ), in the end, many are careless all along, 

ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƐŝƐƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǀĞŶ�ŚĂůĨ-way through [learning Dutch]. 

Other times, many get training with an interpreter (yakuka ヂᐙ) all 

along, to study his art (jutsu ⾡); 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 ゝ), 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 

ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶĞ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĂďŽǀĞ͗ 

 

వࡣヂᐙࠊࡂ⥅ࢆ⿲⟫࡚ࢀ⏕୴මࡢࡑࡾࡼࠊࡦ⩦ᕥྑࡇ

ࠊዟ❇ࡢ⌮ࡢࡑࡶࢀ↛ࠋࡍࢇࡣ㐂ཎࡢࡑࡉࡲࠊࡾྲྀࢆࢀ

ᙼࡢ⢭ᕤ࡚ࡋ㐍ࡴᡤࠊࡣ࡚ࡾ⮳⪅ࡢవ㞪ࠊࡶ❓ワࡋ᫆ࡽ

 57ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡊ

 

I was born in a family of interpreters (yakuka ヂᐙ), I continued the 

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

 
56 zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ͕�A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 208. 
57 zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ͕�A Preface (Kaitai shinsho o koku suru no jo), p. 208-09. 
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have always been familiar with it, and I 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.  

 

�ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŚĞ�ǁƌŽƚĞ� ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞ͕�<ŽŐǇƻ�ǁĂƐ�ĂƐŬĞĚ�ďǇ�^Ƶgita Genpaku to 

ĂƐƐĞƐƐ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�<ƵůŵƵƐ͛�ďŽŽŬ͘�<ŽŐǇƻ�

commented about it in such fashion: 

 

వཷࢆࢀࡇ࡚ࡅㄞࠊࡴヲた᫂㨙ࡢࡑࠊ࡚ࡋゝࢆࢀࡇࠊᙼ

ᣬࡶ୍ࠊࡿࡍᕪᚻࠋࡋ࡞ࡇࡿࡍࡢࡑࡕ⠜ዲࡢࡃࡇࡿ࡞

ዴࡁឤࠊࡌぬࡎ࠼ὃ↛࡚ࡋᾦୗࠋࡿࡀ㐙႓↛࡚ࡋ᭩ࢆᗫ

ࡍྊࢆᙼࠊᮾ᪉ ࡀᡃࠋࡸᣲࡢࡇ࡞ࡿࢀ⮳࠶࠶ࠊࡃ᭣࡚ࡌḹࡋ

⪅ᩘⓒᖺࡢࡑࠋࡾ࡞㝿ࠊᏛ⪅ఱࡒ㝈ࡶࢀ↛ࠋࢇࡽ࠶ࡾᏛ⪅ࠊヂ

ა࡚᮲ࡔࡲ࠸௨࡚ࢆࡇࡇࠋࡾ࡞ᣋᩥࡓࡲࡶ⪅ヂࠋࡎࡣ⬟ࡍᡂࢆ

 58ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡊࡽ࠶⪅ࡿࡴᘯୡࢆ㐨ࡢࡇࡃ⬟࡚ࡋ⌮

 

I received [their text] and read it, I examined it closely (ƐŚƃŬĂŬƵ ヲた) 

and looked through its arguments (ŵĞŝĐŚƃ ᫂㨙). Then, with regard to 

the language (gen ゝ), I compared [their translation] to the [original] 

and there was no discrepancy (sa ᕪ) nor mistake (toku ᚻ). Thus, I felt 

like it was so faithfully and beautifully (⠜ዲ ƚŽŬŬƃ) done that, without 

even realising, I cried out and burst into tears. Finally, I sighed, I put 

ĚŽǁŶ� ƚŚĞ� ďŽŽŬ� ĂŶĚ� ůŽŶŐĞĚ͕� ƐĂǇŝŶŐ� ͞�Ś͕� ǁŚĂƚ� ĂŶ� ĞŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞ� ƚŚĞǇ�

ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ͊͟�/ƚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�Ă�ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ŽƵƌ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�

[the Dutch to dock in Dejima]. From that moment, there has been an 

endless number of scholars (gakusha Ꮫ⪅). However, such scholars 

(gakusha Ꮫ⪅) would not be able to complete a translation (yaku ヂ). 

Even the interpreters (yakumono ヂ⪅ ) are very clumsy with the 

written language (bun ni setsu nari ᩥᣋࡾ࡞). Because of this, until 

now there had been no one to unravel this path (Ěƃ 㐨) in the world 

skilfully and with reason. 

 

 
58 zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ŽŐǇƻ͕�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 Beginnings͕�<ŽŐǇƻ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞƐ�

between the interpreters and the scholars using different terminology (the interpreters 

are referred to as yakumono ヂ⪅, while the scholars are gakusha Ꮫ⪅) - even pointing 

out that not all scholars are eƋƵĂůůǇ�ĐĂƉĂďůĞ͘�^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ͕�<ŽŐǇƻ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�

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. 

<ŽŐǇƻ͕�Ă�ƉƌŽĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ƚĞǆƚƐ͕�ŵƵƐƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�ŵƵĐŚ�ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�

role (at least as an advisor) in A New Treatise͛Ɛ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕� Ă� ƌŽůĞ� ƚŚĂƚ͕� ĂƐ�

Sugimoto also notes, Genpaku failed to disclose in Beginnings.59 This is thus a further 

ƉƌŽŽĨ� ŽĨ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ĚĞƚƌŝŵĞŶƚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�

interpreters. 

 

ϯ͘ϯ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�

approaches  

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ�ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�Beginnings becomes more 

strictly concerned with translation practice when a further terminological distinction 

ĐŽŵĞƐ� ŝŶƚŽ� ƐŝŐŚƚ͕� ƚŚĞ� ŽŶĞ� ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ĂƐ� ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ� ďǇ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�

(recurrently referred to as ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ Ϳ� ĂŶĚ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ� ďǇ� ƚŚĞ�

interpreters (in most cases defined wage ゎ). 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 I focus on these two because they are especially 

ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�Beginnings. 60 

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. 
60  On the multiplicity of translation terms in early modern Japan see Clements, Cultural History of 
Translation, pp. 10-ϭϮ͖��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͖͟�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞Etymological exploration of 
͚ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ.͛͟ 
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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 

ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ŽŶĞƐ͕�/�ǁŝůů�ƉƵƚ�ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

word ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ and the connotations that are given to it may constitute the set up 

ďĞŚŝŶĚ� ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ� ŝƚƐ� ƵƐĞ� ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ� ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ƚĞƌŵ� ĨŽƌ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ŝŶ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶ�ĂŶĚ�

contemporary Japanese.61  

 

3.3.1 Two key terms: translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�⩻ヂ) vs interpretation (wage ゎ) 

�ĞĨŽƌĞ�ĚĞůǀŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ŝŶ�

ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�/�ǁŝůů�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚǁŽ�ƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ�

of translation in Beginnings, ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ⩻ヂ and wageゎ. 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. 

,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕� ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚĞƐŝƐ� /�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶŝŶŐ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�

words was related to a nĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ŽǁŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͘��Ɛ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�

illustrated ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�

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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 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 katakana͘�/�ǁŝůů�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĂŶƚĂŐŽŶŝƐŵ�

that stems from professional rivalry and that dives in the emphasis that Genpaku (and 

ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͕�ůŝŬĞ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ĂƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ�ϰ�ĂŶĚ�ϲͿ�ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�

style and correctness. 

 
61 It is also possible that such general use of the term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ ǁĂƐ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ǁŚŽ�
ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚĞƐŝƐ�/�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͘���Ɛ�Ă�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂĐƚ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ only as one of the 
types of translation adopted by the Dutch studies scholars, rather than the general term.  
The usage of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ƚĞƌŵ�ĨŽƌ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ� ĨŽƵŶĚ� ŝŶ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ�
version of A New Treatise on Anatomy (:ƻƚĞŝ�Kaitai shinsho or �ŚƃƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ 㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩ 1826) 
and New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi, භ≀᪂ᚿ, 1786) discussed in chapter 4 and in Upward 
and Forward in Dutch Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, manuscript, 1816), which is the main object 
of investigation of chapter 6. This usage of the term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ also appears in the preface to A New Treatise 
on Anatomy, extensively revised͕�ĂƵƚŚŽƌĞĚ�ďǇ�<ĂƚƐƵƌĂŐĂǁĂ�,ŽƐŚƻ᱇ᕝ⏠࿘ (1751-1809) and Nakagawa 
:ƵŶ͛ĂŶ୰ᕝ῟ᗡ (1739-1786), see section 4.4.4. 



84 
 

The first term under scrutiny here is ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ, a word heavily charged with 

significance.62 ,ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ is used in modern and contemporary Japanese to render the 

�ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ǁŽƌĚ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ� ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�Ă� ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ� ŝŶ early 

modern Japan.63 It originated in China (CH: ĨĈŶǇŞ) 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.64 Interestingly, as will be noted in 

the following chapter on translation paratexts, in the introduction to An New Treatise 

on Anatomy, ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ǁĂƐ�ůŝƐƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŬŝŶĚ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�;ƚŚĞ�͞ƉƌŽƉĞƌ͟�Žƌ�ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�

translation), and was not used as the general term.  

On the other hand, wage͕�ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ�͞ :ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Žƌ�͞ ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�

implied the idea of an easy translation into Japanese,65 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 Ἴ␃㯞ゎ , 1796) or in the preface to of A New 

Compendium for Health (Kosei shinpen ཌ⏕᪂⦅, 1811-1839).66 

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, 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ;ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ� ƚŽ� ŚŝŵͿ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ƉŽŽƌ-quality process and 

translation product with the translations produced by the scholars (which he recurrently 

referred to as ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ). I argue that Genpaku considered wage not only a simplified 

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

 
62  On the conceptuaůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŝƐ� ǁŽƌĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� �ŚŝŶĞƐĞ� ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕� ƐĞĞ� �ŚĞƵŶŐ͕� ͞ZĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝǌŝŶŐ�
dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
63 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
64 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϱ-10.  
65 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϭ͕�ĂŶĚ��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�Cultural History of Translation, p. 11. The 
character for wa  ĐĂŶ�ŵĞĂŶ�͞ƐŝŵƉůĞ͕͟�͞ŐĞŶƚůĞ͟�Žƌ�͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͘͟ 
66 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ are only 49. Clements, 
͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϳ͘ 
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even irrespective to the strategies employed and the target language or style of the 

target text.  

While wage was associĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŽƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ was not connected 

ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͘�,ĞƌĞ͕�/�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͕�ŝŶ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�

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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 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. Wage͛Ɛ� ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ� Ă�

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 

ůŝŬĞ�͞ƉĂƌƚ�ŽŶĞ�;ichibu ୍㒊 or ippen ୍⠍Ϳ͟�ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�ŝŵƉůŝĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�

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 

ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ� ŽŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ĂůůĞŐĞĚ� ũĞĂůŽƵƐǇ� ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ� ƚŚĞ� �ĚŽ-ďĂƐĞĚ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�

ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶĞĚ� ĂďŽƵƚ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ŝŐŶŽƌĂŶĐĞ� ŝŶ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ� ŽĨ�

translation and interpreting, likely caused by their lack of enough linguistic refinement 

necessary to engage correctly with the written text.  

 

ࡍཨྥ⚰ᣎࠎᖺࠊࢁࡇࡋࡂ㐣ࡶ୕ᖺࠊࡋ㤳ၐ࡚ᴗỤᡞࡢࡇ

࡚Ụᡞࡇࡩ࠸Ꮫ⹒ࠊఏࡁ⪺ࡶ㛗ᓮࠊ࡚ࡾ౽⹒ࡿ

ࡉࠋࡋࡼࡋࡳࡳᚷࠊࡣ࡚࡞㏻モᐙࠊࡇࡩ࠸ࡋࡅ㛤࠸

ࡢ࡛ࡲ㏻ᘚࡣࠎᐙࡢࠊࡣ࡛ࡲࢁࡇࡢࡑࠊࡲࡉዴఱࠋࡋࡿ࠶ࡶ

ࠊ࡚⠇ࡋࡾ࡞ࡶࡇࡩ࠸࡞ࡿࡍヂ⩻࡚ࡳ᭩≀ㄞࠊ࡚ࡇ

෭୍ࠊࡦ࠸ࡋࡵࡴࡉࢆࡋࡵ㒊୍⠍ࡶヂ࣮ࣝࢹ࣮࢚ࣥࡁࡍ

ࡸࡴ῭࡚ࡦྜࡌ㏻ࠊࡋゎࢀࢃࡢࢀࢃࡢ୍ࠊࢆㄒࡩ࠸

 67ࠋࡾࡓ࠼ぢࡋࡾ࠶࡚ࡇࡿ࡞࠺

 

 
67 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 hŽŵĂŐĞ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ^ŚƃŐƵŶ� ĞǀĞƌǇ� ǇĞĂƌ͘� /� ŚĞĂƌĚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƚŚĞ� ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ� ŽĨ�

interpreters (ƚƐƻũŝŬĂ ㏻モᐙ) hated that Dutch studies had become so 

widespread in Edo. Well, of course. Certainly, until that period, those 

families only practiced interpreting (ƚƐƻďĞŶ ㏻ᘚ), and did not engage 

in reading (yomi ㄞ࡚ࡳ) and translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of texts. Like 

for example, saying samumeshi (wrong reading of hiyameshi ෭ࡋࡵ, 

͞ĐŽůĚ�ƌŝĐĞ͟Ϳ�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�ŽĨ�hiyameshi, or translating (wage ゎ) the word 

ĤŶĚĤƌƵ (࣮ࣝࢹ࣮࢚ࣥ ͞ĞĞŶ�ĚĞĞů͟Ϳ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞƐ�(yakusu ヂࡍ) as 

͞ƉĂƌƚ� ŽŶĞ͟� ;ichibu ୍㒊 Ϳ� Žƌ� ͞ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ� ŽŶĞ͟� ;ippen ୍⠍ ) with 

͞ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽŶĞ͟�;ŝĐŚŝ�ŶŽ�ǁĂŬĂƌĞ୍ࢀࢃࡢͿ�Žƌ�͞ ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚǁŽ͟�;

 You can see that [this kind of translation] was [only] made .(ࢀࢃࡢ

in order to understand each other (ƚƐƻũŝĂŝƚĞ ㏻࡚ࡦྜࡌ). 

 

&ƌŽŵ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌĚƐ͕� ŝƚ� ŝƐ� ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ� ƚŽ� ŶŽƚĞ� Ă� ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ� ŚŽƐƚŝůŝƚǇ� ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ� ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�

translation (ƚƐƻďĞŶ ㏻ᘚ). In particular, his reiteration of the fact that (according to him) 

the interpreters did not engage in reading the texts, nor in textual translation (hoŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 

⩻ヂ), could be understood as a sign of his graphocentric attitude, which traditionally 

characterised the Chinese studies tradition both in Japan and China.68  

&ƌŽŵ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ĂƐ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ�ĂďŽǀĞ͕�ŽŶĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚƵƐ�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�

eyes, wage was an inaccurate rendition, and ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ an accurate translation. While 

the term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 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 

ƚĞǆƚ͘�dĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ŝŶ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�

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, 

 
68 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ, which now could be considered 

͞ƌŝŐŚƚ͟�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝn its intent than in the accuracy of its realisation. Genpaku wrote:  

 

͙ࡢࡋࡲࡽ࠶ࡢࡑ�᪉ࢆࡾࡤၐฟࢆࢀࡇࠋࡾ࡞ࡋࡏࡔᡭึࡵ

ᾋᒕẶ⩻ヂࡾࡼࡶࠋࡾ࡞ࡋࡏ㤳ၐࢆᴗࡢヂ⩻Ⅽࡢୡ་࡚ࡋ

ࢁࡇࡁ࡞ྂࠊࡣࡇࡩ࠸⹒᭩⩻ヂṦࠊࡎᘚࡣἲࡢ

ࡣࢁࡇࡿ࡞⣽ᐦࠊ࡚ࡾࡓ࠶ࡢࡵึࡳㄞࡢࡇࠊࡤࢀ࡞ึ᭱ࡢ

 69ࠋࡋ࡞ࡶ࠺ࡸࡁࡎᘚࡾࡼࡶ

 

͙�ǁĞ�ĚĞĐŝĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽĐĞĞĚ�ŽŶůǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƉŽŝŶƚƐ͘�

With this in mind, we promoted our work of translation (hŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻

ヂ) for the sake of the medical world. All along, we did not know the 

rules (Śƃ ἲ) of translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of the Buddhist scholars 

ĂŶĚ�ŵŽŶŬƐ͛� ;futoshi ᾋᒕẶ), and because in particular translation 

(ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of Dutch books did not exist before that moment, and 

that was the first time we read them (yomi ㄞࡳ), 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�to him. As a reminder, A New 

Treatise on Anatomy was not the first Japanese translation of a Dutch book.  At the time, 

ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃŝ�ᮏᮌព (1628-1697) had already translated from Dutch 

Microcosmic Diagrams (Pinax Microcosmographicus, 1667) a work on anatomy by 

Johannes Remmelin (1583-1632).70 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 

specifieĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŬŶŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƌƵůĞƐ�;ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŶŽ�Śƃ ⩻ヂ

 
69 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 50. 
70 See Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 147-49 aŶĚ� ^ƵŐŝŵŽƚŽ͕� ͞/ŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�
�ƵůƚƵƌĞ͕͟�Ɖ͘�Ϯϲ͘ 
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�ἲͿ͟�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵĚĚŚŝƐƚ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽŶŬƐ�ǁŚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂĐƌĞĚ�ƐĐƌŝƉƚƵƌĞƐ�ŝŶ��ŚŝŶĂ͘ࡢ

Such a comment indeed implies that at a later time, and at least at the moment of the 

compilation of Beginnings͕�ŚĞ�ĐĂŵĞ�ƚŽ�ŬŶŽǁ�ƐƵĐŚ�ƌƵůĞƐ͘�dŚƵƐ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ�

reveals another small but significant detail of the process behind the development of 

ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͖� ŝŶĚĞĞĚ͕� ƚŚĞ��ƵĚĚŚŝƐƚ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝůů� ďĞ�

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 ǁŚĞŶ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƐ� ĂďŽƵƚ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ƵƐƵĂů� ŵŽĚĞ of 

transmission of knowledge. As pointed out in section 3.2.1, the profession of interpreter 

ǁĂƐ�ŚĞƌĞĚŝƚĂƌǇ͘�dŚƵƐ͕�ůŝŬĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽĐĐƵƉĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŝŵĞ͕�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƐ�

and translations were transmitted via densho ఏ᭩͕�Ă�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�͞ƐĞĐƌĞƚ�ŵĂŶƵĂůƐ͕͟�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ŝŶ�

form of handwritten notes, handed down from master to disciple in manuscript form, 

ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ� ĂĨƚĞƌ� ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘� >ŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ� ďŽŽŬƐ͕͟� densho were a growing 

common trend in the Tokugawa period 71  and were used to pass on all sorts of 

knowledge, from poetic composition to medical teachings. The custom of secret 

transmission (hiden ⛎ఏ), either done orally or in writing, could entail authority and 

ƉƌĞƐƚŝŐĞ͕�ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌƚƐ͖�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ĚĞƉŝĐƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŝŶ�

a wholly negative light.72 Discussing the shortcomings of densho in an exchange of 

letters with Tatebe Seian ᘓ㒊⢭⳽ (also called Yoshimasa ⏤ṇ, 1712-1782),73 Genpaku 

wrote: 

 

ࡔࡲࡿࡍᇶࡢ⾡ࡢࡇࢆఏ᭩ࡢࡁ⹒ὶእ⛉∦௬ྡ᭩ࡢ࡛ࡲࢀࡇ

⤒࡚ேฟ࡛࡚᫇₎ᅵࡢ᭷㆑ୡࠊࡾ࡞ṧᛕ࡚ࡉ࡚ࡉࠊࡣࡿ࡞

 
71 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 22-24. 
72 One of the most famous examples of densho ŝƐ��ĞĂŵŝ͛Ɛ�Fushikaden 㢼ጼⰼఏ, a manual about Noh 
theatre and acting. For a complete discussion of densho/hiden ⛎ఏ, see Morinaga, Secrecy in Japanese 
Arts. 
73 dĂƚĞďĞ�^ĞŝĂŶ�ǁĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ͛Ɛ�ƉƵƉŝůƐ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ĚŽŵĂŝŶ�ĚŽĐƚŽƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�/ĐŚŝŶŽƐĞŬŝ͕�;ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ-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 (KƌĂŶĚĂ� ŝũŝ� ŵŽŶĚƃ ⹒་ၥ⟅). Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies 
(Rangaku kotohajime), p. 49. 
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⹒་ࡢ┿ṇࠊࡤࡽࡓࡋ࡞ゎࡶࢆ᭩ࡢ⹒ࡃࡈࡋࡏヂ⩻ࢆ

ὶᡂᑵࡋࡍグ74ࠋࡾࡓࢀࡽࡏ 

 

dĂƚĞďĞ�ǁƌŽƚĞ͕�͞ƵŶƚŝů�ŶŽǁ͕��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚǇůĞ�ƐƵƌŐĞƌǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ�

by handing down secret notes (densho ఏ᭩ ) written in katakana 

(katakanagaki ∦௬ྡ᭩ࡁ), which only comprise the basics (ki ᇶ) of 

this art, and this is such a shame. If knowledgeable people were to 

appear and translated (wage ゎ) Dutch books in the same way as 

Buddhist texts (ďƵŬŬǇƃ�⤒) were translated (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) in China 

in the past, then they would surely realise that the teachings of Dutch 

medicine are the real truth (ƐŚƃƐŚŝŶṇ┿Ϳ͘͟ 

 

/Ŷ� ƚŚŝƐ� ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕� ǇĞƚ� ĂŐĂŝŶ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ĚŝƐĚĂŝŶĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕� ƚŚŝƐ� ƚŝŵĞ�

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 ᩥయ ) 

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, I would say that, even more than their writing style, Genpaku here is 

ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ� ƐƉƌŝŶŐƐ� ĨƌŽŵ� ƚŚĞ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�

ƐƵƌŐĞŽŶƐ͛�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ŽĨ� ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ� ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ� ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�

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 

ŶŽƚ�ƚŽ�ĞĚƵĐĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƉƵďůŝĐ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�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 Forward͕�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�

the matter of densho͕�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵ�ůĂǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ƚŽ�

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, ^ƵŐŝƚĂ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ� ŚĂĚ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĂŵĞ� ǀŝĞǁ� ŽŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛� ǁŽƌŬ� ĂŶĚ�

problematized the way the interpreters recorded information).  

Gentaku wrote: 

 

ၥ᭣㸸ࡣ᫆ࡃ᫇ࡣ㞴ࡢࡋࡾ⏤ዴఱࠋ 

⟅᭣㸸᫇ᮾ㒔ᗓୗ࡚ᴗࡣࡋࡏඛᖌ➼ぢࡿᡤ࡚ࡾ࠶ዴఱࡋࡶ

ㄞࢆࢀࡇ࡚ࡋ᥎ࠊࡃ࡞ࡶᖌࠋࡩ࠸ࢀኵࢇࡳヨࡁ㛤ࢆࢀࡇ࡚

࡞ࡿࡓฟࡾࡼఏࡢ㛗ᓮヂᐁࡣᑬᮏࠋࡾࢀጞⱞ้ࡢࡿࡏฟࡳ

⮬ⓙࡣవ࡚⪺ࢆ➃୍≉ࠋࡎࡽ࠶ࡶࡿࡓཷࢆᩍࡃぶࠊࡶࢀ

 75ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡓฟຌࡢຮᙉࡿࡵⱞࡽ

 

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 (ƐŚŝǇƻ� ŵŽ� ŶĂŬƵ ᖌࡃ࡞ࡶ ), 76  they 

started to read [Dutch books], working very hard.  Even though [the 

ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŽƐĞ� ďŽŽŬƐ� ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�

(Nagasaki yakkan 㛗ᓮヂᐁ ) notes (den ఏ ), they were not 

understood (uketaru ཷࡿࡓ) 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 (denఏ). 

 

 

 
75 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 1, pp. 17-18.  
76 Again, ͞wŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�Žƌ�ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ͟�ŝƐ�reminiscent of Sorai͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation (see section 6.5) and 
is a recurrent expression in Edo-ďĂƐĞĚ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͘� 
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3.3.3 Problematics in the use of densho ఏ᭩ 

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 

EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ͘� /ƚ�ǁĂƐ� ƚŚĞŶ� ŐƵŝĚĞĚ�ďǇ� ƚŚĞ� ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŝƐŚ� ƚŽ� ƐƚƵĚǇ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ� ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ� ŝŶ�

order to acquire information from fields such as Dutch medicine and calendrical 

science. 77  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.  

 

ᐶࡣࢀࡇࠋࡠࡾ࡞ࡣࡇࡍࡓ᮶ࢆ⯪ὠࡢ㛗ᓮࠎᖺࡣࡾࡼࢀࡑ

Ọ༑ඵᖺࡢࡑࠋࡋࡼࡿ࡞ࡇࡢᚋ⯪ࡢࡑࠊ㝶ᚑࡋ᮶ࡿࢀ་ᖌࠊ

⛉⹒ὶእࢆࢀࡇࠋࡾ࡞ࡋከࡶ⪅ࡋఏࢆ⒪ἲࡢእࡢࡓࡲ

 78ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡍ⛠ࡣ

 

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 

EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŝŐŚƚĞĞŶƚŚ�ǇĞĂƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�<ĂŶ͛Ğŝ�ᐶỌ era [1641]. 

Then, doctors came together with those ships, and therefore many 

people who transmitted those surgical treatments. These were then 

ĐĂůůĞĚ�͞�ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚǇůĞ�ƐƵƌŐĞƌǇ͘͟ 

 

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 

ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ũƵƐƚ�ďǇ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽĐƚŽƌƐ͛�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŶŽƚĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƌĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�

situation was mainly caused by a lack of such basic study materials as primers and 

dictionaries. 79  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 dŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�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.80  

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: 

 

ࠊࡎࡽ࠶ࡣࡇࡋ࠼ぬࡦ⩦࡚ࡳㄞࢆ᭩⡠ࡢᶓᩥᏐࡾࡼࡶࢀࡇ

ࠋࡾ࡞࡛ࡲࡿࡓࡵ␃ࡁ᭩ࠊࡁ⪺᪉⸆ࡢࡑࠊࡦ⩦ぢࢆ⾡ᡭࡢࡑࡔࡓ

ᑬࡢࢁࡇࡁ࡞ࡓ࡞ࡇࠊࡶ⸆ရከࠊࡤࢀࡅ௦⸆ࡒ࡚ࡕࡀ⪅

 81ࠋࡿࡽ▱ࡇࡋࡦᢅྲྀࡶ

 

At the beginning, Dutch surgery was not learnt through the reading of 

books with horizontal writing (yokomoji no shoseki ᶓᩥᏐࡢ᭩⡠, i.e. 

Dutch books), but only by looking at surgical operations, listening to 

the way the Dutch prescribed medicines, and taking notes 

(kakitometaru ᭩ࡿࡓࡵ␃ࡁ). Moreover, since many medicines were 

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

medicines. 

 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ŽĨƚĞŶ� ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ� ǀŝĞǁ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌeters 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 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŽƌǇ�ŶŽƚŝŽŶƐ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ�

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

 

ࡳࡢἲࡢ⸆Ἔ⸆⭯࡞ࡳࠊࡿぢࢆࡶࡢࡶࡩ࠸ఏ᭩ࡢㅖᐙࡢࡑ

࡞ࡳࡢࡿࡊࡽࡣഛࠊ࡚㢮ࡁዴࡢࡃࠋࡋ࡞ࡇࡁࡋጤࠊ࡚

ࡼྂࡢᮏ㑥ࡓࡲࠊࡾ࠸ࡣ⛉እࡢᅵ₍ࡣᴗࡢࡑࠊࡶࢀ

 82ࠋࡁࡩ࠸ࡾࢀ࠸ࡣእࡿࡓࡾࡣఏࡾ

 
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 ጤࡋ࡞ࡇࡁࡋ). Even if they were 

[manuals] of this kind and we are used to see them as inadequate 

(sonawarazaru koto ഛࡿࡊࡽࡣ), those techniques are far better 

than Chinese surgery, and even better than the external medicine 

transmitted from the past in Japan. 

 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů�ŽĨ�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 

dŽŬƵŐĂǁĂ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ĂƌƚŝƐƚ�^ŚŝďĂ�<ƃŬĂŶ�ྖ㤿Ụ₎ (1747-1818), who ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ĂƐ�ŝƚ�

was in kanbun, it was difficult to understand for the illiterate (ŬĂŶďƵŶ�Ŷŝ�ƐŚŝƚĞ�Ěƃŵƃ�ŬĂŝ�

shikataku ₎ᩥ࡚ࡋ❺ⵚゎࡃࡓࡋͿ͘͟83 

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

Dutch studies movement faced the figure of the Confucian scholar.  

 

 

 
83 ^ŚŝďĂ�<ƃŬĂŶ͕ Falsehoods of Solitary Musing (�ŽŬƵƐŚƃ�ďƃŐĞŶͿ͕�Ɖ͘�Ϯϰ͘��Ɛ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�<ƃŬĂŶ�ǁĂƐ�
not opposed to the use of kanbun per se, but rather to the use of kanbun in works meant for beginners 
or the general ƌĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͘� KŶ� ^ŚŝďĂ� <ƃŬĂŶ͛Ɛ� ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵ� ŽĨ� A New Treatise, sĞĞ� ^ĐƌĞĞĐŚ͕� ͞�ŝƌƚŚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�
�ŶĂƚŽŵŝĐĂů��ŽĚǇ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϬϳ-108. On <ƃŬĂŶ͛Ɛ�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�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 Ꮫ⪅), in order to be perceived differently 

from the profession of interpreter (ƚƐƻũŝ�㏻モ), and to be associated with Confucian 

scholars (jusha ൲⪅ ), 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 ᯘ⨶ᒣ (1583-1657). For MarcŽŶ͕� ͞ZĂǌĂŶ�

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 

ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘͟84  

As said before, the Dutch studies scholarƐ͛� ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ� ŽĨ� ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ� �ŚŝŶĞƐĞ� ƉůĂǇĞĚ� Ă�

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.85 dŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ŚĂĚ�ŵŽƐƚůǇ�ďĞĞŶ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŽƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ�

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, I 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 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞WŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϯ͘ 
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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 ĚŝĚ�ǁƌŝƚĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞͬƚŚĞŽƌǇ�;ŝ͘Ğ͘�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ�ᮏᮌ

ⰋỌ (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 

ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ƋƵŝƚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇ�;ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ŶŽƚ�ĂůǁĂǇƐ͕�ĂƐ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�

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 ᪂ⓑ▼ (1657-1725) was listed 

ĂŵŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ĨŽƵŶĚĞƌƐ͟�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ͕�ĚĞƐƉŝƚe being only 

loosely connected to the discipline.86 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: 

 

ࡋࡃ㛤ࡃࠊࡾ࡞ࢇ┒ࡃዴࡢᏛࡢࡇࠊࡣᛕ୍ึࡀ⩝

ࡺࡁࡋ㆑ஈࡢඛぢࡾࡼᡯࡀࢃࢀࡇࠋࡾ࡞ࡋࡾࡊࡽࡼࡦᛮ࡚᭯ࡣ

ࠊࢅࡺᩥࡿࢀ㣭ࢆ❶ࡣᏛ₍ࠊࡩ㢳ࢆࢀࡇ࡚ࠋࡋࡿ࡞ࢅ

ྲྀࠊࢅࡺࡢࡶࡋࡏグࡲࡢࡑ㎡᭩ࢆᐇࡣᏛ⹒ࠊࡃ㐜ࡅ㛤ࡢࡑ

 
86 In New Record of Six Things͕�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ�͞ĨŽƵƌ�DĂƐƚĞƌƐ�;ƐŚŝƐĞŶƐĞŝ�ᅄඛ⏕Ϳ͟�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͗�ƚŚĞ�
scholars Arai Hakuseki ᪂ⓑ▼ (1657-ϭϳϮϱͿ͕��ŽŬŝ�<ŽŶ͛Ǉƃ�㟷ᮌ᪻㝧 (1698-1769), Sugita Genpaku and 
DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-ϭϴϬϯͿ͘�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�New Record of Six Things (Rokubutsu shinshi), p. 
7. 
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ᬛぢ㛤ࡢே࡚࠸Ꮫ₍ࡣᐇࠊࡓࡲࠋࡋࡾ᪩ࡅ㛤ࠊࡃࡸࡣࡅཷࡾ

 87ࠋࡎࡽࡿ▱ࠊࡋࡾ࡞㏿ࡃࠊࢅࡺࡇࡿࡓฟ࡛ᚋࡋࡅ

 

Even in my dreams of the beginnings, I 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 I think about it now, I do not know if it is because 

Chinese studies took long to spread due to its elaborated language 

(ƐŚƃ�Ž� ŬĂǌĂƌĞƌƵ�ďƵŶ ❶ࢆ㣭ᩥࡿࢀ), and Dutch studies was fast to 

spread because facts are noted down following the dictionary, and 

[Dutch] is quick to acquire (toriuke hayaku ྲྀࡃࡸࡣࡅཷࡾ). Or, 

actually, Dutch studies [spread] quickly because it started out after 

Chinese studies already existed and opened uƉ� ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ�

comprehension.88 

 

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 

�ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞƐ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ƚĞůů�Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�

lines, and reveal the unease generated from the comparison between Dutch learning 

(ransetsu ⹒ㄝ) versus Chinese learning (kansetsu ₎ㄝ). 

 
ࡩ࠸ㄝ⹒ࡣ㡭ࡢࡑࠊࡶࢀࡓヂ᭩ฟ᮶ࡾ㏻୍ࠊࡃዴࡢྑࠊ࡚ࡉ

ࡋࡏබୡࠊࡃ࡞࡚࠼⤯ேࡿࢀ▱ࡁ⪺ࡧཬࡁ⪺ࡶ࡚ࡋᑡࡇ

ᚋࠊࡣ₎ㄝࡳࡢᙇࡿࡍேࡢࡑࠊࡣ⢭⢒ࢆᘚࢀࡇࠊࡎࡐ⬌ㄝࡾ࡞

ࡩ࠸ඛ࡙ゎయ⣙ᅗࠊࡦᛮࡋࡿ࡞ࡶேࡿぢࠊ࡚ࡳࡁ㦫

ࡢࡶࡢሗᖂྠᶏࡩ࠸㛫ࡣࢀࡇࠋࡾࡏ♧ୡ࡚ࡋ㛤ᯈࢆࡢࡶ

 89ࠋࡾࡓࡾ࠶࡚

 

 
87 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), pp. 54-55. 
88 dŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ƚŚĂƚ��ƵƚĐŚ�ŝƐ�͞ĞĂƐǇ�ƚŽ�ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞ͟�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƌŬ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ďǇ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�
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 ヂ᭩) [of A New Treatise on Anatomy]. However, at that time 

there were only a few people who heard or learned about Dutch 

learning (ransetsu ⹒ㄝ). So after we made [our book] public, since we 

thought that the people who only advocated Chinese learning 

(kansetsu ₎ㄝ ) could be surprised and would suspect it was 

something illogical (kosetsu ⬌ㄝ) without distinguishing its fineness 

or coarseness (seiso ⢭⢒), and that there would not have been people 

to read it, we first printed and published Anatomical Diagrams (Kaitai 

yakuzu ゎయ⣙ᅗ, 1773), which was like a leaflet for the population. 

 

The sole linguistic parallel between the two terms ransetsu⹒ㄝ and kansetsu₎ㄝ 

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: 

 

᭩⡠ఏࢆோึ࡚₎Ꮠ⋥ࡢ῭ᚚⓒࡢᛂ⚄ᖇࠊࡿࡍ⠇ᛮ៖ࡢࡑ

᭩ࡢࠊࢀࡉࡣ㐵ᮅ␗ࢆ⏕ᏛࠊኳᏊࡢࠎ௦ࠊࡾࡼ࡚ࡾΏࡕᣢࢆ

₍ࡿࡊࡖࡶே₍࡚ࡵࡌࡣ࡚ࡾ⮳ࡢ༓ṓᩘࠊࡦ⤥ࡏࡤᏛࢆ

Ꮫฟ᮶ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡓࡾ࡞⛬ࡿ࡚ࡵࡌࡣၐฟࡢࡿࡏࡔᴗࠊఱ

 90ࠋࡋ࡞⌮㐨ࡢࡁࡍᡂᑵ࡚࠺ᩚಂ࡚ࡋ

 

When I reflect on it, from the time when during the reign of the 

�ŵƉĞƌŽƌ�QũŝŶ�ᛂ⚄ (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 ₎Ꮫ) 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 (^ŚŝũƻŶŝ�ƐŚƃ�ŬǇƃ 

ᅄ༑❶⤒). Genpaku wrote: 

 

ᑬࡢࡑࡶ㡭ࡢࡣᅜࡢ⢭ᐦᚤጁࡣࢁࡇࡢ᫂ࡣࡇࡁࡍ

ㄗゎࡒࡉࡣேࡿぢࡾࡼࢁࡇࡋࡅ㛤ࡎࡽࡼࡦᛮࡃዴࡢࠊࡎࡽ࠶

ࡢᚋ࡞࡞ࠊࡣ࡚ࡾࡓ࠶ࡿࡩၐ࡚ࡵࡌࡣࠊࡋࡩ࠸ࡳࡢ

ㆋࢆࡾᜍࡿࡓࠎ◿ࠊࡿ࡞࠺ࡸࡿࡿ⡆࡚ࡣฟ᮶ࠋࡾ࡞ࡢࡶࡠ

ࡋࡏヂࢆࢁࡇࡋࡁ⾜ࡢⅬྜࠊ࡚ࡁ࡙ࡶయࡢࡶࢀࡄࢀࡃ

ࢀࡇࠋࡾཬ⤒ษ୍ࡢࠎࠊࡶ⤒❶ᅄ༑ࡢᲙヂࠋࡾ࡞࡛ࡲ

 91ࠋࡾ࡞ࢁࡇࡋࡏᮃ࡚ࡋᐟᚿࡢࡾࡼ㡭ࡢࡑࡀ⩝

 

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ヂ) - how we could - what we came to understand, 

based on those main points. Even the translation from Sanskrit 

(ďŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ Კヂ) of the Sutra of the Forty-two Chapters, gradually led 

ƚŽ� ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ� Complete Canon (ŝƐƐĂŝ� ŬǇƃ ୍ ษ ⤒ ). This was my 

longstanding desire from those times, and the plan I 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.92  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 I investigated the relations 

between various parties involved in generating Dutch studies translation discourse, in 

ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌŽůĞ͕�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�͞ ŶĞǀĞƌ�

ƉƵƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ͕͟93 and thus terminological choices inevitably emerge from antagonism 

and competition among them. 

In this thesis, I argue that in the eyes of the Dutch studies scholars, the creation of a 

ďŽĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚĞǆƚƐ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĐĂůů�Ă�͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ǁĂƐ�ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�ƚŽ�ůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝƐĞ�

their own work. I 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 

ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞƐƚŝŐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͘�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŝŵƉůǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞ�ŚĞůĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ�;ƚƐƻďĞŶ ㏻

ᘚ) and the practice of wage in low regard, as they were activities that did not directly 

invŽůǀĞ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ĐůŽƐĞůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ƚĞǆƚ�;ŝŶ�ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�

translation, ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ), demonstrating how the existence of a written tradition was 

ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ�ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĞǇĞƐ͘ 

 
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 GenpaŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ŚĞůƉĞĚ� ƚŽ�ĚŝƐĐĂƌĚ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ�

widely used term, wage, and enforce ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ŝŶ�ŝƚƐ�ƉůĂĐĞ͕�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďĂƐŝƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƚƚĞƌ͛Ɛ�

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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ and translation into Chinese and wage and translation 

into Japanese, I 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�before it entered 

ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ� ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞ�ŽĨ�A New Treatise on 

Anatomy,94 I would say that this use could be considered the birth of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ as the 

ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƚĞƌŵ�ĨŽƌ�͞ ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ŝŶ�:ĂƉĂŶ͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�Ă�ƵƐĂŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ�ƵŶƚŝů�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�

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-ŬŶŽǁŶ��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�Ⲷ⏕ᚂᚙ (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 

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘�/Ŷ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϲ͕�/�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ͕�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�Śŝŵ͕�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�

ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun senteiヂᩥ

➾㋟ , 1715). However, while Sorai used similar terminology, the word ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 

specifically is never used in A Tool for Translation (a text which, as argued in chapter 6, 

ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚ�ĂŶ�ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ŝĚĞĂƐͿ͕�ƐŽ�ŝƚ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ďĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�

particular use of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ was inspired by Buddhist translation tradition and was 

ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ƚŽ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͘ 

 
94 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.1 

In this thesis, I 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.2 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, I 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 I 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 �ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
3 Yoshino, ZĂŶƐŚŽ�ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, 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.4  

In this chapter, I 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, I will introduce the context in which the sources presented 

should be considered, and in the rest of the chapter I 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. I will look at the sources through the lens of Even-�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ�ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͘�/Ŷ�

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, I will reflect on two aspects of translation discourse: on the one hand I 

will consider statements about translation and translation strategies (i.e. explicit 

information supplied by the author/translator), and on the other, I will take into account 

the writing styles (buntai ᩥయ) in which these statements and the translations they 

accompanied were written. In the Japanese context, the choice of writing style was 

ŽĨƚĞŶ�Ă�ĨĂĐƚŽƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂƌƌŝĞĚ�ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĐŽŶǀĞǇĞĚ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�

Žƌ� ƚŚĞ� ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ� ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶg, 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 ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Ă�ƚĞǆƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�
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 �ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ 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 Ꮫ⪅, 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 

ŽƵƚ͗�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ͕�ĚƵĞ 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 controlled͟ (see section 3.2.1).5 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. ŵĂŝŶůǇ�QŐǇƵ�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, I 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-word͟ and ͞sense-for-sense.͟ 6  However, the Japanese discourse of translation 

extended beyond reflection about translating and was closely associated with other 

 
5 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime), p. 48. 
6 See for example Nergaard, Teorie Contemporanee and Robinson, Western Translation Theory.  



105 
 

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 scholars͛� ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐs, so that they became closely intertwined with 

translation-related issues. In this thesis, I 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-ůĞǀĞů͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇ�ůŝĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�

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 studies͛ 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 ᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-1817), Beginnings of Dutch 

Studies (Rangaku kotohajime, Rangaku jishi or ZĂŶƚƃ�ŬŽƚŽŚĂũŝŵĞ ⹒Ꮫጞ, 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.7  

�ƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚhe circumstances of the publication of A New 

Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho ゎయ᪂᭩, 1774), a translation of the Dutch version 

 
7 On the interpreters, see Sugimoto, Nagasaki Tsuji. The use of Portuguese language actually persisted 
ůŽŶŐ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�WŽƌƚƵŐƵĞƐĞ͛Ɛ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�:ĂƉĂŶ͗�ƐĞĞ�sĂŶĚĞ�tĂůůĞ͕�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).8 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.9 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.  

I 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 

ƌĞƚƵƌŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽƌŵ�ĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'entaku in his revised edition of the text.10 

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 

ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů� ƚŽ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌŬ͕� ŶŽƌ� 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 studies11 and can also be found 

 
8 As he was born in Breslau (now, tƌŽĐųĂǁ), today Kulmus would be considered Polish. Goodman, Japan 
and the Dutch, p. 82. 
9 DŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ĂĐƚƵĂů�ƉƌŽĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ�ŝŶ��ƵƚĐŚ͕�ƐĞĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�
De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language. 
10 Yoshino, ZĂŶƐŚŽ�ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, p. 34. 
11 Texts like ,ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŵǇƃŐŝ�ƐŚƻ ⩻ヂྡ⩏㞟 (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 
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in the writings of a noteworthy Nagasaki interpreter of Dutch͕�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ, discussed 

in the section below. 

 

4.2.1 The exclusion of the interpreter DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ 

DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ ᮏᮌⰋỌ (1735-1794, also known as Yoshinaga ⰋỌ and Einoshin ᰤஅ

㐍) is mainly recognised for the introduction of the heliocentric theory in Japan. From 

the same family of DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃŝᮏᮌⰋព (also known as ^ŚƃĚĂǇƻ�ᗉኴኵ, 1628-1697), 

who was the interpreter who translated the first book of anatomy in Japan, in Nagasaki 

ZǇƃĞŝ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ďŽƚŚ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ�;ĂůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�EĂŬĂŶŽ�ZǇƻŚŽ�୰㔝ᰗ

ᅡ, 1760-1806, a scholar discussed in the previous chapter) ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͘12 

Despite his contribution to Dutch studies and Dutch translation, ZǇƃĞŝ�ŝƐ�only briefly 

mentioned in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, in function of being ^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͘�

�ďŽƵƚ�ZǇƃĞŝ͕�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ�ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 

᫂ᏳỌࡢ㡭ࠊࡸᮏᮌᰤஅ㐍ࡩ࠸ே୍ࠊࡢኳᩥᬺㄝࡢヂ

᭩ࡢࡑࠋࡾ࡞ࡾ࠶వ13ࠋࡋ࡞ࢁࡇࡃ⪺ࡣ 

 

Around the Meiwa ᫂ (1764-1772) or the An͛Ğŝ�ᏳỌ (1772-1781) 

era, they say a man called Motoki Einoshinᮏᮌᰤஅ㐍 (i.e. Motoki 

ZǇƃĞŝ), had one (ari ࡾ࠶) or two translations (yakusho ヂ᭩) on 

astronomy and calendrical science. I have heard nothing more than 

this. 

 

'ŝǀĞŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ� ƚŚĂƚ� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� ƉůĂǇĞĚ� ŝŶ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇ� ůŝĨĞ (as a 

ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞƌ͕�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�was Genpaku and Maeno ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƉƵƉŝů͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĚŝƚŽƌ�ŽĨ 

Beginnings)͕� ƐƵĐŚ�ĂŶ�ĂďƌƵƉƚ� ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ� ƚŽ�ŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ͛Ɛ� 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 ゎ or ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ), to indicate 

ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ, as he did instead with other interpreters, ůŝŬĞ�EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃすၿ୕

 
the impact of ,ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŵǇƃŐŝ�ƐŚƻ on Sugita Genpaku and Motoki ZǇƃĞŝ, see Yoshino, Ransho yakujutsugo 
ŬƃƐƃ, pp. 20-Ϯϰ͘��ůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϱ-7. 
12 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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㑻 (1718-1768) and Shizuki Tadaoᚿ⟃ᛅ㞝 (1760-1806),14 ďƵƚ�ũƵƐƚ�ƐĂǇƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ZǇƃĞŝ�͞ ŚĂĚ�

(ari ࡾ࠶Ϳ͟�a few translations. Always in Beginnings, Genpaku recounts the instance in 

which a small group of interpreters sought ƚŚĞ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ�ĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ƚŝŵĞ͖�

there, Genpaku mentioned EŝƐŚŝ��ĞŶǌĂďƵƌƃ�ĂŶĚ�Yoshio <ƃŐǇƻ�ྜྷ㞝⪔∵ (1724-1800, 

also known as <ƃƐĂŬƵ�ᖾస or <ƃǌĂĞŵŽŶ ᖾᕥ⾨㛛), omitting the name of a third person. 

In his edited edition of Beginnings, Ogata Tomio reports that, ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ� ƚŽ� QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Nyoden ᵳዴ㟁 (1845-1931), ZǇƃĞŝ�ĐŽuld be the interpreter whose name Genpaku 

said to have forgotten; Ogata specifies however that there seems to be no evidence of 

this.15 

In Examples of Dutch-Japanese Translation (Wage reigen or Wage reigon ೖゎゝ, 

ĚĂƚĞĚ�ϭϳϳϰ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ǇĞĂƌ�ŽĨ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�A New Treatise) ZǇƃei described 

his ideas on translation using the terms seiyaku ṇヂ (correct translation), giyaku ⩏ヂ 

(translation of meaning) and kasha ௬ (phonetic transliteration).16 Despite the use of 

different terms, the processes described ďǇ�ZǇƃĞŝ�are essentially the same as the ones 

promoted by Genpaku in A New Treatise (see section 4.4.1). As pointed out by Yoshino 

DĂƐĂŚĂƌƵ͕�ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ�ǁĂƐ partially reused ďǇ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ŝŶ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�ƚǁŽ�

cases in which ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ employed the terms seiyaku ṇヂ and giyaku ⩏ヂ, once in 

Miscellaneous (SŚŝƐŚŝ�ŵŝƚƐƻ ᛮᛮᮍ㏻, manuscript, undated),17 and again in The Keys to 

Dutch Translation (Oranda yakusen ⹒ヂ➾, completed in 1785).18 However͕�ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�

name does not appear in neither the texts. The term kasha ௬ apparently disappears 

in later elaborations of translation discourse in Dutch studies.19  

dŚĞ� ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ� ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ� ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ ĂŶĚ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌŬ 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 ͞�ĚŽ� ŶŽ� ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ� ƚŽ� ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŚƃ͕͟ p. 64. More detailed 
discussion of this work can be found in Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, pp. 134-140; ,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ�
Science DĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͕͟� ƉƉ͘� ϭϲϯ-64; De Groot, Study of the Dutch Language, pp. 36-38; Wakabayashi, 
͞Evaluating Historical Views͘͟ (Also sĞĞ�tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕� ͞Evaluating Historical Views͕͟� ƉƉ͘� ϭϳϴ-179 for a 
detailed publication history of Motoki ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�ƚĞǆƚ͘Ϳ 
17 Miscellaneous (^ŚŝƐŚŝ�ŵŝƚƐƻ�ᛮᛮᮍ㏻) is a text contained in Ă�ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ�ďǇ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�
called ZĂŶŐĂŬƵ�Śŝǌƃ ⹒Ꮫ⛎ⶶ, vol. 2, (manuscript, undated), pp. 32-37. 
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08_b0016/index.html. 
18 Yoshino, ZĂŶƐŚŽ�ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, pp. 25-26. 
19 �Ɛ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ĂŶĂůǇƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ďǇ�zŽƐŚŝŶŽ�DĂƐĂŚĂƌƵ͛Ɛ�ƚĂďůĞ�ŝŶ�Ransho 
ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, p. 34. 

https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08_b0016/index.html
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characteristic ŽĨ� ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ discourse of translation that does not seem to have been 

discussed before (in his study of scientific translated terminology, Yoshino Masaharu 

only talks about ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛ ůĂďĞůƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐͿ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ZǇƃĞŝ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�

ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ as the general term for translation ǁĞůů�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƵƐĞ.20 

On the basis of the facts above, it is my hypothesis that ZǇƃĞŝ�ŵĂǇ 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 ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ paratexts: organisation of the material presented 

In the sections to come, I 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 notes͟ 

(called hanrei ซ  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 book͛Ɛ�ƉƌĞŵŝƐĞƐ͕�ĂŝŵƐ�

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 ᗎ or jo ླྀ , which was customarily written by another scholar) 

 
20 As quoted by Sugimoto Tsutomu ŝŶ�͞�ĚŽ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŚƃ͕͟ p. 64. 
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and/or a longer introduction written either by the author (which in that case was titled 

jijo ⮬ᗎ) or again by another scholar. Other para-textual materials could include a table 

of contents (called mokuroku ┠㘓) 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 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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 

:ĂƉĂŶ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽ�ĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�ƚĞƌŵ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ǁŽƌĚ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�ďƵƚ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�Ă�

profusion of expressions and practices. 21  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. 22  In addition, as 

Wakabayashi comments, even the study of the etymology of the terms is of little help in 

identifying their implications.23 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 ┤ヂ , used both for word-for-word translation and phonetic 
transcription.  
23 tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕�͞�ƚǇŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂů��ǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͚dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϳϱ-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 I will 

concentrate on more here is ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ , which is the term commonly used to 

generally define ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ŝŶ�ĐŽŶƚĞŵporary Japanese. As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, in the early modern era hŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�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, I will discuss the 

vocabulary related to word-level translation strategies that were popularised by Sugita 

Genpaku and QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ. 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.24  

 Before the publication of A New Treatise on Anatomy, traces of translation discourse in 

Dutch studies were very sparse (like the ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�ŽĨ�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ�ĂďŽǀĞͿ͕�ǁŚŝůĞ after its 

publication, recurrent expository structure and similar terminology starts to appear in 

other paratexts (e.g. the term ƚƃ ➼, degrees, to indicate the types of translation). 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƚĞǆƚ� ŝƐ also mentioned directly by ŚŝƐ� ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�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 ซ) of A New 

Treatise on Anatomy (also known as New Book on Anatomy, Kaitai shinshoゎయ᪂᭩, 

 
24 Yoshino, ZĂŶƐŚŽ�ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, 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 DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ ๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-1803) and EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ�:ƵŶ͛ĂŶ ୰ᕝ῟

ᗡ (1739-1786). ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ 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 ้ゎయ᪂᭩ᗎ), the explanatory notes, the introduction written by Genpaku 

(jijo ⮬ᗎ) 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 

ƚŚĞŵ͕�͞ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ,͟ ƚƃ ➼) 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 (KƌĂŶĚĂ� ŝũŝ� ŵŽŶĚƃ�⹒་ၥ⟅ , 1795) 25  and 

Beginnings of Dutch studies (Rangaku kotohajime ⹒Ꮫጞ , 1815͘� KŶ� 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�

mention of Sutra translation in Beginnings, see the previous chapter). 

Genpaku wrote: 

 

26 

 
25 �Ɛ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�^ƵŐŝŵŽƚŽ͕�͞�ĚŽ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŚƃ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϲϮ͘ 
26 Sugita Genpaku, A New Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho), vol. 1, p. 13. 
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There are three types (ƐĂŶƚƃ ୕➼, ͞ƚŚƌĞĞ� ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ͟) of translation 

(yaku ヂ): the first is proper translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ), the second is 

translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ ) and the third is phonetic 

translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ). What is called benderen 㢟㦂 (NL: 

beenderen, EN: bones) in Dutch is hone 㦵 (EN: bones) [in Japanese]. 

So we translate it hone, and that is proper translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ). 

Or again, [the Dutch] karakaben ຍ  (NL: kraakbeen, EN: 

cartilage), indicates bones that are soft. Clearly, [the word] karaka ຍ

 (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 ㌾㦵 

(literally ͞ƐŽĨƚ�ďŽŶĞ͟). Ben  is the abbreviation (ryakugo ␎ㄒ) of 

benderen 㢟㦂. Therefore, translating it as nankotsu is a translation 

of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ). Another example is what is called kiriiru ᶵ

㔛∞ (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 ヂ) we retain it as kiriiru. This is phonetic translation 

(chokuyaku ┤ヂ). The rest of [our] translation examples (yakurei ヂ

) 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 (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ), a strategy that aims to find an equivalent term 

for the Dutch word (NL: bendeeren, EN: bones, is translated as JA: hone, ͞ ďŽŶĞƐ͟Ϳ. In this 

context, I rendered tŚŝƐ� ƚĞƌŵ� ĂƐ� ͞ƉƌŽƉĞƌ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟ 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 ゎ (on this, see chapter 3). 

(2) Translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ ), which consists in the translation of the 

etymological meaning of a word through the combination of Chinese characters (NL: 

kraakbeen, ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ�͞soft ďŽŶĞ͕͟�EN: cartilage, is translated as JAP: nankotsu: nan ㌾, 
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͞ƐŽĨƚ͟�plus kotsu 㦵, ͞bone͟), de facto coining a new term (this process is called ǌƃŐŽ 㐀

ㄒ in Japanese). 27 

 (3) Phonetic translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ , literally ͞ĚŝƌĞĐƚ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟), in which a 

loanword is created through a transliteration with Chinese characters used only for their 

sound (NL: klier ͞ŐůĂŶĚ͟�ŝƐ�ƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ�ĂƐ�:�W͗�kiriiru ᶵ㔛∞ ͞ŐůĂŶĚ͟Ϳ͘��Ǉ�ůŝƐƚŝŶŐ�͞ƉŚŽŶĞƚŝĐ�

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ĂƐ�ůĂƐƚ͕�Genpaku seems to imply that this final strategy is to resort to when 

nor (1) proper translation (ŚŽŶ͛yaku ⩻ヂ) or (2) translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) 

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, QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ (1786) - Part 1 

New Record of Six Things (also known as New Descriptions of Six Topics, Rokumotsu 

shinshi or Rokubutsu shinshi භ≀᪂ᚿ, 1786) is a book by the celebrated scholar QƚƐƵŬŝ 

Gentaku ᵳ⋞ἑ (1757-1827). It is a work of natural history that contains translations 

of extracts from various Dutch sources.28 The book was first published in 1786, however 

the manuscript was written in 1780, 29  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 

භ≀᪂ᚿᗎ), and by an introduction (͞A preface in seven points,͟ Daigen nanasoku 㢟

ゝ๎) and explanatory notes (͞Thirteen explanatory rules,͟ ,ĂŶƌĞŝ�ũƻƐĂŶƐŽŬƵ ซ༑

୕๎) 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 ᮡ⏣ ඖ (1763-1833), adopted son of Sugita Genpaku. The book was sponsored by the 
ǁĞĂůƚŚǇ�ƐĂŬĞ�ďƌĞǁĞƌ�<ŝŵƵƌĂ�ŬĞŶŬĂĚƃ�ᮌᮧⵀᇽ. According to Yabe /ĐŚŝƌƃ, this book actually entered 
the market in 1795. Yabe IcŚŝƌƃ͕�͞QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ,͟�pp. 194-199. 
29 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 123. 
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In the explanatory notes, in the same guise as ^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�A New 

Treatise on Anatomy, Gentaku discusses three types of translation. Gentaku uses a 

ƐůŝŐŚƚůǇ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ͖�Śowever, in this excerpt, 

Gentaku directly mentions A New Treatise on Anatomy as the reference to his 

translation strategies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
30 

There are three meanings (gi ⩏) of translation (yaku ヂ): they are 

correspondent translation (taiyaku ᑐヂ ), translation of meaning 

(giyaku ⩏ヂ ), and phonetic translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ ). These 

meanings have already been written about in detail by my teachers. 

They are in the explanatory notes (hanrei ซ) of A New Treatise on 

Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho ゎయ᪂᭩, 1774) and I will not indulge in them 

again now. In the end, translation (yaku ヂ) do not extend beyond 

these three meanings (gi ⩏). 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 ƚƃ ➼ 

(degree) to list types of translation strategies. Then, in the place of 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�

͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶͬƉƌŽƉĞƌ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ ヂ ),͟ Gentaku uses the term 

͞correspondent translation (taiyaku ᑐヂ).͟31 Choosing the term taiyaku (tai ᑐ means 

͞ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚĞ͕�ĞƋƵĂů͟Ϳ�Gentaku also seems to stress the idea of one-to-one equivalence that 

 
30 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi), p. 13. 
31 This use of the term taiyakuᑐヂ is also documented in another work by Sugita Genpaku, Oranda iji 
ŵŽŶĚƃ ⹒་ၥ⟅, 1795, aƐ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ�^ƵŐŝŵŽƚŽ�ŝŶ�͞�ĚŽ�ŶŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵŚƃ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϲϰ͘ 
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Sugita Genpaku had described with the term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ⩻ヂ 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 ƌĞƚƌĂĐŝŶŐ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ͕�ĞǀĞŶ�ŝĨ�ŚĞ�ŝƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�

taiyaku ᑐヂ instead of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 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 

quoted in section 4.6.1. This use also returns in a note where Gentaku states that the 

ďŽŽŬ�ǁĂƐ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ� ͞ĨŽƌ� ůĞŝƐƵƌĞ͕� ĂŶĚ�ǁŝƚŚ� ŶŽ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ� ƌĞĂƐŽŶ� ;yoka manji వᬤₔ

∞)͕͟32 yet using the word ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ (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 (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ�Anmideru ⹒⒪᪉Ᏻ⡿ⓗ∞, preface dated 

1804), a work on Dutch medicine translated by Hirokawa Kai ᗈᕝ⋎ (dates unknown).33 

Kai was a doctor from Kyoto who studied Dutch medicine in Nagasaki.34 In comparison 

with other sources presented here͕�<Ăŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ 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 (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ�ũŽ�⹒⒪᪉ᗎ), the introduction (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ�ĚĂŝ�⹒⒪᪉㢟) and 

the explanatory notes (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ�ŚĂŶƌĞŝ�⹒⒪᪉ซ) of this text are all composed in 

literary Chinese with kundoku glosses.  

As will ďĞ�ĐůĞĂƌ�ĨŽƌŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚƌĂĐƚ͕�<Ăŝ͛Ɛ description is fairly similar to 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŽŶĞ�ŝŶ�

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 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi), p. 15. 
33 The book was curated and revised by Kurisaki Tokuho ᰩᓮ ᚨ⏠ ;ĚĂƚĞƐ�ƵŶŬŶŽǁŶͿ�ĂŶĚ�zŽƐŚŝŽ�:ƃŶŽƐƵŬĞ�
ྜྷ㞝Ọ㈗ (dates unknown), and illustrated by Yamaguchi Soken ᒣཱྀ⣲⤢ (1759-1818). 
34 ^ƃĚĂ�,ĂũŝŵĞ͕�ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ, p. 5, as quoted in Ng, The I 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, ͞ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ (ƚƃ ➼),͟ used by Sugita 

Genpaku. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
35 

There are four types (ǇŽŶƚƃ ᅄ➼ , ͞ĨŽƵƌ� ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ͟) of translation 

(ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ): direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ), translation of 

meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ), abbreviated words (ƐŚƃƌǇĂŬƵŐŽ ┬␎ㄒ) and 

plain words (sogo ⣲ㄒ). With regards to direct translation (chokuyaku 

┤ヂ ), the Dutch word ďƵƌƻĚŽ ⵦඣᗘ  (NL: bloed, EN: blood), 

translated directly is blood (chi ⾑). WĈƚĞƌƵ ⓗ∞ (NL: water, EN: 

water) in Dutch, is water (mizu Ỉ) [in Japanese]. With regards to 

translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ ヂ ), the word 

surokkudarumananapen⚾◿❍ኴඣㅶ❐㑓 (NL: slokdarm opening? 

Unclear. EN: pit of the stomach) directly translated (choku ni kore yaku 

அヂ┤ ) ǁŽƵůĚ� ďĞ� ͞medicine for the oesophagus opening͟ 

(ƐŚŽŬƵĚƃkai yaku㣗㐨㛤⸆) However, if we reflect about it, it means 

 
35 Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (ZĂŶƌǇƃŚƃ), pp. 8-9.  
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(naru Ⅽࡿ) ͞ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĂƉŚƌĂŐŵ͟ (rikakuzai ⭫).36  Thus, 

ǁĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞ� ŝƚ�͞ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĂƉŚƌĂŐŵ.͟ The direct translation 

for the word sƻƚŽŚŽƵƚŽ ᪁⠜⚟㫽✺ (NL: zoethout, ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ� ͞ǌŽĞƚ͕͟�

͞ƐǁĞĞƚ͟�ƉůƵƐ�͞ŚŽƵƚ͕͟�͞ǁŽŽĚ͕͟�EN: ůŝƋƵŽƌŝĐĞͿ͕�ǁŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�͞ƐǁĞĞƚ�ǁŽŽĚ͟�

(amaki ⏑ᮌ). However, specifically, that thing means (naru Ⅽࡿ) 

͞Chinese liquorice͟� ;amagusa ⏑ⲡ). Thus, we translate it ͞Chinese 

liquorice.͟ With regards to abbreviated words (ƐŚƃƌǇĂŬƵŐŽ ┬␎ㄒ), 

[for example] we call merukyuryusu-purashipitachusuryuberu ඣᒅ

ᚊ㡲ᕸ๒ኻᚲኴⅬ⚾ᚊⓑඣ✃ (NL: Mercurius pleister jus ribbel? 

Unclear. EN: Plaster with Mercury juice) just purashita, as it conveys 

the meaning, and we call dorotsupu-han-sƻƚŽŚŽƵƚŽ 㚫ⴠ㒔ⴃ₎᪁⠜

⚟㫽✺ (NL: drop van zoethout, EN: liquorice pills), just sƻtohouto. 

With regards to plain words (sogo ⣲ㄒ), 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 ཎㄒ). 

 

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

(1) Direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ, for example, NL: bloed, EN: blood is translated 

as JA: chi EN: blood) which corresponds to what Sugita Genpaku callƐ�͞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ 

(ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ⩻ヂ).͟ 

(2) Translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) - differently from 'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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 - ƵƐŝŶŐ� EŝĚĂ͛Ɛ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� - ͞a 

translation of dynamic equivalence.͟ 37  For example, Kai explains that the word 

͞ůŝƋƵŽƌŝĐĞ͟�;E>͗�ǌŽƵƚŚŽƵƚͿ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ�ĂƐ�͞ƐǁĞĞƚ-ǁŽŽĚ͟�;amaki⏑

ᮌ), but rather as its closest equivalent in the target culture, amagusa ⏑ⲡ, ͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�

 
36 This term is also mentioned later in the text: Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (RanrǇƃŚƃ), p. 
89.  
37 /͘Ğ͘�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ĂŝŵƐ�Ăƚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂůŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚƌŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞůĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĐĞƉƚŽƌ�ƚŽ�
ŵŽĚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ŽǁŶ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘͟�EŝĚĂ͕�Toward a Science of Translating, 
p. 159. 
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ůŝƋƵŽƌŝĐĞ͕͟�Ă�ƉůĂŶƚ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů�ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ (possibly, familiar to the audience of his 

book). 

(3) Abbreviation (ƐŚƃƌǇĂŬƵŐŽ ┬␎ㄒ), where a longer transliterated word is shortened. 

This strategy was also mentioned by Sugita Genpaku as ryakugo ␎ㄒ . However 

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

(4) Plain words (sogo ⣲ㄒ), which consists of phonetic transliteration of a Dutch term 

using Chinese characters only for their sound, and corresponds to what Genpaku calls 

chokuyaku ┤ヂ. 

 

Like Sugita Genpaku, Kai divides translation strategies into ͞ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ (ƚƃ ➼)͟ and the 

way he structured the presentation of his terminology mostly looks like a re-elaboration 

ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŝŶ�A New Treatise on Anatomy.  

However, some notable differences can be found: cŽŶƚƌĂƌǇ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ 

in A New Treatise, Kai utilised the word ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ as the general term for 

͞translation͘͟ Then, he used the term chokuyaku┤ヂ (direct translation) in the sense 

of equivalent translation and not of phonetic transliteration. Thus, despite the fact that 

the excerpt above ĚŽĞƐ�ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�ƌĞŵŝŶĚ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�A New Treatise, <Ăŝ͛Ɛ usage of both 

these terms mirrors QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ideas expressed in 4.4.4 A New Treatise on 

Anatomy, extensively revised. Indeed, Kai could have actually been influenced by QƚƐƵŬŝ�

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ ideas: in fact, eǀĞŶ�ŝĨ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ version of A New Treatise was only published 

in 1826, its composition dates to 1798 and manuscript copies may have been already in 

circulation.38   

In continuity with the previous passage, in another note Kai also explains that: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
38 For more on this text, see Sakai͕�͛͞<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ͛�ƚŽ�͚:ƻƚĞŝ�ŬĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ͕͛͟�ƉƉ͘�ϵϵ-157. 
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39 

In translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ), direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ) is 

pivotal. However, it can be far from clear, and in a book like this, clarity 

is pivotal. Therefore, translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) is often 

used. Do not ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞ�ůŝƚ͘�͞ ƌĞĂĚ͟�the original text (gensho ཎ᭩) word 

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

 

Once more in contrast with ^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�<Ăŝ�seems to prefer translation of 

meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) over direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ).   

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. I would maintain that this indicates <Ăŝ͛Ɛ 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, QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ (1826) 

The draft of the ŚĞĂǀŝůǇ�ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ�ĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�A New Treatise on Anatomy 

ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ŝŶ�ϭϳϵϴ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂƐ�ĨŝŶĂůůǇ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝŶ�1826 under the 

name of JƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ (or �ŚƃƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ) 㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩.40 With this text, 

Gentaku provided a longer and more ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ�ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�<ƵůŵƵƐ͛ work, as well as went 

on revising the contents of the introduction, the explanatory notes and the anatomical 

diagrams.  

Differently from ^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�A New Treatise, the preface (JƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ�ũŽ 

㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩ᗎ) is written in literary Chinese without glosses, while the explanatory 

notes and the text are composed in literary Chinese with attached kunten. 

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ� ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ� ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ� ŝŵƉůǇ� Ă� ƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚ� ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ� ĂďŽƵƚ� ƚŚĞ�

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 

 
39 Hirokawa Kai, Dutch Treatments Methods (RanrǇƃŚƃ), p. 9.  
40 Sakai͕�͛͞<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ͛ ƚŽ�͚:ƻƚĞŝ�ŬĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ͕͛͟�ƉƉ͘�ϵϵ-157; Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 127. 
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theory behind the translation process (Gentaku͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�

more detail in chapter 6). 

In one of the explanatory notes, Gentaku rewrote A New Treatise͛Ɛ�ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚǇƉĞƐ�

ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ�;ƌĞƵƐŝŶŐ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐͿ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ as 

follows: 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

41 

There are three types (ƐĂŶƚƃ ୕➼, ͞ƚŚƌĞĞ� ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ͟) of translation 

practice (yakurei ヂ  ). Direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ ヂ ), 

translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) and phonetic translation (taiyaku 

ᑐヂ). Now I am going to give one or two [examples for each of them]. 

[The Dutch word] bĤŶĚĞƌĞŶ ⳾∭෭ [means] bones. If we translate 

(yaku ヂ) it as hone 㦵 (EN: bones), it is a direct translation (chokuyaku 

┤ヂ). [The word] sĤŶǇƵ ἥያ (NL: zenew, EN: nerve) indicates the 

channel (kei ⤒) through which the mind (shi ⚄) fluids flow. If we 

translate it as shikei ⚄⤒ (͞ŶĞƌǀĞ͟), it is a translation of meaning 

(giyaku ⩏ヂ). [In the case of the word] kiriru ྜྷ㞳├ (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 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised (:ƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ), pp. 24-25. 
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(ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 㡢ヂ) and we read it as kiriru. That is a phonetic translation 

(taiyaku ᑐヂ). In phonetic translation [we employ] the pronunciation 

of the [Chinese] characters (jion Ꮠ㡢). We all use the pronunciation 

from Hangzhou (ŬƃƐŚƻ on ᮺᕞ㡢), and use those [characters] that 

have some resemblance (with the Dutch word).  Then for names of 

places, we adopt Chinese translations (ŬĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ₎ヂ) that already 

exist. Even if they are not yet validated (ĚĂƚƃ ጇᙜ), 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 ) and we adapt a Chinese pronunciation (jion 

Ꮠ㡢).42 

 

/Ŷ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŽƵƌ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƚĞƌŵ�ĨŽƌ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�ŝƚ�ŝƐ noteworthy that 

in the post-scriptum to the text (JƻƚĞŝ� <ĂŝƚĂŝ� ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ fugen 㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩ゝ) the 

ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�<ĂƚƐƵƌĂŐĂǁĂ�,ŽƐŚƻ ᱇ᕝ⏠࿘ (1751-1809Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ� :ƵŶ͛ĂŶ ୰ᕝ῟ᗡ 

(1739-1786), wrote that A New Treatise on Anatomy ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ͟�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�

term ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
43 

The first edition of this book dates back to ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��Ŷ͛Ğŝ�

ᏳỌ era (1772-1781) and almost thirty years passed from then. That 

was the inception of the translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of far Western 

medicine books in our country. However, the introduction of far 

tĞƐƚĞƌŶ��ƵƚĐŚ�ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�<ĞŝĐŚƃ�㛗 era (1596-1615), and 

 
42 These last few lines are also quoted and translated by Valle Wande in Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 140. For 
ŵŽƌĞ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�͞pronunciation from Hangzhou (JAP: ŬƃƐŚƻ�ŽŶ�ᮺᕞ㡢)͕͟�ƐĞĞ�section 4.5. 
43 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised (:ƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ), p. 5. 
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during the <ĂŶ͛Ğŝ� ᐶỌ  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 

ƚŚĞ�ǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ͛Ɛ�ĐĞŶƚƌĂůŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Dutch studies textual polysystem. 

Katsuragawa Hoshƻ ĂŶĚ�EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ�:ƵŶ͛ĂŶ�contributed significantly to Japanese Dutch 

ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ĂŶĚ� ĞŶũŽǇĞĚ� ŐƌĞĂƚ� ƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƚǇ� ǁŝƚŚŝŶ� ĂŶĚ� ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ĐŝƌĐůĞ͘ 44  In 

particular, Hoshƻ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂů�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�A New Treatise, thanks to his 

close connections to the official government.45 It is interesting to note that, despite 

participating in translation discourse,46 neither of them seemed to produce the kind of 

ůŽŶŐĞƌ͕�ŵŽƌĞ�ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ďǇ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͕�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�

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, QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ�;ϭϴϮϲͿ 

Pronunciation of Western Sounds (Seion hatsubi す㡢Ⓨᚤ, 1826) by QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ�ᵳ

┙㔛 (also known as Genkan ⋞ᖿ, 1785-1837, son of Gentaku) is a book on Dutch 

phonetics. The preface (Seion hatsubi jo す㡢Ⓨᚤᗎ) is composed in literary Chinese 

with kunten glosses, the explanatory notes (hanrei ซ) and the text are written in 

mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. 

 
44 �Ɛ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝŶĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�ďǇ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŝŶ�Beginnings (see Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of 
Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime) - :ƵŶ͛ĂŶ�ŝƐ�ƚĂůŬĞĚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�Ăƚ�ƉƉ͘ 29-30 and pp. 46-47, Hoshƻ at pp. 44-
45, p. 47, pp. 60-61Ϳ�ĂŶĚ��Ăƌů�dŚƵŶďĞƌŐ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�;Ɛee Screech, Japan Extolled and Decried). 
45 Goodman, Dutch in Japan, p. 85 
46 /Ŷ�ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĐĞƌƉƚ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ĂďŽǀĞ͕�,ŽƐŚƻ�ĂůƐŽ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ�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 (^ŚŝŶƐĞŝ� ĐŚŝŬǇƻ� ďĂŶŬŽŬƵ� ǌƵƐĞƚƐƵ ᪂ 〇 ᆅ Ầ  ᅜ ᅗ ㄝ , 1786, 
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08_c0179/index.html) and  
Dutch Dictionary (Oranda jii ⹒Ꮠᙡ, 1858, 
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/ho10/ho10_00379/index.html). 
 
 

https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/bunko08/bunko08_c0179/index.html
https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/ho10/ho10_00379/index.html


124 
 

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŽƌǇ�ŶŽƚĞƐ͕�ǁĞ�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ��ĂŶƌŝ�ĨŽůůŽǁƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ�ƐĞƚ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku in 4.4.4 A New Treatise of Anatomy, extensively revised, and thus mentions the 

pƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�͞ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ),͟ ͞translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏

ヂ)͟ ĂŶĚ�͞phonetic translation (taiyaku ᑐヂ).͟ In a note, Banri retraces the three types 

of translation described by Gentaku mentioning the difficulties of producing a phonetic 

transliteration of Dutch words. 

 

ᮏ⦅ࢆ㏳࡚ࡋ⫋ࡿࡍஅ⏤ࡿᡤࡣ⹒ゝモࢆヂࡿࡍ⮫࡚┤ヂ

ᚑ᮶ヂࡿࡍ௨࡚ᑐヂࢆ၈ᒣ㡢ࡣ⪅ࡿࡊࡽྍࡍసࢆヂ⩏

Ꮠࡿࡍ❓⪅ከࠋࡋ⪋Ṉᑐトᅔ࡚ヂ⪅ࡢ47ࠋࡳࡢࡃ┬ࢆ 

 

The main reason we put together this volume is because among those 

who are faced with making a direct translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ) or a 

translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) of Dutch words, there are many 

who encounter difficulties when trying to produce a phonetic 

translation (taiyaku ᑐヂ) with Chinese sounds (ƚƃǌĂŶ�on၈ᒣ㡢) with 

the characters conventionally used to translate (yakuji ヂᏐ). These 

phonetic notes (ƚĂŝĐŚƻ�ᑐト) are intended to avoid that trouble.  

 

Here, Banri uses the term ƚƃǌĂŶ�on၈ᒣ㡢, ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ�͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ƐŽƵŶĚƐ͟ (ƚƃǌĂŶ�၈ᒣ was 

another name for ͞�ŚŝŶĂ͟� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� dŽŬƵŐĂǁĂ� ƉĞƌŝŽĚͿ͘ The problematic of phonetic 

transliteration is another constant of Dutch studies translation discourse that let us 

ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞ� ƐŽŵĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ͕� ĂŶĚ� ǁŝůů� ďĞ� ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�

section below.  

 

4.5 Problematics of transliteration and translation of technical terms 

In the following subsections, I 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 QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ͕�Pronunciation of Western Sounds (Seion hatsubi), p. 6. 
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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 ཎྡ)48 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 Kaŝ͛Ɛ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ�ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞ) 

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.49  

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: 

 

 

 

 
48 Despite the presence of many primers devoted to the learning of the Latin alphabet in the Tokugawa 
period, Dutch words were rarely quoted in romans within Dutch studies literature. 
49 As a reminder, the strategy of phonetic transliteration was called chokuyaku ┤ヂ (direct translation) 
by Sugita Genpaku (4.4.1 A New Treatise) and taiyaku ᑐヂ (literally, correspondent translation) ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�
Gentaku in (4.4.4 A New Treatise revised).  
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50 

In this book, the characters (moji ᩥᏐ) [used for] direct translation 

(chokuyaku ┤ヂ, i.e. phonetic transliteration), are all taken from the 

translations (yaku ヂ) 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 ヂ) them, writing down their 

wakun ೖカ (i.e. kana readings next to the characters) ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂĚĞƌƐ͛�

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.51 It is natural that the same 

went for phonetic transliterations. 

In the note reported in the subsection below (4.5.2 Picking Blossoms), QƚƐƵŬŝ Gentaku 

will specify that the established norm for the creation of new transliterations seemed to 

have been some form of ƚƃ͛ŽŶ (also read tƃ͛in ၈㡢 ) pronunciation (i.e. the 

pronunciation of contemporary spoken Chinese, ƚƃǁĂ၈ヰ).52 

 

 
50 Sugita Genpaku, A New Treatise of Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho), vol. 1, p. 14. 
51 Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, pp. 133 and 141. 
52 dƃ͛ŽŶ ၈㡢, literally, ͞Tang sounds,͟ is a type of on ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͘�,ĞƌĞ͕�͞Tang͟�does not refer to the Chinese 
ruling dynasty (ϲϭϴоϵϬϳͿ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŽ�͞�ŚŝŶĂ͟�ĂƐ�Ă�ǁŚŽůĞ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƚǁŽ�ŵĂŝŶ�ŬŝŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ��hinese 
characters used in Japan (₎Ꮠ kanji): kun readings (ŬƵŶ͛ǇŽŵŝ カㄞࡳ) which are Japanese native words 
assigned to the characters, and on readings (ŽŶ͛ǇŽŵŝ 㡢ㄞࡳ), 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 go͛ŽŶ ࿋㡢 
(from Wu area of southern China, introduced in the sixth century) ŬĂŶ͛ŽŶ ₎㡢  (from Luoyang and 
�ŚĂŶŐ͛ĂŶ�ŝŶ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ĞŝŐŚƚ�ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇͿ�and ƚƃ͛ŽŶ ၈㡢 (from the Hangzhou area in the fourteenth century). See 
Shibatani, Languages of Japan, pp. 120-21 and the voices ͞ŽŶ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ŬƵŶ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƐ͟�ŝŶ Kodansha 
Encyclopedia of Japan.  
During the Tokugawa period, tƃ͛ŽŶ circulated in Japan thanks to Chinese Zen Buddhist monks living in 
:ĂƉĂŶ͕��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ� ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ� ŝŶ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ� ĂŶĚ�EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͘� WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕� ͞'ƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϮϲ͘ 
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4.5.2 Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids, QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ (1817) - Part 1 

Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids (Ran͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ ⹒␟ⰾ, first published in 1817, 

however it was written over a span of more than 40 years) by QƚƐƵki Gentaku is a 

compilation of Dutch, Chinese and Japanese sources on different topics, with a focus on 

natural medicine.53 The preface (Ran͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ�ũŽ ⹒␟ⰾᗎ) is composed in literary 

Chinese with no glosses, while the explanatory notes (hanrei ซ) and the translation 

itself are written in literary Chinese with kunten.  

In one of the explanatory notes, Gentaku wrote: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
54 

In the translation (yaku ヂ) of Western [languages], there are those 

who [make new] phonetic translations (chokuyaku ┤ヂ), and those 

who [use] the [pre-existent] Chinese translations (ŬĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ₎ヂ). We 

abide by the old [terms], and if there is not one, when we adapt 

(hamaru ሸࡿ ) [one], we decide on a new translation with the 

pronunciation that has been transmitted in the past from Hangzhou 

(JAP: ŬƃƐŚƻ�ŽŶ�ᮺᕞ㡢). The peculiarity of these sounds lies in their 

resemblances [to Western languages/Dutch].55 

 

 
53 This ǁŽƌŬ�ǁĂƐ�ĞĚŝƚĞĚ�ďǇ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�sŽŶ�QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ�ᵳ☬㔛 (also known as Genkan ⋞ᖿ, 1785-1837) 
et al. zĂďĞ�/ĐŚŝƌƃ͕�͞QƚƐuki Gentaku,͟ pp. 194-99. 
54 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕ Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (ZĂŶ͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ), p. 8. 
55 Here Gentaku uses the term chokuyaku ┤ヂ most possibly in the sense of ͞phonetic transcription.͟ 
The composition of this text is closer in time to Sugita Genpaku͛s A New Treatise of Anatomy, where the 
term was used with the same connotation. As a reminder, in GĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ�ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ of A New Treatise 
(see 4.4.4), chokuyaku ┤ヂ was used ĂƐ�͞ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟� 
The issue of preferring Hangzhou pronunciation for the transliteration of Dutch terms was also raised by 
Gentaku in 4.4.4. 

 

す

ὒ

அ

ヂ

䣎

᭷


┤

ヂ
ࢫ

ࣝ

⪅
୍

䣎

᪤
ࢽ

᭷


₎

ヂ
୍

⪅

ࣁ

䣎



ᚠ
ࣇ





⯈
࢟

ࢽ

୍

䣎

ⱝ
ࢩ

ஸ
ࢣ

ࣞ

ࣁ

๎
ሸ
ࣝ

ࢽ

௨
ୗ

ᡤ



ა
ࢸ

ఏ
ࣝ

୍

அ

ᮺ

ᕞ

㡢
ࣤ

ୖ

᪂
ࢽ

ヂ
ᐃ
ࢫ



அ
ࣤ

୍

䣎
㡢
㡩

அ
Ṧ
␗
䣎
ᅾ



㧟
㧮
அ
㛫

ࢽ

୍

䣎54 



128 
 

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 tƃ͛ŽŶ pronunciation (Gentaku calls it ŬƃƐŚƻ� ŽŶ�ᮺᕞ㡢 , ͞Hangzhou 

ƐŽƵŶĚƐ͟)56 when one has to deal with phonetic transliterations.57  

In the use of ƚƃ͛ŽŶ, Dutch studies scholars were influenced by their contemporary 

interpreters of Chinese active in Nagasaki; as an example, the well-known interpreter 

Okajima Kanzan (ᒸᓥෙᒣ 1674-1728) produced a number of manuals and dictionaries 

to help independent scholars to learn Chinese (ƚƃ͛ŽŶ) pronunciation.58 The ƚƃ͛ŽŶ norm 

also ŽǀĞƌůĂƉƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘ As reported by Vande Walle, in Nagasaki, 

ZǇƃĞŝ�ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�/ƐŚŝǌĂŬŝ�:ŝƌƃǌĂĞŵŽŶ�;▼ᓮḟ㑻ᕥ⾨㛛, dates 

unknown), who taught him ƚƃ͛ŽŶ pronunciation.59 �Ɛ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ZǇƃĞŝ͛Ɛ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ 

of ƚƃ͛ŽŶ 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 Nanban60 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 dƃ͛ŽŶ, was perhaps that some phonological 

features of Dutch were easy to assimilate to sokuon, batsuon and 

ǇƃŽŶ,61 which were and are characteristic of Japanese words derived 

from Chinese (kango [₎ㄒ]). 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 (dƃǁĂ [၈ヰ]).62 

 

 
56 According to Xu Kewei, it is possible that with ŬƃƐŚƻ�ŽŶ ᮺᕞ㡢 Gentaku intended a general sense of 
͞^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ� ƉƌŽŶƵŶĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ� ;ŶĂŶďƃ͛ŽŶ ༡᪉㡢Ϳ͟� Žƌ� Ă� ƉƌŽŶƵŶĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ� ŽĨ ͞Wu 
Chinese (gogo ࿋ㄒ)͘͟�yƵ͕�͛͞<ŽƐĞŝ�ƐŚŝŶƉĞŶ͕͛͟�Ɖ͘�ϵϰ͘ 
57 This was also the noƌŵ�ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ�ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ��ĂŶƌŝ�ŝŶ�ϰ.4.5 Pronunciation of Western Sounds. 
58 For a list of these, see Pastreich, Observable Mundane, pp. 114-15. 
59 Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 136. 
60 Nanban ༡⻅, literally ͞^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ�ďĂƌďĂƌŝĂŶ͕͟�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚĞƌŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�WŽƌƚƵŐƵĞƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�^ƉĂŶŝƐŚ͘ 
61 These are types of Japanese syllables: geminate consonants (sokuonಁ㡢), syllabic nasal (hatsuon ᧕
㡢), palatalised or labio-velarised syllable (ǇƃŽŶ�ᣉ㡢). 
62 Vande Walle, Dodonaeus in Japan, p. 136. On the phonological aspects of using ƚƃ͛ŽŶ 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, ůŝŬĞ� KŐĂƚĂ� <ƃĂŶ͕� zŽƐŚŝŽ� ^ŚƵŶǌƃ� and 

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

 

4.5.3 Introduction to the Study of Illness, KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ (1849) - Part 1 

Introduction to the Study of Illness (ByƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ Ꮫ㏻ㄽ, 1849) is a work by the 

celebrated doctor and Dutch studies scholar KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ�⥴᪉ὥᗡ (1810-1863), and it 

is known for introducing the study of Pathology in Japan. 63  The translation is 

accompanied by two prefaces (both named ByƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ�ũŽ Ꮫ㏻ㄽᗎ)64 and one 

ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ� ƉƌĞĨĂĐĞ (jijo ⮬ᗎ ) composed in literary Chinese without glosses. The 

explanatory notes (titled ͞/ntroduction,͟ Daigen 㢟ゝ) and the translation itself are 

written in mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. 

In the introductory notes, <ƃĂŶ�ǁƌŽƚĞ: 

 

ㅖྡ⛠ᴫᴵᩪඛ⏕ࡢヂ㝶ࠋࡩ㜘ዴࡀ❶ࡣ⪅ࡿࡍぢࢆ

௨࡚அࢆࢀᦃᡂࠋࡍᅛࡾࡼ✜ᙜࡿࡉࡽ࡞⪅ᒃከࠋࡋᨾẖྡ᮲

ୗྛࠎཎྡࢆ↷⪄࡚ࡋල௨࡚ᚋྩࡢᏊࢆಗࠋࡘణཎྡ

㝶࡚ᡤࡿࡍ⩦័ࡢேࡍ⏝くࢆࢀஅࠋࡍࡽ㝈⹒ㄒ⨶⏩ㄒࡣ

ཧ㜀65ࠋࡳࡢࡿࡍ౽ 

 

In general, for all names I follow the translation examples (yakurei ヂ

) of Master Shinsai ᴵᩪ (i.e. Udagawa Genshin). When they are not 

sufficient, I make [new ones] from what I understand. Naturally, many 

of them are not proper (ŽŶƚƃ ✜ᙜ) [translations/transliterations]. 

Therefore, I attached the original word (genmei ཎྡ) to every name, 

providing a reference and waiting for the wise men (kunshi ྩᏊ) 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]. 

 
63 Goodman, Japan and the Dutch, p. 182.  
64 One by Udagawa KƃƐĂŝ�Ᏹ⏣ᕝ⯆ᩪ (also known as Udagawa Ei Ᏹ⏣ᕝ℠Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�ŽŶĞ�ďǇ�dƐƵďŽŝ�^ŚŝŶĚƃ 
ᆤಙ㐨. 
65 KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͕�Introduction to the Study of Illness (�ǇƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ), p. 11. 
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By stating that he relies on the work of Udagawa Genshin Ᏹ⏣ᕝ⋞┿ (1770-1835), a 

fellow famous scholar and adopted son of Udagawa GenzuiᏱ⏣ᕝ⋞㝶 (1755-1797), 

<ƃan explicitly pointed out that his first strategy was drawing from translated words 

employed by previous scholarship, a characteristic of Dutch studies practice.66 

However, <ƃĂŶ� also decided to attach the ͞original word (genmei ཎྡ ),͟ i.e. a 

katakana phonetic transliteration of the foreign term, to all translated vocabulary. <ƃĂŶ 

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 <ƃĂŶ͛Ɛ thoughts on translation style are examined, <ƃĂŶ͛Ɛ�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, zŽƐŚŝŽ�^ŚƵŶǌƃ�;ϭϴϭϰͿ 

Essential Selection of Surgery with charts (zƃŬĂ�ƐĞŝƐĞŶ�ǌƵĨƵ�⒆⛉⢭ᅗ➢, manuscript, 

date unknown; the explanatory notes translated here are dated 1814) is a work by 

zŽƐŚŝŽ� ^ŚƵŶǌƃ�ྜྷ㞝ಇⶶ  (1787-1843), a doctor and Dutch studies scholar from 

Nagasaki.67 He was the grandson of the famous Dutch ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�zŽƐŚŝŽ�<ƃŐǇƻ�ྜྷ㞝⪔

∵ (also known as Yoshio Kƃsaku ྜྷ㞝ᖾస, 1724-1800). �Ɛ� ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ƚĞǆƚ͛Ɛ�

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).68 Both the explanatory notes (hanrei ซ) 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, ^ŚƵŶǌƃ� ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ� the issue of translating technical terms 

(literally, ͞names of things͕͟ butsumei ≀ྡ), explaining that rather than producing an 

obscure translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ ) in many cases it is better to use a 

paraphrase or a phonetic transliteration.  

 
66 Yoshino, ZĂŶƐŚŽ�ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, p. 7. 
67 In this book, he uses the pseudonym Haguri �ŚƃŝŶ ⩚ᰩ㛗㞃. 
68 zŽƐŚŝŽ�^ŚƵŶǌƃ͕�Essential Selection of Surgery (zƃŬĂ�ƐĞŝƐĞŶ�ǌƵĨƵ), p. 2. In Japan and the Dutch, p. 125, 
'ŽŽĚŵĂŶ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƚĞǆƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ďĞŐƵŶ�ďǇ�
Sugita Genpaku, under the title of New Book on Surgery (zƃŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ�⒆་᪂᭩, published in 1825). 
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^ŚƵŶǌƃ wrote: 

 

࡚ࡁゎࡾ↦᪉ᑍࢆᕸ⥥ࠋࡾ࠶ᡤࡴࡋᅔࡶ᭱ࡿࡍヂࢆྡ≀

⣒ࠖࣝࢭࢡࣗࣜࣉࠕ࡚ྡ⹒ႆࢆபࠋࡩ⩏ヂ࡚ࡋᧈ⣒பࠋࡩ

ᧈ⣒ࢆ⭯࡚ࡡ⟇ࢆᨦࡃࡪ㐀ࢆ⪅ࡿྜྷபࠋࡩጡࡃ┤ヂࡋ

࡚⠍୰㛫ࠎྜྷபࠋࡾ࡞ࢀࡇ⪅ࡩཪㅖ㔠ᡈ⒔ࡣᏍࡇᤄࡴ

⩏ヂࠋࡩப࣮࣮ࠖ࢟࢘࢟ࢸࢫࠕࢆ⪅ࡿࡓࡡ⟇ࢆྜྷࡃ

⠍୰ࠋࡾ࡞ࢀࡇࡩபࠖࣖࢳ࣓ࠕࠋࡩபᤄᚎ࡚ࡋ

⬦ㄒ࡚ࡋᅜࡢᾏ㔛ᮾすᠱ㝸⤯ࡶࢀࡉᚓࢆⓗᙜࡃከྡ≀ࡢ

ࠋࡍ౽ᚋ㐍࡚ࡋᏑࢆཎྡࡃᜳᨾࠋࡍᚓࢆࡇࡴᡤᕬࡿ␗ࡢ

ᮏᏐࢆ௨࡚グࡣ⪅ࡍ ⓚᅜࡢእ⛉⪅ὶᚑ᮶ࡩᡤ࡞ྡࡢ

 69 ࠋࡾ

 

Translating (yakusu ヂࡍ) names of things (butsumei ≀ྡ) can be very 

problematic. [Take for example] the cotton compress you boil and cut 

in squares; in Dutch that cloth is called puryukuseru ࣝࢭࢡࣗࣜࣉ 

(NL: pluksel, EN: pledget). The translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) 

would be sanshi ᧈ⣒ (literally, ͞ŐĂƵǌĞͬďĂŶĚĂŐĞƐ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƚŚƌĞĂĚ͟). The 

sense (ajiyoshi ྜྷ, literally, ͞good taste͟Ϳ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�͞ƵƐŝŶŐ a gauze 

and spread an ointment͘͟� In this book I sometimes used direct 

translation (chokuyaku ┤ヂ, i.e. phonetic transliteration) and other 

times, the sense (ajiyoshi ྜྷ) [translation]. [As another example], all 

the blade wounds with the sense (ajiyoshi ྜྷ) of ͞stabbing with a 

pike (hoko hasamu ࡇᤄࡴ)͕͟� ůĞƚ͛Ɛ� ƐĂǇ wounds or punctures, are 

called ƐƵƚĤŬŝƵţŬŝ࣮࣮࢟࢘࢟ࢸࢫ�  (NL: steekweek? steekwond? 

Unclear. EN: stab wound?). The translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ) 

would be ƐƃũŽ? ᤄᚎ? (ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕�͞ƐƚĂď͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƐŽĨƚ͟?). Commonly, this is 

called meicha ࣓ࣖࢳ (NL: messteek? Unclear. EN: knife wound?). 

Even if we get appropriate (ƚĞŬŝƚƃ ⓗᙜ) [translations] for many other 

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

 
69 zŽƐŚŝŽ�^ŚƵŶǌƃ͕�Essential Selection of Surgery (zƃŬĂ�ƐĞisen zufu), p. 3. 
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different and large seas and considerable distances70 separate the East 

and the West, the contexts of their languages (gomyaku ㄒ⬦) can be 

very different. Therefore [in this book], for the convenience of 

posterity, you can always find the original word (genmei ཎྡ). The 

annotations with kana Ꮠ are the names that fellow doctors of Japan 

used up to now. 

 

In this excerpt, ^ŚƵŶǌƃ� explained that in the text he always added a phonetic 

transliteration in kana Ꮠ 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 Shunzƃ was not concerned ďǇ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 

criticism of the method (see chapter 3). 

Also notably for the study of translation terminology, here ^ŚƵŶǌƃ�made a distinction 

between the translation of the etymological meaning of a word (giyaku ⩏ヂ) and the 

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͞ ƐĞŶƐĞ͟�ŽĨ�Ă�ǁŽƌĚ�;ajiyoshi ྜྷ), expressed by a periphrasis for better 

clarity. The term he used, ajiyoshi ྜྷ, seems to be unique to this work, and it is 

ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ� ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ� Ă� ŚŝŶƚ� ŽĨ� ^ŚƵŶǌƃ͛Ɛ� further elaboration of translation strategies. 

Interestingly, another metaphor of translation style associated with tŚĞ�͞ƚĂƐƚĞ͟ of the 

ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�4.6.3. 

 

4.5.5 Three Chief Remedies, Sugita Seikei (1849) 

Three Chief Remedies (^ĂŝƐĞŝ�ƐĂŶƉƃ ῭⏕୕᪉, 1849) is a translation by the scholar (and 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŐƌĂŶĚƐŽŶͿ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�^ĞŝŬĞŝᮡ⏣ᡂཀ (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. Vermćchtniss einer funfzigjćhrigen 

Erfahrung, 1842), a work of medicine by the German doctor Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland 

(1762-1836). The explanatory notes (hanrei ซ) 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 ƚƃ ➼ ͞ĚĞŐƌĞĞ͘͟�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ŝn addition to the terms 

 
70  >ŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕� ͞a thousand ri͘͟� A ri 㔛 is a traditional Japanese unit of measure, corresponding to 
approximately ϯ͘ϵ�Ŭŵ͘�dŚĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�͞Ă�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚ ri͟�ŵĞĂŶƐ�͞Ă�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ͘͟� 
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employed by Genpaku and Gentaku (giyaku ⩏ヂ, chokuyaku ┤ヂ and taiyaku ᑐヂ), 

Seikei included the term on͛yaku 㡢ヂ (translation of sound) which was less commonly 

used.71 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: 

 

ヂἲ㡢ヂࠊ⩏ヂࠊ┤ヂࠊᑐヂ➼ࠊࡣࡇࡿ࠶ูࡢඛ㍮ᕬㄽ

㎪ࡿࡍᡤࢆࡿ࡞௨࡚ࠊࡓṈࠋࡎࡏ㉕ణཎᮏᩥ❶㞝೧ṇ

ࡵྈົࠋࡎᚓࢆࡇࡿࡍ㏻㐩ࢆ῝ពࡃ⬟㮮ⳝᣋຎࡀணࠊ࡚ࡋ

࡚ཎᩥᅉᚠ࡚ࡋ௨࡚ヂᏐࢆୗࠋࡳࡢࡍ┳⪅㝄ࢆႺࡇࡩ↓

࠶ࡁ࡞⿵࡚ᑠ⾡ᡃࠋࡤࡵ⣴ࢆពࡢᑵ࡚௨࡚ཎᩥヂࠋࡃ

 72ࠋࡌࡽ

 

Since the difference in the various types (ƚƃ�➼) of translation methods 

(ǇĂŬƵŚƃ�ヂἲ ), such as phonetic transliteration (ŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ 㡢ヂ ), 

translation of meaning (giyaku ⩏ヂ), direct translation (chokuyaku ┤

ヂ) and parallel translation (taiyaku ᑐヂ) has already been discussed 

by previous scholars, I will not indulge in it again here. However, the 

writing style (ďƵŶƐŚƃ ᩥ❶ ) of the original text (genpon ཎᮏ ) is 

excellent (Ǉƻŝ 㞝೧) and commendable (seidai ṇ), while I am coarse 

and clumsy and I could not convey (ƚƐƻƚĂƚƐƵ ㏻㐩 ) well its deep 

meaning (ƐŚŝŶ͛ŝ�῝ព).  So I followed the original text (genpon ཎᮏ) as 

much as possible and I wrote down phonetic transliteration (yakuji ヂ

Ꮠ, literally, ͞translated characters͟). Readers do not have to laugh at 

such narrowness. If [they] want to go back to the meaning (i ព) of the 

original text (genpon ཎᮏ) when [they] approach [this] translation 

(yaku ヂ ), there will be the need for some replenishment of my 

technique (jutsu ⾡). 

 
71 Yoshino, Ransho ǇĂŬƵũƵƚƐƵŐŽ�ŬƃƐƃ, pp. 25-35. 
72 Sugita Seikei, Three Chief Remedies (^ĂŝƐĞŝ�ƐĂŶƉƃ), p. 5. 
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In the excerpt, Seikei described the Dutch source in terms of style (ďƵŶƐŚƃ ᩥ❶) as 

͞excellent (Ǉƻŝ 㞝೧)͟ and ͞commendable (seidai ṇ),͟ thus expressing a certain 

reverence towards the original (genpon ཎᮏ ). 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, I 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 ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛ 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, QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ�Ă�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�

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. 

^ĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ůŝŬĞ�KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͕�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�^ĞŝŬĞŝ�ĂŶĚ�zŽƐŚŝŽ�^ŚƵŶǌƃ͕�ǁŚŽƐĞ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�

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. �Ɛ� ^Ăŝƚƃ� DĂƌĞƐŚŝ� ŶŽƚĞƐ͕ 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  

 

 

 

 
73 ^Ăŝƚƃ�DĂƌĞƐŚŝ, Kanbunmyaku, pp. 104-06. 
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4.6.1 New Record of Six Things, QƚƐƵŬŝ�Gentaku (1786) - Part 2 

In the explanatory notes (titled ͞Thirteen explanatory rules,͟ ,ĂŶƌĞŝ�ũƻƐĂŶƐŽŬƵ ซ༑

୕๎) from New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi භ≀᪂ᚿ, 1786), QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku discussed the use of Latin in Europe as a written lingua franca. Gentaku wrote: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
74 

Latin is a language that is used as a common idiom (ŵŝŶĂ�ĂŝƚƐƻǇƃ suru 

no goⓙࡦ┦࡞㏻⏝ࣀࣝࢫஅㄒ͕�ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ͕�͞Ă�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ everyone 

uses [to understand] ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͟) 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 

ǁƌŝƚĞ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ŽǁŶ�country. Thus, this trouble 

is entirely similar to translation (hon͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ). 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 ⡆ྂ㞞㥆), and thus is more or less like an 

elegant language (gago 㞞ㄒ). 

 

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 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, 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, 

ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŽĨ��ƵƌŽƉĞ͕�ŝƐ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�͞ ĞůĞŐĂŶƚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�(gago 㞞ㄒ)͟�ƚŚĂƚ�

is ͞simple, ancient and civilised (kanko gajun ⡆ྂ㞞㥆).͟� 

Gentaku then compares such condition to the practice of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ. As discussed 

in the previous chapter, given that this was a term originally employed to describe 

translation of Sanskrit sutra into Chinese, in general hŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ can be interpreted as 

͞translation into Chinese,͟ ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�͞ƉƌŽƉĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�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. GentĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ�ďĞĐŽŵĞ 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, QƚƐƵŬŝ�Gentaku (1817) - Part 2 

In an explanatory note (hanrei ซ) from Picking Blossoms from a Field of Orchids 

(Ran͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ ⹒␟ⰾ, 1817, on this text also see 4.5.2), QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ drew a direct 

parallel between the role and the perceived prestige of Latin in Europe and of literary 

Chinese (kanbun₎ᩥ) in East Asia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
75 

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 

 
75 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (ZĂŶ͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ), pp. 8-9. 
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(gagen 㞞ゝ) in many countries. Therefore, we always mark (ƐŚƃ�ƐƵ ⛠

 distinguished things (meibutsu ྡ≀) with elegant words [these] (ࡍ

(gamei 㞞ྡ). [Latin] is like literary Chinese (kanbun ₎ᩥ) in this 

country. 

 

Here again, Latin is ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĂŐĂŝŶ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�͞ĞůĞŐĂŶƚ͟� language (gagen 㞞ゝ) 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.  

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ� ŽĨ� >ĂƚŝŶ� ŝƐ� ƌŽŽƚĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ� ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŝƐ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ� ŝŶ�

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.76 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.77 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 ᪂ⓑ▼ (ϭϲϱϳоϭϳϮϱ) mentions Latin in his Collected 

Views and Strange Words (Sairan igen 㔗ぴ␗ゝ, 1713), a work on world geography 

ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ� ĨƌŽŵ�,ĂŬƵƐĞŬŝ͛Ɛ� ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�'ŝŽǀĂŶŶŝ� �ĂƚƚŝƐƚĂ� ^ŝĚŽƚƚŝ� ;ϭϲϲϴ-1714).78 

 
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 �ĞƐŽƉ͛Ɛ�&ĂďƵůĂĞ, the Nippo jisho ᪥ⴵ㎡᭩ (or Vocabulario da 
Lingoa de Iapam, 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. 
77 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 144-45. 
78 Arai Hakuseki, Collected Views and Strange Words (Sairan igen㔗ぴ␗ゝ, 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 Gen͛emonᮧ※ྑ
⾨㛛 (1671-1736) and his disciples, who spoke with him in Latin. See �Ğ�'ƌŽŽƚ͕�͞�ŶŐĞůďĞƌƚ�<ĂĞŵƉĨĞƌ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�
206-08. 

https://www.wul.waseda.ac.jp/kotenseki/html/ru02/ru02_00959/index.html
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Among other well-ŬŶŽǁŶ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͕� DĂĞŶŽ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ  (1723-

1803) had experience with translation from Latin (despite producing some evident 

mistranslations).79 Shizuki Tadao ᚿ⟃ᛅ㞝 (1760-1806) also faced the challenge of 

translating Latin.80 From the understanding that they were equally languages of prestige, 

ďŽƚŚ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ� ĂŶĚ� dĂĚĂŽ� ĚĞĐŝĚĞĚ� ƚŽ� 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: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
81 

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 (ƐŚƻƐŚƃ ⩦ㄙ) 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 Კှ) or reading the Sutras aloud (ũŽŬǇƃ ㄙ⤒), it is tiring and 

 
79 TaŝĚĂ͕�͞,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ZĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͕͟ pp. 76-79. 
80 Mervart, ͞ZĞƉƵďůŝĐ�ŽĨ�>ĞƚƚĞƌƐ͘͟ 
81 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (ZĂŶ͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ), p. 8. 
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annoying. In the end [however], we get to disseminate [this] volume. 

If, for this reason, translators (yakusha ヂ⪅), simplify (yaku ni su⣙

 ,those terms (ji ㎡) (ࡃkaku 㜘) those words (gen ゝ) and miss out (ࡍ

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 ͞ƉůĂŝŶ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�;sodoku ⣲ㄞ),͟�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ǁĂǇ�

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;82 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 

ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚis thesis, I maintain ƚŚĂƚ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 

argument was directly inspired by his ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation, and as I 

will discussed again in chapter 6, such ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐ�ƌĞƚƵƌŶƐ�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�

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, Gentaku͛Ɛ� ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ� ŝƐ� ƌĞŵŝŶŝƐĐĞŶƚ of the 

position of the monk and translator Hui Chang (្ᖖ, active 314-385), a scholar that 

DĂƌƚŚĂ��ŚĞƵŶŐ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĂƐ�͞ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ŵŽŶŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�

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

 
82 KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƉůĂŝŶ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕�ƐĞĞ�^Ăŝƚƃ�DĂƌĞƐŚŝ͕�Kanbunmyaku, pp. 35-38 and Dore, Education in 
Tokugawa Japan, pp. 127-36. 
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ĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ�ƚǇƉĞ͘͟ 83 As quoted by Buddhist scholar Dao An (㐨Ᏻ, 312-385) 

Hui Chang stated that when translating, ͞rather than aiming at skill [qiao ᕦ] and ease 

[bian ౽], we should adhere to that which is elegant [ya 㞞] and that which is proper and 

correct [zheng ṇ].͟ 84 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.  

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂnslation 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 Illness, KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ (1849) - Part 2 

Through other explanatory notes to Introduction to the Study of Illness (ByƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ

Ꮫ㏻ㄽ , 1849), ǁĞ� ĐĂŶ� ůŽŽŬ� ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ� ŝŶƚŽ� <ƃĂŶ͛Ɛ� ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞrations 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, <ƃĂŶ�ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 

ᡈபṈ⦅ព⩏㏻㐩⌮ㄽ⢭ᐦࢆᑾࡾࡏㅝࠋࡋᝰဢᩥᏐ㒥

ࡿ࠶⪅ࡿே㢳ࠋࡋዴࡿࢀ┒㤿ᵴࢆ⩘⨾ࡶᜦࠋࡍࡽ࡞㞞࡚ࡋ

 85ࠋࡾ࡞▮ᄏࡢᡤㅝᏛࡣṈᣲࡋࠋࢇࡽᑩࡇ

 

In this book, I wanted to achieve meaning (igi ព⩏), communication 

(ƚƐƻƚĂƚƐƵ ㏻㐩), logic (riron ⌮ㄽ) and precision (seimitsu ⢭ᐦ) as 

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

 
83 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 78. 
84 The translation is from Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 78. 
85 KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͕�Introduction to the Study of Illness (�ǇƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ), p. 11. 
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vulgar (hizoku 㒥) and not elegant (ga narazu 㞞ࡍࡽ࡞). 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, <ƃĂŶ�deemed the ͞characters (moji ᩥᏐ)͟ used in his ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�͞vulgar (hizoku 

㒥)͟ and ͞not elegant (ga narazu 㞞ࡍࡽ࡞),͟ 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. 

<ƃĂŶ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�are expressed in more detail in the following extracts: 

 

ࡇࢇ㔜ᚋୡࢆἲࠊࡋ᫂ࢆྃ❶ࠊࡋṇࢆა࡚ᩥᏐࡶవࡾ↛

ࠊ࡚ࡋዑ㉮ᮾすࡋᚿすᏛ࡚ࡋࡩవᑡࡶࢀ↛ࠋࡾࡏᗢᗄࢆ

ࠋࡃࡽ௨Ⅽࠋࡍࡤཬࡶࡺ༝ᣋὸ㝄ࠋࡎᚓࢆవᬤࡢࡩᏛࢆᩥ

㑇ࣞⰾࡢഛࡣࡾࡼࢇࡽࡉࡽᑀࢆ⮯ࢁఏࡿࡊ⪅ࠋࡾࢀᑗࡉ

Ṉ✏ࢆᨈ࡚⠑୰ᢞࠊࡋ⤊ṓ㢳ࡇࡿஸࠋࡍࢇࡽẚᅄ᪉᭷ᚿ

அࡣᡈࠊࡃከ⪅ࡿࡴ㈐ࢆࡁ㐜ࡢ⾜බ࡚⪺ࢆࡿ࠶Ṉᣲኈవࡢ

᪁ࠋࡾ࠶⪅ࡁዴࡴᮃࢆ㣧㣗ࡢ㤧Ῥࡇࡿࡉࡲㄳ࡚Ṇࢆࢀ

࡚ࡓ㑇ࡢ㐜㐜ࢆࡇࡿࡉࡽྍࡍᛕࡦ༝㝄ࡍࡳ┬ࢆ㐙ᱻ

 86ࠋࡳࡢࡘಗࢆᏊྩࡢ௨࡚ᚋ࡚ࡋ

 

Once and again I corrected (tadasu ṇࡍ) the characters (moji ᩥᏐ), 

made the period (ƐŚƃ ❶) and the verse (ku ྃ) clear, and earnestly 

wished to accumulate rules (Śƃ ἲ) for the next generations. However, 

I only dedicated myself a little to the study of the West (shigaku すᏛ): 

I am always on the move, and I did not get enough time to study those 

languages (bun ᩥ). There is no need to [say that I] regret to be rustic 

and shallow. What I think is that it is better not to pass on a bad smell, 

rather than never have a good perfume to leave behind. Naturally, I 

wanted to abandon this manuscript and to close it in a box; I often look 

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

 
86 KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͕�Introduction to the Study of Illness (�ǇƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ), pp. 11-12. 
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everywhere asked if I 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, I took it to heart again that 

last commands will not be delayed, and without looking back at [the 

ǁŽƌŬ͛Ɛ vulgarity (hiru ༝㝄), I finally published it, however awaiting 

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

 

Beyond the ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ� expression of humility (a common feature in early modern 

Japanese texts), <ƃĂŶ�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 

;QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƋƵŽƚĞ�Ĩƌom 4.6.2 Picking Blossoms, 

ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ� ƚŽ� ͞ŐĞŵ-ĐƵƚƚĞƌƐ͟Ϳ. 87  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 I could not convey well its deep ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͟). 88 <ƃĂŶ 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 KŐǇƻ�Sorai 

as well, see the next chapter).  

 Later in the same note, <ƃĂŶ� goes on explaining his position, now comparing the 

difficulties of his translation choices with the case of Sutra translation from Sanskrit into 

Chinese: 

 

㬀ᦶ⨶ொᙟቴ୍᭩பࠕࠋࡃኳ➊ࡢᅜ⏒㔜ᩥࣞࡍ(୰␎)ࠋ

ణᨵ࡚ࣞᲙⅭࠋ⛙ࣞࡍኻࡩ⸴ⶢ୍ࠋ㞪ࣞᚓពࠊ୍ࢆṦ

㝸ࡘᩥయࠋ୍ࢆ᭷ࣞఝࡿࡓᄮࣞࡽ㣤ࢆ୍ࣞࡿேࠋᚐ

ኻ୍ࣞࡳࡢࡩࠋࢆࡿჽ୍ࡏஓࠖࠋవࡃ⪺ᡤࢆ௨࡚

ࡢṈᑦ࡚ࡋ⪌ࠋࡾ࡞ᡤࡋࡏヂ࡚ࡋᨭ㑣☒൲㆟ࡣ⤒Კࡿࡍ

㠀ẋࠋࡾ࠶ἣࡸࢇవᄮࡢ㣤ࠋேᚲᩘࡎ㔛ࡢእၚࢇࡏჽ

⪅㤧ࡢ௨࡚ኵࢆࢀஅࡶ㞪ࡾ↛ࠋࡸࢇࡅᚓࡑఱࡶ

 
87 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, Picking blossoms from a field of orchids (ZĂŶ͛ĞŶ�ƚĞŬŝŚƃ), p. 8. 
88 Sugita Seikei, Three Chief Remedies (^ĂŝƐĞŝ�ƐĂŶƉƃ), p. 5. 
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ࡎࡽ㇍ࢇࡽࡣࡿどࡦᚸࢆࡿሲቴ⁁ࡽᚐࡢࡑࠊࡣ

 89ࠋࡸ

 

As his disciple Hui Rui្ཿ wrote,90 <ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ�;:W͗�<ƵŵĂƌĂũƻ�㬀ᦶ⨶

ொ, 334-413) said: ͞dŚĞ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵƐ�ŽĨ the Indian subcontinent (ኳ➊)91 

give great importance to the written language (bun ᩥ ). (Omissis 

[ĐŚƻƌǇĂŬƵ ୰␎]). However, changing (aratameru ᨵࡿ) the Sanskrit 

and making it Chinese (Qin ⛙), you lose the style (Ɛƃ ⸴) and the 

pattern (utsu ⶢ). Even if you get the main idea (ƚĂŝ͛i ព), the writing 

styles (buntai ᩥయ) are really different. Since it is similar to giving 

people a meal that had already been gnawed, not only you lose the 

taste (aji ) for nothing, but it also causes ǇŽƵ�ǀŽŵŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŶĂƵƐĞĂ͘͟92 

So, as I heard, the great Confucian scholars of China (Shina sekiju ᨭ㑣

☒൲) came together and translated (yaku ヂ) the Sanskrit scriptures 

(ďŽŶŬǇƃ Კ⤒). And then, here comes this denigration [of a book]. Even 

[worse] than a meal that I gnawed. Will not people for sure and 

everywhere despise [this work]? What can they get [from it], more 

than vomit and nausea? Nonetheless, I͛ŵ giving this work to those 

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

 

 
89 KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ͕�Introduction to the Study of Illness (�ǇƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶ), p. 12. The characters for Hui Rui ᙟቴ 
are variations (itaiji ␗యᏐ) of ្ཿ. 
90 Another name of Seng Rui ൔཿ, 353?-440?). ^ĞŶŐ�ZƵŝ�ǁĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ͛Ɛ�ŵĂŝŶ�ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƐ͘�^ĞĞ�
Cheung, An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, p. 91. 
91 I 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 ƚŽ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵŽƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�Ěŝsciples. This was a common practice in 
early modern texts. 
Here, <ƃĂŶ�ŝƐ�possibly quoting an extract of ͞ ���ŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ŽĨ�<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ͟�;<ƵŵĂƌĂũƻĚĞŶ㬀ᦶ⨶ொఏ) from 
A Collection of Records on the Emanation of the Chinese Tripitaka (^ŚƵƚƐƵƐĂŶǌƃ�ŬŝƐŚƻ ฟ୕ⶶグ㞟, c. 402-
413), vol. 14, compiled by the Chinese scholar Seng You ൔ ♸  ;:W͗� ^ƃǇƻ͕� ϰϰϱ-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.  
dŚŝƐ�ƋƵŽƚĞ� ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ� ŝŶ�͞<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ͟� ;<ƵŵĂƌĂũƻ㬀ᦶ⨶ொ) from vol. 2 of Memoirs of Eminent 
Monks (<ƃƐƃĚĞŶ 㧗 ൔ ఏ ) compiled by ƚŚĞ� �ŚŝŶĞƐĞ� ŵŽŶŬ� �Ŭƃ� ;,Ƶŝ� :ŝĂŽ� ្ ⓟ 497-554). 
https://tripitaka.cbeta.org/T50n2059_002. 
dŚĞ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ƋƵŽƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�͞���ŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ŽĨ�<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ͟�would actually be ͞dŚĞ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵƐ�ŽĨ India give great 
importance to the language (bun ᩥ) and style (Ɛƃ⸴)͟ (͞ኳ➊ᅧ⏒㔜ᩥ⸴.͟ dŚĞ�ƋƵŽƚĞ�ŝƐ�͞ኳ➊ᅧ⏒
㔜ᩥ〇͟ (with 〇 instead of ⸴) in the <ƃƐƃĚĞŶ version). 

http://tripitaka.cbeta.org/T55n2145_014
https://tripitaka.cbeta.org/T50n2059_002
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/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕�<ƃĂŶ�ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ƚĞǆƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�

ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͕�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐƚǇůĞ͘��Ɛ�ŵƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŵĂŝŶ�ŝĚĞĂ�

(ƚĂŝ͛ŝ�ព)͟�of a source ƚĞǆƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ůŽƐƐ�ŽĨ�͞style (Ɛƃ ⸴)͟ and ͞pattern (utsu 

ⶢ)͟ that occurs because of the ͞changing͟ of the source text into another language 

seems to produce a significant loss of the original qualities of the source.  

The quote by <ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ reported by <ƃĂŶ� is one of the most famous lines of the 

Chinese discourse of translation. As Cheung notes, with this metaphor <ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ was 

probably lamenting a stylistic loss, ƌĂƚŚĞƌ� ƚŚĂŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶĨĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ� Žƌ� ͞ŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͟� ŽĨ�

translation. 93  Originally, in this quote <ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ was referring to ƚŚĞ� ůŽƐƐ� ŽĨ� ͞ƚŚĞ�

ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ�ďĞĂƵƚǇ�ŽĨ�Ă��ƵĚĚŚŝƐƚ�ƐƵƚƌĂ�;ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĂƌŵŽŶǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵƵƐŝĐͿ͕͟94 

therefore, to something that in practice had little to do with Dutch translation in Japan. 

However, it is possible that <ƃĂŶ was complaining about the same idea of stylistic loss. 

;�� ĨĂŝƌůǇ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ� ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ� ůŽƐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƚĂƐƚĞ͟�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂl text can be found in Yoshio 

^ŚƵŶǌƃ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ 4.5.4). 

 However, somewhat echoing KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ŝĚĞĂƐ� ŝŶ� A Tool for Translation, <ƃĂŶ 

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 ͞ŚƵŶŐƌǇ�ŵĞŶ͟�to 

access (in this case) medical knowledge. In fact, the Dutch studies scholars felt, similarly 

to KumĈrajţva, the necessity of translating sacrificing the source for the need to transmit 

as much knowledge as possible in a short amount of time.95 

Finally, KumĈrajţva is a key figure in the history of translation in East Asia. He translated 

more than thiƌƚǇ�ƐƵƚƌĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ůŝĨĞ�ĂŶĚ�͞ŝŶ�ƌĂŶŐĞ͕�ƐŽƉŚŝƐƚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚǇůĞ�

ŚĞ�Ɛƚŝůů�ƐƚĂŶĚƐ�ĨŽƌĞŵŽƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ��ƵĚĚŚŝƐƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ��ŚŝŶĂ͘͟96 As Vande Walle 

notes, Indian culture had a deep impact on Chinese culture through the medium of Sutra 

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ůĂƚĞƌ�ĂŶ�ĂŵĂůŐĂŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�/ŶĚŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�͞ǁĂƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ�

to Japan in a process that was even more incisive and long-ůĂƐƚŝŶŐ͘͟97 What is most 

worthy of note here, is that by quoting <ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ and his disciples, <ƃĂŶ posited 

 
93 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, pp. 94-95. 
94 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 94. 
95 �Ɛ��ŚĞƵŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕�͞/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ůŝĨĞ͕�<ƵŵĈƌĂũţǀĂ 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 form͘͟��ŚĞƵŶŐ͕�Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 109. 
96 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 93. 
97 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 façade, 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 

Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�;ŝ͘Ğ͘�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�,ĂŬƵŐĞŶ͕�,ŝƌŽŬĂǁĂ�<Ăŝ͕�<ĂƚƐƵƌĂŐĂǁĂ�

,ŽƐŚƻ�ĂŶĚ�EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ�:ƵŶ͛ĂŶͿ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ already seemed to have gained 

ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƌĞ� ŐĞŶĞƌŝĐ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ� ŽĨ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ƚŚĂƚ� ŝƚ� ŚĂƐ� ƚŽĚĂǇ͕� ŝŶ� ĐŽŶƚƌĂst with Sugita 

'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂů�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�yaku ヂ as a general term and ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ as one of the types of 

translation strategies in A New Treatise.  

Finally, I would conclude that �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ� ŶŽƚ�

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 



146 
 

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: KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�linguistic thought and its influence 

on the Dutch studies movement 
 

In this chapter, I will focus on two linguistic-related works by the famous Confucian 

ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝⲶ⏕ᚂᚙ (1666-1728), A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ

➾㋟, 1715) and Glossed Translations for Instructing the Ignorant (<ƵŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ�カヂ

♧ⵚ, 1738). In these works, Sorai expressed his ideas on language, translation and 

writing styles. ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�connections to the Dutch studiĞƐ͛�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŚĂǀĞ�

already been mentioned throughout this dissertation; here, I will consider the main 

ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ� I 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, I 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,1 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, I will investigate 

how the discourse of translation assembled by KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ 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 

ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ 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),3 Sorai controversially criticised the use of the kundoku method 

for the study of Chinese texts. Sorai stated that: 

 

Ꮫ⪅ࡢඛົࠊ၏ࠎࡢⷅேࡢゝㄒᑵࠊ࡚ࡁࡢᮏ᮶ࡢ㠃┠ࢆ

㆑ࢆࡇࢇࡽせ4ࠋࡍ 

 

 ͙� the primary duty of the scholar is to approach the Chinese 

language [kajin no gengo ⷅேࡢゝㄒ, literally, ͞ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

Chinese people͟] and to understand its original characteristics (honrai 

no menmoku ᮏ᮶ࡢ㠃┠). 5 

 

While maintaining that knowledge of Chinese should remain ƚŚĞ�ŐŽĂů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ͛Ɛ�

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 ͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ͕͟� ;<ŝǇƃ�ŶŽ�

gaku ᓮ㝧ࡢᏛ, where <ŝǇƃ 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 ᒸᓥᐮᒣ (1674-1728), one of the most famed interpreter of spoken 

Chinese of his time. Sorai wrote: 

 

 
2 WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞'ƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϯϭ͘ 
3 KŐǇƻ�Sorai, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 23. 
4 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24. 
5 dŚĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�͞ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ� ;honrai no menmoku ᮏ᮶ࡢ㠃┠)͟�ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ� ŝŶ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ� ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ� ƚŽ�Dutch Studies in Memory of the Lost Father, 
reported below in this section. 
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[͙ ᨾணა࡚ⵚ⏕ࡵࡓࡢᏛၥࡢἲࢆᐃࠋࡴඛ࡙ᓮ㝧ࡢᏛࢆ

ࡿࡍヂࠊࡋ௨࡚ࢆⷅ㡢ࡿࡍㄙࠊࡋ௨࡚ࢆㄒࡿࡩᩍࠊࡋ∔

 6ࠋࡎࡉసࢆㆫࡢ⎔カ㲲࡚ࡋ⤯ࠊࡋ௨࡚ࢆಓㄒࡢ᪉ࡢṈ

 

[͙� ^Ž, for the sake of my students, I established these rules for 

learning. First, you have to follow the Nagasaki method, where you 

teach in the [current] vernacular language (zokugo ㄒ, i.e. Japanese), 

use Chinese pronunciation (kaon ⷅ㡢) when you read aloud, and the 

Japanese language ;ůŝƚ͘�͞ǀĞƌŶĂĐƵůĂƌ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ůĂŶĚ,͟�kono hƃ�ŶŽ�

rigo Ṉࡢ᪉ࡢಓㄒ) when you translate (yakusuru ヂࡿࡍ), so to 

avoid all the distortions of the wakun reading.7  

 

By problematizing the widespread use of kundoku, Sorai was attacking the modes and 

way of teaching of the mainstream Confucian scholarship of his day.8 As a result, ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

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 ᐶᨻ era (1789-1801) ban on heterodoxy, at the end of the eighteenth 

century ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĨŽƌŵĂůůǇ�ĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů�ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĞƐ�ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�

by the government, which at the time was promoting Neo-Confucianism as an official 

ideology.9 dŚĞ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ�ďĂŶ�ŽŶ�ŚĞƚĞƌŽĚŽǆǇ�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�ǀĞƌǇ�ƐƚƌŝĐƚ͕�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ�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.  

/ƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚƵƐ�Ă�ĨĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ�ƐĞĞŵ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ�

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

 
6 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 28.  
7 WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ŵĞĂŶƚ�Ă�͞ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽsition into a fluent contemporary Japanese that was neither 
ƉĞĚĂŶƚŝĐ�ŶŽƌ�ŽďƐĐƵƌĞ͘͟�WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞Grappling with Chinese Writing,͟ p. 129. 
8 WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞Grappling with Chinese Writing,͟ pp. 119-20. 
9 �ůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�͞<ĂŶƐĞŝ�ZĞĨŽƌŵƐ͘͟��ĂĐŬƵƐ͕�͞Kansei Prohibition͟�ĂŶĚ�dƵĐŬĞƌ͕�KŐǇƻ�^orai, pp. 3-134. 
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explicitly sought to be associated with government endorsement.10 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 

QƚƐƵŬŝ Gentaku ᵳ⋞ἑ (1757-1827) and Maeno ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-1803), 

despite the fact that ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ ŶĂŵĞ�ŝƐ�ŶĞǀĞƌ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�texts 

examined in this thesis.11 

dŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐh studies even from a peripheral 

position does not come as a surprise from the point of view of polysystem theory. As 

Even-Zohar explains: 

 

͙� ĐŽŶƚƌĂƌǇ� ƚŽ� ĐŽŵŵŽŶ� ďĞůŝĞĨ͕� ŝŶƚĞƌĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ� ŽĨƚĞŶ� ƚĂŬĞƐ� ƉůĂĐĞ� ǀŝĂ�

peripheries. When this process is ignored, there is simply no 

explanation for the appearance and function of new items in the 

ƌĞƉĞƌƚŽŝƌĞ͘� ^ĞŵŝůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ� ƚĞǆƚƐ͕� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ� ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͕� ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛Ɛ�

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.12 

 

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 ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�

modern feel to them that certainly echoes throughout Dutch studies writings. However, 

ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�Ănd 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, I 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 ᚿ⟃ᛅ㞝 ;ĂůƐŽ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ�EĂŬĂŶŽ�ZǇƻŚŽ�୰㔝ᰗᅡ, 1760-1806, a scholar 

 
10 As discussed in chapter 3. Also see ,ŽƌŝƵĐŚŝ͕�͞tŚĞŶ ^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ��ĞǀĞůŽƉƐ͕͟�ƉƉ͘�ϭϲϱ-69. 
11 Instead͕�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ� ƚŚĞ�ĐĞůĞďƌĂƚĞĚ�Confucian scholar Arai Hakuseki ᪂ⓑ▼ 
(1657-1725) as one of the founders of Dutch learning in Japan. QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�New Record of Six Things 
(Rokubutsu shinshi), p. 7. 
12 Even-Zohar, ͞Polysystem Studies,͟ p. 25. 
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mentioned in the previous chapters).13 As Sugimoto argued, Tadao was influenced by 

KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ďǇ�ŚŝƐ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘14 

In the introduction (jo ᗎ) to his work In Memory of the Late Father of Dutch Studies 

(Rangaku seizenfu ⹒Ꮫ⏕๓∗, manuscript, early 1780s)15 as quoted by Sugimoto, 

Tadao ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛s name and A Tool for Translation: 

 

≀Ặࡢヂ➾₎ᏛᩥࡣࡢࡶࢇࡏࢆᏐࡢᮏ᮶ࡢ㠃┠ࢆ㆑࠸ࢀ

ࢅࢆㄒࡢ₍ࢁࡇṈࢀࡢ࠾ࡽࡿ࡞ࡊࢃࡿࡉࡓࡲࡶᏛ⹒ࡃዴࡿ

 16ࠋࡿࡘࡋカヂ࡚ࡦࡽ

 

�ƵƚƐƵ͛Ɛ�≀ ŝ͘Ğ͘�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�Translation Tool (Yakusenヂ➾, shorten 

title for A Tool for Translation, Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ➾㋟, 1715), is 

about the original characteristics (honrai no menboku ᮏ᮶ࡢ㠃┠) of 

the [Chinese] writing (moji ᩥᏐ). In Dutch studies too, we do similar 

things. We choose [the right] Japanese or Chinese (wakan ₎) term 

(go ㄒ), and we translate in kun (literally, ŬƵŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ カヂ, i.e. translate 

according to Japanese readings). 

 

dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ĂďŽǀĞ�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ƚŽ be the only Dutch studies related writing in which 

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ŶĂŵĞ� ŝƐ� ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ mentioned. However, at the light of the textual evidence 

discussed in chapter 6, /�ǁŝůů�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶĚƐ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ĐĂƐĞ͕� 

starting with the example of Maeno ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ Brief Translations from the Dutch (Oranda 

yakubun ryaku ƐƃŬƃ ⹒ヂᩥ␎Ⱁ✏, manuscript, date unknown, but postscript dated 

1771). In particular, in this thesis I maintain that in Upward and Forward in Dutch 

Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, manuscript, 1816), the scholar QƚƐƵŬŝ Gentaku 

was referring to and quoting directly KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ A Tool for Translation, and I claim that 

 
13 ^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ contribution to Dutch studies discourse is stated explicitly by both Sugita Genpaku in 
Beginnings of Dutch Studies and ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�Gentaku in Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (as cited 
in chapter 3). 
14  Sugimoto, Edo jidai rangogaku, vol. 1, pp. 562-76. KŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ� ŽĨ� KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ� ĂŶĚ� DŽƚŽŽƌŝ�
EŽƌŝŶĂŐĂ͛Ɛ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�ŽŶ�^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�Rangaku seizenfu ƐĞĞ�KƐŚŝŵĂ͕�͞ZĂŶďƵŶ�ǁĂǇĂŬƵƌŽŶ�ŶŽ�ƚĂŶũƃ͘͟�KŶ�
^ŚŝǌƵŬŝ�dĂĚĂŽ͛Ɛ�ůŝĨĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŽƌŬƐ͕�ĂůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ��Ğ�'ƌŽŽƚ͕�Study of the Dutch Language, pp. 140-69. 
15 As reported by De Groot͛Ɛ�ĐĂƚĂůŽŐƵĞ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ, 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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^ŽƌĂŝ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�Ă�ŵĂũŽƌ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ and approach to 

teaching and learning.  

 

5.2 Modern reception of KŐǇƻ Sorai  

KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�Ɛtudied intellectuals of the Tokugawa period in the 

modern age, by both Japanese and American and Western-European scholarship.17 

From the post-ǁĂƌ� ƉĞƌŝŽĚ� ŽŶǁĂƌĚƐ͕� ƚŚĞ� ƌĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ;ŵĂŝŶůǇ� ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂůͿ�

thought has been strongly influenced by SinolŽŐŝƐƚ�zŽƐŚŝŬĂǁĂ�<ƃũŝƌƃྜྷᕝᖾḟ㑻 (1904-

1980) and political scientist Maruyama Masao ᒣ ┾⏨ (1914-1996).18 In particular, 

DĂƌƵǇĂŵĂ͛Ɛ�EŝŚŽŶ�ƐĞŝũŝ�ƐŚŝƐƃƐŚŝ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻ ᪥ᮏᨻᛮྐ◊✲ (1952, also published in 

English under the title of Studies in the Intellectual History of Tokugawa Japan, 1974) 

ƐŚĂƉĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ĂƐ�Ă�ĐĞŶƚƌĂů�ĨŝŐƵƌĞ�ĂŵŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�dŽŬƵŐĂǁĂ�ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐ͕�Žƌ͕�

ĂƐ��ŽŽƚ�ƉƵƚƐ�ŝƚ͕�ĂƐ�͞ ƚŚĞ�ŚĞƌŽ�ŽĨ��ĚŽ��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶŝƐŵ͘͟19 Boot summarises four main motives 

behind the popularity in the reception of Sorai: (1) the fact that he preached 

͞ĞŵƉĂƚŚĞƚŝĐ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕͟ where reading a text multiple times lead to its comprehension, 

(2) the denial of self-cultivation, stressing political practice and practical utility instead, 

;ϯͿ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�͞ ĐŚĂƵǀŝŶŝƐƚŝĐ͟�ŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ and (4) his interest not only in Chinese literature, 

but in military lore, practical politics and Chinese law.20 

Notably, KŐǇƻ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ�ďƌĂŶĐŚ�

of contemporary English language Translation studies as well,21 even if he was not the 

only scholar who talked about translation or discussed the characteristics the kundoku 

method during the Tokugawa period. 22  It is possible that this situation has been 

 
17 In the pre-war era, Sorai͛s linguistic thought has been researched by the Japanese scholars Iwahashi 
Junsei ᒾᶫ㑂ᡂ (1883-ϭϵϯϯͿ�ĂŶĚ�/ƐŚŝǌĂŬŝ�DĂƚĂǌƃ�▼ᓮཪ㐀 (1905-1959). Tajiri͕�͛͞<ƵŶĚŽŬƵ͛ mondai͕͟ pp.  
221-24.  
18 Part of zŽƐŚŝŬĂǁĂ�<ƃũŝƌƃ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽŶ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ�ŚĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞĞŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂƐ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ϭϵϴϯ͕�
under the title Jinsai, Sorai, Norinaga. Three Classical Philologists of Mid-Tokugawa Japan.  
19 Boot, ͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚion,͟ p. 1. Maruyama DĂƐĂŽ͛Ɛ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ĂƐ�Ă�revolutionary and a hero of 
Edo Confucianism can be found for example in H. D. ,ĂƌŽŽƚƵŶŝĂŶ͛Ɛ�Toward Restoration: The Growth of 
Political Consciousness in Tokugawa Japan, published in 1970. See Tucker, KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, pp. 115-16). 
20 �ŽŽƚ͕�͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕͟ 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 &Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕��ŵĞŶŽŵŽƌŝ�,ŽƐŚƻ�㞵᳃ⰾὪ (1668-1755) and ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ�Dazai Shundaiኴᐓ ྎ 
(1680-1747), see tĂŬĂďĂǇĂƐŚŝ͕� ͞Reconceptionization of Translation͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϰϭ͘ Also, /ƚƃ�dƃŐĂŝఀ⸨ᮾᾭ 
(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 

ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ� ǁŽƌŬƐ͕� ĂŶĚ� ǁŚĞŶ� ĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌŬ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ� ĚĂǇ͕� ƚŚŝƐ� ŝƐ� ĂŶ�

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 example͕� ĂƐ� dĂũŝƌŝ� zƻĐŚŝƌƃ� ƌŝŐŚƚůǇ� ƉŽŝŶƚƐ� ŽƵƚ͕ even ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ŝƐ� ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ� ĨƌŽŵ� ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ� ŝŵĂŐĞ� ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĂƐ� Ă� ƚĞǆƚ�

independent from the source text. 23  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 ₎Ꮫ) in the newly instituted subjects of history, literature and 

philosophy.24  

This kind of fragmentation also affected the way modern and contemporary 

ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ� ŚĂŶĚůĞƐ� ĞĂƌůǇ� ŵŽĚĞƌŶ� ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ͘� dĂůŬŝŶŐ� ĂďŽƵƚ� KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͕ 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 ൲⪅ : 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 ͙].25 

 

 
23 dĂũŝƌŝ�zƻĐŚŝƌƃ͕�͛͞<ƵŶĚŽŬƵ͛�ŵŽŶĚĂŝ͕͟�Ɖ͘��257. 
24 Shirane, ͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ,͟ pp. 4-9. 
25 �ŽŽƚ͕�͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕͟ p. 2. 
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As just seen, Sorai and his reception are controversial. Although this thesis 

ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽŶ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƐŝŶĐĞ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĂĨfected 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 

KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ➾㋟, 1715)26 is a kundoku 

dictionary; the introduction that comes with it is the most complex and comprehensive 

ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͘�/ŶĚĞĞĚ͕�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĞǆƚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚ�

ĚĞĂů�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ŚŝƐ� ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ�ĨŽƌ�

teaching and learning. 27  This work is mostly ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĨŽƌ�ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŶŐ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ�ŽĨ�

the kundoku method.28 In this text (as well as in 5.4 Glossed Translations) Sorai talks 

about the kundoku method using the term wakun カ ͞ :ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕͟�Ă�ǁŽƌĚ�ƵƐĞĚ�

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, I will only articulate those ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ themes that 

were subsequently to be found in Dutch studies writings. 

 

5.3.1 Sorai, the kundoku method ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͞ŶĞǁ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟ 

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 

 
26  For a complete English translation and commentary of A Tool for Translation͛Ɛ� ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ, see 
Pastreich, ͞'ƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ.͟ 
27 Sorai expressed his ideas on teaching and learning also in his work Instructions for Students (Gakusoku 
Ꮫ๎ ) composed between 1711 and 1717 and published in 1727. For an English translation and 
commentary, see DŝŶĞĂƌ͕�͞KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�Instructions for Students͘͟ 
28 Interestingly 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, ͞'ƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ,͟ 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 

ƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘�͙�KŶĞ�ŵĞƌĞůǇ�ĨŽůůŽǁƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌƵůĞƐ�ŽĨ�kundoku 

syntactic transformation lĞĂƌŶĞĚ� ĨƌŽŵ� ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ� ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͕� ĚƵƚŝĨƵůůǇ�

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.29 

 

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 ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ͛Ɛ�ƚŽŶĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚǇůĞͿ͘�

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. �Ɛ�dƵĐŬĞƌ�ĂƌŐƵĞƐ͕�͞^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ�

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 

ƚŚĞ�ŵŝŶĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ�^ĂŐĞ�<ŝŶŐƐ͘͟30 

Wakun was for him an instrument of inexcusable imperfection. The language resulting 

from its employment might ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ�ĂƐ�͞urbane ĂŶĚ�ĞůĞŐĂŶƚ�ƐƚǇůĞ͟�;ĨƻƌǇƻ 

tobi 㢼ὶ㒔⨾)31 by the Japanese of the Tokugawa period, but for Sorai it remained a 

ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�͞ƉƌŝŵŝƚŝǀĞ�ƐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚǇ͟�;koboku ྂᶝ).32  

Sorai explained that the process of translation (yaku ヂ) and the use of wakun are 

essentially the same thing ;͞^ĂǇ� wakun or say translation, there is not too much 

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͘͟� Iwaku wakun, iwaku yaku, hanahadashiki sabetsu nashi ᭣ࡃカࠊ᭣ࡃ

ヂࡁࡋ⏒ࠊᕪู↓33.(ࡋ The crucial distinction between these two practices lies in the 

 
29 Pastreich, Observable Mundane, p. 151. 
30 Tucker, KŐǇƻ�^orai, p. ix.  
31 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26. 
32 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26. 
33 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26. 
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level of engagement that the reader/translator achieves with the written source text. 

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ� ŝƐ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƚŚĞ� ƵƐĞ� ŽĨ 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: 

 

ཪᩥ❶ࢆసࡀࡿዴࠊࡁ ᅛࡾࡼカྠࠊࡾ࠶⪅ࡿ࡞ู⩏࡚ࡋࡌ

ཪ⩏ྠ࡚ࡋࡌពูࠊࡾ࠶⪅ࡿ࡞ཪពྠ࡚ࡋࡌỀ㇟ู࡞

┠ᚰࠎ၏ࠋࡎࡽ࠶ᡤࡿࡎ㎨ࡃ⬟ࡢ ᰿ཱྀᴗ⪥ࢀṈࠊࡾ࠶⪅ࡿ

ࠊຊࡢヂㄒᨾࠋᚓࢆࡇࡩ❚ࢆ⏺ቃࡢ࡚ࡵጞࠊ࡚ࡋࡽ↷㞬

∔ࡀࠊࡍ࡞➾௨࡚ࡣヂࠋࡾ࠶ࡿࡍᏑࡢ⪅ࡢᡤࡿࡊࡤཬ⤊

㡲ࢆ⪅ࡿ㏱⫼ගᕻ║ࡎᚲࠊࡣࡿ࡞ṇ┾ࡢㆫࢀ↛ࠋࡾ࡞ᨾࡢ

 34ࠋᚓ࡚ࡵጞࠊ࡚

 

In the same way, when you compose a text, there are [characters] that 

have the same reading in wakun, but a different meaning (gi ⩏), or 

[characters] that have the same meaning (gi ⩏), but a different sense 

(imi ព), or the same sense and a different connotation (ŬŝƐŚƃ Ề㇟). 

Listening to Ă� ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ� 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ヂ

ㄒ) cannot reach everywhere. It is for this reason that translation (yaku 

ヂ) is a tool (sen ➾). True (shinsei ┿ṇ) reading (doku ㄞ, here, in the 

ƐĞŶƐĞ� ŽĨ� ͞ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͟) 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 

ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƚƌƵĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƚĞǆƚ͕�that is the fact that in many cases a same Japanese 

reading was assigned to two (or more) different Chinese characters, concealing different 

 
34 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), pp. 29-30. 
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meanings and nuances present in the original source.35 Even ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĂŶ� ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�

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 

(shin͛yaku ᪂ヂ, i.e. a separate text) 36 of the Chinese source in vernacular Japanese. 

 

ጞ࡚ࡵ౽ࡵ᪂ヂࡃᜳࠊࡋ∔ࢆカ㲲⎔ࡢㆫࢆཤࢇࡽḧࠊࡁࡋ

ࡊࡽࡍᘄ⤊ࠊࡿ∔ἲࡢㆫ᭩ࠊᢎ┦ࡃஂࠎୡࡢ࡚ࡋ⪌

ࡍᅧ㡢ᘄࡶ⪌ࠊࡶࢀ∔ᅧ㡢࡚ࡋⷅ㡢ケ㎈⊱ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿ

᪂ࡿࡍ㝃ࠊ࡚ࡁᑵカࠎచᨾࠋࡾ࡞⪅ࡁ⊱ࡀࡿࡊࡽ

ヂࢆ௨࡚ࠊ࡚ࡋᏛ⪅࡚ࡋࢆṈ࡚ࡾ᧸᥎ᨉ┈ࠎ㷎ࠊ࡚ࡋ௨࡚ᡈ

㋟➾ࡢࢀࠊ⪅ࡿࡴࡋᚓእࡢカ㲲⎔ㆫࢆጁࡢ༾㞳ࡣ

 37ࠋ∞ࡇࡿ࡞

 

At the beginning, I wanted to make a new translation (shin͛yaku ᪂ヂ), 

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 ⷅ㡢) have been imported 

and distorted, they became sounds of the Japanese language (kokuon 

ᅧ㡢), and cannot be discarded. For these reasons, anytime wakun is 

used, a new translation (ƐŚŝŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ᪂ヂ) should be attached. Doing so, 

scholars (gakusha Ꮫ⪅) would increment their knowledge, and would 

get a product that is better and closer to reality (fusoku furi ༾㞳, 

literally, ͞ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ� ƚŽŽ� ĐůŽƐĞ͕� ŶŽƌ� ƚŽŽ� ĚŝƐƚĂŶƚ͟Ϳ, going beyond the 

twisting of wakun reading. This is the aim of this sentei➾㋟ [i.e. this 

manual]. 

 

 
35 In A Tool for Translation, Sorai gives the example of the characters jìng 㟼 and ũŝĈŶ�㛫 (see A Tool for 
Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 48). Both are read as shizuka in wakun, and in general ŵĞĂŶ� ͞ƋƵŝĞƚ͕�
peaceful,͟�however have slight nuances; the first is closer to a feeling ŽĨ�͞ĐĂůŵŶĞƐƐ͕͟�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƚŽ�Ăn idea 
ŽĨ�͞not being busy͘͟ �ůƐŽ�ƐĞĞ�WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞'ƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�tƌŝƚŝŶŐ,͟ p. 129. 
36 The term ƐŚŝŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�Qƚsuki Gentaku in Upward and Forward (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), pp.16-17. 
37 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25. 



158 
 

Finally, for Sorai the new translation (ƐŚŝŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ᪂ヂ) 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 ヂᩥ➾

㋟, is explicative of this point. As explained by Pastreich, yakubun ヂᩥ is intended as 

͞ƚƌĂŶƐlation into vernacular Japanese;͟ sentei➾㋟ instead (from the Chinese quántí), 

comes from the classic Chinese work Zhuangzi ⲮᏊ. It is a term made of the words sen 

➾, ͞Ă�ƚƌĂƉ�ĨŽƌ�ĨŝƐŚ͟�ĂŶĚ�tei ㋟, ͞Ă�ƐŶĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƌĂďďŝƚƐ͕͟�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ�ďǇ�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�Ă�͞ƚŽŽů͟�ƚŚĂƚ�

can be used to obtain something valuable and that can be discarded after it served its 

purpose. 38  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.39  

As will be discussed in chapter 6, Dutch studies scŚŽůĂƌƐ�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ 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 

ĂƐ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ͘� In addition to these, in the following sections, I 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 (<ƵŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ� ũŝŵƃ カヂ♧ⵚ ), was 

published in 1738, ten years after Sorai͛Ɛ�ĚĞĂƚŚ͘ It ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�

on kundoku, and, according to Lidin, the more well-known piece A Tool for Translation 

might have developed from this work. 40  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 WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞Grappling with Chinese Writing,͟ pp. 129-31. 
39 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, pp. 123-24. 
40 Lidin, Life of Sorai, p. 33. 



159 
 

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.41 In the following sections, I will highlight the features of ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

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 

ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŝŶ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͘�̂ ƵĐŚ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ĐĂŶ�ŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶĂůůǇ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

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: 

 

ヂᩥࠊࡣ␌❵၈ேࡢㄒࢆ᪥ᮏࡢㄒࡇࡑࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡍ┤၈

ேモ᪥ᮏモࡢẁࡢ㐪ࡣࢀࡑࠋࡾ࠶၈ேࡢモࡣᏐࠋࡾ࡞᪥ᮏ

⬌ࡢᅜ⬌ࠊᲙᏐࡢ➊ኳࠊࡎࡽ࠶ࡾ࠶ࡤ᪥ᮏࠋࡾ࡞௬ྡࡣモࡢ

ⓙ௬ࠊ㡢ᩥࡢᮅ㩭ࠊᏐ⻅ࡢ⻅༡ࠊ㯪ᏐࡢᏳ༡ࠊⶽᏐࡢ㡃Ꮚࠊᩥ

ࠊ࡚ࡏྜࡶࡘࡃ࠸ࢆ௬ྡࠋࡋ࡞ព࡚ࡾࡣ㡢ࡣ௬ྡࠋࡾ࡞ྡ

 42ࠋࡾ࠶ពࠊࡾ࠶㡢ࡣᏐࠋࡾ࡞ࡿពฟ᮶࡛ࡇࡑ

 

Ultimately, translation (yakubun ヂᩥ) is transforming the language 

(go ㄒ) of the Chinese people into the Japanese language (go ㄒ). In 

fact, there is a main difference between the words (shi モ) of the 

Chinese and the Japanese words (shi モ). [The difference is that] the 

words of the Chinese people are the [Chinese] characters (ji Ꮠ, i.e. 

 
41 :ƵƐƚ� ĂƐ� Ă� ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞƌ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͕� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�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 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕ Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 370. 
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characters with both sound and meaning). The Japanese words are 

kana ௬ྡ (i.e. only phonetic characters). [The use of a phonetic script] 

It is not only [a characteristic of] Japan: the Indian subcontinent 

(tenjiku ኳ➊) and the Sanskrit (bonji ᲙᏐ), the countries of Northern 

China (kokoku ⬌ᅜ) and their script (kobun ⬌ᩥ), the Tartars (ƚĈǌƵ 㡃

Ꮚ) and their foreign script (banji ⶽᏐ), the AnnamᏳ༡ [present day 

Vietnam] and the Li script (reiji 㯪Ꮠ ), the Southern barbarians 

(nanban ༡⻅) and their barbarian script (banji ⻅Ꮠ) [Sorai refers to 

the Spanish and the Portuguese], the Korean peninsula (ĐŚƃƐĞŶ ᮅ㩭) 

and its phonetic script (onmon 㡢ᩥ), they all are kana ௬ྡ. Kana 

have a ͞ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ͟�ƐŽƵŶĚ, and do not have meaning (imi ព). When 

you put together a number of kana, there you can have meaning (i ព) 

as well. [Chinese] characters (ji Ꮠ) instead, have both sound (oto 㡢) 

and meaning (i ព). 

 

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 ͞ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͟ (gakumon Ꮫ

ၥ , a term that in early modern Japan indicated Chinese studies) 43  explaining that 

focussing on more advanced topics without grasping the fundamentals first is ineffective. 

As a first example, he wrote: 

 

ࡢேᏛၥࡢ㛛ᡞࢆᚓࠋࡎ㛛ᡞࢆᚓ࡚ࡋࡎᏛၥࡢࡑ⤊ࡤࡏ

Ꮫၥࡢᡂᑵࡇࡿࡍ᭷ࠋࡎࡽඛࡃࡼࡃࡘᩱ⡆࡚ࡋぢ

リࠊࡁㄝࢆ㧗ጁࡢ⌮ࡸࡣࡽᡭึࠊࡤ࠼பே⤒Ꮫࡢࠋࡋ

Ꮫபࡢྃࡸࡣࠊࡤ࠼ຌᣋࢆㄽࡢ⯆ࠊࡋᗃ⋞ࢆㄯ࠸ࡇࡿࡍ

 44ࠋࡎࡽ▱ࢆபࡁᣋࡾࡤ

 

Our contemporaries do not acquire the basics of learning (gakumon Ꮫ

ၥ). Since they do not acquire the basics of learning, when they study, 

they do not end up succeeding. Until now, I reflected well and carefully 

[on this matter] and [this is what] I have seen. When our 

contemporaries talk about the study of Confucian Classics, from the 

very beginning they explain the eminence of the ri ⌮,45 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 (ŬǇƃ⯆):46 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.͟�^ŚŝƌĂŶĞ͕�͞/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ,͟ 
p. 5. 
44 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 369. 
45 The ri⌮ ŝƐ�Ă��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ŶŽƚŝŽŶ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ�ŝŶ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ůŝŬĞ�͞ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ͕͟�͞ƌĞĂƐŽŶ͕͟�Žƌ�
͞ŽƌĚĞƌ͘͟ 
46 Here Sorai is referring to the six forms of poetry (rikugi භ⩏) of the Shi Jingリ⥂ (in �ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ƚŚĞ�͞�ůĂƐƐŝĐ�
ŽĨ�WŽĞƚƌǇ͟�Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�͞�ŽŽŬ�ŽĨ�^ŽŶŐƐ͟Ϳ, 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 ǁŝƚŚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ, 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: 

 

ࢆ≀᭩ࠊࡁࡩᛮࡃࡓࡋࢆᏛ⤒ࠊࡦᛮࡃࡓࡋࢆ൲Ꮫࡢࡑ࡚ࡉ

ぢࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡠࡽ࡞ࡣ࡚ࡋࡎ᭩≀ࡣఱࡒபࠊࡁ၈ேࡢ

᭩ࠋࡾ࡞ࡢࡶࡿࡓࡁࡢேࡣ᭩≀ࢆఱࡃࡋࡘࡴࡽࡸᛮࡋ

࡚၈ேࡀసࡢࡶࡿࡓࡾᚰᚓࠋࡾ࡞ࡿṈཪ࡞ࡇࡑࡾྲྀࡿ࡞࠸

  47ࠋࡾ࡞ࡦ

 

Now, when you want to study Confucianism (jugaku ൲Ꮫ) and the 

Confucian Classics (keigaku ⤒Ꮫ), you cannot do it without reading 

the texts (shomono ᭩≀)͘� /Ĩ� ǇŽƵ� ĂƐŬ͕� ͞tŚĂƚ� ĂƌĞ� ƚŚĞ� ƚĞǆƚƐ͍͟� dŚĞ�

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 ƚŚĂƚ�͞ƚŚĞ�ŐŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͟�;ŐĂŬƵŵŽŶ�ŶŽ�ƚĂŝ͛ŝ Ꮫၥࡢព) 

is thus learning Chinese language (actually, kangaku ₎Ꮫ, so literally ͞Chinese studies͕͟�

but in this context it can be interpreted as ͞ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟) through 

the study of translation (yakubun ヂᩥ). Again from Glossed Translations: 

 

ࡢᏛၥࡀࡿᚰᚓ㸧ࣂࢺࢥ၈ேㄒ㸦ࡣࡿࡓࡁ᭩᭩⡠ࡤࢀ↛

ពࠋࡾ࡞Ꮫၥ࡚ࡋ❴␌ࡣ₎Ꮫࡾ࡞ᚰᚓࠋࡋషᏛ࡚ࡋ❴␌ࡣ

 
47 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 369. 
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ᲙᏛࡾ࡞ពᚓࠋࡋ᯾⟠ᵝᏑ࠼ࡺࡿࡍヂᩥபࠊ࡚❧ࢆࡇ

Ꮫ⪅ࢆᩍࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡩヂᩥࡣ၈ேモࡢ㏻48ࠋࡾ࡞  

 

Therefore, the gist of learning is to really understand the Chinese 

words (ㄒ) written in the books. We need to really understand that 

learning, finally, is kangaku ₎Ꮫ  (i.e. the study of the Chinese 

language). We need to understand that Buddhism (షᏛ), finally, is the 

study of Sanskrit (ᲙᏛ). Therefore, since it has this role, we have to 

teach translation (yakubun ヂᩥ ) to the students.  Translation 

(yakubun ヂᩥ) 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.  

 

ࡢᏛ⪅ࠊ⤒Ꮫࠊࡶ࡚リᏛᩥࠊࡶ࡚Ꮫࡣ࠸ࡓࠊࡶ࡚ష

Ꮫࠊࡶ࡚་Ꮫࠊࡶ࡚ṈࡢヂᩥࡢᏛࡤࢇࡎࡏࢆ၈ேモ㏻ࡏ

ࠋࡎࡽࡿ࠶ࡇࡿࡍᡂᑵࠋࡾ࡞⟆ၥࡋࡇࡾࠊ࠼ࡺࡿࡊ

൲ࡢࡶࡿࡿࡤࡼ᭩ࠊᩥࡿࡓཪࡣ᭩ࢆㅮࡿࡎㄗࡾከࠊࡃ

ཪࡣ൲㐨ࡁࡋ࠶࡚࠺⾜ࢆ㢼ࠊࡶࡿ࡞ⓙ၈ேモྜࢆⅬࠊࡍࡏ

➗㸦ࢆ㸧ࡃࡋᚰᚓ49ࠋࡾ࡞࠼ࡺࡿ  

 

tŚĞŶ�ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ƐƚƵĚǇ the sutra (keigaku ⤒Ꮫ), Chinese poetry, 

literature, or for example Buddhism or Medicine, the fact that they do 

not study translation (yakubun no gaku ヂᩥࡢᏛ) and they do not 

understand the words (shi モ) of the Chinese, becomes a predictable 

(torikoshi ࡋࡇࡾ ) 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 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 369. 
49 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 371. 



164 
 

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 

studŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ĂŶĚ�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 ヂᩥࡢᏛ). He wrote: 

 

ᨾṈヂᩥࢆᏛ࡚ࡋࡎࡣ᭩⡠ࢆぢ࡚⌮ࡢ㧗ጁࢆㄯࠊࡋリࢆసࡾ

࡚ᕦࢆࡇࢇࡽ࡞ࡳḧࡤ࠼ࡓࠊࡣࡿࡍೖㄒࡠࡽ▱ࢆ၈ேࡀೖ

ၥࡋࡇࡾࢀṈࠋࡋࡈࡀபࢇࡽ࡞ᡭୖࢆḷࡧᏛࢆ⣬ࡢ

࠶ࡕศࡢዀ⳹ࡣᚰࡢேࠊࡃ࡞㝸࡚ࡢ₍ࡣ⌮ㄽࠋࡸࡍ㠀⟆

㐪ࡢ࠸ࡤࢇ࠶ỀࠊࡣࢇࡎࡏⅬྜࢆࡁ㊃ࡢ㎡ࠊࡶࢀࡅࡌࡲࡿ

  50ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡁࡿ࠶ᚲࡇ࠺

 

Therefore, without studying translation (yakubun ヂᩥ), they read the 

texts and discuss the complexities of the ri ⌮, 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 (ƐƃƐŚi ⣬), or would became good at composing 

Japanese poetry. Is this not a predictable (torikoshi ࡋࡇࡾ ) 

problem? Clearly, there is no difference in the principle (ri ⌮) between 

the Japanese and Chinese (wakan ₎), even if there was no divide 

between the Chinese and the barbarians (kai ⳹ዀ) in the heart of 

people, if the tenor (omomuki ㊃ࡁ ) 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 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), 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 (Ĩƻ 㢼) in 

writing. He does so by comparing the various registers and writing styles of the Japanese 

and Chinese languages that occur in different ŐĞŶƌĞƐ͘� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ� ŝƐ� ƚŚĂƚ͕� ƐŝŶĐĞ 

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. 

 

ೖㄒࡢࡲࡊࡲࡉ㢼ࠋࡾ࠶ᖖࡢモࠋࡾ࠶ᖖࡢモࡶ㒔㒥ࡢ㐪

ࡲࡉࡶ၈ேモࡃዴࠋࡾ࠶モࡢ⣬ࠋࡾ࠶モࡢ♩᭩ࠋࡾ࠶࠸

᪉ゝࡢ၈ࡣㄒࡢ㒥ࠋࡾ࡞ୡヰࡢᖖࡢ᪥ᮏࡣㄒࡢ၈ࠋࡾ࠶ࡲࡊ

 51ࠋࡾ࡞リࡢ၈ࡣḷࠋࡾ࡞ㄒࡢ♩᭩ࡢ၈ࡣᩥࡢ♩᭩ࠋࡾ࡞

 

There are different styles (Ĩƻ 㢼) of Japanese language (wago ೖㄒ). 

[For example] there are everyday words (tsune no shi ᖖࡢモ). Among 

the everyday words as well, there is a difference between the ones 

used in the capital (miyako 㒔) and the ones used in the villages (hina 

㒥) [i.e. the refined and the popular registers]. Then, there are the 

words used in letters and documents (shorei ᭩♩), and the words of 

the Japanese books (ƐƃƐŚŝ ⣬). In the same way, the words of the 

Chinese people have different [styles]. The Chinese vernacular (zokugo 

ㄒ ) is [like] the Japanese used in ordinary conversation. The 

language of the [Japanese] villages corresponds to the Chinese dialect 

(ŚƃŐĞŶ ᪉ゝ ). As [in Japan] we have a language for letters and 

documents, so the Chinese have one [of their own]. Japanese poetry 

(uta ḷ) corresponds to Chinese poetry (shi リ).  

 

 
51 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), 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: 

 

⣬ࡢモࡣ၈ࡢ᭩⡠ࠋࡾ࡞ᩥࡢෆཪ௦ྂࡢ㞉࡚モࡢ

㊃㐪ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇ࠺ヂᩥࢇࡏࢆᛮࠊࡤࢃṈពྜࢆⅬࡑࠋࡋࡍ

ᩥࡢ᭩⡠ࡶ࡚၈ࠋࡾ࡞モࡿ࡞ṇᙜモࡢ⣬ࡣ࡚ෆ᪥ᮏࡢ

┣ᩥࡃࡋ᪥ᮏஂࡣモࡢ⣬ࡢ᪥ᮏࡶࢀ↛ࠋࡾ࡞モࡿ࡞ṇᙜࡀ

ࠋࡾ࡞ࡠࡏᚓࢆモࡢṈ⣬ࡣࡢࡶࡿࡊࡏḷᏛࠊ࠼ࡺࡿࡓࡾ࡞

ཪ၈ࡢㄒࡣᙜ⏝㠀ࠋࡍᨾ㢼ࡢ㐪ࡽࡀ࡞ࡢࡶࡿࡓೖࡢ

ㄒࢆ௨࡚၈ᅵ᭩⡠ࢆヂ52ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡍ 

 

The words of the [Japanese] books (⣬) are the writing (bun ᩥ) of 

Chinese books (ƚƃ no shoseki ၈ࡢ᭩⡠ ). Among them, then, 

depending on the period, ancient or contemporary, the taste for the 

words changes. If you want to translate (yakubun ヂᩥ), you have to 

adhere to this idea. Then, in Japan, the words of the books are 

appropriate (ƐŚƃƚƃ ṇᙜ) [to the genre]. In China as well, the writing 

of the books is appropriate (ƐŚƃƚƃ ṇᙜ) [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 ㄒ) is not currently used [in Japan]. Therefore, while now 

there are different styles (Ĩƻ 㢼), you have to translate (yakusuru ヂࡍ

 Chinese books (shoseki ᭩⡠) with the vernacular language of (ࡿ

Japan (wa no zokugo ೖࡢㄒ). 

 

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 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 371. 
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have become incomprehensible for the reader, and in that case, translation becomes a 

necessary tool to access knowledge.53 

 

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: 

 

ヂᩥࡢ⩻⩏࣭⩻┤⏝⟭ࡇࡢࡵࠎ୍ࡣ⩻┤ࠋࡾ࠶ࡘ၈ᩥࡢ

Ꮠ᪥ᮏࡢモࢆࡣ⩻⩏ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿೖ₎㢼ᅵ࠼ࡺࡿ࠶␗ࡢㄒ⬦

୍ࠊࡣࢆᡤࡠࡽ࡞⩻┤ᨾࠋࡾ࠶ࡇࡿࢃ࡚ࢀࡘࢀࡑࡶ

࠺ࡖࡳࢆ▷ࡤ࠼ࡓࠋࡾ࡞ப⩻⩏ࢆࡿࡍ௨࡚ヂࢆ⩏ࡢྃ

࠺ࡻࡕࠊࡶࡾ࡞ࡦ㛗ࡾࡼᡤࡢࡑࠋࡾ࡞⩻┤ࡣபࡦ࡞

᪥ᮏࡇப࠺㐪ࡢ⬦ㄒ࡚ࡋ⥲ࠋࡾ࡞⩻⩏ࡣபࡶࡾ࡞ࡸࡖ

ࠊࢆபモ࡞ࡿࡍࡩ࡚࡞Ụᡞࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿ࠶ࡶ࡚ෆࡢ

ࠊࡤࢀモ࡛ぢࡢỤᡞࠋࡾ࡞பࡿࡍࡩࡐ࡞ࡣ࡚࡞⥲ୖ

ࡴࢆࡣபࡿࡍࡩࡐ࡞ࠊモࡿࡍไࢆᚋࡣப࡞ࡿࡍࡩ

ப࠺ࡸࡉࡣ࡚⥲ୖ࡚␗ࡢ㢼ᅵࠊࡶࢀ࡞ࡇ࠺㐪࡚モࡿ

ࡿ࠶␗ࡢ⬦ㄒ࠼ࡺ၈ᅵࡿࡓ㝸࡚ࢆᾏࡢⴙ㔛ࡣࢀ௨ぢࢆࠋࡾ࡞

 54ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡁ

 

There are two [types of] translation (yakubun ヂᩥ), direct translation 

(chokuhon ┤⩻) and translation of meaning (gihon ⩏⩻). 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 (ǁĂŬĂŶ�ĨƻĚŽ�ŶŽ�ŝ ೖ

₎㢼ᅵࡢ␗), 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 (ikku୍ྃ), that is called a translation 

 
53 The idea of using vernacular Japanese for easier approach of the Chinese texts was not new. See Kornicki, 
͞,ĂǇĂƐŚŝ�ZĂǌĂŶ͘͟ 
54 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�Glossed Translations (Kun͛ǇĂŬƵ�ũŝŵƃ), p. 371-372. 
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of meaning. For example, [translating the phrase] futan ▷ (ZH: bù 

ĚƵڣŶ, EN: ͞ŶŽƚ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞ƐŚŽƌƚ͟Ϳ� ĂƐ�mijikaunai ࡦ࡞࠺ࡖࡳ (EN: not 

short) is a direct translation. If instead I translate it as nagai 㛗ࡦ (EN: 

long) that is a translation of meaning. In general, there are linguistic 

(gomyaku ㄒ⬦) differences even within Japan. The expression (shi モ) 

͞kausuruna ͟࡞ࡿࡍࡩ (EN: do not do like this) as it is said, for 

example in Edo, ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ� ͞nazeka kausuru ͟ࡿࡍࡩࡐ࡞� ;�E͗�

why do you do like this), for example in Kazusa.  From the point of view 

of the Edo language (Edo no kotoba Ụᡞࡢモ), ͞kaƵƐƵƌƵŶĂ͟ is an 

expression that is established, but even if ͞ nazeka kausuru͟ 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].55 

 

As seen above, Sorai utilises the terms chokuhon ┤⩻ and gihon ⩏⩻ to describe two 

kinds of translation, respectively ͞ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ,͟�for 

which he provides a few examples. The combination of the characters choku ┤ and gi 

⩏ with hon ⩻ (probably employed as an abbreviation of ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ, ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�

- 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 zhíyì ┤ヂ and yìyì ពヂ,56 a legacy from Buddhist translation tradition,57 

(the use of these terms in the form of the more used chokuyaku ┤ヂ and giyaku ⩏ヂ

by the Dutch studies scholars was discussed in chapter 4). ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƵƐĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�

 
55 Kazusa ୖ⥲ was the province where Ogyƻ�Sorai spent Ă�ĨĞǁ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ŚŝƐ�ĨĂƚŚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ďĂŶŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ from 
�ĚŽ�;ŝƚ�ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ��ŚŝďĂ�ƉƌĞĨĞĐƚƵƌĞͿ. The matter of ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĞǆŝůĞ�ŝƐ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ĂŐĂŝŶ�ŝŶ chapter 
6. 
56  In An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation͕� �ŚĞƵŶŐ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞƐ� ƚŚĞƐĞ� ƚĞƌŵƐ� ĂƐ� ͞ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�
ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞ĨƌĞĞ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� Žƌ� ͞ƐĞŶƐĞ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟� ,ĞƌĞ� /� ŬĞƉƚ� ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͟� ŝŶ�
continuity with the discussion of the previous chapters. 
57 It is also interesting to note that sŽŵĞ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ thought of translation (such as the focus on 
style, and the distinction between the ancient and contemporary language) are similar to Dao An 㐨Ᏻ 
(312-385) ĂŶĚ� <ƵŵĂƌĂũŝǀĂ͛Ɛ 㬀ᦶ⨶ொ  (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 

/ƚ� ŝƐ� ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ� ƚŽ� ĂƐƐĞƌƚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ĐůĂŝŵƐ� ĂďŽƵƚ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ǁĞƌĞ� ŵĞĂŶƚ� ƚŽ� ŚĂǀĞ� Ă�

universalistic nature: they are deeply rooted in his conception of the Chinese classics, 

and of course a consequence of his religious and philosophical beliefs.58 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 

ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ� ĨŽƌ� ͞ƚŚĞ� tĞƐƚ͕͟ and yet his ideas keep coming back in later scholarship. 

EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ͕� ŝƚ� ŝƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ� ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ� ůĂƚĞƌ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ� ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�

languages even if that was not the intended aim. 

In the sections above, I discussed ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ƚŚĞŵĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

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, I will investigate in more detail how Soraŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞ�ƚŽ the scholars 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ĂŶd 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, KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, pp. 3-134. 
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Chapter 6: DĂĞŶŽ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ and QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ use of 

Sorai and the Chinese tradition 
 

As discussed in the introduction, in this thesis I 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 I will 

show how Ogyƻ ̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�̂ ƚƵĚŝĞƐ�

tradition by two of its most important scholars, DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�๓㔝Ⰻἑ (1723-1803) 

ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵᵳ⋞ἑ (1757-1827).  

I will also show how QƚƐƵŬŝ 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.  I will examine Gentaku through the words 

of one of his lesser-studied works: Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�

ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, manuscript, 1816). In this standalone text, couched in the dialogical 

form of ŵŽŶĚƃ ၥ⟅ (questions and answers), Gentaku summarised his views about 

translation much like as he did in other prefaces and introductions to his works. 1 

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 ᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-

1817) had attempted to transmit a (one-sided) history of the field through his work 

Beginning of Dutch Studies (Rangaku kotohajime ⹒Ꮫጞ, 1815, first published in 

 
1 Gentaku exposed his views on translation in A Guide to Dutch Studies (Rangaku kaitei ⹒Ꮫ㝵Დ, 1783), 
or in the introductory notes of his revision of Sugita Genpaku͛s A New Treatise on Anatomy (:ƻƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�
shinsho or �ŚƃƚĞŝ�<ĂŝƚĂŝ�ƐŚŝŶƐŚŽ�㔜ゞゎయ᪂᭩, 1826) and of New Record of Six Things (Rokumotsu shinshi 
or Rokubutsu shinshi භ≀᪂ᚿ, 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, I will argue that from what emerges from Upward and Forward, 

there are enough indications to consider Gentaku the ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚ� ŽĨ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�

translation discourse. Here, I argue that QƚƐƵŬŝ 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. I will show that, beyond the references 

from more canonical sources (for example the Buddhist translation tradition discussed 

ŝŶ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ�ϯ�ĂŶĚ�ϰͿ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ�ďǇ�ǁŚĂƚ�

at the time could have been considered the periphery of the cultural polysystem, i.e. the 

ideas of the well-ŬŶŽǁŶ��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝⲶ⏕ᚂᚙ (1666-1728). 

The structure of this chapter is as follows: In section 6.1, I will compare side by side 

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƚĞǆƚ�ďǇ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�Brief Translations from the Dutch 

(Oranda yakubun ryaku ⹒ヂᩥ␎, manuscript, date unknown, postscript dated 1771). 

From section 6.2 through section 6.5, /�ǁŝůů�ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation with 

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Upward and Forward. I will explore the similarities between Gentaku and 

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ƚĞǆƚƐ͕� ĂƐ�ǁĞůů� ĂƐ� ƚŚĞŝƌ� ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ� ƚŽ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕� ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ� ĂŶĚ� ůĞĂƌŶŝŶg. 

Finally, in section 6.6, I will investigate Gentaku͛Ɛ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ƋƵŽƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ, 

such as Chinese texts concerning the Sanskrit translation tradition in China and the 

words of two of ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞƐ͕ Dazai Shundai ኴᐓྎ  (1680-1747) and Kamei 

Nanmei ட༡ෞ (1743-1814). 

In section 6.5 and 6.6 I note that Gentaku referred to the Dutch studies ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�

with the term yakugaku ヂᏛ, literally, the ͞study of translation͟� ;ǁŚĞƌĞ�gaku Ꮫ is 

͞ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕͟� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĂŵĞ� ŐƵŝƐĞ� ĂƐ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ǁŽƌĚƐ� kangaku ₎Ꮫ , ͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͟� ĂŶĚ 

rangaku ⹒Ꮫ , ͞�ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͟Ϳ͘� /� ǁŝůů� show ƚŚĂƚ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƐĞŶƐĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚŝƐ term 

ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚĞƐ� ŵǇ� ĐŚŽŝĐĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ� ͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ� ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟� ƚŽ� ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ� 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 ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ 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 ͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ As I argued before, I 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 KŐǇƻ� Sorai͛Ɛ� A Tool for Translation in Maeno 

ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ Brief Translations from the Dutch 

Before delving into 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Upward and Forward, it is worth noting that a number of 

quotations from ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation can also be found in Brief Translations 

from the Dutch (Oranda yakubun ryaku ⹒ヂᩥ␎, manuscript, date unknown, but 

postscript dated 1771), Ă�ǁŽƌŬ�ďǇ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ 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.3 Alongside investigating Maeno RǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ ideas 

on translation, in the next paragraphs I will demonstrate that ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƌĞĂĚ�KŐǇƻ�

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�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 celeďƌĂƚĞĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ŝƐ�

best known for being the scholar who, together with Sugita Genpaku ᮡ⏣⋞ⓑ (1733-

1817), EĂŬĂŐĂǁĂ� :ƵŶ͛ĂŶ�୰ᕝ ῟ᗡ (1739-1786) ĂŶĚ� <ĂƚƐƵƌĂŐĂǁĂ� ,ŽƐŚƻ�᱇ᕝ⏠࿘ 

(1751-1809), worked on the translation of A New Treatise on Anatomy (Kaitai shinsho 

ゎయ᪂᭩, 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, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ǁĂƐ�often referred to as Master ͞ZĂŶŬĂ ⹒͟ (the ͞Dutchified͟) and 

for many he stood as a front runner in the field. �ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ�

in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ŝŶ�

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 <ƃŬĂŝ�ƌƵŝƐŚŽᓫ⚞㢮᭩ edited by Toita Yasusuke ᡞᯈಖభ (1708-1784). This version is 
dated 1796. There is also a copy at the Waseda University Library. The Waseda version has a postscript 
ďǇ�,ŽŶĚĂ�<ƃƐƵŬĞᮏ⏣Ꮥ㍜ (dates unknown) dated 1771. 
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͙�Ⰻἑࢆࡇࡢࡇࡾࡼ࡚ࡡࡣᚰࠊࡅ㛗ᓮࠊࡁ⾜ࡶ࡛ࡲ

⹒ㄒ୪ࡧ❶ྃㄒ⬦ࡢ㛫ࡶࡇࡢᑡࡁ⪺ࡣࡋぬࡦࡽ࡞ࡁ⪺ࠊ࠼

ࡇࠊࡤࢀ࡞㍮⪂ࡋࡾࡓ㛗ࡢ༑ᖺࡣࡾࡼ࡞⩝ࡶ㱋ࠊࡦ࠸ேࡋ

 4ࠋࡠࡋ࡞ࡇࡄ௮ࡶ⏕ඛࠊࡵᐃ┕ࢆࢀ

 

[͙� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ� ŚĂĚ� previously took the matter [of learning Dutch] to 

heart; he even went to Nagasaki and learned by ear (kikioboe ⪺ࡁぬ

 phrases ,(ࡧrango narabi ⹒ㄒ୪) a little about Dutch word order (࠼

(ƐŚƃŬƵ�❶ྃ) and morphology (gomyaku ㄒ⬦). 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 ƚĞǆƚ͛Ɛ�͞GĞŶĞƌĂů�EŽƚĞƐ͟�;SƃƐĞƚƐƵ�⥲ㄝ), ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞĚ�

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 KŐǇƻ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ďĞŐŝŶ�ƚŽ�ƌĞƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ͕�ĂƐ�in a few 

instances ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ƚŽ quote A Tool for Translation and his general approach is 

reminiscent of Sorai. As a first example, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ wrote: 

 

᭱ࠊ୰ࡢᕞࠊᑠᅜ୍ࡢࠖࣃࣣࣟ࢘ࠕࡣࠖࢻࣥࣛࣤࠕࠊࡿ↛

ࠊࡶ࠸ࡿአ㝸ࠊᇦᩘ㔛␗࿃ 㑥ࠊ࡚ࡾೄすࡶ

⾡ⱁࠊᙼࡢࡶࡿྲྀ㡾ከࠋࡋవࠊ㑥ᅜẸ⏝┈ࡢࡶࡿ࠶

ᑩࠋࡎࡽୟኵࠊᨭ㑣ࡣ⪷ேᩍࡢᅜ⚾ࡶ⪌ࠋࡍ⛠ᛮࠊ࠺

ไసᢏ⾡ࠊᐇすᅵࡾࡼ᮶ࠋࡾ࠶ࡢࡶࡿἣࡢࠖࢻࣥࣛࣤࠕࡸ

ᅗ᭩ࠊࡿࡅ࠾ணࢆ௨࡚ࢆࢀࡇぢࠊࡿၿ⨾ࡇࡿ࡞Ṥᨭ

㑣ࠋࡾ࠶⪅ࡿࢀ၏᠍ࠊࡣࡃࡽ࿃ 㑥5ࡢఏ⩦ࡿࡍᡤࠊ⪅ࡢᡈ

࠺❚ࢆ⌮⢒ࠊ࡚ࡋᡤࡿఏࡢヂᐙࡣᡈࠊᡤࡿࡍ⩻ࡢᨭ㑣ࡣ

 
4 Sugita Genpaku, Beginnings of Dutch Studies, (Rangaku kotohajime), (Ogata), p. 38. 
5 ��ƐƉĂĐĞ�ůĞĨƚ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞƌ͛Ɛ�
ĚĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�Ă�ƐƵďũĞĐƚ͕�ŚĞƌĞ͕�͞ŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͕͟�ŝ͘Ğ͘�:ĂƉĂŶ͘� 
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ࡍᯛᣲࠊࡁከࡢㅸㄗ࣭ᮭࠊࡎࡽ࡞ࡳࡢᦋࢆࡢၶ㝸㠐

 6ࠋࡎࡿ

 

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 㔛 from our country,7 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 ᨭ㑣) is 

called the country of the civilisation of the Sages (seijin ŬǇƃŬĂ ⪷ேᩍ

). However, I think that some of its products and techniques actually 

came from the West. Even more, when I read books (tosho ᅗ᭩) from 

Holland, there is a goodness and a grace (zenbi ၿ⨾) in them, which 

almost exceeds the Chinese one. However, what I resent is that the 

learning and transmission (ĚĞŶƐŚƻ�ఏ⩦) in our country is either what 

is translated from China (Shina no honsuru tokoro ᨭ㑣ࡿࡍ⩻ࡢᡤ) 

or what it is transmitted by the translators (yakuke no tsutaeru tokoro 

ヂᐙࡢఏࡿᡤ ). 8  When you examine their logic (jiri ⌮ ), even 

roughly, not only it is [like] scratching an itch [on your foot] with your 

shoes on (kakka no kayuki o kaku 㝸㠐ࡢࢆᦋ), but also there are 

mistakes (ďǇƻŐŽ ㅸㄗ) and sloppiness (zusan ᮭ) in abundance, so 

many that you cannot count them.9 

 

In the passage above͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ ƚŽƵĐŚĞƐ�ƵƉŽŶ�Ă� ĨĞǁ�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ� ƌĞŵŝŶŝƐĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͘�&ŝƌƐƚ͕�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�considers the fact that while �ŚŝŶĂ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�͞ƚŚĞ�country 

of the civilisation of the Sages (seijin ŬǇƃŬĂ�ŶŽ�ŬƵŶŝ ⪷ேᩍࡢᅜ)͕͟ŵĂŶǇ�valuable arts 

and techniques originated from the Netherlands. The idea of China as source of 

 
6 DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕ Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), pp. 74-75. 
7 A ri 㔛 is a traditional Japanese unit of measure, corresponding to approximately 3.9 km. The 
ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�͞Ă�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚ ri͟�ŵĞĂŶƐ�͞Ă�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ͘͟ 
8 The kind of translators ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ is talking about is unclear from the source text. 
9 �ďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ�͞kutsu o hedatete kayuki o kaku 㠐ࢆ㝸࡚ࢆᦋ͕͟ࡃ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĐƚŝŽŶĂƌǇ�Dejitaru daijisen 
㎡Ἠࣝࢱࢪࢹ says it is from the introduction of the Mumonkan ↓㛛㛵 (The Gateless Barrier) a 
collection of ŬƃĂŶ�that the Chinese Zen monk Wumen Huikai↓㛛្㛤 (Mumon Ekai in Japanese, 1183-
1260) compiled in the early 13th century. The earliest appearance of the phrase listed in the Nihon kokugo 
daijiten ᪥ᮏᅜㄒ㎡ is in the Ukiyo monogatari ᾋୡ≀ㄒ, a ŬĂŶĂǌƃƐŚŝ�௬ྡⲡᏊ (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 ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�discussion in A Tool for Translation.10 

Next, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ claims that there is something ͞ good and gracious (zenbi ၿ⨾)͟ in Dutch 

texts, comparable and possibly superior to ƚŚĞ�͞ ŐŽŽĚŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌĂĐĞ͟ of Chinese sources. 

However, according to him, such ͞ŐƌĂĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ͟ of the Dutch original is at risk of being 

lost through the process of translation due to ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ͛�ŝŶĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ and lack of 

logic (jiri ⌮). 11 ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƐƉĞĐŝĨǇ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽrs he is exactly talking about; 

however, on the basis of the narrative exposed by Genpaku in Beginnings, and based on 

ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞ� ŝƐ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌƐ͛� ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ĚĞĞƉĞƌ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐŽŵŵĂŶĚ͕�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 �ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ (despite being a teacher 

and a scholar himself), ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�also, despite being a teacher and a scholar/translator, 

seemed to reject the explanations produced by other translators (yakuke ヂᐙ ), 

denouncing their ineptitude. In particular, the metaphor ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ adopted in this 

ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕�͞ ƐĐƌĂƚĐhing an itch with your shoes on (kakka no kayuki o kaku 㝸㠐ࡢࢆᦋ)͟ 

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: 

 

͙ ༾ࡢ㆑ῥ㏻ࠊࢀࡽࡏ✃Ꮫᏹ༤ࢆᴟࠊࡶࡿࡴೂྂࡢே

ࡃᦋࢆࡁࠊ㝸࡚࡚ࢆⓙ㠐ࠊࡤゼࢆ⪅ࡢᡤ௨ࡿࡍゎࢆㄒࡢ

ఝ12ࠋࡾࡓ 

 

[͙�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 Patreich͕�͞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 Illness 
(�ǇƃŐĂŬƵ�ƚƐƻƌŽŶᏛ㏻ㄽ, 1849) ďǇ�KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃan and 4.5.5 on Three Chief Remedies (^ĂŝƐĞŝ�ƐĂŶƉƃ�῭⏕୕
᪉, 1849) by Sugita Seikei. 
12 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕ 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 㠐ࢆ㝸࡚࡚ࢆࡁᦋࡃ). 

 

Clearly, the contexts in which these words are used were different. In A Tool for 

Translation, the saying is rooted in ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ 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).13 Finally, the abundance of mistakes and the shortcomings of 

translation ůĂŵĞŶƚĞĚ� ďǇ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�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, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ then continues to deliberate on the difficulty of 

approaching Western languages, describing �ƵƚĐŚ� ĂƐ� Ă� ͞ďĂƌďĂƌŝĂŶ� ďĂďďůĞ� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ�

ƚŽŶŐƵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝƌĚƐ͟�;shuri gekizetsu അ㬊⯉):14  

 

ࠎ༓ྂᐾࠊ⪅ࡿࡍᚩドࢆࠊㄞ࡚ࢆ᭩ࠊࡧᏛࢆᙼᩥࠊ⪌↛

▱ࢆࡇࡿ↛⛮ࡣᡈࠋࡎࡽ࠶ࡢࡶ⪺ࢆࢀࡇࡔࡲ࠸❴ࠊ࡚ࡋ

ࢆࢀࡇ㐙ࠊ㞴ࡧᏛ௨ㅝഅ㬊⯉ࠊࡶ࠼࠸ࡾ࠶⪅ࡿ

ᑾ࡚ࠊຊࠋࡋ࡞ࡇࡿ⏝ࢆཪࠊᡈࡣᆘヂᐙၥ࡚ࠊₔ

ㄝࡃᡤࠊࡏ⫈ᡈࡣ㐺୍ࠎࡢወㄝ๎ࠊࡤࢀ࠶ࡇ⪺ࢆⱗࡶᚓ

ࢆ⨾ၿᐇࠊⓙࠋࡾ࡞ࡢࡶࡿࡎᏳᡤㅝᑠᡂࠊ࡚ࡋࡾࡓ

 15ࠋࡾ࡞ᨾࡢⅭࡀࡿࡊࡽ▱

 

However, in antiquity, these [Dutch] things were so rare that I 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 dŚĞ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƌĞĨƵƐĂů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�kundoku method in A Tool for Translation are not completely 
clear. See Lidin, Life of KŐǇƻ�Sorai and Pastreich, ͞Grappling with Chinese Writing͘͟ 
14 ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂůƐŽ�ƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚ� ;dairei 㢟), where he 
ǁƌŽƚĞ͗�͞tŚĞŶ�ǇŽƵ�ůŽŽŬ�Ăƚ��ƵƚĐŚ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚĂĚƉŽůĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƐƋƵŝƚŽƐ͛�ůĞŐƐ͕�ǁŚĞŶ�ǇŽƵ�ƌĞĂĚ�ŝƚ͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�
like the chirping language of the birds (ŬŽƌĞ�Ž�ŵŝƌƵ�Ŷŝ͕�ŬĂƚŽ�ďƵŶŬǇĂŬƵ͕�ŬŽƌĞ�Ž�ǇŽŵŝ�Ŷŝ͕�ŐĞŬŝǌĞƚƐƵ�ĐŚƃŐŽ ࡇ
 .㬊⯉㫽ㄒ).͟�Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 69ࠊㄞࢆࢀࡇࠊ⬮⺅ᩯ⛉ࠊࡿ┳ࢆࢀ
15 DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75. 
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barbarian babble and the tongue of the birds (shuri gekizetsuഅ㬊

⯉), finally, completely and without effort. Again, if we sit with the 

translators (yakuke ヂᐙ) and ask them, or listen vaguely to their 

explanations (sono toku tokoro ni kiku ㄝࡃᡤࡃ⫈),16 or if we 

accidentally hear one or two strange explanations (kisetsu ወㄝ), 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 ၿ⨾) [of the Dutch texts].17 

 

Similar expressions can be found in A Tool for Translation in two occasions. In the first 

one, Sorai used the phrase ƐŚƵƌŝ�ĐŚƃŐĞŶ�അ㫽ゝ (with two different characters, but 

with practically the same meaning) to criticize his contemporary Confucian scholars and 

their use of the kundoku method. Interestingly, ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ�͞shuri gekizetsuഅ㬊

⯉,͟�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ƵƐĞd the character അ instead of the more common 㞳,18 exactly as Sorai 

did.  In A Tool for Translation, Sorai wrote: 

 

ࡢấࢆ࡚ࡁᛮࢆᨔࠊࡶ⪅ࡿᜳࡃഅ㫽ゝࠊࡢఱࡢㄒࡓ

ࢆຊࠊࡿᡤㅝࡁᄧࠋࡾ࡞ࡁ↓ᏭࢀṈࠋࡎࡽࡿ㆑ࢆࡇࡿ

 19ࠋࡾ࡞ࡤࡏ∔ࢆࡾ⚅ࡀஅࡣᐿࠊ⪅ࡁ᫆ࡍ∔

 

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 ĐŚƃŐĞŶ�അ㫽ゝ). There is nothing 

more than this. As I said before, [wakun/kundoku] makes everything 

easier, but actually, it is a curse (tatari⚅ࡾ).  

 

 
16 �ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂůůƵƐŝŽŶ� ƚŽ�^ŽƌĂŝ� ŝŶ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƚĞǆƚ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ� ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�͞ƚŽ� ůŝƐƚĞŶ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞŝƌ�
explanations (sono toku tokoro ni kiku ㄝࡃᡤࡃ⫈),͟�ǁŚŝĐŚ� ŝƐ� ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ ͞ƚŽ� ůŝƐƚĞŶ� ƚŽ�
[their] lectures (ŬƃƐĞƚƐƵ� o kiku ㅮㄝࡃ⫍ࢆ )͟ from A Tool for Translation ;KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͕ A Tool for 
Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 18). In both the occurrences, the scholars were referring to explanations 
provided by translators or teachers. 
17 �ŐĂŝŶ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŐŽŽĚŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌĂĐĞ� (zenbi ၿ⨾)͟�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�ŽǁŶ�ůŝŵŝƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ŝŶ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ƋƵŽƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϰ͘ 
18 As observed in DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕ Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75, note to the text.  
19 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕ A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24. 
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In the second occasion, Sorai used once more a related ƉŚƌĂƐĞ͕�͞the chirping of birds 

ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞĂƐƚƐ͛�ĐĂůůƐ (ĐŚƃŵĞŝ�ũƻŬǇƃ�㫽㬆⋇ྉ)͟ - 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 (ŶŝŶũƃ�ே)͘͟ 

Sorai wrote: 

 

ࡢⲴ⹒➼ࡢㅖᅧࠊᛶ⚖ᖖࡀࡿ࡞␗ዴ␜ࠊࡣࡁゎࡋ㞴ࡁㄒࠊ

㫽㬆⋇ྉࡢዴࡃே㏆ࡿࡊࡽ⪅᭷࡚ࡋ⪌ࠋࡋࡿ୰ⷅṈ

ண୕ࠋࡩゝࡎࡤே┦ཬࡢྂࡃேከࠋࡌྠࡃែࠊ᪉ࡢ

௦௨๓ࡢ᭩ࢆㆫࠊࡴேୡែࠊ➢ዎࡀࡿࡓࡏྜࢆዴࠋࡋṈࡢ

ேୡែࢆ௨࡚ࠊṈࡢㄒゝࢆసࠋࡍѸఱࡢゎࡋ㞴ࡢࡇࡁ᭷

 20ࠋࡸࢇࡽ

 

The peculiar characteristics of all those countries like Holland are all 

different and without doubt difficult. As the chirping of birds and the 

ďĞĂƐƚƐ͛�calls (ĐŚƃŵĞŝ� ũƻŬǇƃ 㫽㬆⋇ྉ), they are in no way near the 

human sensibility (ŶŝŶũƃ ே). China and Japan instead, share the 

same exact circumstances (ũƃƚĂŝ ែ ). People often say that the 

ancient people and the contemporary have nothing in common. When 

I read a text from the period before the Three Epochs [Xia, Yin and 

Zhou], it is like the feelings (ŶŝŶũƃ ே) and the situation of that era 

were a perfect metaphor of those of our present. Our feelings (ŶŝŶũƃ 

ே) and culture (seitai ୡែ) 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 

ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚĞƐŝƐ͕�ůŝŬĞ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku here, and other scholars discussed in chapter 4, such as KŐĂƚĂ�<ƃĂŶ (4.6.6), 

 
20 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.  
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Sugita Seikei (4.5.5) and zŽƐŚŝŽ�^ŚƵŶǌƃ (4.5.4). The matter of feeling/sensibility (ŶŝŶũƃ 

ே) ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ĂŐĂŝŶ�ŝŶ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ϲ͘ϰ�ĂŶĚ�ϲ.6. 

A final allusion to be found in ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�texts compared in this section is the 

phrase ki o konomu ወࢆዲࡴ, ͞ ƚŽ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůͬƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĂŶŐĞŶĞƐƐ͕͟�ǁŚŝĐŚ 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 ͞hào qí ዲወ͟ was also used 

by Sima Zhen ྖ㤿㈆ (c. eight century), a major commentator of the Historical Records 

(or Records of the Historian, Shikiྐグ, around 85 BC) to describe the compilation style 

of Sima Qianྖ㤿㑄 (c. 145-86 BC) in his selection of historical accounts.21 Sima Qian 

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, ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ used the phrase to defend 

himself against potential detractors of his work. He wrote: 

 

ணࠊᬌᖺࠊ࡚ࡋࢀࡇࡃᚿ≉ࠋࡾ࠶⪁⪏ࡿࡊᡤ࠸

௨࡚ Ẹ⪵ࠋࡎࡽ࠶ዲࢆወࠊࠋࡾ࠶⪅ࡿࡊṆࠎᾘ⊱ࠊࡶ

 22ࠋࡳࡢࡩᕼࢆࡇࢇࡵồࢆຓ୍ࡢ⏝

 

I, in my closing years, am willing to do this. In particular, even if not 

resisting in good health in my old age, I will not stop and extinguish. 

This, it is not because I like the unconventional (ki o konomi ni arazu 

ወࢆዲࡎࡽ࠶). 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: 

 

Ṉࢆ௨ࠊ࡚ࡋ୰ⷅᩥᏐࢆヂࡃ⬟ࠊࡤࢀࡍே࡚ࡋࢆወ≉ࡢࢆ⏕

ᕥ㦕ⳁࠊࡢศෆࡀⓙ࿃ࠊ㈼ఏ⥂⪷ࠊࡎࡐ⏕ࢆᚰࡢ༝ຎࠊࡎࡐ

㑄ࠊ㒔࡚ైᒅࡎࡽ࡞ㅝࠊ࡚ࡦ㐙Ṕ௦ྂࡢேࢆ⮎ࠊᬇ

 
21 Klein, Reading Sima Qian, p. 113. 
22 DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�Brief Translations (Oranda yakubun ryaku), p. 75. 
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ゝࠊࡋ༓㍕ᑦㄽࠊ⪅ࡿࡴࡋࡏࠋࡋࡿ⮳࡚⏤ࢀヂࡢ

୍Ꮠࠊ┈ᑩࠊࡎࡽᏡࡒ࿃ወࢆዲࡴㅝ23ࠋࡸࢇࡣ 

 

If we use this language [current vernacular Japanese] to translate the 

Chinese characters (�ŚƻŬĂ�ŵŽũŝ ୰ⷅᩥᏐ), 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 Zuozhuanᕥఏ, Lisao㞳㦕, 

ZhuangziⳁᏊ, and the work of Sima Qian ྖ㤿㑄 (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 years͘�̂ ŝŶĐĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǁŽƌĚ͕�͞ ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�(yaku ヂ) is not of little 

benefit, how can it be said that I like the unconventional (ki o konomu

ወࢆዲࡴ)? 

 

In general, both scholars seem to justify their methodologies and studies with the 

ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ� ĐŽŵŝŶŐ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ƉĞŽƉůĞ� ŽĨ� :ĂƉĂŶ͕� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ� ŝŶƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ� ƚŽ� ďƌŝŶŐ� ƵƐĞĨƵů� �ƵƚĐŚ�

knowledge to the country, while Sorai has the aim of engaging people in the study of 

Chinese texts. 

dŚĞ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚŝĞƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ĂŶĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ŵĂǇ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�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) ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�

sections͕�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ the Dutch studies movement becomes increasingly evident.  

 

6.2 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�^ŽƌĂŝ   

A prolific writer, a translator and a ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͕�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ is a 

key figure in Dutch studies. Gentaku was one of the first scholars (together with the 

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ� �ĂďĂ� ^ĂũƵƌƃ 㤿ሙబ༑㑻, 1787-1822) to be appointed by the Tokugawa 

 
23 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 26. 
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government to the Office for the Translation of Barbarian Books (�ĂŶƐŚƃ�ǁĂŐĞ�ŐŽǇƃ ⻅

᭩ゎᚚ⏝), a workforce devoted to the study of Western texts, founded in 1811.  

�ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ� ŚĂƐ� ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ� ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ� ƚŚĂƚ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ŝĚĞĂƐ� ŽŶ� ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ� ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ�

ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ĂƌĞ� ĂŶĂůŽŐŽƵƐ� ƚŽ� ƚŚŽƐĞ� ŽĨ� KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ. 24  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, I shall 

ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ� ƚŚĂƚ� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ� ĚŝĚ� ŝŶ� ĨĂĐƚ� ůŽŽŬ� Ăƚ� KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͕� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ŝŶ�

particular A Tool for Translation ǁĂƐ�Ă�ŬĞǇ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂs on translation and 

kundoku. I will ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ŵǇ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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.25 Both were employed by the 

government for extensive translation projects, 26  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 (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ ⹒ヂᲓ⯟, manuscript, 1816) 

ďǇ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ was completed around 1816, more than thirty years after his more 

famous work, A Guide to Dutch Studies (Rangaku kaitei ⹒Ꮫ㝵Დ, 1783). Upward and 

Forward is written in the mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana. As Boot 

notes, this choice indicates that the writing͛Ɛ� ŐŽĂů ǁĂƐ� ƚŽ� ďĞ� ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ� ͞ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ͕͟�

scholarly literature, although meant for the general public,27 as the plain and direct 

 
24 See Clements, ͞WŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟ 
25 KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝǀĞƐ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ĂŶĚ�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, see Lidin, >ŝĨĞ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ and zƃŐĂŬƵƐŚŝ�ŬĞŶŬǇƻŬĂŝ, 
QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶtaku. 
26 Clements, Cultural History of Translation and Pastreich, ͞Grappling with Chinese Writing.͟ 
27 Boot͕�͞tŽƌĚƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�DĂĚ��ŽĐƚŽƌ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϰϰ͕�ŶŽƚĞ�ϲ͘ 
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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.28 

The text comes in the dialogic format of the mondƃ ၥ⟅ (questions and answers), a 

literary genre of Chinese origin that was common for Buddhist and Confucian texts. As 

it was usually the case with mondƃ works, 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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 

questions 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 KŐǇƻ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� A Tool for Translation in QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku͛Ɛ�Upward and Forward in Dutch Translation  

As I did in section 6.1, in the next paragraphs I will document the quotations ĨƌŽŵ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

work A Tool for Translation ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Upward and Forward, and at 

the same time I will examine the two ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ. In comparison with 

Maeno ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� Brief Translations, Upward and Forward is a much longer and 

ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ�ƚĞǆƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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 ⟶Ꮚ (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.29 In Upward and Forward, when asked 

about the right way to study Dutch texts͕�QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ǁƌŽƚĞ: 

 
28 Boot͕�͞Words of a Mad Doctor,͟�ƉƉ͘�ϰϰ-45. The Union Catalogue of Early Japanese Books only lists one 
manuscript copy held at ^ĞŝŬĂĚƃ Bunko Art Museum. Waseda University Library holds an undated printed 
characters version that was collected in the two volume 1912 edition �ĂŶƐƵŝ�ƐŽŶŬǇƃ ☬ỈᏑ㡪. In this 
thesis, I quote this latter one.  
29 Pastreich, ͞Grappling with Chinese Writing,͟ p. 145, note 45. 
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࡚ࡗᛮࢆࢀࡇࠋ࠺ᛮࢆࢀࡇ࡚ࡡཪ㔜ࠋ࠺ᛮࢆࢀࡇࠊ࠸ᛮࢆࢀࡇ

ྂࡢᏊ⟶ࡿゝࡍࢇࡐ㏻ࢆࢀࡇࡉ㨣⚄ᑘࠊࡎࡏ㏻࡚ࡋ⪌

ㄒࡢዴ30ࠋࡸࡋࡾ࠶ࡶࡃ 

 

͞dŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚ͕�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚ͘��ŐĂŝŶ͕�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚ�ŵŽƌĞ͘�/Ĩ�ǇŽƵ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�

ĂďŽƵƚ� ŝƚ� ĂŶĚ� ĚŽŶ͛ƚ� ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ� ŝƚ͕� ƚŚĞ� ŐŽĚƐ� surely will make you 

understand:͟ it is just as the ancient language of Guanzi⟶Ꮚ 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: 

 

⟶Ꮚ᭣ࠋࡃஅࢆᛮࠊࡦஅࢆᛮࠋࡩཪ㔜࡚ࡡஅࢆᛮࠊࡦஅࢆᛮࡦ

࡚㏻ࠊࡎࡐ㨣㷊ᑘஅࢆ㏻31ࠋࡍࢇࡐ 

 

The Guanzi ⟶Ꮚ said, ͞ dŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚ͕�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚ͘��ŐĂŝŶ͕�ƚŚŝŶŬ�about 

it more, and if you think about it and cannot understand it, the gods 

ƐƵƌĞůǇ�ǁŝůů�ŵĂŬĞ�ǇŽƵ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ͘͟ 

 

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 

DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ, Gentaku wrote: 

 

ణᚋࡣࠎẖㄒヂᏐࢆࠊࡋ㡰㏫㲲⎔ࡢカⅬࡶࡋࡏ∔ࢆཬ

ᚓࢆពࠊ࡚ࡋ᥎ࠊ࡚ࡋ࡞ࢆពࡢ㏫ㄞ㢭ಽࡣᚰࠊࡶࢀࡊࡤ

㝸ࢆ㠐ᐇࠊࡶࢀ࡞ࡋࢀඃࡣࡢⰑࡶࢀࡇࠋࡾ࡞⪅ࡋ

 ͙ 32ࠋࡾ࡞ࡋࡾከࡇࡁዴࡀࡃᦋࢆࠊ࡚

 
30 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕ Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, pp. 5-6. 
31 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕ Yakubun sentei (A Tool for Translation), p. 23. 
32 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 6. 
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₎ᅵࡢ᭩ࡶᅜ㡢࡚┤ㄞࠊࡤࢀࡊࡏ┿ࡢពࡣゎࡃࡓࡀࡋ

㏫ㄞࢆࢀࡇ࡚ࡋゎࡣࡿࡍᐇࡢࡾࡍୖࡣ≌ᙉࡾ࡞ㄒࡋࡾே࠶

 33ࠋࡾ

 

If, after giving a translation (yakuji ヂᏐ) for every word, the use of the 

back-to-front (jungyaku 㡰㏫) kundoku glosses (kunten カⅬ) twisting 

(kaikan 㲲⎔) is not enough, you can form an idea of the meaning (i 

ព) from reading in the reverse order, then follow your feeling and get 

the general meaning (dai͛i ព). 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 㠐ࢆ㝸࡚ࢆᦋࡃ). 

͙ 

There is someone who said that if one does not read directly 

(chokudoku ┤ㄞ , i.e. without using kunten) Chinese books with 

Chinese pronunciation, and wants to understand the real meaning 

(makoto no imi ┿ࡢព) [of those texts] using the inverted reading 

(sakayomi ㏫ㄞ ), what they understand it is actually a superficial 

forced interpretation (ŬĞŶŬǇƃ ≌ᙉ). 

 

I believe this ͞ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͟�(Žƌ�͞ƉĞŽƉůĞ,͟ 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:  

 

చࠎṈࡢ᪉⮬ࡽṈࡢ᪉ࡢゝㄒ᭷ࠊࡾ୰ⷅ⮬ࡽ୰ⷅࡢゝㄒ᭷

ㆫࡢ⎔௨࡚カ㲲ࢆࠋࢇࡏྜ⬬࡚⏤ఱࠊࡾ࡞㧓㉁ᮏṦࠊࡾ

ࠊࡎࡳ┬ୡேࡶ⪌ࠋࡾࡓᙉ≌ࡣᐿࠊࡶ㞪ࡁⱝࡀࡁࡎ㏻ࠊࡳ

᭩ࢆㆫࢆᩥࡳస୍ࡿ၏カࢀ㠁34ࠋࡿ 

 

However, in Japan we have the Japanese language, in China they have 

the Chinese language, both with their peculiar characteristics; how can 

 
33 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 7. 
34 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24. 
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we make them line up? And so, the distorted (kaikan 㲲⎔) wakun 

カ  reading, although flowing, it is in truth a forced interpretation 

(ŬĞŶŬǇƃ�≌ᙉ). 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 㲲

⎔, ͞ƚǁŝƌů�ĂŶĚ�ƚǁŝƐƚ͕͟ to describe the process of kundoku reading, and the term kenkyƃ 

≌ᙉ , a ͞distortion͟� Žƌ� ͞ĨŽƌĐĞĚ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟� ŝŶ� ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�

kundoku reading/translation.35 The word kaikan 㲲⎔ 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 6͘ϭ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�Brief Translations͕�͞ƐĐƌĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�ŝƚĐŚ�ŽŶ�ǇŽƵƌ�ĨŽŽƚ�

ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŽĨĨ�ǇŽƵƌ�ƐŚŽĞƐ͟�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�ƚŽ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞ�

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 (shƃtƃ chokka ᚑ㢌┤ୗ),͟ 

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:  

 

すᩥࡶᶓ⾜ࠊࡶࢀࡣࡑࡇⓙᚑ㢌┤ୗࢀࡇࠊࡤࢀ࡞㢮

ࠊࡶࢀࡅࡿࡊࡽ࠶ࡶࡩ࠸㏫ࡾࡼᡃ᪉ㄒᅛࠋࢇࡽ࠶ࡶ

␗᪉ࡢ᭩ࢆㄞࡣࡴᚲࡎ㏫ㄞࢆࢀࡇࠊࡤࢀࡊࡽ࡞ゎࠋࡋࡓࡀࡋ

၏ࢀࡇ᪩ࢆࢀࡇࡃᬡࡢࡿࡍࢇࡵࡋࡽἲ࡚ࡋᕫࢆࡇࡴᚓ

ᚚᏱⓒࡢ௦ ᛂ⚄ኳⓚୖࡤࢀ㆜ࡢṈᴗⰑࠋࡾ࡞ᩍࡢࡿࡊ

῭ᅜ࡚ࡵึࡾࡼ₎Ꮠࢆఏㄽㄒ༓ᏐᩥࢆᣢΏࡋࡾࡢዴࡿ࡞ࡃ

ࡲࡉࡾ࠶ࡢୡࡋ㐣ࡶ୕ᅄⓒᖺࡣ㡭ࡢᚿᏛࡀ➼⩝ࡾࡼࢀኵࡃ

 36ࠋࢇࡽ࡞

 

 
35 Kaikan in QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, pp. 5 and 6; in KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A 
Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), it occurs 5 times on pp. 24-5 and once on p. 28. <ĞŶŬǇƃ�in QƚƐƵŬŝ�
Gentaku, Upward and Forward (ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 7; in KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun 
sentei), p. 24. 
36 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), 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 (shƃtƃ chokka ᚑ㢌┤ୗ), 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 ㏫ㄞ), this is difficult to understand. Early on, we did not 

realise that we could avoid this empty method (ŬĞŚƃ ἲ ). For 

example, the beginnings of our field were similar to the time when, in 

ancient times, during the reign of Emperor QũŝŶ�ᛂ⚄, for the first time, 

Chinese characters (kanji ₎ Ꮠ ) were transmitted with the 

dissemination of the Analects (Rongo ㄽㄒ ) and the Thousand 

Character Classic (Senjimon ༓Ꮠᩥ) from the country of Kudara ⓒ῭. 

Compared to that, fifteen years of Dutch studies would [cover the span 

of] three-four hundred years [in Chinese studies in Japan].37 

 

In A Tool for Translation, Sorai tŽƵĐŚĞƐ�ƵƉŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ] from the beginning 

to the end (shƃtƃ chokka ᚑ㢌┤ୗͿ͕͟�ƌĞŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ 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.38 Sorai 

explained:  

 

ணᗂࡋࡾ࡞ࠊษྂேࡢ⩏ᮍࡔぢࡿࡊ᪉ࠊ࡚ࡾዴ

ఱࡃ⬟ࡀㆫࡴࠋࡴṦࡎࡽ▱୰ⷅ᭩ࢆㆫࠊࡴᚑ㢌┤ୗࠊ

⩏ࡢࡔᮍᨾࠋࡋዴࡀࡿࡎᛕࢆష⥂㝀⨶ᑽࡢேࡢ᪉ࡢṈ୍

 39ࢆࡇࡩ࠸ࡳࡢࡴㆫࢆஅࡃ⬟ࠊࡶ㞪ࡎࡏゎࢆ

 

When I was a boy, I 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 �ĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƐ͛ authorship might be blurred (see section 
3.1.1), it is unclear if Gentaku is quoting Genpaku, or if this was aŶ�ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ďǇ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ƚŽ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƚĞǆƚ͘� 
38 WĂƐƚƌĞŝĐŚ͕�͞Grappling with Chinese Writing,͟ p. 146, note 53. 
39 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24. 
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In particular, I did not know how people in this country read texts from 

beginning to the end (shƃtƃ chokka ᚑ㢌┤ୗ), like one reads the 

sutras (�ƵŬŬǇƃ� ĚĂƌĂŶŝ�ష⥂㝀⨶ᑽ). Therefore, even if one has not 

understood the meaning (gi ⩏) yet, can still read them [aloud]. 

 

Later in the passage, Gentaku quoted ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĞǆĂĐƚ�ǁŽƌĚƐ as they appear in A Tool for 

Translation͕�ŶĂŵĞůǇ�͞ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚŝƌƉŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ďŝƌĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞĂƐƚƐ͛�ĐĂůůƐ�;ĐŚƃŵĞŝ�ũƻŬǇƃ㫽㬆⋇

ྉ), [Holland and Japan] are in no way near the human sensibility (ŶŝŶũƃ ேͿ͘͟40 The 

passage in question was quoted and ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĨƵůů�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ϲ͘ϭ͕�ĂƐ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�

made use of a similar expression to describe Dutch. Gentaku wrote: 

 

᯾⩝ࡢㄝࠕዴⲴ⹒➼᭩ᅜࠋᛶ⛺␗ᖖࠋᙜ᭷㞴ゎㄒࠋዴ㫽㬆

⋇ྉࠋ㏆ே⪅ࠖࠋ᭣ࡣࡋࢀ⤯࡚ᙼࡿࡊࡽ▱ࢆࡿ࠶❶ᩥ

₍ࡶࡋᑡࠋࡾ࠶ᩥࡤࢀ࠶Ꮠࡶࡩ࠸ᅜࡢࢀఱࠋࡾ࡞ㄽࡢ

 41ࠋࡺぢࡋ࡞ࡇࡿࢀࡣ

 

Someone said that: ͞The peculiar characteristics of all those countries 

like Holland are all different and without doubt difficult. As the 

ĐŚŝƌƉŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ďŝƌĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞĂƐƚƐ͛�ĐĂůůƐ�;ĐŚƃŵĞŝ�ũƻŬǇƃ㫽㬆⋇ྉ), they 

are in no way near the human sensibility (ŶŝŶũƃ ே ).͟ It is an 

argument (ron ㄽ) that people do not know, that those [languages] 

have a [literary] prose (ďƵŶƐŚƃᩥ❶). Because every country has its 

writing (ji Ꮠ), it has its literature (bunᩥ). 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 ┿ジ)͟�ĨŽƌ Dutch studies. Gentaku wrote:  

 

ၥ᭣㸸ヂᩥࡣࡍ࡞ࢆἲࡿ࠶ࠋࡸ 

⟅᭣㸸ヂࡣ⹒Ꮫ⪅ࡢ┿ジࠋࡾ࡞ヂࡣᙼゝࢆṈㄒࡾྲྀࠊ

ᙼゝ࡚ㄝࢆᩥࡿࡓࡁṈ᪉ࡢேࡃ⬟㏻ࠊ࡚ࡌ㏿ᡃ⏝

 
40 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25. 
41 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, pp. 8. 
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౪ࡿࡍ࠺ࡸࡿࡍࠋࡾ࡞ἲࡣࡩ࠸Ṉ᪉ࡢ᪉ࠋࡾ࡞ᙼᩥ⛉

ࡿࡍ࠺ࡸࡿࡊࡏゎࡾㄗࢆㄝࠊ࡚▱⬟ࢆἲᩥࡢᙼ᪉ࡣࡪᏛࢆ

ㅗᡃᅜㄒࢆ᭩⡠ࡢᅵ₍⊱ࠊ࡚ࡋ⌮ࢆᙼᩥἲࡃ⇍ࠋࡾ࡞ࡵࡓ

ゎࡀࡿࡍዴࠋࡋࡿ▱ࡋཪ₎ᩥ᭩ࡢࡁࡃᏛᡯࠊࡤࡽ࠶┤

↓ࡣ࡚ἲእ࡚ࡢ㎾ࢀࡇ၏ࠋࡾ࡞ࡁࡍヂࡶᩥ₍

ࡩᕪࡣヂᏛࡢࡵࡓࡿࡍࢆᏛၥࡢே₎ᅵࡢ᮶ᡃ᪉ྂࠋࡋࡿ

 42ࠋࡾ࡞ࡩᕪࡶពࡿࡓࡋヂ⩻ᩥ₍ࢆཪᲙᩥࡃ

 

Question: Is there a method (Śƃ ἲ ) for when one produces a 

translation (yakubun ヂᩥ)? 

Answer: Translation (yaku ヂ) is a key concept (shinketsu ┿ジ) for the 

Dutch studies scholar. Translation (yaku ヂ ) 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 

(Śƃ ἲ) and the [right] way of doing (shikata ᪉) [translation] in this 

country goes like this. In order to not misunderstand something, you 

study the cŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ�literature (bunka ᩥ⛉) and get a good knowledge 

of the foreign language. After you have understood the foreign 

grammar, you translate it with simple words (genkai ㅗゎ ), 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 ₎

ᩥ, you translate (yakusu ヂࡍ) it directly into Chinese (kanbun ₎ᩥ) 

as well. There is no method (Śƃἲ) other than this. In the past, the 

study of translation (yakugaku ヂᏛ) for the people of our country 

who carried out the study of China (kanshi no gakumon ₎ᅵࡢᏛၥ) 

was different, and the meaning (imi ព) of translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ⩻

ヂ ) from Sanskrit (bonbun Კᩥ ) into Chinese (kanbun ₎ᩥ ) is 

different as well.  

 

The term shinketsu┿ジ ;͞ƚŚĞ�ƚƌƵƚŚ͕͟�͞ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƐĞŶĐĞ͕͟�Žƌ�͞ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐƌĞƚƐ͟Ϳ�used above is 

yet another word employed by Sorai as well in A Tool for Translation.  

 
42 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 17. 
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ヂ୍ࡢᏐࠊㆫ᭩ࡢ┾ジ∔ࠋࡾⴶࡋ᭩ࡣⓙᩥᏐᩥࠊ࡚ࡋᏐࡣ༾

 43ࠋࡾ࡞ㄒゝࡢⷅேࡕ

 

The word yakuヂ (translation), contains the secret (shinketsu ┾ジ) 

for reading the texts (dokusho ㆫ᭩). Texts (sho ᭩) are all made of 

characters (moji ᩥᏐ), and characters (moji ᩥᏐ) are what constitute 

the language of the Chinese people (kajin no gogen ⷅேࡢㄒゝ). 

 

Finally, tŚĞ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�(genkai ㅗゎ, i.e. translation in 

vernacular Japanese)͟�ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�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 Ꮫㅗゎ) by Hayashi Razan ᯘ⨶ᒣ (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 

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ƌĞĂĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�A Tool for Translation, in the following sections I will elaborate on 

how ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ĂŶĚ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ 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 ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ͛�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 ヂᏛ to cover the 

sphere ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�In this section and in the following one, I will argue 

ƚŚĂƚ͕� ŝŶ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƵƐĞ͕� ƚŚŝƐ�ǁŽƌĚ� ĐĂŶ� ďĞ� ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ� ƚŚĞ� ŶŽƚŝŽŶ� ŽĨ� ͞ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ of 

 
43 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 25.  
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translation͟ as described in the introduction to this thesis, i.e. a field in which the realms 

of translation, teaching and learning are inseparable ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ŝƐ�ŶĞǀĞƌ�ƉƵƌĞ�and simple 

but exists in a kind of interlocking relation with ideology and power, and can discipline 

ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕�ƐĞƚ�ƵƉ�ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĨƌĂŵĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĂƉĞ�ŵŝŶĚƐĞƚƐ͘͟44 

As illustrated in the first part of this chapter, two well-known figures in Dutch Studies, 

the scholars DĂĞŶŽ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ� ĂŶĚ� QƚƐƵŬŝ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕� 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, I will argue that 

QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ approach to teaching and learning was also close to ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�general 

methodology of teaching and learning, namely: 1) the importance of self-learning, 2) 

their opinions on the method of kundokuカㄞ, 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. 

��ĨŝƌƐƚ�ƌĞƐĞŵďůĂŶĐĞ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚǁŽ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ŝƐ�ƐƵƌĞůǇ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŚĂŶĚƐ�ŽŶ͟�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞůĨ-study-

oriented approach to learning. In Beginnings of Dutch Studies, Sugita Genpaku said of 

Gentaku: 

 

[ᵳ⋞ἑ] ࡢኳᛶࢆぢࠊࡿซࢆ≀ࡑᏛࠊࡇࡪᐇᆅࢆ㋃ࡉࡲ

య୍ࠋࡎࡏୖ⯉➹ࡣࡇࡿࡊࡏᚭᗏᚰࠊࡃ࡞ࡇࡍ࡞ࡤࢀ

Ẽ࡚ࡍࠊࡶࢀࡅⷧࡣᾋࢆࡇࡿࡓࡁዲ45ࠋࡎࡲ 

 

When you look at QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƚĞŵƉĞƌĂŵĞŶƚ͕�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�

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 ᐇᆅࢆ㋃ࡴ)͟ quickly become a leitmotiv. In fact, in the Tokugawa period the 

 
44 Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, p. 1. For more on this matter, see section 1.6.1.  
45 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 (jitsugakuᐇᏛ) a school of thought that focused on the 

idea of investigating and understanding reality by yourself as opposed to relying on 

traditional teachings. 46  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 ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ� ͞ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ� ĂŶĚ� ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ͘͟ 47  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: 

 

ண༑ᅄ࡚ࡋ༡⥲ὶⴠࠊࡋ༑ࠊ࡚ࡋ㉧್࡚ᮾ㒔㑏

ᖌ᭷ࡒࢇఱᑦࠋഅ⪂㔝∗⏣ࠎ᪥ࠊ୰㛫༑᭷୕ᖺࠋࡿ

ᐿࠋᏛㅗゎ୍࠘ᮏࠗࠊ⠑୰ࡢඛኵࡾ⋉ࠋࢇࡣၥࢆࡁ↓ࡿ

ඛ∗௰ᒣᗓྩࡢᡭ⃝⸜ࢆࡿ࡞᭷ࡿࡍ㉈ࠊ࡚ࡾணṈࢆࢀ⋓

⩋ࡃࡡ㐢ࠊ࡚ࡋࡎ⸘ㅮㄝ㐙ࠊࡁஂࡢࡿࡩ⏝ࢆຊࠊࡋ✲◊࡚

᭩㏻ࢆࡢࡿࡎᚓ48ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡓ 

 

When I was fourteen, I was exiled in Nansƃ. When I was twenty-five, I 

was allowed to go back to the Capital. I spent thirteen years, every day, 

in the company of the farmers and the ignorant. Then I asked myself, 

why do I not have teachers and friends (ᖌ᭷ࡁ↓ࡿ)? The only 

thing I could count on was a copy of Vernacular Explanation of the 

Great Learning (Daigaku genkai Ꮫㅗゎ), which my grandfather 

�ŚƻǌĂŶĨƵ�௰ᒣᗓ always kept preserved in a small box, worn with his 

handling. I acquired [that book], and I studied it with all my strengths, 

and in the end ʹ  even without the teachings (ŬƃƐĞƚƐƵ�ㅮㄝ) of a master 

- I made it to understand all kinds of texts. 

 
46 De Bary and Bloom, Principle and Practicality. 
47 /ŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐůǇ͕� ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ�͞ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ� ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ� ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ� (ᖌ᭷ࡁ↓ࡿͿ͟� ŝŶ� ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ� ƚŽ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇ�
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 KŐǇƻ�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 ᯘ

⨶ᒣ (1583-1657) of the Chinese classic the Great Learning (Daigaku Ꮫ). 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).49  

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.50 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: 

 

ሿ୰ࡢ❺Ꮚၥ᭣㸸⹒Ꮫࡣዴఱࡿ࡞࡚ఱࡢⅭࡵᏛࡇࡪ

 ࠋࡸࡾ࡞

⟅᭣㸸ࡣࢀࡇ⩝ᘘභࡢ⹒Ꮫ㝵Დࡿ࠸ᑠᕳࢆⴭ࡚ࡋ

Ꮫࡢࡓࡧ␎ࢆ㏙ࠊึᕳఏࡿዴࠊࡃⱝࡋୡࡢᚿ࠶

ᡃࡣ࡚㐨ࡢኳᩥᆅᏛࡾࡼᅛࡣࡢ⾡་ࡤᚓࡧᏛࢆࢀࡇேࡿ

ᅜ⏝ࡋࡿ࠶┈⿵ඛぬ୕Ꮚࡢᡤぢࡋࡾ࠶ฟ࡛ࠋࡾࡓ⩝

ྑࡘỢඛ࠺ㄳࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࢀ⮳᪥࡚ࡋ㏙⥅ࢆࢀࡇࡾࡼᙅ㱋ࡶ

 51ࠋࡾ࡞ྍ࡚ࡋㄞ⇕ࢆ㝵Დࡢ

 

A pupil from my school asked me how to approach Dutch studies 

(rangaku ⹒Ꮫ), and why we should learn it. 

Answer: There is a little two volume book that I wrote when I was 

twenty-five or twenty-six years old, called A Guide to Dutch Studies 

 
49 KŶ�,ĂǇĂƐŚŝ�ZĂǌĂŶ͛Ɛ�ǀĞƌŶĂĐƵůĂƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƐĞĞ�<ŽƌŶŝĐŬŝ͕�͞,ĂǇĂƐŚŝ�ZĂǌĂŶ͘͟ 
50 Again, this is the version that Sugita Genpaku extensively recounts in Beginnings of Dutch Studies, see 
chapter 3. 
51 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕ Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 1, p. 1. 
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(Rangaku kaitei, ⹒Ꮫ㝵Დ, 1783)], where I explain the main points of 

that way of learning (manabikata Ꮫࡓࡧ). As I say in the first 

volume, if a person with a purpose (shi aru hito ᚿࡿ࠶ே) 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. I as well, 

when I was young, continued the study of my predecessors and today 

I can say I achieved [all this]. You can study with passion A Guide to 

Dutch Studies to begin with.  

 

Following Gentaku ĂŶĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ͕� ƚŚĞ�ƉƵƉŝů�ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ŚŝƐ�ŽǁŶ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͕�ŐŽŝŶŐ�

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 resembůĂŶĐĞ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚt: 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カㄞ (also called 

wakun カ). 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: 

 

ၥ᭣㸸ᮏ㑥ࡢヂᏛࡣࡩ࠸ዴఱࠋ 

⟅᭣㸸Ṉ㑥ࡣ₎Ꮠࠊࡾྲྀࢆ₎ㄒ₎ᩥࠊࡤࢀ࡞ࡿࡺ⏝ࢆ༶₎ㄒ

㑥カ࡚࠶ࢆᏐ⩏ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡍ᭳⌮ࢆྂࢆࢀ᮶カபࡇࠋ࠺

 52ࠋࡒࡾ࡞⪅ࡩ࠸ヂࡢㄒ₍ࡣᐇࢀ

 

Question: What is the study of translation (yakugaku ヂᏛ) in this 

country [Japan]? 

Answer: In this country [Japan] we acquired Chinese characters (kanji 

₎Ꮠ), and use Chinese language (kango ₎ㄒ) and Chinese writing 

(kanbun ₎ᩥ). Therefore, we assign a Japanese reading (ŚƃŬƵŶ 㑥カ) 

to Chinese words (kango ₎ㄒ) and [in this way] we understand the 

 
52 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕ Upward and Forward (Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 19.  
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meanings of the characters (jigi Ꮠ⩏). Traditionally, this process is 

called wakun カ, yet actually it is a translation (yaku ヂ) of the 

Chinese words (kango ₎ㄒ)! 

 

In the introduction of A Tool for Translation, one hundred years before him, KŐǇƻ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ 

employed almost the same words to portray the practice of wakun and, analogously, 

described this activity as a translation, using the same term yakuヂ: 

 

Ṉࡢ᪉ࡢᏛ⪅ࠊ᪉ゝࢆ௨࡚᭩ࢆㆫࠋ࡚ࡋカ᭣ࠊࡦㅖࢆカ

ネࠊࡾࢀྲྀ⩏ࡢࡢᐇヂ53ࠋࡾ࡞ 

 

Scholars of this country read [Chinese] books using the local language 

(ŚƃŐĞŶ ᪉ゝ). This [method] is named wakun カ  and takes its 

meaning from the word kunko カネ  (literal interpretation and 

explanation of the Chinese characters), but actually, it is a translation 

(yaku ヂ). 

 

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 ͞ ƌĞĂů meaning (hongiᮏ⩏)͟ and 

the general feeling of a text. 54 

In order to do so, accurate knowledge of the source language was essential. Indeed, in 

the same answer, Gentaku explained further: 

 

 
53 KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 24. 
54 Incidentally, here as well Gentaku might be talking about Sorai. The term hongi ᮏ⩏, ͞ƚƌƵĞ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͕͟�
ĐĂŶ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ͘�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), p. 27.  
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ヂࢆヲࢆࡇࡿࡍᮏ㑥₎Ꮫࢆᑓࡽಟࡿࡴㅖྡࠋ₎ㄒࡢᮏ

ཪ༷ࠊᩍ࠺ࡸࡿࡴࡋ࡚࠶ࢆモࡢṇᙜࠋࡎࡀࡕࡾྲྀࢆ⩏

ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡍࡶࡵࡋࡏヂࡶᩥ₍ࢆᩥࠊࡵࡓࡩ⩦ࡁ᭩ࢆᩥ₍࡚

ࢀᮏ㑥ࡣ᫇ࡾࡼ₎⡠ࢆࡦ⏝࡚ࡲᙼࡢ⪷⤒㈼ఏࢆጞࠊࡵ

ᩍࢆᡃࡾྲྀᅜẸࢆカᑟࠊࡤࢀ࡞ࡇࡩ⤥ࡋࡵࡓࡢࡿࡍ

ᩍࡢ᭩ᩥࡣᏐᩥࠊᏐࡣ༶₎ேࡢㄒゝࠊࡤࢀ࡞ᩥἲࢆ࡛ࡲ᭩ࡁ

ࡿࡊࡣኻ࡚ࡋ▱㏻ࡃ⬟ࡶ⩏ᮏ↛⮬ࠊࡤࢀࡍ⇍ᩥࡏࡣ⩦

 55ࠋࡾࡓ࠼ぢࡾ࡞ࡵࡓࡀ

 

To produce an accurate translation (yaku ヂ ), those who have 

thoroughly mastered Chinese studies in our country, advise to not 

confuse the real meaning (hongiᮏ⩏) 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 ᩥ into kanbun ₎ᩥ. 

From ancient times, in our country people made use of Chinese books 

(kanseki ₎⡠) as they are (sono mama ࡲ), starting with the 

teachings of the Sages (seikei kenden ⪷⤒㈼ఏ), 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 ᩥᏐ), and since the characters (moji ᩥᏐ) are the 

words (gogen ㄒゝ) of people from China,56 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 ᮏ⩏) [of the text]. 

 

Next in Upward and Forward, the student interrogated Gentaku about the differences 

between translation from Dutch (KƌĂŶĚĂ� ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�⹒⩻ヂ) 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 

 
55 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Upward and Forward (Ran͛yaku ƚĞŝŬƃ), vol. 2, p. 19. 
56 dŚŝƐ�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƚŽ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŝŶ�A Tool for Translation. As also quoted in section 6.4, 
Sorai ǁƌŽƚĞ͗�͞dĞǆƚƐ�;sho ᭩) are all made of characters (moji ᩥᏐ), and characters (moji ᩥᏐ) are what 
constitute the language of the Chinese people (kajin no gogen ⷅேࡢㄒゝͿ͘͟�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕�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┿∦௬ྡ,57 which was the writing style he is 

already using in writing the present work, and/or kanbun ₎ᩥ.58 ^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ�ƚŽ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂ�

ŽĨ�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�;yakubun ヂᩥ),͟ 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 ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�͞ study of translation͟�;yakugaku 

ヂᏛ) closely connected to teaching and learning. Gentaku wrote: 

 

ၥ᭣㸸⹒⩻ヂࡢྑࡣ㊃ពᕪࡾ᭣ࡣࡩዴఱࠋ 

⟅᭣㸸࿃ᴗࡢྑࡣ₎ヂᏛࢆࡇࡢ␎ࡶ㡿࡚ࡋᚋࠊ⹒

᭩⡠ࡢᡤㄝࢆゎ㔘ࢆࢀࡇࠊࡋᪧ᮶ᡃ㏻⏝ࡢ┿∦௬ྡ᭩ࡾ࡞ࡁ

ࡎ㏻㞞ࡢᡃ᪉ࡾྲྀࡋヂࠊࡶࡾ࡞ᩥ₍ࡤࡽ࠶ཪᩥᡯࠊࡶ

 59ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡍ࠺ࡸࡿ

 

Question: What are the purpose and the differences between Dutch 

translation (KƌĂŶĚĂ�ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�⹒⩻ヂ) 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 ₎ヂᏛ ) that we talked 

about before, the job of our field is to interpret (kaishaku ゎ㔘) the 

explanations/theories (shosetsu ᡤㄝ) of Dutch books (Oranda shoseki 

⹒᭩⡠), and translate (yakushitori ヂࡾྲྀࡋ) them by writing them 

down through the mixed style of kanji and katakana (shin katakana ┿

∦௬ྡ) that we have been using for a long time, and/or, if one has 

the talent (bunsai ᩥᡯ), through kanbun₎ᩥ, so that they can be 

 
57 Namely, mixed style with Chinese characters and katakana (also known as kanji katakana majiri ₎Ꮠ
∦௬ྡࡾࡌ) - here shin ┿ ŝƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�͞ƌĞĂů�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ͕͟�ŝ͘Ğ͘��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŽƚŚ�ƐŽƵŶĚ�
and a semantic component, as opposed to kana, which literally means ͞ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ͕͟�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ�
with only sound.  On the Japanese writing styles see chapter 2.  
58 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂku, Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 19-20. 
59 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20. 
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understood by both the refined (ga 㞞) [people] and the common 

(zoku ) [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. 60 

However, such knowledge was still necessary ƚŽ�ĂǀŽŝĚ�ůŽƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞original idea (ŚŽŶ͛ŝ�ᮏ

ព)͟ of the words.61 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,62 

Gentaku wrote: 

 

ዴఱࡶ₎ࡢヂᏛఝࡿࡓᡤࠊࡶࢀ࠶ࡶᩥࢆᙉ࡚ࡦ⹒ᩥ

ࡢ࡚Ṉ᪉ࡣすᩥࡃዴࡢㄝ₍ࢀࠋࡎࡤཬࡿࡩࡵᨵ

࡚ࡋゎࢆ⩏┿ࡶࢀ⪌ࠋࡾ࡞ࡤࢀࡅ࡞ࡇࡁࡩ⏝ྲྀࡲ

ᮏពࢆኻࠊࡵࡓࡿࡊࡣసᩥࡢࡓࡾἲࢆᏛ⩦ࡣࡿࡍⅭࡲࡍ

 63ࠋࡌࡲࡿ࠶ࡶࡇࡁࡌ

 

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 

ᙉ࡚ࡦ) change (aratamekau ᨵࡵࡩ) wabun ᩥ to Dutch. As 

with Chinese learning (kansetsu ₎ㄝ, ͞ĚŽĐƚƌŝŶĞƐ� ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ� ĨƌŽŵ�

�ŚŝŶĂ͟Ϳ͕�ŝŶ�ŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�;seibun すᩥ) 

as they are. However, to understand the true meaning (shingi ┿⩏) 

without losing the original idea (ŚŽŶ͛ŝ ᮏព), you absolutely must study 

how they [Western languages] work grammatically. 

 
60 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20. 
61 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20. 
62 dŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƚŽ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�example of translation ;͞��ŵŽĚĞů�ĨŽƌ�
ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟�Yakujun issoku ヂ‽୍๎) 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. KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͕ A 
Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei), pp. 32-35. 
63 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 20. 
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Gentaku explained above that wabun ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ďĞ�͞ĨŽƌĐĞĚ͟�ŽŶ the Dutch language, and 

ƚŚĂƚ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�͞ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ͟�;sono mama ࡲࡲࡢ) as is done with kanbun ₎

ᩥ.64 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, I argue that, by doing so, he located Dutch studies in a larger discourse of 

translation that included both the Japanese tradition and beyond.65 Again, as will be 

shown in the following passages, Gentaku used again the term yakugaku ヂᏛ  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: Hon͛ǇĂŬƵ�ŵǇƃŐŝ�ƐŚƻ, CH. Fanyi mingyi ji ⩻ヂྡ⩏㞟, c. 1143-

1158), a major reference work of Buddhist literature edited by the Chinese monk &ĉ�zƷŶ�

ἲ㞼 (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 ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ� ŽĨ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ͞&ŽƵƌ�

YƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ͘͟66 Retracing the origins of the word yaku ヂ (translation), Gentaku wrote: 

 

 
64 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ, Ran͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 19-20. 
65 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. 
66 For translation of the whole passage, see Cheung, Anthology of Chinese Discourse, pp. 199-200; Lung, 
͞WĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϭϯ͘ 
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ၥ᭣㸸₎ᅵࡢᏛၥࡿࡍࢆⅭᡃ᪉࡚ⅭࡢࡿࡏヂᏛཪ₎ኈ

࡚Კᩥࢆ⩻ヂࡋࡏபࡶࡿᕪࡩ࠸ࡾࡣᑂࡋୟ࿃➼

ᮍࡔヂࡢ࠺࠸ᮏ⩏ࡎࡽ▱ࢆᡃ൴ⵚ⏕ࡢⅭヲࢆࢀࡇ࿌ࠋࡼࡆ 

⟅᭣㸸࡙ࡲ₎ᅵ࡚ヂࡩ࠸ࡢ㉳ࡿࡩ⪄ࢆࡾ♩グࡢ⋤ไ

ฟ࡛࡚ᴟ࡚ྂࡁࠋࡾ࡞ヂ㸦㡢㸧ఏዀኟஅゝࠋ⪋㌿࿌அஓࠋ

ࠋ᭣ヂࠋࡾ࡞༶㐩␗᪉அᚿஅᐁ࡚ࡢ㏻ኈ⯉ேඖࡋト 67

ᮾ᭣ᐤࠋ༡᭣㇟ࠋす᭣≮㠵ࠋぢࡤࢀ↛ࠋࡾࡓᅄ㎶࡚ྡ

ࡾࡏ⛠㏻ࢆᏐࡢヂ࡚⥲ᅄ᪉ඹࡣᚋୡࡿ⪌ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡍ␗ࢆ

 ࠋࡾ࡞㢮ࡢࡩ࠸ࡍヂ⩻ࢆషࡢ➊༶すࠋࡾࡓ࠼⪺

 

Question: The difference between the study of translation (yakugaku 

ヂᏛ) that was conducted here in Japan for the study of China (Kanshi 

no gakumon ₎ᅵࡢᏛၥ), and the translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of 

Sanskrit [that was conducted] in China, is unclear and we still do not 

know the true meaning (ŚŽŶ͛Őŝ ᮏ⩏) of [the word] translation (yaku 

ヂ). Tell me in detail, for the sake of our colleagues and our students. 

Answer: First, since we think that [the word] translation (yaku ヂ) 

originated ŝŶ��ŚŝŶĂ�ĂƐ�ƚŽůĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞Royal regulations (ƃƐĞŝ�⋤ไ)͟ in 

the Book of Rites (Reiki ♩グ), it is a very old thing. As it was annotated 

[in the Book of Rites͕� ͞[the word] translation (yaku ヂ) means to 

transmit the words of the Barbarians and the Chinese (ika ዀኟ) in 

order to communicate͘͟�KƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇ, language experts (ƚƐƻƐŚŝ ㏻ኈ) and 

interpreters (zetsujin ⯉ே ) became officials (kan ᐁ ) that could 

ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ�ǁŝůů�ĨƌŽŵ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ. It can be seen that 

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁŽƌŬ�͞ǁĂƐ called yaku ヂ in the North, ki ᐤ in the East, ƐŚƃ㇟ 

in the South and tekitei ≮㠵 ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�tĞƐƚ͘͟68 Therefore, in the Four 

Quarters, the denominations were different. However, it is known that 

the character yakuヂ became the common term for all of them - and 

it indicates the kind (rui 㢮) of translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) of the 

Buddhist Scriptures of West India. 

 
67 Gentaku here is probably quoting the Autobiographical Afterword of the Grand Historian (dĂŝƐŚŝŬƃ�ũŝũŽ 
ኴྐබ⮬ᗎ), the autobiography of Sima Qian. 
68 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 <ڥŶŐ�zڤŶŐĚĄᏍ✛㐩 (574-648), the second is from the Royal regulations, and 

the third is ďǇ�:ŝڣ�'ƃŶŐǇăŶ㈩බ⽌ (seventh century).69 Gentaku wrote: 

 

ㅝࠋゝㅞ⊱ࠋ㔘ஓࠕཪࠖࠋ㝞ෆእஅゝࠋ㝞ஓࠕトࡣヂ࡚ࡉ

௨ᙼゝㄒࠋ┦ㅞ㔘⪋㏻அஓࠖࠋཪࠕヂ༶᫆ࠋㅝ᫆ゝㄒ┦ゎ

ஓࠖࠋぢࡤࢀࡉࠋࡾࡓ࠼␗᪉ࡢゝㄒࢆㅞ㔘࡚ࡋஅࢆ㏻ࡋཪᙼ

ࠋࡎࡽ࡞ࡳࡢゝㄒ࡚ࡋ⩏ࡢࡿࡴࡋࡏゎ࡚ࡋ᫆ࢆゝㄒṈ

᭩⡠ࡢᡤㄝࡶࢆゎ㔘ࡿࡍࠋࡾࡓ࠼⪺ヂᩥヂㄝࡩ࠸࡞

Ꮠ㠃70ࠋࡾ࡞ࡤࢀ࠶ࡶ 

 

Again, as can be seen from the commentaries [of the Book of Rites], 

[the word] translation (yaku ヂ) ͞[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 ヂ) [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 ゎ㔘) the explanations of those texts. dŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŚǇ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ 

 
69 The first quote is by <ڥŶŐ�zڤŶŐĚĄ͛Ɛ Ꮝ✛㐩 (574-648) commentary of the Book of Rites: The Correct 
Meaning of Liji (>ڮjì zhèngyì ♩グṇ⩏), Fascicle 12, annotated by Zhèng Xuán 㒯⋞ (127-200). 
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=641781. 
The second quote is from a commentary of the ͞Royal regulations (QƐĞŝ�⋤ไͿ͟�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Book of Rites (Reiki 
♩グ). Reference unidentified. 
The third quote ŝƐ� ďǇ� :ŝڣ� 'ƃŶŐǇăŶ ㈩බ⽌ (dates unknown), from Zhou Rites, with Annotations and 
Commentary (�ŚƃƵůڮ� ǌŚƶƐŚƻ ࿘ ⚰ ὀ  ), Volume 34, annotated by Zhèng Xuán. 
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=118714. 
Cheung cites <ڥŶŐ�zڤŶŐĚĄ and :ŝڣ�'ƃŶŐǇăŶ͛Ɛ�ƋƵŽƚĞƐ in her article ͞ZĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝǌŝŶŐ�dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�- Some 
�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ��ŶĚĞĂǀŽƵƌƐ͕͟�Ɖ͘�ϴ. She ƌĞŶĚĞƌƐ�͞ヂ㸪㝞ஓ㸪ㅝ㝞䦂እ㏿அゝ͟�ĂƐ�͞ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ヂ is] to state 
ŝŶ�ĂŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌůǇ�ŵĂŶŶĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�
͞ヂ༶᫆㸪ㅝ᫆ゝㄒ┦ゎஓ͟�ĂƐ�͛͞ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞ͛�ŵĞĂŶƐ� ͚ƚŽ�ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ͕͛� ƚŚĂƚ� ŝƐ� ƚŽ�ƐĂǇ͕� ƚŽ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�
replace the words of onĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ďǇ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ�ŵƵƚƵĂů�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ͘͟ 
70 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 17-19. 

https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=641781
https://ctext.org/wiki.pl?if=gb&chapter=118714
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[different] terms (jimen Ꮠ㠃Ϳ�ůŝŬĞ�͞translations (yakubun ヂᩥ)͟ and 

͞explanations (yakusetsu ヂㄝ).͟ 

 

Next, Gentaku explained his thought in relation to a work of translation by Dazai 

Shundai ኴᐓྎ (1680-1747), a well-known Confucian schŽůĂƌ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�

^ŽƌĂŝ͘�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐ�^ŚƵŶĚĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�Amithaba sutra into a more elegant 

text that aimed to make the meaning of the source-text easier to understand for the 

target culture readers. 

 

㏆ࡁୡṈ᪉࡚ྎ⩝ࠗಟ㜿ᘺ㝀࠘᭣ࢆࡢࡶࡩసࡾ၈ࡢ

⩻ヂൔ➼ᩥᏐᬯࡃヂᩥᣋ࡚ࡋࡃ᪁ࡿ㛗㔜」ࡢࢆⅭࡋࡏ

࡚ヨࡳṈ⤒ᩥࢆṇᩥ࡚ࡋᏐࢆῶࡌ㞞ᩥᨵᐃࡋṇヂࡏ

ࡃዴࡀࡿ࠸๓ࡼ࠸ࡼ࠸ᴗࡢ➼ヂൔࡢ၈ࡣࢀࠋࡾ࠶ࡢࡶࡋ

࡚༷ࡶࢀ⪌ࠋࡋࡿ࡞ࡇࡿᕪࡣᮏពࠊࡤࡽ࡞

࿃ࡢࡑࡣࠎಟᩥࢆࢀࡇ࡚ྲྀࢆㄞࡤࡵᙼ⤒ᩥࡢព⩏⬟ࡃ㏻ᬡࡍ

 71ࠋࡾ࡞࠺ࡸࡿ

 

Recently, in Japan, Shundai ྎ (Dazai Shundai) made something 

called Revision of the Amida Sutra (^ŚƻƐĂŶ��ŵŝĚĂ�ŬǇƃ ಟ㜿ᘺ㝀). 

^ŚƵŶĚĂŝ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽŶŬƐ͛ translation (ŚŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ ⩻ヂ) with ƚƃ 

၈ pronunciation was carried out with obscure characters (moji ᩥᏐ), 

and that the translation (yakubun ヂᩥ) was badly made, therefore 

[the texts] became tedious and repetitive. Thus, [Shundai] tried to 

revise (sansei ṇ) the text of those Sutras, greatly reducing [the 

number of] characters (moji ᩥᏐ), changing (kaitei ᨵᐃ) them to 

elegant language (gabun 㞞ᩥ) and producing a correct translation 

(seiyaku ṇヂ).72 Even if this can be [seen] like the restoring [of the 

texts] to before the work of ƚƃ�၈ translation by the monks, it greatly 

ĚŝĨĨĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞǆƚƐ͛�ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ŝĚĞĂ�;ŚŽŶ͛ŝ�ᮏព). However, we instead, 

 
71 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 23-24. 
72 ͞�ŽƌƌĞĐƚ� ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ� ;seiyaku ṇヂ)͟�ǁĂƐ�Ă� ƚĞƌŵ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ� ƚŚĞ� ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ�DŽƚŽŬŝ�ZǇƃĞŝ� ;ĂŶĚ� ůĂƚĞƌ�ďǇ�
DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵͿ͕�see section 4.2.1. 
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since we read them with those revisions (ƐŚƻƐĂŶďƵŶ ಟᩥ), we really 

understand the meaning (igi ព⩏) of those sutras. 

 

Gentaku then explained that Dutch studies scholars do not follow the methods devised 

by the celebrated Chinese scholar Xuánzàng ^ĈŶǌăŶŐ⋞ዔ୕ⶶ ;:W͗�'ĞŶũƃ�^ĂŶǌƃ͕�ϲϬϮ-

664), but rather Dazai͛Ɛ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ. Xuánzàng was a monk and translator of Buddhist sutra 

also known as the Tripitaka-master (^ĈŶǌăŶŐ� &ĉƐŚţ ୕ⶶἲᖌ). He is known for his 

accurate translations, his tendency to retain the original Sanskrit term through 

transliteration as per his formulation of the ͞&ŝǀĞ�Őuidelines for not translating a term 

(ǁƼďƶĨĈŶ ⩻).͟73 Gentaku explained: 

 

ࡤࢀ࡞ࡇࡩ㐪ࡣពࡢᲙヂࡢᙼࡣ࿃ヂᏛ࡚ࡃዴࡿபྑ

ࡽࡿ⏤ࡣヂἲࡢዔ୕ⶶ⋟࡚ೌྎࡤࡽ࡞ࡿࡍヂᩥ₍

ࡤࢀࡊࡽ࠶ࡣࡇࡢ㐨ᩍࡾࡼᅛ࡚ࡢ⾡ⱁࡣᑬ࿃ᴗࠋࡎ

࡚ࡺ⪺ࡃ⬟ࡢᙼ⒪⾡᪉⸆ࡢ࡞ษ㏆⥭せࡢ࡚ྲྀࢆヂᩥ࡚ࡋ

㞞ࡢ㏻ࡕ┤࡚ࡋ࠺ࡸࡿࡎ⏝ࡋヨࠋࡾ࡞ࡤࢀ࡞ࡁࡓࡳ

74 

 

As I said before, because our study of translation (yakugaku ヂᏛ) is 

different from the idea (i ព) of Sanskrit translation (ďŽŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ Კヂ), if 

we translate in kanbun, we imitate Dazai and not the translation 

methods (ǇĂŬƵŚƃ ヂἲ) of yƵĄŶǌăŶŐ�^ĈŶǌăŶŐ⋞ዔ୕ⶶ. Since from 

the beginning our work was about arts and technology (geijutsu ⱁ⾡) 

and not the teaching of the Way (ĚƃŬǇƃ㐨ᩍ), 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 㞞 ), because we tried to spread their use 

directly.  

 
73 &ŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�DĂƌƚŚĂ��ŚĞƵŶŐ͛Ɛ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�Xuánzàng͛Ɛ�&ŝǀĞ�'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ�ƉƌĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ă�ƚĞƌŵ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�
be translated (therefore should be transliterated) if: 1) a term partakes in the occult; 2) a term has multiple 
ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐ͖�ϯͿ�Ă�ƚĞƌŵ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǆŝƐƚ�͞ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͖͟�ϰͿ�ŝĨ�Ă�ƉĂƐƚ�ƌĞŶĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ�
and accepted; 5) if a term elicits positive associations. On Xuánzàng, see Cheung, Anthology of Chinese 
Discourse, pp. 156-59.  
74 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, p. 24. 
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Finally, Gentaku mentions Kamei Nanmei ட༡ෞ (1743-1814), a Confucian scholar 

and doctor, and, as Dazai Shundai mentioned earlier͕�Ă�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞ�ŽĨ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƐĐŚŽŽů͘ 

Similarly to Sorai, ĂŶĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ŝŶ�ůŝŶĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�EĂŶŵĞŝ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ a translation 

style easy to comprehend and that could be considered near to the feelings (ŶŝŶũƃ ே) 

of the Japanese people.  

 

ၥ᭣㸸⦷ࡿࡿࡉ♧ࠎᡤ㏲୍᭹⮇ࠋࡾࡏᑦవㄝࡤࡽ࠶⸾ࡋ┗ࢆ

 ࠋࡾ࡞ᡤ࠺ᕼࢆࡇࢇࡣ⤥

⟅᭣㸸⩝㐣ࡋࡂᖺட༡ෞࡀ⠏⣸ࡢᘊࢆゼࡋࡦ࿃῭Ꮫࡋ

࡚ヂᩥⱞࡴㄒࠊࡤࢀࡅࡾ༡ෞணㅍ࡚ࡋ᭣ࡩ␗᪉ࡢࢆ᪩

࿃ࠋࡾ࡞ࡿ࠶౽ἲࠊࡤࡣࡲࡓࡦᛮࡃࡓࡏࡉᬡேࡢᡃ᪉ࡃ

൲ࡢᩍࢆࢀࡇ࡚㆜ࠊࡤࢀࡩᏛ࡛⪋࡚ࡢࡩ࠸⩦Ꮫࡣேࡢ

㐨ࡿࡓ㐨ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡿࡍྂ✍ࢆ⩦ࡿࡍࢆࡦࡽࡉ࠶ࡣபࡩ

ᜏࡤࢀ࡞ࡿࡿᛀࠊࡤࢀࡊࡏࡦࡽࡊ࠶ࡶ࡚ࡋྂ✍ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇ

⢭ฟࡼࡏபࠎㅮࠋࡾ࡞ࡿࡍ㊊ୗ➼ࡢヂᴗࡶ᪁ࠋࡋࢀ࠶ࡒࡃ

ᚋࡢಟᩥࡣಟṇࡋ⮴ࡢᡭࡋࡿ࠶ࡣ᭣ࠋࡁࡦࢀಓ

࡞ࡿࢀྲྀࢆヂពࡢࡩ࠸ࡋ㏆ே࡚ࡋᖹẼࠊࡤᚑㄒࡢ

ࠊࡤࡽࡓᚓࡋヂ࡚ඛ࡙Ṉᚰᣢࠋࡎ⨨࡚ࡋ⮇᭹⩝ࠋࡋࡿ

㝀⨶ᑽࢆㄞࡀࡴዴࠋࡌࡲࡿ࠶ࡣࡃཪⱝᩥࡋᡯࡢேࡕ┤࡚ࡾ࠶

ࡶᑬࡤࢀ࡞ࡇࡁఏࡶᮅ␗ࡃᘯࠊࡤࡽ࠶ࡇࡍ┤ᩥ₍

႐75ࠋࡾ࡞ࡇࡁࡪ 

 

Question: I 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, I visited Kamei Nanmei at his abode in 

Tsukushi ⠏⣸  [modern Fukuoka Prefecture]. I told [him] I was 

struggling with translation (yakubun ヂᩥ). I was very uneducated, so 

Nanmei explained to me that if what I wanted was to explain things 

from abroad clearly and quickly to the people of our land, there was a 

 
75 QƚƐƵŬŝ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͕�ZĂŶ͛ǇĂŬƵ�ƚĞŝŬƃ, (Upward and Forward), vol. 2, pp. 25-26. 
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shortcut (ďĞŶƉƃ ౽ἲ). Because I compared it with the learning of 

Confucianism, [I was thinking about the kind of] study of the people 

who practice (keiko ✍ྂ) the Way, where one studies and reviews 

periodically. To review periodically means going over after [ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�

ůĞƐƐŽŶƐ͘� /Ŷ� ůĞĐƚƵƌĞƐ͕� ƚŚĞǇ� ƐĂǇ� ƚŚŝŶŐƐ� ůŝŬĞ� ͞ĞǀĞŶ� ŝĨ� ǇŽƵ� ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕�

because you did not review, you forget, so you will have to work very 

ŚĂƌĚ͊͟�Therefore, so is for you all the activity of translation (ǇĂŬƵŐǇƃ

ヂᴗ ), is not that so? There will be the method of those later 

embellishments (ƐŚƻďƵŶ ಟᩥ) or corrections (ƐŚƻƐĞŝ�ಟṇ). Instead, if 

you follow the vulgar language (rizoku no go ಓࡢㄒ), it will be 

easier (heiki ᖹẼ), and the meaning of the translation (ǇĂŬƵ͛ŝ ヂព) 

will be nearer ƚŽ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ (ŶŝŶũƃ ே) and will be understood. 

I always bear it in mind. First, if I can translate (yakusu ヂࡍ) with this 

feeling (kokoromochi ᚰᣢ), it will not be like reading the Dharma 

(Darani 㝀⨶ᑽ). And if there were people with a talent for writing 

(bunsai ᩥᡯ), able to translate (naosu ┤ࡍ, literally, ͞ƚŽ� ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ͟Ϳ�

directly in kanbun, because that would mean that [our work] could be 

largely disseminated abroad as well, I would be even happier. 

 

Later in the text, Gentaku also makes the point that a translation in kanbun of the 

�ƵƚĐŚ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚĞ�ŝƚ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ��ƐŝĂ͘�/�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĂƌŐƵĞ͕�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�

was probably not his main concern, nor it was the principal motivation Dutch studies 

scholars translated in kanbun. In fact, I 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-ŬŶŽǁŶ��ŽŶĨƵĐŝĂŶ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ�

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 

ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͕�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�ǁĞƌĞ directly influenced by 

^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ǁŽƌŬ. Even if the links between ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� and ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ� ŵŝŐŚƚ� ƐĞĞŵ�

ƚĞŶƵŽƵƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƐĂŝĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�ƚĞǆƚ, 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 DĂĞŶŽ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͕�becoming fascinated 

ďǇ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ͘� 

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. �ůŽŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞƐĞ͕�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů͕�ŚĂŶĚƐ�ŽŶ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐh 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 Ꮫ⪅) 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 

interpreters͛ work (e.g. knowledge of spoken Chinese and ƚŚĞ�͞EĂŐĂƐĂŬŝ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ͟Ϳ. 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. /ŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐůǇ͕� ĞǀĞŶ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ 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 ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůĞƐ Dazai Shundai and Kamei Nanmei), neither 

the name of Sorai or the title of A Tool for Translation are explicitly mentioned in 

'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ĂŶĚ� ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ƚĞǆƚƐ͕� ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ� ƚŚĞ� ŚŝŐŚ� ůŝŬĞůŝŚŽŽĚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƚŚĞƐĞ� ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ� ǁĞƌĞ�

referencing Sorai. The reason for this omission was possibly due to the unpopularity of 

^ŽƌĂŝ� ŝŶ� ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů� ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ� Ăƚ� ƚŚĞ� ƚŝŵĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ƵƚĐŚ� ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͘ 76  As 

mentioned before in this thesis, Dutch studies scholars often reiterated that Arai 

Hakuseki᪂ⓑ▼ (1657-1725) was to be considered a sort of champion or initiator of 

Dutch studies, and Hakuseki was notoriously a bitter critic of Sorai.77 This is a further 

confirmation of the nature of the façade 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 

ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂů�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĂǀŽŝĚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�

name is ƚĞůůŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�;ĂŶĚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ͛ƐͿ�ǁŝƐŚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƚheir 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, I mainly focussed on the different kinds of sources quoted in QƚƐƵŬŝ�

Gentaku͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�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 - ĂƐ� ƐĞĞŶ� ǁŝƚŚ� ƚŚĞ� ĐĂƐĞ� ŽĨ� ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ� A Tool for 

Translation - indirectly), as well as to translation from Sanskrit in China. 

 
76 �Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ďǇ��ĂĐŬƵƐ͕�͞Kansei Prohibition͕͟ and Tucker, KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, pp. 3-134. 
77 Tucker, KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ, p. 46. 
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LŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝŐŐĞƌ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�ďŽƚŚ�'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂŶĚ�ZǇƃƚĂŬƵ�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 

:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ�ŝŶ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů͘��Ɛ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϯ͕�ŝŶ�^ƵŐŝƚĂ�'ĞŶƉĂŬƵ͛Ɛ�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 Forward͕� ŝƚ� ǁĂƐ� ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚ� ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ� 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ͛Ɛ� ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�

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 

 

 
78 'ĞŶƚĂŬƵ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�ƚƌŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁƌŝƚĞ�ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�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 ₎

Ꮫ) 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 ᩥయ (writing style/writing form) for translation 

and to the right methodology to approach the source text. The fact that the Dutch 

ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶcluded more specific techniques as well as statements 

of a wider scope about the field itself shows how far-ƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�

was. 
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As discussed in the introductory chapter, the general framework provided by Even-

�ŽŚĂƌ͛Ɛ� polysystem theory has been both the driving force of my research - since I 

approached the materials looking for relations among them - as well as the source of 

terminology I 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. &ŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽůǇƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ͛Ɛ�ƉŽƐƚƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�/�

individuated relations between various writings, in the form of both textual and 

thematic connections. Across the chapters of this dissertation, I 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 

ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�͞ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ŬŝŶĚ�ŽĨ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ǁĞŝŐŚƚ͟1 as the Chinese classics that were part 

 
1 Clements, Cultural History of Translation, p. 165. 
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of an elite Tokugawa education.2 It was thus essential to create a new discourse that 

explained and justified Dutch translation as a practice in itself. In this thesis, I 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 ͞:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ͟� ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů� ƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�

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 

ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ 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 ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛� ƌĞĂƐŽŶŝŶŐ͖ for 

example, in chapter 4, I 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, /�ĚĞƉŝĐƚĞĚ�KŐǇƻ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶĞǁ light through the 

analysis of Dutch studies sources. I argued in particular that Dutch studies scholars saw 

in Sorai͛�A Tool for Translation (Yakubun sentei ヂᩥ➾㋟, 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 ^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ŽŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ 

and translation. I argued ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�:ĂƉĂŶĞƐĞ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ�ŽĨ��ƵƚĐŚ�ǁĂƐ�ŽĨ�

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. dŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞ-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 principleƐ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ�̂ ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ ideas can have 

even in a different linguistic environment. Moreover, tŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ�

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, I argued ƚŚĂƚ�^ŽƌĂŝ͛Ɛ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�

ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƉůĂǇĞĚ�Ă�ƌŽůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ͛�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�Śis work. In fact, since 

Sorai himself was a scholar (a gakusha Ꮫ⪅), 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. I 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 I 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 ͞dŽǁĂƌĚƐ�Ă�&ƌĂŵĞǁork.͟ 
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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 

�ƵƚĐŚ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ďŽƚŚ�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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