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Abstract 

As a highly complex area, translation ethics involves issues of texts, languages and 
cultures as well as individuals, collectivities and larger communities like nations. 
Good and evil can be done to them by translation and translators. Though efforts to 
undertake translation ethics have been intensive, a critical examination of the existent 
models and views finds that they are not comprehensive or effective enough to 
address the complex issues involved. 

The dissertation attempts to overcome this insufficiency by striving to formulate a 
more comprehensive model, a model with greater explanatory power, named the 
‘Ethics of Reciprocity in Translation’ model. Reciprocity presupposes pairs of entities 
and parties while any translation project involves such pairs. In a translation project, 
there is the translator the agent, translating the process and translation the product, 
and the model of ‘Ethics of Reciprocity in Translation’ sees the undertakings of 
translation from the perspective of harm and benefits incurred in and by translation to 
the pairs of entities and parties involved in or affected by a translation project, 
covering all these three dimensions. 

Taking into account the general approaches to ethics in the West, i.e. virtue ethics, 
deontological ethics and consequentialist ethics, aimed respectively at the agent, the 
act and the consequence, the study draws on Ricoeurian and Confucian concepts of 
reciprocity as the theoretical foundation for the development of the model. Ricoeurian 
reciprocity is employed for its theoretical strength in stressing reciprocity between 
equal parties while Confucian reciprocity is strong for its position on reciprocity 
between unequal parties, since translation tends to involve both equal parties and 
unequal participants. Confucian reciprocity is given more prominence because it does 
not preclude the possibility of a junzi-type role (junzi=君子/gentleman[-like]) on the 
part of the agents to work for larger missions or higher values even between unequal 
inter-actants for a higher reciprocity.  

The study argues that the ethics of reciprocity in translation centres on a translation 
project, whereby active parties such as individual persons, collectivities and nations, 
and passive entities including texts, languages and cultures ought not to be harmed but 
rather mutually benefited. They constitute the content of the ethical reciprocity. To 
achieve such reciprocity, translators and other agents are faced with three general 
alternatives: not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation and manipulated translation, 
depending on the text type and quality as well as the value the translation project aims 
to establish. The model thus developed is therefore dynamic, integrated and 
multi-layered, combining virtue ethics and principle ethics to cover a wider scope of 
whether to, what to and how to translate.  

This model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is tested to three sets of cases for 
its validity and possibilities: cases of ethical reciprocity in translation, cases of ethical 
non-reciprocity in translation and cases where the model is not relevant. In each set, 
three examples of literary, semi-literary and non-literary texts are analysed 
respectively. Though not intended to apply in all translation projects, the model would 
hopefully make a valid and comprehensive one on the ethics of translation in general 
contexts.  
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Why ethics1? 

Anthony Pym begins his introduction ‘The Return to Ethics in Translation Studies’ 

to the special issue of The Translator [The Return to Ethics] with “Translation 

Studies has returned to questions of ethics” (2001: 129), and concludes that “few 

would now argue that there should simply be no ethics of translation2” (2001: 137). 

By “return” we can easily infer that ethics as a topic is not new but has simply been 

out of fashion. The fact is that the field of TS witnessed the emergence of DTS 

during the 1980s and 1990s, which stresses value-free description of translations for 

the development of a “scientific” discipline (see Toury 1980, 1995; Hermans 1999; 

and Brownlie 2009), and as a consequence, “ethics was an unhappy word” in those 

days as observed by Pym (2001: 129). Ethics is really not a new topic in translation 

studies. Just as Myriam Salama-Carr asserts, rightly, “[t]o claim that the translator 

and the interpreter are constantly confronted with decisions that are essentially 

ethical in nature is not new” (2007: 6, my emphasis). Rosemary Arrojo (1997: 5) 

even argues that “[t]he study of translation has always been, for the most part, a 

speculation about ethics”, despite her not having been able to clarify what ethics 

means. All these show that ethics is indispensable to translation and TS. 

In fact, the term “the ethics of translation” was used to discuss pertinent issues as 

early as 1895 in the UK and USA (Nollen 1895 and Anon. 1895). Because these two 

essays were not well-known or widely read, it would not be until 1984 that 

translation ethics began to be formally and seriously addressed after Antoine 

Berman published his seminal book L’ Epreuve de l’ étranger: Culture et traduction 

dans l’ Allemagne Romantique (The book was translated into English by S. 

Heyvaert in 1992 as The Experience of the Foreign: Culture and Translation in 

Roman Germany), in which Berman put forth his well known notion of “respecting 

                                                 
1Any publications in TS involving the term ‘ethics’ will be within the scope of the survey without my 
initially having to consider how the term is defined or meant so that as many publications as possible 
would be included. But due to the limits of my languages (some Japanese, very tiny German and 
French besides Chinese and English), the above “any” basically refers to publications in English and 
Chinese or those originally written in other languages but translated into these two. Even so, the 
survey cannot be claimed to be exhaustive because of my various limitations including time. 
2Throughout this introduction the concepts of ‘translation’ and ‘translator’ are used presumably as if 
with a transparent and universal meaning, detailed elaboration of which is to be made in Chapter 2. 
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the foreignness of the foreign” (1992: 4). Still between 1984 and 2001, partly owing 

to the sweeping influence of DTS, translation ethics was only limitedly discussed in 

a couple of elaborations. One such elaboration was made by Douglas Robinson in 

1991. He advanced his vertical ethics of translation in his monograph The 

Translator’s Turn, aiming at introducing “an alternative paradigm” (1991: xxi) for 

translation studies. Then in 1995 and 1998 respectively Lawrence Venuti published 

his two provocative books The Translator’s Invisibility and The Scandals of 

Translation—Towards an Ethics of Difference, both of which touch on translation 

ethics. The year 1997 saw four important publications on translation ethics: Pym’s 

French lectures on translation ethics pace Berman in the same place as Pour une 

ethique du traucteur (which was translated into English, revised, updated, and 

republished in 2012 as On Translator Ethics), Andrew Chesterman’s Chapter 7 ‘On 

translation ethics’ in his monograph The Memes of Translation, Rosemary Arrojo’s 

article ‘Asymmetrical relations of power and the ethics of translation’, and Gillian 

Lane-Mercier’s essay ‘Translating the untranslatable: the translator’s aesthetic, 

ideological and political responsibility’. Then in 2000, Kaisa Koskinen published 

her PhD thesis Beyond Ambivalence: Postmodernity and Translation Ethics. But it 

was in 2001, in the West3, that translation ethics really “returned”. 

Translation ethics in the West has since become the focus of concern for many TS 

scholars and a heated topic as can be seen in the availability of an increasingly 

growing corpus of researches. In addition to the special issue of The Translator, 

TTR also published a special issue on ethics: Antoine Berman Today (Nouss 2001). 

In 2002, Jenny Williams and Chesterman co-authored the Map: A Beginner’s Guide 

to Doing Research in Translation Studies, where they listed the major approaches to 

translation ethics, a comprehensive summary and guide for further research. In 2004 

TTR published another special issue on translation ethics: Translation, Ethics and 

Society (Fiola 2004). This was followed by an important collection on translation 

ethics in 2005, i.e. Nation, Language, and the Ethics of Translation (Bermann and 

Wood 2005). In 2007 Maria Tymoczko published her monograph Enlarging 

Translation, Empowering Translators, a book primarily on translation ethics. Then 

in 2008, Chesterman interviewed Mona Baker, which resulted in the publication of 

                                                 
3As a “mythical construct” (Sakai 2000: 789) and unable to cover all areas beyond China and other 
third world regions, the concept “the West” is taken as a general term here to chiefly designate the 
European-North American areas. 



3 
 

“Ethics of renarration” (Chesterman and Baker 2008), in which they expanded the 

topic of translation ethics. 

From 2009 on, works on translation ethics in the West began to mushroom in an 

accelerating manner. It began to appear in almost all the latest general instruments 

for TS such as anthologies, encyclopedias and handbooks. For example, the second 

and updated edition of Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies includes the 

item “ethics” (Inghilleri 2009). The Routledge Companion to Translation Studies 

enlists an essay on ethics and politics (Hermans 2009). Ethics is also covered in 

Translation Studies: Critical Concepts in Linguistics (Baker 2009) and Key Terms in 

Translation Studies (Palumbo 2009). Ben van Wyke wrote “ethics and translation” 

for Benjamins Handbook of TS volume I (2010) and “translation and ethics” for The 

Routledge Handbook of Translation Studies (2013). The special issue of the 

Interpreter and Translator Trainer ‘Ethics and Curriculum’ (2011), Henri 

Meschonnic’s book The Ethics and Politics of Translating (translated from French) 

(2011), Moira Inghilleri’s monograph Interpreting Justice: Ethics, Politics, 

Language (2012), Baker’s chapter ‘Beyond Equivalence: Ethics and Morality’ in 

her revised textbook In Other Words (2012), all came out one after another. 

In fact, around the turn of the new century, a large number of essays and articles 

on translation ethics in the West have bombarded the field from various perspectives: 

Augst (2002), Jones (2004), Larkosh (2004), Arrojo (2005), Liao (2005), Aveling 

(2006), Ko (2006), Newmark (1994, 2009), Nord (1991, 2001), O’brien (2003), 

Pym (2003, 2009), Slocombe (2004), Weller (2005), Tymoczko (2006), Venn (2006), 

Hekkanen (2007), Hermans (2007), Liu Yameng (2007), Maier (2007), Guzman 

(2008), Inghilleri (2008, 2012), Chesterman (2009), Tsai (2009), Brisset (2010), 

Goodwin (2010), van der Jagt (2010), Venuti (2010, 2011), and McDonough 

Dolmaya (2011a, 2011b), among others. Some TS scholars even argue that an 

“ethical turn” has taken place in the field since Berman (Godard 2001). 

The situation concerning translation ethics in China from the late 1990s to 2010s 

was equally encouraging. In 1998 Xu Jun published his essay ‘On the three levels of 

translation activity’, which seemed to be the first work during this period in China 

discussing the ethical issues in translation in a systematic fashion. In 2001, Lü Jun 

published his monograph 跨越文化障礙: 巴別塔的重建 [Crossing the Cultural 

Barriers: Reconstruction of Babel], in which he argues that Habermas’ 

communication action theory is also communicative ethics or discursive ethics, 
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which can contribute to the development of translation ethics (2001: 268ff-281). But 

his research went largely unnoticed until 2005, when Western developments on 

translation ethics were introduced and discussed in China. Since then, China has 

witnessed a dramatic burgeoning of research on translation ethics in the form of 

journal essays, MA theses, PhD dissertations and book publications. 

More evidence of this development can be obtained from CNKI, the largest 

Chinese online database of academic resources. For example, a search of 

“translation ethics” in Chinese as the subject word made on 17 February, 2014 

resulted in 429 hits. Of all these hits, apart from a total number of 303 journal 

articles, conference presentations, newspaper items and 100 MA theses, there were 

also 26 PhD dissertations produced in the past decade. Of these PhD theses, 13 

addressed, in one way or another, the issue of translation ethics (at least two more 

are not listed in this database). When the horizon is expanded beyond the Chinese 

mainland to include Hong Kong, Macao and Taiwan, more explorations into 

translation ethics in various fashions are also found (see e.g. Liao Chaoyang 2005, 

2010; Li Yulin 2009; Liu Suxun 2010). 

When a resurvey of the subject was conducted on CNKI on 1 March, 2017 for 

research updating of translation ethics, 1824 hits resulted, about more than tripled 

compared with the findings three years ago. But a closer scrutiny of the data reveals 

that there is no major progress in terms of novel ideas or theorising. Except for one 

PhD thesis (Li 2016), only 6 journal essays (Liu & Xu 2016, Shen 2016, Wang 2016, 

Hao 2016, Xu Hong 2016, Ren & Zhang 2016) are serious study on the topic among 

the large number of publications, MA theses included, with Hao Junjie (2016) and 

Xu Hong (2016) addressing the ethical issues in crowdsourcing translation and 

translation of non-literary or applied materials respectively while Ren & Zhang 

(2016) discussing ethical issues in national translation programmes.  

This above-cited research can be divided roughly into five classifications: (1) 

introductions and critiques of Western ideas or models of translation ethics, such as 

Shen and Tong (2005), Liu Yameng (2005), Qiao Ying (2007), Chen Ying (2008), 

Jiang Tong (2008), Kang Ning (2008), Liu and Zhang (2009), Zhang Jinghua (2009),  

and Chen and Lü (2011); (2) applications of Western models in Chinese translation 

contexts, such as Tang Pei (2006), Zang Xiayu (2012), Xu Hong (2012), and Liu 

and Xu (2016); (3) comprehensive reflections on translation ethics, including Xu 

Jun (2004, 2007), Wang Dazhi (2005, 2009), Chen Ying (2007), Ge Lin (2007), 
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Shen Lianyun (2007, 2008, 2010, 2011), Du Yusheng (2008), Wu Zhijie (2008), 

Tang Jun (2007), Pu Hongying (2007), Zheng Ye (2009), Chu Chi Yu (2009), Luo 

Xianfeng (2009), Wang Keming (2009), Zhang Daozhen (2009), Yang and Zeng 

(2010), Shen and Gao (2010), Zhang Dongmei (2010), Chen Zhijie (2011, 2012), 

Chen and Fu (2011), Fang Wei (2012); Shen Lianyuan (2016), and Wang Xiulu 

(2016); (4) explorations into translation ethics based on Chinese translation history 

or translation practice, such as Peng Ping (2008), Wu and Wang (2008), Wu Hua 

(2009), Wu Zhijie (2011), Wang Dazhi (2012), Tu Binglan (2013); and (5) attempts 

at formulating models of translation ethics, which typically include those made by 

Lü Jun (2001), Lü and Hou (2006), Ge Lin (2007, 2008), Chen and Yi (2011), Liu 

Weidong (2012), Peng Ping (2012), Luo Xianfeng (2012), Yang Zhenyuan (2013), 

Shen Lianyun (2014), and Li Zheng (2016). 

In addition to these researches, there have also been efforts to study the key 

concepts concerning traditional translation ethics. For example, Gao Yu (2004) and 

Zeng Ji (2008) both explored the concept of “fidelity”/“faithfulness” as an ‘ethical 

notion’ in translation. Other scholars have addressed the responsibilities on the part 

of the translator, such as Sun Zhili (2007) and Zhu Chaowei (2010), while still 

others have focussed on the issues of “ethical rules” in translation, e.g. Wu and Wei 

(2006). 

All these efforts are telling evidence of the heatedness in discussion, the richness, 

complexity, and of course the importance of translation ethics. But at the same time, 

they also manifest that this is an area of confusion and disorder. The reasons for this 

confusion and disorder are manifold. First, a large portion of the above seemingly 

ethical discussions, especially some by Chinese scholars (e.g. Peng 2008, Wang 

2012, Tu 2013), belong to what Pym calls studies of “descriptive sociology” (2012: 

2) rather than ethical studies. This results from a misunderstanding of ethics per se, 

as ethics can be approached descriptively, prescriptively, and metaethically or 

analytically4. Ethics is by no means an easy issue in any sense, especially when 

connected with the equally or even more complex human phenomenon, translation5. 

                                                 
4As will be dealt with in Chapter 2, the classification of ethics is a controversial subject, but 
generally it is agreed that ethics can be approached in this three ways (see Xia and Chen 2011: 2898). 
Metaethics is also called analytical ethics, metanormative ethics, scientific or theoretical ethics (Wan 
1993: 41). 
5I. A. Richards’ statement is well known now in the field: “[w]e have here indeed what may probably 
be the most complex type of event yet produced in the evolution of the cosmos” (Richards 1953: 250, 
my emphasis). 
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In Chinese, the concept fanyi (翻譯) designates simultaneously four matters: 

translation the general concept, translating the process, translation the product, and 

translator the agent. Of the four, the latter three all have to do with ethics. Thus if 

ethics and translation are not properly understood, the kind of translation ethics 

formed cannot be sound. 

Closely related to this problem is the issue of terminology. Van Wyke also asserts, 

rightly, that “our view of translation ethics is inseparable […] from broader 

questions of ethics” (2013: 555-6). Yet a lack of real understanding of the key terms 

like ethics and translation ethics is apparent. It is commonplace today for TS 

scholars to encounter such expressions as an ethics6 of translation, the ethics of 

translation (Koskinen 2000), an ethics of difference/sameness/location (Venuti 1998, 

2011), or ethics of representation/service/communication/commitment and 

norm-based ethics (Chesterman 2001), translator ethics (Pym 2012), translatorial 

ethics (Wolf 2011), ethics (and politics) of translating (Meschonnic 2011), 

(professional) code of ethics (McDonough Dolmaya 2011a), ethical translation, and 

ethical implications (Salama-Carr 2007: 6). In all these expressions, the term ethics 

or ethical has been used by scholars or translators as everyday vocabulary as though 

their meaning is obvious and already understood and taken for granted. In other 

words, the term ethics or ethical does not seem to require defining or explanation 

for its meaning to be clearly comprehended. 

Another problem is that there is no serious definition of the subject7: different 

scholars just emphasise the importance of translation ethics without making efforts 

to clearly define it (cf. Yuan & Zou 2011: 211). For Lawrence Venuti, for example, 

translation “clearly raises ethical questions that have yet to be sorted out” (1998: 6), 

stressing that “ethics is central to translating” (quoted in Zhang 2009: 218) probably 

because it can have “far-reaching social effects” (1998: 6), like “forming cultural 

identities” and “contributing to social reproduction and change” (ibid: 81). For 

Annie Brisset (2003: 126), “[there is] the inequality of languages and the groups 

that speak them, translation as a relation of power. It is around this issue that an 

                                                 
6Here all italics of “ethics” or “ethical” are mine for emphasis. 
7Pym (2001: 130) asserts definitively that “[a]lthough many translation scholars now agree to discuss 
ethics, most would disagree about how to define the field”. But as an acknowledged field a lack of 
definition constitutes a problem for the scholars. Many translation theorists, for example, Douglas 
Robinson (1991), have touched on the topic earlier without giving a definition to it. The lack of 
definition for translation ethics has also been explicitly pointed out by Wang (2009: 61, 2012: 15), 
Xu (2012: 37-52), and Luo (2012: 30). 
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ethics of translation must be developed”. Similarly, Chu (2009: 12, trans8) holds that 

“it is the very inequality between languages and cultures that renders translation 

ethics fundamentally important”. The ethics of translating is extremely important to 

Henri Meschonnic because it “holds everything together” (2011: 54). For Sandra 

Bermann, language itself is not transparent (2005: 4) and the translator’s task is 

inevitably an ethical one, especially in an age of accelerated globalisation (ibid: 6). 

For still others, translation ethics comes to the fore because of the negative effects 

translation can engender in general (see, for example, Inghilleri 2012: 127; Sakai 

2009). This is well summarised by Moira Inghilleri in her statement: “we have not 

by any means reached a clear understanding of or agreement about what an ‘ethical’ 

approach actually means in the context of translation theory or practice, or the 

construction of the field itself” (2009: 100, my emphasis). More thorough efforts are 

thus urgently needed in this connection. 

Owing to the confusing use of the key terms and an absence of definition of the 

subject, we would inevitably encounter some difficult questions. For example, in 

what sense can we confidently and convincingly say a judgment is ethical, rather 

than, for example, customary, aesthetic, or otherwise in general? And, what criteria 

can we apply to decide whether someone is an ethical translator or a given text is an 

ethical translation in a given time and society concerning a given translation 

project9? Or on what criteria can a translator be guided to make a decision that is 

ethical? In sum, concerning translation ethics, what does it mean in the first place? 

Aren’t all the available codes of ethics for the ‘professional’10 translators and 

interpreters sufficient, just like in other practices or professions such as medicine, 

law and journalism? Or, with respect to translation and translators, is it the case that 

ethics may mean different things? 

                                                 
8Chu’s essay is in Chinese and the English translation of the quotes here are my doing. Unless noted 
otherwise, all English translations of citations from works originally written in Chinese are done by 
me throughout the thesis, marked by ‘trans’ in the brackets following the cited author and time. 
9This term “project” is different from what Antoine Berman means. For Berman, a translation project 
is a translator’s articulated purpose or goal when deciding to undertake a translation and it will affect 
how the translation turns out, as for example practiced by the feminist translators such as Barbara 
Godard, etc. (See Berman 2009: 60, Simon 1996: 24-26, 34). Here, used for description, it refers to 
the whole situation concerning a translation, covering from whose choice of the ST, to the translator, 
through the final translation and its prospective readership and all the paratexts, if any, around the 
translation. It will be used as the study unit and judging object to contextualise all the parties and 
relationships concerned for the desired model to apply. More details are given in Chapters 2 and 4. 
10That translation as a profession is at once in the making and in the breaking state will be dealt with 
in detail in section 2.3, Chapter 2. Worldwide many translations are done by non-professionals, 
especially so with the popularity of online crowdsourcing and volunteer translations (see for example 
O’Hagan 2011, McDonough Dolmaya 2011b).  
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With such questions left unanswered, this fledgling field can by no means be said 

to have been sufficiently explored. Indeed more thorough and systematic efforts 

have been urged to be made by many translation scholars. For example, Mary 

Snell-Hornby has observed that, “[t]he vital question of ethics has by no means been 

exhausted” (2006: 164) and “the ‘ethical turn’ in Translation Studies has yet to be 

taken” (ibid: 78). For Christopher Larkosh, “[g]iving importance and space to the 

subject of ethics in translation studies remains a decisive move in the often divided 

present-day environment of the discipline” (2004: 28, my emphasis). Yuan and Zou 

(2011: 213) argue that the study of translation ethics will contribute to the change 

and development in the perception of translation as a concept and to the 

construction of an ecological environment of translation as an activity. Shen 

Lianyun likewise points out that the ethical issues in translation are still very much 

under explored, and an appropriate model of translation ethics has yet to be 

established (2011: 15, my emphasis; see also Yuan & Zou 2011: 210). Maria 

Tymoczko even states that “it is time to turn directly to the question of ethics” and 

“questions of ethics in translation need to be approached in a concrete manner and 

with specificity” (2007: 316). 

Not only has it not been sufficiently explored, but translation ethics must be 

further studied also because translation itself is ethical in the descriptive sense. 

Wang Dazhi asserts that “ethicality is an essential property of translation” (2012: 9, 

trans). Kathleen Davis argues that, “[t]o raise the question of ‘ethical translation’ is 

in a certain sense redundant” as translation “enacts the ethical relation” (2001: 93). 

With advances in the field it has been generally acknowledged that translation is not 

always transparent and neutral, but can do both good and harm (Wang 2012: 2). 

Michael Cronin rightly claims that translation is “both predator and deliverer, 

enemy and friend” (2010: 251) and it is “never a benign process per se and it is 

misleading to present it as such” (ibid: 252) (cf. von Flotow 1997: 2). 

Finally, another factor inducinging translation ethics to be studied in a new light 

is that translation practice today is undergoing new patterns and situations. We are 

in an era of globalisation, mobile internet and communications in which fansubs 

translation and volunteer translation are all on the rise around the world. As a result, 

the doubtful profession is in the process of making and breaking simultaneously 

(see McDonough Dolmaya 2011b: 106-7). Such changing conditions render it 

necessary to overhaul the existent approaches and models of translation ethics and 



9 
 

codes. 

Given all these reasons, I conclude that the field of translation and TS needs new 

and more embracive models of translation ethics.  

1.2  Why the ethics of reciprocity? 

To formulate new and more embracive models, the two central concepts, ethics and 

translation, have to be examined carefully, so as to better delimit the field of 

translation ethics. In this connection, a whole chapter, Chapter 2, will be devoted to 

this topic. What is given here is just a brief, initial, introductory discussion of the 

issue. 

In general terms, with regard to the issue of ethics, I take the argument of moral 

philosopher He Huaihong who sees ethics in two major branches: normative ethics 

and non-normative ethics. The former consists of general normative ethics and 

applied ethics and the latter is composed of descriptive ethics and meta-ethics or 

analytical ethics (He 2008: 47, my emphasis). Normative ethics is regarded as the 

main body of ethics (ibid: 78; Singer 1994: 10) because it embodies the essence of 

ethics, dealing with the most basic principles or rules of human behaviour. 

Normative ethics “seeks to influence our actions” (Singer 1994: 10) by evaluating 

and judging the act, agent, motive, and/or consequence (Furrow 2005: 44). 

According to He, normative ethics boils down to two major schools: deontological 

theories like Kantian ethics, teleological theories including 

utilitarianism/consequentialism and virtue ethics/perfectionism (2008: 78). 

Deontology works in the form of principles to be observed concerning acts; 

utilitarianism works by seeing whether the consequence of an act is the maximised 

benefit for the largest population; and virtue ethics works by seeing whether the 

agent has the excellence or virtues needed. When it comes to translation ethics, it 

can be approached descriptively, prescriptively and metaethically. But since 

normative ethics is the main body of ethics, i.e. offering principles and values to 

help ethical decision-making, evaluation and explanation, the model of translation 

ethics I aim to formulate will be largely normative, having descriptive and analytical 

functions as well although to a lesser degree. 

To help make ethical choices and evaluations, a precondition is the distinction 

between ethical judgment and judgments otherwise. In this respect, moral 
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philosopher Julia Driver has underscored the standard clearly. In our encounters 

with others, whether individual or collective, if we do something that could bring 

harm or benefit to the parties concerned, then this constitutes a moral matter (Driver 

2007: 1; also see He 2008: 22 and Wang 2003: 6, my emphasis)11. Harm and/or 

benefits incurred in an act or event are in fact the key parameters against which to 

distinguish between ethical judgement and other kinds of judgements like 

customary, aesthetic. According to American philosopher Richard Rorty, ethics as a 

theory is to help us see clearer “what will cause harm and what might do good” 

(2011: 23). Rorty’s key terms are also “harm” and “good”, by which the ambit of 

ethics is delimited. 

Following this line of thought about ethics, it is my view that translation ethics 

should be about what benefits/good12 or harm are engendered by translation to 

certain people(s) concerned, including the translator and other (prospective) 

participants, individual or collective, rather than the linguistic fidelity or 

equivalence, which in certain cases also counts. The benefits or harm are principally 

the result of the choices and decisions made by the translators, or the conscious and 

conscientious exercise of their agency after interaction with other possible agents, 

although they are in some circumstances under powerful constraints. 

In terms of benefits, there is no denying that translation can do, has done, and will 

do good to individuals, communities, peoples or nations on different levels 

politically, economically, linguistically, culturally, and so on. A typical observation 

of this is made by George Steiner when he said: “[…] translation is probably the 

single most telling instrument in the battle for knowledge and woken consciousness 

in the underdeveloped world” (1998: 284); and, “intellectual history, the history of 

genres, the realities of a literary or philosophic tradition, are inseparable from the 

business of translation” (ibid: 285)13. 

                                                 
11Here ‘moral’ is taken as equal to ‘ethical’ as an evaluative term rather than a descriptive one. 
‘Ethical’ can designate for both evaluation and description. Details will be proffered below in the 
second chapter. Meanwhile the distinction between ethics and morality is not made, the reason for 
which will be given in chapter two as well. 
12Kant and Kantians will oppose this for their deontology, i.e. duty and rule ethics which will not 
take into account any consequences of an act at all, instead, accord duty itself topmost priority. But 
because of the fact that translation is also a largely translator-generated process, both duty and virtue 
are indispensable to the consideration of benefits and harm produced in and by translation via the 
major agent, i.e. the translator. Chapter 2 will give more details. 
13Cf. Goethe’s well-known positive comment on the role of translation in his 1827 letter to Thomas 
Carlyle: “Whatever you may say about the deficiencies of translation, it is and remains one of the 
most important and dignified enterprises in the general commerce of the world” (in Lefevere 1992b: 



11 
 

When it comes to harm, although a consensual opinion is hard to obtain, it is 

perhaps not incorrect to say that, on the macro level, as the postcolonial and 

feminist approaches to TS have revealed, translation has participated in the conquest 

of peoples and the constitution of empires (see Cheyfitz 1991; Niranjana 1992; 

Robinson 1997c) or, in the complicity of “colonialism, imperialism, and gender 

inequality” (Inghilleri 2012: 127; see also Simon 1996). On the micro level, the 

individual parties including the author, the translator(s), the 

client/commissioner/publisher, and the prospective readership may also suffer from 

some harm in multifarious types and degrees. For example, the author may suffer 

from distortion of his/her intention14 by the translator or translation. A case in point 

here is the Chinese author Lao She, who was no doubt harmed by his English 

translator Evan King because King in his translation changed the ending of Lao’s 

novel Luotuo Xiangzi at will, which, along with other factors, led to Lao’s lawsuit 

against him15 (Hu 1977: 114). Conversely, translators could also suffer from 

exploitation by authors and/or other participants, or be harmed otherwise, as was not 

infrequently recorded in the literature of the field (see Venuti 1998: 5; Pym 2012). 

Thus, seen from the perspective of benefits and harm incurred by translation to 

the parties involved and affected, almost all the major models of translation ethics 

are found somewhat deficient16 in that an overemphasis is often inappropriately 

placed on one element while other equally important factors are ignored or 

overlooked. For instance, Venuti’s well-known “ethics of difference”, intended to 

valorise “greater respect for linguistic and cultural differences” (Venuti 1998: 6) and 

undermine the dominating situation of the Anglo-American language/culture via 

foreignising translation, when subjected to close scrutiny, is found in essence 

target-culture-serving, i.e. American-culture-serving. Because his expressly stressed 

“foreignizing or resistant translation”, if exercised by all translators in the United 

                                                                                                                                         
25), see also Berman (1992: 57). In China, about translation’s positive functions or roles, Ji Xianlin’s 
comment is the most representative, where he stresses that, with a touch of perceivable exaggeration, 
“concerning why the Chinese culture can stay young and alive, the panacea is translation” (Ji 2001: 3, 
trans). 
14The term is used in its commonest sense despite discussions of “intentional fallacy” in literary 
criticism (see Wimsatt and Beardsley 1946, Burke 1998). Intention is also regarded by Sean Burke as 
an important category in discursive ethics if “responsive and accountable” (2008: 114). 
15A more detailed examination of this case tested to the formulated model is made in section 5.2.1, 
Chapter 5 as a case where reciprocity is not achieved ethically. 
16The claim will be briefly touched on in section two of this chapter but fully argued in Chapter 2 
during the critical examination of the major models. The perspective of benefit and harm is found 
only in Chesterman (2001) and Xu (2012), where it is just mentioned in passing without a detailed 
tackling. 
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States, will consolidate and even enhance the inequality between English and other 

“minor” languages rather than weaken the dominating position of the English 

language17. 

To see clearly and tackle the issues of harm and benefits incurred by translation 

and translators, novel approaches are needed. As a human activity, translation 

entails at least one pair of parties, sometimes more than one. Their relations are not 

of an unswervingly unilateral nature. The benefits or harm engendered by 

translation and translators can be unidirectional, i.e. to just one party or entity, but 

they can also be two-directional or mutual. This possibility of mutual effects 

incurred by translation to/by the parties in question raises fundamentally ethical 

questions and the concept of reciprocity seems to fit in very well. Etymologically, 

according to the OED, reciprocity means: felt or shared by both parties; mutual. 

And for American philosopher Lawrence Becker: “[t]he concept of reciprocity that I 

shall defend may be summarized in the following maxims: that we should return 

good for good, in proportion to what we receive; that we should resist evil, but not 

do evil in return [if so, negative reciprocity will occur, and it is not ethical]; that we 

should make reparation for the harm we do; and that we should be disposed to do 

those things as a matter of moral obligation. Reciprocity is a ‘deontic’ virtue” (1986: 

4, my emphasis). 

Reciprocity is in fact of paramount importance as a general concept, a practice 

and a state of mind18. Despite minute nuances in its definition, the importance of 

reciprocity is acknowledged almost worldwide in the sense that it constitutes the 

basis of civilization. For example, in ancient China, “[r]eciprocity is the basis for all 

human relations in the Confucian social order” (Schultz 1974: 144). In the 

following citation from the French scholar Serge-Christophe Kolm (2006: 376) we 

get a better view of the importance of reciprocity in the West. 

In his Essay on the Gift (1924)—one of the most influential founding works of the social 
science—Marcel Mauss calls reciprocity “one of the human rocks on which societies are built”. 
L.T. Hobhouse (1906) sees in reciprocity “the vital principle of society”, while, for Richard 
Thurnwald (1921), “the principle or[f] reciprocity is the basis on which the entire social and 
ethical life of civilizations rests” (my emphasis). 

Even Aristotle discussed this. For Aristotle, reciprocity is a form of justice, a form 

of corrective justice, and correction of a social imbalance (Aristotle 2004: 

                                                 
17Concerning Venuti’s model more details will be given in the next chapter. 
18It will be elaborated at much greater length and depth in Chapter 3, what is discussed for now is 
therefore preliminary.  
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1129a-1133b; see also Danzig 2000: 401-404).  

Reciprocity is also important in our daily encounters with others. It is 

acknowledged that “otherness is not a given: it is constituted by our dealings with 

each other, and is therefore bound up with identity and reciprocity. Human 

interaction involves identity as well as difference” (Eagleton 2009: 237, my 

emphasis). Moreover, philosophically and ethically, according to French 

philosopher Paul Ricoeur, the most profound ethical request is that of reciprocity 

(1999: 46, my emphasis). In sum, ethically, reciprocity both as a practice and a 

concept figures prominently both in the West and in the East. 

Insofar as translation is concerned, it can thus be reasonably argued that the 

activity of translation is or can be a reciprocal one. For it not only engenders an 

intertextual, interlingual and intercultural relationship between the static ST and TT, 

but also involves dynamic pairs of parties that may be benefited or harmed either 

unidirectionally or mutually. Therefore reciprocity may well be an easily accessible 

approach to the complex ethical issues in translation and interpreting because it can 

help us see in brighter light what may constitute benefits/good and harm/evil in and 

of translation. And an ethics of reciprocity in translation can be hopefully built as a 

more comprehensive, nuanced, and powerful alternative to the existing models of 

ethics. 

Attention to reciprocity in translation is not scarce. Many theorists, translators 

and TS scholars, from Walter Benjamin through George Steiner19 and Wolfgang 

Iser to Bonnie S. MacDougall, have entertained it one way or another although with 

varied focus or purpose (see, for example, Iser 1994; Benjamin 1923; Steiner 

[1975]1998; Brisset 2003, 2010, 2011; and MacDougall 2012). As Annie Brisset 

points out, “for Iser, linguistically and translationally, reciprocity is inherent in the 

operation of translation, which puts two alterities into contact” (Brisset 2003:125, 

my emphasis; see also Iser 1994: 5-13). However, such attention to reciprocity in 

translation is not altogether ethics-oriented. It is Annie Brisset (2003: 127) who 

explicitly proposed applying “ethics of reciprocity” to translation but her notion of it 

is confused with politics. Her notion is like this: 

                                                 
19It is Andrew Chesterman who pointed out to me during 2011 CETRA, Belgium that, Benjamin and 
Steiner discussed reciprocity. Goodwin (2010) argues that Steiner’s hermeneutical model of 
translation contains an ethics of translation, but I will argue in Chapter 4 that my notion of 
reciprocity is different from Steiner’s. Benjamin’s and MacDougall’s notion of reciprocity in 
translation will also be discussed at length in Chapter 4 for the formulation of the model of ‘ethics of 
reciprocity in translation’. 
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From both her field work for UNESCO in the former Soviet republics of the 

Transcaucasus region and her study of “World Translation Flows” for the UNESCO 

world report on cultural diversity, Brisset found “some 90% of all recorded 

translations in the world are done from about 15 European languages”. It is to 

address this huge imbalance that she proposed to apply an “ethics of reciprocity” in 

translation. In practice, what Brisset means is that, literary masterpieces and major 

social science works of the West should be translated into minor languages, and 

meanwhile, “the literature and knowledge of many developing nations” (2003: 127) 

should be translated into the major languages of the West as well. She stresses that 

“the ethics of reciprocity in translation” is “a concept to be understood within the 

framework of globalization” and it would be part of specific translation 

programmes and policies. For her, “the ethics of reciprocity”, contrary to Venuti’s 

“ethics of difference”, which works on the level of the individual translator, would 

rather work on an institutional, i.e. national or international level. Moreover, for her, 

the two are in fact complementary to each other, rather than mutually exclusive 

(personal email communication: July 2011, my emphasis)20.  

In the strict sense of ethics, however, Brisset’s argument is more of “politics” 

than “ethics” for what she advocates is beyond the terrain of ethics into the arena of 

politics. As can be seen, her notion of “ethics of reciprocity” places emphasis on 

translation flows and the operational level on the institution, in her terms, national 

and international. The institutional level is approaching the political level since she 

stresses that applying her “ethics of reciprocity” entails specific programmes and 

policies21. Indeed, she did mention that the translation imbalance “calls for ‘a 

politics FOR translation’” (ibid, her capitals). Although it is inherently hard to split 

ethics from politics and it is also believed that “[…] ethics without politics is empty” 

(Critchley 2007: 120), the two cannot be the same because politics, according to Iris 

                                                 
20In an insightful collection of essays, Translation Translation, edited by Susan Petrilli in 2003, 
Brisset published “Alterity in Translation: An Overview of Theories and Practices”, where she 
proposes applying an ethics of reciprocity “defined by Levi-Stauss, Ricoeur and especially Levinas”, 
which, “[i]n the field of translation, would contribute greatly to preserving and promoting the 
languages and cultures of the world” (2003: 127). However, after some in-depth reading of the 
mentioned thinkers, especially Levinas, what is found is that there is no clearly given definition of 
“ethics of reciprocity” at all. Instead, in the case of Levinas who is given the most stress, “reciprocity 
is excluded from Levinas’s conceptual framework” in the first place (Tatransky 2008:293). For 
further clarification I emailed to Brisset as suggested and encouraged by the late professor Martha 
Cheung. From what Brisset replied to me together with what she has written in her essay, a picture of 
what she means by “ethics of reciprocity” is formed here.  
21Meylaerts (2011) gives a thorough review of translation policy, the political dimension of which is 
explicitly discussed. 
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M. Young, concerns all aspects of institutional organization, public action, social 

practices and habits (1990: 8, my emphasis). In other words, politics “is the realm of 

the decision, of the organization and administration of the public realm, of the 

institution of law and policy” (Critchley 1999: 275). As such, Brisset’s proposal is 

more political than ethical. 

Irrespective of the politicised dimension in her notion, Brisset’s “ethics of 

reciprocity in translation” does raise an important issue for translation and ethics 

studies. In both translation and ethics, reciprocity is of paramount importance, 

especially in terms of benefits and harm. Closely related to this basic premise is a 

whole series of other issues that has not been raised, let alone solved. One may ask, 

for example, as such an important concept, can the “ethics of reciprocity in 

translation” mean more than what Brisset has touched on? Can it be redefined to 

cope with problems that the existing models or approaches cannot in terms of 

benefits and harm? What key parameters are needed for it to work effectively?  

The ethics of reciprocity as a crucial issue concerning translation therefore is 

worthy of an in-depth, systematic scholarly exploration, a task I have now embarked 

on.  

1.3  Research questions and research scope 

1.3.1 Research questions 

By definition, translation ethics as conceived in this way is concerned with: (1) the 

relationship between ST and TT, a relationship that ensures a translational relation 

and will irreducibly affect the parties concerned, i.e. author, translator, reader, 

commissioner, etc.; (2) the relationship between people and text , for example, the 

relationship between the translator, or the reader, etc. and the TT; (3) the 

interpersonal relationship, i.e. that between translator and author, translator and 

reader, etc.; (4) the translator’s subjectivity, agency and responsibility, including 

his/her “complex local and global allegiance” (Inghilleri 2012: 124); and (5) the 

code of conduct in regard to professional, as well as non-professional/amateur, 

translators. When a certain party, whether professional or amateur, whether 

collective or individual, decides to or not to take up a translating job, they are 

involved in an ethical relationship because their decision to act or not act and the 
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result thereof will exert impact on the parties pertaining to the translation project, 

including themselves. The translator’s task, in addition to being an interlingual and 

intercultural one, is basically an inescapably ethical task, as Bermann (2005: 6) has 

also stated. 

Given these factors and the problems regarding translation ethics discussed in the 

previous sections, this study seeks to address the following research questions:  

(1) Is translation ethics principle-oriented concerning translation, the act; 

consequence-oriented concerning translation, the product; or virtue-oriented 

concerning translator, the agent; or is it all of them?  

(2) What are the major parameters constituting an ethics of reciprocity in 

translation in terms of benefits and harm to the parties concerned regarding a 

translation project?  

(3) How does the ethics of reciprocity operate in translation projects? How does it 

solve, or not solve, problems related to translational ethics? What implications it 

may have with regard to TS research at large?  

In answering these questions, a model of the ethics of reciprocity in translation 

will be formulated with three components, i.e. a principle/deontic ethics concerning 

translating practice, a virtue ethics concerning translatorial behaviour and the 

behaviour of other translating agents, and a consequentialist ethics concerning the 

effects of the product of translation. Retrospectively, it is a model that can be used 

to describe and judge translation the product and the agents involved, and 

prospectively, it may work as a principle for action and a virtue on the part of the 

agents. The model will be based on the following hypothesis. 

In general, any relationship involved in a translation project is reciprocal, be it 

between texts, languages and cultures, or between individuals, collectivities and 

nations. When there are benefits, they are reciprocal, and when there is harm, it is 

also reciprocal. This reciprocal relationship is a dynamic relationship, dynamic in 

the sense that it is not the realisation of concrete ethical principles, but largely the 

translator’s prioritised decision-making in a context of conflicting values and 

competing relations. When the ethically22 reciprocal relationship between the pairs 

of parties involved in a translation project is maintained, at best, all pairs of parties 

mutually benefit from the project and from each other and the harm engendered to 

                                                 
22It is used here in its evaluative rather than descriptive sense because reciprocity can be negative, i.e. 
returning evil in kind, and such an act itself by definition is not ethical at all. 
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any party during the course of translation is minimised or compensated for at the 

very worst; and when the reciprocal relationship is not maintained, i.e. when only 

one party benefits and the other(s) suffer(s) one way or another, the translation itself 

suffers, and a potentially ‘lose-lose’ situation arises, where no party benefits and a 

retranslation is called for. To maintain this reciprocal relationship, the translator, 

among other parties, exercises his/her agency to play a pivotal but not sole role in 

helping realise mutual benefits on the one hand and avoid or minimise harm on the 

other. 

To answer the research questions and test the hypothesis, the study will draw on 

the Confucian ethics which feature reciprocity in the form of wulun 五倫, and on 

two other Confucian concepts, i.e. ren 仁(shu 恕 and zhong 忠) and junzi 君子; on 

the other hand, it will draw on the ethical notions proposed by Paul Ricoeur. A 

translator is responsible to the extent that s/he knows when to translate and when 

not to, when to be faithful to the ST and when not to. To put it in another way, 

benefits do not necessarily always come from faithful translation in the traditional 

sense, and harm from unfaithful translation, because in some cases benefits can be 

produced by refusing to translate or by deliberate misrepresentation on the part of 

the translator, depending on the kind of text and context of the translation project 

(See examples in Chapters 4 and 5). Every element, linguistic or cultural, can be 

employed or manipulated to strengthen or weaken a given ideology, or narrative in 

Baker’s terms, thereby resulting in benefits or harm to the parties and entities 

concerned.  

1.3.2 Research scope 

Focused on written translation, this model differs from what Moira Inghilleri has 

developed for interpreting (2012), in that interpreting, although overlapping with 

translating in many aspects, is special in terms of face to face encounter and the fact 

that the linguistic act is done immediately without much time for the interpreter to 

deliberate for long, and no time either for the interpreter to consult other parties in 

the field; whereas it is another story in translating, where when in doubt or where 

there is a problem, the translator can turn to the source text producer, if available, or 

other experts or anybody who can supply help in any form, especially in an era of 

digitized globalisation when more and more resources are available for free and 
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many people are willing to lend a hand with the help of the internet. 

Translation in this study refers to what Roman Jakobson describes as 

“interlingual translation” (2004: 139) in the written form because written 

interlingual translation figures prominently despite current appeals to enlarge the 

territory of translation (see Tymoczko 2007) and the macro- and micro-turns of 

translation studies (Gentzler 2011). Therefore audio-video translation, another 

important area, will not be covered as it poses such different ethical issues that it 

constitutes a separate research topic although the intended model may, hopefully, 

also be applicable to it as well as to the topic of interpreting. In a similar vein, by 

narrowing the research down to written interlingual translation in its strict sense, the 

study will not address the issue of adaptation, for its inclusion will render the study 

boundless23.  

With the scope sufficiently narrowed to interlingual translation, within written 

interlingual translation, the model invokes the agents, the process and the final 

product of translation. The process starts from whether to take up a translating job 

on the part of the translator where a decision not to undertake a job is also an option. 

Here the translator equipped with the sense of reciprocity as a deontic virtue is 

expected to be more apt to make an ethical decision. Once a translator decides to 

undertake the job, the ethical relation starts because s/he will interact with other 

parties concerned, and his/her discursive choices will in turn generate consequences 

with effects on the parties and entities concerned. In this process reciprocity as a 

principle comes into play. For instance, in terms of the translating process, a 

translator will not translate in such a way that his/her translation will give rise to a 

false perception by the target audience of the source culture represented in the ST, 

other things like power and ideology considered (see, for example, Baker 2011: 

289). Otherwise the source language community will suffer from a 

misunderstanding or misrepresentation incurred in the target language, and then in 

the long run, the translator may suffer from an undermined reputation or symbolic 

capital. As for translation as product, which concerns the use and effect of the 

translation, reciprocity is of vital importance too because a translation should not be 

employed just for the benefit of the source or the target side when higher values like 

national interests are not a priority. 

                                                 
23Though the demarcation between translation and adaptation is not clear-cut, the discussion of 
adaptation by John Milton (2010: 3-6) will be taken as the benchmark, see also Bastin (2009). 
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In the light of the harm and benefits engendered in and by translation, the 

categories affected are classifiable into two types: passive and active. The first 

category includes text 24 , language and culture 25 , whilst the second includes 

individual persons, groups of people, and nations or ethnicities, with matching 

correspondences between the pairs involved. For example, revolving around a 

“text”, there are such individual persons like the author, the translator, the reader, 

the client/commissioner/publisher; around ‘language”, there are the people 

represented in the source and target texts; concerning “culture”, there are the 

donating culture and receiving culture of respective nations, etc. The following 

sketch illustrates these relations and matching correspondences: 

Text ＜＝＞ Language ＜＝＞ Culture 

↓             ↓             ↓ 

Individuals  Collectivities     Nations 

Of course, such factors will not appear in all translation projects simultaneously. 

Their occurrence depends on the text type and the translation values. For example, 

in the translation of an instruction manual, the factor of “culture” will not be as 

salient as that in the translation of an advertisement. Moreover, the parties affected 

also weigh differently in changed situations and contexts. For instance, the 

translation of the annual report of a listed company will affect chiefly the 

stakeholders or those who wish to invest in the company in question, whilst the 

translation of a literary masterpiece will affect a much larger population both from 

the originating culture and the receiving culture, for such translations will construct 

cultural images and affect the target reader’s perception of the donating culture. 

In this ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ model, benefits and harm can both be 

trivial and substantial, immediate and lasting, visible and invisible. To see the 

benefits and harm clearly incurred by and of a specific translation project, they must 

                                                 
24Here text is defined as any piece of writing in its common sense rather than the one designated by 
Derrida (1986). More details will be available in Chapter 4. 
25 Different from Homi Bhabha’s definition of “culture” (Bhabha 1994), constitutive of and 
constituted by translation, it is used here in the traditional sense, dynamic but relatively recognisable 
for a period of time by the people embedded within and those beyond. In fact, as “an extremely 
complex concept and an enormously subject” (Tan & Shao 2007: 206), culture witnessed its 165th 
definition by the American anthropologists Alfred Louis Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn (1963: 66), 
but here I will follow Tan Zaixi and Shao Lu’s definition: “a system of values associated with 
specific human groups which consists of their ideology, socio-politics, and customs and habits, in 
addition to the language they speak” (2007: 206).  
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be contextualised because any translation project is inevitably situated in a 

spatiotemporal context.  

At the same time, in spite of us being in a postmodern era of poststructuralist 

thinking, my ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ will be, by definition, of a general 

nature because that is a property indispensable to normative ethics. This model of 

‘the ethics of reciprocity in translation’ concerns consequentialism when it comes to 

the consequence of the translating act. It involves deontology and virtue ethics as 

well when the translating agents, especially the translators, are concerned. When the 

ethics of reciprocity is applied in specific contexts, it will be manifested in different 

forms in the same way as law, seemingly abstract in and of itself, can be applied to 

different specific contexts by law practitioners.  

So, for ‘the ethics of reciprocity in translation’ to function as a guiding and 

evaluation model, its validity and possibilities will be tested on real translation 

projects (Discussions in this connection will follow in Chapter 5).  

1.4  Methodological considerations 

1.4.1 Integrated interdisciplinary work 

With TS being interdisciplinary, the ethics of translation will naturally not just draw 

on the discipline of ethics, nor just the discipline of translation studies. In addition 

to these two fields, adjacent disciplines to TS, such as philosophy, sociology, literary 

theory, will be utilised whenever necessary in the course of the research. The 

developing model will, based on an integration of different approaches to normative 

ethics in the West, chiefly Kantian deontology, consequentialism and virtue ethics, 

draw on Ricoeurian and Confucian ethics as the main theoretical framework. The 

research is also integrated because the model is aimed to cover the translation of not 

just one genre, but different text types, from the highly personal literary works to 

the extremely impersonal scientific and technological ones. 

1.4.2 Cross-cultural perspective 

Taking just one single angle or perspective to look at the complex issues of ethics in 

translation is clearly insufficient because in doing so other equally important factors 

will be neglected or overlooked. In translation and TS, like in other fields, “ethics 



21 
 

has become a cross-cultural concern” (Pym 2001: 130). As a result, an 

East-integrating-West cross-cultural approach will help bring about deeper insights. 

Hence, this “East”-integrating-“West” approach will constitute my principal method 

of study by which to carry out this research. Adopting this integrated cross-cultural 

approach, I have the following considerations to reckon with:  

Translation often, if not always, involves linguistic and cultural inequalities and 

asymmetries of power among the parties or cultures concerned. Because of these 

inequalities and asymmetries, the weaker sides are prone to be harmed or deprived 

of their otherwise deserved benefits. It is precisely here that traditional Chinese 

ethics, i.e. Confucian ethics of reciprocity 儒家互惠倫理, will be of use as it is 

able to provide the basis of human relations in the Confucian social order, where a 

relation of inequality is often prevalent, (e.g. the relation between father and son，

between the ruler and the ruled, etc.), but reciprocity is maintained and mutual 

respect prevails. For this, traditional Confucian ethics will be employed to cooperate 

with the modern idea of ethics from the West. For, as Brisset (2010: 78) has 

observed based on Liu’s argument, “[i]n a reciprocal way, there has been a 

recognition of the need to move away from a tendency to borrow models made in 

the west and superimpose them on to one’s own history, traditions and practices 

(Liu 2008)”. Therefore, I will not only draw on modern Western thought on ethics, 

in particular, Paul Ricoeur’s ideas of reciprocity, but also the long traditional 

Chinese ethical practice, especially Confucian role-related ethics, consisting of 

“shuzhong 恕忠”, “wulun 五倫”, and “junzi 君子”, among other influential ideas 

(ref. section 1.3.1). So, the ethical issues in translation arising from inequalities and 

asymmetries can be sufficiently addressed. 

As a matter of fact, when Tymoczko argues for “empowering translators” by 

saying that “[…] thinking about responsibilities to self, family, community, nation, 

and the world open up wider and wider ethical issues for translators” (2007: 318, 

my emphasis), she is possibly unaware that she is reminding Chinese readers of the 

so familiar to them Confucian role ethics, especially the idea conveyed in the 

Confucian classic The Daxue 大學  [The Great Learning], which has been 

promoted by Confucius’ followers and practised by ordinary Chinese people for 

over two thousand years. It means, one plays positive roles in one’s capacity, for 

example, as a father, a son, a teacher, or an official in relation to other people 
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whether in one’s own family or in society. In such capacities, by self-cultivating, 

one can run the family, govern the state and even bring peace to the world/tianxia 

(see Ames 2011: 159-206, and Translator Figure 3 in section 4.3.1.1). Equipped 

with such awareness, translators and other agents may give more prominence to 

larger missions in their ethical choices and decisions towards a higher-level 

reciprocity. 

1.4.3 Case studies 

To illustrate and test how this model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ works 

and how meaningful such a proposition can be to the field of translation, case 

analyses will be made with regard to three different kinds of situations: cases of 

reciprocity, cases of non-reciprocity, and cases where reciprocity is not relevant. 

Although ethics is concerned first and foremost with people, the situation is 

somewhat different in translation. Regarding translation, apart from people, texts are 

also indispensable and taken as the static starting point for any translation project. 

As such, for each case, three examples will be employed from the most personal and 

complicated literary texts to the impersonal informative, objective scientific texts. 

Meanwhile, in the case studies, textual, paratextual and contextual26 analyses will 

be made concerning the relevant translation projects. 

1.4.4 Epistemology and my stance 

Fully aware that no theory is tailor-made and ready to serve in all situations and 

contexts, Ricoeur’s theoretical ideas and Confucian ethics of reciprocity as the 

methodological framework for my research, like any other theoretical apparatus, 

will therefore be reflected over and adjusted. In the process of doing this, Maria 

Tymoczko’s observation is a useful reminder: “[i]n conducting research, […], it is 

essential to adopt a habit of mind in which there is continual interrogation of the 

data and self-reflexive scrutiny of one’s own interventions, suppositions, 

interpretations, and theoretical commitments” (Tymoczko 2007: 163). As such, 

self-reflection is exercised throughout the study. 

Also, another issue is important to consider. Partly because of the influence of 

                                                 
26Cf. Koskinen’s three kinds of visibility: textual visibility (translator’s hidden/covert voice), 
paratextual visibility (translator’s overt voice), and extratextual visibility (the voice of those other 
than translator’s on the status of translation, like review of translation on newspaper) (2000: 99-100). 
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postmodernism, especially deconstructionist views and post-Nietzschean as well as 

Foucauldian notions of knowledge, some scholars in the field have increasingly 

argued that knowledge of the humanities is of local and mediated nature (see 

Tymoczko 2007: 18-24; Cheung 2012: 156). My position and perspective on 

translation ethics are in many ways local too, but this does not mean relativism, 

especially in the case of ethics27. The study of translation ethics, like any other 

academic endeavour, is to seek truth. It is my hope that the findings from this 

current research can have “the potential” to be made general “as long as it can be 

proven” (Tymoczko 2007: 4; cf. also Chesterman 2013: 2).  

1.5  Structure of the dissertation 

Besides this introduction, i.e. Chapter 1, this dissertation comprises another four 

major chapters, followed by the conclusion in the last chapter, Chapter 6.  

Chapter 2 first provides a broad discussion of the concept of ethics to pave the 

way for developing the concept of ethics for translation, or translation ethics, 

addressing such key issues as principal normative ethical theories, i.e. 

consequentialism, Kantian deontic ethics and virtue ethics; the distinction between 

morality and ethics, between ethical universalism and relativism, and ethical 

situationism. It then examines the concept of translation as agent, as process and as 

product. In this examination, focus is placed on the translator’s agency, his/her 

responsibility and his/her pivotal role, as well as the problems of translation as a 

profession. Based on the understanding of these various issues, i.e. ethics and 

translation, including translators and the so-called profession, the chapter proceeds 

with a critical review of the major models and views of translation ethics in the 

West and China, and ends with my defining translation ethics as an answer to the 

first research question: ethics in translation in general. 

The following two chapters, 3 and 4, are the core of the thesis. Chapter 3 deals 

with the key concept for this study, which is the ‘ethics of reciprocity’, and the 

theoretical foundation of the research: Recoeurian ethics of reciprocity and 

Confucian ethics of reciprocity. In the first section, reciprocity in various fields and 

disciplines such as etymology, philosophy, anthropology, sociology, and economics 

                                                 
27Relativism in ethics will be dealt with in detail in Chapter 2. 
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is studied, and then as a norm, value and virtue examined respectively. The second 

section addresses Ricoeurian ethics of reciprocity. The third section discusses 

Confucian ethics of reciprocity. Finally, the chapter concludes in section four by 

reciprocally joining the two (the second and third section) to prepare working 

towards the model proposed in this research for Chapter 4. 

Then Chapter 4, the formulation of the model, is made up of three sections. The 

first section discusses the existing views of reciprocity in translation between texts, 

languages, persons, cultures and nations. Section two then deals with the 

reciprocity-oriented three relations concerning a translation project, arguing that the 

interpersonal/intercultural relation outweighs the person-textual relation, which 

further counts more than the intertextual relation. In this connection, the three key 

passive entities of text, language and culture, and the three major active parties of 

individual persons, groups of people and nations are examined so as to pave the way 

for the formulation of the model. What follows is the third section, in which the 

model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is built in three subsections. Being 

single-translation-project-based, it is a dynamic, integrated and multi-layered model 

to allow any translator to exercise his/her agency to minimise harm and maximise 

mutual benefits to the key passive entities and major active parties via the 

alternatives of not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation or manipulated translation. 

The two chapters are arranged so that they address the second and focal research 

question: the ethics of reciprocity in translation. 

As an integral part of the thesis, Chapter 5 studies specific cases, aimed at 

answering the third research question: how the ethics of reciprocity operates in 

translation projects. In other words, it looks into the possibilities as well as the 

limitations of the model. The illustrative examples are grouped into three sets of 

cases: cases of reciprocity, cases of non-reciprocity, and cases where reciprocity is 

not relevant. For each category, three examples are given, covering respectively a 

literary, a scientific or non-literary text, and a text that is neither distinctly literary 

nor scientific, but somewhere in between, termed semi-literary text.  

Lastly, Chapter 6 provides the findings and conclusion of this study, followed by 

a brief summary of the constraints and limitations that the study has encountered 

and a look ahead at some of the possible areas where continued work could be 

undertaken (technology and translation ethics, etc.).  
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Chapter 2 ETHICS, TRANSLATION AND TRANSLATION 

ETHICS 

As introduced in Chapter 1, there are immense problems regarding translation ethics. 

Not only are there disagreements about how to define the field of translation ethics 

(Pym 2001: 130) and no “clear understanding” of “what an ‘ethical’ approach 

actually means” (Inghilleri 2009:100), there is also the problem of terminology: 

‘ethics’ as the key concept is taken for granted. The definition of translation ethics is 

either absent or simplistic (Wang Dazhi 2009: 61, 2012: 15; Xu Hong 2012: 37-52). 

As an integral part of this study and a prerequisite for the formulation of the model 

of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’, my first research question, i.e. ‘what is 

translation ethics’ in general, aims at addressing whether ethics is principle-oriented 

concerning translation, the act, consequence-oriented concerning translation, the 

product, or virtue-oriented concerning translator, the agent/character, or all of them. 

To answer this question, we will first discuss the basic concept of ethics. Then we 

will provide a close deliberation of translation the concept, the practice, the agent, 

and the profession. After that, we will conduct a critical examination of the major 

models or views of translation ethics in the West and in China.  

2.1 Ethics for this study 

Vast as a field, ethics qua ethics is beyond the compass of this study. What follows 

is therefore only a discussion of some of its basic aspects regarding its definition 

and typology in general, coupled with my reflections on some of its crucial issues 

and a description of my approach to it for the present study.  

2.1.1 Definition and typology of ethics 

I begin with the definition of the concept of ethics by looking at established 

dictionaries. According to the Oxford English Dictionary (2012 online version, 

hereafter OED, my emphasis), ethics in the plural form has the following senses 

among others: “2a. (after Greek τὰ ἠθικά). The science of morals; the department 

of study concerned with the principles of human duty. 3a. The moral principles or 
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system of a particular leader or school of thought. 3b. The moral principles by 

which a person is guided. 3c. The rules of conduct recognised in certain associations 

or departments of human life”. 

In Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary (11th edition, hereafter WCD, my emphasis), 

ethic as a noun means: “1 pl: the discipline dealing with what is good and bad and 

with moral duty and obligation 2a: a set of moral principles: a theory or system of 

moral values<the present-day materialistic ~><an old-fashioned work ~><Christian 

~s>2b pl: the principles of conduct governing an individual or a group 

<professional ~s>2c: a guiding philosophy 2d: a consciousness of moral importance 

<forge a conservation ~>. 3pl: a set of moral issues or aspects (as rightness) 

<debated the ~s of human cloning>”. Ethic as an adjective, “also spelt as ethical, is 

etymologically from Greek word ēthos, meaning custom or character”. In WCD, it 

has the following senses: “1: of or relating to ethics <~theories>2: involving or 

expressing moral approval or disapproval <~ judgements>3: conforming to 

accepted standards of conduct <~ behavior>.” 

From the above definitions, it can be understood that ‘ethical’ or ‘ethic’ denotes 

three things: first, it is of or relating to ethics the discipline; second, it is used to 

describe something that can be evaluated from the perspective of ethics, i.e. moral 

approval or disapproval; third, it denotes its evaluative usage, a term used to judge 

whether some act or behavior is moral or not. Meanwhile, likewise, ethics first 

denotes the academic discipline that is the science of morals, dealing with the 

principles of human duty and what is good and bad. Apart from the academic 

discipline, the concept can also designate FOUR other things: first, a set of moral 

principles or moral values; second, the principle of conduct governing an individual 

or a group; third, a consciousness of moral importance; and fourth, a set of moral 

issues or aspects. All four senses presuppose certain agents involved, i.e. a certain 

party exercising agency and/or being affected in each sense. In all those senses, the 

core is ‘moral’. Ethics as a discipline therefore is also called moral philosophy 

(Mackinnon 2012: 2). 

As a related term, it may help to look at the meanings of the word ‘moral’. 

“‘Moral’ is etymologically from Latin moralis which is from mor-, mos, meaning 

custom”. It has the following senses: “1a: of or relating to principles of right and 

wrong in behavior=ethical <~ judgements>1b: expressing or teaching a conception 

of right behavior<a ~ poem>1c: conforming to a standard of right behavior1d: 
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sanctioned by or operative on one’s conscience or ethical judgement <a ~ 

obligation>1e: capable of right and wrong action<a ~ agent>”. ‘Morality’ is then 

defined as: “1a: a moral discourse, statement, or lesson 1b: a literary or other 

imaginative work teaching a moral lesson 2a: a doctrine or system of moral conduct 

2b pl: particular moral principles or rules of conduct 3: conformity to ideals of right 

human conduct 4: moral conduct; virtue” (WCD, my emphasis). ‘Virtue’, an 

important aspect of ethics is mentioned here near the end of the entry of ‘moral’, 

without elaboration at length. 

From the above definitions in these two dictionaries, it can be seen that ‘ethical’ 

and ‘moral’ can mean the same thing in the sense that they are both “of or relating 

to principles of right and wrong in behavior”28. Ethics and morality in this sense can 

be used interchangeably. One apparent difference is that ethics can denote the 

academic discipline while morality does not. So in most cases because of this, TS 

scholars choose to use ‘ethics’ or ‘ethical’ instead of ‘morality’ or ‘moral’ when 

dealing with the ethical or moral issues in translation. 

As an academic discipline, ethics is defined in the Encyclopedia Britannica (EB) 

as: “ethics, also called moral philosophy, the discipline concerned with what is 

morally good and bad, right and wrong. The term is also applied to any system or 

theory of moral values or principles” (Singer 2012, my emphasis). In this definition, 

the terms ‘moral’ and ‘morally’ are taken for granted. 

In Ci Hai 辭海 [Word Sea], the largest and most comprehensive dictionary in 

Chinese, ethics as a discipline is defined as “a field of study that studies moral 

phenomena to reveal the essence and evolving patterns thereof, answering the 

questions of ‘ought to’ on the part of an individual and a society” (Xia and Chen 

2011: 2898, trans, my emphasis). In this definition, the dimension of society, in 

addition to individuals, is included. 

In regard to typology, ethics commands various taxonomies. In Ci Hai, ethics is 

first classified into two levels: theoretical and applied; and three types, according to 

research object and methodology, i.e.: metaethics, descriptive ethics, and 

prescriptive or normative ethics. By different evaluating principles, ethics is divided 

into virtue, deontic and utilitarian ethics (Xia and Chen 2011: 2898, my emphasis), 
                                                 
28It seems that a circular interpretation is unavoidable here as what is “right” and “wrong” constitutes 
a major issue in ethics per se metaethically (e.g. Mackie 1977, Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong), 
and therefore it is not unequivocal but mostly controversial. My stance on this is given at the end of 
the section. 
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which are generally understood to refer to the major approaches to ethics as 

practice. 

When it comes to specific philosophers or moral theorists, such taxonomies vary 

even further. To Peter Singer, a contemporary Australian moral philosopher, there 

are only two types of ethics: metaethics and normative ethics, with applied ethics 

falling into the latter (Singer 1994: 10, 13, my emphasis). In Singer’s view, 

meta-ethics, concerning the nature of ethics, “asking questions about ethics” (Singer 

1994: 10, original emphasis), is the sub-discipline that chiefly expounds the 

reliability and verifiability of the concepts and propositions employed in the field of 

ethics. In contrast to meta-ethics, normative ethics constitutes the main body of 

ethics as it deals with the most basic principles or rules of human behaviour. 

Normative ethics “seeks to influence our actions” (ibid). For Noel Stewart, a 

contemporary British ethics scholar, there are three areas in ethics, viz. normative 

ethics, practical ethics, and metaethics. Under normative ethics are utilitarianism, 

deontological theories, and virtue ethics (Stewart 2009, my italics). 

He Huaihong, as mentioned in Chapter 1, groups ethics into two major branches: 

normative ethics and non-normative ethics, the former consisting of general 

normative ethics and applied ethics while the latter composed of descriptive ethics 

and meta-ethics (He 2008: 47, my emphasis). For He, like Singer, normative ethics 

is the main body of ethics, boiling down to two major schools: deontological 

theories like Kantian ethics and teleological theories including utilitarianism and 

perfectionism (aka virtue ethics) (ibid: 78ff). Since teleology approaches ethics 

from the perspective of the consequences of acts, another term, ‘consequentialism’ 

has been increasingly used instead of teleology in the field of ethics, for clarity 

purposes (ibid: 78). For Wang Haiming, ethics has three basic areas, i.e. metaethics, 

normative ethics, and virtue ethics (Wang 2004: 17, my emphasis). Wang’s 

approach gives virtue ethics a higher position parallel with metaethics and 

normative ethics rather than placing it under normative ethics as Stewart does. 

Evidently, in the field of ethics, there is no definitive agreement about its definition 

and taxonomy. What seems to be the consensus among the various approaches is 

that normative ethics is regarded as the core. 

Under normative ethics, there have traditionally been three fundamental and 

influential approaches in the West: utilitarianism, typically represented by John 
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Stuart Mill (1806-1873) 29 ; deontological theories, with Immanuel Kant 

(1724-1804)30 being the foremost apologist; and virtue ethics, represented by 

Aristotle (384-322BCE)31 in ancient Greece and Alasdair McIntyre (1929- )32 

today. Respectively they all have developed important ethical ideas. For deontology 

and utilitarianism, Michael Boylan’s explanation is succinct: 

Deontology is a moral theory that emphasizes one’s duty to do a particular action just because the 
action, itself, is inherently right and not through any other sorts of calculations—such as the 
consequences of the action. Because of this non-consequentialist bent, deontology is often 
contrasted with utilitarianism that defines the right action in terms of its ability to bring about the 
greatest aggregate utility. In contradistinction to utilitarianism, deontology will recommend an 
action based upon principle (Boylan 2009: 171, my emphasis). 

While both are “rule-governed, action-centred systems of ethics” (Stewart 2009: 54), 

deontology is duty-based and concentrates on the “nature of the action itself as well 

as its motive in order to determine whether it is right or wrong (ibid: 35, original 

emphasis) and “[u]tilitarianism is consequentialist, or in other words, 

forward-looking. It looks to the effects or consequences of actions in order to assess 

them” (Blackburn 2001: 86-87, original emphasis). Both are centred on actions. 

Different from deontology and utilitarianism, virtue ethics emphasizes the agent 

or character. Boylan’s succinct summary, with slight modification, is highly clear: 

“Virtue ethics is also sometimes called agent-based or character ethics. It takes the 

viewpoint that […one] should try to cultivate excellence in all that [one] do[es] and 

all that others do” (Boylan 2009: 133, my emphasis). 

Each of the three, of course, has its respective strengths and weaknesses. 

Utilitarianism is simple and clear (He 2008: 89) but is often criticised for 

overlooking justice and rights (Furrow 2005: 46, my italics). In other words, it 

might be abused in the sense that any means will justify the “right ends”, and the 

“ends” here might be interpreted freely by the party who has the right to make the 

interpretation (He 2008: 83). Meanwhile, Kantian deontology is criticised for its 

rigidity and high demand as Terry Eagleton, for instance, argues: 

                                                 
29Mill’s key ethical work is Utilitarianism (1863); see Mill, John Stuart (2002) Utilitarianism and On 
Liberty, Oxford: Blackwell. 
30Kant’s major ethical work is Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals (1783); see Kant, 
Immanuel (2003) Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, ed. Thomas E. Hill, Jr. and Arnulf 
Zweig, Oxford: OUP. 
31Aristotle’s most influential ethical text is his Nicomachean Ethics (see Aristotle 2004). 
32McIntyre’s key virtue ethics works are After Virtue (1981) and Whose Justice Which Rationality? 
(1988). 
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Kantian ethics is modelled on the superego, whereas virtue ethics is not; and though this does not 
of course free us of this disagreeable power, it remains true that virtue ethics recommends a mode 
of human conduct which at least does not reinforce it. With virtue ethics, we are in a world of 
contexts rather than sibylline commands, social institutions rather than transcendent states of 
being. (Eagleton 2009: 302) 

Eagleton, a Marxist literary theorist, apparently advocates virtue ethics over Kantian 

ethics. Stewart also takes virtue ethics as the most “adequate” theory among the 

three (2009: 8). In his view, virtue ethics is “holistic” whereas the other two are 

“atomistic”. With a checklist below Stewart illustrates the differences between 

virtue ethics and the other two (ibid: 54, original emphasis): 

Virtue ethics versus The utilitarians and deontologists 

1 Agent centred v 1 Action centred 

2 Being v 2 Doing 

3 Virtues v 3 Rules 

4 Community v 4 Individual 

5 Life as a whole v 5 Moment to moment 

6 Agent benefits v 6 Agent’s benefit irrelevant 

The holistic feature of virtue ethics is also reflected in Gong Qun’s statement: “the 

concept of virtue embodies the unification of the ethical subject’s subjectivity, 

autonomy, and heteronomy” (Gong 2010: 284, trans). Virtue ethics also allows the 

agent’s emotion and motivation to work in ethical decision-making, while the 

former is denied in Kantian ethics and the latter in utilitarianism. Spence and Van 

Heerkeren have, quite rightly, made this observation: “[i]t is because of the 

importance of motivation in ethical decision-making and action that the virtues of 

character […] play a crucial role in enabling individuals to act ethically even under 

difficult and challenging circumstances” (Spence and Van Heekeren 2005: 4, my 

emphasis). Another more important reason why virtue ethics returns to the fore33 is, 

as McIntyre claims, “[t]here is however another crucial link between the virtues and 

law, for knowing how to apply the law is itself possible only for someone who 

possesses the virtue of justice” (McIntyre 2007: 152). Yet no doubt virtue ethics 

alone cannot do the entire job. True, “virtue ethics must be an essential part of any 

adequate moral theory, but cannot be the whole of such a theory. […] if a virtue 

                                                 
33Virtue ethics in the West has a long history since Aristotle but gave way to deontology and 
utilitarianism in the past couple of centuries. In the last century some moral philosophers were 
unsatisfied with the incommensurability of various ethical schools, hence have since tried to revive 
virtue ethics. Among those are typical ones like E. Anscombe and A. McIntyre (see Stewart 2009: 
54).  
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ethics is not supplemented by some universal principles, like the Ends Principle, it 

is threatened by relativism or ethnocentrism, since tables of virtues may differ from 

society to society and era to era, as MacIntyre’s own works show” (Kane 1994: 

222-3, n14, my emphasis). 

In fact, “[w]hen we evaluate an action, we can focus on various dimensions of the 

action. We can evaluate the person who is acting, the intension or motive of the 

person acting, the nature of the act itself, or the consequences” (Furrow 2005: 44, 

my emphasis). Thus, a comprehensive workable definition of ethics can be 

borrowed here: “Ethics can simply be defined as a set of prescriptive rules34, 

principles, values, and virtues of character that inform and guide interpersonal and 

intrapersonal conduct: that is, the conduct of people toward each other and the 

conduct of people toward themselves” (Spence and Van Heekeren 2005: 2, my 

emphasis)35. In this definition, Spencer and Heekeren give prominence to the 

normative aspect of ethics by the term “prescriptive”, which aptly captures the 

essence of ethics. 

Still, what has just been discussed so far is chiefly from the view of ethics as a 

discipline in the West. Insofar as Confucian ethics is concerned, it does not fit into 

such a classification very well, although some moral philosophers regard Confucian 

ethics as virtue ethics (e.g. He 2008: 90, Gong 2010: 359, Luper 2002: 83ff). 

However, others see it as deontological ethics (Li Minghui 2012: 116). I follow Liu 

Yuli’s argument that “Confucian ethics is neither normative ethics, nor virtue ethics, 

but the combination of both” (Liu 2011: 7, trans)36. This combination gives it the 

superseding power over the three Western fundamental normative theories for 

Confucian ethics is more comprehensive in the sense that it contains all such key 

parameters of ethics: principles, values, and virtues. As such, it will be employed by 

the present study to serve as the main theoretical framework. A detailed expounding 

of Confucian ethics will be made in the next chapter. 

2.1.2 Some key issues with respect to ethics 

To begin with, regarding ethics, some crucial issues merit attention. The first 

                                                 
34I take “rules” here as synonymous with “principles”, thereby having not italicised it for emphasis. 
35Paranjoy G. Thakurta’s is another good definition: “Ethics is a subject that seeks to use rational and 
systematic principles, values and norms to determine what is good or bad, correct or incorrect, right 
or wrong, as far as human actions are concerned” (Thakurta 2009: 2, my emphasis). 
36Liu takes virtue ethics as parallel with normative ethics as Wang Haiming does. 
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concerns the two concepts of ethics and morality and their relationship. As 

discussed in the previous section, they originally share meaning. It is Hegel (1991) 

who first makes a distinction between them in his Elements of the Philosophy of 

Right. For Hegel, ‘ethics’ is higher than ‘morality’, and ‘morality’ is subjective 

whereas ‘ethics’ is the unification of the abstract objective will and the equally 

abstract but personal subjective will in the concept. The British philosopher Bernard 

Williams continues this distinction (1993: 6, 104): ‘ethical’ is used as the broad term 

and ‘moral’ or ‘morality’ for the narrower system. According to Fan Hao, morality, 

in the West37, is based on individual liberty while ethics involves interaction, the 

two thus being in conflict all the time: in terms of philosophical manifestations, 

there is the conflict between virtue theory and justice38 theory; in moral life, the 

conflict between one’s moral liberty and ethical identity, and in the life-world, the 

conflict between eudemonism and deontology (Fan 2011: 10). Further, morality 

features subjectivity and particularity while ethics objectivity and universality (ibid: 

13). Put otherwise, ethics is used more to refer to the public rules and principles, 

whereas morality refers to the personal embodiment of such rules and principles and 

one’s autonomous agency to choose to internalise such rules and principles. In 

Confucian ethics, however, there is no such distinction, as any agent is always social 

and his subjectivity is established in relations (Fan 2011: 10; see also Gong 2010: 

375-81).  

This distinction between ethics and morality will lead to the distinction between 

social and personal ethics (Shaw 1993/2014) or the distinction between the personal 

religious ethics and social public ethics (Li Zehou 2010). According to William H. 

Shaw, questions of personal ethics are concerned with “personal values and 

individual moral choices” while questions of social ethics deal with “the assessment 

of social norms, public policy, and the institutional rules of morality” (Shaw 2014: 

vii, my emphasis). I think personal or religious ethics is strictly speaking not ethics 

but best understood as personal belief, or ideology or worldview. Such a belief or 

ideology of course plays a vital role when one interacts with others but they 

                                                 
37Fan Hao has not given a definition of his concept “the West”, but from his essay it can be inferred 
that his notion of “the West” refers to the Western society starting from Hellenistic tradition of ethics 
from Aristotle, developing to Kant and Hegel. Also see note 3 in Chapter 1. 
38The most influential work on justice in the West is the 1971 monograph A Theory of Justice by 
John Rawls, philosophy professor from Harvard University. See also Ricoeur (2007), a book on the 
just, Ci (2006), a book on the two opposite faces of justice, and Sen (2009), a critique of Rawls’ 
above work. 
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themselves are not ethics. In my view, a person in any capacity, be it working as a 

teacher, translator, doctor, or lawyer, if s/he stays alone, divorced from anything 

related to his or her job, is not in any ethical relation, thereby ethical issues will not 

arise at all. Thus, informed by Confucian ethics, I take ethics and morality as 

interchangeable because ethics is at once subjective and objective, personal and 

public; principles have to work via the agents, and the agents have to make 

decisions and judgements according to certain values and principles and virtues. 

Closely related to the above question is the second issue: is ethics personal, social 

or professional? My answer is all three, personal, social and professional at once, 

depending on the moment when the moral decision is made: when in a role, one is 

largely expected to be restricted by the morality in the field, i.e. the professional 

ethics, but beyond the role, one is likely to be affected by or behave on social ethics 

and personal ethics, and as often as not, it is hard to distinguish between them 

because it is not easy to discern when one is ‘beyond’ the role. Thus, the term 

‘personal ethics’ is problematic. I choose to use personal values instead. The 

distinction between personal and professional ethics is therefore also doubtful, since 

“the truth is rather that morality is first and foremost a social institution, performing 

a social role” (Walsh 1998: 17). We admit, meanwhile, that the decision to be 

ethical or moral in an act or to be a moral agent all the time is made by the 

individual at issue. 

A reason for some scholars to stress the difference between personal and social or 

public ethics is the worry about the supremacy of a society over the individual 

agents. For example, Robert Kane argues: “[t]he fact is that societies in which the 

distinction between public and private morality entirely collapses are totalitarian— 

they are societies in which some person’s or some group’s morality is imposed on 

others and made the public morality. This, in fact, is the essence of totalitarianism, 

which seeks total control over the actions, minds, and consciences of citizens and 

amounts to collapsing public and private morality” (Kane 1994: 102, original 

emphasis). Kane’s worry is justifiable judging from human history, especially that 

of the 20th century, but, in a way, it reflects a difference between the general Western 

ethics and the Confucian ethics; in the West, as is known, individual liberty has 

reigned supreme for a long time while in China a collective turn of mind has 

prevailed even longer, thus the two in fact may supplement each other in a 

reciprocal fashion. 
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The third issue of concern is: Is ethics universal or relative? Is it relative to 

temporal, national, cultural, and historical context? As a highly complex question in 

ethics per se, it actually has much to do with how ethics is approached. When 

approached descriptively, observed outside real situations from a neutral, 

third-person standpoint, just as Steven Lukes (2008)39 clearly points out, there are 

truly many different kinds of ethics: Greek ethics, Indian ethics nationally or 

culturally speaking, ancient ethics, modern ethics temporally, and religious ethics, 

military ethics, bioethics, etc. Seen from this perspective, ethics is relative. But if 

approached from a first-person internal standpoint, concerning an act or issue or 

character that is to be judged ethically or when a moral decision is to be made, there 

is simply just one single ethics for the agent(s) at issue: universal normative ethics 

(see also He 2008, Wan 2002). And what is worth stressing is that the relativity of 

ethics does not equal to ethical relativism (see Nie Wenjun 2008). 

Partly owing to postmodernism40, partly owing to increasingly acknowledged 

cultural differences, relativist thinking seems to have pervaded almost all of the 

humanities in the past recent decades. In the field of ethics, ethical relativism, “the 

view that there are no universal moral standards, no standards of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ 

that apply across all times and cultures” (Driver 2007: 5), constitutes a huge 

challenge to the discipline (see Benn 1998: 1-29). But, universality is indispensable 

because, as Richard Bernstein argues well, “[e]ven those who celebrate plurality and 

difference – like Lyotard and Rorty41 – make an implicit appeal to universality – 

when, for example, they advocate a world in which there is a universal ‘letting be’ 

where difference is allowed to flourish” (Bernstein 1991: 222, original emphasis). 

The harm of ethical relativism thus has been frequently criticised by moral 

philosophers42. 

                                                 
39Lukes (2008) is a lucid text on ethical relativism. Nie (2011) is an in-depth exploration of the 
Western ethical relativism.  
40According to Robinson and Garratt (1999: 172), “[p]ostmodernism may well have destroyed ethical 
certainty, but paradoxically it is this destruction that may help us to make moral progress.” In fact, 
postmodernism cannot destroy ethical certainty at all but has just revealed the difficulty involved in 
making ethical progress. 
41Richard Rorty is a self-claimed ethical relativist, who contrasts relativism with fundamentalism 
rather than absolutism, defining fundamentalism as “the belief that ideals must be grounded in 
something already real”, and relativism as “denying that claim” (2011: 17,19), but “Rorty’s morality 
is a private one, not much concerned with group welfare (Robinson and Garratt 1999: 118). 
42For example, to Blackburn, “once a relativist frame of mind is really in place, nothing – no claims 
to truth, authority, certainty, or necessity – will be audible except as one more saying like all the 
others” (Blackburn 2001: 26). Moreover, “[r]elativism taken to its limit becomes subjectivism: not 
the view that each culture or society has its own truth, but that each individual has his or her own 
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Lastly, related to the above is another crucial issue: is ethics situational? My 

answer: It is both yes and no. It is situational in the sense that any event or 

interaction occurs in its spatiotemporal context with moral significance. It is not in 

the sense that it must have commonality with other similar events in terms of ethics. 

Ethics is both general and specific (see also Eagleton 2009: 111). The problem of 

situational ethics43 has also been exposed by many theorists. Johannesen et al, for 

instance, aptly assert: “‘[w]hen the matter of ethics’ is reduced to pure situationism, 

argues John Merrill, ‘it loses all meaning as ethics.’ ‘If every case is different, if 

every situation demands a different standard, if there are no absolutes in ethics, then 

we should scrap the whole subject… and simply be satisfied that each person run 

his life whims or “considerations” which may change from situation to situation’” 

(Johannesen et al. 2008: 71, my emphasis). 

So ethics is not relativist, not situational, but universal, which is an indispensable 

nature of normative ethics. Yet concerning this universality, misunderstandings 

often arise, as pointed out by He Huaihong. He (2008: 115) argues that it is wrong 

to assume that only when a rule of act can be obeyed by everyone can it become an 

ethical principle. In other words, it is not absolutely necessary for everyone to abide 

by it before it can claim its universality. Robert Kane likewise claims that “[l]ike 

absolute truth, absolute value does not require universal consensus” (Kane 1994: 

78). The misunderstanding lies in the equalising of “universality of fact” to 

“universality of principle/argument”. He further points out that a principle thus 

supplies a criterion against which an agent can make the judgement of right or 

wrong without falling prey to relativism (2008: 115). The ethical decisions in 

general work in the following manner: universal principles help establish general 

rules which in turn lead to specific criteria. He meanwhile makes clear that, because 

any principles, rules and criteria will not automatically solve any ethical problem, it 

is in the end the agent in question who draws on his or her reason, wisdom and 

conscience to make the ethical decision based on an analysis of the concrete 

situation. Yet this does not mean it is a situational ethics, because he further clarifies 

that commonality figures in ethical decision in similar situations (He 2008: 119). 

                                                                                                                                         
truth. And who is to say which is right?” (ibid: 27). Cf. Zhao Tingyang (2010: 66-67) and Cheng 
Lian (2008: 46-71). 
43 There are apologists for situation ethics, and Joseph Fletcher’s monograph Situation Ethics (1966) 
is a case in point, where he offers no systemic ethics but “a method of ‘situational’ or ‘contextual’ 
decision-making” (Fletcher 1966: 11): “calculating love in the objective situation” (ibid: 2). 
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2.1.3 Ethics for this study: harm and benefits 

Now it is clear that the ethics this study aims at is not meta-ethics, nor descriptive 

ethics, but normative ethics44. Regarding normative ethics, Julia Driver’s point is 

easy to follow. She asserts that, “[m]oral norms primarily concern our interactions 

with others in ways that have significance to their well-beings” (2007: 1). 

Specifically, as mentioned in Chapter 1, “if we do something that could harm or 

benefit someone else, then arguably this is a moral matter. Someone who 

wrongfully harms another does something that he or she ought not to do in the 

moral sense of ‘ought.’ It is this sense that is the subject of normative ethics, and it 

is an understanding of this sense of ‘ought’ that is at the heart of normative ethical 

theories” (ibid: 1-2, original italics, my bold).  

Driver’s approach to normative ethics from the point of view of harm and 

benefits sets into sharp relief the very essence of ethics. Teleologically speaking, 

ethics is a discipline about how to promote benefits and obliterate or alleviate harm 

among human interactions. To study ethics is in fact to find out what constitutes 

benefits and harm in the interactions (cf. Russell 1967: 16745; Wang 2003: 17). 

Without an appropriate understanding of harm46, there is no real understanding of 

ethics, which constitutes my basic stance towards ethics. 

As regards harm, therefore, I contend that there is no substantial difference in any 

practice, be it business, medicine, translating, advertising or law. The difference lies 

in the degrees and types of harm to the parties involved. In translation, the parties 

interact mostly via the medium of text, and the harmful effects are mostly not 

immediate, but often lasting, sometimes invisible, unlike in other practices or fields. 

In those other fields, the parties usually interact directly without the intervention of 

other media, and the effects are, often immediately visible and perceivable, even 

often one-trip. But in translation, the parties affected are not immediately available, 

maybe even far away in time and/or space. The parties affected are not limited to the 

individuals and institutions directly involved only, but also include the larger 
                                                 
44 In the rest of the thesis, ethics refers to normative ethics. When used in the sense of metaethics or 
descriptive one, it will be explicitly denoted. 
45Bertrand Russell is of the opinion that “ethics is reduced to defining ‘good’ and ‘bad’, not as means, 
but as ends in themselves” (Russell 1967:167). 
46Paul Ricoeur claims that “where something is possible, there is the possibility of harm and 
therefore the need for moral vigilance” (2007a: 14, my emphasis). Cf. the French philosopher Alain 
Badiou’s work Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of Evil (2002) against the Chinese 
philosopher Zhao Tingyang who takes happiness and justice as the two basic and core issues of 
ethics (2010: 134). 
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intangible entities like nations and cultures embodied in and around the texts over a 

long period of time. 

Therefore, although language does play a key role, especially when translation is 

concerned, I will not take ethics as “a form of language”, “a story” or “a form of 

allegory” as advocated by Paul de Man (see Miller 1987: 50), but rather as “a 

practice” (Eagleton 2009: 237), a “common material practice” (ibid: 302). I follow 

the traditional approaches to ethics in the West and China while keeping in mind the 

influence of postmodernist thinking and postmodern ethics (e.g. Bauman 1993). My 

contention is indeed that ‘alterity’ has been given too much prominence in the 

Western thinking of ethics in the past century, especially since the 1960s up to now 

(e.g. Levinas’s notion of ethics). This study therefore attempts to counteract the 

overemphasis of ‘difference’47 and ‘otherness’ in Western as well as in Chinese 

approaches to translation ethics (e.g. Venuti 1998; Tymoczko 2007; Shen 2008, 

2014; Xu 2012). 

2.2 Translation for this study 

With respect to translation, I. A. Richard’s statement is well known: “[w]e have here 

indeed what may probably be the most complex type of event yet produced in the 

evolution of the cosmos” (1953: 250, my emphasis). In Chinese, the concept fanyi 

(翻譯) designates at once four matters: translation the general concept, translating 

the process, translation the product, and translator the agent. In order to define what 

translation ethics is as the main task of this chapter, it is important to define or 

delimit what I mean by translation, now that ‘ethics’ the key term of the phrase 

‘translation ethics’ has already been dealt with. The following section is hence 

devoted to this other term, ‘translation’. 

2.2.1 Definition and conceptualisation of translation 

As noted in Chapter 1, this study addresses ethics of written interlingual translation, 
                                                 
47For example, Terry Eagleton aptly argues that “[d]ifference in itself is simply not a sound enough 
foundation on which to construct either an ethics or a politics” (2009: 320) and Niranjana claims that 
“I am trying to question the withholding of reciprocity and the essentialization of ‘difference’ (what 
Johannes Fabian calls a denial of coevalness) that permits a stereotypical construction of the other” 
(1992: 10). See also Weller (2006: 56), which is against taking ‘alterity’ as the foundation for 
translation ethics. Badiou (2002) mentioned above is also a powerful example against ‘ethics of 
alterity’ in moral philosophy. 
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one of the three types Roman Jakobson ([1959]1966: 233, my italics and bold) 

classified with respective definition48 in his short essay “On Linguistic Aspects of 

Translation”. He defines “interlingual translation” or “translation proper” as “an 

interpretation of verbal signs by means of some other language”. This approach is 

apparently linguistic and from the perspective of seeing translation as a process. The 

linguistic dimension apart, translation is by nature also cultural and social as has 

been well illustrated in the cultural and sociological turns in TS (see Bassnett & 

Lefevere 1990 and Wolf 2007). 

It is therefore generally agreed that translation as an act and process is not just the 

transfer of message from one language to another. In fact, translation entails diverse 

variables like passive material factors including language, text, culture and active 

immaterial participants including individuals (translator, author, 

client/commissioner/publisher), institutions, and nations, the former subject to the 

work or manipulation of the latter. As a process, besides entailing interpretation, 

translation also concerns truth/representation, appropriation, intervention, relation of 

self and other, and identity construction. 

Aside from translation as a process, it, as a product, has drawn increasingly more 

attention in the field, especially since the development of DTS (Toury 1980, 1995; 

Hermans 1999). And since the cultural turn of TS (Bassnett & Lefevere 1990), 

including the effect of postcolonial approach to translation (Bassnett & Trivedi 

1999), the function of translation as a product has come to the fore. In the same way 

as language in general49, translation can be used by translators to do anything, both 

good and evil50. As is known, translation can help transmit information and ideas in 

a neutral manner, but it can also help build cultural identities or images in a positive 

or negative fashion. Michaela Wolf argues that “translation can both foster 

asymmetrical power relations between languages or cultures and offer a form of 

resistance as can be seen in the postcolonial context, among others” (2011: 21). For 

Jessica Yeung, “[t]o translate is to represent. To represent something in a certain 

way so that it can comfortably fit into another mental framework, or prison house of 
                                                 
48Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of other signs 
of the same language; Interlingual translation or translation proper is an interpretation of verbal 
signs by means of some other language; Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an 
interpretation of verbal signs by means of nonverbal sign systems (Jakobson 1966: 233, both 
italics and bold mine). 
49A detailed discussion of language will be made in Chapter 4 when the three major passive entities 
involved in a translation project, i.e. text, language and culture are addressed. 
50When a translation is used improperly by others, it may have nothing to do with translation ethics. 
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language, is appropriation” (2009: 99, my emphasis). Robert Young’s summary 

concerning the dual functions of translation seen from the postcolonial approach to 

translation is more revealing: “[w]here the indigenous culture is being opened up for 

appropriation by the conquering culture, any act of translation thus involving an act 

of treachery, the necessary, traditionally lamented failure of translation becomes a 

positive force of resistance, resisting the intruder” (2003: 141-2, my emphasis).  

All these new understandings show the complexity of translation. With too many 

variables51 involved (Carlson 2001: 21-22), some TS scholars even argue that “the 

term ‘translation’ has no fixed, inherent, immanent meaning” (Hermans 1999: 144), 

and “the nature of translation is not eternal” (Chang 2004: 40, fn 2, trans). Its 

complexity is thus also manifest in the various attempts to give it a definition 

throughout history. It has been defined differently covering distinct types 

(Tymoczko 2007: 100-6; cf. Cheung 2005: 41). For example, it has been defined 

from the perspectives of linguistics (Jakobson [1959]1966: 233; Catford 1965: 20; 

Nida and Taber 1969: 12; Bell 1991: 5; Barnstone 1993: 226-227; Boase-Beier 2011: 

13, etc.), culture (Bassnettand Lefevere1990: ix; Bhabha 1994: 212), function 

(Vermeer 1987: 29; Nord 1991: 28), descriptive studies (Toury 1995: 29), and 

deconstruction (Derrida 1985), among others. Such diverse definitions of course are 

made along the progress to establish translation studies into an academic discipline 

in its own right52. 

With new approaches available, more and more dimensions and aspects of 

translation having been explored, a result is that some inherent limitations in the 

traditional definitions have been exposed. For example, the parameters such as 

faithfulness, meaning and equivalence53 traditionally used to define translation are 

found insufficient because they are unable to cover the entire process of the activity. 

TS scholar Der Jagt claims expressly that, “[i]n the past, definitions of translation 

focused on text and meaning”, but they sound “static”, do not “suffice to cover the 

entire process of translation”, and “leave out two key elements: communication and 

                                                 
51Text as a variable in translation will be dealt with at length in Chapter 4. 
52In the field of TS, it is generally agreed that since the year 1972 when James Holmes published his 
famous essay “The Name and Nature of Translation Studies”, which “constitutes translation studies’ 
declaration of independence” (Hermans 1999: 30), the discipline has been established. 
53A very important but controversial concept (Kenny 2009: 96) in and for translation and translation 
studies, regarding which there have been numerous discussions, influential ones including Catford 
(1965), Nida (1964), Broeck (1978), Snell-Hornby (1988), Koller (1995), Halverson (1999), Toury 
(1980, 1995), Liu (1998), Hermans (1999), Bassnett (2002), Chesterman and Baker (2008), Pym 
(2010), Tan (2012: 12-18), Tan and Shao (2007: 199-203). 
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worldviews” (2010: 108). 

The most serious limitation is that many definitions have neglected the agents, 

especially the pivotal one, the translator, although some definitions do have the 

translator involved, such as Robert de Beaugrande’s (1978: 13), Jiri Levy’s (1989: 

38), and Lawrence Venuti’s (1995: 17, 2008: 13). Theo Hermans argues that “the 

translator was implicitly commenting on the nature of translation” (1999: 144). The 

philosopher Paul Ricoeur, in David Pellauer’s translation, argues that, “[s]cience 

cannot be defined apart from the scientist, as a human being” (2007a: 15). Similarly, 

translation cannot be defined apart from the translator, as a human being. In fact, 

translator and translation cannot be separated; they are by default mutually defined. 

“No translator, no translation” (Shan Dexing 2007: ix). As is known, even machine 

translation has to be supervised by human beings. “An overlook of the translating 

subject is bound to affect the definition of translation per se” (Yuan & Zou 2011: 

111, trans). 

Even one of the traditionally most important concepts concerning translation, 

equivalence, is in fact a result of translators’ exercising their agency in their 

interpretation, interaction and rewriting. It is now taken not as a prescribed property, 

but an a posteriori claim and creation, as Gideon Toury has convincingly argued: 

“Rather than being a single relationship, denoting a recurring type of invariant, it 

comes to refer to any relation which is found to have characterized translation under 

a specified set of circumstances”(1995: 61, see also1980: 28, 1995: 23-6). Douglas 

Robinson also argues, “[t]he translator acting may strive for equivalence—but that 

striving is only one of many goals of his or her activity, and its relative success or 

failure need no longer define the translator in the abstract as, among other things, a 

traitor” (Robinson 1991: 135, original emphasis). For Lydia Liu, “[o]ne does not 

translate between equivalents; rather, one creates tropes of equivalence in the 

middle zone of interlinear translation between the host and the guest languages” 

(Liu 1995: 40, my emphasis). 

Translators’ agency thus has come to be recognised as important in defining 

translation, but it does not mean that translators always reign supreme in all 

translation projects. Another unavoidable element many translations entail is power. 

Hermans, for example, raises this question of “who decides what translation is” 

(1999: 136). Pym also expresses a similar idea: “[t]he essential problem of 

translational ethics is not how to translate in any given situation, but who may 
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decide how to translate” (2010b: 160, original emphasis; see also Tymoczko & 

Gentzler 2002). As such, definition of translation ineluctably has something to do 

with power and politics. 

In sum, besides linguistic transfer, other aspects and dimensions of translation 

have been recognised as equally central in almost all translation projects. Of such 

aspects, the function and role of translation, as noted previously, have captured 

much attention as manifested concretely in the Skopostheorie (see Nord 1997; Reiss 

2013), postcolonial approaches to translation (Niranjana 1992; Robinson 1997c; 

Bassnett and Trivedi 1999, etc) and feminist approaches to translation (Simon 1996; 

von Flotow 1997)54. The role and function of translation directly concern the harm 

and benefits done by translation, and it is largely here that translation ethics comes 

in. Accordingly, the function/role of translation (what can do) rather than its nature 

(what is) is of more significance to the formulation of translation ethics (cf. Xie 

Tianzhen 2014: 19; Shan Jigang 2010).  

Meanwhile, one more word is needed here. That the two notions of equivalence 

and fidelity are problematic in defining translation does not mean that they can be 

jettisoned completely. Still of importance to the nature of translation, they are just 

not sufficient conditions for judging a translation act or project ethically. In many 

cases, faithfulness55 still means being ethical, but there might also be cases where 

betrayal is ethical. The well known Italian aphorism Traduttore Traditore shall thus 

be understood in a new light. In the meantime, in some cases it is not an either/or 

situation, i.e. either ethical or unethical, but may be that doing one act is more 

ethical than another in degree, that is to say, possibly a choice “between gray and 

gray” or “between the bad and the worst” (Ricoeur 2007a: 243). In fact, the 

decisions around a translation project are taken to be along a continuum rather than 

between a binary opposition without any grey area in between. These will be 

addressed in greater detail in Chapter 4 when the model is formulated.  

With all the discussions above, a reconceptualisation of translation is ready. In the 

dynamic interaction of all such parameters as text, language and culture as well as 

individuals, institutions and nations, the major agent, the translator, more often than 

                                                 
54Regarding TS, Clifford has observed, rightly: “[o]ver the course of its history, the discipline has 
witnessed a movement away from technical concerns about language forms and towards the use of 
forms by individuals in a social context to achieve certain aims” (Clifford 2004: 95, fn4).  
55Faithfulness or fidelity, as a key parameter in translation, is a central issue in Fang Wei (2012). It  
will be addressed in detail in Chapter 4 when the model of reciprocity is formulated. 
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not, plays a pivotal, although not sole role in that it is he or she that decides 

whether to, what to, and how to translate despite possible external constraints like 

the ideology, patronage and poetics of a certain time in Lefevere’s terms (1992a). 

Thus, I propose, starting from the translator and based on his/her interpretation and 

potential interaction with other parties, translation is a prioritised rewriting of a 

source text in the language of the target text. In the final analysis the translator 

constitutes the dynamic starting point and the key to translation ethics.  

But questions immediately arise here: who is the translator? Do we have a 

universal translator56 in the abstract sense? The next section tackles such questions.  

2.2.2 Translator: agency, pivotal agent and responsibility 

For any translation project to be implemented, despite the potential participation of 

other agents such as the author, the client/commissioner/publisher, the reader, the 

translator is pivotal because, while interacting with other participants, it is mostly, in 

the end, the translator, who makes the final decisions. But who is the translator? 

Who can be called a translator? Do we have a universal translator that can be 

defined a priori? Is there a clear-cut demarcation to tell a translator from a 

non-translator? Pym claims that “from the outset, we cannot engage in the talk 

about what ‘the (universal) translator’ is or does” (2012: 4). I agree with Pym 

because translation is different from other practices or professions. In other fields 

the professionals usually must pass a stern set of procedures before they can practice 

the business, but in the practice of translation, although ‘professional translators’ do 

exist, anyone can set up to translate.  

Andrew Chesterman is also aware of this issue. When developing his ethics of 

commitment for the ‘professional’ translators, he asked this question: “When we 

speak of an ethics of translation, do we mean to include amateurs as well as 

‘professionals’?” (2001: 146). He answered this question by first “distinguish[ing] 

between one ‘who is a translator’ and someone ‘who does translations 

(sometimes)’”, and then focussing on “the practitioner rather than the practice” (ibid, 

my emphasis). The problem here is that, first it has been presupposed that what are 

“translations” is clear, and second the “practice” and the “practitioner” are separable. 

His question also implies that amateurs can be easily differentiated from 

                                                 
56To address his “translator ethics”, Pym has not started from a priori definition of translation and 
‘universal’ translator (2012: 4-5), but from what translators do in concrete situations. 
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‘professionals’. But as argued in the previous section, translator and translation are 

mutually defined. No one is a born translator. One is established as a translator after 

he or she has finished some recognised translation, or one is accepted as a translator 

by clients, users, readers, or society at large. Maybe the users at first will not care 

whether someone is a translator or not; what they care more about is the quality of 

the translation. 

Although it is hard to demarcate professional translators from amateurs, in the 

history of TS, various attempts have been made to define translator, like the efforts 

to define translation. For instance, Juliane House once gave her definition of 

translator as a ‘bilingual mediating agent between monolingual communication 

participants in two different language communities” (1977: 1). House’s stress is on 

the “agent”. Others choose to define the translator as an expert. For Hans Vermeer, 

for example, the translator is “the professional expert of transcultural 

communication” in his skopos theory who “decides whether a commission can and 

should be carried out in a specific way (form) and for a specific purpose under the 

given circumstances or not” (1996: 31). Christiane Nord (2011: 25), Holz-Mänttäri 

and Snell-Hornby (Snell-Hornby 1995: 5), Hermans (1996: 38), Simon Chau (1998: 

31), Yang (2000: 103) have similar ideas. Salama-Carr (2006: 124) uses “scholars” 

to express the same viewpoint. Such definitions or views of translators as experts 

are of course given with a view to emphasising the important role translators play or 

can play. This is right in view of promoting translation into a real profession, 

focussing on the specialised qualifications and skills of the translator. But with 

respect to translation as a profession, some immanent problems stand unresolved, 

which are to be addressed in the next section.  

Other scholars do not define but just delimit some qualities for one to qualify as a 

‘professional’ translator. For example, Robinson frames such qualities from the 

external and internal perspectives of the practice: reliability, high efficiency and 

reasonable charge of fee in the eyes of the translation users or commissioners, and 

professional pride, income and enjoyment in the eyes of the practitioners themselves 

in his textbook Becoming a Translator (2012: 26). Such qualities actually can be 

applied to almost all other professions like journalism and law. What makes 

translators distinct from other professionals is not given.  

As discussed in the previous section, in fact, anyone’s decision or choice to do 

some rewriting of a text from one language to another is inclined to result in what is 



44 
 

called translation. Such a decision or choice is principally a conscious and deliberate 

act, i.e. exercise of one’s agency, according to Michael Boylan’s definition of it. For 

Boylan, “Agency is the capacity of a person to perform a conscious, deliberate 

action” (2000: 38, original italics, my bold type). In TS, Kaisa Koskinen gives a 

similar definition of agency: “the willingness and ability to act” (2010: 165). It is 

due to the exercise of this agency that one might develop into a translator or in 

Robinson’s term a “becoming translator” (2012: 212, my italics). So, whether to be 

a translator, in the end, depends on the agency of the party concerned. The fact is 

that a ‘translator’ can choose to develop himself or herself into an agent or subject 

of a ‘translation event’ with social, political effects (cf. Venuti 1998: 82), even 

against the mainstream ideology of his or her society57.  

Despite this difficulty in defining translator, the importance of translator closely 

related to his or her agency has been increasingly recognised by TS scholars. Daniel 

Gouadec’s point is typical. He, in a broad sense, states that, “[h]e [the translator] is 

in fact an extremely powerful and critical agent facilitating and even at times 

enabling economic, strategic, cultural, technical, literary, legal, scientific and 

ideological exchanges throughout the world” (2007: 6). 

Specifically, the power of a translator is crucial in shaping the final product of a 

translation as shown in abundant findings. For example, Rosemary Arrojo claims, 

“it is the translator’s first inescapable task and responsibility to be as fully aware as 

possible of the kind of interpretation of the original he or she produces and brings to 

the translated text” (2005: 240), and “the notion that translators shape the text they 

translate, no matter how invisible or powerless they would like or claim to be, has 

been the most groundbreaking insight to emerge from translation studies in the last 

decades” (2013: 126). For Gillian Lane-Mercier, as regards literary translation, the 

translator’s agency means his or her “conception of translation, the corresponding 

translation project and the ‘horizon’ which determines the conditions of possibility 

of such a conception and such a project” (1997: 64, my italics). Connected to this 

and no less revealing is Tymoczko’s idea. For her, “[t]ranslators must make choices 

about where meaning lies in the source text and where meaning to invest in the 

target text. Translators both define the meaning of the source text and construct the 

                                                 
57According to Jiang Xiaohua (2003: 28), the translator Mu Dan (穆旦) exercised his agency against 
the mainstream ideology of his time by choosing to translate the poetry of those poets whose 
ideology is counter to the dominant ideologies.  
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meaning of the target text. In both roles translators are meaning makers” (Tymoczko 

2007: 304, my italics)58. Translators’ role and agency are thus clearly manifested. 

Another important issue related to translators’ agency is whether the translator 

should take the initiative to intervene in a translation project. Although the 

traditional answer is no, as can best be seen in Eugene Nida’s assertions that a 

translator “should never tack on his own impression or distort the message to fit his 

own intellectual and emotional outlook”, rather, “he must exert every effort to 

reduce to a minimum any intrusion of himself which is not in harmony with the 

intent of the original author and message” to avoid the “dangers of subjectivity in 

translating” (1964: 154, my italics), Nida’s statement in fact can only be accepted 

with certain preconditions, like when the ST is regarded as perfect or sacred, or 

when it is a political text, or when the translator consents to suspend his or her 

ideology. For example, regarding the issue of whether ‘improving’ or ‘correcting’ 

the ST, which is a typical instance of intervention, the fact is that many translators 

have done it and acknowledged it, some even think it is their “right and duty” to do 

so (Chang 2004: 252-3).  

Clearly, the translator’s intervention is unavoidable, even “inherent” (Chesterman 

& Baker 2008: 16). The critical point is what kind of intervention and to what extent 

the intervention is exercised, and for whose good. The issue of ‘to intervene’ and 

‘how to’ is primarily dependent on the translator’s agency and allegiance. In view of 

such understanding, to judge a translator’s choices or decisions ethically has a 

precondition, that is, they must be first and foremost made in situations where s/he 

can exercise his/her agency. In other words, when an act is done subconsciously or 

without autonomy59, it cannot be judged ethically60. Of course translators will not be 

in full autonomy or completely powerless in all situations. The exercise of their 

agency also has something to do with the interaction with other participants 

concerning a translation project. The details will be left in section 4.3.3.1, Chapter 4 

when the formulation of the new model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is 

done.  
                                                 
58This is in contrast with the idea of Peter Newmark, who states that “the translator has to establish 
priorities in choosing which varieties of meaning to transfer, depending on the intention of the 
translated text and his or her own intention” (Newmark 1991: 28, my italics). 
59‘Autonomy’ is defined by Dwight Furrow as “the ability to make one’s own decisions, to be a 
self-directed person” (Furrow 2005: 8).  
60American translator Jeffrey M. Green’s words are to the point, “Choice is inevitable, and if it isn’t 
conscious, it can’t be conscientious. Evading choice is an effort to avoid committing oneself to a 
conception” (2001: 149). 
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Also because of their agency, translators may assume different roles and hence 

different responsibilities. For Martha Cheung (20110725, trsshk; 2014: 181), for 

example, the translator as a social actor can assume a range of identities61: mediator, 

negotiator, ideological gatekeeper, activist, etc. For Shan Dexing (2007: vi), a 

translator can assume varied roles like mediator, communicator, representer, 

intervener, manipulator, converter, traitor, subverter, revealer/concealer, agent, 

replacer, contexualiser, and even dual-contextualiser. Thus in terms of degree of 

agency, three types of translators can be classified: mouthpiece (faithful technical 

representer), those choosing to suppress their own agency or ideology in the 

translation; self-reflexive autonomous ones, those willing and able to wield their 

agency; and heteronymous ones with zero autonomy62. With varying agency, the 

translators in question are supposed to assume corresponding responsibilities to do 

good but not evil. 

Meanwhile, in terms of ‘profession’, ‘translators’ fall into three types: (1) 

non-professional or acting translators, who have limited knowledge and skills both 

in the languages/cultures at issue, like fansubs, or anyone who knows something of 

the two languages/cultures concerned, or who knows how to use the latest hi-tech 

aids such as Google Translate; (2) professional translators, i.e. those making a living 

from it and usually certified; and (3) paraprofessional translators in Pym’s term, i.e. 

x-cum-translator like teachers, professors and engineers. A translator may belong to 

various communities with fluid identity or interests, I acknowledge all these three 

types as ‘translators’: acting/paraprofessional/professional.  

With this classification it can be seen that translation will be continuously 

produced in different qualities in the era of the internet and mobile communications. 

More acting or non-professionals will attempt to produce poor or ‘workable’ 

                                                 
61I assume Cheung meant “roles” here by her “identities” like Shan below. And two things are worth 
attention here: one, ‘translator’ does not enjoy an exclusiveness of the title because many 
‘translations’ are done by some people who are not socially acknowledged as translators or by those 
who do not want to be recognised as such; two, when one doing a translation job, whether 
professional or otherwise, he or she may adopt many diverse roles via the job as illustrated by Shan. 
Zhou Lingshun (2014) makes a distinction between the translator’s identity in terms of “seeking 
linguistic truth” and his or her roles in terms of “attaining social utility”, the former deciding the 
linguisticity of the translator and the latter his or her sociality. But I don’t think they can be clearly 
demarcated as Zhou argues, rather, they are intertwined and mutually decided and influenced. 
62Cf. Liao Chaoyang’s classification of translators. For him, besides the ordinary translators 
providing technical language service, there are also those conspicuously “irresponsible” translators 
who, taking advantage of the language barriers to the parties concerned, undertake translation for 
other interests and those “impotent” ones, who fall prey to the invincible cultural gaps involved. 
Besides, there is a third type of translators, who, because conditioned or controlled by external 
factors, cannot establish his or her stance or, wish to but cannot take a stance (Liao 2010: 281).  
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translations; paraprofessionals may produce classic or influential translations; 

massive professionals will do the translation of increasingly available practical 

documents (see Gouadec 2007: 4). For anyone out of these three types, deciding not 

to take a job can be a very ethical act, depending on the context. Analogically 

speaking, a surgeon knows when and when not to undertake an operation, 

depending on the condition of the patient and the surgeon’s expertise and his or her 

morality. Similarly, ‘translators’ are also expected to know better than to take any 

‘translation’ job offered so as to avoid the avoidable harm, be they acting, 

paraprofessional or professional, individual or collective. Thus the ‘ethics of 

not-translating’, to be elaborated in Chapter 4, will be the starting part of the model 

of the ‘ethics of reciprocity’. 

For the wellbeing of the translators as a whole, however defined, they should 

develop their praxis into a truly established ‘profession’ like medicine and law, but 

the fact is that translation as a ‘profession’ has innate problems in view of ethics, 

which are not simple and few, thereby deserving another section below.  

2.2.3 Translation as a profession and its discontent 

Seen from different perspectives, translation is a social activity (O’Hagan 2011), 

and it is “clearly a practice” (Chesterman 2001: 145) or a profession (Gouadec 

2007). As a practice it has existed since antiquity, but as a profession it does not 

enjoy a long history63 because ‘profession’ per se is a modern concept. According 

to Keith M. Macdonald, “[t]he origins of any profession lie in the existence of an 

area of knowledge which those who possess it are able to isolate from social 

knowledge generally, and establish a special claim to. As important as retaining 

control of it, is its development and presentation to society as the special province of 

the members, who alone can be trusted to use it in an ethical manner” (1995: xiii, 

my emphasis).  

Against this definition of ‘profession’, it is hard for translation to fit in as a 

profession. First, translation has not been exclusive but instead open to almost 

anyone as long as their rewritings are regarded as translation by or usable to the 

parties concerned, as argued above. That now is an era of globalisation and mobile 

internet has obviously worsened the situation. While translation as a ‘profession’ is 

                                                 
63According to Peter Newmark (1991: 19), translators as a profession hardly existed before WWII; 
evidence is the fact that FIT was founded in 1953. 
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still in the making in many parts of the world (e.g. in China), the extraordinary 

development of “democratizing technology” (Pym 2012: 11) has rendered the 

threshold of translation further wider and lower, and what is more, not all 

translations are required of the same high quality.  

Secondly, a unified identity for translators is absent. What prevails is a fluid 

identity. Many translators are not translators only. They may be at the same time 

teachers, professors, doctors, engineers, and writers, namely ‘paraprofessionals’ in 

Pym’s words. “Except for a minority of translators, translation is usually not the 

principal occupation of a translator” (Yuan & Zou 2011: 114, trans). Instead of 

pursuing translation as a life career, they may choose to finish but one project 

sporadically. And not all parties taking up the job of translating would like to be 

recognised as translators either64.  

In the case of the so-called professional translators, the situation is no better. It 

features “high mobility” (Pym 2004: 166) and high turnover because it is easy for 

them to move into other fields or ‘higher’ positions. But in law, medicine, etc., once 

the practitioners have passed the stern qualification tests and qualify as an expert65 

in the field concerned, they will not change to other fields as easily. Instead, 

generally, most will stay in the community through life.  

Thirdly, the issue of low status and low pay for translators remains against the 

background of the remarkable growth of TS as a discipline and a great demand for 

translation in the globalising world (cf. Snell-Hornby 2006; Paloposki 2009)66. 

Lawrence Venuti’s “victimology” of translation (Koskinen 2000: 47) is widely 

known. In China, as Xu Jun’s research finds, it is not feasible for translators, 

especially literary translators to be professional (2007: 278) because they cannot 

make a living. The situation is equally discouraging in the United States and Canada 

                                                 
64For example, Sherry Simon once pointed out that “[t]o translate is not necessarily to ‘be a 
translator.’ Many individuals may re-write a text in a new language without wishing to be identified 
as a translator” (1996: 40). 
65Hans Vermeer (1984) and Holz-Manttari (1984) along with others view translator as linguistic 
experts, but that is an ideal state of the practice. Compared with the non- and para-professionals, the 
professionals are in the minority especially with the advent of online “collective translation” (Pym 
2012: 4). According to Pym, there might be 333,000 who would acknowledge themselves as 
professional translators across the world, an estimate “significantly lower than the 700,000 
professionals hypothesized in Beninatto and DePalma (2008)” (Pym 2012: 6 and ibid: n1). 
66Chesterman states expressly that “[t]he professional status of translation is still so vague, so 
unprotected, that there are no adequate formal criteria separating competent professionals from 
incompetent amateurs: both groups can call themselves translators” (2002:37, my emphasis) and, 
“[o]ne of the most serious problems in the real translation world, is the prevalence of poor 
translations, coupled with poor working conditions and low pay” (2010: 222, my emphasis). 
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according to Jeffrey Green (2001), although we know associations for translators 

and interpreters do exist in all those countries. Meanwhile, I am not alone in 

doubting translation as a profession. Koskinen has earlier expressed the same view: 

“It is debatable whether translation can be seen as a ‘pure’ profession or maybe 

rather a semi-profession” (2000: 80). She argues that “[t]o become a translator, one 

is not required to give oaths or commitments67. Additionally, different from, for 

instance, doctors (healing) or lawyers (justice), translators as a professional group 

do not have their own specific goals but (similar to, e.g. engineers) rather adapt to 

the aims of the organization or client they work with” (ibid; cf. Jiang Hong 2013). 

However, maybe we can say translation is a profession because admittedly some 

people in the world do earn a living from it. Even if we recognise translation as a 

profession, compared with other equally old practices or professions like medicine 

and law, the many apparent differences merit close attention in terms of ethics.  

The most striking difference is that translation is cross-temporal, cross-linguistic 

and cross-cultural. That is to say, unlike in other practices, translation concerns itself 

with two different languages/cultures. Not only the individual translator(s) and/or 

author(s) are affected, but the peoples or nations concerned/embodied in STs and 

TTs as well. The impact of translation can be interpersonal, inter-institutional, 

interlinguistic, intercultural and international, depending on the different texts to be 

translated. Other fields are much simpler: the agents in question as individuals or 

institutions generally face their clientele and the society at large directly and hence 

are affecting and affected directly. In translation, the interaction is mostly indirect 

and the impact of the consequences of translation might be long and lasting, as 

manifested in the cases of Bible translations in the West and Buddhist sutra 

translations in China. The effects engendered of and by translation can be via texts, 

languages, power and ideology, where information, ideas, cultures and civilizations 

are all involved although such factors may not be present at once. Specifically, 

Sergio Viaggio’s summary of the difference between translation and other 

professions is worth an entire quote: 

The difference between translation and better established professions is that in the latter case 
expectancy norms have become based on professional norms rather than the other way round, so 
that no patient will question, for instance, the surgeon’s ‘right’ to amputate, provided that he – and 
eventually his peers – think it is the best alternative under the circumstances – best for the task at 

                                                 
67Partly for recognizing this lack, Chesterman developed his “Hieronymic Oath” in 2001 (see 
Appendix I), but to my knowledge there has not been much response to this comprehensive oath. 
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hand, i.e. doing what is best for the patient. […] Translators, on their part, have not yet 
collectively succeeded in theorising their praxis, and have yet to establish themselves and the 
profession to a similar extent, which makes them feel much more at the mercy of their users than 
other professionals. This is an objective vulnerability: Although recognised practitioners do 
normally have the linguistic and thematic competence necessary for effecting most ‘meaning’ (i.e. 
basically semantic) transfers adequately, many generally lack the theoretical competence to ensure 
and/or defend the communicative validity of their options. (Viaggio 1999: 126, my emphasis) 

Thus it is clear that the usual professional codes of ethics or deontology in Pym’s 

terms (2001: 133) are just prepared for the minority of so-called professionals with 

the majority of ‘acting translators’ excluded, whereas “we recognise that many 

kinds of work and workers become invisible when we focus our attention on just 

those who typically count as professionals” (Cheney et al 2010: 7, original emphasis; 

see also McDonough Dolmaya 2011a). Even for those professionals the codes are 

insufficient, in that a code of ethics cannot guarantee ethical translations as 

Koskinen has argued (2000: 11, 121, n36).  

Meanwhile, such codes are in fact very easy to become a pretext for the 

professional translators’ ineptness or failure to take necessary measures in stringent 

situations. The so-called professionals, taking the codes as a straitjacket, tend to turn 

into “faceless professionals” in Edward Said’s terms (1994: 11). Kevin Gibson has 

argued very well too: “[t]he simple truth is that, ultimately, individuals are 

responsible for their actions whatever the pressures, circumstances or heuristics at 

work. Professional codes and bosses’ demands alike do not, by themselves, make 

difficult decisions easy or immoral actions moral” (2003: 28). In this light, 

professional codes of ethics for the translators are necessary but not sufficient 

conditions for ethical translations. As such, a single translation project becomes the 

suitable study unit for translation ethics, as those choosing translation as a career are 

in the minority compared with the large majority of the non-professionals and the 

paraprofessionals. I thus contend that, when any individual or group decides to take 

or not to take a translation project, regardless of whether they work alone, in a team, 

in an agency, as a freelancer, whether s/he is acknowledged professional or not, the 

ethical relation starts68. In so doing, the distinction between an amateur and 

professional is blurred. One works basically as a human being with the necessary 

skills or expertise as long as the work is accepted as a workable translation by other 

parties concerned. The one(s) undertaking the job will be responsible for what has 

                                                 
68Cf. Kathleen Davis’ view: “translation enacts the ethical relation” (2001: 93), as has been 
mentioned in Chapter 1. 
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been agreed with other participants and at the same time, the other parties are 

responsible to him/her or them. As observed rightly by Gibson again, “it might be 

more correct to think of individuals not so much as professionals in role, but rather 

as people who are able to manifest power” (2003: 28, my emphasis). So, I choose to 

approach translation ethics from the perspective of single translation projects, taking 

into account all the factors on different levels in terms of harm and benefits. 

So far, the two key concepts for translation ethics, ‘ethics’ and ‘translation’, 

including those of ‘translators’ and their ‘profession’ have been discussed. With 

these new conceptions, I will now proceed to examine the major translation ethic 

models and views in the West and China in the following section, with a view to 

developing a new definition of translation ethics. 

2.3 Translation ethics 

Traditionally, as Ben van Wyke, author of two entries on ethics for the TS handbook 

(2010, 2013) has summarised, translation ethics is approached in terms of fidelity, 

equivalence, invisibility, hence ethics of sameness. This traditional view is still 

prevalent as can be seen in various codes69 for the problematic profession the world 

over. Along with the discipline’s development, opposite to the ethics of ‘sameness’, 

ethics of ‘difference’ has come to the fore, especially since Lawrence Venuti voiced 

his view in the 1990s. Venuti’s model, despite its being endorsed by some theorists 

in the field (e.g. Tymoczko 2007: 323; Brisset 2011), including feminist translators 

and scholars, has been criticised by many scholars (Robinson 1997a: 99ff; Koskinen 

2000; Tan 2004: 245ff; Liu Yameng 2005, He Xianbin 2008; Wang Dongfeng 2008; 

and Zhang Jinghua 2009).  

Although taken as the latest summary on translation ethics in the West, van 

Wyke’s depictions unfortunately pose too many problems, which seem to have 

derived from lack of thorough understanding of the core concept of ethics, 

especially virtue ethics, and an overdosed influence by the postmodernist thinking. 

Apart from his relativist stance to translation ethics, his overvaluing of Venuti (2013: 

552) is poorly grounded (Venuti’s views on ethics I will criticise below as being 

                                                 
69For example, the American Translators Association’s “Code of Professional Conduct” requires 
translators swear: “I will endeavor to translate or interpret the original message faithfully” (ATA 
website). 
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one-sided and single-issue-oriented). What is more, he seems to have seriously 

misread Pym and Chesterman. Most of his arguments, if not all, are not ethical in 

the descriptive sense of the term. Meanwhile, as Fang Wei rightly points out, “the 

concepts of fidelity or infidelity, sameness or difference, invisibility or visibility, 

prescription or description do not constitute the ‘sufficient reason’ for the ought-to” 

concern about translation (2012: 76, trans). 

In fact, both the ethics of ‘sameness’ and ‘difference’ fall into what Chesterman 

has termed “ethics of representation”, of which there are innate problems 

(Chesterman 2001: 142). Included in this representation model are also, in 

Goodwin’s term (2010), the single-issue ethics that focusses merely on the ethical 

issues in literary translation, including translation ethics developed by Berman 

(1992, 2000, 2009) and Henri Meschonnic (1975, 2009). Another approach to ethics 

qua ethics focusses on the behavior of the translator, or more accurately, on the 

responsibilities of the translator to the parties involved in a translation project (see 

Nord 2001; Chu 2009; Sun 2007; Chen and Lü 2011; Yuan & Zou 2011: 94). This 

line of thinking indeed has a long history. In China over 1500 years ago, Buddhist 

sutra translator Shi Yancong (557-610CE), in his influential essay on translation 

‘Bianzheng lun’ [On the Right Way], regarded as the first systematic exploration of 

the translator’s responsibilities, discussed eight prerequisites for good Buddhist 

sutra translators (Shi Yancong 2009: 62; see also Cheung 2006: 142, and Appendix 

II). But as Terry Eagleton argues, “responsibility to others, pace Levinas and 

Derrida, is not absolute and infinite, but must be tempered by justice, prudence and 

realism” (Eagleton 2009: 324). In the case of translation, it is no exception; the 

translators interact with other potential participants for a translation project. 

In sum, translation ethics is often taken to be equal to the ‘should’ of ‘how to 

translate’, as can be seen from many theorists’ arguments like Arrojo (1997), Xu Jun 

(1998), van Wyke (2010, 2013), Shen Lianyun (2014), and Li Zheng (2016). But 

translation ethics, in fact, entails a series of decisions on the part of the translator 

and other participants covering a much broader sphere than just the process of ‘how 

to translate’: first, whether to, then what to, and then how to. All these decisions 

have ethical significance. Since translation is a special kind of practice in the sense 

that almost anyone can set up to translate, I choose to take a translator and his or her 

agency as the starting point, approaching translation ethics from the translator’s 

agency, including one’s initial decision to be a translator or to take up a translating 
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job, and the harm and benefits that result. From this perspective I will examine the 

major Western and Chinese ethical models and views below. 

2.3.1 Major models in the West 

Based on my taking translators and their agency and the resulting harm and benefits  

as the starting point, I see in the large body of research in translation ethics in the 

West three mainstreams: first, translator’s agency-limited (profession-oriented) 

model, typically represented in the views of Andrew Chesterman (1995, 1997, 2001, 

2009, 2011); second, translator’s agency-enhancing (interventionist) model, 

manifested largely in the writings of Douglas Robinson (1991, 2012), Lawrence 

Venuti (1992, 1995/2008, 1998, 2000, 2010a, 2010b, 2011), Mona Baker (2006, 

2008, 2011) and Maria Tymoczko (1999, 2002, 2007, 2010); and third, translator’s 

entry-free-agency-limited（all-can-translate）model, epitomised by Anthony Pym 

(1992, 1998, 2001, 2003, 2012). Aside from these above scholars, Peter Newmark 

(1994, 2009) and Christine Nord (1991, 2001) have also expressed their stance on 

translation ethics, but their views do not seem as significant as the previously 

mentioned, and I will therefore leave them out in my critical examination below. 

2.3.1.1 Translator-agency-limited model 

In his essay ‘Ethics of Translation’ (1995: 147-157), Andrew Chesterman 

designated the scope of his notion of translation ethics to be between the translator’s 

decision to take up a translation task and his or her submission of the translation as 

product, focussing on the translator, excluding other potential participants like the 

initiator, cultural constraints. In his book chapter ‘On Translation Ethics’ (1997: 

169-194), his views can be summarised as this: “translation is a form of action, 

describable in terms of strategies, which are themselves governed by norms” (1997: 

172, my emphasis), like expectancy norm, relation norm, accountability norm, and 

communication norm. Such “norms are [in turn] governed by values” (ibid, my 

emphasis), largely four fundamental ethical values: clarity (textual clarity) 

corresponding to the expectancy norm, truth (“true” to the original) to the relation 

norm (ibid: 179, original quotation marks), trust (between all parties concerned) to 

the accountability norm, and understanding to the communication norm. 

Chesterman sees translation ethics as falling into two kinds: macro and micro ethics, 
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the former concerning the relation between translator and the world while the latter 

the relation between translator and the text (ibid: 170). In his book, Chesterman 

focusses on the latter, i.e. the micro level of ethics, arguing that “[a] translator 

should act in such a way that the demands of loyalty are appropriately met with 

regard to the original writer, the commissioner of the translation, the translator 

himself or herself, the prospective readership and any other relevant parties” (ibid: 

68). Here it is clear that Chesterman recognises the importance of keeping balance 

of the stakes among all the stakeholders. 

But Chesterman’s main stance on translation ethics is reflected in his 2001 essay 

‘Proposal for a Hieronymic Oath’ (2001a: 139-154), a further elaboration of his 

views in his 1997 book. In this essay, he first summarises in a descriptive manner 

the four ‘current’ models of translation ethics, i.e. the ethics of representation, 

ethics of service, ethics of communication, and norm-based ethics. Chesterman 

admits that there are problems in these models. To him, they are “only partial ones 

[models of ethics]” as “each covers only part of the general ethical field of 

translation”, and hence each is “inadequate on its own” (ibid: 144). Owing to such 

innate problems, Chesterman turns to place his focus to the “qualities of the 

decision-maker” (2001a: 146)—the translator. This, in my view, is right. Drawing 

on the latest development in virtue ethics represented by the British philosopher 

Alasdair MacIntyre, Chesterman advances his own model of commitment ethics for 

professional translators.  

In this model of his, an ethical professional translator should be in possession of 

some virtues like “fairness, truthfulness, and trustworthiness” (2001a: 147) and he 

or she should not just seek after values because conflicts often arise among such 

values. Meanwhile, an ethical translator must strive for excellence all the time, i.e. 

he or she should “want to be a good translator” (ibid: 146, original emphasis). The 

key here consists in how to define “a good translator” and a translator of 

“excellence”. Chesterman does not explicitly define this, but implies it in his 

proposal of the “Hieronymic Oath” (see Appendix I)—his model of ethics of 

commitment. In it he includes nine virtues: commitment, loyalty to the profession, 

understanding, truth, clarity, trustworthiness, truthfulness, justice, striving for 

excellence. I understand that Chesterman means a ‘professional’ translator with 

such virtues can be called a ‘good’ translator or a translator of ‘excellence’. Of these, 

the virtue of “understanding” is granted an overriding priority. He takes 
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understanding as “the highest value for translators” and “the defining limit of a 

translator’s professional ethics” while “all other relevant values such as truth, clarity, 

loyalty, trust are subordinate to understanding” (2001a: 152). But this emphasis on 

understanding is obviously too narrow-minded and is especially criticised by Pym 

as “a very naive view of professionalism” (2004: 177, see also 2012: 149). For it 

seems as if translators are required to be just responsible for ensuring that 

understanding is realised between those who do not understand each other in an 

interaction, as if translators are passive machines without their own judgement, 

without any need to care whether the parties concerned are good or evil. The harm 

Chesterman explicitly stresses ethical translators should seek to reduce is 

“communicative suffering” (1997: 184-86, 2001a: 151-52). Apparently this is 

insufficient. 

The major problem of the model lies in Chesterman’s distinction between 

‘personal’ ethics70 and professional ethics (2001a: 147, 152). He argues that a 

translator’s “political engagement lies outside the realm of professional ethics” (ibid: 

147) as it belongs to his or her personal ethics. “Professional ethics”, “thus 

understood, govern[s] a translator’s activities qua translator, not qua political 

activist or life-saver” (ibid). This argument shows clearly that Chesterman wishes to 

limit the translator’s agency within the technical linguistic sphere, excluding the 

possible larger missions (e.g. the benefits to a nation) a translator may choose to 

achieve via his or her translation. Maria Tymoczko explicitly criticised this by 

saying that he “eviscerate[ed] the translator’s agency” (2007: 320). This narrowing 

of “professional ethics” within the micro level is also refuted by Jean-Marc 

Gouanvic in the same volume of the 2001 special issue of The Translator (Gouanvic 

2001: 209).  

Chesterman’s model of ethics has been well received in China71 but has been 

                                                 
70As argued previously, I prefer to call this ‘personal values’ instead of personal ethics since 
‘personal’ is misleading in that ethics is at once personal and social, or both subjective and 
intersubjective, like both sides of a coin, unable to be separated. Chesterman himself has used a term 
“translational ideology” in his 1997 book (1997: 191). See also (Chesterman 2009: 17) where he uses 
“translators’ ideologies”. As for the application of his model of commitment, it is not found applied 
in his recent essay on the analysis of a case of ethical decision (2009). In this essay, Chesterman 
states the representation model as “classical” (ibid: 351) without relating to any virtues on the part of 
the translator he proposed in 2001. But as argued previously, accurate representation can only be a 
necessary but not sufficient condition of ethical judgement in some cases; it falls into the realm of 
translation science rather than ethics. 
71A survey on CNKI with Chesterman’s ethics in Chinese as the subject on Feb. 17, 2014 produced 
104 hits, including MA, PhD theses and journal essays, ‘his’ five models of translation ethics being 
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criticised as well. For example, for Fang Wei, “the concept of ‘translation ethics’ is 

not synonymous with professional ethics or the translator’s responsibility” (2012: 

22, trans). Chen Zhijie and Lü Jun, after criticising it, offer a good supplement 

(Chen and Lü 2011: 62). 

Chesterman’s exclusion of the freelancers and the large number of 

non-professionals makes his argument insufficient for the changed situation of 

translation in the world. Not only in China but also in other parts of the world, many 

translations are done by teachers, professors or teacher-cum-translators, rather than 

by “full” professional translators, let alone the increased internet crowdsourcing 

translations. Meanwhile, ‘professional’ may mean impersonal, detached from 

personal values. But in the case of translation, the translators, as argued also by 

Robinson (1991: 131, 260), are human, and humans have emotions, attitudes and 

values. Chesterman himself acknowledges that “[a] translator is never totally neutral. 

All translation is also an intervention” (2009: 353). Intervention has much to do 

with the translator’s agency and autonomy as discussed above. This has actually 

been acknowledged by increasingly more translation theorists and practitioners, as 

opposed to Chesterman’s narrowing of the translator’s agency. With regard to 

translation ethics, this recognised intervention gives rise to the translator’s 

agency-enhancing (interventionist) model, as examined below. 

2.3.1.2 Translator-agency-enhancing model 

Unlike the translator’s agency-limited (profession-oriented) model above, which is 

largely represented by Chesterman, this translator-agency-enhancing model is 

embodied in many translation scholars’ views on translation ethics, including 

Douglas Robinson, Lawrence Venuti, Mona Baker and Maria Tymoczko. The views 

of Moira Inghilleri (2009, 2012), Gayatri C. Spivak (2004) and Sherry Simon (1996) 

also fall into this model, but their thinking will not be examined at length for their 

lesser significance compared with those of the aforementioned scholars. This model 

is first seen in Robinson’s views on translation ethics. Along with his two major 

focusses on translation: the somatics and performatics of translation, Robinson is 

also concerned with the issue of translation ethics. Back in 1991 in his book The 

Translator’s Turn, Robinson advanced his ideas on people- or translator-centered 

                                                                                                                                         
in particular popular with postgraduates’ MA theses. 
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translation ethics, trying to bring out the agency and autonomy of the translator 

from the traditional slavish shackles in the Western tradition. He suggested eight 

different ethics of translation. 

In his own words, Robinson wants to “explore some of the ways translators can 

act, out of increasingly idiosomatic responses to ideosomatic programming, to 

create—successful TL texts, perhaps, first of all, but ultimately, and more 

importantly, to create themselves as (more) fully alive human beings” (1991: 131, 

original emphasis). To him, translators are by no means “neutral, impersonal 

transferring devices” but human beings with “emotions, motivations, attitudes, 

associations” (ibid: 260). He aims at developing a new “dialogical” model of 

translation theory from which he can generate “a variety of practical models for the 

translator’s dialogical engagement with the SL or original writer and text [in the 

manner of six tropics] and TL receptor [in the manner of eight ethics]” (ibid: xxvii).  

By “the ethics of translation”, Robinson means “specifically ethical growth out of 

ideosomatically programmed restrictions, out of controlled obedience to cultural 

ideals, out into the world, into a liberating confrontation with and openness to 

diversity” (ibid: 201, original emphasis). Clearly his wish is to enhance the 

translator’s agency to effect changes in oneself and the world (see esp. ibid: 217). 

But when reflecting on the legitimacy and validity of certain ethics he advocates like 

the “subversive ethics”, Robinson seems doubtful of translators’ exercise of their 

agency or the risks involved in such exercise as seen in the following questions he 

raises: 

Who am I to force my ethical sense on the dialogue between the SL writer/speaker and the TL 
reader/listener? Who says my sense of responsibility is truer, more highly developed, than theirs? 
What do I believe, and why? What are the consequences of my beliefs for my own actions, and of 
my actions for other people? Do I have the personal strength to stand behind a subversive ethical 
decision that runs counter to the ritualized (and legalized) ethics of all Western translation? Can I 
withstand censure and blame if my subversive translation backfires, if I am hounded out of the 
profession, fined, jailed, whipped and scourged? What is my character, and what do I want it to be? 
(ibid: 231, original emphasis).  

Such doubts or self-reflexivity indicate surely the liminality and limitations of any 

single person’s capacity. But Robinson’s such self-reflexive questions seem to have 

been answered by Simon Chau optimistically in his book Translation and Life 

(1998): translators should grow out of slavish puppets to be confident watchdogs for 

the latest productive information (137), pioneers of civilization transformation (106), 

“prophets” of new eras (109), and wellbeing promoters of one’s communities, or of 
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human beings as a whole (122). Chau’s ideas may not be enough to relieve 

Robinson’s anxiety steeped in the Western ethical tradition, especially due in part to 

the postmodernist undermining of subjectivity. Yet according to Confucian ethics, 

especially the Mencian line, anyone can or has the potential to be a sage in theory in 

terms of his or her free will despite one’s discounted autonomy in practice. A 

junzi-like person (gentleman-like or righteous/exemplary man) can be confident to 

do what he thinks is right for his family, country and even the world, without fearing 

loss or suffering [e.g. “I’ll go despite the objection of tens of thousands”72 (Mencius, 

2.2A, Lau 2003: 32]. From the perspective of Confucian ethics, a junzi-like 

translator will be ready or willing to suffer or even sacrifice in the form of risking 

one’s job, career, even life for the sake of a much larger mission or benefits. (More 

details are given in Chapter 3.) 

By arguing that “[s]ome of the worst persecutions in the history of the Christian 

church have come out of attempts to universalize Jesus’ response to a specific 

situation to cover all situations” (Robinson 1991: 209), Robinson advocates 

“situational ethics” (1991: 208-9). Anticipating reader’s criticism of his 

‘responsibility’ as relativism, Robinson stresses that it is, but not “relativism as 

randomness, doing any old thing, whatever pops into your head. It is the 

responsibility of an appropriate response to a specific situation” (ibid, my emphasis) 

or “an ethical commitment to diversity” (ibid: 209). But as argued in the previous 

section on ethics, any situation is specific, and to decide how “appropriate” is 

appropriate still needs a criterion. Situational ethics, therefore, as stressed previously, 

cannot go far. 

Seeing the under-exercise of agency on the translator’s part, Robinson 

accordingly observed that “the professional ethics of translation have traditionally 

been defined very narrowly” (Robinson 2012:27, my emphasis). He thus argues 

sensibly that, apart from the traditional self-effacing translation, a translator can also 

choose to do self-asserting, self-expressing translation with sensitivity. But possibly 

owing to his position of ‘situational ethics’, he has many tricky questions left 

unanswered:  

From the translator’s internal point of view, the ethics of translation are more complicated. What 
is the translator to do, for example, when asked to translate a text that s/he finds offensive? Or, to 
put that differently, how does the translator proceed when professional ethics (loyalty to the 

                                                 
72 “雖千萬人吾往矣” (“Gongsun Chou 1” 公孫醜上, Mengzi 孟子), also see note 105 in Chapter 3. 
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person paying for the translation)73 clash with personal ethics (one’s own political and moral 
beliefs)? What does the feminist translator do when asked to translate a blatantly sexist text? […] 
(2012: 28, my emphasis). 

In such situations, professional ethics will not work, neither will the ‘situational 

ethics’—an appropriate response—. Instead, a higher-level ethical demand is 

needed, like the value of life/survival, value of justice, which will definitely 

outweigh a “professional” translator’s ‘personal ethics’. That is to say, if it is good 

or beneficial to a larger mission, even if it is against one’s own political and moral 

beliefs, one ought to do it. This is the force of the Confucian ethics. 

Although disparaged by Chesterman as ‘too free” (1997: 191-2), yet just like 

Tymoczko (2007), Robinson is in a way trying to encourage translators to empower 

themselves to do good. Self-empowering is encouraging, but Robinson’s relativist 

stance is easy to slip into ethical subjectivism. 

Another translation scholar who also applauds the enhancement of the translator’s 

ethical agency is Lawrence Venuti74. Venuti’s views on translation ethics are chiefly 

found in the introduction to his 1992 anthology Rethinking Translation: Discourse, 

Subjectivity, Ideology, his first monograph The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of 

Translation published in 1995 (revised and republished in 2008), and his second 

book The Scandals of Translation: Towards an Ethics of Difference in 1998. In this 

decade there is a slight, but not remarkable change in his views, conveyed in several 

recent articles (Venuti 2009, 2010b, 2011), especially ‘The Poet’s Version, or an 

Ethics of Translation” in 2011.  

Venuti’s views have been acclaimed by many people in the field because he has, 

allegedly superseding Antoine Berman, extended or enriched translation ethics by 

widening it to cover the larger cultural-political issues and consciously counter the 

inequalities between cultures, politics and economies in the world (e.g. Wang Dazhi 

2012: 36). They think Venuti developed resistant discourses against Eurocentrism or 

American-centrism with his “ethics of difference” (e.g. Yang 2013: 113-116). But 

such are misreading. Just as Liu Yameng comments, “as far as translation-related 

ethical issues are concerned, Venuti’s discussion raises more questions than it has 

answered” (Liu 2005: 40). Other criticisms are also found in Robinson (1997a), 

                                                 
73In comply with Pym’s glossary: professional translators refer to “people who do translating for a 
living” (Pym 2011: 89). Cf. Drugan’s quoted OED definition of profession: a paid occupation, 
especially one that involves training and a formal qualification (Drugan 2013: 6). 
74Theo Hermans explicitly claims that Venuti’s stance (and Spivak’s) “may be described as 
interventionist” (Hermans 2009: 100). 
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Koskinen (2000), Pym (2003, 2012), Wang Dongfeng (2008), and Li & Tian (2013). 

Then how indeed do we view Venuti’s “ethics of difference”? Is it really able to 

realise the goal of respecting the “linguistic and cultural differences” as great 

benefits as he claims (1998: 6)? Let us take a close look at what he has to offer. 

Venuti approaches ethics from the perspective of what translation can do. In other 

words, he tries to look at the socio-political and cultural effects of translation. This 

is no problem, as we know judging the consequence of an act falls into the 

consequentialist ethics in general. Venuti argues, quite rightly, that translation can 

have “far-reaching social effects”, like “forming cultural identities” and 

“contributing to social reproduction and change”, and “such effects should be 

evaluated” to see “whether they are good or bad” (Venuti 1998: 81). But the most 

problematic about his influential model of “ethics of difference” is that it takes only 

the target side as the reference point. For him, the criterion against which to judge 

whether a translation project is good or bad is whether the translation can supply a 

difference to the void or insufficiency of the receiving language/culture, or whether 

the translator is one that can change or renew the target language/culture/society 

(Venuti 1998: 81). For Venuti, a version75 can be good if it meets such conditions76.  

Here we need to further unpack his “ethics of difference”. By “ethics of 

difference”, Venuti means several things at once. First, the translator should choose 

different or minoritised texts in the source culture for translation; second, the 

translator should employ different discursive strategies both in terms of lexicon and 

syntax in translating, even “abusive” discursive strategies (Philip Lewis’ term), so as 

to make TT distinct from the ST or other, non-translated texts in the same genre in 

the target language/culture; and third, in so doing, the translator should make a 

difference to the target language/culture. Thus, clearly Venuti’s ethics in fact pays 

less attention to the differences on the source side than those on the target side and 

the “difference” displayed by the TT. But Venuti is often mistaken as following 

                                                 
75A ‘version’ is “[a] term commonly used to describe a TT which in the view of the commentator 
departs too far from the original to be termed a translation” (Shuttleworth & Cowie 1997: 195). More 
details about the term are available in the dictionary.  
76Jiang Tong mentioned that he obtained Venuti’s confirmation of this stance from his email 
correspondence on June 12, 2009 (Jiang 2010: 82). Jiang, student of translation, finished his PhD on 
Venuti in 2008 at the Capital Normal University in Beijing: From the Establishment of Foreignizing 
Translation to the Deconstruction of the Ethics of Difference: A Study of Lawrence Venuti’s 
Translation Theory (see Jiang 2008).There is no fundamental change of this stance as I see it even 
after Venuti has expanded his theoretical source to Badiou’s truth-based ethics (also see Liu Wei’s 
2013 interview of Venuti and Venuti’s 2011 essay). 
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Berman, who attached importance to “respecting the foreignness of the foreign” 

([1984] 1992: 4). Baker also points this out by saying that Venuti’s “focus is on the 

target culture, and his aim is not to ‘preserve’ the source text as such but to disrupt 

dominant values and patterns in the target context” (2010: 65). 

To promote the differences as he conceived them and informed by his conception 

of translation as an interpretation (2008: 13; see also1998: 81; 2009: 162), Venuti 

therefore argues that the translator should have more autonomy and agency. He 

claims that “[t]he process of translating shows that invariants do not exist, that the 

features of the source text must be fixed in an interpretative act, and that any such 

fixing can only be provisional. A translation can only communicate an 

interpretation, never the source text itself or some form or meaning believed to be 

inherent in it” (2013: 192, my emphasis). This is true only when a translator works 

alone with a literary or religious text without any external constraints. Privileging 

the translator’s agency of interpretation, Venuti seems to have gone too far to pay 

heed to external constraints over the translator. His ‘ethical translator’ thus has such 

subjectivity that s/he can work independently. Over this both Koskinen (2000: 56-58) 

and Pym (2012: 10ff) take issue with Venuti. Pym regards Venuti’s stance as being 

too idealistic, even calls Venuti’s translator a “revolutionary subject” (Pym 2012: 

10ff, 106). 

Here Pym’s criticism of Ventui can be seen from another perspective. When 

Venuti claims that “a translator can choose to redirect the ethnocentric movement of 

translation so as to decenter the domestic terms that a translation project must 

inescapably utilize. This is an ethics of difference that can change the domestic 

culture” (Venuti 1998: 82, my italics and bold), he is not being “idealistic”, for 

translation in a way really can help “change the domestic culture”. In fact, in 

Confucian ethics, a junzi-like translator can strive to be a ‘revolutionary subject’, 

the key point being that the interests or benefits to be considered should not be 

limited to only one side. Venuti is, in a way, as Tymoczko proposes (2007), also 

encouraging the translator’s self-empowerment, because we know that he is so 

overwhelmed by the unfairness, injustice, scandals on translation and translators in 

his environment, i.e. the United States that he wishes to change all this, so much so 

that he even entitles his latest book Translation Changes Everything (2013). One of 

his ultimate goals is to promote the status of translation and translator, a goal he has 

incessantly pursued since his 1995 book. In this respect, great credits must be given 
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to Venuti. 

The problems of Venuti’s model of “ethics of difference” lie also in other aspects.  

First is his methodology. To advance his “ethics of difference” he polarises the 

ethics of sameness and ethics of difference according to the effects of translation on 

the target culture. He argues that “[i]nstitutions, whether academic or religious, 

commercial or political, show a preference for a translation ethics of sameness” 

(1998: 82, my emphasis). By “sameness” he means: “translating that enables and 

ratifies existing discourses and canons, interpretations and pedagogies, advertising 

campaigns and liturgies – if only to ensure the continued and unruffled reproduction 

of the institution” (ibid, my emphasis). In other words, translation that maintains the 

status quo of the receiving language and culture follows ethics of sameness. This 

brand of ethics of sameness is obviously unlike what van Wyke (2010) has 

summarised in his two entries on translation ethics, where the ethics of sameness 

refers to the traditional dominating notion of fidelity or equivalence between the ST 

and TT, as noted previously.  

This dualism results from Venuti’s vision of translation. For him, translation is 

always homebound work, initiated by the target language, with the source-side 

initiated translation cast aside (e.g. see Venuti 2004: 483, 499). Venuti therefore 

argues that ethnocentrism “lies at the heart of translation” (2008: 19). Because of 

this ethnocentrism, translation is fundamentally domesticating, which leads to the 

translator’s invisibility and the scandals infringed on translation. To fight such 

ethnocentrism, Venuti advocates foreignising translation in the form of choosing 

marginalised source texts and employing various discursive strategies in the target 

language for “difference” as noted above. As a result, Venuti implicitly leaves an 

impression that he is strongly against ethnocentrism and in turn against cultural 

imperialism (cf. 2010a: 78). 

But the seemingly adamant objection to ethnocentrism cannot conceal Venuti’s 

hidden ethnocentrism as has been exposed by many translation scholars. For 

example, Li Feng and Tian Debei argue that “the core of Venuti’s theory is to 

facilitate the cultural change and innovation in the translating language and culture; 

what underlies his ethics is the tendency to place the domestic interests first” (Li & 

Tian 2012: 36, trans).  

Aside from the problem in Venuti’s methodology regarding his ethical model 

developing, his overemphasis of foreignising in terms of discursive strategies 



63 
 

employed from the translating language may also give rise to the negative effect of 

ossified stereotypes of certain source cultural image or identity, as has been 

convincingly illuminated by Shamma (2006) and Selim (2009). Such negative 

effects no doubt constitute harm to the source side. Criticisms of this overemphasis 

of foreignising strategy are also available in Tan (2004: 245), Tymoczko (2007), 

Cronin (2010: 250), and Garzelli (2011: 178). 

Partly because of possible negative effects on the source image incurred by 

over-emphasising foreignising translation, Venuti’s “ethics of difference” cannot 

really realise his goal of respecting the “linguistic and cultural differences” as great 

benefits as he claims (1998: 6). There is another reason. His proposed and practiced 

discursive strategies to implement his model, in the long run, will not undermine the 

cultural imperialism or hegemony embodied in the Anglo-American 

language/culture as he intends to. In contrast, it will consolidate the language and 

culture (see also Wang Dongfeng 2008) because, it is well known that a language 

will go stagnant if it is not injected with new blood or introduced with anything new. 

That is the way the English language has evolved into what it is today (see McCrum 

et al 1992).  

To conclude, Venuti’s flagging of difference is really problematic. “The issue of 

difference forms the essence of Venuti’s ethical stand” (Koskinen 2000: 54), but we 

know difference itself primarily is not an intrinsic value to be a base for ethic 

formulation. Jones (2004), Weller (2006), Eagleton (2009) and Boase-Beier (2011) 

all identify this problem. It is true that the difference of different cultures should be 

given due respect and fair representation, but difference per se cannot be 

essentialised just for the sake of being different and taken to constitute an 

ontological condition of benefit. As Eagleton (2009) and Chesterman (2013) have 

argued, in human encounters there must be also similarity and commonality 

involved.  

Nevertheless, there is no denying that Venuti as a translator cum theorist has 

contributed significantly to the field of translation ethics. Venuti’s views on the 

evaluation of translation are undoubtedly sound. He claims that “no agent of a 

translation can hope to anticipate its every consequence, the uses of which it is put, 

the interests served, the values it comes to convey” (Venuti 1998: 3). And, “[a]ny 

evaluation of a translation project must include a consideration of discursive 

strategies, their institutional settings, and their social functions and effects (Venuti 
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1998: 81-82). More importantly, he asserts that “[t]he value of any translated text 

depends on effects and functions that can’t be entirely predicted or controlled. Yet[,] 

this element of contingency increases rather than lessens the translator’s 

responsibility to estimate the impact of a project by reconstructing the hierarchy of 

domestic values that inform the translation and its likely reception” (1998: 189, my 

emphasis). In a word, like Robinson, Venuti generally advocates interventionist 

translation, i.e. enhancing translator’s agency. 

Besides Robinson and Venuti, this translator-agency-enhancing model is also 

found in the notions of Mona Baker. Baker’s views on translation ethics are largely 

conveyed in her 2006 book Translation and Conflict: A Narrative Account, the 2008 

interview by Chesteman, and the chapter on ethics “Beyond Equivalence: Ethics 

and Morality” in her 2011 updated textbook In Other Words. First, as a partisan 

theorist-cum-activist, taking translation as renarration, Baker makes it clear that she 

is keen on “commitment and reflexivity” on the part of the translators and 

interpreters (2008: 13). In other words, espousing a committed approach to 

translation and translation ethics, she calls on translators and interpreters to take a 

more active role in social change and be more self-reflective in the profession and 

discipline (2006: 6). She asserts that “we must reflect on our behaviour and be 

ethically accountable to ourselves and others in our work as translators and 

translation scholars, as we are in other walks of life. To cease to be prescriptive in 

this sense would be to cease to make moral and ethical judgements, which would 

amount to becoming a non-person!” (2008: 12, my emphasis). This is no doubt a 

clear sign of recognising and heightening the importance of the translator’s agency 

and the benefits that may result thereof (see also 2008: 16).  

Second, Baker also rightly proposes ethics of not-translating. For example, she 

affirms that in some cases “not to translate” or “interpret” is more ethical because 

inaction may generate more benefits than action. She claims: 

Sometimes the most ethical thing to do (judged from a particular narrative location) is not to 
speak on behalf of another at all – it depends on who this ‘other’ is and what they want you to say 
on their behalf; or what kind of ‘narrative’ a source text elaborates and whether you want to give 
that narrative currency and legitimacy in a different environment; or whether even if you agree 
with what the speaker or text says, in your judgement it would be unproductive to repeat it as is, 
because it would be misunderstood in the target context, or would cause unnecessary hurt and 
offence, or could be unfairly used against one party in the interaction, etc. (Baker 2008: 18)  

Different from ‘not translating’ owing to one’s incompetence as prescribed in usual 
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codes of profession, Baker here is advocating the ethics of not translating from the 

perspective of the object of translation service. I will also, as noted above, propose 

ethics of not-translating in my model but for different reasons; what I will look at 

are the reciprocal effects or mutual benefits or harm-eliminating/reducing to all the 

parties and entities involved, which are to be dealt with in Chapter 4.  

Lastly, Baker is also fully aware of the various levels involved in translation 

ethics aside from the linguistic. Baker argues that, “mutual respect” between 

translators and clients apart (ibid: 20), “[i]f you do end up having to work for a 

client you do not trust or respect, especially a client who is invading your country 

and killing and torturing your people, then in my view it is perfectly legitimate to 

use your linguistic (and other) skills to undermine him or her, or their collective 

institutions” (ibid). This is a powerful case to show that national interests outweigh 

the individual translator’s or other minor interests, and that the usual intertextual 

relationship is given way to the higher relationship between one’s community, 

nation and other threatening forces. The two examples she cites illustrate that, 

values of trust or trustworthiness should give way to higher-level values such as life 

and survival of larger communities as well (2008: 20). 

But because of her activist commitment, Baker seems to give too much 

prominence to the translation’s function in reality construction. She claims that 

“[l]ike any other group in society, translators and interpreters are responsible for the 

texts and utterances they produce. Consciously or otherwise, they translate texts and 

utterances that participate in creating, negotiating and contesting social reality” 

(Baker 2006: 105, my emphasis). I agree that translators are not different from other 

language users in the sense that they should be responsible for the texts they 

reproduce (2008: 28). But Baker seems to have failed to consider the elements of 

time and genres in her discussion here. Not all texts, or in her term, “narratives”, are 

about social reality. For instance, mathematical textbooks like the Euclidian 

geometry or Chinese classics like The Daodejing. In regard to the translation of 

such texts, what counts may be not political engagement or commitment, but the 

traditional requirements of accuracy and equivalence or the value of ‘truth’. When 

accuracy and equivalence are realised, mutual benefits can be said to have been 

achieved as well in the sense that knowledge is shared and beneficial to both the 
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donor and donated77. She is keen on more “politically-aware terms” to address the 

ethics of translation profession (ibid: 31), especially regarding political engagement, 

but a translator can choose to be committed not only to “political agendas” (2008: 

14), but also to cultural, environmental agendas etc. insofar as such agendas are 

good to the largest number of people on both sides.  

Although a self-reflexive researcher herself and aware of the degree of 

intervention between the source and target cultures as she asks, “[h]ow far should 

we go to mediate the distance between the source and target cultures, to ensure that 

members of the former are understood and respected by members of the latter?” 

(Baker 2011: 288), Baker is still perceived as having a touch of ethnocentrism by 

Juliane House (2009: 90) in Baker’s stress of the translator’s responsibility to the 

audience for whom the translation is produced (see Baker 2006: 105). House in 

effect hints at the translator’s responsibility to the author of the ST (2009: 90), or the 

benefits of the source side that deserve similar attention in theory. 

Further, to my mind, like with Moira Inghilleri (2008, 2009), more politics seems 

at work with Baker than ethics, as is seen in her frequent stress of “political 

engagement” for “political change” in “political conflicts” (2008: 13) on the part of 

translators and interpreters as both individuals and collectivities. True, ethics and 

politics inherently intersect and translation does play a vital role in numerous 

political situations. But that cannot be the entire scenarios regarding translation. 

Translation itself can be a political act surely, but it also should be employed to help 

alleviate conflicts and facilitate cooperation and harmony. To her, the metaphor of 

translation as a bridge-building is “romanticizing” (2008: 16). The fact is that 

translation can be bridge and barrier, depending on whether the exercise of the 

translator’s agency and the efforts of other potential participants are for good ends 

or not. 

Like Mona Baker, Maria Tymoczko is another TS scholar whose views on 

translation ethics fall into this model. Her views of translation ethics are found 

chiefly in an array of articles (2003, 2006, and 2009) and her 2007 book Enlarging 

Translation, Empowering Translators.  

First, Tymoczko approaches translation ethics from the macro level by flagging 

the importance of translator and translation in cultural exchange in an era of 

                                                 
77Seeking ‘equivalence’ in translation as an alternative of reciprocal ethics in translation will be dealt 
with in detail in the model formulation in Chapter 4. 
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globalisation where colonial or neo-colonial practice may manifest in various forms. 

To her, the translator cannot work in a space that is in-between (2003), but “in fact 

all too committed to a cultural framework” (2003: 201). Moreover, a translator can 

“easily become the traitor from within or the agent from without”, depending on his 

or her loyalty to “dissident ideologies internal to a culture, or to affiliations and 

agendas external to a culture” (ibid). Thus how translation is defined and how 

translators conduct their translation exert great influence in the era of globalising 

and globalised cultural exchange. Her following questions illustrate well her deep 

thinking of the issue:  

To what extent will cultural exchange be multidirectional in the age of globalization, and to what 
extent will asymmetries of power, resources, and technologies mean that ‘cultural exchange’ will 
become a euphemism for the acculturation to Western or dominant international standards of 
many peoples around the world who have heretofore led their lives within local frameworks of 
knowledge, belief, and values? To what extent will ‘cultural exchange’ become a banner for 
opening up and exploiting new markets around the world? What roles will translators and 
translations play in all this? Will translators be instrumental in defining culture and empowered to 
initiate and shape cultural interface? Or will translators and their translations be implicated in the 
destruction of the local by the global and serve primarily as instruments of dominant interests and 
powers? How we define and think about translation will have much to do with the answers to 
these questions. (2007: 4-5, my emphasis) 

Tymoczko proposes enlarging translation and empowering translators to address 

such thorny questions. As for the specific responsibilities of translators, Tymoczko 

stresses that, reference points for them to make ethical decisions are of vital 

importance because, for her, so to speak, the ethical agency of translators’ might be 

limitless. She argues possibly unawares in a Confucian line of role ethics: 

It is also ethically empowering for translators to think about their circles of affiliation and 
responsibility78. What reference points does a translator use for making ethical and ideological 
choices and, hence, translation choices of all sorts? The larger the frameworks within which 
translators situate themselves, the broader their ethical awareness and senses of responsibility will 
be. Thus, thinking about responsibilities to self, family, community, nation, and the world open up 
wider and wider ethical issues for translators. (ibid: 318, my emphasis)  

As noted in the introduction of the thesis, here Tymoczko seems to have been 

informed by Confucian ethics that one can become responsible for much wider 

communities than are immediate, especially when it comes to the cultural exchange 

in a globalised and globalising world.  

Tymoczko’s proposal to empower translators partly results from her insightful 

                                                 
78In other words, their ‘local and global allegiances’, in Inghilleri’s terms (2012: 124). 



68 
 

conception of translation as a metonymic process.79 Because of this metonymic 

process, for Tymoczko and I agree, in the translating process the translator has to 

prioritise what or whose interests or values to promote or silence, i.e. whose benefits 

to augment and what harm to eliminate or reduce. Translators are not always slavish 

at all, but, “like other human beings – are rarely totally submissive to dominant 

thinking or totally resistant to it. In most circumstances translators accept and buy 

into some cultural norms and restrictions, but oppose and challenge others” 

(Tymoczko 2009: 36). Translators’ agency is recognised explicitly here. Elsewhere 

she also rightly observes that: 

Translation always entails large ethical issues. A central question pertains to affiliation: where do 
one’s allegiances lie? On what level should a translator focus ethical and ideological concerns? If 
we use Augusta Gregory as an example once more, we can imagine complaining to her 
manipulations of the plots and the form, and her erasure of the humour, the sexuality, the 
scatological elements and so forth. We can also imagine that she might respond in kind, asking: 
how can you be so concerned about the ethics of translating these details of the texts? What about 
the ethical issues pertaining to the lives of the Irish peasants, their poverty and their subjugation? 
What about the necessity to build a national culture and achieve Ireland’s independence? (2009: 
41, my emphasis) 

Here, obviously, Tymoczko is arguing that the translator’s priority cannot be on the 

linguistic aspect but rather on the national interest on a much higher level like what 

Baker has also argued. Further, similar to Venuti’s emphasis of translation’s function 

in cultural identity formation (1995: 22ff, 1998: 81ff), Tymoczko employs the term 

“image”, as she claims: “[b]ecause translations construct images that are taken as 

realities in the receptor culture, the ethics of those images are important 

considerations, particularly because images are manipulated as a result of social 

constraints” (Tymoczko 2009: 41).  

Aside from translators’ ethical agency, Tymoczko also realises the vital 

importance of their self-reflexivity in making ethical decisions. She makes it clear 

that: 

Kathleen Davis observes that in virtue of the necessity of decision making in the process of 
translating, translations are always ‘ethical-political acts’ (2001: 51; cf. Lane-Mercier 1997: 60-65, 

                                                 
79She argues that “it is not possible for a translator to capture all aspects of a source text. Because of 
anisomorphisms of language and asymmetries of culture, because meaning in a text is both open and 
overdetermined, because texts make contradictory demands that cannot all be simultaneously 
satisfied (say, the demands of complex content and spare form), and because the information load 
associated with a source text is excessive, among other reasons, translators must set priorities for 
their translations and they must make choices about what they will translate” (Tymoczko 2009: 36, 
my emphasis). For details on the metonymy of translation see Tymoczko (1999: 41-61, 278-300). 
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Arrojo 1998, 2003). A translator’s empowerment is greatest when the translator is conscious of the 
implications of the various levels of choice to be exercised in translation and when the translator is 
self-aware and deliberate about making those choices. Indeed self-awareness is almost a 
prerequisite for ideological, political, and ethical agency. Self-reflexivity about the translator’s 
place of enunciation and affiliation is the guide to actual choices in translation – from choice of 
text to transpositions of language and of culture. Self-reflexivity guides the construction of 
representations, transmissions, and translculturations (Tymoczko 2007: 219-20, my emphasis). 

Closely related to this self-reflexivity, Tymoczko argues that “[t]ranslators can 

mobilize themselves more easily and exercise their agency more effectively when 

they understand that there are always contradictions and interferences in any ethical, 

ideological, or cultural system and situation” (ibid: 318). 

Proposing empowering the translator, Tymoczko naturally takes issue with the 

professional codes of ethics because the translator’s agency is often dispersed in 

them. She argues that “[o]ne form that the dispersal of ethics, ideology, and 

translator agency takes is the focus in professional codes of ethics on the 

microlevels of textual fidelity and immediate obligations to the employer, effacing 

larger spheres of geopolitical responsibility to communities and the world (2007: 

320, my emphasis) and that the view of translation as transfer “totally effaces the 

relation between translation and power” (ibid: 324). 

In brief, Tymoczko is right in encouraging to take power, asymmetries of power 

in particular, into account when dealing with translation ethics because in the 

context of nation building or cultural identity formation, ethics and politics do get 

intertwined and complicated. But in other cases, as noted previously, close linguistic 

transfer is still top priority for those who wish to import important and latest 

knowledge, information or values. In such cases, if the ST is not closely translated, 

the victimised is the translating party (culture or nation) rather than the source side. 

In her 2009 essay on translation ethics, Tymoczko also poses unanswered some 

key questions: “Where is morality a question of individual behaviour and where is it 

a question of responsibility for social conditions and the nature of society at large? 

Where are the boundaries between external constraints and internalized values” 

(2009: 45, my emphasis)? Such questions may not have ready answers but will be 

addressed partly in the model to be developed in the present study.  

Rosemary Arrojo (1994, 1997, 2005, 2013), Kaisa Koskinen80 (2000), and 

                                                 
80Koskinen denies herself and her study in terms of ethics in her concluding chapter “Awakenings” 
by stating that “[t]he task of ethical theory is not to give instructions” (2000: 113, my emphasis). It is 
undoubtedly wrong as moral philosophers have announced clearly: “[e]thical theories are supposed 
to provide us with decision procedures and/or criteria for evaluation of actions and character. They 
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Kathleen Davis (2001) all take a deconstructionist approach to translation ethics. 

Their common conclusion is that translation ethics boils down to the stress of the 

importance of decision and self-reflexivity on the part of the translator. Different 

from all of those discussed above is a seeming academic maverick in Western TS, 

Anthony Pym, who casts doubts about almost all the major views of translation 

ethics in the West.  

2.3.1.3 Translator-entry-free-agency-limited model 

As can be seen from the frequent references made in the various sections above, 

Anthony Pym is a very important figure in translation ethics in the West. From 1994 

to 2012, Pym has published a host of essays on various aspects of translation ethics, 

with his major views on the subject being largely expressed in the following 

writings: ‘On Cooperation’ (2000), ‘The Return to Ethics in Translation Studies’ 

(2001), ‘Ethics and Technology’ (2003), Translation and Text Transfer 

(1992/2010b), and On Translator Ethics (1997/2012), and touched in passing in 

other writings or talks (1996, 1998, 2004, 2009, 2010a, 2011b)  

In the past two decades, taking translation as a major mode of intercultural 

communication, Pym approached translation ethics chiefly from the perspectives of 

cooperation and interculturality without fundamental change. His key question has 

been “why to translate” rather than “how to translate”. In this vein, he also proposed 

alternatives to translation like learning a foreign language on the part of the client, 

and giving advice, reviewing or teaching on the part of the translator (2012: 

153-156,157) for intercultural communication. But in his updated monograph on 

translation ethics On Translator Ethics (2012), in terms of translator agency, Pym 

shifted his stance for translator agency to cover all translators instead of only 

‘professional’ translators. The following is a synthesis of his views based on all his 

major works, including this 2012 monograph which contains his latest ideas on 

translation ethics. 

Firstly, to Pym,81 translation ethics is translator ethics. By translator ethics, he 

means ethics that addresses not only the so-called professional translators but also 

                                                                                                                                         
are, in that way, practically oriented” (Driver 2007: 9, see also Singer 1994: 2, Spence and Van 
Heekeren 2005: 2).  
81As a matter of fact, he confirmed to me face to face that “translation ethics” is “translator ethics” 
(August 2011, personal communication at Leuven). 
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the paraprofessionals82. He claims that “we have to recognise that the translator is 

often not a ‘professional translator’” and that “we have to address a far wider range 

of translation activities” (2012: 4). This shift from focussing on just the profession 

(Pym 1992:166; also 2004: 179, 2010b:172, 179) to ‘professionals’ and those 

“acting as” translators is the most attractive part of his views. This stance change 

resulted from his observation of the popularity of the “democratizing technology” 

(2012: 11, also see Pym 2003) in the field of translation83. Pym thus rejects the idea 

of talking about what “‘the (universal) translator’ is or does” (2012: 4), insisting 

instead that “the translator” be looked at in specific situations. This is like what I 

have argued previously: a certain party becomes a translator after s/he decides to 

undertake an accepted ‘translating’ job, by exercising his or her agency. But of 

course it does not mean the kind of ‘situational ethics’ as meant by Robinson. 

Meanwhile, Pym observes that, translation is not only done for economic value, 

but also for social, symbolic and cultural values on the part of the translator. 

Accordingly, “[w]e must consider all the things that translators can do” (Pym 2012: 

171, original emphasis) because they can do both good and evil (ibid: 172) whether 

in terms of professional or volunteer work, whether as ‘parrots’ or “revolutionary 

subjects” (ibid: 11, 97, 100).  

By equaling translation ethics to translator ethics, Pym tries to answer not the 

traditional, “fundamental and inevitable” (2012: 5) question “how to translate”, but 

“why to translate” on “the most general level” (ibid), covering all kinds of written 

and spoken forms, both inward and outward. In Pym’s view, if a translation can be 

exchanged for something, it can be undertaken; otherwise, it is better not to do it. 

For him, exchange84 is a key issue in an era of globalisation where economical 

gains define almost everything (ibid, my emphasis).  

Second, Pym insists that one “should translate in order to promote cooperation” 

(ibid: 9, my emphasis). Against the “ethics of content”, or “abstract philosophical 

ethics of the translator”, Pym advocates a role-oriented situational translator ethics 

by which “[w]e should translate in certain circumstances only, investing variable 

effort, in order to promote long-term cooperation between cultures” (2012: 12, my 

                                                 
82“Paraprofessionals” for Pym refer to those with expert skills in a field, related to particular 
translation projects (2011: 97), such as scientists in chemistry, medicine, etc. 
83Actually, before the “professionalisation” of translation, translation had always, and still is, done by 
many people who are “act[ing] as translators” in many parts of the world. 
84For a discussion and critique of translation as exchange, see Behr (2004) and Cheung (2005). 
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emphasis). By “we”, Pym means ‘all translators’. Otherwise, it is better not to 

translate, seek other alternatives for the task of communication instead. Elsewhere 

Pym repeats this view: “What is the knowledge-use value of a translation? For me, 

it is the degree of cooperation facilitated: a translation has a functional value insofar 

as it helps people to produce shared benefits from their interactions. Cooperation is 

the ultimate goal of all the negotiations, dialogue, and involvement. That is my 

whole answer” (2012: 134, my emphasis).  

Aiming at cooperation and mutual benefits is part of the highlight of Pym’s views, 

which is also taken as an important component of my model of translation ethics in 

this study. But some problems arise. For example, I don’t think cooperation can be 

the “ultimate goal” of any translation; it is doubtful that the translation of great 

literary masterpieces, like Shakespeare and Lu Xun, will facilitate a high degree of 

cooperation between the British culture and the Chinese culture, while such 

translation will undoubtedly do further the mutual understanding between the two 

cultures. In terms of “interactions”, insofar as the translation of literary masterpieces 

is concerned (Shakespeare for instance again), not many interactions are necessarily 

involved between the two cultures during or after the translation. Because a 

translator alone can do the job as is manifested in the cases of Zhu Shenghao, and 

Liang Shiqiu in China (Jiang 2014).  

Another problem concerns the extent to which Pym’s model can be applied. Pym 

asserts, “[t]he key element in the cooperation model is the point beyond which no 

mutual benefits are likely to ensue. Beyond that point, translation is wasted, and 

some other means of communication, or silence, should be sought” (2012: 139). 

Clearly, to Pym, the various functions of translation have been reduced to only one, 

i.e. communication. His model thus seems most suitable for business translation 

projects, but not for projects involving the translation of literary or philosophical 

works. The translation of literary works cannot be looked at just from the 

perspective of transaction cost, as the effect or value of the translation of a great 

work cannot be judged immediately or in a short term.  

By taking translation chiefly as a way of communication, Pym’s view is 

ineluctably reductionist85. What is more, in this model of cooperation, not to 

                                                 
85Henri Meschonnic candidly critiqued Pym’s model as “market reductionism” (2011: 41). Venuti, in 
his reply to Zhang’s email on October 7, 2007, also takes issue with Pym’s notion of “cooperation” 
and other proposals: “Pym’s notion of ‘cooperation,’ like Vermeer’s ‘skopos’ theory, too easily 
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mention possible evil parties like ‘Hitler’ and ‘Mussolini’ for cooperation, the 

translator is expected to facilitate cooperation between cross-cultural clients and 

enhance the mutual benefits thereof, but s/he is excluded from the mutual benefits 

despite Pym’s arguing for basic justice and protecting the translator’s interests (see 

2012: 151ff, 156, 165). 

Third, Pym’s model places too much emphasis on the so-called intercultural 

space. Pym argues that “[i]f you think about it, translators tend not to belong to just 

one national or confessional culture. Does not the very nature of translation imply 

that numerous translators operate in several primary cultures at once, or in an 

intercultural space, understood as an overlap or intersection of cultures? From this 

point of view, is it not naïve to presuppose that all translators by definition belong to 

one culture or another” (2012: 9, original emphasis)? 

Here Pym’s questions pose other questions. For instance, has anybody really 

claimed that “ALL” translators “by definition belong to one culture or another”? 

Judging from the situation at least in China, the vast majority of translators do 

belong to what is known as ‘Chinese culture’ rather than an imagined intercultural 

space. In other words, they do not work in an intercultural situation; most of them as 

a matter of fact work in a mono-cultural circumstance. Martha Cheung (2011: 81) 

summarises, rightly, that “[w]e are not in a post-nationalist era” yet. With respect to 

Pym’s intercultural space, Koskinen also casts deep doubts: 

Depicting the translator as an impartial inhabitant of a mystical no-man’s-land-in-between, Pym 
produces an aura of innocence and moral disinterestedness (see Siebers 1988, 11-12). At the same 
time, a truly intercultural space is a dream, a paradise to come. The problem of Pym’s ethical 
stand is, therefore, that translators should base their decisions on the norms and goals of a space 
which is largely hypothetical and whose ultimate aims have yet to be formulated (see 1992a, 168). 
(Koskinen 2000: 74) 

As noted above, I agree with Koskinen on this (see also Yang 2013: 128-130). Pym 

seems to have chosen to forget the “complex local and global allegiances” 

(Inghilleri 2012: 124) on the part of the translators or interpreters. Tymoczko’s 

opposition to the idea of ‘in-between’ also runs counter to this interculturality. 

Moral philosopher Dwight Furrow’s insight constitutes another counter argument 

against Pym’s imagined intercultural space for the translators: “Without deeply held 

attachments and commitments, there is nothing for me to be – no identity conferring 

                                                                                                                                         
devolves into a business ethics that simply maintain the status quo. It lacks any rigorous ethical or 
political thinking” (quoted in Zhang 2009: 8, fn1, my emphasis). 
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commitments that I must honour” (2005: 89), and “[f]or most people, though not all, 

their racial and cultural identities are fixed facts that are not open to modification” 

(ibid: 123).  

In sum, Pym shows his doubts about almost all the prevalent translation ethical 

stances in the West: “the elitism of foreignization, the ethical status of non-dialogue, 

the lingering resistance to democratizing technology, the ever-hopeful bets placed 

on translators as revolutionary subjects, and the widespread theoretical acceptance 

of translator interventions strangely without calculations of the many risks involved” 

(2012: 11). Pym thus adopts a framework of cooperative cross-cultural dialogue or 

communication to develop his translator ethics. He rejects “ethical principles based 

on simple representation”, “ethics of mercenary service to masters”, human rights 

relevant ethics, “approaches based solely on subjective hermeneutics”, and 

“existentialist ethics” (2012: 166, my emphasis). Having criticised and excluded 

such “widespread approaches and principles”, Pym put forward a few “general 

principles of a translator ethics” (ibid): 

(1) Translators are responsible for their product as soon as they accept to produce it; (2) 
Translators are responsible for the probable effects of their translations; (3) Translator ethics 
need not involve deciding between two cultures; (4) Transaction costs should not exceed the total 
benefits ensuing from the corresponding cooperative interaction; (5) Translators, insofar as they 
are more than simple messengers, are responsible for the capacity of their work to contribute to 
long-term stable, cross-cultural cooperation (ibid: 166-7, my italics, bold and underlines).  

In essence Pym’s model boils down to an effort/effect or cost/benefit ratio where 

if the effort invested in the translation by the translator outweighs the effect or 

knowledge-use value (2012: 134), the translator should not translate. For him, all 

can translate, but with limited agency. At the same time Pym makes no distinction 

between text types and mingles translation with interpreting; he treats translation of 

all works in the same way. Strongly against an ethics of “content” (2012), he leaves 

the impression that all translations are business exchanges.  

Despite such problems in Pym’s model, his shift from the profession to ‘all being 

translators’ is revealing. The alternative of not-translating is also a way to widen the 

otherwise narrow sphere of translation ethics. I will, as mentioned above, take 

not-translating as the starting part of my model, but for different reasons.  

To conclude, in the West, Chesterman’s translator’s agency-limited model is 

narrow and inadequate, especially in terms of its exclusion of the non-professionals 

and insufficient attention to the harm done by translation; the translator’s 
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agency-enhanced model mainly represented by Robinson, Venuti, Baker and 

Tymoczko is problematic in one way or another, as it is often too politics-oriented, 

or one-sided in terms of benefits and harm; as for the translator-entry open model as 

represented by Pym’s views, in spite of its having a cutting edge in emphasising 

translation’s mutual benefits and cooperation among “all translators”, it is, however, 

reductionist in terms of seeing any translation as “exchange”, and is deeply 

problematic with the notion of interculturality. Major views or models on translation 

ethics in China are similarly ample, but not lacking in problems either. They will be 

critically scrutinised in the following section.  

2.3.2 Major views and models in China86 

Ethics is an issue inherent in the practice of translation. It is no exception in China. 

The issue in fact has drawn attention since the times of Buddhist sutra translations. 

The most typical example is Shi Yancong’s (557-610CE) discussion of the eight 

prerequisites on the translator as mentioned in the beginning of this section on 

translation ethics.  

However, in modern times, explicit discussions on the issue of translation ethics 

were rare; what available was the “keen observers who understood the importance 

of morality concerning translation” (Mao [1954]2009). But since the opening up of 

the Chinese Mainland in the 1980s and with the development of TS as a discipline, 

the issue of ethics has drawn increased attention from translation scholars. For 

example, as mentioned in Chapter 1, significant work has been done in Xu (1998) 

and Lü (2001). 

It was around the turn of this new century that research into translation ethics 

began to expand rapidly in China, in much the same way as in the West. Of the large 

body of literature on translation ethics, as discussed in Chapter 1, a big proportion 

falls into the realm of sociological study of translation like Peng (2008), Wang 

(2012), and Tu (2013). Some efforts are introductions, applications or critiques of 

Western ideas or models, e.g. Liu (2005), Jiang (2008), Zhang (2009), and Xu 

(2012). Still other efforts are reflections on translation ethics like Wang (2005, 

2009), Tang (2007), Chu (2009), Chen (2011, 2012), and Fang (2012). Attempts at 

ethical model formulation in the sense of normative ethics are only limited to the 

                                                 
86Here “China” is taken as a concept referring to the grander China, covering the Mainland, Hong 
Kong, Macao, and Taiwan. 
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work by such scholars as Ge (2007, 2008), Liu Weidong (2011), Luo (2012), Yang 

Zhenyuan (2013), and Li (2016). 

Ge Lin’s work (2007, 2008) is an attempt to establish a model of “intercultural 

ethics”, according to which, as she stresses, translation ethics should not be equated 

with the responsibilities of the translator87. Her stress is of significance but a 

weakness in her argument is also striking: she gives no clear definition of what she 

means by her “intercultural ethics” throughout the book. For this lack of definition, 

it would not be meaningful to examine her work any further. In the following 

examination, I will therefore only focus on the work by the last three scholars, Yang, 

Luo and Liu but Li, whose work is comprehensive but the data against which to test 

his model is too special and narrow, i.e. English translation of Chinese classics in 

today’s world, and the view is not universal or general as ethics requests. 

2.3.2.1 Shoujing-daquan (守經達權) model of translation ethics 

In his recent book A Study of Translation Ethics (2013), Yang Zhenyuan develops 

his model of translation ethics. This model goes like this: in the context of cultural 

globalisation, drawing on Humean distinction between fact and value, plus 

traditional Chinese ideas “shoujing and daquan守經達權” [acting flexibly in 

concrete tactics while sticking to principles as strategies], he proposes the ethical 

principle of shoujing daquan for translators and interpreters, where Berman’s and 

Venuti’s proposal of “respecting the difference” is taken as the fixed foundation of 

value, i.e. the jing or principles, and Pym’s and Chesterman’s translating methods as 

the flexible tactics, i.e. the quan. For any translators and interpreters, the principle 

they should follow is to respect the linguistic and cultural differences, but how to 

respect the differences is left to the translators and interpreters to decide. I term it 

the model of “shoujing daquan”. 

While it cannot be denied that there is some truth in the model in terms of 

normative ethics, there are some undeniable problems. The truth of the model lies in 

the fact that it complies with the core of normative ethics, i.e. some principles to be 

followed in one’s act. Meanwhile, the Chinese notion of “shoujing daquan” is a 

very influential and useful notion too, as Yang has convincingly argued. Other 
                                                 
87Fang Wei also rightly claims that “the concept of translation ethics is not equal to professional 
ethics or the translator’s responsibility” (2012: 22, trans). 
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contributions of the model will be summed up at the end of this section. 

Now we will focus on the problems. First, as noted above when dealing with 

ethics per se, the Humean issue itself has been a controversial topic in ethics 

because, whereas many agree with David Hume that the ought cannot be derived 

from the is (e.g. Furrow 2005: 3), there are also scholars who insist that the ought 

can be embodied in the is (see Warnock 1967; Kovesi 1967). In translation, for 

example, Andrew Chesterman (1993, 2001) expresses the idea that a qualified 

practitioner of a field such as translation should know what is good and right in his 

or her behaviour. But I agree with Yang that values and facts should be treated 

differently or, following Hume, the is cannot result in the ought directly. 

Nevertheless, I don’t agree with him in the sense that he takes ‘difference’ as an 

absolute value, although we know difference in translation as a product is absolute 

while sameness is relative seen from the perspective of the relation between ST and 

TT.  

Second, there is a more serious problem. That is the issue of difference. 

Concerning difference, we have to keep in mind that difference as a general concept 

is also relative. As Jane Flax notes, “[d]iscourses of difference cannot be understood 

outside their specific historical contexts and purposes. They represent attempts to 

theorize and undo relations of domination” (1998: 436). While respecting difference, 

we must also seek and develop commonalities. Richard J. Bernstein argues 

convincingly that “[i]ndeed, commonality and difference are themselves historically 

conditioned and shifting. The search for commonalities and differences among 

incommensurable traditions is always a task and an obligation – an Aufgabe” (1991: 

66). As a consequence, “[w]e must cultivate the type of imagination where we are at 

once sensitive to the sameness of ‘the Other’ with ourselves and the radical alterity 

that defies and resists reduction of ‘the Other’ to ‘the Same’” (ibid: 74, original 

emphasis). In the field of TS, it has also been argued that difference itself cannot be 

the foundation for ethics at all (see Weller 2006; cf. Eagleton 2009).  

Also related to difference regarding translation ethics is the issue of asymmetrical 

relations of power between different languages and cultures as noted frequently in 

the present study. For a minor language, when translating from a major language, 

e.g. the English language, if too much respect for the difference in the major 

language is accorded, the minor language at issue is apt to end up losing its identity 

(cf. Cronin 2006). 
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Third, insofar as the stance of Berman and Venuti regarding translation ethics is 

concerned, their problems have been revealed to a large extent. In section 2.3.1.2, 

when discussing the translator-agency-enhancing model, I pointed out the problem 

of Venuti’s flagging of difference at length (see pages 60-61). As for Berman’s 

stance, as Pym has argued, it is of “the academic, abstract nature” and might 

produce “a narrow, marginal ethics” (2012: 3). Besides, “[r]especting the 

foreignness in the foreign” or the pure/ethical aim of translation (Berman 1992: 4) is 

actually Berman’s earlier thinking. It has been proven untenable in many 

circumstances and given up by Berman (see Berman [1995]2009: 75; also see 

Simon 1996: 34, Venuti 1998: 81). Berman’s later position on translation ethics is 

the “play it open” proposal (2009: 75). But it cannot stand firm either as has been 

criticised by Koskinen (2000: 103) and Fang Wei (2012: 36). Taking Berman’s and 

Venuti’s problematical ethic models as his jing/principle, Yang’s formulation is 

rickety at the base.  

Fourth, in developing his model, Yang has not made it clear why ethics is 

important for translation first and foremost. In other words, it seems that he is not 

clear that it is not only the linguistic and cultural differences that give rise to the 

ethical issues in translation, but also the inequalities between languages and cultures 

(see also Chu 2009: 12 and Brisset 2003: 126). Ethical issues arise also and largely 

because translators and translations might do harm to the active parties and passive 

entities involved in a translation project, including the languages/cultures. 

Lastly, Yang presupposes that translation ethics is equal to translation criterion, 

which obviously is not the case (cf. Chu 2009: 5-6) since the former concerns far 

larger a sphere than the latter, which is chiefly concerned with the intertextual 

relationship between ST and TT. By focussing on four key figures in the West to 

explore translation ethics: Berman, Venuti, Pym, and Chesterman, he leaves behind 

other equally prominent scholars like Mona Baker and Maria Tymoczko, whose 

widely read activist ethical stance is as insightful. 

Despite such problems, the model is a significant contribution. Some ideas are 

even highly insightful. For instance, when he discusses the weaknesses in 

explorations of translation ethics by Chinese scholars, Yang points out three major 

problems: an insufficient exploitation of Western ethical theories; a lack of deeply 

tapping traditional Chinese ethics; and an under-research into the characteristics of 

current translation ethics in China (2013: 227-30). To my mind, the first two are 
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sharp observation and in fact are also applicable to the discussion of translation 

ethics in the West. That is in part why this study will draw heavily on both 

Confucian ethics and the key ideas in Western ethics.  

2.3.2.2 A model combining institutional ethics and translator’s minimal ethics 

This model was developed by Luo Xianfeng in his PhD ‘A Study of the Translator’s 

Ethics in a Postmodern Context’defended at Hunan Normal University in 2012. It 

tries to combine institutional ethics with translators’ minimal ethics under which 

four ethical regulations are proposed for translators. 

In Luo’s account, in the context of postmodernism, various approaches to 

translation such as cultural studies, feminist, postcolonial, deconstructionist have 

given rise to many paradoxes in understanding the essence of translation and hence 

translation ethics. As a consequence, he argues, the translator has been allowed too 

much subjectivity, even the heightened latitude of exercising “creative treason”. In 

the light of such views, Luo proposes four ethical “regulations” (Luo 2012: iv) to 

guide and constrain the translator’s behavior. They are “sincerity, responsibility, 

normalization, and justice” (ibid), which are supposed to help the translator mediate 

“correctly” the interpersonal, intercultural relationships, and “negociate [negotiate] 

properly different interests” (ibid) as regards any translation event. 

To guarantee that such principles are practiced by translators, Luo further argues 

that “institutional ethics in the form of laws and institutions” […] “to control 

accreditation for the profession and translation market access, to enhance honesty 

and good credit as a general practice, and to promote translation legislation” (ibid) 

should be established serving as heteronomy for the translator. In addition, 

translators’ “minimal ethics” as autonomy should also be strengthened so that 

translators will consciously practice the above advocated principles and “improve 

their ethic attainment and respect the Other” (ibid). 

In essence, although the agency of the translator is recognised in the model in the 

form of autonomy, Luo’s exploration is conducted from the perspective of the 

translator’s improper behavior, as can be seen from the examples he cites. The 

examples are mostly taken from contemporary China, focussing on issues like 

plagiarism and stark pursuit of economic capital at the cost of translation quality. 

His model thus boils down to the following three points: (1) reversion to or 

adherence to fidelity/faithfulness to the source text; (2) development of institutional 
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ethics of the practice; and (3) cultivating of minimal ethics on the part of the 

translator. 

Specifically, Luo argues that fidelity is the translator’s minimal ethics (Luo 2012: 

187, 190, 209, 212) and by “fidelity” he means fidelity to the ST and the “original 

writer” (ibid: 96, trans). He further elaborates that, to realise this minimal ethics, the 

translator should respect the other (i.e. reader, author, and the other culture). But 

regarding how to respect and how to measure the fidelity no detailed elucidation is 

given. Moreover, as noted above in reviewing the major models in the West, fidelity 

can mean ethic translation only when no other conditions like ideology or higher 

level values intervene in a translation project. Luo’s way of argument is obviously 

still in the traditional line of thinking about translation ethics; reciprocity between 

the translator and other parties, between the passive entities is not perceivable in the 

least. As such, it is no wonder that throughout his argument, elements like 

asymmetries of power between languages and between cultures (cf. Chu 2009, 

Brisset 2003), between various translating subjects, including the translator in many 

translating events, are not touched upon as if they were non-existent.  

When it comes to the institutional translation ethics, i.e., in his words, the 

unification of ethicalised translation institutions and institutionalised translation 

ethics, the transformation of various ethical principles into normalised, legalised 

systems (ibid: 211-212), I contend that Luo’s focus seems not on translation ethics 

in general but chiefly on the situation in contemporary China. Furthermore, once 

ethical principles have been legalised and become external enforcible laws (Luo 

2012: 146), the issue is no longer in the terrain of ethics but into the realm of 

politics.  

The last problem of the model is its generality and validity. Judging from the title, 

it should be a study addressing the general issues of translation ethics in a 

postmodern context, in other words, chiefly a theoretical exploration. But the 

concept of “postmodern” itself is problematic because it is not made clear whose 

postmodern context88  it is. The main examples Luo gives in support of his 

argument are largely taken from contemporary China. Whether contemporary China 

                                                 
88Andrew Chesterman in his revisit of “shared ground” questions the casual usage of the concept of 
“postmodernity” by certain translation scholars. In his own words, ‘Simeoni (in12: 2, p.338) says 
that “Postmodernity is indeed our current condition”. I wonder who “we” are here? Mankind? The 
West? The rich and educated segments of the West? Only some of the segments? Some other 
segments of humanity?’(Chesterman 2002: 147). 
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is really in the postmodern context is open to question. And whether the problems 

he finds among the Chinese translators are a result of the influence of 

postmodernism is doubtful too. His delineation of the so-called “paradoxes of 

translation ethics” (Luo 2012: iii) is however based on his general discussion of all 

the major schools to approach translation, like the translation studies school, the 

feminist school, the postcolonial school, and the deconstructionist school in TS in 

the past two decades. Such paradoxes constitute the starting point of his research 

because, in his view, the translator informed by such schools has been granted more 

subjectivity and allowed too much latitude for “creative treason”. Luo attempts to 

find out what “ethical regulations” translators should “have” (ibid) so that they will 

not flag their subjectivity and exercise too much “creative treason” in translation. 

An obvious discrepancy is perceived between his theoretical framework and the 

data in his research. As such, the model may have trouble in being applied widely. 

2.3.2.3 A Habermasian (Western-source-based) model of translation ethics 

Liu Weidong’s model can be said to be a Habermasian (Western-source-based) 

model, which he developed in his PhD thesis ‘A Way to the Reconstruction of 

Translation Ethics’ defended in 2011 at Shanghai International Studies University. 

His conceptual apparatus is the notion of reason/rationality. He argues that 

The traditional ethical notion of faithfulness related much to the evolvement of reason/rationality 
in the earlier days, centering on the supreme authority of the author. The modern ethical concept 
of sameness was based on instrumental rationality in modern times, laying stress on the scientific, 
objective, and systematic analysis of the text within the self-enclosed and autonomous linguistic 
system, and completely excluding the translator’s subjectivity and the author’s intention. When 
the anti-rational postmodernist train of thoughts swept over the field of translation, the notion of 
translation ethics cleared away and became ‘an unhappy word’. (Liu 2011: 111, my emphasis) 

In his imprecise language, Liu attributes the ethics of “faithfulness” in “earlier days 

translation practice” to the so-called “reason in the earlier days”, the ethics of 

“sameness” to “instrumental rationality in modern times”, and ‘no-ethics’ to 

anti-rationality of postmodernism. In a farfetched manner Liu tries to marry various 

notions of translation ethics and evolving notions of reason in the West. He pays 

scant attention to the heated “ethics of difference”, which is, in contrast, highlighted 

by van Wyke (2010, 2013) in his two entries as noted above. Concerning Liu’s 

classification, a question immediately arises: is there any real difference between 

the ethics of “faithfulness” and that of “sameness” distinguished by him? 

Defining translation ethics as “the moral principles or standards that coordinate 
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the interpersonal, intercultural, and intertextual relations in the process of translation, 

with the translator as its core” (2011: 35), Liu, echoing Chesterman’s 2001 

discussion, argues that “the current approaches to translation ethics in the west” [i.e. 

Chesterman’s (2001) 4+1 models] are “incomplete and incompatible to varying 

degrees” (Liu 2011: 145). Therefore, by drawing on Jürgen Habermas’ 

communicative rationality which prioritises intersubjectivity, Liu tries to reconstruct 

a general framework of translation ethics from three dimensions: the objective, the 

social, and the subjective (my emphasis), three terms borrowed from Habermas’s 

notion of three actor-worlds. Liu asserts that, 

In the objective dimension, the ethical relations between the translator and the objective world (i.e. 
the source and the target texts) will be built. In the social dimension, the ethical relations between 
the translator and the social world, including those between the translator and other participants 
(i.e. the author, the reader, and the initiator) and of the source and the target cultures, will be 
constructed. And in the subjective dimension, the ethical relation of the dual identities of the 
translator (i.e. the self one and the other one) will be investigated. (Liu 2011: iv)  

In this model, as Liu claims, the ethical relations between the translator and the 

source and the target texts; between the translator and the source author, the target 

reader, and the initiator, between the source and the target cultures; and between the 

translator himself (the self and the other), are governed by such ethical notions as 

equal dialogue, mutual understanding, reciprocal respect, general consensus, and 

harmonious coexistence (my emphasis). He states that his reconstruction is a 

“united one and a new system” (ibid: 145).  

However, there is a weakness in his argument. Apparently, it is an ideal 

formulation that takes into account the benefits on the part of all the potential 

participants and the equilibrium between them. But he fails to take into 

consideration the often de-facto unequal relationships in reality between the 

translator and the other parties concerned. The problem lies in Habermas’s 

communicative rationality and the author’s flagging of rationality. First, the 

assumption of intersubjectivity presupposes that the subjects involved are equal, but 

the fact is that human interactions rarely happen between equal parties, whether 

individually or collectively, whether in terms of economy, politics or power. In 

translation, Bassnett and Trivedi (1999: 2) have aptly pointed out that, when 

considering the cultural as well as the linguistic boundaries translation crosses, 

translation in fact “rarely, if ever, involves a relationship of equality between texts, 

authors or systems”. Theoretical equality cannot defy the de-facto inequalities (cf. 
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Furrow 2005: 95). Second, according to Zhao Yifan, Habermas’s communicative 

rationality is embedded in the web of languages, rather than in the political and 

economic systems (Zhao 2009: 730). In other words, language, definitely 

paramount in most cases, has been afforded so much power that his communicative 

rationality in essence amounts to a fetishism of language. Third, whether the 

deciding factor of ethical acts lies in emotions or reason constitutes the well-known 

focal argument between Hume and Kant in the field of ethics. According to Li 

Minghui, both Confucius and Kant acknowledge the unification of emotions and 

reason in a rational ethical subject (Li 2012: 116).  

Apart from the problems concerning his theoretical framework, there are other 

problems in Liu’s model. For example, Liu argues that, for Habermas, “rationality 

in communication aims at achieving equal dialogue, mutual understanding and 

general consensus, instead of one side prevailing over the other” (Liu 2011: 123, my 

emphasis). This seems no problem, and really closer to my way of thinking, but he 

does not elaborate on how, according to Habermas, for the translator and other 

participants to achieve such a noble aim. Liu also argues that the translator “must be 

responsible for the source text and others as well. His responsibility determines that 

his understanding is exact and objective” (ibid, my emphasis). But his own words 

several lines below refute the above statement: “the best understanding of the text” 

(124, my emphasis) rather than “exact and objective”. From this “exact” or “best” 

understanding of the text it can be seen clearly that his so-called new model is still 

largely in the realm of the traditional notion of ethics, i.e. the one stressing the 

interlingual and intertextual relationships between ST and TT.  

Another problem of this model is that he does not explain either why first and 

foremost ethics is important in and to translation. This is because he is confused in a 

way about descriptive and prescriptive ethics like many others in the field. As a 

result, he commits large portions of his research to addressing the so-called ethics of 

“sameness”, which is, as argued when reviewing the models in the West previously, 

no ethics at all, but principally the study object of translation science. 

The last major problem is the highly confusing discussion of translation practice 

and translation studies. For instance, he argues that “[t]he translator becomes the 

creator of the target text and the destructor of the source text, while the source text 

is reduced as the dependent to the target text; in turn, the target text is the product of 

the translator’s manipulation” (ibid: 126, my emphasis). Regardless of this touch of 
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exaggeration, the fact is that the development of TS, especially DTS, or the 

“manipulation school”, has revealed that in translation history, the allegedly faithful 

translations often turn out to be manipulated rewritings (see Hermans 1985, 

Lefevere 1992a). Take another example. Liu claims that “[c]ontemporary translation 

started in the 1980s when the Cultural Turn occurred in the field of translation. With 

the successive introduction of critical theories and postmodernist thoughts, which 

are marked by anti-tradition, anti-rationality, and criticism, contemporary translation 

challenges and subverts the previous well-established system and shifts its emphasis 

to external factors outside the linguistic system” (ibid: 108). Apparently he is  

discussing translation studies, but the language he uses is about translation practice. 

In sum, regarding translation ethics in China, the major models are inadequate or 

insufficient in one way or another. Yang’s definition of translation ethics is sound 

but his model is reductionist for translation ethics cannot be pinpointed to only one 

concept of difference, which itself does not constitute a value for ethical formulation 

at all. Luo’s translator ethics is paradoxical as seen in the discrepancy between the 

postmodern background and the Chinese reality; it is narrow and traditional, not 

comprehensive nor general. Liu’s reconstruction of ethics is abstract and hard to 

apply in real practice on the part of the translator and interpreter.  

2.3.3 Defining translation ethics 

As seen from the above examination, in the West and China, translation ethics has 

been approached from various perspectives and on different levels: In the West, 

there are the translator’s agency-limited professional ethics represented by 

Chesterman; the translator’s agency-augmented more personal ethics deeply 

involving politics and ideology typically in Robinson, Venuti, Baker, Tymozko, 

Inghilleri, Simon, and Spivak; and the more comprehensive translator entry-open 

but agency-limited ethics represented principally by Pym. In China, there are the 

model of shoujing and daquan that draws on both Western metaethics and 

traditional Chinese ethics proposed by Yang Zhenyuan; the model of combining 

translator ethical principles with institutional ethics and translator’s minimal ethics 

advocated by Luo Xianfeng; and the Habermasian communicative action 

theory-based ethics advocated by Lü Jun and Liu Weidong. 

However, in spite of the importance and insights of these various views and 

models, there are also, sometimes rather serious defects and weaknesses about them. 
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Of the major Western models, Chesterman’s, seemingly comprehensive, is in fact 

narrow and incomplete in many ways because it first fails to give prominence to the 

agency of the translator and second neglects the nonprofessionals and 

paraprofessionals. It falls into the realm of virtue ethics centring on the major agent 

of translation, i.e. the translator and interpreter, with translation’s potential ‘harm’ 

under-addressed. Robinson’s vertical ethics declines the possibility of universalism 

but embraces a situational and relative position which falls on the verge of ethical 

subjectivism. Venuti’s ethics of difference is mainly concerned with the effect or 

consequence of translation, hence belonging to consequentialist ethics, and 

becoming a one-sided model biased in favour, rather than disfavor as it professes to 

be, of Anglo-American culture. In the case of Baker and Tymoczko, though they 

both stress the ethical agency of the translator, their proposals seem to exaggerate 

the role of ideology, power and politics, because in my view not all translation 

situations must entail politics, ideology and power. Although Pym advocates the 

translator’s agency for intercultural cooperation and recognises the importance of 

mutual benefits, he is reluctant to acknowledge the translator’s allegiances. His 

notion of interculturality is therefore too ideal to be true. 

Different from the varied approaches to translation ethics in the West, those 

influential models of translation ethics in China are basically the same in kind: the 

three major models I have examined above can all be said to belong to the same 

category, i.e. that of deontological ethics. Yang’s model is deontological since it 

explicitly promotes the principle of shoujing (守經) and daquan (達權); the jing (經) 

being respecting the linguistic and cultural differences while the quan (權 ) 

exercising flexible tactics in any translation project on the part of the translator or 

the interpreter. Luo’s is one in which the translator’s agency is to be restricted as it 

advocates ethical regulations that translators should follow. Liu’s, by advocating 

communicative rationality and intersubjectivity, stresses a harmonious relationship 

between the translator and other participants. According to him, these other 

participants fall into three categories: the objective, social and subjective. As this 

model emphasises such ethical notions as equal dialogue, it can also be called a 

deontological model.  

In sum, concerning translation ethics, what counts is not sameness or difference 

that concerns chiefly the intertextual relationship. Nor is it domesticating or 



86 
 

foreignising, which are just two means of translation, although means also involves 

ethics. Visibility or invisibility of the translator cannot make sufficient condition for 

translation ethics either. Translation ethics concerns the agent, the process and the 

result of the process—translation the product, so it has something to do with 

deontology as it entails principles during the process of translating, to do with virtue 

ethics as the major agent the translator, has to interact with other participants and 

exercise much agency in most cases, and to do with consequentialism because 

translation the product will exert great effect on the parties and entities on both sides 

in terms of harm and benefits. 

Meanwhile, translation is largely translators’ performance in language. What is 

important in their deliberation relating to a translation project should be conscious 

and conscientious, because their decisions will certainly generate benefits or harm 

to the parties involved or affected. At the same time, while there is common ground 

between the ethics of translation with ethics in other practices or professions, such 

as medicine, law and journalism in the sense that all the practitioners should not do 

harm to others or gain benefits at the expense of other parties, it is different from 

other professionals in that the consequence/effect of translation can be immediately 

or lastingly cross-linguistic/cultural while the effect of other practices or professions 

is usually easily felt in the vicinities of the practice. This difference renders 

translation ethics more complex. 

In the light of such situations, translation ethics should be a combination of 

principle ethics regarding translation the process, translation the product, and virtue 

ethics regarding the major agent the translator, and other prospective participants. 

But this combination is too general for a practical model of translation ethics. 

Translation is by definition an activity that always involves pairs of active parties 

and passive entities. To formulate a model that can help deal with such active parties 

and passive entities in terms of harm and benefits, a more specific ethical notion is 

needed. This notion is reciprocity. Reciprocity and ethics of reciprocity from the 

West, both those proposed by Paul Ricoeur and those from the East, i.e. those 

related to Confucian philosophy, for their efficacy and explanatory power, will be 

brought to the fore and discussed at great length in the following chapter, to lay the 

theoretical foundation for the formulation of my model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in 

translation’. 
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Chapter 3 ETHICS OF RECIPROCITY 

In Chapter 2, the major models and views of translation ethics in the West and 

China were examined, and my conception of translation ethics was given: as 

translation entails the agent, the process and the product, ethics in general is 

approached as a virtue to guide the agent and/or as a principle to guide the act and 

evaluate the consequence, translation ethics is a combination of principle ethics and 

virtue ethics to address harm and benefits to all the interconnected entities and 

parties. 

This chapter attempts to provide the theoretical foundation for the formulation of 

my model, i.e. it will focus on the key concept of the study, the ‘ethics of 

reciprocity’. The first section starts with an examination of ‘reciprocity’ as a concept 

in various fields and disciplines like etymology, philosophy, anthropology, sociology, 

and economics, and then, in the second part, it proceeds to discuss it as a norm and 

practice. The third part of the section examines reciprocity as a value and virtue.  

The subsequent section is an examination of one of the two chief notions of 

reciprocity, Ricoeurian reciprocity from the West. Ricoeur argues that anyone acting 

might also be suffering or be the recipient of other people’s acting, in other words, a 

man of capacity is also a man of vulnerability. He also holds that anyone and 

everyone wishes to live a good life, with and for others, in a just institution. Finally, 

in Ricoeurian reciprocity, the universal and the historical are also reciprocal.  

The last section studies Confucian reciprocity. In Confucian reciprocity, anyone is 

a relational self in different capacities, presupposing corresponding roles or 

capacities on the part of others, whether the relation being equal or unequal as 

embodied in the concept and practice of wulun, featuring mutually other-regarding. 

Meanwhile, one is able to help others stand up and put oneself in others’ shoes 

represented in the concepts of zhong and shu. And then, one is not necessarily 

always in a fixed role or capacity as embodied in the concepts of junzi and junzi 

buqi, establishing the subjective and intersubjective ethical agency.  

These two different-sourced notions of reciprocity will be analysed and adapted 

to join and enhance each other to provide the theoretical foundation for the 

formulation of my reciprocal ethics model for translation in Chapter 4 further below.  
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3.1 Reciprocity as a concept, a practice and a virtue 

Reciprocity as a concept and practice is found in different domains of the social 

sciences and humanities, including TS. In social sciences such as sociology, 

anthropology, economics, social psychology, and international relations, it figures in 

an important manner. In philosophy and ethics, especially in contemporary French 

philosophy, it is prominent as well. In translation studies, as noted in Chapter 1, it is 

also drawing attention of TS theorists.  

3.1.1 Reciprocity as a concept 

For a clear understanding of reciprocity as a concept, it may be useful to go with its 

etymology first. In Webster 3rd New International Dictionary (2002: 1895, original 

capitals, my underline), reciprocity is defined as: “1: the quality or state of being 

reciprocal: mutual dependence, action, or influence: GIVE AND TAKE, 

MUTUALITY; 2a: a mutual exchange of trade or other concessions or privileges; b: 

a mutual exchange of courtesies between two states or institutions.” Etymologically, 

the adjective ‘reciprocal’ comes from Latin reciprocus or reciprocitate, which 

means ‘returning the same way, alternating’. In ‘reciprocus’, reci is from recus 

(from re- ‘back’ + -cus, adjective formation), and procus (from pro- ‘forward’ + -cus, 

adjective formation).89 Thus it is chiefly defined as: “2a: mutually existing: shared, 

felt, or shown by both sides; b: expressive of mutual action or relationship; 3: 

serving to reciprocate: consisting of or functioning as a return in kind; 4a: 

corresponding to each other: being equivalent or complementary; b: marked by or 

based upon reciprocity.” 

In the OED (3rd edition, June 2009; online version December 2011 at 

http://0-www.oed.com.hkbulib.hkbu.edu.hk/view/Entry/159546, accessed 09 

January 2012, my underline), ‘reciprocity’ means: “1. the quality, state, or condition 

of being reciprocal; reciprocal action or relation, esp. reciprocation of cooperative or 

altruistic behaviour; an instance of this. 2.a. mutual recognition by two parties of 

certain rights and privileges, esp. as the basis for commercial relations. b. in 

Kantian philosophy: the mutual action and reaction of coexistent substances; (also) 

the disjunctive judgement identified with this”. The entry of ‘reciprocal’ is clearer: 

                                                 
89Luigino Bruni mentions that the verb ‘reciprocate’ means ‘to return, requite’ and it has been 
recorded in English from the first quarter of the 16th century (2008: 124, n3 of Introduction).  
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“1.a. Of the nature of, or relating to, a return (in kind); made, given, etc., in response; 

answering, corresponding; b. Relating to, or of the nature of, a mutual or 

simultaneous exchange; given and received mutually; traded, exchanged; c. Of a 

person or thing: sent or given by each party to the other, esp. as a formal exchange. 

2. Existing on both sides; felt or shared by both parties; mutual. 3.a. Moving 

backwards and forwards alternately; characterized by (a) movement of this type. b. 

Alternate, alternating (now rare). 4. Interchangeable, synonymous, equivalent in 

meaning or force; 5. Interacting with, referring to, or depending on each other 

mutually; interdependent; complementary; correlative. 6. Opposed or opposing, 

contrary; inversely corresponding, converse”. 

From these two dictionaries, it can be seen that the concept of reciprocity 

presupposes two sides or two parties and a mutual relationship between the two, 

with the basic meaning “return in kind or the same way”: forward and backward. In 

addition to this basic meaning it has a wide range of usages, hence David Schmidtz 

(2006: 82) calls it a cluster concept90. Seen from the adjective ‘reciprocal’ especially, 

it typically features mutual dependence or interdependence of the two parties or 

sides concerned.  

Following this examination of reciprocity in terms of its etymology is the 

exploration of it as a concept in the humanities. In philosophy and ethics, 

reciprocity is a very important concept. For Aristotle, reciprocity is important 

because it holds communities together (2004: 1132b31-34, 1133a1-2, 11, 24, 26-28, 

1133b5-8, 15-16). For Martin Buber, “[r]elation is reciprocity. […] Inscrutably 

involved, we live in the currents of universal reciprocity” (1970: 67, 58). He also 

recognises the dominance of reciprocity in human society as he says that “[i]n the 

beginning is the relation” (ibid: 69)91. John Rawls, in his discussion of social justice 

in A Theory of Justice (1971), elucidates the importance of reciprocity to moral 

sentiments and ethical order at the individual and social levels. Schmidtz, as noted 

above, in his Elements of Justice gives extensive attention to this important notion 

as well (2006: 73-103).  

In contemporary French philosophy, the concept of reciprocity has drawn 

                                                 
90In TS, Tymoczko, informed by Wittgenstein, discusses ‘cluster concept’ at length in her monograph 
Enlarging Translation Empowering Translators (2007: 83-90). To her, translation per se is a cluster 
concept as well.  
91Buber’s assurance of reciprocity as against Levinas’s denial of it is a heated topic as found in the 
collection Levinas and Buber (2004), especially in Gordon’s essay “Ethics and the place of the Other” 
(2004). 
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different, even opposite, views, though. For example, to French philosopher Paul 

Ricoeur, the most profound ethical request is that of reciprocity (1999: 46, my 

emphasis). His notion of reciprocity, examined in detail below, will be taken to join 

Confucian reciprocal ethics as the theoretical foundation for this study. But, holding 

an opposite position to Ricoeur is French philosopher Emmunel Levinas, who 

completely denies the existence of reciprocity as an ethical relationship92. Levinas’’ 

ethics has been highly influential in the field of TS in the past two decades (see 

Laygues 2005; Eaglestone 2005; Inghilleri 2009, etc.), yet this influence in TS 

cannot conceal the problems immanent in his ethical stance.  

His ethics is too radical and does not adequately describe the relationship 

between the ‘I’ and the ‘Other’ in that he overemphasises the Other at the expense of 

the Self. As Tomas Tatranský sums well, “in Levinas’s view, I perceive the Other’s 

order (which is even independent from the Other’s initiative) to take on his or her 

suffering or even guilt, but he or she simultaneously remains a stranger who does 

not enter the relationship of reciprocity with me” (Tatranský 2008: 294). It is not 

“an ethics of sacrifice in general, but an ethics of exclusively and inalienably my 

sacrifice” (ibid: 296, original emphasis), “pure self-sacrifice with no return or 

communion. It is a radical ethics of unilateral non-reciprocity” (ibid: 297). Against 

Levinas’s denying of reciprocity and over-emphasis of the Other, Richard 

Bernstein’s counter argument is more convincing, as he has the following to say: 

[The] irreducible alterity does not mean that there is nothing in common between the I and its 
genuine ‘Other.’ If there were nothing in common, we would once again find ourselves in the 
aporias of self-defeating relativism and/or perspectivism. Acknowledging the radical alterity of 
‘the Other’ does not mean that there is no way of understanding the Other, or comparing the I with 
its Other. Even an asymmetrical relation is still a relation. Alternatively we can say that to think of 
‘the Other’ as an ‘absolute Other,’ where this is taken to mean that there is no way whatsoever for 
relating the I to ‘the Other,’ is unintelligible and incoherent. We must cultivate the type of 
imagination where we are at once sensitive to the sameness of ‘the Other’ with ourselves and the 
radical alterity that defies and resists reduction of ‘the Other’ to ‘the Same.’ […] We must resist 
the dual temptation of either facilely assimilating the alterity of ‘the Other’ to what is ‘the Same’ 
(this is what Levinas so acutely emphasizes) or simply dismissing (or repressing) the alterity of 
‘the Other’ as being of no significance –‘merely’ contingent. We must also resist the double 
danger of imperialistic colonization and inauthentic exoticism when encountering ‘the Other.’ 
Contrary to Levinas there is a reciprocity between the I and ‘the Other’ (l’autrui) which is 
compatible with their radical alterity. For both stand under the reciprocal obligation to seek to 
transcend their narcissistic egoism in understanding the alterity of the Other” (Bernstein 1991: 74, 
original italics, my underline). 

                                                 
92Levinas’s main ideas of ethics are found in his two major books Totality and Infinity (1991) and 
Otherwise than Being (1981); see also Hand (1989). 
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Apart from Bernstein, Derrida (1978, 2000), Alain Badiou (2002) and Terry 

Eagleton (2009) also take issue with Levinas for his absolute prioritising of the 

Other. Indeed, Self and Other are relative and reciprocal to each other. To establish 

one’s identity one has to be situated in a relation with the Other, as “[o]ne cannot be 

outside the relations that constitute the other; one’s own identity is dependent on 

being in relation to her” (Flax 1998: 440; see also Zhao Yiheng 2010: 6). 

When it comes to translation, Spivak’s view constitutes a good disclaimer of 

Levinas’s notion of ethics, as she argues that, “[p]aradoxically, it is not possible for 

us as ethical agents to imagine otherness or alterity maximally. We have to turn the 

other into something like the self in order to be ethical” (Spivak 2004: 372). 

3.1.2 Reciprocity as a norm and practice 

Besides being an important concept in philosophy and ethics, reciprocity is 

practiced as a social norm in many societies and activities such as in social 

communication and economic exchange. In sociology, reciprocity figures 

prominently. American sociologist Howard Becker argues that human beings live in 

reciprocity, as “Homo reciprocus” (1956: 16). He makes a reference to the fact that 

in ancient China, “[m]an was viewed not only as reciprocal with his fellows, but 

also with nature” (ibid: 27)93. In the view of another American sociologist Alvin W. 

Gouldner, reciprocity is a pervasive social norm across various societies. He argues 

that a norm of reciprocity can be hypothesized as universal (1960: 171). What he 

means by the norm of reciprocity is that “if others have been fulfilling their status 

duties to you, you in turn have an additional or second-order obligation (repayment) 

to fulfill your status duties to them” (ibid: 176). For him, “[r]eciprocity connotes 

that each party has rights and duties. […] In effect, reciprocity has its significance 

for role systems in that it tends to structure each role so as to include both rights and 

duties” (Gouldner 1960: 169, original italics, my underline). Liang Shuming, the 

“last Confucian in modern China” (Alitto 1986), not resorting to sociology, has 

expressed similar ideas. Liang notes that, in Confucian ethics, each party is 

supposed to give regard to the other without claiming initially his/her rights because 

the rights will be granted by the other in the interaction or mutual regarding (Liang 

2011: 90). As Confucian ethics is of paramount importance to the formulation of the 

                                                 
93Qin Jianghua (2013a) is a clear summary of ancient Chinese reciprocal attitude and forms to nature, 
gods, king, and relatives, confirming Becker’s knowledge here; see also Wang Shuo (2011). 
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model of reciprocal ethics in translation for my project, it will be discussed in 

greater detail in the next section.  

In anthropology, reciprocity is also a very important issue. French moral 

philosopher and economist Serge-Christophe Kolm states that reciprocity “has 

dominated anthropology for eighty years” (2006: 397). In the UK, the 

anthropologist Malinowski points out that reciprocity was a routine practice in 

archaic societies as he stresses that “most if not all economic acts are found to 

belong to some chain of reciprocal gifts and counter-gifts, which in the long run 

balance, benefiting both sides equally (1932: 39; see also van Baal 1975: 13). 

Reciprocity as a principle in anthropology is elucidated by the French 

sociologistand anthropologist Marcel Mauss in his well-known essay The Gift 

([1924]1970). In that essay he describes three interlocking duties for one to be a 

social member: “to give, receive and repay” (1970: 80). But “to Mauss reciprocity 

was anything but a matter of course” (van Baal 1975: 23)94 as he observes that the 

gift is always followed by a counter-gift like an obligation in a contract. Modern 

French structuralist anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss believes that the principle of 

reciprocity can be the foundation of all social relations (1969: 84). Meanwhile, also 

in anthropology, following Malinowski, American anthropologist Marshall Sahlins 

takes reciprocity as utilitarian rather than spiritual (see Ki 2006: 731). And to 

Holland’s anthropologist, Edbert de Vries, “reciprocity is of a holistic character, 

rooted in and expression of the integrated human personality” (1968: 10, my 

emphasis).  

Aside from sociology and anthropology, the importance of reciprocity has also 

been acknowledged in the field of economics. See, for example, the discussions by 

S-Ch. Kolm from the Institute for Advanced Studies in the Social Sciences, France 

(Kolm 2000, 2006, 2008). According to Kolm, of the four ways of exchange in 

human economic activities, reciprocity is the only alternative to oppressive 

command, selfish exchange, and utopian unconditional altruism. He argues, quite 

rightly, that reciprocity is “central to genuine social improvement” (Kolm 2006: 

379). Others agree with Kolm, including Offer (1997) and Bruni (2008) who also 

                                                 
94The Holland anthropologist J. van Baal points out that the influential Cunnison English translation 
of Mauss’s Essai sur le Don is very “inaccurate” (van Baal 1975: 16, fn3), but for the unavailability 
of other translations, the one referred to here is still Cunnison’s version (1970). The above quoted 
three duties in van Baal’s translation are: “to give, to accept, and to return” (van Baal 1975: 26), the 
difference lying in the second “to receive” or “to accept”.  
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address the phenomenon of reciprocity in economics. Luigino Bruni’s view of 

reciprocity is more general and broader as he argues that “[c]ivil life is essentially a 

matter of reciprocity. Cooperation, friendship, contracts, pacts, family, love and 

even conflict, are all relationships very different from one another, but sharing 

basically one characteristic: all are forms of reciprocity” (2008: ix, original 

emphasis). For Bruni, “[w]hat is typical in each form of reciprocity is the encounter 

of giving and receiving. It is in this sense that reciprocity is one. At the same time, 

reciprocity comes in many guises and is inspired by many different motivations: 

therefore, reciprocities are many” (2008: 96, original emphasis). 

Reciprocity is also applied in international relations where states grant favors to 

each other in specific cases or in general relations (see Keohane 1986). In 

intercultural communication, reciprocity is equally important. For example, 

Johannesen et al states that, “[i]n their book, Foundations of Intercultural 

Communication, Guo-Ming Chen and William Starosta attempt to ‘integrate both 

universal and relative perspectives’ in proposing an ethic for intercultural and 

multicultural communication. They believe that while some different ethical 

standards for different cultures may be necessary because of divergent value 

assumptions, a set of ‘universal principles of intercultural communication ethics can 

be generated.’ They started with reciprocity as the fundamental universal principle 

of interpersonal communication” (Johannesen et al 2008: 225-6, original emphasis). 

Moreover, the motivation of reciprocity has been researched in psychology, 

sociopsychology, and even biology (see Kolm 2000: 117 and Axelrod 1984). 

In addition to such general examination, there are also more nuanced and 

insightful understandings of reciprocity. For example, in Nel Nodding’s caring 

ethics, the reciprocal relationship between the cared-for and the caring can be a 

relation of direct response, but it can also be the cared-for’s “personal delight or 

happy growth” (Noddings 1984: 176). Likewise, Ellen Wondra argues that 

“reciprocity is not a matter of exchange, but of offering and response. And a gift 

subsequently given by the other is not a ‘return’ but a ‘new offering’” (2004: 71, my 

emphasis). This is a revealing and constructive point. It is, in fact, in accordance 

with the notion of reciprocal relationship in Chinese culture. The 

giving/reciprocating relationship in Chinese culture is not just a common relation of 

exchange, neither a relation of complementarity in the economic sense, nor a 

peach-for-peach mutuality, but also a way for showing respect and regard. What the 
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Chinese value more is the notion of “one meal amounting to a thousand gold”, i.e. 

the yi 義 embodied in the timely giving (Wang Shuo 2011: 121). Gao Zhaoming also 

argues well that “reciprocity must be right and good” (1997: 29, trans., original 

emphasis); a contractual utilitarian reciprocity, if devoid of good and beauty, is far 

from sufficient to build a world appropriate for the full development of humanity 

(ibid: 30). 

With respect to the typology of reciprocity, three scholars’ works stand out: 

Sahlins (1972), Kolm (2008) and Bruni (2008). Sahlins develops three types of 

reciprocity: generalized, balanced and negative reciprocities (1972: 193-6) in his 

seminal Stone Age Economy.95 Generalized reciprocity, placed by Sahlins at the 

“solidary extreme” of the spectrum of reciprocities, is practised in the family circle, 

with its demand for obligatory returns being implicit and long-lasting; at the other 

“unsociable extreme” is the negative reciprocity, i.e. the exchanges among 

acquaintances, emphasising use-value, non-return, or even exploitation. Balanced 

reciprocity, located at the midpoint, is the most widely accepted mode of gift 

exchange. Sahlins’ typology of reciprocity, although about ancient societies, has 

been influential since its inception. For example, Chang Xiangqun (2010), largely 

drawing on this typology, writes her tome on reciprocity/lishang wanglai practised 

in contemporary rural China.  

Kolm (2008: 98) views reciprocity also of three types: balance or matching 

reciprocity, liking reciprocity and continuation reciprocity. His standard of 

classifying reciprocity is the motive of reciprocating. But his view of reciprocity is 

too narrow, for he largely centres on the gift-giving/re-giving interaction, that is, the 

positive side of reciprocity, without considering much of the negative side of it. 

Bruni develops three forms of reciprocity too: reciprocity of contract, reciprocity 

of friendship or philia, and unconditional reciprocity (2008: x). The first form, i.e. 

reciprocity of contract, refers to the self-interested exchange, the second mutual gift, 

and the third unconditional giving (traditionally taken as unilateral acts of altruism). 

For Bruni, the third form of reciprocity can be “summarized by the expression of 

‘gratuitousness’: the action inspired by gratuitousness is relational (not 

individualistic), but is not conditional upon the other’s response” (ibid: 48, original 

emphasis). This form has only one trait in common with the other forms: freedom. 

                                                 
95The typology was in its incipient form in Sahlins’ earlier essay On the Sociology of Primitive 
Exchange (1965) and fully developed in this quoted work.  
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Not coincidently, here Bruni’s third form of reciprocity, his focus in the book, is 

congruent with the choices of junzi-like persons who can initiate an action without 

seeking approval of others but the action is relational to and for the sake of the 

others de facto (see section 3.2.2.3 below). 

Compared with the three typologies of reciprocity above, Schmidtz also has three, 

but broader, more inclusive and comprehensive types: balanced or “symmetrical” 

reciprocity (2006: 82: original italics): A to B, and (then) B to A; transitive 

reciprocity (ibid: 83, original italics)96: A to B, and (then) B to C or to a larger B; 

and reverse reciprocity: A to B, and (then) C to A. Here what A, B, and C are giving 

is not necessarily in kind and of exact equivalence, but rather in a loose sense. They 

are all independent agents possibly in different capacities. All three forms can be 

both positive and negative. The “then” in the brackets is added and means that the 

reciprocity at issue may entail a sequence of time or may happen simultaneously 

between the parties concerned. With respect to the activity of translation, the first 

type of reciprocity figures prominently. 

In sum, reciprocity is a basic, polymorphic and pervasive pattern of fundamental 

human interaction to sustain a society (Kolm 2006: 376). Van Baal’s definition 

seems more comprehensive and objective: “[r]eciprocity is doing or rendering 

something in return for a good received, an act committed, or an evil inflicted” 

(1975: 11, my emphasis). That is to say, besides positive and generally benevolent 

reciprocations, there are undeniably also negative or malign reciprocations [in 

revenge]. Some of such negative reciprocations are practised for deterrence of 

further harm. Van Baal concludes his essay on reciprocity by claiming that 

“reciprocity is a universal rule for all human relations” (1975: 69, my emphasis). 

Schmidtz, too, looking chiefly at the positive side, argues that “[p]rinciples of 

reciprocity are at the core of a just society” (2006: 94, my emphasis).  

Reciprocity can thus be positive and negative97, direct and indirect, real-time and 

“delayed” (van Baal 1975: 36)98, equal and approximately equal, in kind and not in 

kind. It can be between individuals, between groups, and between individuals and 

                                                 
96De Vries found that in some extraordinary examples that “reciprocity expresses itself by preference 
not in giving something in return, but in on-giving” (1968: 16). This ‘on-giving’, I understand, is 
equal to Schmidtz’s transitive reciprocity here. 
97Different from Sahlins’ typology of “negative reciprocity”, here ‘negative’ refers to opposite to 
‘positive’, i.e. evil for evil, ‘an eye for an eye’ type.  
98Cf. Offer’s statement: “Business credit is essentially a form of delayed reciprocity” (Offer 1997: 
468). 
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groups. It can be between equal parties, and between unequal parties, latent and 

patent (cf. Gouldner 1960: 170, n39). But more than that, more than being viewed 

as a concept and social norm, reciprocity can also be viewed from the perspective of 

value and virtue, as we will discuss below. 

3.1.3 Reciprocity as a value and virtue 

C. A. van Peursen advances a philosophy of reciprocity; he takes it as a value 

(1968). For him, in the West, because of individualism mankind and society are in 

the egocentric predicament. To get out of this predicament, he promotes this value 

of reciprocity. He argues that “[r]eal reciprocity implies […] self-identity, the 

necessary basis for personal responsibility, without which no fundamental 

reciprocity would be possible” (1968: 22, my emphasis). Without this self-identity, 

reciprocity may render one lost to mass-mentality (ibid: 27). In his thought, both 

humans and society are redefined in the frame of reciprocity: “man as a speaking 

being exists only in reciprocity” as “dialogue precedes monologue, consciousness of 

responsiveness precedes self-consciousness” (ibid: 29). For him, man “is not like a 

thing, existing in itself and linked up by ties to other things; rather man is not 

human as a thing existing in itself, he is man through his human relationships” (ibid: 

30, my emphasis). Therefore, “reciprocity is not, in the first place, an empirical 

relationship, nor a given fact. It is not a fact but a value, not an empirical relation 

but a norm according to which empirical relations can be analyzed and judged” 

(ibid: 31, my emphasis). Elsewhere he also stresses that reciprocity is a “dynamic 

principle” (ibid: 34, my emphasis), “a task, a value to be realized” (ibid: 37, my 

emphasis). Similarly, Schmidtz also argues that reciprocity can be taken as a value 

to be promoted, the willingness and ability to reciprocate (2006: 85, and fn. 22, my 

italics).  

Another more thorough study of reciprocity as a virtue is done by American 

philosopher Lawrence C. Becker (1986)99. Becker proposes reciprocity, rightly, as a 

fundamental moral virtue (1986: 3) and summarises his concept of reciprocity in the 

following set of maxims: “that we should return good for good, in proportion to 

what we receive; that we should resist evil, but not do evil in return; that we should 

make reparation for the harm we do; and that we should be disposed to do those 

                                                 
99Schmidtz takes Becker’s Reciprocity as “a wonderful, neglected book” (2006: 75). 
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things as a matter of moral obligation” (ibid: 4). Thus, he argues that it is a deontic 

virtue (ibid, my emphasis).  

Yet Becker reminds us that, reciprocity “has been less prominent, by name at 

least, in moral philosophy, but its controlling ideas lie behind much of the moral 

theory about restitution, retribution, gratitude, fair play, and proportionate justice” 

(ibid), and “[i]t has been held to be a defining, or ‘structural’ element in the human 

psyche, giving rise to our most basic social practices and institutions” (ibid: 3-4). 

Similar to Bruni, Becker also finds that reciprocity is prevalent in human life. To 

Becker, “[g]ifts and goods pervade our lives. So do evils and injuries. Everywhere, 

in every society of record, there is a norm of reciprocity about such things” (ibid: 

73). The forms are varied and dynamic because “[t]he details differ strikingly from 

place to place, time to time, and every society is profuse with forms” (ibid: 73; see 

also Becker 2001: 1464). At the same time he points out expressly that 

“[r]eciprocity is not the Christian virtue of loving forgiveness or turning the other 

cheek” (1986: 95), neither, “for the most part, money matters” (ibid: 113). So 

reciprocity is prevalent but manifests in different forms. 

Meanwhile Becker asks a sharp and important question as to the scope of the 

norm of reciprocity: should it be restricted to “voluntary transactions” or open to all 

of our interactions with others (2001: 1465)? His answer is available in the 1986 

book: “we owe a return for all of the good we receive, not merely for the good we 

accept” (Becker 1986: 4, original emphasis), in part echoing what is involved in 

Confucianism as noted above (see Qin 2013a). For Becker, the practice of negative 

‘tit for tat” such as ‘an eye for an eye’ is not ethical as he claims that “[r]etaliation, 

defined as returning evil for evil, is by definition unjustifiable. It is by definition an 

instance of acting immorally” (ibid: 95)100. 

To those who object to reciprocity because they think reciprocity may subject the 

disadvantaged into entrenched long-term inequalities, Becker argues that such 

inequalities are not a result of reciprocity. But rather, “commensurate exchanges are 

to be measured in terms of both benefits received and sacrifices made, with the final 
                                                 
100This is different from the Chinese concept of ‘bao’ 報 as discussed by Yang Lien-sheng (1957), 
Zhai Xuewei (2007), Chang Xiangqun (2010), Wang Shuo (2011) and Qin Jianghua (2013a, 2013b), 
which includes both the positive and negative sides of reciprocity but richer. Zhai Xuewei (2007), 
Wang Shuo (2011) and Qin Jianghua (2013a) elucidate clearly the concept and practice of ‘bao’, 
which is an important part of Confucianism, but beyond Confucianism as ideas of Buddhism are also 
involved in it. But reciprocity for this study will not be the same with what is examined in the 
literature, rather, gleaned and redefined. 
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assessment to be made in terms of what best achieves the purposes of reciprocity” 

(ibid: 134). As Becker argues, reciprocity “outweighs any single ideal or value that 

conflicts with it” (ibid: 143) and it is a more inclusive virtue even than justice since 

it is “not confined to situations of social conflict; it is meant to operate in all social 

transactions” (ibid: 148). From what has been discussed above, we may conclude 

that reciprocity is also a value and a virtue, which are paramount elements for ethics. 

In what follows below, I will explore two more specific and influential conceptions 

of reciprocity, one in the West and the other in China, namely Ricoeurian reciprocity 

and Confucian reciprocity.  

3.2 Ricoeurian Reciprocity 

Paul Ricoeur (1913-2005) was a “leading” French philosopher (Kearney 2006: vii), 

and “one of the most challenging, hospitable and enduring thinkers of the twentieth 

century” (ibid: viii). In his career as a hermeneutical philosopher, Ricoeur was a 

prolific author (see Marsh 2002). His writings “cover a formidable range, and are 

often of considerable complexity” (Giddens in Thompson 1981: vii). But his views 

on ethics are chiefly expressed in his later works including Oneself as Another 

(hereafter OA) (1992), which stemmed from his Gifford Lectures in Edinburgh in 

1986, his essay “Approaching the Human Person” (1999), and a book series on 

justice, i.e. On the Just (2000) and Reflections on the Just (2007a). These two books 

on justice are a further development of his major monograph OA, and in them he 

developed or “corrected” what he called his “little ethics” in OA (2007a: 3). Ricoeur 

is well versed in the entire Western tradition of ethics, ranging from Aristotle’s 

teleological ethics, via Kant’s deontology, to modern developments like Rawls’ 

theory of justice and Habermas’ ethics of discussion. His view on ethics of 

reciprocity is largely represented in the aforementioned writings. In 2004, just one 

year before his death, he published a booklet sur la traduction, translated into 

English in 2006 as On Translation, in which he expressed his thinking on the nature 

and importance of translation, his philosophy of translation, and his vision of 

translation as a paradigm. But what is most relevant to this study is his view of 

ethics of reciprocity. This being the case, we will confine our discussion in the 

following chiefly to his notion of ethics of reciprocity.  
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3.2.1Threefold reciprocity 

For a closer look at his view on reciprocal ethics, it is useful to give a whole picture 

of Ricoeur’s conception of ethics first. In his second book on the just, Ricoeur 

(2007a) reconstructs the whole realm of moral philosophy. To him, the most 

fundamental and most ordinary moral experience consists in “the conjunction 

between the positing of a self that is the author of its choices and the recognition of 

a rule that obligates us—at the intersection of the self that posits itself and the rule 

that imposes itself stands the autonomy thematised in Kant’s practical philosophy” 

(2007a: 2)101. Taking this conjunction of a self and a rule or Kant’s morality of 

obligation as a “new median” (ibid), Ricoeur complements and corrects his “little 

ethics” developed in his OA, as mentioned above.  

In this new formulation, the domain of ethics is seen as split between a 

fundamental ethics taken as “anterior” and a cluster of regional ethics taken as 

“posterior” (ibid). Ricoeur defines morality [Kant’s notion of ethics] as “the plane 

of reference in relation to which a fundamental ethic that is anterior to it and an 

applied ethics that is posterior to it are defined” (2007a: 56). He uses the metaphor 

of ‘upstream side of norms’ to refer to the fundamental ethics, which goes before 

morality and that of ‘downstream side of norms’ to refer to the applied or “regional” 

ethics which go after morality (Ricoeur 2007a: 45). Apparently, Ricoeur sees ethics 

as a river in a metaphorical manner. And here “morality” for him is reflected in 

various norms or obligations in Kantian sense. An ethics of the good born from 

desire or wish as the fundamental, flows through the morality of duty or norm to the 

specific regions where practical wisdom is needed. 

But at the same time, Ricoeur argues that “there is no need to oppose the two 

types of predicates [good and obligatory]” (2007a: 49), as, for Ricoeur, they do not 

“belong to the same reflective level” (ibid). For him, the “obligatory” belong to the 

“plane of norms” while the “good” belong to “a more basic order, that of desire that 

structures the whole of the practical field” (ibid, my emphasis). In such practical 

fields, virtues or excellences of action, as Ricoeur sees it, “consist essentially in a 

way of acting under the guidance of rational preferences” (ibid). Ricoeur continues, 

                                                 
101Here it can be seen that Ricoeur’s “objective norm and subjective imputability” (2007a: 47) are 
somewhat like the concepts of Li 禮 and Ren 仁 in Confucian ethics. Ren is something a subject tries 
to internalise and realise in his/her being and doing while li is something that exists objectively over 
time that may guide and direct his/her being and doing. 
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“[t]he transition between the limited aims of practices (crafts, lifestyles, and so on) 

and the intending of a good life is ensured by the mediating concept of the ergon, 

the ‘task’—which orients a human life considered as a whole. The task of being 

human overflows and envelops every particular task that assigns a good intention to 

every practice” (ibid: 49-50, my emphasis).  

Deeply influenced by Aristotle, Riceour’s stress of the direct relation between a 

practice’s aim and a good life seems overstated. For in modern society, a practice 

usually has its own aim or aims, which may not have a direct relation with a good 

life because a good life is so individualistic that it should be placed in the realm of 

aesthetics rather than ethics (cf. Li Zehou 2010: 15, 111, 175). 

Ricoeur’s threefold structure of wishing for a good life, for and with others, in 

just institutions constitutes his notion of ethics, the fundamental level of his 

three-level hierarchical model. Ricoeur argues, as noted above, there is a homology 

between the Kantian triad of imperatives 102 and the triad of wishes in this 

fundamental ethic: “a good life, solicitude, justice” (2007a: 6). His view on 

reciprocity is largely embodied in this threefold structure.  

In fact, Ricoeur repeatedly expresses this triadic structure in various places (1992: 

172, 180, 239-40, 288; 1999: 45; 2007a: 4, 6, 7, 56, 233, and 237). It is like this: 

any rational human person is wishing to live a good life, with and for others, in a 

just institution. This well known threefold structure can also be conveyed in the 

following alternative: self-esteem, solicitude, and just institutions. In essence he 

means: first, preserving oneself in terms of self-esteem; second, respecting the other; 

and third, for human survival and happiness, the former two need to happen in just 

institutions. An in-depth elucidation of this threefold structure of reciprocity 

follows:  

In his essay ‘Approaching the Human Person’, Ricoeur proposes the following 

definition of ethos: “desire for an accomplished life –with and for others – in just 

institutions” (1999: 45, my emphasis). Ricoeur argues that “[w]hile subscribing to 

Levinas’ analyses of the face, exteriority, alterity, even the primacy of the appeal 

emanating from the other over the recognition of self by self, it seems to me that the 

most profound ethical request is that of the reciprocity that institutes the other as my 

                                                 
102Kant’s famous three formulations in Ricoeur’s words go like this: “taking the moral law as the 
practical analogue of nature’s law; respecting humanity in my person and in that of others; and taking 
myself both as the legislator and the subject in a kingdom of ends” (Ricoeur 2007a: 6). 
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likeness and myself as the likeness of the other. Without reciprocity or, to use a 

concept dear to Hegel, without recognition, alterity would not be a matter of one 

other than myself, but the expression of a distance indistinguishable from absence” 

(Ricoeur 1999: 46, my emphasis). 

As I see it, all the rest of Ricoeur’s later views on ethics are based on this basic 

notion of reciprocity embodied in the human. For first of all, the self is the starting 

point of any constitution of ethics. Without this self, the agent is absent and there is 

not any possibility of interaction between the self and the other103. And any “other” 

is similarly a “self”. But this “other” is not only the face-to-face other in intimate 

relationships like love and friendship, but can also mean the “everyone” other in just 

institutions. As Ricoeur affirms, “[m]y other is thus not just the person who appears 

to me through his face but also everyone defined through his social role” (2007a: 

234). 

For the self or human to be constituted, Ricoeur sees these three equally 

important elements as indispensable and interconnected. For Ricoeur, the desire or 

wish for an established or good life is the first one which precedes any imperative. 

This desire or wish, in fact, confirms the subjectivity of any rational person. Ricoeur 

employs the term of self-esteem defined by “intentionality and initiative” (1999: 46) 

to describe this element.  

Self-esteem, in fact, is also expressed earlier in the monograph OA in answering 

the key question concerning the self or its identity: “Who?” (1992: 16) from four 

perspectives: “Who is speaking? Who is acting? Who is recounting himself or 

herself? Who is the moral subject of imputation?” (ibid). In this book, Ricoeur 

employs the language of philosophy in terms of semantics and pragmatics in the 

first two studies to establish the linguistic person: I can speak. In studies 3 and 4, he 

turns to the philosophy of action to investigate the agent of action: I can act. And 

then in studies 5 and 6, he resorts to his tour de force, hermeneutics, to answer the 

third question: I can narrate or recount myself. He commits three chapters 7, 8 and 9 

to the establishment of the moral subject. In this way a person is constituted who 

can speak, act, narrate or “remember” (2007a: 81) and be responsible or imputable 

for his/her speech, action and narration.  

In his 1999 essay, Ricoeur also argues that “[r]oughly speaking, one could say 

                                                 
103Richard A. Cohen and James L. Marsh give the subtitle “The Ethics of Subjectivity” to their edited 
collection Ricoeur as Another (2002) on Ricoeur’s view of ethics developed in his monograph OA. 
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that the problematic of the person is identical, in the field of action, with the 

question who has done what and why” (Ricoeur 1999: 50, original emphasis). “The 

who of action presents the same three-fold structure as the moral ethos. On the one 

hand, there is no agent who cannot designate himself as being the author responsible 

for his acts. Here we rediscover the two components of self-esteem: the ability to act 

on our intentions and the ability to produce, by our own initiative, efficacious 

changes in the course of events. It is primarily as an agent that we enjoy our own 

self-esteem. On the other hand, though, human action is only conceived as 

interaction under numerous forms varying from cooperation to competition and 

conflict” (Ricoeur 1999: 51, original italics, my bold). 

Later, regarding self-esteem or subjectivity of the self, Ricoeur reminds us rightly 

that “[e]steem has to do with oneself” (Ricoeur 2007a: 202); “[i]n self-esteem a 

human being approves his existence and expresses a need to know that his existence 

is approved by others” (ibid: 203); and “[t]here must first be a subject capable of 

saying I am capable of taking the test of the confrontation with the other” (2007a: 

75, my emphasis)104. This can also serve as a strong statement of objection to 

Levinas’ stance discussed previously of seeing a subject as being subjected and even 

hostage to the Other, echoing what Mencius asserted long time ago: “if one finds 

oneself in the right, one goes forward even against men in the thousands”105 

(Mencius, 2.2A, Lau 2003: 32). 

The name solicitude is the second term or element in Ricoeur’s definition of 

ethics: wishing to live ‘with and for others’ (my emphasis), a movement initiated by 

the self towards the other and responded by the self of the other. Solicitude meaning 

living “for and with” others presupposes mutuality; “The other, my likeness – such 

is the wish expressed by ethics with regard to the relationship between self-esteem 

and solicitude” (Ricoeur 1999: 46). This solicitude is also reflected in Ricoeur’s 

discussion of autonomy and vulnerability on the part of any person because ‘self’ 

and ‘any other’ may act and suffer at once in the interaction at issue. 

And the third one is “the wish to live in just institutions” (1999: 46, original 

emphasis). This concept of “institution” also has something to do with the term 

“other”. In such institutions, “I only join” or establish a relation with “the other”, “a 
                                                 
104Self-esteem is also an integral part in the above discussed Becker’s view of reciprocity (see section 
3.1.3). 
105“自反而縮，雖千萬人，吾往矣。”‘zifan er suo, sui qian wan ren, wu wang yi’（ “Gongsun Chou 
1” 公孫醜上, Mengzi 孟子） 
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distinct person”, but “a partner without a face” (ibid). Ricoeur sees a difference 

between “the other person”/“the other person of friendship” with respect to 

interpersonal relationship and “everyone”/“the everyone of justice” beyond 

friendship to involve strangers (1999: 47). With this notion of “just institution”, 

Ricoeur stresses that, for a person to be constituted and an ethics to be established, 

in addition to the face-to-face familiar other, there is also the strange “everyone” 

other of justice (my emphasis). 

By “institution” Ricoeur also argues that “[a]ny institution can legitimately be 

conceived as a scheme of distribution, where the parts being distributed are not only 

goods and merchandise but also rights and duties, obligations, advantages, 

responsibilities and honours” (1999: 47). It is obvious that here Ricoeur’s “just 

institutions” can be understood largely from the perspective of politics. Ethics and 

politics are different in that, as Ricoeur sees it, “politics deals with the distribution 

of power in a given society” (1999: 47, cf. Young 1990: 8). And “[t]he most general 

function of any institution is to ensure the nexus between what is one’s own, the 

nearby, and the distant in something like a city, a republic, a common wealth” 

(2007a: 61). Concerning modern society, for Ricoeur, many practices like medicine 

and law are all institutions in which the agents exercise their agency and moral 

decisions. Similarly, translation can also be taken as an institution in which different 

parties are involved in different cases, the translator being an indispensable and 

pivotal agent (cf. Kang 2009). 

In sum, Ricoeur’s notion of the basic structure of ethics is like this: “the wish to 

live well, with and for others, in just institutions” (2007a: 211). Below this ethics of 

“the good” is “the obligatory” in Kant on the second level, and then practical 

wisdom in concrete situations, all three together constituting a hierarchical model 

for Ricoeur. Here, it can be seen that Aristotelian teleology goes first, Kantian 

ontology is taken as a means for this aim, and phronesis/practical wisdom is 

employed by Ricoeur to work on the concrete level in the contextual or historical 

regional/applied ethics. Ricoeur makes a distinction between ethics and morality but 

he tries to make it clear that the two are not necessarily exclusive of each other; 

instead, the two are, for him, reciprocal to each other and, realised in the practical 

wisdom on the part of agents in judging in concrete situations.  

3.2.2 Reciprocity of autonomy and vulnerability 
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According to Ricoeur, anyone acting might also be suffering or be the recipient of 

the other’s action. In other words, a capable human being has some capacity, but at 

the same time s/he may also have some ineluctable inability. That means s/he is also 

a person of vulnerability or fragility. In his own words, “not simply opposed to each 

other, our two terms go together: the autonomy in question is that of a fragile, 

vulnerable being” (Ricoeur 2007a: 73). That is, any self is acting while suffering, 

any autonomy is accompanied with vulnerability. This is born of his insight into the 

essence of a human being as at once a “capable and vulnerable” person. i.e., every 

rational agent is both capable of acting and suffering with respect to an event. In 

essence, human beings are autonomous and vulnerable at once. “If the basis of 

autonomy can be described in terms of the vocabulary of ability, it is in that of 

inability or a lesser ability that human fragility first expresses itself” (2007a: 76). 

To expound his view on this human inability or fragility, Ricoeur turns to the 

most basic aspect of human beings, the ability to speak: “What immediately comes 

to mind is the fundamental inequality among human beings when it comes to 

mastering such languages, an inequality that is not so much of a natural given as a 

perverse cultural effect, once the inability to speak well results in effectively being 

expelled from the sphere of discourse” (2007a: 76). Ricoeur also rightly claims that 

“[i]t is always the inequality between agents that poses the ethical problem at the 

core of the unequal structure of interaction” (1999: 52). 

Ricoeur here reminds us of the possibility that any able agent at the same time is 

also a fragile, vulnerable being, so that s/he should consider the result of any action 

upon him/herself as well as other interactants because of this existence of 

reciprocity of autonomy and vulnerability. In fact acting and suffering are 

interconnected; this reciprocity entails the role of agent and patient who are in 

principle reversible. Any subject might be one of acting and suffering, of autonomy 

and vulnerability. 

For Ricoeur, autonomy and vulnerability “confront each other in the same field in 

such a way that each one becomes the presupposition of the other” (2007a: 19). 

Meanwhile, for Ricoeur, the most characteristic features of autonomy are that it is at 

once a presupposition and a task to be accomplished (2007a: 17). 

By extension, this reciprocity of autonomy and vulnerability on the part of 

individual human beings can be encapsulated to certain groups of individuals and 

larger communities. Some are seemingly more autonomous but at the same time 
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they may be vulnerable as well. Of course, some groups or communities are more 

vulnerable than autonomous compared with others because they have difficulty in 

defending themselves, for example, their own culture and/or language at a certain 

time when it comes to intercultural communication. 

3.2.3 Reciprocity between the universal and the contextual/historical 

Ricoeur argues that, in this Ricoeurian reciprocity, the universal and the historical 

are also reciprocal. Ricoeur first takes translation as a model to support his 

argument that universality is both an actuality and potentiality and it involves both 

universality and contextuality. Ricoeur asserts, rightly, that, “[d]espite fratricides, 

we campaign for universal fraternity. Despite the heterogeneity of idioms, there are 

bilinguals, polyglots, interpreters, and translators” (2006: 18). That is to say, 

translation is practised in spite of the insolvable theoretical dilemma of the 

translatability/untranslatability.106 For him, “translation is de facto; translatability is 

de jure” (1996: 4).  

Here Ricoeur put ethics and translation in a relation of analogy: universal 

fraternity is preached in spite of fratricides; translation has always been practised in 

spite of the ardent argument of translatability and untranslatability. That means the 

various languages are historical while translation is universal. Further, “[t]ranslation 

is definitely a task, then, not in the sense of a restricting obligation, but in the sense 

of the thing to be done so that human action can simply continue” (2006: 19, my 

emphasis). And, as Ricoeur observes, “[t]he diversity of languages has to do with a 

major structure of the human condition, its plurality” (2007a: 25). “There is no 

self-identity without diversity in relation to others” (ibid). Thus, “[t]ranslation is 

from end to end the remedy for plurality in a world of dispersion and confusion” 

(ibid: 28). “Humanity, I said, only exists as fragmented. In this regard, historical 

communities, with their dominant ethnic, cultural, juridical, political, and religious 

features, can be compared to heterogeneous linguistic conglomerations concerned to 

protect their identity when confronted by such diversity” (ibid: 29). In consequence, 

“[t]o translate is to do justice to a foreign intelligence, to install the just distance 

                                                 
106The untranslatability hypothesis originates from von Humboldt’s philosophy of language, which 
develops further into the Whorf-Sapir hypothesis of language relativity, according to which different 
languages map or reflect different worlds. Philosopher Quine’s view of language is also a well 
known source to support the argument of untranslatability as seen from the Avaggi anecdote in his 
book Object and Word. (see Quine in Brower [1959]1966). 
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from one linguistic whole to another. Your language is as important as mine. This is 

the formula for equity-equality, the formula for recognised diversity” (ibid: 31, my 

emphasis).  

To further illustrate his view of reciprocal ethics, Ricoeur uses medical decisions 

and juridical sentences as other examples. To Ricoeur, the relational structure of the 

medical act is like this: [the patient has] “the desire to be released from the burden 

of suffering and the hope for healing” (2007a: 200). As Ricoeur insightfully sees it, 

medical ethics takes into account not only the stance of the physician, but also the 

desire of the patient. Ricoeur observes that, in medicine, it is suffering that brings 

doctor and patient together and gives rise to the importance of medical ethics and, in 

law it is conflict that brings the parties concerned together. In a way, in medicine the 

physician and the patient are in a reciprocal relationship. Analogically, as in 

medicine, translation ethics cannot just look at what should be done on the part of 

the major agent the ‘translator’, but also whoever would take part in the 

implementation of the rewriting work with regard to a translation project in a 

reciprocal manner. The translator and other participants such as the author and the 

reader are also similarly reciprocally constituted in a way.  

To conclude, as Ricoeur states that “[t]he whole cosmos falls under human 

responsibility: where something is possible, there is the possibility of harm and 

therefore the need for moral vigilance” (2007a: 14, my emphasis). Ricoeur’s view 

on ethics echoes Confucian ethics in that Confucian ethics takes the cosmos as its 

largest community to take care of. In general, as can be seen, Ricoeur takes harm as 

the source of ethics for he also asserts that, “[r]eflection on action and its opposite, 

passion, cannot fail to involve moral preoccupations once the action of an agent on 

a victim [patient] is an occasion for harm and a tort, and in this sense has to fall 

under the vigilance of moral judgement” (2007a: 13-14, my emphasis). On the 

whole, it can be seen that in the West, Ricoeur expounds the ethics of reciprocity 

largely at the philosophical and social level concerning today’s world. The next 

section is to discuss Confucian reciprocity which can be said to lie largely on the 

historical and practical levels. 

3.3 Confucian Reciprocity (shuzhong 恕忠, wulun 五倫, junzi 君子) 
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With regard to the limitations of studies on translation ethics in China, Yang 

Zhenyuan’s observations are to the point (see section 2.3.2.3). For him and also for 

me, on the one hand, the understanding and application of profound Western ethics 

are insufficient in translation ethics studies in China (Yang 2013: 227). On the other, 

an in-depth exploration and application of traditional Chinese ethical thoughts are 

absent (ibid: 228). Yet Yang’s attempt to employ traditional Chinese ethical thought 

in his study is limited and narrow too (see section 2.3.2.3, pp 81-82).  

To me this limitation in drawing on Western ethics and Confucianism is not 

merely manifested in the studies on translation ethics in China, but also strikingly in 

the West. Those scholars discussed in section 2.3.1, including Chesterman, Pym and 

Baker, haven’t gone deeply enough for a thorough critique of the Western tradition. 

More importantly, Confucian ethics, with a long history in terms of thought and 

practice, is not available in the ethical views of any of them. 

Traditional Chinese or Confucian ethics is rich and profound, and able to reflect 

the fundamental outlook of the Chinese people (Cai Yuanpei 2009: 13). As Fan 

Ruiping, an apologist for reconstructionist Confucian bioethics, argues well, “the 

true spirit of the Confucian relations, as Tao points out, is not 

domination-cum-subordination, but rather, reciprocity. Reciprocity is not equality. It 

is virtue-based interconnectedness, interdependence, and interactions (Tao, p.24)” 

(Fan 2010: 20-21, my italics). Julia Tao elucidated this reciprocity earlier: Different 

from a contractual society, where human relations are regulated by the concept of 

individual rights, “[i]n the Confucian non-contractual society, human relations are 

guided by the concept of jen[ren] or benevolence107 (Tao, 1998, pp. 606-607). 

Individuals are bound together by relations of concern and caring, empathy and 

reciprocity” (Tao 2004: 22, my italics).  

And, “[f]or the Confucians, standing on one’s own feet does not mean standing 

apart from other people. The web of reciprocal obligations or moral relations in 

which one finds oneself, defines oneself. In a truly reciprocal role relationship 

                                                 
107Yu Yingshi has a lucid summary of Confucian ren 仁. For him, ren, as an all-embracing ethical 
concept in Confucianism, contains not just “reason” or just “sense”, but something of both (2004: 
402). It is the unity of moral awareness and emotion developed on the part of an individual, and only 
the availability of ren can define one as a human being in the moral sense (ibid: 403). Compared with 
the universal concept of justice in the West, the counterpart in Chinese culture is the concept of ren, 
which, based on the heart/mind school of thought, is intra-transcendental as opposed to “justice”, 
which, as a legal concept, originating in the theory of God-laid law, is extra-transcendental (Yu 1984: 
65). Ren 仁 the Chinese character, presupposing two persons, is itself a relational concept, and is the 
“fundamental human virtue” (Fan 2010: 17). 
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where there is mutuality in the interaction, ‘self’ and ‘other’ are both constituted as 

well as constitutive of each other in the bonding and individuation which take place 

within the relationship. The reciprocity of benevolence in relationship is the guiding 

principle which has structured society and human interaction in China for nearly 

two thousand years” (ibid: 23, my emphasis)108. 

In Confucian ethics, indeed, the importance of reciprocity is widely appreciated.  

J. P. Schultz, for example, argues that “[r]eciprocity is the basis for all human 

relations in the Confucian social order” (Schultz 1974: 144). Eric Mullis (2008: 35) 

suggests that Confucian ethics provides a viable account of reciprocity that remains 

relevant for those living in modern contexts. Moreover, according to Lin Duan’s 

observation, Confucian ethics with an attribute of contextualised universalism, will 

not only work in personal and interpersonal acts on the micro level, but also in 

interactions between different societies and cultures on the macro level (2002: 202). 

A question might be raised about the English concept of “reciprocity”: is it 

sufficient and broad enough to express the rich and profound tenets of Confucian 

ethics? What exactly is meant when we say Confucian reciprocal ethics? As I see it, 

Confucian reciprocity is largely embodied in the following three aspects which 

feature the most feasible and practical attributes of Confucian ethics and suffice to 

cover what the above scholars mean: (1) shuzhong; (2) wulun; and (3) junzi, 

including junzi buqi. They are also most relevant to the practice of translating. Yet it 

has to be borne in mind that because this is a study of TS, rather than a sinological 

work, the explorations of such terms are made just in the best interests of translation 

and translation studies.  

3.3.1 Shuzhong in Confucian reciprocity 

Zhong 忠 and shu 恕 are usually taken as a fixed concept written as zhongshu in 

Confucianism for it is well known that, in The Analects, Confucius’ disciple Zeng 

Shen [Zeng Zi 曾参] sums that there is a single thread that binds Confucius’ way: 

“The way of the Master consists in doing one’s best and in using oneself as a 

                                                 
108The “last Confucian”, Liang Shuming, states that China is a society that is ‘centred on ethics’ (“倫
理本位”) (Liang 2011: 78). For him, “ethics means nothing but for a person to be clear about the 
relationship between him/her and others, and of such mutual relation, what counts is to give regard to 
the other mutually” (“互以對方為重”) (ibid: 87, trans). 
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measure to gauge the likes and dislikes of others”109 in D. C. Lau’s translation (The 

Analects, 4.15, Lau 2008: 59). Here “zhong” is rendered as “doing one’s best” while 

“shu” as “using oneself as a measure to gauge the likes and dislikes of others”. The 

two terms are also often translated respectively as “loyalty” and “reciprocity” (e.g. 

Li Chenyang 1994: 76). For Li, a contemporary Confucian philosopher, the former, 

zhong/“loyalty”, is understood as pushing to one’s limits in pursuing one’s cause 

while the latter, shu/“reciprocity”, as being thoughtful of others. In both Lau’s and 

Li’s renditions of the term zhong, the presupposition of ‘others’ is not made explicit, 

whereas in the translations of shu, the notion of ‘others’ is explicitly conveyed. 

However, the rendering of shu as “reciprocity” is obviously a narrowed conception 

of both and is different from my understanding of Confucian reciprocity, for my 

understanding, covering not only “shu” but also wulun and junzi, is much broader as 

will be elaborated here and below. 

Different from Zeng Zi’s summary in which zhong and shu are put together and 

zhong precedes shu, elsewhere in The Analects, shu alone was stressed by 

Confucius. It goes like this: When Confucius was asked by Zi-gong, another 

disciple, if “there is a single word that can be a guide to conduct throughout one’s 

life”, Confucius answered, “It is perhaps the word ‘shu’. Do not impose on others 

what you yourself do not desire”110 (The Analects, 15.24, Lau 2008: 289, my 

italics). As such, regarding the understanding of Confucius’ “single thread”, i.e., 

zhongshu, shu or shuzhong, there are varied interpretations or understandings. For 

Wei Zhengtong, an influential Contemporary Confucian philosopher, it is zhongshu. 

For him, the notion of zhongshu in Confucianism is of universal significance (e.g. 

2007: 36) and the way of zhongshu, in essence for him, means self-respecting and 

other-respecting (ibid: 38), almost the same with what Paul Ricoeur advocates when 

he discusses “approaching the human person” (2009). 

But for Herbert Fingarette, shu goes before zhong. He states, “As Confucius said, 

shu and chung [zhong], mutual empathic identification along with mutual 

commitment to the integrity of the other, form a main-thread of the truly human life” 

(Fingarette 1991: 223). And Angus C. Graham’s understanding is more insightful. 

For Graham, shu is more important than zhong since he proclaims that “While shu 

                                                 
109 “夫子之道，忠恕而已矣。”（“Liren”里仁, Lunyu 論語）. 
110“其恕乎！己所不欲，勿施於人。”（“Wei Linggong” 衛靈公, Lunyu 論語）cf. Li Chenyang’s 
translation: “what you don’t desire do not effect on others” below in the following page. 



110 
 

is not a virtue but a form of analogical thinking, chung [zhong] is one of the 

Confucian virtues, displayed on behalf of others in general and of one’s prince in 

particular. For the disciple Tseng-tzu [Zeng Zi] at least, the one thread cannot be 

quite reduced to a single concept; there has to be both the wholeheartedness on 

behalf of others and the act of putting oneself in their places by which one learns 

what to do for them” (Graham 1989: 21, my emphasis). Here, in Graham’s 

understanding, the notion of “others” presupposed in shu and zhong is brought out 

clearly. Also, as Graham sees it, correctly, Confucius’ “What you do not yourself 

desire do not do to others” [“己所不欲勿施於人”] constitutes “the negative form of 

the Golden Rule at the heart of ethics” (Graham 1989: 20, my italics). Graham’s 

understanding closely conforms to the norm of ethics, i.e. not to do the negative (i.e. 

e.g. harm) forms the easier start of any ethics.  

While there are arguments about the understanding of zhongshu, shuzhong or shu, 

there are also disagreements of the meaning of the concept zhong. For example, in 

Wing-Tsit Chan’s compilation A Source Book in Chinese Philosophy, for Chu His 

[Zhu Xi朱熹], zhong means “the full development of one’s [originally good] mind”, 

for Ch’eng I [Cheng Yi 程頤], zhong is “the Way of Heaven”, and for Liu Pao-nan 

[Liu Baonan 劉寶楠], zhong is equated with Confucius’ saying “Establish one’s 

own character” (Chan 1963: 27, original supplement). While it is not easy to judge 

those interpretations, I regard contemporary German sinologist scholar Michael 

Schimmelpfennig’s understanding of zhong as highly revealing. He traces its more 

basic meaning to be “honesty” in his PhD thesis on Wang Yi’s exegesis of Qu 

Yuan’s poetry as opposed to most scholars’ interpretation of it as “loyalty”. In his 

research, “[a]n examination of the key-term related to government and political 

ethics within Wang Yi’s commentary leads to the rather surprising result that the 

commentator is not interested at all in the question of loyalty, the seemingly central 

question connected with the Qu Yuan myth. Instead his exegesis concentrates on the 

question of honesty, straightforwardness, and personal integrity. While the 

expression zhong commonly translated with loyalty appears repeatedly within 

Wang’s exegesis, the commentator uses it in its basic meaning of honesty, honesty 

in speech and honesty in one[’]s actions.” (Schimmelpfennig 1999: 830-831, my 

emphasis). Schimmelpfennig’s finding of zhong as having a more basic meaning of 

“honesty” is important to my notion of Confucian reciprocity for it offers a more 
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basic and crucial meaning: honesty or sincerity.  

Taking into account what is discussed above, it is safe to conclude that the two 

terms of “shu” and “zhong” in Confucian ethics are inseparable but interdependent. 

Confucius in fact advocates his negative and positive versions of the “golden rule”: 

“what you don’t desire do not effect on others”, the definition of shu by Confucius 

(The Analects, 12.2, Li 1994: 76) and “to establish oneself, you should establish 

others, to succeed yourself, you should help others succeed”111, the definition of 

zhong (The Analects, 6.28, Li 1994: 76). They are mutually defined and 

interconnected, just like the two sides of a coin. Hence I contend shu precedes 

zhong. Shuzhong covers both the omissive/passive and commissive/active sides of 

ethics. They together constitute one dimension of what I mean the Confucian 

reciprocity, with shu meaning “not effecting on others what you don’t desire” and 

zhong meaning “being honest and doing one’s best” concerning any human 

interactions.  

Meanwhile, this Confucian reciprocity goes beyond the Western rights and justice 

perspective because in this vein of thinking, a gentleman or ethical agent will not be 

passive and just care about his/her own wellbeing, but will go to great lengths to 

care for others for the better as well. In contrast, for the proponents of rights/justice 

perspective, reciprocity is the basis for a contractual society: if you do not infringe 

on my rights, I will not infringe on yours (Li 1994: 76), narrowly framed because 

the active and positive aspect are excluded. 

3.3.2 Wulun in Confucian reciprocity 

Next to shuzhong, wulun is another important constitutive aspect in Confucian 

reciprocity as I see it. Jing Haifeng, a contemporary Confucian scholar, argues that, 

of the many notions prevalent in Confucianism, ‘wulun’ is the most fundamental, 

the starting point of the entire moral system, and the main thread of social network 

of interpersonal relationships (2008: 51). The notion of wulun is, as a matter of fact, 

a pithy summary of the basic interpersonal relationships and the fundamental 

stipulation of such relationships in traditional Chinese society.  

They are, first given in Mencius: “love between father and son, duty between 

                                                 
111“夫仁者，己欲立而立人，己欲達而達人。”（“Yongye”雍也, Lunyu 論語）cf. D.C. Lau’s 
rendition: “a benevolent man helps others to take their stand in that he himself wishes to take his 
stand, and gets others there in that he himself wishes to get there” (Lau 2008: 101). 
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ruler and subject, distinction between husband and wife, precedence of the old over 

the young, and faith between friends”112 (Mencius, 3.4A, Lau 2003: 60). For 

Confucianism, wulun can cover all human relations (Hahm & Bell 2004: 411) 

outside of which no one can establish himself. Of the five relationships, only the last, 

i.e. friendship, is of equality, the other four are concerned with unequal relationships. 

The ruler prevails over the ruled, the father his sons, and the husband his wife, the 

elder the younger. But “it is misleading to believe that Confucianism supports 

dictatorship in human relations” (Fan 2010: 20).  

In fact, in such five relationships, the former is just seemingly dominant because 

they have to initially perform well as a ruler, a father, a husband, and an elder 

brother, living up to their respective name as they do have more say. In cases where 

the former fail to play their part the seemingly dominated ones can exercise their 

autonomy by refusing to adhere to their duties, rather than follow the routine of 

fulfilling the duties required of them. It is thus clear that wulun includes 

relationships of reciprocity between both equal and unequal parties. 

Several other contemporary Chinese philosophers or historians illuminate the 

notion of wulun more concretely. For example, as Tu Weiming, a contemporary 

Neo-Confucian philosopher sees it, “[i]n the Confucian tradition, the father-son 

relationship is not only dyadic and hierarchic but also absolutely binding.” (1989: 

41). Tu also observes that “a social dyad (like the father-son relationship in 

Confucian ethics) is not a fixed entity, but a dynamic interaction involving a rich and 

ever-changing texture of human-relatedness woven by the constant participation of 

other significant dyadic relationships” (Tu 1985: 237, my emphasis). Further, “[t]he 

father-son tie is a constraint, a limitation, and a bondage; yet through its 

constraining, limiting, and binding power, it provides a necessary means for 

self-cultivation for the father as well as the son” (Tu 1985: 240). 

For the historian Yang Lien-sheng, “[a]n equally basic principle governing the 

father-son relationship is reciprocity” (Yang 1957). That is, “[a]ccording to the norm, 

the father should act fatherly so that the son can follow in a manner most 

appropriate to his self-identification. The son’s filiality is conceived as a response to 

the father’s kindness. The father must set an example for the son as a loving and 

respectable person before he can reasonably expect his son to love and respect him” 

                                                 
112“父子有親，君臣有義，夫婦有別，長幼有序，朋友有信。”(“Teng Wengong 1” 滕文公上, 
Mengzi 孟子） 
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(Yang 1957). Liu Shu-hsien, another contemporary Confucian philosopher (2007: 

242), also stresses that the pre-Qin Confucianism, including Confucius, Mencius, 

and Xunzi 荀子, gives prominence to name-rectifying, that is, the relationships 

between the sovereign/jun and the subjects/chen, father and son are mutually 

binding113.  

Based on the pre-Qin Confucianism, especially wulun, Tu also argues that ethical 

duties are distributed according to the station of the party, i.e., the higher the station 

or position, the more is demanded in terms of morality: “we hold that an individual, 

a group, a country or a region is all the more obligated to promote the wellbeing of 

the human community if they have more capacity and influence” (Tu 2010: 96, 

trans). In other words, a party with better resources in an exchange or interaction is 

supposed to assume more responsibility.  

This point has been observed by some Westerners as well. For instance, to Ronald 

McLaren, “[t]he East has created a system that does not conceal behind a de jure 

egalitarianism the de facto inequalities which we experience both in fundamental 

human relationships and in more artificial institutions. Instead the inequalities 

themselves are seen as creating responsibilities that define roles and bind 

individuals to altruistic behavior” (1984: 62).  

This asymmetric reciprocity, i.e., the more powerful or more possessed of 

resources should give or do more than the less in an interaction, is not only 

recognised in Confucian reciprocity. J. van Baal, Dutch philosopher, as noted above, 

for instance, also states that “[i]f a recognised rank difference obtains, the superior 

tends to give more than the inferior is expected to return, just as parents usually give 

more to their children than the children will ever return” (1975: 44-45), and “[i]t is 

no mean thing that the rich should give more than the poor” (ibid: 47). 

3.3.3 Junzi and junzi bu qi in Confucian reciprocity 

Yet this reciprocity framed in shuzhong and wulun does not preclude the possibility 

that a person can exercise his/her agency or autonomy as shown in the following 

statement by Confucius: “the Three Armies can be deprived of their commander, but 

there is no way a common man can be deprived of his purpose”114 (The Analects, 

9.26, Lau 2008: 155), and another one by Mencius as mentioned above: “if one 
                                                 
113Embodied in this statement:“君君臣臣父父子子”(“Yanyuan” 颜渊, Lunyu 論語) 
114“三軍可奪帥也，匹夫不可奪志也。”（“Zihan” 子罕, Lunyu 論語） 
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finds oneself in the right, one goes forward even against men in the thousands” 

(Mencius, 2.2A, Lau 2003: 32). 

All this shows that, for Confucians, a person can choose to pursue what s/he takes 

to be right without any constraints115. This is a character of junzi as Confucius 

advocates. As noted in Chapter 2, in The Daxue 大學 [The Great Learning] when 

Tymoczko’s views on translation ethics are discussed, based on self-cultivation, a 

junzi will be able to manage his family, run a state and bring peace to the world. In 

Mencius’s words, such a figure is a great person or dazhangfu, who “cannot be led 

into excesses when wealthy and honoured or deflected from his purpose when poor 

and obscure, nor can he be made to bow before superior force”116 (Mencius, 3.2B, 

Lau 2003: 66). 

This junzi personality strongly illustrates the contribution to ethics on the part of 

Confucian wisdom as Confucian wisdom opens and establishes the moral 

subjectivity of any rational human being; for Confucians, everyone is in possession 

of a mind/heart of infinity from birth in theory (Liu Yuli 2011: 131). Junzi is in 

effect a crucial concept in Confucius’ teachings. It is Confucius’ ideal to cultivate 

this kind of person in family and society. According to Yang Bojun (see Fang 2015), 

the concept of junzi appears 107 times in The Analects, available in each and every 

one of the 20 chapters. Confucius transformed ‘junzi’ [exemplary man117] and 

‘xiaoren’ [small man], two concepts of identity, into two concepts of morality. For 

him and Mencius, a junzi, in addition to the “missions” listed in The Great Learning 

mentioned above, is apt to be a good official, a good teacher, or a good husband as 

an example for their respective corresponding parties in various life relations. In 

particular, Confucius stresses, “The gentleman is no vessel” [junzi bu qi] (The 

Analects, 2.12, Lau 2008: 21)118, i.e. he is no specialist, as every vessel is designed 

for a specific purpose. Instead, he is a cultural one, as opposed to the ideal human 

                                                 
115Yet this is not existential ethics as Jean P. Satre preached (see Robinson and Garratt 1999: 100) 
because, while both stress freedom of choosing, a junzi can be an example for others via his/her 
ren/righteous decisions and actions.  
116“富貴不能淫，貧賤不能移，威武不能屈：此之謂大丈夫。”（“Teng Wengong 2” 滕文公下, 
Mengzi 孟子） 
117Different from D. C. Lau’s translation of junzi as “gentleman” (e.g. 2008: 21), here I choose to 
follow Roger Ames’ translation (2014: 2) for I think Ames’ rendition is closest considering the entire 
teachings of Confucianism, although throughout the thesis I use standard pinyin i.e. junzi for its rich 
connotation embodied in this important Confucian concept as in other key terms. 
118“君子不器。”（“Weizheng” 為政, Lunyu 論語） 
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person as a tool, a specialist, a professional in Max Weber’s Puritan ethics and 

modern society (see Lin Duan 2002). 

By distinguishing junzi ethics and xiaoren ethics, Confucian ethics acknowledges 

the existence of de facto inequality between people in terms of intelligence, 

capability and moral cultivation, hence constituting a layered ethics. Han Shaogong, 

a well known contemporary Chinese novelist, in his recent essay “Ethics Retold”, 

comments that, “[i]ronically, modern humans, who have pursued the goal of 

equality via numerous enlightenments and revolutions, have so far de facto failed to 

demolish the hierarchy of power and capital, but have demolished the hierarchy of 

ethical responsibilities” across the world (2010: 12, trans). Here Han, like Tu 

Weiming, advocates that some people, as preached and practiced by many 

Confucians in the past two-millennia China, should shoulder more and heavier 

social responsibilities and have the high-rank direction-making morality as 

supplementary to the low-rank morality. 

In the same vein, the historian Yang Lien-sheng, also pays heed to the importance 

of “the dual standards of Confucian ethics, one for the ‘gentlemen,’ or chün-tzu 

[junzi], and the other for the ‘small men,’ or hsiao-jen [xiaoren]. Confucian idealism 

advocates the way of the gentleman as praiseworthy, whereas Confucian realism 

defends, or at least tolerates, the way of the small man as normal” (1957: 304). This 

idealism is based on the acknowledgement of the de-facto inequality in human 

beings in terms of intelligence and moral cultivation as Mencius expresses well: 

“That things are unequal is part of their nature” (Mencius, 3.4A, Lau 2003: 62)119.  

This tolerance for the “way of the small man as normal” is significant in modern 

society as there should be different requirements of different people in different 

positions of modern hierarchy or echelon in terms of power, capital, intelligence, 

and resources. This is a kind of real justice—justice according to one’s due.  

In sum, Confucian reciprocal ethics in my view is both duty/principle ethics and 

virtue ethics stressing the reciprocity between unequal parties [地位不等之個人、群

體或民族國家] (see also Liu 2011). It is duty/principle ethics because, for example, 

in the case of family ethics, it is an obligation for parents to set an example in their 

behaviour, including showing love to both their parents and children, and the 

children follow suit in showing love and deference towards their parents. It is virtue 

                                                 
119“夫物之不齊，物之情也。”（“Teng Wengong 1” 滕文公上, Mengzi 孟子） 
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ethics because, for instance, all parents are social beings and they are supposed to 

serve as living models for their children on the one hand, and on the other it is 

highly advisable for them to try to become and maintain being a person of noble 

character or junzi. 

3.4 Ethics of reciprocity cross-culturally integrated 

Integrating Ricoeurian and Confucian reciprocity, I agree with Eugene Eoyang’s 

view when he said that “[i]f the world is to become truly global, and not merely 

Westernized, there must be some accommodation between the culture of ‘rights’ and 

the culture of ‘rites.’ The West insists on the application of principle regardless of 

history or tradition; the East persists in maintaining tradition often at the expense of 

principle. Each has its blind side; each its inequities and hypocrisies. Only a 

comparative perspective, as well as a composite ethics and aesthetics, can extricate 

us from hegemonic thinking” (2007: 73, my italics). 

From the above discussion, it can be seen that what Ricoeurian reciprocity 

stresses is more the reciprocity between equal parties, taking justice and fairness in 

terms of rights as its ultimate goal than between unequal parties. By contrast, in 

Confucian reciprocity, reciprocity between both equals and unequals is stressed, 

especially reciprocity between unequals, which is more rite-oriented, taking 

harmony and interdependence as its ultimate goal.  

Regarding translation, cross-culturally and cross-linguistically, translators and 

other parties, whether equal or unequal, can and should interact reciprocally and 

help texts, languages and cultures interact reciprocally. The modern Western view of 

reciprocity and the long time-withstood Chinese/Confucian view of reciprocity can 

be reciprocally joined in an integrated manner to pave the way for the formulation 

of ethics of reciprocity in translation, which will be undertaken in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4 ETHICS OF RECIPROCITY IN TRANSLATION 

In Chapter 3 Ricoeurian and Confucian reciprocities were discussed as the 

theoretical foundation for the formulation of the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in 

translation’. But the existing views on reciprocity in translation were not examined 

there. As the core chapter of the thesis, based on what was expounded in Chapter 3, 

Chapter 4 starts with an examination of those views, chiefly those by Walter 

Benjamin and George Steiner, representing reciprocity between languages and 

between texts, Bonnie S. McDougall, representing reciprocity between individual 

persons, and Anthony Pym and Annie Brisset, representing reciprocity between 

cultures and between nations. Then this chapter will proceed to discuss reciprocity 

from the perspective of three relations involving a translation project, i.e. the 

intercultural/interpersonal, person-textual, and intertextual relations. The discussion 

will address the three key passive entities of texts, languages and cultures, and the 

three major active parties of individual persons, collectivities and nations. The 

explorations and discussions in these two sections will culminate in the stipulation 

and substantiation of the proposed ethic model of reciprocity in translation.  

The content of this reciprocity model is represented in the form of no/minimal 

harm and mutual benefits in different kinds and degrees to the active parties of 

individual persons, collectivities and nations as well as the passive entities of texts, 

languages and cultures respectively. As an integrated model, concerning its nature 

and operation, it is a combination of principle ethics concerning translation as a 

process and translation as a consequence in its spatiotemporal/socio-cultural context, 

and virtue ethics concerning the major translating agent the translator, and other 

minor but necessary parties in any translation project including the author, the 

reader and/or the client, etc. The ethics of reciprocity is virtue and motive when 

exercised on the part of the translator and other participants in their interaction for 

guiding decision making, an obligation for translating as an act or process, and a 

principle when exercised for judging the consequence of translation the product. In 

this way, the model will have more explanatory power than the existent ones 

discussed in Chapter 2. Along with Chapter 3 as the theoretical foundation, Chapter 

4 is thus arranged to address the second research question: the ethics of reciprocity 

in translation. 
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4.1 Reciprocity in translation 

In TS as introduced in Chapter 1, reciprocity is not a rarely discussed phenomenon; 

it has been expounded by various scholars. Therefore in this section the views by 

some important theorists and scholars will be scrutinised first. 

4.1.1 Reciprocity between languages and between texts in translation 

Reciprocity as a relationship between languages and between texts has been 

discussed by well-known translation scholars. The most notable is Walter Benjamin. 

In his influential essay ‘The Task of the Translator’120 ([1923]2004), Benjamin is 

seemingly concerned with his view of the task of the translator. But as Pym 

observes, “Benjamin, like his predecessor Humboldt and his successor Heidegger, 

takes translation as a problem of languages rather than of people” (2012: 25, my 

emphasis). Instead of discussing the task of the translator as the major theme as the 

title of the essay seems to suggest, what Benjamin in fact addresses is how 

translation can be and is an effective and undeniable way for effecting reciprocity 

and harmony between languages.  

Benjamin did argue that the task of the translator is to release in the re-creation or 

the translation the pure language that is imprisoned in the original, and that it is not 

to communicate information or sense embodied in the original but to create the 

afterlife of it. But what is more implicitly stressed by him is the fact that translation 

is an effective way to extend and enrich the translating language rather than just 

copy the original. For Benjamin, translation manifests the reciprocal relationship 

between the original and the translation in that the original continues its life in the 

translation, i.e. its afterlife while the translation, by touching the original but lightly, 

makes the translating language grow from the translation. As Benjamin states, “All 

purposeful manifestations of life, including their very purposiveness, in the final 

analysis have their end not in life, but in the expression of its nature, in the 

representation of its significance. Translation thus ultimately serves the purpose of 

expressing the central reciprocal relationship between languages” ([1923]2004: 77, 

my emphasis). Meanwhile, “[t]ranslation is so far removed from being the sterile 

                                                 
120Paul de Man once in a lecture mentioned that “in the profession you are nobody unless you have 
said something about this text” (1985: 26). In this lecture it can be seen that de Man attached too 
much importance to language in his reading of this text by Benjamin. 
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equation of two dead languages that of all literary forms it is the one charged with 

the special mission of watching over the maturing process of the original language 

and the birth pangs of its own” (ibid: 78, my emphasis). Benjamin is stressing the 

vital importance of good translation for the growth of both the translated and 

translating languages. By “good”, of course, Benjamin means the interlinear 

reciprocal translation. 

Yet it must be borne in mind that what Benjamin deals with is chiefly the 

translation of literary works, although he emphasises at the end of the essay that the 

interlinear translation of the Scripts is the prototype of all good translations. That 

constitutes the limits of his argument of translation as a general and complex 

phenomenon. His emphasis of translation as reciprocity between languages is not 

from the ethical perspective either. But it suffices to serve as a support to the 

argument that in translation there can be reciprocity between languages, i.e. both 

languages can benefit from translation as long as the translator is qualified to render 

great literary works.  

The second scholar to mention who brings in the issue of reciprocity in TS is 

George Steiner. As a pioneering scholar in the field, Steiner is particularly 

significant for his renowned “hermeneutic motion”. Yet the ethical dimension of 

Steiner’s thinking in his hermeneutic motion is not fully recognised. Phil Goodwin’s 

recent essay ‘Ethical Problems in Translation: Why We Might Need Steiner After 

All’ (2010) helps us rethink Steiner in terms of translation ethics. Goodwin argues 

that “Steiner’s model is self-consciously ethical, rather than descriptive121. It tells us 

how we ought to approach the act of translating” (2010: 36, original emphasis). For 

Goodwin, Steiner’s model “represents one of the most sustained pieces of thinking 

about translation ethics in the field” (ibid: 27). Goodwin is drawn to Steiner because 

of “Steiner’s acute sensitivity to ethical issues, a sensitivity which arises from a 

certain view of language” (ibid). In Goodwin’s view, for Steiner, “translation always 

involves a certain violence, and this makes the ethical issues inescapable” (ibid, my 

emphasis). 

But what I see important in Steiner is his emphasis of the fourth movement of 

restitution or reciprocity in his hermeneutic model. Steiner asserts that “[t]he 

enactment of reciprocity in order to restore balance is the crux of the métier and 

                                                 
121Goodwin criticised Robinson’s reading of Steiner as an almost typical example of the ‘intentional 
fallacy’ (2010: 36), see Robinson (1998: 97). 
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morals of translation” (1998: 316, my emphasis) and “[t]he paradigm of translation 

is incomplete until reciprocity has been achieved, until the original has regained as 

much as it had lost” (ibid: 415). But what did Steiner mean by reciprocity here? 

Informed by Levi-Strauss’s Anthropologie structurale, Steiner develops his 

notion of reciprocity. For Steiner, the first motion is trust given by the translator to 

the original, “[t]he a-prioristic movement of trust puts us off balance. We ‘lean 

towards’ the confronting text. […] We come home laden, thus again off-balance, 

having caused disequilibrium throughout the system by taking away from ‘the other’ 

and by adding, though possibly with ambiguous consequence, to our own” (1998: 

316, my emphasis). Steiner’s second hermeneutic movement is aggression. For him, 

to understand for translating is “invasive and exhaustive” (1998: 314), and “[t]he 

translator invades, extracts, and brings home” (ibid)122. Despite such aggression and 

invasion, he acknowledges that “the translated work is enhanced” on several levels 

(ibid: 316). He also discusses the risks or damages brought about by translation to 

individual translators and writers (ibid: 315), and to the translating language/culture 

and society as well at the third stage of incorporation (ibid: 316). Yet for any 

translation, as Steiner sees it, the original has been rendered unbalanced after the 

“penetration” and “incarnation”; the translator is taking too much or too little (ibid: 

317). So a motion of restitution is needed to keep the equilibrium between the two 

texts. Steiner stresses that translation should be an exchange: “[b]y virtue of tact, 

and tact intensified is moral vision, the translator-interpreter creates a condition of 

significant exchange. The arrows of meaning, of cultural, psychological benefaction, 

move both ways. There is, ideally, exchange without loss” (ibid: 318-9, my 

emphasis). Or the exchange is his “radical equity” or “equalizing transfer”, or 

“fidelity”–“the enactment and expression of reciprocity”, “a bond of adequacy as 

between text and text” (ibid: 416, my emphasis). He thus states that “[a] bad 

translation is one which is inadequate to its source-text” (ibid, my emphasis). 

But how can such reciprocity be realised? Are there any specific measures? To 

realise reciprocity, for Steiner, the translator should “endeavor to restore the balance 

of forces, of integral presence, which his appropriative comprehension has disrupted” 

(Steiner 1998: 318). And “[a] translator is accountable to the diachronic and 

synchronic mobility and conservation of the energies of meaning. A translation is, 

                                                 
122This is really different from or opposite to Spivak’s metaphor of “surrender to the text” in 
translation (Spivak 2004: 370). 
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more than figuratively, an act of double-entry; both formally and morally the books 

must balance” (ibid: 319, my emphasis). Steiner acknowledges that, in rare cases, 

reciprocity is really realised between two works, two languages, and even two 

communities of historical experience (ibid: 429). 

It can be seen that what Steiner emphasises are the traditional categories of 

meaning of text, fidelity to the source text, and balance or equalising of meaning 

between texts. He asserts that “[t]ranslation recompenses in that it can provide the 

original with a persistence and geographical-cultural range of survival which it 

would otherwise lack” (ibid: 416). It is no doubt an ST-oriented model. It is not 

much of a relationship between people or cultures but largely one between texts.   

Meanwhile, Steiner’s model is still in the realm of ‘how to translate’, but the 

‘how’ to realise the fourth move is vague (see also Robinson 1998: 99). Steiner 

admits it is difficult to convey what reciprocity means in an abstract manner as well 

(1998: 316). In this aspect, it is different from mine as mentioned in note 19 in 

Chapter 1. Steiner’s model is also different from Goethe’s notion of three epochs of 

translation123, where Goethe discusses the three different approaches to one single 

text while Steiner is discussing the four-step process of rendering one work, 

although his examples seem to show that some translations stop at the third stage of 

incorporation (see ibid: 315).  

In the light of translation ethics, who or what are affected by a translation is not 

coherently clear for Steiner; for him, the target “language or cultural ensemble” may 

risk being transformed, and “we may be consumed” (ibid). But that is, in a way, 

ineluctable. His conception of the fourfold hermeneutic motion seems incongruent 

with his examples. The division of aggression and incorporation and restitution is 

problematic because other expressions such as interpretation and rewriting are more 

accurate to describe the process of translation.  

All in all, Steiner’s reciprocity means balance, equity, and, in the final analysis, 

fidelity, hence too narrow in regard to the complexity of translation ethics.  

4.1.2 Reciprocity between individual persons in translation 

Reciprocity in translation has also been discussed in terms of the relationship 

between individuals. For example, Bonnie McDougall, though not the first to look 

                                                 
123Robinson takes Steiner’s fourfold model as a revision of Goethe’s three-epoch approach (1998: 
98). 
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at translation from the perspective of reciprocity, has systematically discussed 

literary translation as reciprocity from her own experience as a translator when she 

worked in China in the 1980s. For her, translation can mean reciprocity. 

As she narrates, in China in the 1980s, the writer or “translatee” in her words 

offered their works for translation, and the translator did the translation as a way of 

returning the favour. As she describes, “[i]n the language of gift exchange, the 

translatee offered the translator a gift of his poem. The translator reciprocated by 

returning the gift with added value: her translation of his poem” (McDougall 2011: 

97). 

The reciprocity in her description is chiefly between specific individuals, i.e. the 

translator and the translatee, who could usually contact each other directly for the 

translation. The relation is reciprocal because both could benefit from the 

translations in question. In fact, “the mutual benefits of personal transactions 

between the writers and translators were also very apparent, and the translations that 

resulted were well received domestically and internationally” (ibid: 98). The 

benefits for the translator include friendship, social connections, and other tangible 

or intangible “goods” (ibid: 109-112). The benefits for the translatees are, but not 

limited to, translated works, published works, heightened fame, and other things 

(see McDougall 2011: 99-105). 

In her reflection, although that kind of translation may not be able to constitute a 

major pattern of translation, it, however, as an important complement to the largely 

European-dominated theory and history of translation, has its significance. In fact, 

in China today, the practice of reciprocal translation is not infrequent as large 

translation projects are often finished by language teachers or translators for their 

friends or acquaintances, who may return the favour in other fashions other than just 

economic remunerations (see also Qin 2013b).  

McDougall is right in her observation that “a key characteristic of reciprocity is 

that it always benefits both agents and the wider social environment” (2011: 19), as 

has been discussed in Chapter 3. She argues that “[t]he notion of translation as a gift 

exchange could be deeply inspiring to both the translatee and the translator, even if 

and when the personal relationship faltered” (McDougall 2011: 143). This is a 

highly important point for reciprocity can be tapped further for a model of 

translation ethics as done in this study. Her further reflection on the notion of 

reciprocity is of significance to the present study. She has found that: 
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A common observation by ethnographers and others is that gifts should be of equivalent value (i.e., 
balanced), except where the social standing of both parties is obviously unequal. In such cases, 
the value of the gift from the superior party is normally greater than the value of the gift from the 
inferior party. The greater generosity of the superiors is mark of their greater wealth or position, 
and the inferiors accept the gift without thereby feeling demeaned in recognition of their inferior 
position. Thus, the father gives generously to the son, who repays the father in smaller coin, or the 
lord gives generously to the servant, who owes little or nothing in return. These cases will qualify 
as balanced reciprocity because all parties acknowledge their respective standings. (McDougall 
2011: 129, my emphasis)  

This is in actual fact what was practiced in ancient China as well as in places around 

the world including China today, and it is also a real form of reciprocity (see also 

van Baal 1975). 

Some other points made by McDougall on translation are also insightful and 

informative to the present study. For example, she states, (1) “There is an odd 

assumption at large that each and every poem belongs to a transcendental category 

of perfection compared with which any translation is necessarily an inferior product. 

A moment’s thought will show that this can hardly be the case. There are good 

poems, bad poems, and mediocre poems, just as there are good, bad, and mediocre 

translations. A good poem badly translated will not make for agreeable reading, but 

a mediocre poem may be lifted out of the ordinary through a creative translation” 

(ibid: 112, my emphasis); (2) “There is an ever-present challenge in that translations 

are often admitted to be less than perfect. However, few original literary works are 

perfect either. A poor translation can open the path to a better translation […]”. And 

(3), “[t]exts are not neutral or fixed, and even if the notion of interaction and 

reciprocity between texts is fanciful, there are subtle differences between texts that 

have been translated and those that have not” (McDougall 2011: 144-145). 

Such ideas are revealing to the formulation of the model below because the 

source text as a key factor, as discussed here by McDougall convincingly, is not a 

fixed or monolithic entity; the translator needs to consider its nature and quality 

when making a decision whether and how to undertake the translating job. This text 

factor will be addressed at greater length below. 

4.1.3 Reciprocity between nations and between cultures in translation 

In addition to reciprocity between languages and texts and individuals, there is also 

reciprocity between cultures and nations in translation. As noted in Chapter 1, 

Brissett’s proposal of reciprocity is to address the imbalance of the volume of 

translation between the Western languages/cultures and other ‘minor’ cultures. As 
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she found from her survey for the UNESCO, the volume of translation from 

Western languages and cultures, especially that from European-American 

languages/cultures, far outweighs that from the other way round, i.e. translation of 

“the literature and knowledge of many developing nations” (Brisset 2003: 127). 

Literary masterpieces and major social science works of the West have been largely 

translated into minor languages. But it does not mean that there are no literary 

masterpieces and sophisticated social science works in the developing world. Such 

works should also be translated into the major languages of the West. For various 

reasons the volume of translation from developing nations to developed nations is 

far lower. A result of this practice is that the translating minor languages might be 

dominated by expressions imported from dominating languages, especially English, 

and such languages might be “condemned to silence” in the world or, “permanently 

relegated into the vernacular” (ibid).  

Brisset’s proposal can be said to be a noble one, trying to address the issue of 

unfairness and injustice of translation imbalance between the first world and the 

third world. It indeed points out the importance to formulate an ethics of reciprocity 

in translation, but as a guiding model it is not as practical and feasible because 

translation as a cross-cultural, cross-national activity, seen from a political 

perspective, entails asymmetries of power relations. Her definition of reciprocity is 

vague to the extent that her conception of translation is not coherent. It is clear that 

what she discusses is the notion of translation as a sequence of activities including 

more than one translation as opposed to a specific project; in her discussion she has 

not made any distinction between a translation and translation. In so conceiving of 

translating, the ethical subjects are not well framed.   

Another scholar who has also directed attention at the issue of reciprocity 

between cultures in translation without employing the term expressly is Anthony 

Pym. As discussed in section 2.3.1.3 above, Pym put forth his model of intercultural 

cooperation on translator ethics. As I see it, the model of cooperation is largely one 

of reciprocity. He argues that “[w]e should translate in certain circumstances only, 

investing variable effort, in order to promote long-term cooperation between 

cultures” (2012: 12, my emphasis). But Pym’s model is basically for cultures, 

excluding many other equally important parties and entities for the implementation 

of a translation project, for example, the translators themselves, as noted in section 

2.3.1.3. 
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All these views of reciprocity in translation supply a foundation for the present 

study to delve further on this issue for the formulation of the model. In addition to 

such views, there are other more important points closely related to reciprocity in 

translation: three important relations concerning a translation project, i.e. the 

interpersonal/intercultural, person-textual and intertextual relations. What follows 

will address them.   

4.2 Reciprocity and three relations concerning translation 

As regards any translation project, concerning the objects and subjects of reciprocity, 

there are three key passive entities: texts, languages and cultures, and three vital 

active parties: individual persons, collectivities and nations. The passive entities like 

text, language and culture with respect to any translation project are all crucially 

important but undoubtedly hard to define succinctly. With regard to the active 

parties, individual persons may include the translator, the author and the 

client/commissioner/publisher, collectivities may be in the form of an institution or 

an agency that commissions a translation or the people embodied in a fiction, and 

nations that are much larger communities. Regarding a translation project, the above 

three key passive entities and three vital active parties constitute three major 

relationships respectively between individual persons or peoples/cultures/nations, 

between text and individual persons, and between texts. 

4.2.1 Three key passive entities 

Text, language and culture, indispensable to any translation project, are enormously 

complex, but it does not mean that they cannot be scrutinised for the present study.  

First of all, as shown above when discussing McDougall’s view of translation, 

text has been touched upon briefly as a crucial passive entity with respect to any 

translation project. In fact Tan argues that text is “an extremely important concept” 

(2012: 80) to translation because text rather than people constitutes the foundation 

of translation (ibid: 77-80). Neubert and Shreve in 1992 published their celebrated 

book Translation as Text124, arguing that the “text is the central defining issue in 

                                                 
124Schäffner reviewed the book as a classic in TS in the first issue of the journal The Translator 2012, 
but Toury regards it as just “one of a whole array of realizations of what” he calls the ‘“myth of the 
text”’ in TS (2010: 160).  



126 
 

translation” (1992: 5) and that the “text has to be considered the primary object of 

translation study” (ibid: 10). Undoubtedly much importance has been given to text 

in TS because text is definitely indispensable to any translation project, as a text 

containing information or idea or with meaning to be mined is otherwise 

unavailable to the target readers if not translated.  

Centring on text, another key concept in translation studies, equivalence, as noted 

previously (see note 53 in Chapter 2), is also attached predominant importance. But 

its importance has been challenged with the development of the discipline, 

especially with the advent of DTS (Toury 1995, Hermans 1999) and the cultural 

turn in TS, which has shifted the study focus from the ST to the TT and more, to the 

receiving socio-cultural context and its influence. Given post-structural and 

post-colonial approaches to translation, the fixed meaning of the ST is even doubted 

(see e.g. Davis 2001) and power and ideology are all said to play a critical role (see 

e.g. Hermans 1985, Lefevere 1992a, 1992b).  

It is thus argued that, the fact that text is taken as primary in translation is largely 

owing to the traditional linguistic approach to translation, where other equally, if not 

more important, factors like translator and the translational context, have been 

overlooked, or not given due attention. Accordingly, text is not drawing the attention 

it used to capture. 

Nevertheless, three aspects concerning text merit close attention insofar as the 

formulation of translation ethics is concerned. They are the issues of text typology, 

authorship or ownership of a text and quality of a text. First, text might fall into 

different types or genres, closely related to which the meaning of some text can be 

neutral or fixed while some others cannot claim a neutral or immanent meaning in 

terms of room for interpretation125. Second, equally important but often overlooked 

in the studies of translation is the fact that texts are of different qualities although 

quality itself is an elusive concept, ranging from classic to poor. Third, while most 

texts are attributable to some producer named the author126 , some texts are 

                                                 
125Interpretation is a key concept in literary criticism, for which Ricoeur published a monograph 
Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (1976) to express his notion of it (see 
Valdes 1991: 3-21). Gadamer in his Truth and Method (1960/1989) in the pages dedicated to 
translation stresses that translation cannot be a reproduction of an original, it can only be an 
interpretation reflecting both empathy and distance (1989: 385-90). See also Venuti’s conception of 
translation as noted in section 2.3.1.2, Chapter 2, page 60. 
126 Concerning the concept of “author”, Foucault’s essay “What is an Author” (1977) is recognised as 
influential in the line of post-structuralist thinking. 
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authorless or can only be traced back to collective author or unidentifiable. The 

following is to address them respectively. 

Insofar as text typology is concerned, to begin with, it is helpful to look at the 

definition of text. The scholars above who give prominence to text haven’t given a 

definition of text. Here I accept Ricoeur’s definition of text as “any discourse fixed 

by writing” (1991b: 106), meaning that a text is not an utterance or a speech but 

something fixed by writing and this agrees with the focus of the present study, 

which will not consider the ethics in interpreting. Neubert and Shreve fail to define 

text too but they do point out correctly that “Venuti’s call for resistive translation 

refers primarily to certain literary and cultural texts” (1992: 4, my emphasis) and 

argue well that “[d]ifferent types of texts presuppose different translation techniques 

and different criteria for revision or criticism” (ibid: 17-8). They also contend that 

“[t]exts and their situations define the translation process” (ibid: 5, my emphasis). 

Whether “texts and their situations” can define the translation process is 

questionable because more factors are involved than just the texts and, “their 

situations” is a term short of thorough account. But their view reminds us of the 

importance of text typology.  

Text typology is important to translation because it has much to do with 

translation strategies and methods as discussed by numerous translation scholars 

(e.g. Reiss [1971]2000; Newmark1988; Neubert and Shreve 1992; Trosborg1997). 

Reiss in her book Translation Criticism ([1971]2000) classifies text into four types: 

content-focused, form-focused, appeal-focused, and audio-medial, which is later 

changed to multimedia (Reiss & Vermeer [1984]2013: 187). The first three basic 

ones are renamed respectively as informative, expressive and operative text (Reiss 

1989: 109).  

Undeniably the framework developed by Reiss is to a large extent still relevant 

today. For example, she argues that “the type of text is the primary factor 

influencing the translator’s choice of a proper translation method” ([1971]2000: 17). 

But her distinction between form-focused text and appeal-focused text is in fact too 

arbitrary, rigid and very prescriptive. Compared with the content-focused, or 

practical text (I prefer this rougher but also more comprehensive term), there are far 

less appeal-focused texts circulating around the world, let alone in terms of 

importance.  

But on the whole such text typology has been challenged as too broad (see e.g. 
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Hatim & Mason 1990: 138). Zhu Heng also argues that it is not of much meaning to 

classify texts in an abstract manner and many texts cannot be classified at all, like a 

biography for instance (2015: 7). American translator Green (2001: 58) argues that 

“rather than talk about ‘literary’ and ‘nonliterary,’ we would be better off talking 

about distinctions between ‘expressive’ and ‘objective’ prose or between ‘personal’ 

and ‘impersonal’ writing”.  

Hard to distinguish as texts are in terms of type 127 , I therefore take 

Snell-Hornby’s concept “scope of interpretation” as an effective approach to text 

and its translation. As she argues, “[w]ith certain special language texts involving 

standardized concepts (particularly in science and technology) the scope of 

interpretation is narrowed down considerably” (Snell-Hornby 1995: 34, my 

emphasis). Meanwhile, “[…] the more specialized the text, and the more specific 

the situation, the more the individual style recedes to make way for group 

convention. In a special language text[,] the circle of readers and the relation to the 

non-linguistic world are limited and prescribed” (Snell-Hornby 1995: 124).  

Earlier, Neubert and Shreve also point out that there are other pragmatic texts 

which “participate in practical communication” and “exchange primarily value-free 

technical, scientific, and commercial information” (1992: 5, my emphasis). They 

assert, rightly, that the “foreignness” of the ST is not “a benefit in these translations” 

(ibid, my emphasis). They also rightly observe that “[m]any specialized texts have 

specific audiences. They reflect the unique expertise of specific authors, and they 

reflect special purposes in their textual organization. […] ” (ibid: 41). In fact, a 

scientific text, or more specific, e.g. a mathematical text can be neutral or really 

“value-free”, and the room for interpretation hence can be said to be strictly fixed.  

As such, it can be posited that there exists a continuum along which all texts are 

placed between two extremes from the interpretation-fixed ones like manuals, 

instructions, medical materials to interpretation-open ones like literary works 

especially poetry. In this manner, a text manifests its textuality from complexity to 

simplicity in terms of whether it is rich in ideas or merely about hard information. 

                                                 
127As regards the definition of literary text see also Beaugrande and Dressler (1981): a text that 
presents a systematic alternative to the accepted version of the “real world” (1981: 191). As for the 
difference between literary works and philosophy ones, it is at times also hard to tell. For example, 
Sean Burke in his Ethics of Writing points out that Nietzsche, giving no attention to differentiating 
philosophy and poetry, should be in large part responsible for the abuse and even blundering use of 
his writings in Germany during WWII (2008). 
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In this vein of thinking, texts can be interpreted and rewritten by the translator 

according to their possible place along the cline. In terms of difficulty posed by 

different text types, it is generally agreed that literary works are more formidable 

than other kinds because there are many more elements involved such as rhyme and 

imagery. As argued correctly by Green, “[l]iterary texts are often highly personal 

and original, and, the more a text is personal and original, the harder it is to translate” 

(Green 2001: 11). Literary translation is more difficult also because, as Terry 

Eagleton states, “[l]iterature, in the meaning of the word we have inherited, is an 

ideology” (2004: 19, original emphasis).  

Opposite to the literary works on the other end are the practical texts. As Green 

argues correctly, “[t]he conventions governing many kinds of nonliterary writing are 

fairly uniform all over the world. They are designed to be objective and impersonal” 

(Green 2001: 11, my emphasis). This is truer today in an age of globalisation (see 

Robertson 1992) where more information in high tech and science needs to be 

shared so standardised form will be developed or preferred for easy and efficient 

availability around the world. Moreover, as Xie Tianzhen (2014b) argues too, we are 

in an era of professionalised translation as the quantity of practical materials to be 

translated far outnumbers that of the literary works.  

However, this stress of translation of practical texts does not mean that the 

translation of literary works is of less importance because as Young and Haley 

(2009: 286-7) argues very well that literature in fact plays a vitally important moral 

role in intercultural communication and hence its translation. And here, one point 

deserves further attention. That is: although undeniably literary or philosophical 

texts are hard to interpret because they may have more than one sense to different 

readers, yet “[i]t is too glib […] to say that every text involves ‘a program or a 

matrix having the greatest potential, variability, undecidability, plurivocality, et 

cetera,’ for this does not answer the question why specific texts are interpreted in the 

determinate ways in which they have been read” (Bernstein 1991: 190, my 

emphasis).   

To sum up, text type is of vital importance to translation and translation ethics 

because different texts have different functions. The content embodied in a text 

ranges from merely concrete information to rich and complex ideas. When a text is 

a scientific, legal, medical and other information-intensified “fact texts” (Newmark 

1999: 72), its function or purpose is often simple and direct, largely just for 
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information transmission or knowledge transfer. In translating such texts, ‘accuracy’ 

will be the first request and the translator has no choice but try to be an expert in the 

field in question to guarantee the accurate representation of the information in the 

source text. Translating such texts entails less ethics because no much cultural 

image or national identity is involved. In other words, not all texts are steeped in 

political, ideological and cultural implications as Venuti (1992, 1995, 1998) and 

many other cultural translation studies theorists advocate (e.g. Lefevere 1992a). The 

translations of such practical texts can be judged correct or wrong in technical terms. 

Such rightness or wrongness can be further evaluated ethically.  

But when it comes to more idea-intensified texts like literary, religious and 

philosophical ones, the situation might immediately become complicated because a 

literary work for example might be in possession of intrinsic values such as 

linguistic beauty, critical power, artistic clout, unique style, profound ideas or sharp 

insights of human nature, or vivid description of a people or ethnicity. It is also 

largely in the case of “literary and cultural texts” in Neubert & Shreve’s words that 

ideology, power and national image are involved, thereby posing more questions in 

terms of ethics. Judging terms to such works will be chiefly good or bad.  

Next to typology, the second key aspect concerning a text is its quality. As 

another important parameter concerning a text for translating (ethics) it is because 

not all texts are well written and can withstand the test of time; a text can be at any 

point in the continuum from poor to classic. Traditional translation studies tend to 

approach translation in terms of equivalence or fidelity to the ST, because the 

quality of the ST is taken for granted. Or, more accurately, translators are 

conditioned not to see problems existing in the ST, which is instead taken as the 

absolute criterion. However, all texts are of human linguistic construction, thereby 

bound to be in various qualities. 

As for what is meant by “classic”, the following quote makes a good answer: “We 

only call a text a classic if it somehow, in spite of years or even centuries of 

linguistic and cultural shifts, critiques, counterarguments, parodies and translations 

into alien contexts, it does not lose its force. It remains a classic as long as we 

acknowledge it as worthy of renewed engagement, in spite of its (now known) 

shortcomings–be they stylistic deficiencies or fallacies of argumentation” 
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(Dvorakova 2012: 110, original emphasis)128. Examples are countless. In China, we 

have from the pre-Qin [221BCE] Four Books to the Qing Dynasty’s Honglou Meng 

[The Dream of the Red Chamber] by Cao Xueqin and, in the West there are Plato’s 

Republic, Shakespeare’s tragedies and Goethe’s Faust. 

As for what is meant by “poor” on the other end of the continuum, like “classic”, 

it is also relative, especially relative to the proficiency and expertise of the reader at 

issue concerning the field knowledge and subject matter. In the field of TS, this 

issue has drawn attention from theorists and translators. Vermeer, for example, 

rightly observes that “[t]exts are often defective” (Vermeer 1996: 67, n. 24). For 

Robinson, it is a translator’s duty to improve the “badly written texts” as he argues 

that “[a]lmost every conservative translation theorist agrees that the translator 

should improve a badly written text, and not simply transfer to the target language 

the original’s shoddiness as accurately as possible” (Robinson 2003: 89; 2015: ) (cf. 

Williams & Chesterman 2001: 19). Newmark (1983) also argues that a translator 

must correct mistakes in the ST instead of preserving them in the TT.  

But Neubert and Shreve have doubts on this by asking “is the translator always in 

a position to judge? Can the translator recognize the mistakes? Are all facts known?” 

(1992: 78). Such questions are relevant and will be addressed below because they 

and the quality of text have much to do with translation ethics, which, to a large 

extent, has long been overlooked or even neglected; what the above scholars 

discussed is not mainly from the perspective of ethics, especially reciprocal ethics. 

Text type and quality apart, the last aspect regarding a text is its authorship or 

ownership as a more accurate description. Ricardo Muñoz argues that the notion of 

“possessive authorship” is relatively young in cultural terms when he reviews 

Andrew Keen’s 2007 book The Cult of the Amateur (2012: 368). But in China, 

various texts have been identifiable concerning their authors as early as Confucius 

and Mencius in the pre-Qin period until today. Thus it can be said that usually many 

texts have an identifiable author but it is also possible that some texts may be 

authorless or finished by a collective authorship and end up anonymous.  

For example, in the West, it is well known that the Bible cannot be claimed to be 

finished by any recognizable author at all. Presently in today’s world, a novel or 

                                                 
128 Cf. Ryckmans’definition of classic text: “A classic is essentially a text that is open-ended—in the 
sense that it lends itself constantly to new developments, new commentaries, different interpretations” 
(Leys [Ryckmans] 2014: xi). 
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very personal work can easily claim an author and copyright, but some impersonal 

business documents like an ad or leaflets often go with no single author 

acknowledged. For another instance, a company’s prospectus or annual report, when 

unable to be said to belong to a clearly designated author, it can be improved or 

changed according to the common practice in the field. When such texts are 

translated, the translator may be more expert in terms of textual expression and 

organization. 

Next to text, the second key passive entity is language. Language is so important 

to human beings that to British philosopher Alfred N. Whitehead, “[h]uman 

civilization is an outgrowth of language, and language is the product of advancing 

civilization. Freedom of thought is made possible by language: we are thereby 

released from complete bondage to the immediacies of mood and circumstance” 

(1968: 35). And, “the mentality of mankind and the language of mankind created 

each other” (ibid: 40-41). But according to Liu Runqing, a language educator and 

professor in linguistics, no final definition of language is available, what is mostly 

agreed upon is the following one: language is an arbitrary, spoken, sign system for 

human communication (2002: 1).  

For Xu Guozhang, linguist and language educationist (1991: 1, trans), “language 

is a special sign system specific to human beings. It is a medium to reflect the 

mutual reaction when used for the relationship between humans; it is a device to 

acquire knowledge about objects when used for the relationship between man and 

the objective world; and it is a vehicle and container of cultural information when 

used with culture”129. For the present study, the ontological question130 in regard to 

language is beyond its compass, what is taken as the most relevant aspect to 

translation ethics will be the functional dimension of it: what can it be used to do. 

From Xu’s definition above, we can see that he approaches language also from its 

functions. It is obvious that language itself is not a monolithic entity independent of 

human beings although human beings as individuals and communities are bound to 

be conditioned and affected by the language(s) one (they) is (are) grown up with131.  

                                                 
129“語言是人類特有的一種符號系統。當它作用於人與人之間的關係的時候，它是表達相互反

應的仲介；當它作用於人和客觀世界的關係的時候，它是認知事物的工具；當它作用於文化的

時候，它是文化信息的載體和容器” (my emphasis).  
130Chomsky’s works, for example, are attempts to address the ontological question of “what language 
is” (see Liu 2002: 159ff, and Chomsky 1966, 1976). 
131For Heidegger, language is the house of human existence (1996: 358) and Heidegger grants an 
ontological status to language, but I agree with Li Zehou in this respect that language cannot play a 
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In other words, language is to serve human beings rather than the other way 

round. Language is neutral; it becomes ideological or non-neutral because of the 

user rather than in and of itself. Many translation theorists or practitioners have a 

clear idea about this. For example, Said Faiq argues that “language doesn’t make 

sense, we make sense of language” (1995: 42). To A. W. Schlegel, in Robinson’s 

translation, “language in itself is an inert tool; it waits upon the artist to unpack its 

potential with his deft touch” (see Robinson 2002: 217). Domenico Jervolino states 

affirmatively that “[i]t is not language that talks in us; man talks” (2009: 31). 

German professor, poet and translator Wolfgang Kubin claims, rightly, that 

“language does not know an end to itself”, asking at the same time, “[e]verything 

can be said this way or that way, but what is the right way?” (2014: 218). American 

writer bell hooks says, “I know that it is not the English language that hurts me, but 

what the oppressors do with it, how they shape it to become a territory that limits 

and defines, how they make it a weapon that can shame, humiliate, colonize” (hooks 

1995: 296). And, “Bakhtin […] himself repeatedly insists that words don’t do things, 

people do” (see Robinson 2003: 103, original emphasis). 

Furthermore, as John Thompson points out in his introduction to Bourdieu’s 

monograph Language and Symbolic Power, “[w]e are experts in the innumerable 

and subtle strategies by which words can be used as instruments of coercion and 

constraint, as tools of intimidation and abuse, and signs of politeness, condescension 

and contempt. In short, we are aware that language is an integral part of social life, 

with all its ruses and iniquities, and that a good part of our social life consists of the 

routine exchange of linguistic expressions in the day-to-day flow of social 

interaction” (Thompson 1991: 1, my emphasis).  

Meanwhile, according to Cheney et al, “[o]ur language, our symbols, set up 

screens through which we view the world: some aspects of the world are inevitably 

featured, while others recede or are obscured from view (Burke, 1966). Words can 

alternately narrow or broaden our vision, just as optical lens can do. Above all, the 

selection of one label, one category, over another implicates choice and thus is as 

much a matter of ethics as it is of fact” (2010: 6, my emphasis). Also, “[w]ords can 

break as many bones as can sticks and stones—and perhaps more bones—through 

depriving people of the respect they rightfully and inherently deserve as human 

                                                                                                                                         
role to that extent (Li 2009: 205-6, 2010: 131). For Wittgenstein, there is no ‘essence’ of language, it 
is a game and an instrument (1997: 31e, 151e). 
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beings” (Spence and Van Heekeren 2005: 67). Language thus does not have a 

characteristic of class; the users of a language may belong to different classes. 

Accordingly, a language user’s choices of words, sentences, etc. really count no 

matter whether it is in monolingual communication or in interlingual 

communication like translation. In this sense, language can be used to do good or 

evil in various ways, dependent on the user(s).  

Positively, language has been so important to human beings as noted above in 

Whitehead’s discussion that human beings can be said in part defined by this sign 

system. It can reflect reality, facilitate communication and carry cultural information. 

In terms of the relationship between language and the objective world, language can 

be used to describe reality in a neutral manner. For example, we can say “It is 

snowing” when it is really snowing or “The cat is on the mat” when it is really there, 

with no other connotations or implications. Or at an airport, we can follow the 

notice to board our plane via a designated gate. In such situations, the language is 

transparent and neutral and used for normal communication in a neutral manner. 

Clearly, with the help of language human life is able to run smoothly and the world 

is in order.  

But at the same time, undeniably, there is another side: language can also be used 

to do evil as mentioned above. In addition to reflecting reality, language may deflect, 

select or create reality. This does not mean evil, but by deflecting reality, for 

example, language can hinder communication or even give rise to conflict. 

Translation scholar Louise Kelly observes very much to the point that, “[i]t is 

obvious that the Dionysica language theories of Heidegger are as inadequate as the 

empirical communication models of Nida. These both ignore the multifarious 

purposes of language: language can frustrate communication, act purely as a 

medium of information, or create new worlds for its users” (Kelly 1979: 226-7). 

Ricoeur also finds that “not only can we say the same thing in another way, but we 

can say something other than what is the case” (2006: 28, original emphasis). What 

is more, for Ricoeur, language has the “propensity for the enigma, for artifice, for 

abstruseness”, in sum, “for non-communication” (ibid: 28, my emphasis)132.  

Along the same line of thinking, central to Steiner’s thought, is his “astonishment, 

                                                 
132Here it has to be borne in mind that it does not mean Ricoeur denies the function of language for 
communication as he stresses that “languages do not form closed systems which exclude 
communication” (1996: 4). Opposite to Benjamin (2004), Ricoeur is optimistic about translation for 
he states that “translation is de facto; translatability is de jure” (ibid).  
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naïve as it seems to people, that you can use human speech both to love, to build, to 

forgive, and also to torture, to hate, to destroy and to annihilate” (2001: 201, my 

emphasis). At greater detail, he continues, “[l]anguage is leprosied with cliché, with 

individual and social hypocrisy, with glib imprecision. It has served (brilliantly) the 

demands of genocide and of political enslavement. Its reserves of apologia and of 

mendacity, of factitious embellishment, and of amnesia, look to be inexhaustible. 

[…] On the most intimate levels of love and of friendship, language betrays and 

betrays itself” (Steiner 2001: 202-3).  

Tyulenev expresses a similar idea, “[s]ymbolic violence causes symbolic 

suffering of the dominated and less privileged at the hands of the dominant. A 

powerful means of symbolic violence in all societies is language: the way things are 

expressed in languages confers on the phenomena expressed a value” (Tyulenev 

2014: 175, my emphasis). Apparently language is powerful but not sovereign, 

subject to its users to do either good or evil. 

Apart from language’s lack of autonomy, another characteristic feature is also 

relevant to translation ethics, that is, language is at once public and personal. 

American philosopher Kwame A. Appiah states that, “the key insight of modern 

philosophical reflection on language is that language is, first and foremost, a public 

thing, something we share” (2006: 28), so that “language enables us to perform a 

social interaction” (Munday 2012: 13). For Anthony Giddens (1991: 8), “[a]ll of us 

speak languages which none of us, as individuals, created, although we all use 

language creatively”. Douglas Robinson too expresses a similar view, “[l]anguage is 

social behavior, and to the extent that it is controlled at all, it is controlled by local 

hegemonic social forces that are profoundly conservative but never monolithic or 

universal or perfectly successful” (2003: 130).  

But at the same time, it has to be recognised that language is also, in a way, 

personal, because it can be used creatively to the extent that many writers or 

speakers can develop their style in their writing or speaking. Language is public, but 

can be used individually and publicly. Such expressions as literary language, legal 

language, or political language are problematic, what we have are in fact literary 

texts, legal texts or political texts. In the same vein, general language or specific 

language is wrong; there is just language employed for general purpose or specific 

purpose. Hence, we have text typology but not language typology concerning a 

natural language.  
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Closely related to language’s publicity and personality is another feature, that is, 

it is also in a sense both stable and changeable. Stability allows room for the 

publicity of language, and change is largely conveyed in the form of creative and 

private use and in the evolution of human civilization and a language’s interaction 

with other languages and cultures. Whitehead rightly argues that change and 

stability are interwoven and required by each other: the interweaving is “at the base 

of our concepts of personal identity, of social identity, and of all sociological 

functionings” (1968: 53)133. But there are theorists who argue against the stability of 

language, especially those affected by the postmodernist thinking, Derrida’s 

deconstructionism in particular (see Davis 2001). For example, Robinson is 

especially against the “bridge”—“stable civil engineering”—image for translation in 

the Western mainstream conception of translation because, for him, language itself 

is not stable, instead, “too multiple, too shifting, too human to sit still long enough 

for a bridge to be built” (1991: 134, original emphasis). This emphasis of “too 

human” indirectly brings to the fore the lack of sovereignty of language, but 

Robinson’s conclusion is, apparently, drawn from his observation of Western 

languages.  

True, there is fluidity in any language, always in flux over time, but there is 

actually also stability in language at the word, phrase and even sentence levels. As 

Whitehead notes above, human civilization is recorded partly by and in language. A 

specific case in point is the Chinese language where, many expressions have not 

undergone much change in their meaning even after the vicissitude of thousands of 

years.  

For instance, Confucian aphorisms like “三人行, 必有我師焉：擇其善者而從之，其

不善者而改之”（The Analects, 7.22）134 will not cause much trouble for understanding 

                                                 
133Cf. “there are categories and concepts which, in their most fundamental character, change not at all” 
(Wittgenstein 1997: 184e) and, “[l]anguage is only as handed down” (Habermas 1970: 259, H’s 
emphasis, qtd in Thompson 1981: 82). 
134The following five different renderings can show the little difference in their understanding of this 
famous dictum: (1) Even when walking in the company of two other men, I am bound to be able to 
learn from them. The good points of the one I copy; the bad points of the other I correct in myself 
(Lau 2008: 115); (2) When I walk along with two others, they may serve me as my teachers. I will 
select their good qualities and follow them, their bad qualities and avoid them (Legge [1893]2011: 
202); (3) Even when walking in a party of no more than three I can always be certain of learning 
from those I am with. There will be good qualities that I can select for imitation and bad ones that 
will teach me what requires correction in myself (Waley 1998: 87); (4) Put me in the company of any 
two people at random—they will invariably have something to teach me. I can take their qualities as 
a model and their defects as a warning (Leys 1997: 32); (5) Walking in the company of others, there 
is bound to be something I can learn from. Their good traits I follow; their bad ones I try to avoid 
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to even a Chinese senior primary school student. Despite the very minute shades of 

difference in the renditions of this aphorism, the general meaning of it remains 

largely similar to each other and the meaning can be argued to be stable for over two 

thousand years. 

And so is it in English. For example, I don’t think we can claim that there is much 

change of the basic meaning of the well-known line by the poet Shelly since its 

debut: “If Winter comes, can Spring be far behind?” (Shelly [1820]2004). This 

feature of publicity and privacy, stability and change on the part of language allows 

it to be understood and room to be improved with respect to the rewriting process of 

translation, which in turn has much to do with translation ethics. 

What is more, because translation entails at least two languages135, the inequality 

of languages is another unavoidable issue. To a large degree, the inequality renders 

ethics more important to translation (Chu 2009, Bassnett & Trivedi 1999). As 

Robert Young argues, “Languages, like classes and nations, exist in a hierarchy: as 

does translation itself, traditionally thought of in terms of an original and an inferior 

copy. Under colonialism, the colonial copy becomes more powerful than the 

indigenous original that is devalued. […] The colonial language becomes culturally 

more powerful, devaluing the native language as it is brought into its domain, 

domesticated, and accommodated” (2003: 140). Gayatri Spivak’s well known line is 

as insightful: “The status of a language in the world is what one must consider when 

teasing out the politics of translation” (2004: 378). She is discussing the politics of 

translation but it applies to ethics. Further, the concepts of majority and minority 

languages also convey much in this sense of linguistic inequality (see Cronin 2003, 

2006) because, as known, a language will be extinct when the last person speaking 

it dies.  

From such delineation it can be seen clearly that language is an extremely 

important but also enormously complex passive entity to translation and translation 

ethics. For the purpose of the model formulation, a typology of translation similar to 

text typology, although difficult, is needed.  

Chinese philosophy scholar Ni Liangkang, based on his view of language, sees 

translations in roughly three types: technical translation; literary translation; and 

                                                                                                                                         
(Lin 2010: 125).  
135As noted in Chapter 1, pseudotranslations are not covered in this study of translation ethics. About 
pseudotranslation, see Toury (1995), pp41-52. 
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idea translation (2004: 90). Similar to this is TS scholar Zhu Heng’s view. I think of 

his view as, to date, the most effective classification of language and translation. He 

holds that language can be seen in three dimensions: the instrumental, the ideational, 

and the poetic, respectively with an orientation towards the signified, the 

signified/signifier combined, and the signifier (2015: 5, 128). When related to 

translation, texts may be generally distinguished accordingly since the 

signified-oriented texts feature the instrumental dimension/function of language, i.e. 

meaning and information transmission, hence with higher translatability; the 

signified/signifier combined texts feature largely the ideational dimension/function 

of language, where new signifiers in the translating language are to be created to 

convey the ideas at issue, hence with decreased translatability; the signifier-oriented 

texts feature the poetic dimension/function of language, almost untranslatable, 

hence more room for interpretation and creation needed (ibid: 128). Such a 

classification of language and translation can be mapped, along with the 

corresponding texts, to the cline conceived above when text is discussed. 

The third vital passive entity concerning translation is culture. Terms like ‘culture’ 

and ‘identity’ are “notoriously complex” (Chesterman 2010a: 104). As “an 

extremely complex concept and an enormously important subject” (Tan & Shao 

2007: 206), the complexity of culture also renders it extraordinarily difficult to 

define. According to American anthropologists Alfred Louis Kroeber and Clyde 

Kluckhohn (1963: 66), culture witnessed over 160 definitions.  

As noted in note 25, Chapter 1, the concept of culture in this study is used in the 

traditional sense, following Tan Zaixi and Shao Lu’s definition: “a system of values 

associated with specific human groups which consist of their ideology, 

socio-politics, and customs and habits, in addition to the language they speak” 

(2007: 206). This definition is echoed largely in TS scholar Sergey Tyulenev’s 

account: “In a narrower sense, the term ‘culture’ means behavioural patterns 

acquired through socialization into a particular human collectivity. In this sense, the 

term is usually applied to large groups extended in space and time, usually in 

modern societies associated with nations or nation-states, that is, nations as 

geographical and political units or to peoples within such units (Hungarians, English, 

Buryat, Flemish cultures)” (2014: 23, my emphasis). Thus, apparently, “culture is 

first and in most cases always local and national. This premise constitutes the 

foundation for any cross-cultural value goal and identity because it is vital to the 
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existence and fate of a nation or state” (Wan 2001: 48, trans). Conceived this way, it 

is different from Homi Bhabha’s atypical definition of “culture” (Bhabha 1994); a 

culture is closely associated with a specific human group and reflects this group’s 

values.  

Culture is also dynamic but relatively recognizable for a period of time by the 

people embedded within and those beyond136. In addition to being represented in 

other human creations like architecture, music, fine arts, a culture is largely 

embodied in such a group’s language. In this sense, it is possible to say ‘a culture’, 

‘cultures’, ‘our culture’, ‘Chinese culture’, or ‘British culture’. Accordingly, there 

are cultural images and values corresponding to different groups of people, which 

might in a way overlap with the people’s possible national137 images and values. 

But culture is different from society in that “[a] culture is a set of values and 

conventions, while society, a system of interpersonal relations, is a mechanism for 

transmitting these values to individuals” (Kluchhohn 1949: 37, in Tyulenev 2014: 

23). 

When culture is associated with translation, the translation of certain texts such as 

literary ones brings two different cultures into contact and this contact as interaction 

makes their otherwise unrecognizable, or logically inexistent, differences prominent 

and even conflicting with each other. Different translations of such texts in certain 

way may give birth to different images to the target audience in the target culture. 

Lawrence Venuti ([1993]2010a) in an overstating manner argues for the role 

translation plays in cultural politics. For him, translation ethics is, in a nutshell, a 

cultural innovation on the target side as I have argued in Chapter 2 (see section 

2.3.1.2, p60). For Edwin Gentzler, “translation constitutes one of the primary means 

by which culture is constructed and is therefore important to any study of cultural 

evolution and identity formation” (2008: 2). The problems of misrepresentation, 

distortion, or even demonising of one culture by another via translation are the 

major ones engendered to cultures by translation, having much to do with 

translation ethics.  

It is therefore argued well that “translations are one of the primary means (not the 

only means, to be sure) by which cultures travel” (Dingwaney 1995: 6). Closely 

                                                 
136Ricoeur argues that “The identity of a group, culture, people, or nation, is not that of an immutable 
substance, nor that of a fixed structure, but that, rather, of a recounted story” (1996: 7). This notion is 
born of Ricoeur’s stress of “narrative identity” (see Ricoeur 1992: 113-68).  
137‘National’ as an equally thorny concept will be addressed at some length in the following section. 
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related to language, culture is thus constitutive of and constituted by translation. But 

“The cultures, and texts, being translated should, ideally, constrain this move [the 

translator’s ‘return’ to the center], compelling the translator and her product 

(translation) to enter into a subtly dialectical interaction with the ‘source,’ through 

which ‘difference’ is both mediated and recorded, nor sacrificed or appropriated” 

(ibid: 10).  

Here it has to be stressed again that, the cultural difference that some translation 

theorists, especially the postcolonial ones (e.g. Niranjana 1992, Venuti 1992, 1995), 

advocate to preserve, is seen and established by the party called the translator in 

his/her rewriting process in the target language. As noted above, the difference or 

‘foreignness’ of the ST or the source culture logically is established only when it has 

been translated or rewritten as the TT. Before the relation of translation, there is 

logically no such thing called ‘foreignness’, which is not foreign or exotic in its own 

right to its own audience in its own culture. Temporarily and physically, the ST 

precedes the TT, but logically, the so-called TT renders the prior text into an ‘ST’. 

Aside from a TT’s accurate preservation of foreignness or difference in the source 

text and culture, at times accurate translation of a literary work which ‘accurately’ 

reflects or describes a culture might not be preferable to the translated culture, 

because such a translation plays a role of exposing an ‘insider’s wrong to an 

‘outsider’, culminating in a harm to the translated culture (see Young and Haley 

2009: 280). As such, for the sake of preserving certain culture it is better to leave it 

alone rather than allow it to be translated.  

Meanwhile, culture as a passive entity structures a translator’s decisions and 

choice as much as it might be affected by the translator’s rewriting process. Cultures 

allow the existence of interculture but it does not mean that translators all fall into 

such intercultures (cf. Pym 2012: 4). Although for Carbonell i Cortés, “[c]ultures 

are not to be seen as models of totality but as dynamic systems – pattern-based 

constructions – whose frontiers are fuzzy and therefore open to hybridizing 

processes” (2010: 102), most, if not all, translators belong to, if not completely 

immanent, a certain recognisable culture (see Section 2.3.1.3, pp 72-73). Such sense 

of belonging may ineluctably frame their allegiance in their translating decisions 

and choices. Tyulenev even argues, correctly, that “the concept of translation as a 

‘third space’ placed ‘in-between’ cultures may be a dangerous notion” (Tyulenev 

2014: 183).  
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To conclude this section, I contend that text, language and culture as three key 

passive entities concerning any translation project are interconnected with each 

other. Through translation, the pairs of texts, languages and cultures involved may 

benefit or be harmed in different form, depending on the text type, translation type 

and degree of culture involved in the text, and the translator and translation purpose 

involved.  

4.2.2 Three major active parties 

The three major passive entities, i.e. text, language and culture discussed above are 

in the final analysis for the sake and well-being of the active parties concerning 

translation. With respect to any translation project, these active parties refer, first, to 

individual persons or individuals who team up, persons who undertake the specific 

job of implementing the process of rewriting a text from one language in another 

language. In this process, certain groups of people and large communities like 

nations may be affected and they may in turn exert effect on this process as well, 

depending on the text type, text kind and purpose of the translation involved. Such 

groups of people and nations constitute the second and third active parties 

respectively. They are classified in this fashion because they can respectively 

exercise their agency in one way or another to protect or promote their interests or, 

in a negative sense, generate harmful impact on other possible parties in question.  

Like text, individuals such as translators and/or authors can choose to be neutral 

or not neutral, depending on the kind of texts they translate or create. For instance, 

when one is translating a mathematical text, the Euclidian geometry, for example, 

s/he can be free of value judgment and just try to complete the knowledge transfer. 

But if it is a novel, or a philosophical text, the translator in most cases cannot be 

free from value judgment with his/her own ideology or worldview involved, 

although nearly all codes of ethics for the translators and interpreters request that 

they stay neutral and faithful in their job. In other words, here the individual persons 

refer to any individual who might be a stakeholder concerning a translation project, 

his/her right or interests might be infringed on or affected.  

The second kind of active parties refer to groups of people or institutions with an 

autonomous identity. They can be such organizations as an international corporation 

or a university that may have their interests to maintain. The readership of a 

translated work falls into this category too, because some readers may protest 
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against a translation for a given value. Those people described in a work of fiction 

also belong to this category for they have their identity to be preserved as well. Or, 

those who can say “we” in the process of implementing the rewriting work as 

opposed to “you” or “they” all fall into this category. 

The third kind of active parties are nations or peoples. Nations or peoples are, 

relatively speaking, independent to command certain rights and interests like 

national image and linguistic rights although it is contended that they are not 

monolithic entities, instead, always in flux of dynamic change and growth. Benedict 

Anderson (2006: 6) even argues that a nation is in fact “an imagined political 

community”. But no matter whether Anderson’s point is convincing or not, a fact is 

that the UN has more than 200 members, and we are not in a post-nationalist era yet 

as Martha Cheung argues well (2011: 85).  

Neither can it be denied that with the financial crisis starting from the United 

States in 2008, the European Union, once regarded as standing for the future of a 

larger stateless community (Li Zehou 2010, cf. Ricoeur 1996), is undergoing a crisis 

as well, not only financially and economically, but also politically and culturally138. 

Another undeniable fact is that among all the states on this globe, there is still the 

distinction between the First World and the Third World, with so many countries 

and regions still in the developing or underdeveloped phase economically speaking. 

Such nations all have their own national languages, traditions and cultures, and 

hence their national identity, which is usually embodied in their literature and 

folklores and customs.  

The relevance of nations or peoples to translation is that such national identity 

needs respect and recognition in translation be it literary works or other cultural 

traditions, and such national identity and interests might undergo harm or benefit 

with respect to a potential translation project. Postcolonial approach to translation 

has expressly revealed that translation has been employed as a powerful tool in 

complying with the colonial and dominating process on the part of the colonising 

languages and powers (see Niranjana 1992, Robinson 1997c). But, at the same time, 

it is also recognised that translation is not only a way for domination but can also 

serve as a channel for resistance or decolonisation (see e.g. Cheyfitz 1991). 

Reading Paul Ricoeur, Chesterman argues that one’s “ipse-identity is constructed 

                                                 
138While this thesis was being revised for its final form, the UK voted in the form of a referendum to 
leave the EU on June 24, 2016. 
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and defined vis-à-vis the Other” while one’s idem-identity is what keeps one as 

oneself over time. Chesterman states, “[a]t a larger level, national building too 

involves incorporating aspects of the Other into the nation’s ipse (or accepting 

‘contamination by the foreign’, as Buden and Nowotny put it) as well as 

strengthening the national idem via the resurrection of national myths, and 

fortressing the national ipse by preserving traditional enmities” (Chesterman 2010a: 

105). That is to say, a nation must have something that preserves its identity as itself 

over time. While a nation is open to interact with other nations via translation to 

take in new elements or factors, it at the same time will ensure what keeps it itself is 

not lost via too much interaction or absorption of ‘foreignness’. 

In sum, such individual persons, groups of people, and nations are the agents that 

might exert impact or be affected concerning the rewriting of a translation project. 

Their relations and the relationships between texts, languages and cultures 

respectively constitute the content of the model of reciprocity in translation, which 

will be addressed below. 

4.2.3 Three relations 

As ethics first and foremost is concerned with the relation between persons or 

peoples/cultures, when it concerns a translation project, it is assumed that the 

interpersonal/intercultural relationship weighs more than the text-personal 

relationship, which in turn outweighs the intertexual relationship between ST and 

TT. In other words, they are on different levels. But at times these three 

relationships can be on the same level. For example, when the text concerned is a 

practical one where not much intercultural relationship is involved, when the 

intertextual relationship is well made, the interpersonal relationship is reciprocal. As 

a matter of fact, the relationship between an ST and a TT is just a necessary 

condition for the ethical relationship between persons/peoples but not an adequate 

one. This relationship is established by the translator’s rewriting of the ST based on 

his/her interpretation and his/her interaction with other potential parties, including 

all those who may take a part in the finalisation of the product.  

Meanwhile, the translator on the one hand interacts with parties within the same 

society and culture such as the client/commissioner/publisher, on the other hand 

they may interact with parties across cultures/societies like the author, and/or other 

parties like the publisher if available, depending on the concrete translation project. 
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The translator’s rewriting and interaction will result in a product—the translation, 

which will constitute or affect a certain relationship between the two cultures 

involved if it is a literary or religious text. Of the three relationships, the 

interpersonal/intercultural and the text-personal are dynamic, involving ethics, 

whereas, the intertextual is static and secondary, involving the traditional ethics, i.e. 

not real ethics. 

This model starts from a text that is to be translated or to be rewritten. Despite the 

definition of text quoted from Ricoeur above, here it is taken that the text initiating 

the translation project can range from as short as a word, a sentence, up to a line of 

poem or a public notice, and as long as a novel or drama or a book, or a series of 

texts to be translated.  

Based on such explicated relationships between these categories of active parties 

and passive entities, the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is to be 

formulated below. 

4.3 Ethics of reciprocity in translation 

In Chapter 2, I argued that translation and translator cannot be defined 

independently of each other, but defined mutually. This decides that translation 

ethics must largely be concerned with the major agent, the translator. As noted 

above, a translation project starts from a text, but the text is a static object; it is how 

the translator interacts with other parties in interpreting and rewriting the final 

translation product that is most relevant to ethics in translation.  

This vision of translation also decides that translation ethics has to be approached 

from single translation projects in their concrete socio-historical context because 

different concrete translation projects entail different translators and other agents in 

their spatiotemporal contexts. This model of reciprocity consists on the one hand of 

no or minimal harm, which stresses the omissive side of ethics, and on the other of 

mutual benefits, which constitutes the commissive side of ethics. To realise the 

reciprocity of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to any translation project, it is 

necessary first to see what possibly count as harm and mutual benefits.  

4.3.1 Harm and mutual benefits concerning a translation project 
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Concerning any project, the potential acting/paraprofessional/professional translator 

as discussed in Chapter 2, after checking the text to be translated and interacting 

with other possible agents or participants, s/he will decide to undertake the job or 

not. After deciding to proceed with the translation project, they will implement the 

interpreting and rewriting work, which results in a text, accepted by the parties 

concerned as a translation. In such a process, because too many invariables and 

forces might be involved, it is likely that the process and the product may produce 

harm or benefits to the passive entities of texts, languages and cultures, as well as 

the active parties of individual persons, collective institutions and nations.  

4.3.1.1 Potential harm to passive entities and active parties 

As noted above and in Chapter 2, ethics for this study starts from the omissive side, 

i.e. no or minimal harm. When it comes to translation, it is naturally necessary to 

see what may give rise to harm to the active parties and passive entities in 

translation.  

There are undoubtedly different types and degrees of harm involved in and by a 

translation to individuals, collectivities and larger communities like nations, and/or 

to texts, languages and cultures. Admittedly it is not easy to pinpoint harm in a 

straight manner; it has to be seen in its various kinds and degrees. In the first place, 

it can be framed on three levels: At the top of these three levels, harm may be done 

to intercultural/international parties (i.e. nation/cultural level) in the form of 

collective national interests, like cultural image, national identity, national dignity in 

the form of degradation, demeaning of the image or identity, cultural appropriation, 

cultural discrimination, cultural misrepresentations/distortion.  

On this nation/cultural level, what postcolonial approach139 to translation studies 

has revealed are the kinds of profound harm to the peoples and nations concerned 

on the macro level, where the more powerful dominate or exploit the weaker in 

                                                 
139This harm exposed, it cannot be denied that translation can also serve as a means for resistance as 
summarised well by Young: “If translation involves the power structure of acts of appropriation, it 
can also invoke power through acts of resistance. In a sense, this comes closer to traditional ideas 
about translation. Here, the aphorism ‘tradutore, traditore’– translator, traitor – moves out of the 
realm of betrayal. Where the indigenous culture is being opened up for appropriation by the 
conquering culture, any act of translation thus involving an act of treachery, the necessary, 
traditionally lamented failure of translation becomes a positive force of resistance, resisting the 
intruder” (Young 2003: 141-2).  
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various forms via translation projects. For example, Kathleen Davis has rightly 

observed from Niranjana’s discussion of British translation of Indian law that 

“privileging target culture expectations often has a devastating impact on the source 

culture” (Davis 2001: 100). On this level, the imbalance in terms of volume of 

translation is also a kind of harm as evidenced by Brisset and other scholars, 

although this phenomenon is not represented in just one single translation project 

but largely in the exchange of translations between minor and major 

languages/cultures (see e.g. Brisset 2003).  

Another form of harm on this level is that a people’s identity may be degraded. 

As argued by Spence and Van Heekeren (2005: 67), “the degradation of a societal 

group to which we as individual persons may belong, degrades us personally by 

degrading the societal identity that partially, at least, constitutes our own personal 

identity”. This means in a national group, one’s personal identity is usually 

associated with such national identity or cultural image. To maintain rather than 

degrade both is generally a necessary task to achieve for all those who belong to this 

group. When it comes to translation, the texts that may reflect this identity should 

therefore be preserved rather than undermined or distorted or misrepresented in 

most cases as determined by the specific context of the project.  

Racial stereotyping is another obvious harm on this level that should be avoided 

or reduced regarding translation because “the attendant attempts to use translation to 

‘fix’ (that is, to isolate and make static) stereotypical aspects of source cultures” 

(Merrill 2013: 131) constitute a kind of serious harm to the culture and people 

concerned.  

What is examined above is largely about the different kinds of harm from the 

perspective of misrepresentation or distortion of a culture or people in regard to 

translation. Opposite to misrepresentation, an accurate representation may be as 

harmful as those discussed above. In this respect Young and Haley have argued 

convincingly:  

We have just considered the possibility that misrepresentation of a culture can be harmful and 
wrong. One might argue that, even when outsiders accurately represent a culture other than their 
own, they can do so in ways that are harmful and wrong. Consider, for example, a novel that does 
not misrepresent a culture (and, consequently, is not wrong on this ground) but still puts the 
culture in a bad light. Some cultures are plagued by serious problems. Colonization disrupts 
cultures and causes a series of problems such as high rates of violence and substance abuse. A 
novel may accurately represent this reality. One might think that when outsiders (accurately) 
represent the culture, its members may be stigmatized. Discrimination against members of the 
culture may be reinforced and perpetuated. In this way the insiders could be harmed and, one 
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might conclude, even the accurate representation of insiders by outsiders is wrong. It might seem 
that it is more often wrong to represent other cultures than we have suggested. It might seem that 
the insiders have a right not to have their dirty laundry exposed to the world. (Young and Haley 
2009: 280)  

This argument also finds support in what American translator Jeffrey M. Green 

discusses. As revealed by him, in some circumstances a translator can be a kind of 

“informer” when accurately translating some secret aspects of a text specific to a 

culture, which might not be welcomed by the source culture society for the secret 

aspects are “inappropriately” revealed to other cultures (2001: 152). In such cases, it 

is certainly not doing much good but rather harm to the source culture. This 

argument that accurate translation can be as harmful as or more harmful than 

misrepresentation sheds powerful light on how complex translation ethics can be at 

times. 

What is more, in today’s world where various conflicts are not decreasing in spite 

of the acceleration of globalisation, there are other kinds of harm on the social and 

cultural level generated by and in translation as summed up by Tymoczko. She 

states that: “[s]ome translators engage in cultural translation to support or even 

incite imperialist wars, to further economic exploitation, to support terrorist agendas 

for organizations that kill civilians, and to back up data-mining surveillance 

operations that control domestic populations” (2007: 253). 

Below this macro cultural/national level is the second level where the 

interpersonal harm (persons-groups) is concerned. Such parties first include the 

individual translator, author, and the client/commissioner/publisher, or any other 

individual persons whose interests are involved in a translation project. They also 

include the collective groups or institutions like the readership, community of the 

translators or the profession as a whole, and people represented in a literary book.  

Such individuals and collectives may be harmed economically, intellectually and 

psychologically. For example, on the micro level, the author might be harmed in the 

form that his/her economic, symbolic and social capital, in Bourdieu’s terms, suffers. 

It can be harm to the author in terms of authorial intention (cf. Eco’s ‘the intention 

of the text’)140. In the case of Lao She, a famous novelist, for instance, what he was 

fighting for was actually his right to expression, as he did not wish to see that his 

intention and expression were changed in the translation by Evan King (1945), 

                                                 
140It reads “the outcome of an interpretative effort on the part of the reader, the critic or the translator” 
(2003: 5). 
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especially when it was a case where the translator did all the alterations without 

acquiring consent from Lao She who was good at English and masterful in terms of 

literary language in his mother tongue, Chinese141. (A detailed study of this as a case 

of non-reciprocity will be done in the next chapter.) 

On this level too is another enormously important active party, the readership, for 

whom largely the major purpose of any translation project is implemented142. As 

often as not, the readers may be misled, deceived, and their interests maybe 

infringed on by a problematic translation in terms of too much omission or too 

radical change of the message or meaning.  

The fact that there are an enormously large number of poor translations available 

in the present Chinese market as evidenced in Luo’s study (2012) in Chapter 2 (see 

section 2.3.2.2, p79) is another indicator that the readers may easily be harmed. 

Another kind of harm is the translation of “cultural rubbish” which will exert 

incalculable mental or psychological harm to the readership (Yu Yizhong 2006). The 

readers usually have no direct participation in any translation project and they also 

have difficulty in finding out whether they have been duly respected. Thus the 

conscience and sense of responsibility on the part of the translator is of considerable 

importance. 

When it comes to the translator, s/he may suffer in terms of pay, esteem, 

recognition, or even life as discussed in Pym (2012). In other words, the harm a 

translator, be s/he an acting/paraprofessional/professional translator, may be 

inflicted on, can be financial, psychological, affective (Steiner 1998: 315), and 

social (Laygues 2001: 69-83). Such harm can also be inflicted on the ‘making while 

breaking’ profession of translation. Also as examined in Chapter 2, Venuti 

developed his victimology of translators who are rendered “invisible” and often 

confronted with countless “scandals” in their highly important but frequently 

marginalised work (see Venuti 1995, 1998). What the feminist approach to 

translation has helped to reveal is in fact the harm of males done over females in 

translation in most cases. But the “hjijacking” (von Flowtow 1997) or 
                                                 
141An interesting example about American translator Howard Goldblatt’s translation is one similar to 
this but with an opposite result: when he was translating one of Mo Yan’s novels, he changed the end 
of the novel to an opposite as well the way King did to Lao She’s novel. King was sued but 
Goldblatt’s measure is welcomed. The difference consists in the fact that Goldblatt made the change 
after talking to the author Mo Yan (see Xie Tianzhen 2015: 5). 
142Of course there are translations that are not chiefly for the target readership or audiences. For 
example, as McDougall examines, the translations finished by the FLP in China in the 1980s were 
more propaganda-served than reader-oriented (2011). 
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“womanhandling” (Godard 1990: 94) translation preached and practiced by some 

feminist translators is a kind of harm done to males by females to some extent as 

well if seen in the light of reciprocity.   

Lastly, on the lowest and static level, harm may be produced on the 

linguistic/textual level, i.e. intertextual/interlingual to the texts and languages 

involved. Such harm can be highly complex and has to be looked at from the 

perspective of different text types. For example, the operative effect in terms of the 

text type and kind developed by Katharina Reiss (2004: 177) can be a parameter to 

be considered by the translator. In the case of practical or factual texts, harm may be 

in the form of linguistic inaccuracy, wrong wording, etc. When a literary work is 

concerned, even a phonetic/sonic change might give rise to certain harm. Semantic, 

syntactic and stylistic harm in terms of various discursive strategies is also quite 

possible. But it has to be seen that the discursive strategies are not sufficient 

conditions to decide whether a translation is ethical or not, as argued when 

discussing Venuti’s view on translation ethics (see section 2.3.1.2, pp 62-63). 

Distortion, (mis)appropriation and misrepresentation can be on the levels of word, 

sentence and text, linguistic units that each can express important meanings. 

In short, this section is a general account about the potential harm to the passive 

entities and active parties, and any specific harm can only be decided in the concrete 

translation project in its context.  

4.3.1.2 Potential mutual benefits to the passive entities and active parties 

A good ethics cannot stop just at the omissive side; it must also address the 

commissive side, i.e. the benefits to the parties in any interactive event. In the case 

of translation, as discussed above, the mutual benefits are to the passive entities of 

texts, languages and cultures, and to the active parties like individual persons, 

collective institutions, and nations or peoples.  

To begin with, there are limitless mutual benefits to the passive entities of texts, 

languages and cultures. A text after being translated will usually enjoy wider 

circulation and popularity not only in its own society and culture, but also in the 

target society and culture (see McDougall 2011: 144-5). The ST will be enhanced in 

its status in its own culture after being translated. If it is a practical text, the 

information and knowledge accurately conveyed will be available for a larger 

audience. And if it is a literary work, an enlarged audience will be able to enjoy the 



150 
 

potential cultural meaning or literary aesthetics, the feedback from foreign readers 

to the source culture will not only boost the reputation of the ST in question, but 

also facilitate better comprehensibility of the book. A case in point is the novel Lang 

Tuteng by Jiang Rong in China (2004, 2008). It was translated into English by 

Goldblatt as Wolf Totem, and the novel was released into the market both in Chinese 

and English. The English translation globally released enormously increases the sale 

of the original in China.  

In terms of culture, Pym’s standard of long-term intercultural cooperation (2012) 

is an obvious mutual benefit for the two cultures in question. But it is a little 

abstract. What is more down to earth are the enhanced mutual understanding and 

intercultural communication from more well translated literary, philosophical and 

religious works. A very powerful example is Buddhist sutra translations from 

Sanskrit and other western Asian languages into Chinese for over one thousand 

years in China. The doctrines have gradually found their way into Chinese culture 

over such a long period of time. And for the source culture, the Indian culture, 

because large part of their Sanskrit Buddhist works have been destroyed over the 

years, can now benefit from the Chinese or Japanese translations of such sutras.  

In the second place, the mutual benefits to the active parties can be said to be 

innumerable throughout the history of translation both in the West and China. It is 

well known that the history of Europe can be said to be a history of translation (see 

Ricoeur 1996, 2006, 2007a). Ancient Roman translation of Greek classics, 

Renaissance translation of Greek classics from Arabic works, and vernacular 

translations of the Bible from the times of the Septuagint, to St. Jerome’s Vulgate, to 

Martin Luther’s German Bible, to the St James Authorised Version, are all good 

examples of mutually benefiting translations (see Tan 2004: 2-3).  

Cultures, nations or peoples apart, individuals can of course mutually benefits 

from a concrete translation project. An author is usually happy to see his/her work 

translated into another language. Steiner argues, in a way correctly, that, “[t]o class 

a source-text as worth translating is to dignify it immediately and to involve it in a 

dynamic of magnification” and “[t]he motion of transfer and paraphrase enlarges the 

stature of the original” (1998: 317), with the condition that the translator is a 

qualified one relative to the ST in question. Moreover, “[t]he original text gains 

from the orders of diverse relationship and distance established between itself and 

the translations” (ibid). 



151 
 

The translator can harvest reward in terms of remuneration or symbolic capital as 

well. Spivak’s translation of Derrida’s Of Grammatology is a good example, a good 

case in point for the ethics of reciprocity. Spivak benefits much from her translation 

of Derrida’s Of Grammatology which led to her academic flowering, and conversely, 

Derrida was able to see more influence of his works in the United States after this 

translation (see Pym 2012: 124-31). According to Wang Ning too, Spivak’s 

translation is said to be successful to such an extent that whenever a French reader 

has trouble understanding something in the French original text, s/he can always 

find a solution by turning to Spivak’s English translation (Wang 2009: 131).  

Here clearly, another function can be established, i.e. translation is not necessarily 

just for the so-called target readers who have no access to the foreign language. This 

point can also be supported by the English translations of Chinese classics. The 

English translations to some degree help today’s Chinese to understand the classic 

works materialised two thousand year ago. It is also an example of reciprocity.  

In the above, I have adumbrated just some key possibilities in the harm and 

benefits concerning a translation project. As new situations will emerge from time to 

time, the harm and benefits will be varied relative to the concrete translation project. 

Meanwhile, in many translation projects, it is usually the target culture or society 

that initiates the translation and therefore more benefits seem to be gained on that 

side, but if well balanced, both sides can benefit and equilibrium between the 

passive entities and active parties can be kept. Of course the efforts are supposed to 

be made by all the potential agents, including the pivotal agent the translator.  

4.3.1.3 Active parties outweighing passive entities 

In the two sections above, the potential harm and mutual benefits to the passive 

entities and active parties are discussed. As noted previously, language is to serve its 

speakers, i.e. human beings, so is it true of translation. As such, regarding a 

translation project, the interests and benefits of the active parties like the individual 

persons, collective groups, and nations or peoples far outweigh those of the passive 

entities such as the texts, languages and cultures.  

What is more, it must be kept in mind that, as different translation project may 

involve different parties and entities, so the harm and benefits will as a consequence 

of this also differ. Apparently the harm and benefits may be in different degree: 

They can range from trivial to substantial in degree, from one trip to lasting, from 
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invisible to obvious, depending on what stakes are involved in the specific 

translation project. 

Finally, reciprocity in terms of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits should work 

as a principle and virtue, its key lying in the potential 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator. For example, as Sherry Simon 

questions and suggests (2012, personal communication), in the translation of literary 

works, there might be “productive dissonance”, which cannot be taken as harm. 

What is examined above is just a general survey rather than an exhaustive account. 

In fact, they cannot be exhausted at all for new situations are bound to emerge. So 

what counts as harm and mutual benefits in a large sense will be eventually decided 

in the concrete translation project. 

4.3.2 Reciprocity resulting from not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation and 

manipulated translation concerning a translation project 

Concerning any potential translation project, choices for ethical reciprocity are 

embodied in the following circumstances: first of all, not-translating on the part of 

the major agent, the translator, in certain circumstances, for reasons on the part of 

the translator him/herself, the text or content of the text, or the context of the 

translation project respectively; second, in circumstances concerning various text 

types where ‘equivalent’ translation can and should be realised (near 100%); and 

third, in various situations where manipulation in the rewriting process is needed 

(over -100%) rather than the above ‘equivalent’ translation. 

For example, when the ST is problematic, or when power or higher 

stakes/interests like life saving, cultural image or national identity maintenance are 

involved, the result may reach the point where no similarity between ST and TT is 

available, what ends up instead is complete difference between them. All these three 

kinds of conscious choices can lead to reciprocity as will be illustrated below. 

4.3.2.1 Not-translating towards no/minimal harm and mutual benefits 

An acting/paraprofessional/professional translator’s decision not to undertake a 

given translation or not to translate certain content/aspect of a given text is the 

initial part of this ethics because, no harm will be incurred thereof. In so doing the 

de facto reciprocity is not broken, or in other words it is maintained.  

In TS, in fact, this issue has been touched upon sporadically. For example, 
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Williams & Chesterman asked this question, “when it might be more ethical not to 

translate at all” (2002: 20, my emphasis). Shane Weller also inquired, “[i]s it ever 

ethical to translate?” (2006: 33). Ni Liangkang, a German philosophy expert in 

China, raised this similar question: “to translate or not to translate, that is a question” 

(1996: 83, trans; cf. Dollerup 2008: 49). As noted above in Chapter 2, Baker (2008) 

and Pym (2012) also respectively propose not translating but for different reasons 

(see pages 64 and 70, 72 in Sections 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.1.3). 

The existence of large numbers of bad translations (Chesterman 2010: 207, 221), 

despite an absence of its definition, at least in part has much to do with this ethics. 

Thus the decision on the part of the acting/paraprofessional/professional translator 

not to undertake a translating job is no trivial matter, but rather a key issue ethically 

speaking.  

In the history of translation in China, there have been proposals of not-translating, 

like Xuanzang’s ‘five cases of non-translating’, which yet in essence means ‘five 

categories of transliteration’ (Tan 2010: 6) 143 . The ethics of reciprocity in 

‘not-translating’ as the starting part of my proposed model is different. A survey of 

the relevant literature reveals that ‘not-translating’ as a choice towards no/minimal 

harm and mutual benefits concerning a translation project is largely manifest in the 

following circumstances. 

The first kind of circumstance concerns the translator him/herself, which seems 

trivial and commonplace but after close scrutiny it is found to be not the case. As 

can be seen, it is stipulated explicitly in many ethics of code (e.g. code of ATA) that, 
                                                 
143According to Tan Zaixi, the five cases discussed by Xuanzang 玄奘 are: “when the translator was 
faced with mystical terms, terms with implications, terms of objects that did not exist in China, 
conventionalized transliterations, and expressions that carry strong Buddhist associations, he should 
not try to replace them with idiomatic Chinese expressions, rather, he should leave them unchanged 
except that they appear in Chinese characters with the same sound” (Tan 2010: 6; cf Cheung 2006: 
157-8). Xuanzang, the most outstanding Buddhist translator in the Tang Dynasty (618-907CE) (Tan, 
ibid) whose original name is Chen Yi 陳祎, is the given name in the practice of Buddhism, and the 
common ‘surname’ for all Buddhist monks is Shi 釋 (another name for Biddhism in Chinese) but 
usually omitted. So their names are often transliterated in English as Xuan Zang [Xuangzang], Dao 
An [Dao’an 道安] , Yang Cong [Yancong 彥琮], etc. (See also Cheung 2006: xxxii-xli). Here I 
choose to use the standard pinyin system (Xin 2003) to write their name as one unity to indicate that 
their name is just a given one rather than a full name in the Chinese tradition. Aside from this 
non-translating as transliteration, not-translating can also mean word or term borrowing from the ST 
into the TT. NBA, ATM, and OK are examples in today’s Chinese. Both this two are different from 
my concept here. Jody Byrne (2012: 138) mentions another important case of “not to translate” 
concerning the translation of scientific and technical texts, that is, when “a technical text quotes text 
from another publication” and when “an authoritative translation exists” (ibid, original emphasis) 
for the quoted text, not to translate but to use the authoritative one if available. This is a good 
reminder because such cases may also happen in other kinds of texts such as works of social sciences 
and the humanities.   
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when a translator is not up to the job, the translator in question144 should not take it.  

The reason underlining such stipulation is that the translation otherwise resulted 

might do harm to the ST and the reader. This applies not only to novice translators 

but also to experienced translators. This issue is, if not completely, often overlooked 

in the field and beyond. A case in point of not-translating on the part of even an 

expert translator is Xu Jun, professor of French literature and translation from 

Nanjing University of China. As a member of the editing committee of over 10 

peer-reviewed prestigious academic journals like META, Babel, Foreign Languages 

Teaching and Research and a 1999 winner of “Gold Ordre du Palm Academic de 

Françoise”145, he has translated more than 30 renowned literary and social science 

books from French into Chinese. Such an expert translator gives his own example of 

quitting one translation task.  

It was in 1996 when he was invited to translate the Russian French philosopher 

Vladimir Jankelevitch’s First Philosophy into Chinese. A translation contract was 

signed with the Shanghai Sanlian Press and, to translate this book, he made every 

effort to study philosophy as preparatory work. After half a year’s hard work he 

finished one sixth of the book. But when he came to realise that his competence in 

philosophical concepts and thoughts was not sufficient to do justice to the book if he 

continued, he chose to give up the task at the cost of ‘losing trust’ to a friend and 

breaking the contract. In his own words, he “couldn’t bear to cheat the author and 

do harm to the readers” (Xu 2007: 16, trans). This is no doubt the choice of a 

responsible translator and a good example of not-translating. In his example, no 

serious harm is made to the passive entities and possible active parties, and in 

consequence de facto reciprocity is maintained in reality.  

With respect to the translator, translation competence apart, affect and emotion 

are also factors that can tell a translator not to do a certain translation job. That is to 

say, when the highly charged content, is not agreeable to the translator, s/he should 

choose not to take the job, especially when what is concerned is translation of 

literary works. For example, Justin O’Brien (1959: 85) states that “[o]ne should 

never translate anything that he does not admire”, and if possible, “a natural affinity 

                                                 
144Chesterman makes it clear as well in his no. 7 virtue of “truthfulness” in his proposed Hieronymic 
Oath: “I will be honest about my own qualifications and limitations; I will not accept work that is 
outside my competence” (2001: 153, my emphasis). 
145See the author bio of his book Shengming zhi qing yu fanyi zhi zhong [The Lightness of Life and 
the Weight of Translation] (Xu 2007).    
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should exist between translator and the translated”.  

American translator Jeffery Green (2001: 15, my emphasis) also contends that “it 

is morally wrong to translate material with which you have no affinity” because a 

translator cannot possibly do it justice. Elsewhere Green also stresses that “[i]f 

possible, translators should stay away from work they don’t admire” (ibid: 132). 

Likewise, Tu An, an influential Keats poetry translator from China, once stated, “if I 

do not love the work, I will not translate it; when I have no thorough understanding 

of the work, I will not translate it” (Tu 2005: 61, trans; see also 2010: 59, cf. Ni 

2004: 92).  

It cannot be denied that this not-translating proposal has much to do with the 

traditional notion of fidelity, and is thus placed on a lower level compared with the 

free manipulation on a higher level, when it is concerned with a higher value like 

national image or cultural image building in colonial circumstances. 

Closely related to translator’s competence and his/her emotion is another similar 

factor, i.e. his/her unconsciousness of cultural hegemony in new forms. Postcolonial 

approaches to translation studies have exposed the harm done by translation on the 

colonised languages and cultures. But it is quite probable that cultural hegemony 

may creep into translation in certain implicit and unconscious form.  

For example, Spivak in her seminal essay ‘The Politics of Translation’ 

([1993]2004) points out the important issue that in Western feminism there is a 

tendency that the difference of women in the ‘Third World’ may be homogenised. 

When translated into the ‘First World’ languages, the English language in particular, 

the women in the third world suffer from amnesia and marginalisation in the first 

world. For those women in the first world to really learn and recognize the women 

in the third world, they are advised not to translate, but rather, by abandoning their 

essentialism and Caucasian-centrism, assuming a “withholding of translation” in 

Carol Maier’s words (1995: 27), to learn in an “intimate” manner the feminine 

language of women from the third world (Spivak 2004: 379).  

The second circumstance is centred on the text or content of the text to be 

translated. For example, a text, which is about the construction of a chemical plant 

in a region of a developing country that will generate harm to the environment in 

terms of water pollution, needs to be translated. If a translator knows all this, then 

s/he is obliged to refuse to undertake the job even if it may mean the loss of a 

handsome remuneration. Gouanvic (2001: 209) expresses a similar stance when 
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facing a like situation while Robinson reflects on the issue in the same vein without 

giving an affirmative answer. Robinson in his textbook Becoming A Translator 

leaves unanswered such questions as ‘dilemmas’ encountered by professional 

translators (2012: 28) (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.1.2, p58).  

But Pym argues that a translator is not responsible for the content by claiming 

that “[t]ranslators need not subscribe to the material they translate; they are only 

responsible for the presentation of that material in a certain way and in a certain 

time and place” (Pym 2012: 59, original emphasis). Yet the content of the material 

is of vital importance because, as noted above, the material to be translated may be 

neutral but when applied wrongly, it may do harm. In such a case, when the 

translator is aware of such a possibility, the choice of not doing the job is of course 

the ethical one. Another example in this line is given by the EU professional 

translator Emma Wagner (Chesterman & Wagner 2002: 106) 146 . Knowingly 

translating something that is harmful is doing harm to the translator him/herself as 

well as the parties affected.  

Also concerned with content is the ‘sensitive’ texts that entail race, religion and 

ideology147. That means the content of the text is not neutral like that in a practical 

text. Such categories are taken by some scholars as essentialist or reductive, or 

abstract and general (cf. Baker 2009: 191), but it does not mean any religion-related 

or ideology-rich texts cannot be translated because, if so, many works will only be 

read by relatively smaller readerships and cannot spread to benefit as many human 

beings as possible. Many works, more often than not, do entail ideology. The point 

is, in today’s world replete with conflicts in varied forms and degrees, it is better not 

to translate certain works to avoid the harm to interracial relations or the tradition of 

a certain people at a given time.  

A case in point in this line is Salman Rushdie’s Satanic Verses (see Pym 2012: 

7-8, 38, and 56). Pym, as noted above, posits that “translators are not responsible for 

                                                 
146Wagner is a professional translator and responsible for 200 translators working into 11 languages 
in a department of the European Commission. She expresses different opinions concerning 
translation ethics in her dialogue with Chesterman. While Wagner supports the translator’s autonomy 
in making whether-to-translate decisions (C & Wagner 2002: 95, 106) she sticks to the traditional 
view of translation of being faithful to the ST as she claims that “[t]he original text is final, fixed and 
immutable; but the translation is a fluid, perfectible thing” (ibid: 80, my emphasis), but the argument 
is more a belief than a fact as it is refuted by a case she herself cites, the case she calls the ‘eclipse of 
the original’, in which the translation takes over from the original […] and then the original has to be 
changed to match the translations (ibid: 107). 
147 This “sensitive” is of course relative to the potential acting/paraprofessional/professional 
translators, who are faced with the specific text to be translated. 
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the content of the messages they bear”, but “somehow responsible for the effects of 

those messages” (2012: 61, original emphasis) because translators are not authors 

owing to what he calls the “translation form” (ibid). But when I review Pym’s 

model in Chapter 2, the question has been asked: what is the relationship between 

translation and free speech? Free speech cannot be completely free, as in fact 

philosopher Simon Blackburn has argued very well:  

Free speech is sacred. Yet the law does not protect fraudulent speech, libelous speech, speech 
describing national secrets, speech inciting racial and other hatreds, speech inciting panic in 
crowded places, and so on. In return, though, we gain freedom from fraud, from misrepresentation 
of our characters and our doings, from enemy incursions, from civil unrest, from arbitrary risks of 
panic in crowds. (Blackburn 2001: 102, my emphasis) 

By the same token, the translation of such materials should not be allowed either, as 

a very accurate and faithful translation will do more harm to the relevant audience 

and society at large.  

Related to this circumstance is another very catchy word in the field of TS in the 

past decades: ‘difference’. Many TS scholars have stressed respecting ‘cultural 

difference’ and preserving ‘cultural difference’ in translation as the right ethics to 

replace the traditional notion of textual equivalence (see Venuti 1998; Shen 2008, 

2014; van Wyke 2010, 2013; Xu 2012; Yang 2013). To a large extent, they are right, 

but they overlook one important aspect. That is, recognition of and respect for 

difference should be preconditioned by a requirement that the ‘difference’ in 

question should be itself not harmful and does not incur harm to others. For 

example, Hitler’s Mein Kampf or a text that is full of demonising narratives about 

other parties, be they individuals, collectivities or nations. Such a text might be 

surely different in every sense, but it should not be translated insofar as its 

renditions may generate harm to the parties concerned.  

A third circumstance is client/publisher/commissioner-triggered or other 

contextual factors oriented. In this circumstance, it first concerns translation cost 

proposed by Anthony Pym. That is, when there is a better alternative to translation 

for a cross-cultural communication, the ethical choice is to abandon the project. For 

deciding to translate in such a situation is detrimental to the interests of the 

client/publisher/commissioner who seems to need the translation (see Pym 2012: 

157).  

Pym’s proposal is based on a cost/benefit analysis; when the cost of translation or 
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the effort invested in the project outweighs that of the transaction of intercultural 

communication, alternatives to translation should be preferred. This is no doubt 

more demanding on the translators but the choice taken is more ethical and, in the 

long run, the translator will win trust from the client and be reciprocated otherwise. 

In this circumstance what is also concerned is the pay for a translation project, 

which is seemingly a minor reason for not to undertake a translation. If the pay is 

too low against the running rates, a translator still decides to take the job, the harm 

will be to the long-term interest of the profession. Of course, if a translator is to take 

a job for a friend who has done a favor to the translator one way or another in the 

past, s/he is actually reciprocating. S/he can even do the translation at a very low 

rate or even for free as is a common practice in the communities of foreign language 

teachers in China (cf. Qin Jianghua 2013b: 28). 

Such circumstances, where not-translating is the ethical choice, are not fixed and 

lasting. In the case of some texts, that it is not ethical to translate them at a given 

time does not mean that it will still be unethical in the future. With the change of 

time and context, it is ethical to translate the otherwise untranslatable texts. Hitler’s 

Mein Kampf (Hermans 2007) can be a case in point. For the same 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator, when s/he has grown in competence 

and experience over time, it will be no problem for him/her to undertake the same 

job previously beyond reach. 

Doing no harm is a principle, but the forms of harm change, hence it is up to the 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator to exercise their agency in their 

interaction with other potential participants to decide whether to undertake a 

‘translating’ job or not. At the same time, it has to be reminded that not-translating 

towards no/minimal harm and mutual benefits cannot be a pretext for not-translating 

which may really be unethical in many situations, as will be discussed in the 

following section.  

To conclude this section, as also noted in Chapter 3, reciprocity can be positive 

and negative. When related to translation, in the case of not-translating, the purpose 

is to maintain positive reciprocity and avoid possible negative reciprocity.  

4.3.2.2 ‘Equivalent’ translation towards no/minimal harm and mutual benefits 

In TS, as examined in Chapter 2 over translation ethics, there are often striking 

disagreements over the realm of translation ethics or the translator’s responsibility. 
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For instance, Chesterman in his 2001 essay contends that “the political engagement 

of the translator lies outside the realm of professional ethics” (2001: 147). Maria 

Tymoczko takes issue with this directly. She argues that “[o]ne form that the 

dispersal of ethics, ideology, and translator agency takes is the focus in professional 

codes of ethics on the microlevels of textual fidelity and immediate obligations to 

the employer, effacing larger spheres of geopolitical responsibility to communities 

and the world” (Tymoczko 2007: 320, my emphasis). As reviewed in Chapter 2, I 

have argued that the ambit of translation professional ethics as conceived by 

Chesterman is too narrow (see Section 2.3.1.1, p54). Gouanvic in the same special 

issue of The Translator expressed objection to Chesterman’s stance as well 

(Gouanvic 2001: 209). Undeniably, Tymoczko’s is a very noble idea, echoing the 

notions reflected in Confucian ethics. But something warrants a closer look here 

because Chesterman and Tymoczko both seem to have failed to take into account 

the importance of text typology regarding translation ethics. 

As noted in section 4.2.1, text is the static starting point as a key passive entity 

for any translation project. A potential acting/paraprofessional/professional 

translator has to decide first what kind of text to translate, and then decide whether 

to undertake the project. When the decision is made, what follows is to decide 

whether the text should be rendered in an ‘equivalent’ manner after interaction with 

other possible parties (see also section 2.2.1). With respect to the large quantity of 

texts in fields of science, technology, law, social sciences, what is concerned is 

chiefly knowledge and information. Regarding such texts, maximum/optimal 

equivalence comes first, and here it is “truth” that is the key parameter of reciprocity. 

And the task for the potential translator is naturally ‘equivalent’ knowledge and 

information transfer. When such transfer is realised or when the ‘truth’ is 

transmitted, the initiator obtains the needed information and the target readership or 

the client has access to the otherwise unavailable knowledge, and the translator 

involved gets paid and the author or copyright owner is rewarded in terms of 

royalties or otherwise remuneration. In such a process, no harm generated, mutual 

benefits implemented on the part of all parties concerned, and consequently ethics 

of reciprocity is maintained. 

Examples are easily available. For instance, in terms of ‘factual knowledge’ 

(Munday 2012: 37), for sentence “water is liquid at normal temperature” (adapted 

from Munday’s), an equivalent can be readily found because there is only one 
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meaning and no room for interpretation otherwise. Another example is the following: 

“Attention please, passengers for flight 2345 for San Francisco are boarding at gate 

No. 9”. For it, an ‘equivalent’ translation is not hard to produce. And it must be 

translated in ‘equivalent’ language, or the world of life will be out of order. In daily 

life, countless such language uses can be easily rendered into another, ‘equivalent’ 

text and language. 

For yet another example, on the website of the Immigration Department of Hong 

Kong, all the information is provided in both English and Chinese. The information 

in the two given languages has equal force because the versions in both languages 

have been taken as official by law. The result is absolutely one of reciprocity. For 

the Department itself will avoid the possibility of being misunderstood and, those 

who need to use the website can benefit from the information. At the same time, 

whoever finishes the translation should also have been remunerated for their work.  

What Chesterman stresses largely falls into the translation of such practical or 

knowledge-oriented or ‘truth’-conveying texts. In contrast, what Tymoczko sets her 

eyes on, to a large degree, belongs to what Neubert and Shreve terms as “literary 

and cultural texts” (1992: 4, my emphasis) when they talk about Venuti’s proposed 

“resistant” translations. As noted above in section 4.2.1, all texts can be roughly 

classified into these two categories, literary and practical. Without this rough 

distinction, it is not easy to understand the seemingly wide discrepancy among 

scholars over the issue of translation ethics. As has been noted, intervention in 

translation is inevitable, including ‘creative’ or ‘manipulated’ rewriting besides 

developing ‘equivalence’ between the ST and TT. It is in the end the potential 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator who, after interacting with other 

possible agents or participants, decides what step to take. 

But even in the case of literary works, concerning which more room for 

interpretation is available, it does not mean that an 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator can conduct the interpretation as 

freely as s/he feels like it when there are no other external deciding forces from 

ideology or patronage in Lefevere’s terms (1992a). This means ‘equivalent’ 

translation in the translator’s comprehension and creation will work and result in 

reciprocity as well between the passive entities and between the active parties. For 

example, in China today, the translation of Shakespeare or Milton will not be 

interfered with by any censorship authorities except for the requirements on the 
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translator’s linguistic skills and cultural competence by the publisher (More to be 

said on this below). 

Meanwhile, without the intervention of ideology and other potential political, 

economic forces, ‘equivalent’ translation will entail fewer risks while more 

manipulation of the text in the rewriting may involve larger spheres of responsibility 

and therefore more risks148. ‘Equivalent’ translation will demand more on the 

linguistic transfer, hence less risk, culminating in different reciprocity on different 

levels.  

Accuracy or standardisation/explicitation may be a good/benefit to the target 

readers for their efficiency in taking in the necessary information (cf. Pym 2012: 

145) when the translated texts are info-intensive or purely scientific or technological 

texts. But in the case of literary translation concerning very personal or imaginative 

texts, more room left for the reader’s interpretation may be good, especially when 

the translating language/culture is in urgent need to import new ways of expression, 

as illustrated in the Romantic period of German (see Berman 1992) (cf. Munday 

2012: 115). (More to be said about this below) 

4.3.2.3 Manipulated translation towards no/minimal harm and mutual benefits 

As discussed above, a translator first should know when to take a job and when not 

to. After deciding to undertake the job, s/he can choose to try to produce an 

‘equivalent’ rendition of the ST in form, content, quantity, effect or value. This 

equivalence works towards reciprocity in terms of no/minimal harm and mutual 

benefits. But in a different context, s/he may choose to manipulate the ST to 

produce a TT that is not linguistically equivalent to the TT largely, but to be more 

ethical.  

Here it is vital to point out that the expression of ‘manipulation’ is not necessarily 

a derogatory one (cf. Hermans 1985) because it can be used as a neutral term to 

describe the process of translation. In any translation, the translator’s manipulation 

or intervention is inevitable, the purpose of which depends on the translator’s aim or 

purpose of undertaking the translation, the text and context of the translation project. 

In countless circumstances, manipulated translations are preferable for the sake of 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits. What follows below are typical 

circumstances where manipulated translations are more reciprocally ethical than the 

                                                 
148As regards translators’ risk aversion, see Pym (2012: 108). 
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previously argued ‘equivalent’ translation. 

The first circumstance concerns itself with the text to be translated. Like the 

discussion in the previous section, the source text as a key passive entity is an 

enormously important variable. But as noted in section 4.2.1, the ST is not 

necessarily always a classic, especially when it is a practical or hurriedly finished 

work. Such a text may have shortcomings that are open to improvement, relative to 

the translator, his/her competence and truth value involved in the text at issue. In 

such situations a responsible acting/paraprofessional/professional translator will 

inform the producer or author and will try to suggest improving the ST. If the 

producer or author is not reachable, the translator should try to manipulate in a 

manner of rewriting the TT towards the result of no/minimal harm and mutual 

benefits.  

In such a case, the ST is not substantially harmed, instead, the client or initiator 

will benefit from the product because such a translation will work better and more 

effectively. And in some cases a responsible paraprofessional translator may do a 

better job than a so-called professional translator because the former is usually an 

expert in a specific field where s/he has profound expertise of the subject matter. 

Thus his/her manipulation is more reliable than the professional translator when 

other conditions like sense of responsibility are equal.   

In another circumstance, when cultural connotations involved in the two 

languages are different and faithful word-for-word or strictly ‘equivalent’ translation 

will bring about problems or serious harm to the reader or the client of the 

translation project, manipulated translation is needed. For example, the brand-name 

“baixiang 白象” [literally, white elephant] of a battery made in China, when 

translated into English, should not be rendered literally as “white elephant” because 

its connation will not facilitate a profitable market. This example is about the 

translation of practical texts.  

Problems may arise in ‘faithful’ or ‘equivalent’ translation of simple daily phatic 

expressions too. For example, in China, Chinese people used to address each other 

in the following way, like “chi le ma 吃了嗎”[literally, have you eaten?]. If 

translated into English literally it will surprise the readers or give rise to 

misunderstanding of Chinese culture. A common solution would be a functional 

rendering like ‘hi’ or ‘hello’. All the proposed translations for such examples are not 
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equivalent in the traditional sense, but examples of manipulations, which will bring 

about a better effect of communication rather than harm. With no harm done, the 

parties of communication both benefit, hence a case of reciprocity.  

The third circumstance is raised to the level where national interests or cultural 

image is involved. Tymocko’s example of the Irish figure Cú Chulainn in Irish 

literature translation is a case in point regarding national interests in literary 

translation (1999: 62-89). This example is in a colonial context, but it does not mean 

that in ordinary context, a translator cannot or should not manipulate an ST. The key 

to the issue is harm; when an ‘equivalent’ translation will do harm rather than good 

to the ST/C, manipulated translation should be taken up. In such cases, an 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator is justified to manipulate the text to 

be translated and exercise cutting, adding, altering or even rewrite a TT completely 

different from the ST. 

Seen from the perspective of ethics, this is just like in expedient situations it is 

obligatory to tell lies rather than tell the truth, as opposed to the categorical 

imperative to tell truth even when a life is threatened in Kant’s often quoted tale 

(2003). Seen from ethics of reciprocity, the text may seem harmed but because the 

stakes of interests are raised higher, the textual value has to give way to the higher 

value of national identity and cultural image or national esteem. Reciprocity on 

higher levels is thus maintained.  

Finally, as noted above, 100% equivalence is not possible (Tan 2012: 14), but nil 

equivalence is possible. Nil equivalence means a situation in which the meaning of 

the TT has nothing to do with the meaning of the ST. In such a case, a question may 

be posed: can it still be called a translation? Yes, it is still a translation, because it is 

also the result of the translator’s effort and working for the parties concerned. Put 

otherwise, only when the translator understands the ST thoroughly, can s/he ensure 

that the ‘translation’ has nothing to do with the meanings in the ST.  

This is evidenced in the example given by Hermans (2007: 43), where new 

meaning is added, however, the new meaning has nothing to do with what the 

speaker says. Let us imagine another situation: The mother of a young child was 

complained to by her child’s school teacher that the child was too noisy and was 

unable to keep quiet for more than three minutes. What the mother told the kid, 

however, was: your teacher has praised you; she said you can sit still for over three 

minutes, in the past you could not sit quietly for even one minute. A translator or 
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interpreter may as often do the same thing in his/her translation or interpretation 

when necessary. Another simple example goes like this: ST: “You are a rascal”, TT: 

“You are a hero”, which will help the communication continue, and it may 

otherwise break with a faithful translation.   

Of course, manipulated translation can be unethical or less ethical than it should 

be. For example, the well known case of German translation of Anne Frank’s Diary 

described in Lefevere’s is a typical example of manipulation but unethical (1992a: 

66-68). It is well recorded by Lefevere that the manipulation is for the sake of sale 

boosting rather than for cultural image maintenance or intercultural cooperation. 

What benefits most is the German publisher and maybe the translator, but the 

somewhat harmed parties include the German audience who are denied the reality 

of the young girl’s description to a large degree although the diary had been edited 

by her father even before the German translation (ibid: 66-72).  

To conclude, manipulated translation is ethical only when it is done for 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the active parties and passive entities 

concerning a translation project. No doubt the above analyses are largely 

text-referenced, but they are people-oriented, people dealing with texts to produce 

effects on the parties involved, hence ethics-oriented as well.  

The previous explorations have addressed the potential harm and benefits to the 

key parameters of passive entities like text, language and culture, of active parties 

like individuals, collectivities and nations, the prioritised relation between 

interpersonal/intercultural, person-textual and intertextual relationships, and the 

choices of not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation and manipulated translation 

towards no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the abovementioned passive 

entities and active parties concerning a translation project. They paved the way for 

the eventual formulation of the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’. 

4.3.3 Ethics of reciprocity as a dynamic integrated multi-layered model 

The ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ I am developing is a dynamic integrated 

multi-layered model. It is dynamic because any potential 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator has to position his/herself in the face 

of a translation project according to his/her relation to the text, the text type, the 

power relations between him/her and all other potential agents or participants. It is 

integrated because the model will concern itself with not only the translator the 
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pivotal agent, but also the process of translating and the product the translation. It is 

a combination of virtue ethics and principle ethics.  

It is multi-layered because, according to Confucian distinction between junzi and 

xiaoren ethics discussed in Chapter 3, any potential 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator can choose to be just a contracted 

ordinary task accomplisher by meeting the basic requirement in the contract or 

agreement or what is stimulated in the ethical code. At the same time, this same 

figure can choose to aim high at larger missions as Tymoczko advocates, reckoning 

beyond one’s small circle with even the entire world/tianxia as the reference point in 

their rewriting work. 

This reckoning echoes the Confucian appeal to care for the world/tianxia. Such 

reckoning will supersede just one’s own or one’s small community’s interests to 

cover as much as possible to realise the reciprocity between persons, 

peoples/nations, and even between mankind and the cosmos. The various layers or 

levels are not mutually exclusive but are complementary to each other and 

transformative into each other just like the transformation between junzi and xiaoren. 

In what follows comes the formulation of the model. 

4.3.3.1 Model vertically layered with levels of values in translator’s interaction 

with other agents 

For any acting/paraprofessional/professional translator to decide to translate or not 

to translate a given text, to strive for ‘equivalence’ or to alter, to add, to cut, to gist, 

s/he will need to weigh all the necessary and relevant factors and have the 

competence to conduct weighing such factors. But to become a translator is a 

continuing process or, becoming a translating subject is a process rather than an 

immutable and fixed process. A translator may take necessary measures in his/her 

dealing with a source text after obtaining ‘informed consent’ from the source text 

author or copyright owner if available. But at the same time they have to interact 

with other potential agents as well. Translation is a process full of decisions and 

choices149; one choice means that other choices have to be excluded for the time 

being. Different translators are consequently bound to produce different translations 

because they cannot make exactly the same decisions and choices with different 

texts in their different context. 

                                                 
149Jeremy Munday states correctly that translation is a constant evaluative process (2012: 155). 
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In terms of expertise, all acting/paraprofessional/professional translators can be 

said to fall along a cline from amateur or novice translators to expert professionals 

whether they are employed or freelancing, individual or collaborative. That is, the 

translator is not a fixed entity; s/he should be an acting or becoming translator, the 

former being in essence a non-translator while the latter may be established but still 

can be said in the process of becoming (cf. Robinson 2012). For s/he may encounter 

an ST that is beyond his/her reach despite the fact that s/he is a professional or 

acknowledged/certified translator as discussed above in the case of Xu Jun in 

section 4.3.2.1. It does not matter much whether a project is to be finished by an 

individual translator or a group of translators, because both modes have been 

available in the history of translation, and a group too must make similar decisions 

in terms of ethics.  

What is more, as Maria Constanza Guzman argues,  

Following Venuti’s logic, translation as a practice cannot be seen as produced, practiced, or 
consumed by ahistorical subjects, but should be studied, instead, in relation to the community or 
communities in which it is produced, occurs, and circulates. This leads us to address the power 
tensions embedded in the relations between the communities that interact in translation so as to 
see how these communities not only assign a text-translation its meaning at given spaces and 
times, but also determine its value, and even allow for its very existence. (Guzman 2008: 225) 

“Communities assign[ing] a text-translation its meaning, […], allow[ing] for its 

very existence” in part overlaps with my notion that translation is co-defined by 

translators and other potential agents or participating parties. Reciprocity often 

needs to be realised between unequal parties where asymmetric power tensions are 

involved. In this aspect, the Confucian wing of reciprocity is of more significance as 

has been discussed in Chapter 3. 

In this line of thinking from the perspective of power tensions, with respect to 

translators, Tu Binglan (2013: 124-174) in her PhD thesis summarises three 

translation ethic models with respect to the translators in the late Qing China 

(1898-1911): the master model as exemplified by the translator Lin Shu, i.e. 

translator performing like a master in the interaction, the servant model by Yan Fu, 

i.e. translator performing like a servant in the interaction, and the 

master-and-servant model by Lu Xun, i.e. translator being equal with other 

participants.  

From her classification and other studies of the relationships between the 

translator and other agents or participants in any translation project, it is safe to 
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conclude that there can be chiefly three relations between the pivotal agent of 

translation the translator and other participants: translator-dominating relation, 

translator-dominated relation, translator-others equal relation, depending 

respectively on the status of the translator, of the author, of the reader, and of the 

client/publisher/commissioner, etc. with respect to a specific translation project. A 

translator, like any human role, must be in relation to other interactants like an 

author, a reader, a client, or a publisher to establish his/her identity. All these 

individuals and other larger active parties in part constitute the context for a 

translation project. This context can become highly complex because it can include 

the broader historical, cultural, or social factors when the text to be translated is a 

literary work or involves much ideology. 

Taken as a whole, any translation project entails the translator(s), the source text, 

and the context of the translation. The text being static, the power relations between 

the translator and the context determine the possibility and degree of reciprocity. A 

close scrutiny can reveal three kinds of relationship between them: mutual or 

two-way benefit as illustrated by a line between the translator and other parties, 

one-way benefit as illustrated by two arrowed lines, the translator either dominating 

with the arrow towards others or dominated with the arrow towards self, and 

mutually blocked interaction as illustrated by a dotted line between them. Of the 

three relations, only in the first relation, reciprocity has an opportunity to be realised. 

This is shown below in Translator Figure-1:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Translator Figure-1: Power relationship between translator and other parties 

Based on the above figure, the relationship between the translator and other agents 

can be further probed in terms of autonomy and corresponding responsibility as 

ethics deeply concerns autonomy and responsibility of the ethical agents. In this 

author 

translator

reader

client/publisher/commissioner…
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respect, it is found that there are four kinds of relationship between the major agent 

the translator and other parties or agents: (1) full autonomy and full responsibility 

on the part of the translator, where all other parties wield zero influence or control 

over the translator(s)’ decisions and choices in the interpreting and rewriting work; 

(2) much autonomy and accordingly extensive responsibility where the translator(s) 

somewhat dominate the context; (3) limited autonomy and hence limited 

responsibility where the translator(s) are dominated by other parties in the context; 

and (4) zero autonomy and hence zero responsibility where translators have no 

control over their work but are controlled by other parties completely. This is shown 

below in Translator Figure-2: 

Translator Figure-2: Translator’s autonomy and responsibility vis-à-vis other parties  

Obviously, as illustrated above, there are four power relations between the translator 

and other potential agents concerning a translation project. It seems such relations 

are fixed. But when seen from another perspective, i.e. the impact or functions of 

translator(s)’ choices/decisions, there can be four fields that can be mapped 

according to Confucian junzi ethics. Informed by Confucian ethics (see The Great 

Learning), four concentric enlarging fields are open for a translator to take into 

account when doing a translation: (a) the translator him/herself; (b) the profession or 

practice of translation as Pym advocates (2010b: 160, 167); (c) a larger community: 

one’s social class, religion, ethnicity or nation; and (d) all human beings under 

heaven/tianxia. In this respect, translator(s)’s agency, subjectivity, allegiances and 

motivation are of considerable importance in spite of the counter power from all 
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other potential participating parties centring on a translation project; his/her 

allegiance can be to any of the four depending on his/her personal ethics/values. 

Tymoczko, as noted in Chapter 1, from a different perspective, expresses similar 

views on the translator’s agency: “If translators, like ethnographers, are constructors 

of culture through their representations, transmissions, and transculturations, they 

obviously play a very powerful role in cultural interface and cultural mediation” 

(2007: 262). Confucian harmony-aimed reciprocity can help translators to exercise 

their agency out of the ethical dilemma even when they are in an unequal 

relationship with other parties. This is shown below in Translator Figure-3:  

 

 

Translator Figure-3: Fields of impact of translator’s choices/decisions 

By harmony-aimed Confucian reciprocity, it means any party should be mutually 

other-regarding (see Liang Shuming 2011: 90-91). In translation, relative to the 

translator, the other may be the author, the client/publisher/commissioner, the reader, 

etc. Meanwhile, according to Recoeurian reciprocity, any party may be acting and 

suffering, depending on its interaction with an interactive party. In such a dynamic 

relationship, a translator may be more powerful in terms of prestige or cultural 

capital in Bourdieu’s terms. As such, s/he should give more consideration to the 

other’s interest, or withhold his/her influence or power in an appropriate manner. 

Conversely, when the author or the client/publisher/commissioner is in a more 

imposing position, they should show more respect and recognition to the translator 

for smoother cooperation relating to the given translation project. It is in essence the 

translator’s and all other potential parties’ virtue or disposition to strive for 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the parties and entities involved in and 

affected by the translation project. 

By prioritising the values concerning the translation project, a translator, in 

his/her interaction with other potential participating agents, in a vertical fashion, can 

choose to aim high or low in deciding not to undertake the project, to pursue 
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‘equivalent’ translation, or to produce manipulated translation according to the ST 

and the translation context. This is the first dimension of the model of ethics of 

reciprocity in translation. What follows in the next section is the dimension 

concerning the translator’s dynamic dealing with the text with reciprocity as a 

combination of virtue and principle. 

4.3.3.2 Model horizontally combined of virtue and principle with translator’s 

dealing with the text based on interacting with the context 

As pointed out above, in any translation project, there are three crucial factors, the 

ST—the static start of any translation project, translator—the dynamic start of any 

translation project, and the context covering all possible active parties and passive 

entities. This dimension of the model will therefore take into account the potential 

variables of the ST at stake. As noted above in section 4.2.1, the ST is not 

necessarily a stable and immutable work; it may be poorly written or have been 

proved a classic, one-trip or everlasting, latest or very old, aligned to a cline from 

standardised impersonal or even depersonalised texts like scientific and 

technological ones to imaginative personal texts as shown below in the Graph of 

Text:  

Cline/continuum of text 

←_______________________________________________________________→ 

1. Scientific and standard ----------------------------------------------→imaginative texts 

2. Impersonal or depersonalised ------------------------------------------→personal texts 

3. Largely info transmission-------------------------------------------→infinite aesthetics 

4. More standardised, free of cultural identity ----cultural identity/ideology involved 

5. Little or no room for interpretation-------------------→more room for interpretation 

6. Poorly written or problematic ←----------------------------→classic/canonical texts 

 

7. Thin ←------------------------------------------------------------------→thick translation  

Graph of Text 

 

As seen from the above graph, the text for translation may be, first, one along the 
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continuum from an impersonal scientific practical text that is more standardised, 

aimed largely for information or knowledge transmission with little room for 

interpretation and not much of cultural identity to a highly personal, imaginative 

text which is relatively profound in aesthetics, with more room for interpretation. 

Secondly, the ST can also be one that is along the cline from a poorly written or 

problematic text to a time-withstood classic or canonical text, be it in literature, 

philosophy or religion.  

The third issue concerned here is the required translation by the 

client/publisher/commissioner, i.e. the TT. The TT can be one along a spectrum 

from a very thin translation to a highly thick one. In the above graph about text, the 

items from 1 to 6 are about the ST, and the 7th is about the TT. That is why there is a 

space left between items 6 and 7. By ‘thin’ I mean, the TT is a partial or gist 

translation as proposed by Simon Chau (Chau 1998), or business abstract translation, 

including the extreme cases where zero transmission may be the best choice. Zero 

transmission of the ST can be found in the translation for resistance or for the sake 

of interest or value on much higher level such as life-saving, nation building. Such 

‘thin’ translations are different from or even opposite to the ‘thick’ translations like 

the academic ones with plentiful paratextual data developed by Kwame A. Appiah 

(2004) and practiced by translators like Shan Dexing (2004) and Martha Cheung 

(2006). 

Facing such a complexity regarding the ST and TT, any potential 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator as the dynamic start for a translation 

project, s/he or they should first decide whether they should accept or refuse to 

undertake the translation job, and then learn whether what is needed is a gist or full 

translation, an inward or outward translation, and then decide whether they should 

produce an ‘equivalent’ translation or a manipulated one, towards no/minimal harm 

and mutual benefits to the active parties and passive entities concerned. Here, 

inward translation refers to translation from L2 to L1, i.e. one’s mother tongue; 

outward translation is the opposite direction, i.e. translation from L1 to L2.  

Specifically, with respect to the ST, it is the acting/paraprofessional/professional 

translator’s obligation to consider the text type, text quality and text authorship as 

examined in section 4.2.1. In the case of non-literary texts, reciprocity is realised 

when the truth or information embodied in the source text is transmitted or 

translated into the TT and the translator is paid properly. In such cases, the target 
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culture/side needs the truth/information/message. When the translator has conveyed 

the information or message, s/he has done the job and should be paid with 

remuneration or capital otherwise as agreed upon before the translation. Having 

been paid, the translator receives the reward from the work done and the ST/side 

benefits in the form of royalties or otherwise. Such non-literary texts are on the rise 

in quantity in today’s world (Xie 2014b) and increasingly they are accomplished by 

large number of practical/professional translators, the repayment for the translator is 

his/her economic remuneration or social status. 

In the case of literary works, while an author shows appreciation (e.g. Nobel 

Prize winner Mo Yan’s case) to the translators for their hard work at translating 

his/her work into another language/culture, the translators may also express a 

sentiment of gratitude to the author in that they are allowed an opportunity to be a 

language and culture mediator and to accrue some capital, economic, symbolic or 

social. Meanwhile, classics in human history, like Shakespeare and The Analects, 

are really invaluable as they have intrinsic values: profound ideas, deep insights into 

human nature and various aesthetic values, rather than instrumental values. When 

they are translated, the intrinsic value outweighs any other interests and that is why 

they are continually translated and retranslated into different languages. They can 

benefit TT readers as well as they have benefited ST readers. 

Yet once national interests are involved in the translation of literary works, the 

intrinsic value of literary aesthetics may have to give way to the instrumental value. 

The otherwise first-order value is turned into second-order value in such 

circumstances. A telling example is the translation of Irish literature during its 

postcolonial periods (see Tymoczko 1999) as noted previously.  

The decisions and choices concerning any translation project are at times difficult 

to make, the details can be illustrated holistically below in Diagram 1. 
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translator

author

textual/linguistic value

life/culture

values of 
communities/nation

reader

client/publisher/
commissioner/...

TT < TL < TC

ST < SL < SC

-1 1

 

Diagram 1 Translator’s ethical choices/decisions regarding a translation project  

As shown in this diagram, in the pivotal position, an 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator in his/her interaction with other 

possible agents first decides whether to take or not to take action in this 

spatiotemporal context. S/he may interact with the author via the ST on the same 

level, in which the linguistic truth or textual fidelity is only one option of ethical 

choices, translator-author consultation in the form of “immediate assignment” 

(Tymoczko 2007: 219) may be one alternative if the author or producer of the text is 

available; on the same horizontal level but in another direction the translator(s) may 

interact with the implied or potential readership, but in most cases no direct 

interaction; on the same horizontal level but diagonally, the translator(s) will 

interact with the client/publisher/commissioner of this translation project, the parties 

involved here being not fixed but changable depending on the concrete translation 

project as shown in the dots.  

Concerning this translation project, as shown in the diagram, a prioritising of 

values will take place in the decisions and choices on the part of the translator(s) 

in/after interaction with other potential parties. Such values are conveyed in the 

vertical axis as stake levels involved in text/language, life/culture, and the 

communities/peoples /nations. Usually the value of a translation project lies in the 

transfer of linguistic truth of or textual fidelity to the ST. On this level, when the 

linguistic truth is transmitted, no harm is produced while mutual benefits are 

realised, and reciprocity is therefore accomplished.  

But when the value of life or value of cultural image/national identity is 
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concerned, the stakes of the translation project are raised to a higher level, and the 

linguistic value gives way to the more important cultural values. When more 

significant ideological questions of ethical engagement and geological concerns are 

involved, the stakes are raised further higher, values of national interests, for 

instance (see Tymoczko 2007: 41), will reign supreme over other interests.  

As shown in the diagram, translators work bottom-up, from the textual level, to 

linguistic, cultural and national levels, but they need to think top-down, from the 

national or cultural level to the textual level in most cases (cf. Chestrman’s notions 

of micro-ethics and macro-ethics 1997). Working bottom-up from the 

textual/linguistic level the translator generates effect at the other two higher levels 

as well: interpersonal and intercultural/international. But what the translator should 

take into account when making decisions should be not just the textual/linguistic 

factors but the intercultural/international stakes as well, maybe more the latter, that 

is top down. The responsibility will naturally largely fall on the translator at issue. 

When it comes to the relationship between the ST/SL/SC and TT/TL/TC, the 

result should be reciprocal respectively based chiefly on the efforts of the translator, 

with more than one TT ranging from complete difference from the ST marked by 

“-1” to near 100% equivalence to the ST marked by “1” in the diagram. Complete 

difference and near 100% equivalence can both mean reciprocity, dependent on the 

specific translation project as discussed above. 

The three relations, i.e., intertextual, person-textual, interpersonal/intercultural, as 

discussed in section 4.2.1, can be on the same level when the ST in question is a 

practical text, but when the text and context of the translation project involves more 

than just linguistic truth transfer, there may be distinguishable levels between them, 

and the intertextual relation gives way to the latter two, especially the last one, i.e. 

the interpersonal/intercultural relation.  

Boiling down to a specific acting/paraprofessional/professional translator, when 

s/he decides to translate, s/he agrees there is something good or worthwhile in the 

ST that is worth the effort, (cf. Steiner’s “trust” in his hermeneutic motion 1998), or 

s/he is forced to undertake the job. S/he has his/her allegiance to, for example, a 

cause, his/her community, his/her language and culture, so if the content in the ST 

that s/he thinks is not ‘good’, s/he will cut, alter, or add to improve it in the 

rewriting. This motion is usually acceptable in the translator’s society and culture. 

But it might do harm to the source side text/language/culture, so the decisions and 
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choices should be a result of interaction and interpretation with the relevant parties. 

The decision to alter, to cut, to add, or try to make no alteration, no cutting, no 

distortion, in the rewriting on the part of the translator will all be acceptable insofar 

as reciprocity is working as the first principle. In such cases, misrepresentation or 

distortion is therefore not a decisive factor for judging whether a translation project 

is ethical or not, but just one possible alternative for maintaining reciprocity in 

accordance with the specific translation project. 

4.3.3.3 Model with translator/translating/translation integrated 

The entire picture concerning translation ethics can be seen in the following 

continuum: professional code of ethics≤translator ethics≤translation ethics≤

general ethics/personal values. In this continuum, it is clear that professional code of 

ethics is the narrowest for the so-called professional translators, as in any practice 

that can be called profession like law or medicine. Chesterman’s (2001) proposal for 

a Hironymic Oath belongs to this realm. The next, translator ethics, is what Pym 

(2012) has tried to illustrate. His model has attempted to cover all those professional 

and amateur translators, including what he calls paraprofessional translators.  

What I am proposing is a model of translation ethics that covers not only the 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translators, the pivotal players concerning a 

translation project, but other prospective agents. This translation ethics is meant to 

be broader, more general and comprehensive, covering both Pym’s translator ethics 

and Chesterman’s professional ethics. Along the continuum, it has something to do 

with personal/social general ethics as well because here ideology and power are also 

involved. 

To see it clear, this model of ethics of reciprocity concerning a translation project 

is conveyed below in Diagram 2: 
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Diagram 2 Model of Ethics of Reciprocity in Translation 

As shown in this diagram, the model starts from general ethics staying as the 

foundation at the bottom, covering three angles: motive/character/virtue (agent); act 

(process); consequences (impact on the parties in question) corresponding 

respectively to the three key dimensions of translation: the agent translator, the 

process translating, and the consequence translation, which are placed at the top of 

the diagram. Although Confucian ethics is understood to be able to cover all these 

three angles in Western ethics, it is taken as an independent framework emphasising 

reciprocity to join a typical representative from the West, i.e. Ricoeurian reciprocity. 

Thus the two are placed at the second level of the model as the concrete framework 

for formulating the model above the level of general ethics. Ethics of reciprocity is 
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thus conceived as consisting of being virtue/motive on the part of the major agent 

the translator and all other potential parties, of being a principle guiding the act of 

translating on the part of the translator and all other parties, and of being a principle 

to check the consequence of the product.  

It is integrated on the third level and multi-layered on the fourth level. What is in 

the large oval is the content of reciprocity: no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to 

the active parties and the passive entities concerning a specific translation project. 

As the core of the model, the oval is stressed in terms of a bold line. At the top of 

the diagram is the level of translation which includes all the three dimensions: 

translator, translating, and translation as a product. The former two are placed in an 

oval because they both are dynamic or active, while the latter, i.e. translation is 

placed in a rectangle for it is static; by itself it cannot judge or change anything.  

For the model to operate, first, before the act of translating, reciprocity is 

represented as a virtue or a motive on the part of the translator(s) and other potential 

agents. At this stage, the translator(s)’ competence/emotion, ideology, position, 

attitude to ST/SL/SC and TT/TL/TC, will intervene and s/he or they has(ve) to 

decide whether to undertake the job. Second, during the act or during the process of 

translating, the translator(s) carry out the co- and re-writing work interacting with 

the other possible agents. Third, after the act, what is available is the translation, the 

TT. Such a translated text should produce no/minimal harm but mutual benefits to 

the active parties including the individual persons, the collective groups, and the 

nations involved in an order of increasing importance, as well as the passive entities 

including the texts, languages and cultures in an order of increasing importance as 

well. The harm incurred in and by the translation may be invisible, substantial and 

lasting, which should be offset to the state of being visible, superficial and 

immediate, depending on the nature of the concrete translation project. Similarly, 

the mutual benefits generated in and by the translation may be visible, trivial and 

immediate, which should be increased to the state of being invisible, substantial and 

lasting.  

The model formulated, ethics-oriented, does not describe translation as it is, but 

prescribes what good translations as ought to be. It is practice-oriented, with a view 

to complementing the existent models. Good translations are understood to be those 

that are to reduce misunderstandings, conflicts, and to lead to (more) peace, 

coexistence, and harmony between different languages, cultures, individual persons, 
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collectivities, and larger communities such as nations. Reciprocity in terms of 

minimisation of harm, and maximisation of mutual benefits between active parties 

like individuals, collectivities and nations, and between the passive entities in the 

form of texts, languages and cultures is suggested as the ultimate goal for any 

translation project. Moreover, on the part of the pivotal agent the translator and 

other parties, there are three awarenesses for the model to work effectively; they are 

the awareness of text type, awareness of value levels and awareness of 

self-reflexivity. 

The model’s applicability will have to be tested to real translation cases. That will 

be the task of the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5 ETHICS OF RECIPROCITY IN TRANSLATION 

TESTED 

In the previous chapter, the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is 

formulated, but its applicability has to be tested in real-life translation projects. As 

an integral part of the thesis, Chapter 5 focusses on case studies, aimed at 

addressing the third research question: How does the model of ethics of reciprocity 

operate in translation projects? The purpose is to look into the possibilities as well 

as the limitations of the model.  

Although ethics first and foremost concerns itself with human beings that are 

active, translation ethics as conceived in this model nevertheless also takes into 

account text that is passive and takes the ST as its static starting point. Only when 

there is an ST can there be the possibility of establishing a translation project, in 

which a potential translator or translators and other prospective parties are involved. 

As such, the test of the model is conducted around and on cases of finished 

translation projects where the parameters of the model are analysed. Meanwhile, 

although it is aimed at general applicability, it is not possible to test the model for all 

projects. Therefore a choice of translation projects is unavoidable. (In this ethical 

model, awareness of text type is regarded as one of the three important awarenesses 

on the part of the agents for the model to work effectively, the other two being value 

stratification in a translation project and self-reflexivity on the part of the translator 

and other potential parties).  

According to the text typology discussed in Chapter 4, all texts are roughly 

classified into literary text and practical or non-literary text (see section 4.2.1), 

considering the extent to which ethics is involved in those roughly different texts. 

Because the classification can only be general rather than precise, there are certain 

texts that are not distinctly literary or practical but somewhere in between. They are 

classified thus as semi-literary texts so that no texts are left out for the test of the 

model’s validity.  

Of course texts can be looked at from other perspectives, such as scientific texts 

and non-scientific texts, legal and non-legal texts, etc. But literary texts are 

traditionally fundamental in studies of arts and the translation of such texts is most 

formidable for translators because many issues are involved, as has been discussed 
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in section 4.2.1 (see pp 126-128). Not only are there the difficult linguistic elements 

like rhyme and imagery, but there are also complex ideological factors entailed in 

literary texts as opposed to the texts dealing with science, technology, or law, etc. 

When translated, such linguistic elements and ideological factors all constitute 

difficulties and generate more ethical challenges for translators. Literariness is taken 

as the baseline of text classification for the test of the model also because it is 

relatively straightforward to distinguish between literary texts and 

practical/non-literary texts while those in between are addressed as well for the test 

of the model. As such, in this chapter, three kinds of text are discussed for the test of 

the model. 

To all these three kinds of text, the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ 

is supposed to apply. Specifically, in the translation projects of literary, semi-literary 

and non-literary works, mutual benefits are achieved and no harm is done to the 

active parties and passive entities involved in such projects. At the same time, there 

may be cases where reciprocity is not realised between the active parties and/or the 

passive entities via the efforts of the translator and other parties. That is to say, on 

the one hand harm may be done to the active parties of individuals, collectivities 

and/or nations, and/or to the passive entities of texts, languages and/or cultures on 

one side or the other, or on the other hand mutual benefits are not accomplished in 

the translation projects concerned. In such cases, non-reciprocity occurs in the 

descriptive sense but the model still applies because in theory the parties involved, 

especially the pivotal agent, the translator, should have made efforts (could but in 

vain) to help accomplish reciprocity in the form of mutual benefits and no/minimal 

harm.  

In addition to the cases where reciprocity is realised or not realised, there are 

projects where reciprocity is not relevant as shown below, for when the translation 

projects are materialised the conditions do not allow reciprocity to be realised. It 

means that even if the agents such as translators and other potential participants had 

made efforts, they could not have accomplished reciprocity as conceived in the 

model. In such projects reciprocity is therefore not relevant. They become 

exceptions of the model and reveal that the model may have its limitations in 

addressing some extreme cases. 

Such cases of ethical reciprocity, non-reciprocity and the projects where 

reciprocity may be irrelevant are studied discriminately in randomly selected 
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examples, which are as varied as possible in terms of genre and translation direction. 

But for my limits in language competence and typicality of examples, selectedness 

of examples becomes inevitable. For instance, for the translation projects of literary 

works, any examples should be workable, such as the translation of Mo Yan’s work 

by Howard Goldblatt and Yang Xianyi’s translation of modern Chinese literary 

works, but I chose to use Shan Dexing’s translation of Gulliver’s Travels (English to 

Chinese), Even King’s translation of Luotuo Xiangzi (Chinese to English), and the 

translation of Chinese literary works into English by a translation institute, the 

Foreign Language Press, respectively for ethical reciprocity, ethical non-reciprocity 

and the case where reciprocity is not relevant. They meet the parameters of the 

model in terms of mutual benefits and no/minimal harm to the active parties and 

passive entities.  

To be more specific, I have several reasons to use the case of King’s 1945 

translation of Lao She’s Luotuo Xiangzi. First, I have been directing attention to the 

novel and its translation all these past years. As a Chinese person from the northern 

part of the country, I fully understand Lao She’s very idiomatic, northern dialectal 

Chinese and I enjoy reading his works with a unique Lao She style. Second, Even 

King’s translation project involves virtually all the factors that a translation project 

may entail ethically speaking, hence quite suited for my present concerns. Third, it 

is also a justifiable choice especially from the perspective of translating from 

Chinese into English, given China’s on-going ‘outgoing’ initiatives, i.e. initiatives 

that embrace and encourage enhanced efforts to translate contemporary Chinese 

literature into foreign languages. 

When the model is tested to non-literary texts, I use four cases which are typical 

in proving that ethical reciprocity is realisable in ‘equivalent’ translation and/or 

manipulated translation, that non-reciprocity may happen but the model applies, and 

that reciprocity is not relevant in the translation of non-literary texts owing to 

specific political conditions or external constraints otherwise. By the same token, 

the model is tested to translation projects of semi-literary texts. Since ethical models 

on the one hand can be applied to describe and evaluate moral phenomena, 

including translations, and on the other can be used to help the agents make ethical 

decisions, i.e. they also have a prescriptive function. As noted above, in conducting 

researches in the humanities, choices of examples are unavoidable as I have 

mentioned in Chapter 1. The examples that I am providing below will then justify 
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for themselves why they are employed for the test of the model.  

5.1 Cases of ethical reciprocity in translation 

Reciprocity in terms of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the passive entities 

and active parties concerning a translation project can be seen in the translator’s 

decision of not-translating, his/her seeking ‘equivalence’ in the translation, or 

his/her intentionally manipulated translation after possible interaction with other 

potential participants, depending upon the specific context of the translation project. 

In this model, before the act of translation, reciprocity is taken as a virtue on the part 

of the translator and other participants, during the act of translating, reciprocity is 

taken as a principle to guide the parties involved to pursue it, and after the act of 

translation, it is a principle to evaluate whether reciprocity is achieved in the 

translation as a consequence. When tested to specific translation projects, all these 

three aspects of ethics of reciprocity will be weighed insofar as it is possible. 

In the following cases, the first is a translation project of literary translation from 

English into Chinese. In this project, the translator tried to produce an ‘equivalent’ 

translation, which is found to have generated no harm to the passive entities of texts, 

languages and cultures and the active parties of individuals, collectivities and 

peoples/nations concerned, but benefits those parties and entities in many aspects, 

hence a case of ethical reciprocity.  

The second case is a translation project of a semi-literary text from Chinese to 

English. In this project, before and during the translating, the translators tried their 

best to produce an ‘equivalent’ translation too. The project is found to have 

produced mutual benefits to the active parties and passive entities while no harm is 

inflicted. It is therefore also a case of ethical reciprocity. The two cases tested are 

both projects of ‘equivalent’ translation out of the three choices open for translators 

and other participants to achieve reciprocity as formulated in the model in the 

previous chapter. 

Different from the first two cases of ‘equivalent’ translation, the two subsequent 

projects, both small in scale, are cases of manipulated translation of non-literary 

texts. In these two translation projects, because the value of accurate linguistic 

transfer or ‘equivalence’gives way to higher values, the parties concerned benefit 

mutually and no one is harmed, reciprocity is achieved on a higher level as one 
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option described in the model. They are therefore cases of reciprocity as well, 

proving that reciprocity is realisable in manipulated translation.  

5.1.1 Ethics of reciprocity tested to the translation of literary text 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter above, I choose Shan Dexing’s 

translation of Gulliver’s Travels (Shan 2004, 2013150) as an example of ethical 

reciprocity in ‘equivalent’ translation to test the model. Jonathan Swift’s Gulliver’s 

Travels is a classic in the history of English and world literature. It was first 

published anonymously in the year of 1726 in London and then republished in 1735 

in Dublin by another publisher, with omissions in the first publication added and 

with Swift’s personal touch involved (2004: 54-57, 2012a: 285). The novel was 

translated into different languages soon after its publication (2004: 83-87).  

It was first translated into Chinese in 1872 (ibid: 89). It has since witnessed 

altogether 25 Chinese ‘translations’, including rewritings and adaptations before 

Shan’s undertaking (see ibid: 456-58). According to Shan’s research and I have 

checked, almost all the previous translations have been incomplete or just 

adaptations, without the last two parts of the four in the original being translated 

(ibid: 124). Shan concludes that its Chinese translation is a history of mistranslation 

(ibid: 88)151. The most striking features of such “mistranslations” include the fact 

that they appear just as a children’s book for only the first two parts of the source 

text are translated. The novel as a children’s book obscures the novel’s status as a 

classic satire. 

Shan, as a scholar-cum-translator, accepted the challenge from the “National 

Science Council” (NSC) of Taiwan Executive Yuan [臺灣行政院國科會] to 

accomplish a full academic translation from the year of 1998 as one of the 

Annotated Translation Projects of the Classics in the Humanities and Social 

Sciences initiated by the NSC152. The project was planned to be accomplished 

within two years but actually ended up taking Shan six years. As Qi Bangyuan153 

                                                 
150In what follows with respect to what is quoted or derived from Shan’s works, including his 
translations, just the year of publication and the page of the work quoted are given.  
151In his another reflective essay he confirms, “Judging from the reception history of this literary 
classic, it is not much of a stretch to say that Gulliver’s Travels is one of the most misunderstood 
texts in Chinese translation history” (2012a: 278). 
152For details about the requirements of this initiative, see Shan 2012a: 281-83. 
153Born in 1924 in Liaoning Province and moved to Taiwan in 1947, she is an established translator 
and scholar in British and American literature, who in her career has helped translate large number of 
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sees it, Shan’s translation of Gulliver’s Travels constitutes a real academic 

translation that will withstand the test of time (2012b: 268) and it has a very high 

academic value (ibid: 270). As a matter of fact, Qi congratulates Shan on the 

translation as “a contribution with which one’s life is not spent in vain” (2004: 5, 

trans). Qi’s words are not just complimentary. I agree with Qi that Shan is up to the 

name of a renowned translator of academic standing (2011: preface 2). What 

follows is a discussion of why this translation project clearly manifests the ethics of 

reciprocity in equivalent literary translation. 

As noted at the beginning of this section, the ethics of reciprocity in translation, 

when applied to the pivotal agent the translator and other participants, is virtue, i.e. 

the disposition to produce no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the passive 

entities and active parties concerned in a translation project. Thus we need to see the 

translator and other participants in this connection. As a translator, Shan is 

experienced and competent, for, before this project, he had successfully translated 

many works, Edward Said’s seminal work Representations of the Intellectual in 

1997 with annotations being one of the better-known examples154.  

Shan is also a self-reflective translator. In his own words, “[a]s a 

scholar-cum-translator for over a quarter of a century, I have long been very 

concerned about the task of the translator and the important role that he/she plays. It 

is my conviction that in addition to translating the text proper, a responsible 

translator, as a mediator between two cultures, had better serve his/her target 

audience by informing them about the reception history of a particular text, 

especially a classic, not only in its source cultural context, but also in its target 

cultural context” (2012a: 279, my emphasis). His self-reflexivity helps him see the 

necessity to produce mutually beneficial translations. 

As for other potential participants of Shan’s translation project, there are the 

                                                                                                                                         
major literary works from the Chinese mainland and Taiwan into English. A typical example is the 
two-volume tome An Anthology of Contemporary Chinese Literature a translation project published 
by Washington University Press in 1975. With Professor Der-wei Wang from Harvard University, she 
also co-compiled an anthology Chinese Literature in the Second Half of A Modern Century published 
by Indiana University Press in 2000. For details about her scholarship and achievements, see Shan 
2012b and her own memoirs (Qi 2011).  
154It was first published in Taiwan in 1997 as《知識分子論》by Maitian [Rye Field] in Taipei, and 
ranked into top 10 good books by China Times in the same year. It was republished in its simplified 
Chinese-character version in 2002 by Sanlian, a well known publisher of academic books in Beijing. 
The second edition of this translation by Sanlian was in 2013. For his reflection on the translation of 
this title, see Shan (2009: 19, n15). About details of his other translation works, see 
http://www.ea.sinica.edu.tw/89-1.html., accessed March 21, 2016. 
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initiator and the implied readership. In his interaction with them, Shan the translator 

can be said to possess the virtue to give regard to those others. For example, to NSC, 

the initiator or commissioner, Shan accepts the requirements by providing the 

requested apparatuses including a critical introduction, a review of the novel, a full 

translation and annotations (see 2012a: 281). 

Besides the agents (the translator and other participants), the model also applies 

to the act, the translating process. Regarding the translating process, reciprocity 

should work as a principle to guide the translator and other participants to generate 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the passive entities and active parties. In 

this aspect, Shan did quality work in the sense that, when he was undertaking the 

translation, he asked his young son and two nephews who were in primary and 

secondary school to read the manuscripts of the translation (2004, foreword: 11). By 

doing so, the translation would be less formidable and more accessible to the young 

audience as well as scholarly readers, for it was intended as a thick academic 

translation. 

When the model is applied to the translation as a product, it is a principle to see if 

reciprocity has been realised in the translation as a consequence. As a translation, 

Shan’s work can be said to be complete because it is for the first time that all the 

four parts of the novel have been translated. Shan’s translation can also be said to be 

faithful and accurate because he goes to great lengths to correct the errors found in 

previous translations. Examples include the translation of individual words in the 

source text like “Physik”, “Mrs” (Turner 1998: 5), and improve the translation of 

key expressions like “Yahoo” (see 2009: 46-47), etc. Accuracy in his translation 

project is also reflected in Shan’s close attention paid to the editions of the source 

text, which is taken for granted in preceding translations (see 2009: 51). 

Has this translation project of Shan’s brought mutual benefits to both the source 

text/language/culture and the target text/language/culture, and to individuals 

centring on the project like the author, the translator himself, groups of people like 

the readership, the commissioner and the publisher, and to other larger communities? 

Let us see. 

The first product of the project is of course the translation proper. The translation 

proper155 runs 454 pages, with rich annotations and post-chapter and post-Part 

                                                 
155The “translation per se is more than 155, 000 Chinese characters in length, while the annotations 
run to more than 94, 000 Chinese characters in length (approximately three-fifths the size of the 
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remarks, covering all the four Parts of the ST. This is also evidence of the 

translation being a full one. The translation proper apart, Shan also wrote a long 

critical introduction of 142 pages (Shan 2004: 13-154). He is fully aware that it is an 

academic translation. For Shan, “an academic translation is not just another 

translation in ‘quantity’, but also another kind of translation in ‘quality’. Via 

dual-contexualisation, such a translation will avail readers of an opportunity to 

appreciate the translation of literature and the translation of culture. Embodying 

word, text, literature and culture, it will also enable readers to learn about the 

resulting process of a classic in its source context and in its adopted context 

similarly” (2004: 128, trans).  

Here his vision of translation as dual-contextualisation results from his view of 

the role played by a responsible translator (see Shan 2009: 19-27). For him, a 

translator generally plays a dual role: explicit and implicit (2009: 19). The former is 

embodied in the translation proper, i.e. the translator’s representation of the ST in 

the form of a rewritten TT. The latter is largely illustrated in the paratexts156 added 

to the translation proper, including translator’s introduction, translator’s notes, 

preface, epilogue/afterword, and even interviews and references. In Shan’s 

understanding, all such paratexts on the one hand stand for the translator’s (extra) 

service to the ST and readers, and on the other, they represent the translator’s 

responsibility and accountability to the author, an effort to further facilitate readers’ 

comprehension of the ST and its author (Shan 2009: 20).  

Accordingly, rich annotations, footnotes and a long introduction are available in 

this project, serving as telling evidence of Shan’s conscientious efforts to transmit 

the culture embodied in the ST and to enhance readers’ understanding of it and the 

culture thereof. In this way, an ‘equivalent’ translation is produced and the passive 

entities including the English text/language/culture and the Chinese 

text/language/culture are benefited mutually because an ST classic in English is 

made a TT classic in Chinese. 

At the same time, being aware that the heavy annotations may hinder readers’ 

reading, Shan made efforts to “make the annotations rich without being lengthy, 

concise without being sketchy”, “both informative and interesting”, so that both 

scholars and common readers can enjoy reading them (2012a: 286, original 

                                                                                                                                         
translation itself)” (2012a: 285). 
156Genette (1977: 1) explains well what paratext means.  
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emphasis). His efforts succeeded because both the translation and the footnotes are 

equally “informative and interesting” as stressed by Qi above. 

What is more, after the publication of this academic project, Shan managed to 

push the publisher to publish a popularised version, i.e. a less academic but 

average-reader-friendly version with a shorter but more refined introduction. Nine 

years after the publication of the heavily annotated academic translation, the 

publisher issued the popularised version (Shan 2013), one much more accessible to 

the general audience. Thus, more average readers can benefit from such a 

translation while the author Swift is done a great service and justice. 

In addition to the author Swift, the other active parties on the level of individuals 

include the translator Shan himself. From this project Shan benefits in terms of his 

derived academic publications on Swift studies (e.g. Shan 2002) and on translation 

studies in general (Shan 2007). His symbolic capital is undoubtedly enhanced after 

this impressive undertaking.  

Shan himself has clearly expressed that it is highly possible to realise reciprocity, 

hence entailing a win-win situation between the author, translator, publisher, and 

reader involved in/around a translation project (2007: 237). This in part also 

explains why his translation project is employed to illustrate the model of ethical 

reciprocity. His translation did achieve the goal for mutual understanding and 

reciprocity between the cultures involved on the macro level, because with this thick 

academic translation, readers will certainly understand better the English culture and 

Swift the author. The English culture in turn will learn indirectly that their classic is 

valued and that the Chinese-speaking world is not a closed society but is eager to 

learn from the outside too.  

In sum, Shan’s project involves no higher value like the value of life or nation, 

but mainly the value of faithful or ‘equivalent’ rendition of the ST as expressed by 

Shan himself in his reflection on the purpose of the initiative by the NSC (2012a: 

282-83). It is a case of reciprocity in terms of realised equivalence under the pursuit 

by the translator, whose self-reflexivity (Xie 2005) and agency towards reciprocity 

played a crucial role. 

5.1.2 Ethics of reciprocity tested to the translation of semi-literary text 

In the previous section, the ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is tested to the 

translation project of a literary text, Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels by Shan Dexing. In 
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this section I will continue to test the model, but to the translation of a semi-literary 

text, Martha P. Y. Cheung’s Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation 

(hereafter the Anthology).  

The Anthology’s full name is An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, 

Volume 1: From Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project157, edited with annotations 

and commentary by Cheung, with Lin Wusun158 being its advisory editor. It was 

first published in the end of the year 2006 by St. Jerome Publishing159 based in 

Manchester, UK. In 2010, it was imported into China by the Shanghai Foreign 

Language Education Press. It is not a literary work, and it is not a practical or 

non-literary text either. What has been selected and translated into English in the 

Anthology consists of 82 entries divided in two parts: discourse about translation 

and discourse on translation, the former including excerpts and full texts from 

well-known Chinese classics like the Daodejing and Confucius’s Analects, the latter 

from Buddhist literature. Some feature literature (see e.g. entry 80) while most not 

as they are chiefly narratives or arguments on Buddhist sutra translation. Thus it is 

hard to classify them into modern genres; I choose to take it as a semi-literary text 

for there is no other, more accurate term available to describe it. 

As we did above with Shan and his translation project, we need to discuss 

Cheung and her translation from reciprocity as a virtue on the part of translators and 

other potential participants, as a principle of guiding the translating process, and as 

a principle for evaluating the consequence, i.e., the translation, in terms of 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the active parties and passive entities 

involved in this project as well.  

To begin with, besides being a renowned scholar in TS (Bai 2010: v), Cheung 

was an established translator. In her earlier career she translated into English 

Chinese literary works including contemporary stories, poetry and plays. In addition, 

she also translated Zen Buddhist works and texts of traditional Chinese medicine160. 

But her most influential translation work is the first volume of the Anthology she 

edited and translated with the help of three other veteran translators in Hong Kong, 
                                                 
157It is in fact the first of the intended two-volume project, spanning from the earliest time to 1911 
when China entered into a new era; unfortunately, Professor Cheung’s early passing in 2013 prevents 
the expected publication of the second volume, which was almost drawing to its close. 
158Lin, a senior translator, then was the Executive Vice-President of Chinese Translators Association.   
159For its unusual success in exclusively publishing monographs on translation studies, the publisher 
was acquired by another more prestigious and larger academic press Routledge in the year 2014. 
160Regarding Cheung’s major translations in addition to this outstanding Anthology, see Bai Liping 
(2010: xii). 



189 
 

she herself being the pillar translator. For the present study, Cheung is taken more as 

a translator than as a TS scholar because in the translation project of the Anthology 

she played a pivotal role more as a translator than as a TS scholar although the 

translation is not completed by herself.  

As a translator, besides displaying the indispensable translational competence, 

Cheung was a conscientious and self-reflexive thinker. She was fully aware why she 

undertook the formidable task of translating, compiling and providing commentary 

in the project. She stated that “[t]he agency of a translator entails responsibilities, 

the heaviest being the responsibility to know why one is doing certain things in the 

first place, and to be articulate about it”, thereby choosing to “play the game up 

front” (2013: 75161). 

With this project she aimed to promote a “cross-cultural understanding of 

Chinese thinking about translation” (2009: 179) and “to use translation and editorial 

commentary, as well as other paratextual apparatuses, to create a discursive space 

for intercultural dialogues” (2011: 50), i.e., to address the “aphasia” problem in the 

field of TS in China (ibid). Put otherwise, she also had the latent aim to address 

scholars of Chinese translation studies, in the hope that “they will see the value of 

rereading and re-interpreting traditional Chinese discourse on translation by relating 

the material to contemporary theoretical concerns, and produce new thinking on or 

about translation that would allow them to speak on equal terms with scholars from 

the West” (2013: 86).  

Or seen from another perspective, she decided to compile the Anthology also, to 

some extent, owing to a postcolonial imperative to “assert the right of 

self-representation as a personal act of resistance against subjugation and hegemony” 

(2013: 82, my emphasis) on the one hand. On the other hand, as she stated, “I 

wanted the Anthology to have an impact not only on the target culture but also the 

source culture” (ibid, my italics).  

In sum, in the project, Cheung had more than one mission and goal to accomplish: 

To address the problem of aphasia in Chinese translation studies, to create a 

platform for real dialogue, to invite equal communication, to represent Chinese 

culture to the world with a view to winning more understanding of and respect for 

this nation called China with a long history of translation practice and translation 

                                                 
161In this and the following quotes from articles by Cheung herself, just year and page of quote are 
given. 
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thinking, which yet has long been otherwise unknown and unappreciated around the 

world, especially the West, and even somewhat in its own country. The Anthology 

did turn out to have the desired impact towards both Western and Chinese readers 

(Bai 2010: iii) and obtained the desired goals, as will be shown below. Cheung thus 

can be said to be a junzi-like translator, who tends to aim at higher-level reciprocity.  

To fulfil the common task of transmission and the larger mission of addressing 

the aphasia in the field of TS in China, Cheung took measures to help ensure the 

reliability of the “source texts” and the quality of translation. For example, she 

invited Lin Wusun as an advisory editor and a team of top-calibre translation 

scholars from the Chinese mainland to form the advisory editorial board. Further, as 

noted above, she also invoked three other experienced and sophisticated translators 

in Hong Kong to join her to do the translations.  

Cheung also took ‘thick translation’162 as her general policy to accomplish the 

Anthology. For her, “translation is a form of cultural representation, not mere 

interlingual communication, and what is being represented is the identity of an 

entire culture” (2007: 32, my emphasis). This is the overall policy she adopted in 

her translation and editing of the Anthology. As can be seen, she practised what she 

advocated. That is, when she was doing translation, what came into her view was 

more than just interlingual communication. As a result, the “thick” translation is not 

just the translation proper, it also includes the 300-odd footnotes and the abundant 

commentaries after many of the 82 entries, as also well practised by Shan Dexing 

discussed above. Such footnotes, commentaries plus the translations, provide the 

English language audience with easy access to the source texts. Meanwhile, it also 

avails those Chinese readers who can read English of an opportunity to enhance 

their understanding of the texts.  

With such measures and her own clear vision, the project benefits mutually the 

passive entities of texts, Chinese and English languages and cultures and active 

parties of individuals, collectivities and nations, with no harm produced, in the 

following way. First, the quality of translation is guaranteed as shown in the 

comments: “[t]he translations themselves are accurate, fluent, and above all 

intelligent” (Minford 2010: 322), “[t]he translations themselves are readable and 

mostly reliable” (Benn 2009: 133), and “[t]he quality of the translations of the 

                                                 
162To learn more about this policy or strategy, see Appiah (2004), Hermans (2003), Cheung (2007), 
and Xu Minhui (2014).  
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original entries is very high” (De Meyer 2010: 158).  

Being a reliable equivalent translation, the project is thus especially beneficial to 

the source culture, i.e. the Chinese culture whilst it benefits the Western culture, 

especially the English speaking world. John Minford, professor from Australian 

National University, a well known translator, who co-translated with David Hawkes 

the topmost Chinese classic Honglou Meng163, comments that Cheung’s Anthology 

“will certainly help to dispel the reputation China has acquired of having always 

been a monolingual, monolithic, inward-looking, culture in which translation has 

played little part” (Minford 2010: 321). Minford also agrees that, by quoting 

Cheung’s own words, ‘it will contribute to “a fuller understanding of and a deeper 

respect for Chinese culture” (Cheung 2006: 2)’ (ibid, my emphasis). Theo Hermans, 

at the closing of the 2013 International TS Symposium held in Xinxiang, Henan 

Province, China (September 19-20), also praised highly Cheung’s Anthology, saying 

that scholars from the West have developed more understanding of and respect for 

China via this book (in Lu Wei 2013: 88). From such comments, it can be seen that 

the project mutually benefits the Chinese culture and the English speaking cultures. 

Secondly, it benefits the TS scholars and the field both in China and the West. 

Maria Tymoczko praised the Anthology as “[a] stunning piece of scholarship” and 

possibly “the most ground-breaking contribution to translation studies in a quarter 

century” (Cheung 2006: xv). According to Wang Hui, the Anthology, as an 

academic translation in its strict sense, with every entry and term studied, plus a 

wide range of footnotes and commentaries, affords the English readers a thorough 

understanding of the discourse on Buddhist sutra translation (2008: 110). A result of 

this is its wide use in postgraduate programmes of Western universities, such as 

Ottawa University (Brissett 2011, personal communication). For its significance, it 

was also introduced back to China in 2010. As Qin Jianghua sees it, the Anthology 

not only exerts an enormous impact on the field of TS in the world, but also opens 

up a new study space for Chinese discourse on translation, and creates opportunities 

for cooperation between TS scholars across the world towards further development 

of international translation studies (2013c: 40). This is a clear benefit to the field of 

TS.  

                                                 
163Hawkes translated the title of the novel as The Story of the Stone (1973-1986); it has been also 
translated as The Dream of the Red Chamber (e.g. by Chi-chen Wang 1958; Florence and Isabel 
McHugh 1958) or A Dream of Red Mansions (by Yang Xianyi and Gladys Yang 1978), and 
otherwise.   
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At the same time, the benefit has gone beyond the field of TS to other disciplines. 

Minford comments, again, “it is a book not just of value for scholars of translation 

studies. The student of Chinese thought, literature and culture in general will learn 

an enormous amount from its pages. This book is one of those rare cases where, 

through the prism of reading and understanding which is translation, old texts and 

sayings, indeed whole sections of the cultural landscape, are seen in a new light” 

(Minford 2010: 323, my emphasis).  

As Zhang Xu summarises it, the Anthology is in fact not just a collection of 

translations of Chinese discourse on translation, benefiting the TS academia across 

the world, its impact on the research of Chinese cultural history, Chinese intellectual 

history, and translated literature and comparative literature will be far-reaching as 

well (2012: 7). In Bai Liping’s words, the Anthology set up a bridge for the 

communication of discourse on translation between the West and East, between the 

past and present (2010: x)164. As Yang Quanhong sees it, against the background of 

Chinese culture’s ‘stepping out’ as initiated by the Chinese government, the 

Anthology is a pioneering success, and can even serve as a textbook (2013: 107)165.  

In sum, Cheung’s Anthology does not involve direct inequality of power but 

representation of cultural identity in addition to linguistic transfer. As a consequence, 

the translation or the Anthology realised reciprocity in terms of ‘equivalent’ 

translation on the level of passive entities and active parties, especially on the level 

of culture. As for the active parties of individuals, Cheung and her team took seven 

years to finish the project (2006: 1). Their efforts were well reciprocated in the form 

that the project is highly appreciated and, Cheung herself published quite a number 

of essays based on the Anthology, contributing to her increased prestige globally in 

the field of TS, similar to Spivak’s case as analysed by Pym (Pym 2012: 126).  

                                                 
164Bai’s review as introduction is written for the imported republication of the Anthology for the 
readers in the Chinese mainland by one of the influential publishers of introducing key TS 
publications in the West, Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press. He entitles his review as 
“Dongru youwei, nengjiu shenyin 洞入幽微能究深隱”, a sentence used by an eminent monk 
translation scholar Shi Yancong commenting on another eminent monk scholar Shi Dao’an to sing 
highly of Cheung’s work. Cheung’s translation of these eight characters is as follows: “his work 
showed a thorough understanding of the most minute and deeply-hidden meanings” (2006: 138). For 
the entire entry on the text by Shi Yancong from which the quote Bai takes, see entry 63 in the 
Anthology.  
165But it has to be borne in mind that Cheung’s project of course is not one generated to answer the 
appeal of government, instead, it is out of her own awareness to promote international translation 
studies and addresses the problem of aphasia on the part of Chinese intellectuals as regards 
cross-cultural communication. 
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5.1.3 Ethics of reciprocity tested to the translation of non-literary text 

As noted at the end of the last chapter, the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in 

translation’ is intended to apply to all genres rather than any one single text type. 

The two above cases are translation projects of literary and semi-literary texts. In 

this section, I will focus on the translation of practical texts. As mentioned at the 

beginning of this chapter, the following two examples of practical text, are better 

able to illustrate the ethical reciprocity in manipulated translation. In them 

manipulated translation towards reciprocity in the form of no/minimal harm and 

mutual benefits to the active parties and passive entities involved in a translation 

project can be seen clearly. 

As seen in Chu (2009), in this translation project, a listed company’s prospectus 

was to be used in the Hong Kong stock market in English. The ST of the prospectus 

was in Chinese and needed to be translated. When the translator received the ST, he 

found that it was not in accordance with the format of similar texts in the field, so he 

improved the ST to make it comply in format with the similar texts and sent it back 

to the client. The client, i.e. the company in question agreed with the improvement, 

and then the translator proceeded to finish the translation of the improved ST.  

In this project, first, the translator at issue obviously uses his agency to improve 

the ST when he finds it insufficient compared with the common format of similar 

texts. This shows that he is well versed in the field or subject matter, a text in which 

is for him to translate. Second, he is responsible not in the sense that a professional 

translator should be faithful to the ST, but in the sense that he is loyal to the practice 

of the specific field. By doing so, the translator benefits the client in that both the 

ST and TT will work ‘professionally’, and at the same time, the translator himself is 

rewarded for his work as implied in the example because the listed company accepts 

the proposal of improving the ST and the translation. In this case, the passive 

entities involved are chiefly texts, for languages and cultures have not been in 

prominent positions. The active parties include the translator and the client, also the 

owner of the ST and initiator of the translation project, no larger communities are 

involved. Thus the relations are quite simple. When the client’s needs have been met 

and the translator paid, mutual benefits are produced with no harm generated in the 

process of translating and in and to the product. As such, this case constitutes a good 

example of reciprocity insofar as the ST is improved and the translator exercises his 
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agency for a result of no harm but mutual benefits to all the parties concerned. It 

clearly shows manipulated translation can produce reciprocity. 

Likewise, beyond China, translation projects that are attestable to this model of 

reciprocity can also be found. Translator-cum-theorist Douglas Robinson’s 

frequently mentioned case is a typical one (1991: 116ff; 2013a: 14-16; 2015: 66-75, 

189). This case is his real experience. It was back in the late 1970s166 when he was 

working in Finland, he was asked to translate from Finnish into English a 

conference paper by a professor of movement science, who would present the paper 

at a conference in Poland. But the paper as Robinson saw it was not up to the 

standard for an academic conference. For Robinson, the author of the source text in 

question is a “less competent writer” who needs his help to prepare a successful 

presentable product (1991: 116). In Robinson’s words, “[t]he source text was a 

nightmare: grammatically often incoherent, stylistically without emphasis or other 

signs of relative importance, argumentatively quite simply lost” (2015: 66). 

Robinson calls this professor from the University of Jyväskylä, Finland “Professor 

X”. What did Robinson do with this Professor X’s deficient text? In Robinson’s own 

words again, he “was to rewrite the source text as a clear and presentable target text” 

in such a manner that he “moved paragraphs, cut a few things, added some 

argumentative transitions” (ibid). Professor X in Robinson’s narrative “was 

reassured” and “relieved”, and “thanked” Robinson. That means he was satisfied 

with Robinson’s manipulated translation—improved rewriting.  

In his later reflection (1991, 2013a, 2015) on why he improved the ST in this case, 

in addition to the possible “writerly arrogance” at the time because he then was in 

his twenties and thought he could write better than many others as he recognises 

today (2015: 67), he also postulates some other more crucial factors or reasons like 

“transfeelings” or his newly created term “somatic mimeticisms” (2015: 70, original 

emphasis). Here it is beyond the compass of this study to evaluate Robinson’s 

analysis of his newly developed concept of socioaffective ecology of translating 

(2013b). What we can see in this example is reciprocity realised to all the parties 

involved in a concrete translation project. For Robinson as the translator gets paid 

for his job, the ST author is happy with the change and improvement made. In 

                                                 
166In the 2013 essay published in East Journal of Translation it was “the mid-1980s” (2013: 14). 
Maybe Robinson could not remember exactly the time, but this does not affect the validity of his 
case to test the applicability of my model of reciprocity.  
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Robinson’s earlier reflection on translation, especially on the “turn of the translator”, 

he states that “SL authors are not gods, and that we as translators are not the gods’ 

humble servants” (1991: 116). While establishing the agency of the translator, 

Robinson is absolutely right in pointing out that, facing with the too “badly written 

source texts” (2015: 189), a translator is justified to improve it and consequently 

benefit the source text author and the target text reader mutually.  

Leaving his complex expounding of his improvement behind, I think the 

justification can be simple in terms of translation ethics: reciprocity. Both Chu’s and 

Robinson’s examples of translation projects fall within the cases of poor quality 

source text concerning which faithful ‘equivalent’ translation is not preferable, but 

manipulated translation instead. After being ‘manipulated’ or improved, the result is 

that all parties involved suffer nothing but gain or benefit. This reciprocity in 

improvements on the part of the translator is of enormous importance because there 

are in fact too many “bad texts” (Emma Wagner’s words) to be translated. 

McDougall as translator also confirms this argument and practice of improving the 

source text as discussed in the previous chapter (McDougall 2011).  Of course, the 

precondition is that the translator is qualified and equipped with the awareness of 

reciprocity, including self-reflexivity. Although it may seem that the ST as a passive 

entity is done harm, the result however is that the active partie are happy and 

benefited mutually. As formulated in the model in Chapter 4, active parties go 

before the passive entities ethically speaking. 

5.2 Cases of ethical non-reciprocity in translation 

In the section above, I tested the model for cases of reciprocity. In this section I will 

apply the model to translation cases in which reciprocity is not realised ethically. 

Ethical non-reciprocity in translation can happen in various circumstances. For 

example, when the author and the translator are subject to exploitation by each other 

for they are on unequal footing, reciprocity is failed. It can also be under 

circumstances where the benefits to the passive entities and/or active parties are not 

balanced. At the same time, the model informed by Confucian reciprocity includes 

the notion that the ‘stronger’/richer/more powerful should give more while the 

‘weaker’/poorer/less powerful should try to reciprocate in one way or another in 

proportion to one’s capability. If the ‘stronger’, be it the translator or author, wields 
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one’s power or influence and dominates, then reciprocity cannot be accomplished. 

Details follow below. 

5.2.1 Ethical non-reciprocity in translation of literary text 

Concerning the translation of literary texts, Evan King’s translation Rickshaw Boy 

of Lao She’s Luotuo Xiangzi [駱駝祥子] (hereafter Xiangzi) is a typical case of 

ethical non-reciprocity in manipulated translation. In it, reciprocity is not achieved.  

I start from the ST and its author to see the case clearly. As a well known writer in 

last century China, Lao She was prolific, producing eight million words in various 

genres including novels, plays, essays and short stories (Xia 2009: 1). Apart from 

Xiangzi, his most famous novels are Lihun[離婚] and Sishi Tongtang[四世同堂], 

and his plays Chaguan[茶館] and Longxu Gou [龍鬚溝]. He is the only writer in 

China who was granted the title of “People’s Artist” and named a “Great Master of 

Language” (anon 1981: 1). Born in 1899 to a poor ethnic Manchu family in Beijing, 

Lao She’s real name is Shu Qingchun 舒慶春. Not well-off through his life (Hu 

1977: 62), he witnessed the downfall of the Qing Dynasty, the Republican period, 

and the founding of the PRC, and drowned himself in 1966 when the Cultural 

Revolution began167.  

Xiangzi has been publicly acknowledged as one of Lao She’s best works. Chinese 

American literary critic Hsia Chih-Tsing lauded it as “the finest modern Chinese 

novel before the second Sino-[Against] Japanese War” (Hsia 1961: 206). To 

Harvard comparative literature professor David Der-wei Wang, it is “a cornerstone 

of hard-core realism in modern Chinese fiction” (Wang 1992: 144). Recently, at the 

“Lao She and City Culture Summit Forum” held in Shanghai October 15-16, 2011, 

son of Lao She, Shu Yi 舒乙, consultant to China’s Lao She Research Council, 

shared the news that a Xiangzi Museum was established in Qingdao, and that a Lao 

She Reading Society was founded in Japan 60 years ago (Lou Chengzhen 2011: A9). 

Another piece of news confirmed by Shu Yi in 2009 is that Lao She was nominated 

for the 1968 Nobel Prize for Literature, for he enjoyed the most translations as a 

                                                 
167For detailed introduction of Lao She and his works before the period of the second Sino-[Against] 
Japanese War, see Hu Jinquan (1977), for a comprehensive understanding of Lao She see Vohra 
(1974) and Xu Deming (2006), for comprehensive introduction with respect to translation of his 
works, see Kwok-kanTam (2005) and Howard Goldblatt’s introduction (2010) to his recent 
retranslation of Xiangzi.    
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writer at the time, including translations of Xiangzi in Swedish (Zhou Tianhan 2012: 

C04). 

But as a modern literary classic, Xiangzi witnessed various fates. It was first 

serialised from issue 25 to 48 in Yuzhoufeng168, i.e. from September 1936 through 

October May 1937 in altogether 24 chapters (Kong Lingyun 2006: 7). The first 

publication of the novel in the form of a book is the 1939 edition published by the 

Shanghai-based publisher Renjian shuwu [人間書屋] and then the 1941impression 

by Wenhua shenghuo [文化生活] in Chongqing (ibid). 

After the novel saw the end of its serialisation, Lao She reflected on the writing 

of it in an essay ‘How I Came to Write the Novel “Camel Xiangzi”’ ([1945]1981). 

In Shi Xiaojing’s translation, Lao She states, “[a]s soon as it was finished, I told the 

editor of the magazine that I am more pleased with this novel than any other of my 

previous works” ([1945]1981: 234). Lao She continues, “There are of course many 

faults in the book. I, personally, am most dissatisfied with the abrupt ending. 

Because it was coming out in instalments, I had to write exactly twenty-four 

chapters. In fact, I should have written two or three more additional chapters to 

round off the story. However, nothing can be done about this now, for I never care 

to revise anything once it has been published” (ibid: 235, my emphasis). Such words 

show that Lao She would like to see his works appear the way they did originally. 

In the 1950s, however, Lao She had to revise his works including Xiangzi 

because of the changed political situation at the time. The fact is that the People’s 

Literature Press, the most prestigious publisher of literary works in China, published 

his revised Xiangzi in 1955 with an afterword by Lao She (Kong 2006: 10). To 1977, 

the novel had seen 17 separate editions, and pirated rampantly (Hu 1977: 114). 

Various collections or complete works have since come to appear in varied forms up 

to today. But Kong’s study confirmss that of all the collections, Xiangzi in Volume 

two of Lao She’s Classic Works published by the Overseas Chinese Press in 1999 is 

the 1939 original (2006: 10).  

As for English translation of Xiangzi, altogether four complete versions are 

produced. Evan King’s Rickshaw Boy was the first, published in 1945 in the United 

States. In 1979, a second translation was made by Jean M. James and published by 

Hawaii University Press. The year 1981 witnessed the translation by Shi Xiaojing 
                                                 
168It [宇宙風] is a semimonthly sponsored by Lin Yutang and published in Shanghai in the 1930s, for 
details see Xia Tian (2009: 75, n26). 
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published by both the Foreign Language Press in Beijing and the Indiana University 

Press, and in 2010 a fourth version was finished by Howard Goldblatt and published 

by HarperCollins.  

What concerns this study the most is the first one, i.e. King’s Rickshaw Boy, 

because it involves non-reciprocity implicitly and explicitly when tested to the 

model developed in the present study. In what follows, I will illustrate why this is 

the case in terms of the passive entities and active parties including first the 

translation, and second the translator and other major parties concerned.  

As Kong stresses, when King was doing his translation, what was available was 

just the serialised version in Yuzhoufeng, or the 1939 and 1941 edition of the novel. 

Kong concludes that King’s translation had to be based on these three texts, the 

same text but in different editions (see Kong 2008: 156, n4). Goldblatt also stresses 

that his translation is based on “the original (1939) Renjian shuwu edition” while 

consulting “the 1941 Wenhua shenghua[o] chubanshe edition” (2010: xiv). 

Goldblatt’s stress is supportive to Kong’s judgment. So this study examines the TT, 

Evan King’s 1945 Rickshaw Boy against the 1999 Overseas Chinese Press edition as 

the ST. Now let us see what happened to Xiangzi in Rickshaw Boy the translation. 

In 1945, the New York-based publisher Raynal & Hitchcock published Evan 

King’s Rickshaw Boy. Commercially, the publication was a huge success for it 

became a Book-of-the-Month Club choice and the Best Seller of the year (Hu 1977: 

114; Kao 1980: 30), with sales amounting to nearly a million (Bartlatt 1955: 3-B). 

But as has been pointed out by various writers, translators and scholars, King’s 

Rickshaw Boy rewrote many parts of the novel, and what is most striking is that he 

changed the ending of the novel completely from a tragedy to a happy ending 

comedy (Hu 1977: 114; James 1979: vi; Kao 1980: 30; Goldblatt 2010: xii). Its 

commercial success was not attributable to any definitive reason for many factors 

were involved, such as the then international relations, the publisher, King’s own 

translation methods and strategies (cf. Xia 2009). One simple but striking feature of 

King’s translation is that he divided Lao She’s long paragraphs into short ones with 

more focused theme in each like paragraphs in English writing169. Thus the TT is 

much easier to follow for the target audience. Other strong features are detailed in 

Xia (2009).  

                                                 
169For example, the last paragraph on page 427 (Lao 1999) was re-paragraphed into three ones from 
the last paragraphs on pages 324 through 326 (King 1945). 
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But the change in plot is also obvious, especially when seen today in retrospect. 

The last three and half pages of Chapter 21 in the ST (Lao 1999: 432-35) were 

reorganised into King’s Chapter 22 on pages 335-36 and 341, and all the rest was 

King’s creation, centring on a Ch’inghua [Qinghua] University girl student “not 

much over twenty” (King 1945: 334). Chapter 22 of the ST is one about Xiangzi’s 

final new hope of obtaining a monthly job at Mr. Cao’s home and finding his 

neighbour the poor girl, Xiao Fuzi, one he feels deeply attached to. But this Chapter 

is ended with despair, for Xiangzi fails to find the girl Xiao Fuzi, his last hope, at 

her old shabby living place. In Chapter 22 of the ST, neither the one radical girl 

student from Qinghua nor another character, Li Pock One, two characters created by 

King, is involved. In King’s Chapter 22, almost everything is changed from Chapter 

22 of the ST. In King’s text several pages are composed by King the translator, 

about the girl student from Qinghua, who leads Xiangzi to reflect on life, himself 

and the girl student’s remarks. For instance, Xiangzi is told by the girl student, “You 

shouldn’t run that fast for anybody, no matter what they pay you” (King 1945: 339). 

This is in fact the translator’s sympathy shown to the miserable puller from the lips 

of the created girl student. Lao She’s Chapter 22 is changed into King’s Chapter 23 

combined with large chunks of the ST’s Chapters 23 and 24, so that King’s Chapter 

24 is a completely rewritten text about the execution of three people instead of only 

one, and Xiangzi’s happy ending with Xiao Fuzi’s staying alive. The plot that 

Xiangzi’s selling Ruan Ming for 60 dollars in Lao She’s ST is replaced by King’s 

plot, in which “One Pock Li”, one of the two added characters, commits the mean 

wrong of selling Ruan for 60 dollars (King 1945: 378). The Qinghua girl student 

should have shouted some democracy slogans like “Freedom of publication” (ibid: 

377) and “Freedom of speech” (ibid: 378) before the execution.  

In King’s rewriting, the hopeless, soulless, degenerated rickshaw puller is turned 

into a self-examining and sympathetic man. In so doing Lao She’s intention is 

completely altered. A comparison of the endings of King’s translation, Lao She’s 

original, and the other translations will illustrate the stark difference between Lao 

She’s ST and King’s TT. King ends the novel like this: 

Suddenly he knew what meant to do: no one could stop him! 
With quick movement he lifted the frail body up, folding the sheet about it, and, crouching to get 
through the door, he sped as fast as he could across the clearing into the woods. 
In the mild coolness of summer evening the burden in his arms stirred slightly, nestling closer to 
his body as he ran. She was alive. He was alive. They were free. (King 1945: 384, my emphasis) 
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The original source text and other three major translations go as follows 

respectively:  

體面的，要強的，好夢想的，利己的，個人的，健壯的，偉大的，祥子，不知陪着人家送

了多少回殯；不知道何時何地會埋起他自己來，埋起這墮落的，自私的，不幸，社會病胎

里的產兒，個人主義的陌路鬼！(Lao [1939]1999: 464)  
Handsome, ambitious, dreamer of fine dreams, selfish, individualistic, sturdy, great Hsiang Tsu. 
No one knows how many funerals he marched in, and no one knows when or where he was able 
to get himself buried, that degenerate, selfish, unlucky, offspring of society’s diseased womb, a 
ghost caught in Individualism’ blind alley. (James trans. 1979: 249) 
Xiangzi, so decent, willing, fond of day-dreaming, selfserving, solitary, strong and admirable, had 
been an attendant at countless funerals, but has no idea when and where he will be buried himself, 
where his despairing ghost, product of a sick society, degenerate, selfish, unfortunate and 
individualistic will finally be laid to rest. (Shi Xiaojing trans. 2005: 586) 
Respectable, ambitious, idealistic, self-serving, individualistic, robust, and mighty Xiangzi took 
part in untold numbers of burial processions but could not predict when he would bury himself, 
when he would lay this degenerate, selfish, hapless product of a sick society, this miserable ghost 
of individualism, to rest. (Goldblatt trans. 2010: 300) 

Apparently what is presented by King is another Xiangzi rather than the one by Lao 

She.  

After the publication of the translation in 1945, Alexander Brede from Wayne 

University published a review in the following year, i.e. 1946, in the 3rd issue of 

The Far Eastern Quarterly. For him, it is “both an interesting and informative 

novel”, “deserves a place in world literature along with such a novel as Les 

miserables” (Brede1946: 341) and therefore “deserves to be widely read” (ibid: 

342). For King’s rewriting and adaptation, Brede writes that “the kindness of a 

radical student, a genuine affection for Little Lucky One [Xiao Fuzi], a prostitute, 

and an encounter with his father-in-law help to restore his self-confidence and 

ambition” (ibid: 341, my emphasis). But in fact, as Xia Tian points out (2009: 13), 

his comment “ignored the translator and took it for granted that he was commenting 

the original”. As long been recognised and as discussed above, the radical student 

from Qinghua and the survival of Xiao Fuzi are both born of King’s change of the 

novel’s ending. In the original, Xiangzi was just a hopeless and soulless walking 

ghost, with no ambition or goal left; it is King the translator who helps to “restore 

his self-confidence and ambition”.  

Lao She, in 1950, expressed his discontent with the translator King, by saying 

that: “in 1945, this book was translated into English in the States, the translation 

was not bad170, but the last chapter was deleted, and the tragedy fate of the 

                                                 
170Lao She’s original words are “譯筆不錯”. On the whole Rickshaw Boy reads smooth and mostly 
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characters was changed into a happy end to cater to the American readers. […] The 

translator did not ask for consent before his alterations. When I arrived in the States, 

it had become a bestseller, and it could not be corrected according to the original” 

([1950]1990: 203, trans), although in the afterword to his revised 1955 edition of 

Xiangzi Lao She expressed his regrets that, he “feel[s] deeply ashamed” because ‘he 

gave them [the labouring people] no future, no way out. They lived miserably and 

died wronged” despite his “expression of sympathy for them and admiration of their 

sterling qualities” (Lao She [1954]1981: 230, trans. Shi Xiaojing). But as Goldblatt 

points out, such words are not necessarily really from the bottom of Lao She’s heart 

(2010: xiii). 

Obviously, it is not that King’s translation is not generally good enough in Lao 

She’s eyes. What he was fighting for was actually his right of expression, as he did 

not wish to see his intention and comprehension altered that dramatically. The 

literary value is in fact awfully undermined in King’s alteration. That is not what 

Lao She wished to see171. As privileged Chinese literary scholar Lyril Birch sees it 

(1961: 52), “[a]ny slip, any relaxation of the writer’s control might have invested 

the figure of Hsiang-tsu [Xiangzi] with self-pity or wrapped him in a mist of 

sentimentality. There is no such slip. Lao She looks long and hard at the city of 

Peking through the eyes of his rickshaw man”. Lao She as a writer is therefore 

harmed in this manner.  

Lao She suffered also economically from the translation. It cannot be denied that 

Lao She benefited from the translation economically to some degree because, as 

recorded by Kao (1980: 31), he sustained himself in the US for another two years 

                                                                                                                                         
faithfully rendered (Xia 2009). Lao She of course has his judging criterion: it has to be borne in mind 
that he stayed in London for five years teaching Chinese at the School of Oriental Studies, London 
University from 1924-1929. During this period, he also helped Clement Egerton to translate the 
Ming classic Jinpingmei《金瓶梅》into English (Hu 1977). On page 36 of Hu’s book on Lao She and 
his works, the two notes say enough about Lao She’s help in this translation: in note 6, Hu writes, 
“金瓶梅: The Golden Lotus, By Clement Egerton, George Routledge & Sons Ltd London 1939. 在
Biographical Dictionary of Republican China (Howard L. Boorman, Columbia Press, 1970)里，是這

樣的: ‘For the next five years, he (Lao She) spent most of his time at the home of Clement Egerton, 
then Gilchrist scholar in Chinese at the school, whom he assisted in the translation of Ming novel 
Chin-ping-mei’ (P. 132)”; in note 8, Hu quotes Egerton’s “translator’s footnotes” about Lao She’s 
help: ‘Without the untiring and generously given held[p] of Mr. C. C. Shu, who, when I made the 1st 
draft of this translation, was Lecturer in Chinese at the School of Oriental Studies, I should never 
have dare[d] to undertake such a task. I shall always be grateful to him’. From these words it can be 
inferred that Lao She is competent in both language and translation.    
171As mentioned in note 141 of Chapter 4, Mo Yan’s case is different in that first Mo Yan has no 
English and second, he has trust in his translator Goldblatt’s judgment so he approved of Goldblatt’s 
changes in the translations, meanwhile, Goldblatt has not altered Mo Yan’s work to that dramatic 
extent.  
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largely depending on his share of the Rickshaw Boy royalties when the State 

Department’s one-year stipend ran out. But as revealed later, the share to him is of a 

tiny proportion compared with what went to King. Economically speaking, 

Rickshaw Boy was a success in sales as George Bartlett reports that “[h]is 

translation of ‘Rickshaw Boy,’ a Book of the Month Club choice, sold close to a 

million copies in the English version and appeared in a dozen foreign languages” 

(1955: 3-B). But the staple profit went to King as confirmed by Wilma Cannon 

Fairbank, wife of John K. Fairbank, who talked about this to Lao She’s widow Hu 

Jieqing after the Cultural Revolution during Wilma’s visit to China to attend the 

National Day celebration (see Li Wei 2014: 56)172.  

Undoubtedly Rickshaw Boy contributed greatly to building Lao She’s popularity 

and high visibility in the United States. But it was not the sole contribution maker, 

because other people may have played a role as well, like the well-known American 

China Studies scholar John King Fairbank, who came to China and became 

associated with Lao She, and the Nobel Prize winner Pearl S. Buck, who knew well 

of Lao She as a writer then (see Li Wei 2014: 45ff). Lao She’s friend, translator 

George Kao also played a part in promoting Lao She’s works in America (see Kao 

1980).  

In addition to Lao She’s personal harm, King’s Rickshaw Boy also brought harm 

to Chinese culture in a way. According to Hu Jinquan, immediately after King’s 

Rickshaw Boy was sent back to China, it triggered anger among people in the circle 

of arts and literature, for its cover features a rickshaw puller of wretched appearance, 

with a pigtail standing up. Established literary figures at that time such as Mao Dun 

and Cao Yu173 both pointed this out (Hu Jinquan 1977: 114; see also Li Wei 2014: 

54). Such an image of the Chinese is an absolutely wrong representation of the 

source culture since in fact the Chinese people had long stopped growing pigtails 

when the novel was written. Nowhere in Lao She’s original novel were Xiangzi and 

his fellow rickshaw pullers depicted as growing pigtails either.  

                                                 
172It has to be kept in mind that this essay by Li Wei is not an academic one and the magazine in 
which it was published is a popular one. But the knowledge in it has been commonly acknowledged, 
so it is valid to be used as evidence about Lao She’s life and translation-related issues. 
173Cao 曹禺 was a reputed playwright then, and he went to the United States with Lao She in 1946 at 
the invitation of American Statement Department and came back to China next year while Lao She 
stayed there for another three years (see Li Wei 2014).  
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Then what is the role of the translator in all this and what could he have done to 

eschew such harm?  

Evan King is the pen name of Robert Spencer Ward (1906-1968), an American 

Foreign Service officer chiefly serving in China. Ward has a Chinese name Hua 

Ruide [華瑞德], born in British Columbia of Canada on June 27, 1906, and died in 

September 1968 in St Petersburg, Florida. He retired in the year 1951 and settled in 

Florida (Zhao Wuqiang [Zhao Wuping] 2015a: 7). On December 4, 1955, the 

Florida-based newspaper St. Petersburg Times174 published a special report by 

George Bartlett featuring Ward. The article was entitled “Robert Spencer Ward 

Knows Orientals As Few Americans”. According to this report, Ward graduated 

from George Washington University with a plan to go into politics. As for his career, 

it says that Ward spent 19 years in China as a Foreign Service officer and was able 

to speak Chinese like a native. In 1929, when he was first assigned to Canton 

[Guangzhou] as vice-consul, he studied Cantonese. And then he was assigned as 

language officer to Peking [Beijing] where he studied Mandarin [Putonghua]. 

Speaking of language expertise, the report says that “Ward was highly useful to the 

department [US State Department] as a trouble shooter, and most of his career was 

spent in dangerous and unhealthful spots. He was under frequent Japanese 

bombardment during World War II, and was interned with the fall of Hong Kong” 

(Bartlett 1955: 3-B). This internship was also mentioned by Lawrence Salisbury, 

another American diplomat to the East. In Salisbury’s introduction to Ward’s book 

Asia for the Asiatics? The Techniques of Japanese Occupation, he confirms that 

Ward “was on duty as a Foreign Service officer” in Hong Kong when on Christmas 

Day of 1941 the British governor surrendered to the Japanese invaders and “Mr. 

Ward was held by the conquerors for six months” (Salisbury 1945: v). The translator 

of the 2010 Xiangzi, Goldblatt, also mentions Ward as “a translator using the 

pseudo-name Evan King, reputedly a prisoner of the Japanese in Northern China 

when the work [Rickshaw Boy] was done” (2010: xii).  

                                                 
174It went through 2011, and as of January 1, 2012, it was renamed as the Tampa Bay Times, for 
details see its website www.tambay.com.  
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Bartlett’s special report also highlights Ward’s translation and writing. It says at 

the beginning of the article that “Ward has met with great success, both as translator 

and author, under the pen name of Evan King” (Bartlett 1955: 3-B), with the sales 

of Rickshaw Boy totalling almost a million copies as noted above. Rickshaw Boy 

apart, the report also mentions “Village in August”175 as among his “successful 

adaptations” (ibid). Bartlett’s accolade of Ward’s success as an author refers to his 

novel Children of the Black-Haired People published by the London-based 

publisher Michael Joseph Ltd in 1956. In Bartlett’s report, this novel has been called 

“the best book yet written in English on Chinese village life” (Bartlett 1955: 3-B). 

What merits special attention is the stress that Ward is a patriotic officer and “had a 

deep purpose in his writing” (ibid). It is thus highly possible that he translated with 

“a deep purpose” too. Xiao Jun’s work shows that Rickshaw Boy is not Ward’s first 

translation from Chinese. 

Another point is that Ward/King has a complex relationship with Lao She. On the 

copyright page of the above mentioned 1945 book on Japanese occupation 

techniques, Ward uses his real name, but there is a line of dedication on the first 

page. It reads, “To L.S. whose complete integrity and profound understanding of 

Asia could still be of great avail to his own countrymen” (Ward 1945: iv). This 

“L.S.” can be nobody else but Lao She or Law Shaw, his normal English name (see 

Hu 1977: 8). It can be inferred that Ward thinks highly of Lao She and explains in 

part why he chooses to translate Lao She’s latest novel Xiangzi.  

After Lao She went to America, despite his unhappiness with Ward’s alterations, 

he agreed that Ward/King could go about translating Lihun [離婚]176, another of his 

                                                 
175This is the translation of another Chinese writer Xiao Jun’s work Bayue de xiangcun《八月的鄉

村》, which has been acknowledged as the very first modern Chinese novel that sees English 
translation. Ward’s translation of Xiao Jun’s work had to do with the collection of Living China 
compiled by Helen Foster Snow, wife of Edgar Snow, the author of Red Star over China (see Zhao 
2015a: 6). Living China: Modern Chinese Short Stories is a collection edited by Edgar Snow and 
published in 1936 by the same publisher with Rickshaw Boy Reynal & Hitchcock, for details see Xia 
(2009: 99). 
176According to Hu (1977: 108-109), there are disputes over this issue, some argue that Lao She did 
not allow King to translate Lihun from the beginning, but what is more logical is another version that 
he first agreed but then disagreed after he found that Ward played the old trick of changing his novel. 
I take the second version here and also see Xia (2009). 
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novels. What enraged Lao She was that he found Ward changed the plot again as he 

had done before to Xiangzi, the plot of his most satisfactory work Lihun. Ward even 

set up his own company to profiteer from his translations. What was more insulting 

to Lao She was that for this translation, Ward gave up Lao She’s usual English name 

Law Shaw, used instead another translation “Venerable House” (Li Wei 2014: 55). 

On the copyright page, it is printed that the book is copyrighted to Evan King (ibid). 

In rage, Lao She had to resort to law to take back his copyright and ask a Chinese 

writer in America, Guo Jingqiu 郭鏡秋[Helena Kuo]177 to retranslate the book and 

renamed it as The Quest of Love of Lao Lee since Divorce had been used by King 

first (ibid). 

This is confirmed by Zhao Wuping. According to Zhao, in a letter to David Lloyd 

on March 29, 1948 by Pearl S. Buck, the second agent of Lao She’s works in 

America, Buck’s literary agent too, Buck revealed that Lao She was angry and could 

not bear Ward’s repeating his old tricks of altering the plot of Lihun, so much so that 

Lao She withheld the translation of Divorce by King. But King turned violent, 

telling Lao She that if it was not for his “improvement”, Lao She’s works were of 

little value. He also frightened Lao She by hiring a lawyer against him (Zhao 2015b: 

72, see also Xu Deming 2006: 195)178. Xia Tian also confirms (2009: 177) that Lao 

She, with the help of Pearl S. Buck, sued Evan King “for having pirated his works”. 

All this shows that Ward/King is not really respectful of the literary value and the 

author Lao She. I agree with Xia (2009: 97) that “Evan King was more an official 

than a translator or a writer at least in the 1940s when he translated Luotuo Xiangzi”. 

King’s Rickshaw Boy is not reciprocal because whilst Ward himself gained benefits 

from his translation both in terms of economic capital and cultural capital, to borrow 

a term from Bourdieu, the author, Lao She, suffered both economically and 

culturally although he eventually obtained half of the royalties for Xiangzi the 

                                                 
177For detailed information about Guo, see Xia (2009: 176). 
178Because this is a narrative online which is not paginated, the page is added by me. The source of 
this online narrative is found and thus its reliability is confirmed.The author Zhao Wuping examined 
the Lao She’s archives in the Butler Library of Columbia University to come to his conclusion (see 
Zhao 2015b: 68-88).  
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translation (Zhao 2015b: 87).  

As for the other parties concerning this project, the publisher is another key 

player. According to Xia’s study, Reynal & Hitchcock179 was well established “as a 

reliable publisher” (2009: 98-99) when it was publishing King’s translation 

Rickshaw Boy. This publisher no doubt reaped much from this project. But it cannot 

be decided whether King initiated the translation and went to contact this publisher 

or the publisher recommended this novel to him. Anyway, the cover of the novel is 

not friendly to the Chinese people and Chinese culture. It cannot be ascertained 

either whether Ward was consulted when the cover was designed, because if it had 

been, Ward should have pointed out to the publisher that the Chinese people had 

long stopped keeping pigtails. Having been a diplomat in China for 19 years and 

lauded as an American who knew the Orientals as few Americans did, Ward was 

responsible to inform the publisher of the misrepresentation. Or it is possible that he 

acquiesced in the design to cater to the imagination and taste of the general 

American readership at that time about their stereotyped China and Chinese culture, 

prioritising the economic profit over fact and truth. The follow-up translations of 

Xiangzi into other European languages based on Rickshaw Boy certainly generated 

more capital and fame to both Lao She and Ward, but the problem is that such 

translations are the relay of wrongly informed message, producing unimaginable 

misunderstanding of the intention of the author and the source culture.  

To sum up, reciprocity is not achieved in Xiangzi, a manipulated translation 

project, although in the model formulated manipulated translation is legitimisable 

for its potential towards reciprocity. First, relating to the passive entities in this 

project, the ST was harmed in that it was altered dramatically in the TT and the 

Chinese culture was damaged because the TT conveyed a misrepresentation of the 

Chinese people. Second, with respect to the active parties, the author was deeply 

hurt because his intention was changed and he also suffered economically. The 

translator harvested both economic and cultural capital, but at the cost of the author. 

Also in connection with the active parties, the Chinese people were inflicted 
                                                 
179Xia’s analysis of this publisher is convincing and insightful (Xia 2009: 98-99). 
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because the translation reinforced the stereotype of them as exotic and erotic on the 

part of Western readers as Ward rewrote by spicing up sex scenes in various places 

in the novel (e.g. 1945: 76-77, 270, 271, 323, 329, 363 vs Lao [1939]1999: 282, 394, 

394, 426, 429, 443). As mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, in such a project, 

the translator could have been honest and given what was due to Lao She 

economically, and reminded the publisher of the cover design. Meanwhile, just like 

what Goldblatt did to Mo Yan (Xie 2015: 5), he could also have informed Lao She 

that he was not happy with Lao She’s ending so he would like to change it for the 

sake of better sale. If so, reciprocity might have been realised.  

5.2.2 Ethical non-reciprocity in translation of semi-literary text 

This case of ethical non-reciprocity in translation of semi-literary text is from 

Danish translation theorist, Cay Dollerup180. According to a study by Dollerup, there 

are many culturally embedded texts which, when translated to other cultures, are 

turned into something different. Here a hypothesis underlining Dollerup’s study is 

discernible: the “culturally embedded texts” can remain the same after translation 

(2008: 48). In fact it is impossible; for anything after translation will have changed, 

whether in form or in content. In other words, difference is absolute while sameness 

is relative. The crucial point is that the translation should aim at achieving as much 

equivalence as possible to the source text (see Tan 2012: 14) if the situation of the 

project requires and allows so. If not, as discussed in the development of the model 

in Chapter 4, a choice of not-translating or manipulated translation may be 

preferable.  

One of Dollerup’s examples is the translation of his National Hymn. In his view, 

it should not be translated at all. When translated, as he sees it, the “solemnity and 

dignity this hymn conveys to the Danish audiences” are often lost. The most serious 

problem to him is the one that occurred to the English translation by the American 

poet William Wadsworth Longfellow, who rendered the original hymn “in a 

singable form (c.1850), a translation used in performances by choruses in the US” 

(Dollerup 2008: 49). For Dollerup, the translation of the Danish National (or Royal) 

                                                 
180Because I have no Danish I choose to trust what Dollerup narrates in the essay and have not tried 
to find the Danish national hymn and Longfellow’s rendition to compare. I didn’t manage to email to 
Dollerup for confirmation about his stance either because his essay has said enough about it.  
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Hymn into English is very problematic because it “renders a cultural and national 

gem to showy spectacle” (ibid). The national anthem accordingly suffers.  

Dollerup uses this example to show his stance that “not everything that is local 

can become global and there are texts that will remain completely alien in other 

cultures” (ibid) because they “do not contribute to our shared global and 

international understanding” (ibid). He is right in this aspect; it is close to the 

not-translating alternative in the reciprocity model developed in this study, which 

constitutes a more ethical choice concerning certain translation projects. This 

example is a case of non-reciprocity in translation because seemingly the American 

audiences could enjoy foreign or Danish culture from the rendition of the Danish 

National Hymn, but they were not aware that the rendition was a “showy spectacle” 

in the eyes of an expert or experienced and conscientious translator from the source 

culture. Great harm thus had been inflicted on both the ST and TT. At the same time, 

the Danish culture was harmed and the American audiences were deceived.  

As a case of non-reciprocity, what can be done to make the translation of such 

culturally rich semi-literary texts ethical if they have to be translated? Dollerup sees 

translation roughly in three kinds: imposition, requisition, and negotiation or 

agreement (2008: 35). He argues rightly that more and more translations should be 

the result of negotiation or agreement rather than imposition or requisition. Via 

negotiation or agreement, the languages/cultures and different parties involved can 

benefit mutually rather than one of them benefits while the others suffer. This 

promotion of negotiated translation has an affinity with part of the model I 

developed in Chapter 4.  

5.2.3 Ethical non-reciprocity in translation of non-literary text 

As regards the translation of practical texts, as expounded above, reciprocity is 

chiefly achieved in the accurate transfer of information/knowledge contained in the 

source text. When the information/knowledge is transferred or ‘truthfully’ rewritten, 

the ST author, the target reader and the client all benefit from the project. But in fact, 

because translation ethics is largely concerned with the interpersonal relationship in 

addition to the intertextual relationship between the ST and TT, even when a source 

text is well translated, the translation project may not necessarily constitute an 

ethical or reciprocal project. The example given by Anthony Pym (2012: 76-81) 

about a historical professional translator can illustrate this clearly.  
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During the ninth century in Baghdad, the translator Hunain ibn Ishâq did 

translations from Greek to Syriac and Arabic about a certain book on bones181. The 

translations involved two different clients. The relationship between the translator 

Hunain and one of the two clients gave rise to problems ethically. Let us first see 

how Hunain became a translator. Hunain did not intend to be a translator initially. 

According to Badawi, Pym’s source, anecdotally, Hunain wished to study medicine 

from doctor ibn Masawaih who later happened to be Hunain’s first client as he 

wanted the bone book to be translated into Syriac. But Masawaih, the first client, 

refused with scorn this then young man (Pym 2012: 78). Rejected from the field of 

medicine, the young Hunain was said to study Greek and Arabic seriously and 

developed himself into a linguistic professional, a translator and, at the same time, 

“a gifted physician in his own right” (ibid). Such a translator, when asked to 

retranslate the book on bones into Syriac for this specific client, doctor Masawaih 

“with maximum clarity and detail” (Badawi 1968/1987: 34, in Pym 2012: 76), did 

not refuse the requirement but finished the task as requested, without showing any 

disrespect for the client or the demands although we know between them there used 

to be conflict. So far, it can be seen that Hunain, as a professional translator, 

manifests professionalism in the translating job. 

It is then in his third translation, in Pym’s words, i.e. his retranslation of the book 

on bones into Arabic that something goes wrong in terms of ethics as conceived in 

this study. At that time, Hunain the translator was older, “more sure of himself, and 

more capable of imposing his own criteria” in translating (Pym 2012: 79). In other 

words, the translator at issue “having become truly professional, was worthy of trust 

and was now responsible for all his decisions” (ibid) as “the best of translators” of 

his time in Baghdad (ibid: 80), because at the time his second client abu Ga’far 

Muhammad Musa, the caliph of Baghdad, did not give him any instruction on how 

to translate but rather left all decisions to him, in contrast to the first situation where 

the client the doctor asked for “maximum clarity”. This abu Ga’far Muhammad 

Musa, the second client, according to Pym, is probably no less influential than 

                                                 
181According to Pym, the book is named “Galen’s Book on Bones” and the narration about Hunain’s 
translations is in the following quote from Badawi: “Sergios had translated it into Syriac, and not 
very well. Then I [Hunain, my adding] translated it a few years ago on behalf of Yuhanna ibn 
Masuye [or Masawaih, Pym’s original adding]. In my translation, I aimed to develop the ideas with 
maximum clarity and detail, for this man [Masawaih, Pym’s original adding] loves clear speech and 
constantly invites us to it. Since then, I have re-translated it into Arabic for abu Ga’far Muhammad 
ibn Musa” (Badawi 1968/1987: 34, in Pym 2012: 76). 
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al-Khwārizmī, the founder of algebra, hence commands much authority. 

Such a translator in front of such a client, what wrong did he commit then? 

Because of the translator’s impeccable reputation qua translator, the client decided 

to pay him for his medical translations in gold by the weight of the translations. At 

this news, the legendary translator “reportedly ordered especially heavy paper to be 

made” for his translations and, for this, he became enormously rich as an individual 

(Pym 2012: 80). Regardless of the “veracity of the anecdote” (ibid) as Pym reminds 

his readers, the validity of the example about this translator is doubtless. It is not 

wrong for a translator to become rich, but it is absolutely wrong for him to become 

rich that way. It is a typical case in which the translator has got the upper hand, and 

then wields his advantage to the disadvantage of the client. As a consequence, it is a 

good example of non-reciprocity because linguistically, the client certainly gets 

what is needed from the translation, and the translator seemingly obtains what he 

wants too, and even more than his due, but the client concerned is in fact cheated, 

disadvantaged and harmed in a sense although he may very well be wealthy enough 

not to care at all. 

What is more, in Pym’s eyes, when the translator Hunain decided to order heavy 

paper for the translations, the ‘individual person’ in the translator outworked the 

‘professional translator’, a case in point of individuality beating professionalism. To 

Pym, it seems that individuality and professionalism can be divided and as such the 

translator is “only free to act as a translator, not as an individual” (2012: 80). In this 

case, it is true that Hunain should not have exercised too much of his individuality 

to dominate his professionalism. But in other cases, the situation may be inverted. 

That is, a translator should exercise his individuality to dispel his professionalism as 

Baker discusses (Baker 2006, Chesterman & Baker 2008). Individuality and 

professionalism cannot be completely separated but have to be weighed on the part 

of the translator in question in each and every specific context.  

Meanwhile, as Pym reflects while discussing this case, the relationship between 

the translator and the client/publisher/commissioner is not always stable or fixed. 

Instead, it is dynamic in the sense that a translator and other parties are not static but 

in the process of changing all the time, depending upon who might be involved in 

the relationship. In other words, the element of time has to be considered in 

translation ethics because a translator is always a “becoming” translator (Robinson 

2012: 212; also see the case of Xu Jun cited in section 4.3.2.1 of Chapter 4). 
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Whenever the translator is in a dominating position and dominates the translation 

project or the other way round, i.e., the translator is in a dominated position and is 

dominated by other potential parties concerning a translation project, meanwhile the 

dominating party should show more regard to the weaker but fail to or even take 

advantage of their upper hand, it constitutes a case of non-reciprocity as attested to 

our ethical model of reciprocity informed by both Ricoeurian and Confucian 

reciprocity.   

5.3 Cases where reciprocity is not relevant 

The model of ethical reciprocity in translation is meant to have wide or general 

applicability, but it does not mean that in reality it can be applied to all and any 

translation projects. In some cases where the translator is predisposed to translate 

according to external command, deprived of the capacity to exercise his/her agency, 

even if they make efforts, reciprocity will not be realised, and reciprocity becomes 

irrelevant. In what follows, I will address some examples of such cases concerning 

the translation of literary works, semi-literary texts and non-literary texts. 

Meanwhile, translation of intelligence for military actions in times of war or radical 

political conflicts obviously cannot be reciprocal either; in such translation projects, 

the translators no doubt translate with a clear purpose to defeat the enemy or the 

opponent. 

5.3.1 Translation projects of literary text 

The application of the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ depends on the 

translator’s and other possible participants’ agency in interaction with each other 

towards reciprocity in the form of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits to the 

passive entities and active parties in/around the translation project. Being in a 

pivotal position, insofar as a translator is not able to exercise his/her agency to 

negotiate with other active parties like the author, the client/publisher/commissioner, 

for reciprocity, his/her agency is strictly controlled, even susceptible to be 

compressed to nil, as shown in the diagram of Translator Figure 2 in section 4.3.3.1 

of Chapter 4, reciprocity then is impossible and then irrelevant in such translation 

projects even if the translator may have the motivation to pursue reciprocity.  
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In the history of translation in contemporary China, there is a special institution 

that plays an immense role in translating Chinese literature, especially 

contemporary literature (see Ni Xiuhua 2011). That institution recruits many foreign 

translators to help it to do the job. One of them is the Australian translator, 

translation studies scholar Bonnie S. McDougall182, who gives a detailed account of 

the institution from her own experience (McDougall 2011). The description of her 

translation experiences in the institution shows well that not all translations can be 

accomplished reciprocally, in some instead, reciprocity is not relevant. Let us see 

why. 

The institution in question is the Foreign Language Press (FLP), founded in 1952 

and stationed in Beijing. It is an institution that “operates on a significantly different, 

non-European model” (McDougall 2011: 2) because it is no ordinary institution. In 

McDougall’s words, it “was a part of a massive state apparatus for controlling 

information” (ibid: 3), for “the release of information about China to the world” 

(ibid: 27). It is set up after the establishment of the People’s Republic of China with 

a specific task to reshape the image of China to the outside world in the cold war era, 

as Ni Xiuhua’s research confirms (Ni 2011: 29-30). Although Ni’s study is 

concerned with the period from 1949-1966 while McDougall worked there in the 

early 1980s, the atmosphere and work process of the institution did not see much 

change until the late 1980s.  

In this institution, editors and translators team up to work independently of each 

other. The editors are chiefly graduates of Chinese language and literature who have 

little, if not any knowledge of foreign languages or cultures (McDougall 2011: 51, 

see also Ni 2011: 37). The translators are responsible to the editors. In McDougall’s 

words, “[t]he roles played by editors and translators were vertically segregated 

along a management line where translators were instructed by editors who in turn 

were following instructions from higher up” (2011: 67). In terms of text selection 

for translation, the translators almost have no say because all the literary texts have 

been selected by the editors or staff at higher ranks, and have been censored before 

translation (ibid: 68, 70, my emphasis).  

                                                 
182McDougall is an Australian and she works with the largest translation team in the FLP where there 
are also many other translation sections for other major or minor languages. According to Ni’s survey, 
from 1949-1966, there are altogether 22 target languages, with English being the largest and most 
important, and in fact many books are relay translated in the world via the FLP English translations 
(see Ni 2011: 41, McDougall 2011: 31)  
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The situation is more “sensitive” (ibid: 70) vis-à-vis the translation of modern and 

contemporary literature. For, according to McDougall, another institution, i.e. the 

Chinese Writers Association, plays a decisive role in ensuring that the texts chosen 

for translation are ‘politically correct’. Although some junior editors at times do 

exercise their agency in recommending texts for translation, “their range of choices 

was contained within the bureau’s primary mission to produce and control 

information about China for the outside world” (ibid: 72).  

As for the translators in the FLP, which sponsors a major magazine Chinese 

Literature183 responsible for translating Chinese literature, they often go with their 

names unrecognised for their translation. As McDougall states, “only a few items 

ended up under my name and are included on my list of publications” (ibid: 79). 

There is no difference in individual cases concerning the translators, for they are 

treated in the same way. All these descriptions by McDougall about the FLP and the 

translators’ work are similar to the depiction in Ni Xiuhua’s study (2011). According 

to Ni, the translators in the FLP become “unit persons” (2011: 36) whose 

subjectivity is largely undermined or even completely eviscerated. The overstress of 

the political function of such translations gives rise to the evisceration of the 

translators’ agency or, turned their individual subjectivity into faceless collective 

subjectivity (ibid: 39). 

In retrospect, McDougall claims that “[f]rom a teacher’s perspective, the FLP’s 

translations from the 1950s to the end of the century, with the exception of the 

Panda list184, had become a harmful influence185, restricting a comprehensive view 

of modern Chinese literature both in the narrowness of its cannon and in the 

mediocrity of its translations” (McDougall 2011: 42). As she points out further, the 

problem with the translation of literary works by the FLP is that “little or no 

                                                 
183According to Ni Xiuhua, the FLP altogether issues 4 key magazines: People’s China, set up in 
1950 published in languages of English, French, and Indonesian, China Pictorial, set up in 1950 too, 
published in 16 languages in 1958, Peking Review, established in 1958 published in 5 foreign 
languages like English and French, and Chinese Literature, established in 1951 in English and in 
French in 1964 (Ni 2011: 30). This last magazine Chinese Literature, since its inception, has been 
afforded topmost priority in promoting the image of the PRC (ibid: 31). It was discontinued in the 
year 2000 (McDougall 2011: 33).  
184Geng Qiang in his PhD dissertation reveals that, largely for the efforts on the part of Yang Xianyi 
and his wife Gladys Yang, translations of the Panda list for Chinese literature generally succeed in its 
first decade from 1981 to 1989 although “only a few translations from the book series enjoyed a 
better reception among readers” in the US and UK (Geng 2010: 4, 7). 
185For Ni Xiuhua, however, despite the fact that all translations at the FLP and Chinese Literature 
have to be subjected to filtering and choices through multi-layers, they play an important role in 
promoting the image of the newly founded PRC and in highlighting its status as an independent 
nation-state in its first 17 years from 1949 to 1966 (2011: 44). 
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attention was given to the literary qualities of the translation” although the English 

used “was competent and idiomatic” under the checking and double-checking 

system at work in the FLP from the 1950s through the end of the 1980s (ibid: 82). 

As seen from McDougall’s, Ni Xiuhua’s and Geng Qiang’s studies, the major 

problem in the translation of the FLP is that the translators principally cannot 

exercise their agency or wield their subjectivity in text choice, translation strategies 

and translator’s preface composition. Ni (2011: 34) sums well too that the final state 

of the translations is not decided by the translators or editors. When the translations 

reach the hand of the audience eventually, they may have been adulterated by many 

unidentifiable hands and minds. Because the translators cannot be responsible for 

their work, the reciprocity in terms of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits 

between active parties and passive entities concerning a translation project cannot 

be achieved and seen. This fact that the strictly politically-conditioned environment 

as shown here prevents the realisation of reciprocity does not mean the model of 

reciprocity fails or not general enough but instead has its limitation in addressing 

extreme institutional translation cases, because, as found in Buddhist sutra 

translations in the Tang Dynasty, also translation projects in institutions, reciprocity 

is well accomplished (see Wang Tiejun 2006: 248-50).   

5.3.2 Translation projects of semi-literary text 

In the previous section, it is illuminated that it will be hard for reciprocity to be 

achieved in the translation projects of literary texts if the agents are subjected to 

strict politicisation in institutions and then the model is not relevant. In fact, 

translation projects of semi-literary texts make no exception if they are in similar 

circumstances. This can be seen clearly in the FLP case. Because the difference is 

just in the text type, no detailed discussion is needed here. 

5.3.3 Translation projects of non-literary text 

In the above two sections, it has been shown that it is impossible for reciprocity to 

be achieved in translation projects of literary and semi-literary texts in a strictly 

politicised circumstance and thenthe model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ 

becomes irrelevant. Likewise, it will be the same when non-literary texts are 

translated in a similar situation. 



215 
 

This can be seen in the studies of institution translation again. In this connection, 

TS scholar Kaisa Koskinen, an ex-translator for the European Commission, reveals 

a lot. According to her, translation plays a crucial role in maintaining the linguistic 

diversity of Europe, but the translation process shows that reciprocity cannot be 

realised in institutionalised translations of non-literary texts there.   

As Koskinen states, “[t]he institutions of the European Union have been built to 

fulfil particular tasks. In order to accomplish their tasks, the institutions produce 

agreements, legislations, policy papers, reports, rulings and decisions. That is, they 

produce texts” (ibid: 49). All these texts cannot be said to be literary or semi-literary 

but absolutely practical non-literary texts. They have to be translated to ‘speak’ to a 

particular audience.  

Kokinen finds that, in the EU, translation is in fact prevalent in all sectors, but in 

the European Commission, itself being an enormous translation entity, the 

Directorate-General for Translation (DGT), the largest translation agency in the 

world in Koskinen’s words, is set up to facilitate the operation of the Commission 

for 25 member states in 20 different languages (ibid: 69). DGT, this particular 

institution, becomes the study object for her ethnographic research, the Finnish Unit 

under the DGT being her focus. Her textual case is made up of “the unpublished 

preliminary drafts of a Communication (COM(2001)678) as well as the two Finnish 

translations” (ibid: 119).  

From her study, we learn that, all institutional translations share something 

fundamental in common: “the translations are constrained and controlled by the 

translating institutions, and the official nature of the institution endows the 

documents with authority and performative power” (2008: 2, my emphasis). 

Meanwhile, as she states, “[i]nstitutional text production can be described as a 

relatively stable, controlled, or standardized, and normative form of activity” (ibid: 

7, my emphasis).  

Specifically, what Koskinen finds is as follows, quite like the situation of the FLP 

discussed above, although not a completely state-controlled department. First, in 

opposition to what Andrew Chesterman claims (1997: 194) that, “[l]anguage is 

individual186, translation is a personal act. I myself must take responsibility for what 

I say and how I say it, and to whom I choose to speak”, the situation as Koskinen 

                                                 
186As explicated in section 4.2.1, Chapter 4, language, as I see it, is both individual and public, rather 
than just “individual” or just “public”.  
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finds it is highly different: In the European Commission, “language is not individual 

but quite heavily controlled, and translation is not a personal act but a collective 

process, where I as an individual translator can only assume a limited responsibility 

for what I say, to whom and how” (Koskinen 2008: 24), as “an instrument of 

multilingualism” (ibid: 25). Second, it is found that “[t]he overall impression one 

gets from these communication and language policy documents is that even though 

translation is a core activity, and multilingualism is praised as a core element of EU 

policy, the potential provided by the large in-house translator crew has not been 

realized, and translation remains an invisible activity perceived as a form of 

mechanical code-switching. The expertise of trained translators in issues such as 

readability, cultural adaptation and audience design remains untapped in high-level 

policy papers” (ibid: 67, my emphasis). 

And third, according to Koskinen, although translators in DGT are A-level 

officials like other Commission officials in the hierarchy of offices with the same 

pay and benefits, they, however, as Koskinen stresses, feel that they do not have 

“substance value” but “instrumental value” (ibid: 92), and have difficulty in 

identifying with their peers (ibid: 93). The translators are physically divorced from 

other officials for most DGs are located in Brussels while the translators for the 

Commission are in Luxembourg, stationed in an independent building. As to the 

translation process, the translators have “very limited contacts with any other 

stakeholders; they are never or seldom in contact with the source text writers, or 

even with the requesters, and never or seldom with the users of their products” (ibid: 

95), who are every so often alive and available in theory, as Emma Wagner, another 

EU professional translator mentioned above, has highlighted as well (Chesterman & 

Wagner 2002: 17). 

Koskinen also finds that “[t]he high number of mistranslations indicates lack of 

time and also limited revision” (ibid: 140). She even finds that “slips and errors” are 

“a normal part of translation work” in the EU translation, partly owing to the fact 

that “there is not always time for a comparative reading of the source text and the 

translation” (ibid: 141). This finding seconds what Wagner has disclosed in her 

discussion with Chesterman. Wagner also stresses that the comments from their 

in-house clients or customers are strikingly and depressively revealing: “they take 

linguistic quality for granted”; what they prioritise is “deadline” (Chesterman & 

Wagner 2002: 84). 
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Moreover, “[s]ince the translated text has been processed two times more than the 

original, the translation appears to be even more institutionalized than the English 

[ST]” (Koskinen 2008: 141). She concludes therefore that the translators in such 

organizations are not agents of change but rather institutional actors like a cog in a 

huge machine. In the conclusion of her study focussing on recognition, Koskinen 

writes, “[i]n the everyday life of the Commission, other officials do not regularly 

meet and mingle with translators, and translation remains an invisible practice to 

them. Translators, consequently, do not feel that they are an integral part of the 

organization, but rather feel like a ‘necessary evil’” (2008: 150-51, my emphasis), 

and consequently, “in institutional translation, the voice that is to be heard is that of 

the translating institution – not that of any individual writer, nor that of the 

translator” (ibid: 48, my emphasis). 

In brief, it is obvious that the translators in the EU do not have the necessary 

subjectivity to exercise their full agency in the translation work; instead, they are 

subjected to the rules and norms of the institution from start to finish as an 

institutionalised part of a huge running machine. In terms of the passive entities of 

text, language and culture, only the first two, i.e. text and language are involved. It 

cannot be said that the texts and languages benefit or not because standardisation 

comes first. As for culture, national cultures are muted and what is stressed is the 

European culture as a whole. When it comes to the active parties of individuals, 

collectivities and nations, the EU thinks of the translations as good to the European 

people and peoples, but the translators think of themselves as just instruments, not 

caring too much of the European culture but rather their home culture. As such, 

reciprocity as conceived cannot be accomplished and it is hard to say that the model 

of ethics of reciprocity is relevant.  

To conclude, in this chapter, the model of ‘ethics of reciprocity in translation’ is 

tested to various text types in different categories of reciprocal cases, non-reciprocal 

cases, and cases where reciprocity cannot be achieved and then the model becomes 

irrelevant. Reciprocity is realisable in different texts in various forms, like 

not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation and manipulated translation. But in certain 

cases, some parties benefit at the cost of other parties whether on the micro or 

macro level. In such cases, translators and other participants are supposed to make 

more efforts to help achieve reciprocity. Lastly, the examples in the third part of this 

chapter show that when the translators are strictly controlled externally or cannot 
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exercise their agency to be responsible for their decisions and choices, it is 

impossible for reciprocity to be realised and then the model becomes irrelevant.  

So far, the major tasks of the research have been accomplished, and it will 

proceed to its conclusion in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 6 CONCLUSION 

This chapter brings the dissertation to its conclusion. It will first give an account of 

the landscape of translation ethics as it is. And then, the ‘ethics of reciprocity in 

translation’ as a valid model of ethics in translation is recapitulated, with its major 

contributions adumbrated. After specifying the limitations of the study, the chapter 

draws to its close by suggesting potential for further research. 

6.1 The landscape of translation ethics 

As a highly complex area involving issues of texts, languages and cultures as well 

as individuals, collectivities and larger communities like peoples or nations, 

translation ethics has drawn intensive attention in the field of TS in recent decades. 

Both in the West and China, scholars have gone to great lengths to address it, but as 

discussed in Chapter 1 and further scrutinised in Chapter 2, there are profuse 

problems in the various models and views. Not only is there the issue of absence of 

a clear definition of the subject matter, but also confusing uses of the key concepts 

of translation, ethics and translation ethics. As such, in Chapter 2, ethics, translation 

and translation ethics are critically delimited with a view to paving the way for the 

formulation of a new and more comprehensive model. 

To begin with, ethics is examined broadly and it is concluded that normative 

ethics is the main body. Metaethics or analytical ethics and descriptive ethics are in 

the final analysis for the development of normative ethics. In the West, ethics has 

been approached principally in three ways: virtue ethics, deontological ethics 

exemplified by Kantian deontology and consequentialist ethics. Virtue ethics 

evaluates the agent or character in terms of excellence or virtue; Kantian deontology 

thinks an act, right for itself, is right, judging the act per se; and consequentialist 

ethics works by seeing whether the consequence of an act is good for the largest 

proportion of the people involved or affected. In China, Confucian ethics has 

withstood the test of time and is still prevalent for its strength as a unification of 

both normative and virtue ethics (Liu Yuli 2011). Normative ethics is about how to 

alleviate harm and increase benefits in human encounters in practice and help 

people understand underlying moral justifications in theory (Driver 2007: 4). It is 
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thus teleological and prospective, practical and prescriptive. This is an essential 

property of ethics and articulates the reason why first and foremost ethics is 

important. At the same time, more importantly, great ethics is able to explain human 

actions ethically. When applied to translation, no exception should be made187. 

After ethics, translation, the other crucial issue for a more embrasive model of 

translation ethics, is reconceptualised. As a complicated concept and practice too, 

translation is construed as consisting of three dimensions: translator the agent, 

translating the process and translation the product, which are all related to ethics. It 

is argued that the definition of translation has to be made with and by the pivotal 

agent the translator. In other words, they are mutually defined. In section 2.2.1, 

translation is defined: “starting from the translator and based on his/her 

interpretation and potential interaction with other parties, translation is a 

prioritised rewriting of a source text in the language of the target text”. I also argue 

that in the final analysis the translator constitutes the dynamic starting point and the 

key to translation ethics. 

Thus, starting from the agency of the translator, translation ethics will see what 

translators and translations can do in terms of harm and benefits, and how to 

minimise harm while increasing benefits. But, because translation as a complex 

activity often involves more than the translator the pivotal agent, other possible 

parties have to be reckoned with as well. Meanwhile, in addition to texts and 

individuals, translation also entails languages and cultures, as well as collectivities 

and larger communities like nations. Texts, languages and cultures are classified as 

passive entities and objects of actions because they cannot exercise any agency by 

themselves. Individuals, collectivities and nations or peoples are classified as active 

parties for they can wield agency in or on the translation although at the same time 

they can also be affected like passive entities. Individuals include the translator, the 

author and the client/publisher/commissioner whilst collectivities may be in the 

form of an institution or organization. Accordingly, translation ethics is chiefly seen 

from the perspective of harm and benefits done by translators and translations to the 

parties and entities involved and affected. 

However, different from other practices or professions, translations often occur 

sporadically and anyone may set up to translate, especially with the advent of the 

                                                 
187About this, note 80 in Chapter 2 cited the concrete example of Koskinen in terms of translation 
ethics. 
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(mobile) internet and accelerated globalisation. Aside from the 

remuneration-making professionals, there are also paraprofessionals and acting 

translators undertaking this work of cross-lingual/cultural rewriting. I therefore 

choose to approach translation ethics on the basis of single translation projects so 

that it will be easier to see the possible harm and benefits produced in and by a 

translation project to the active parties and passive entities. Choosing this approach 

is also because a single translation project can be as small as a word or sentence and 

as large as a book or a series of books. In terms of translating agency, a translation 

project is open to both amateur and professional translators. Meanwhile, in reality, 

any translation is a concrete piece of work. Hermans is right when he claims that 

“[t]he normal mode of existence of a translation is not as ‘a translation’ or ‘a 

translated text’ per se, but as a translated legal document, a translated philosophical 

treatise, a translated work of literature” (1996: 40). Focussing on a single translation 

project, all the necessary elements, active or passive, can be factored ethically.  

With this framework of translation ethics, the problems of the existent models 

and views of translation ethics are seen clearly. Translation ethics is traditionally 

highlighted in such terms as faithfulness or fidelity, loyalty or responsibility on the 

part of translator and interpreter (van Wyke 2010, 2013). The focus is on ‘how to 

translate’, a notion which is deeply entrenched in the field. In the West, this stance 

can be epitomised by Rosemary Arrojo, whose statement “[t]he study of translation 

has always been, for the most part, a speculation about ethics” (1997: 5) is a clear 

indicator, because it is the case that “the study of translation” [in the West] is 

primarily a discussion of ‘how to translate’ (Tan 2004: 5) before TS developed into 

an independent discipline in its own right188. In China, Shen Lianyun undoubtedly 

typifies this notion because the major argument of his PhD thesis on translation 

ethics defended in 2014 is on ‘how to translate’ (Shen 2014), with his theme being 

“to surrender, surrender to the source text/language/culture on the part of translators” 

(ibid: I-V). On such views, translators the pivotal agents are expected not to allow 

their ideology or personal belief to intervene in the translation. Yet this, as has been 

discussed in this study, if not impossible, is difficult to accomplish in many cases 

and, in some cases, even unethical. For it has been recognised that any translation 

entails or is an act of interpretation; interpretation certainly involves personal belief, 

                                                 
188Concerning the establishment of TS as an independent discipline see note 52 in Chapter 2. 
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agency and allegiance, not to mention the fact that many source texts are too poor to 

deserve the ‘surrendering’. 

Ben van Wyke in his entry of “ethics and translation” for the Handbook of 

TS-Volume 1 (2010) sums up translation ethics in the manner of this traditional 

approach: ethics of sameness, ethics of difference and the 21st century ideas on 

ethics. Obviously he followed Venuti’s line of thinking, focussing chiefly on literary 

translation, failing to take into account the latest discussions of translation ethics by 

Chesterman, Pym, Baker and Tymoczko. His discussion is principally centred on 

intertextual relationship rather than translation ethics in its strict sense. Although 

three years later, in his new entry “translation and ethics” (2013) for The Routledge 

Handbook of Translation Studies, van Wyke discussed Chesterman and Pym, he 

seriously misread them and displayed too pessimistic a view of translation ethics 

partly because of his position steeped in postmodernist thinking. Because the two 

entries appeared quite recently (2010, 2013) in general TS instruments, they can 

serve as the latest summary of translation ethics in the West. However, van Wyke’s 

account is regretfully too inaccurate and incomprehensive to describe the vast 

landscape of translation ethics. 

This study finds that translation ethics has been approached roughly from four 

perspectives: (a) the practice or profession as a whole (e.g. various codes of conduct 

for the profession); (b) a professional translator in his/her career as a result of 

modern labor division (e.g. Chesterman’s 2001 model of commitment); (c) all 

translators or all who do translations (e.g. Pym’s 2012 views); and (d) the 

translation volume between different languages/cultures on the macro level (e.g. 

Brisset’s 2003 proposal). In each of the four, there are problems respectively. In this 

classification, the larger issues such as ideology and asymmetries of power and 

translators’ agency involved in translation are hard to see. Many important aspects 

such as typical ethical parameters ‘good and evil’ or ‘harm and benefits’ are left 

behind. The aforementioned single-translation-project-based approach instead 

covers all the first three perspectives except (d), i.e. the volume imbalance model. 

This volume model, proposed by Annie Brisset (2003, 2011) about the situation 

beyond a single translation project with the element of time sequence considered, is 

more political than ethical (see discussion in Chapter 1). 

From this perspective of the translator’s agency, I find that the major models and 

views of translation ethics in the West can be seen in three main streams and the 
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various approaches in China are largely represented in the proposals by three 

scholars, Yang, Luo and Liu. In the West, the first is the translator’s agency-limited 

(profession-oriented) model, typically represented by Chesterman. The second is the 

translator’s agency-enhancing (interventionist) model, manifested largely in the 

writings of Robinson, Venuti, Baker and Tymoczko. And, translator’s 

entry-free-agency-limited (all-can-translate) model epitomised by Pym comes third. 

They all have their insights and strengths, but at the same time weaknesses are also 

easily identifiable. In China, it is found that the major models are inadequate or 

insufficient in one way or another as well. 

These models or views of translation ethics in the West and China are not 

comprehensive or effective enough to address the complex ethical issues involved in 

translation. In view of this, this thesis undertakes to develop a more comprehensive 

model, a model with greater explanatory power and principled guiding force, named 

the ‘Ethics of Reciprocity in Translation’ model as presented below. 

6.2 The ethics of reciprocity in translation as a valid model of ethics 

in translation 

Translation as an enormously complex human activity, concerns itself with persons, 

nations, identities, ideas, text, style, language and culture, similarity and 

alterity/difference, always involving at least two parties/entities, whether in the form 

of individuals/collectivities/nations as active parties or, text/language/culture as 

passive entities. The harm and mutual benefits produced in and by a translation 

project may fall on both active parties and passive entities. At the same time, the 

active parties may exert influence on the project, i.e. the passive entities. 

The study finds that, because any translation project entails three dimensions (its 

agents, the process and its product), translation ethics will necessarily combine 

virtue ethics and principle ethics to evaluate the agents, process and consequence in 

terms of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits. It should aim at helping reveal and 

minimise harm while increasing mutual benefits in/by translation to the parties and 

entities involved or affected.  

For the innately involved pairs of active parties and passive entities, the concept 

of reciprocity has been employed in this model as it presupposes two sides or two 
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parties and a mutual relationship between them. In particular, Ricoeurian reciprocal 

ethics in the West and Confucian reciprocal ethics in China are made use of to 

create a joined framework to deal with translation involving both equal and unequal 

parties. Confucian reciprocity is given more prominence because it addresses 

asymmetrical power relations with the concept of wulun apart from equal relations 

and allows the possibility of a junzi-type role on the part of the agents for larger 

missions or higher values with the concept of junzi. Also, with shu and zhong, 

meaning respectively “not effecting on others what you don’t desire” and “being 

honest and doing one’s best”, mutually other-regarding interaction is stressed as an 

important part of Confucian reciprocity. Ricoeurian reciprocal ethics is more 

philosophical. It is insightful for its emphasis of reciprocity between self and 

(familiar and strange) other, between autonomy and vulnerability and between equal 

parties. Confucian reciprocity and Ricoeurian reciprocity are joined reciprocally so 

that both equal and unequal parties involved in translation can be tackled in the 

model of reciprocal translation ethics. 

Applied to translation, the ethics of reciprocity centres on a translation project, 

whereby active parties such as individuals, collectivities and nations, and passive 

entities including texts, languages and cultures ought not to be harmed but rather 

mutually benefited. They constitute the content of the ethical reciprocity. Because of 

the complexity of text, dynamicity of the translator and varying values involved in a 

translation project, to achieve reciprocity, three general alternatives are open for 

translators and other possible agents: not-translating, ‘equivalent’ translation and 

manipulated translation. In other words, reciprocity is centred on the pivotal agent 

the translator’s decision about whether to translate (reciprocity from not-translating); 

what to translate (reciprocity in content and volume); and how to translate 

(reciprocity from ‘equivalent’ translation, or reciprocity from manipulated 

translation like creative rewriting of imaginative works, including both thin and 

thick translations). 

Translators and other potential agents are faced with these three alternatives for 

various factors and the three important relations regarding a translation project. First, 

the ST is of different type and quality and the TT needed may be a gist or summary. 

Second, there are acting, paraprofessional and professional translators who are of 

different competence and allegiances. Third, the interpersonal/intercultural 

relationship concerning a translation project comes first compared with the 
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person-textual relation, which is in turn more important than the intertextual relation 

owing to the possible higher values involved like national identity. No/minimal 

harm and mutual benefits are produced to those active parties and passive entities, 

but manifest differently, the former being paramount, i.e. the passive entities being 

produced by the parties and for the parties. In other words, the principle and 

ideal/virtue/value of reciprocity in the form of no/minimal harm and mutual benefits 

is universal or general, but the manifestations of reciprocity in no/minimal harm and 

mutual benefits are particular in the context of a project. The stakeholders like 

translators, authors, readers, and the client/commissioner/publisher are of dynamic 

relationships in terms of power and status. Similarly, the texts, languages and 

cultures in play are also often not of an equal relationship. 

Based on the delineation of the content of ethical reciprocity in translation and 

the three general choices for achievement of reciprocity on the part of translators 

and other potential participants, the model is developed. It can be conveyed in the 

following fashion: centring around a translation project, reciprocity in terms of 

no/minimal harm and mutual benefits between the three major active parties and 

between the three key passive entities involved in or affected by the translation 

project should be achieved via the alternatives of not-translating, ‘equivalent’ 

translation or manipulated translation on the part of the 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translators and other possible agents, 

depending upon the ST (its type, quality) and the values aimed to be established by 

the project. Throughout the decisions and choices, reciprocity is a duty and virtue on 

the part of the pivotal agent the translator and other participants, a principle and 

value for guiding the process of producing the TT, a criterion against which to 

evaluate whether reciprocity as conceived above has been accomplished in the 

product the translation, and a general ethical theory to explain translation projects 

theoretically. Translation, more than a linguistic transfer, is largely a means via 

which a harmonious co-existence, reciprocal interdependence and reciprocal 

development between individuals, collectivities and nations, and between texts, 

languages, cultures, and even civilizations should be realised. 

To see its validity and possibilities, the model warrants a test on real translation 

projects. Accordingly, it is tested on three sets of projects: translation projects where 

reciprocity is realised ethically in, translation projects where reciprocity should have 

been realised but failed and translation projects where reciprocity cannot be 
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achieved and the model becomes irrelevant. In each set, three examples of literary, 

semi-literary and non-literary texts are analysed respectively, for in translation 

ethics text is indispensable and regarded as the static starting point of any 

translation project, although ethics first and foremost concerns itself with 

autonomous agents. In effect translators and other agents work via texts to produce 

TTs, or otherwise. It is arranged this way also because the model is intended to deal 

with different genres rather than any single text type. It is found that in extremely 

politicised or institutionalised settings, translators are strictly constrained to the 

point where they cannot exercise their agency to be responsible for their action, 

reciprocity then cannot be achieved and the model then is not relevant. On the 

whole, it is proved a valid comprehensive ethical model to address the complex 

ethical issues in translation. 

Another important finding of this study is that translation can be reciprocal and 

should be reciprocal for the mutual survival, mutual development of languages, 

cultures, individuals and societies.  

In conclusion, it is possible to highlight four important features of the ‘ethics of 

reciprocity in translation’ model which I have striven to formulate: First, the model 

presupposes that the active parties concerned are autonomous although not 

necessarily equal to give and take in the interaction concerning a translation project. 

In many translation projects the parties involved often have different power and 

different status. With this model, in theory and in practice, the parties involved can 

and should exercise and pursue reciprocity. Reciprocity is simultaneously a 

principle, a value anda virtue to be observed in the decisions and choices on the part 

of all those possible agents and an ideal virtue to be cultivated and practiced 

consciously and conscientiously as a disposition by all the parties as well. 

Second, the model is also able to address translation activities by amateur or even 

student translators in addition to translating practices by elitist 

translator-cum-theorists like Venuti and Arrojo. In line with this model, as long as 

these “acting translators” can meet the needs of their clientele, a relationship of 

reciprocity can result between them. That means, at the very worst, no or minimal 

harm is done, at best, mutual benefits between the parties concerned are achieved, 

with the precondition that the cooperative work between them is not evil or not 

harm-engendering; otherwise it is already not ethical. 

Third, the model is an integrated model in the sense that it addresses the multiple 
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dimensions and levels of translation ethics. In this model, any 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator can find his/her position according to 

his/her competence, agency and allegiance. One can choose to be an ordinary 

professional translator; one can also exercise his/her agency to aim high to help 

sustain or subvert a nation/culture as a larger mission insofar as s/he is accepted by 

the interacting parties and at the same time determined to face any possible risks. 

Such higher-goal may lead to higher-level reciprocity in the end. 

Finally, the model highlights the complexity of translation ethics. Translation 

ethics is not merely about the traditional faithfulness or accurate representation on 

the linguistic level, it also involves the party-called-translator’s decision not to 

undertake a project or prioritise higher-level values like life-saving, national 

identity/cultural image building, or other national interests, for which manipulation 

is often preferable to accurate transmission on the textual and linguistic levels. In 

certain cases, eschewing an accurate translation may maintain reciprocity and is 

therefore more ethical. 

In sum, the model is dynamic, integrated and multi-layered because it takes into 

consideration all the active parties who may join to produce the final product of a 

translation project. With this model, the scope of translation ethics has been 

widened from the traditional ‘how-to’, to include ‘whether-to, and ‘what-to’. The 

model can work for potential first-person translators to make decisions in ethical 

dilemmas, for third-person evaluation of a finished translation product and for 

understanding complex ethical issues involved in translation. In a nutshell, thanks to 

its comprehensibility, it can work for guiding, evaluating and explaining.  

In Chapter 1 (i.e. the Introduction) above, I have quoted Moira Inghilleri to 

highlight the insufficiency or lack of clarity in translation ethics: “we have not by 

any means reached a clear understanding of or agreement about what an ‘ethical’ 

approach actually means in the context of translation theory or practice, or the 

construction of the field itself” (2009: 100, my emphasis). With this model of ethics 

of reciprocity in translation, I believe that the hypothesis raised in Chapter 1 has 

been validly tested; that the essence of translation ethics is proved to be a concern 

over the realisation of mutual benefits and the avoidance/minimisation of harm in 

the execution of any translation project; and that a clearer view has been presented 

about the purpose, the function and the fundamental values of the ethics of 

translation.  
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6.3 Constraints or limitation of the study 

In spite of its intention to be of general applicability, the model does not and cannot 

really apply in all translation projects – it becomes irrelevant in some projects and,  

at the same time, no model whatsoever in the humanities would have that absolute 

kind of applicability. This is obviously a limitation of this model.  

Moreover, in the field of translation, undoubtedly many translators and/or 

scholars still stick firmly to the traditional view of translation, i.e. an ‘accurate’ 

representation of whatever is in the ST. For example, Martin Weston, Head of 

English Translation, Registry of the European Court of Human Rights, claims that 

“[u]nlike wholly creative writing, that is to say the production of an original text, 

translating is morally neutral, the translator’s job being to translate what is there. 

Any duty to the truth there may be is to the truth of translating what is in the text – 

for otherwise one is guilty of misrepresentation, whereas it is in the interests of the 

reader that the true content and form of expression should be known” (Weston 2003: 

149, my emphasis). This statement is not always sound in that it has been proven 

untenable to produce exactly ‘accurate’ representation of the ST; intervention is 

often inevitable and the so-called “true content” is just what the translator in 

question manages to produce if the situation requires and allows an “equivalent” 

translation to be the first choice. When such conditions as larger missions, etc. are 

not immediate goals, “accurate” representation becomes of course top priority, and 

when the desired “accurate” representation like what Shan (2004, 2013) has done as 

discussed in section 5.1.1 is implemented, reciprocity is also realised between all 

the active parties and between the passive entities involved or affected. Meanwhile, 

as stressed repeatedly, a translator can certainly exercise his/her agency to use the 

translation for larger missions. And it is common that an ST is rewritten or 

‘improved’ (cf. Eco 2003: 6), because conscious and conscientious intervention is 

more ethical in many circumstances. But how to convince those with such 

entrenched traditional views on translation like Eston may be a challenge for this 

study.  

Furthermore, the formulation of this translation ethics model is not merely for 

judging whether a translation is ethical in retrospect. It is also aimed for guiding 

decision-making and choices on the part of those involved in any translation project 

prospectively. But the examples in Chapter 5 are chiefly completed translation 
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projects. This study has not attempted to test the model on some working 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translators or their translation work in progress 

owing to the probable unreliability of interviews.  

Lastly, an ethical and responsible translator should “anticipate misunderstanding 

and misuse” of translation (Der Jagt 2010: 120) as well, s/he should develop the 

disposition to reciprocate or practise the virtue of reciprocity. Excellence in 

translation is of course demanding rather than just a modicum of bilingual 

knowledge and skills of how to use dictionaries. Chesterman is right in his arguing 

that a translator should have the desire to become a good translator (2001: 146, his 

emphasis), and van Wyke’s critique of this point is wrong (2013: 557), because 

there are certainly (professional) translators who just go about their work without 

thinking of improving consciously, let alone paying attention to larger missions, as 

pointed out by Said (1994). This point is not contradictory to the argument that any 

acting/paraprofessional/professional translator in the model can find a place, to be 

common or aim high, because there is a precondition, that is, staying common or 

aiming high should be a result of reciprocity shown in mutually other-regarding, i.e. 

such a translator’s work is accepted. My notion of a good translator is one who tries 

to develop and practice this ethics of reciprocity. One obvious weakness here might 

be that the study has not supplied an example of a bad or poor translator who failed 

to reciprocate. The reason is that there are too many to count, especially in China. 

6.4 Potential for further research 

As noted above, the test of the model is conducted on some finished translations, 

what is missing or more demanded for may be to apply the model to a number of 

more acting/paraprofessional/professional translators who work between different 

language pairs like French-Chinese, Japanese-Chinese, English-Arabic, 

English-Japanese for example, to see to what extent the model can work effectively 

and to find out its further limitations, so that it can be better refined.  

What is more, as Jenny Willams summarises well, “[a]s we have seen in this book, 

developments such as postcolonial translation and Feminist translation have raised 

ethical issues in relation to power and patronage. Much less debated have been the 

ethical dimensions of recent developments in translation technology. The question 

about whether to share one’s TMs, i.e. the product of one’s work, is an ethical 
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question – assuming of course, that translators have ownership of the TMs they 

have created, which is not always the case” (Williams 2013: 112, my emphasis). 

Not far below, she continues, “[a]n emerging area of theorizing [of translation] is in 

relation to technology. In the same way as new technologies have been influencing 

our lives in fundamental ways, so, too, are they affecting translation. While the 

groundwork for such theorizing has been laid by Cronin (2003), Pym (2004) and 

O’Hagan (2012), many questions relating to the human-machine interface, the 

ethical issues around crowdsourcing and the ownership of intellectual property such 

as TMs are in urgent need of attention” (2013: 121, my emphasis).  

Both issues pointed out by Williams are important. Despite the work by 

McDonough Dolmaya (2011b), owing to the limit of time and study scope, how to 

address the ethical aspect of the impact on translation brought about by technology, 

especially the dramatically developing mobile communications technology, is not 

covered in this study, particularly from the perspective of reciprocity. For example, 

if the translation memory developed by a translator is shared without any condition, 

it will of course produce benefits to other parties, but will it at the same time cause 

harm to no party, for example the translator in question? Williams doubts that 

translation memory can be developed individually. She may be right, but she could 

also be wrong. All these questions need further research in tandem with the change 

of translation scenarios.  
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Appendices 

Appendix I: Andrew Chesterman’s “Hieronymic Oath” (2001: 153) 
 

1. I swear to keep this Oath to the best of my ability and judgement. 
[Commitment] 

2. I swear to be a loyal member of the translators’ profession, respecting its history. 
I am willing share my expertise with colleagure and to pass it on to trainee 
translators. I will not work for unreasonable fees. I will always translate to the 
best of my ability. [Loyalty to the profession] 

3. I will use my expertise to maximize communication and minimize 
misunderstanding across language barriers. [Understanding] 

4. I swear that my translations will not represent their source texts in unfair ways. 
[Truth] 

5. I will respect my readers by trying to make my translations as accessible as 
possible, according to the conditions of each translation task. [Clarity] 

6. I undertake to respect the professional secrets of my clients and not to exploit 
clients’ information for personal gain. I promise to respect deadlines and to 
follow clients’ instructions. [Trustworthiness]  

7. I will be honest about my own qualifications and limitations; I will not accept 
work that is outside my competence. [Truthfulness] 

8. I will inform clients of unresolved problems, and agree to arbitration in cases of 
dispute. [Justice] 

9. I will do all I can to maintain and improve my competence, including all 
relevant linguistic, technical and other knowledge and skills. [Striving for 
excellence] 

 
Appendix II: Yan Cong’s “eight prerequisites on the translator” 

 
彥琮“八備”《辯正論》 

誠心愛法，志願益人，不憚久時，其備一也；將踐覺場，先勞戒足，不染譏惡，

其備二也；筌曉三藏，義貫兩乘，不苦暗滯，其備三也；旁涉墳史，工綴典詞，

不過魯拙，其備四也；襟抱平恕，器量虛融，不好專執，其備五也；耽于道術，

澹于名利，不欲高衒，其備六也；要識梵言，乃閑正譯，不墜彼學，其備七也；

薄閱蒼雅，粗諳篆隸，不昧此文，其備八也。 

  



232 
 

Bibliography 

Alitto, Guy S. (1986) The Last Confucian—Liang Shuming and the Chinese Dilemma of 
Modernity, 2nd edition, Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Ames, T. Roger (2011) Confucian Role Ethics: A Vocabulary, Hong Kong: The Chinese 
University Press. 

Ames, T. Roger (2014) ‘Locating the Confucian Person within an Interpretative Context’, 中國

比較文學 [Chinese Comparative Literature] (2): 1-15.  
Anderman, Gunilla & Margaret Rogers (eds) (1999) Word, Text, Translation, Clevedon: 

Multilingual Matters. 
Anderson, Benedict (2006) Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of 

Nationalism, revised edition, London/New York: Verso. 
Anon (1895) “The Ethics of Translation”, Macmillan’s Magazine, 72(1895: May/Oct.): 

401-406. 
Anon (1981) ‘About the Author’, in Camel Xiangzi by Lao She, trans. Shi Xiaojing, Beijing: 

Foreign Language Press.  
Appiah, Kwame Anthony ([1993]2004) ‘Thick Translation’, in Lawrence Venuti (ed.) The 

Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge, 389-401.  
Appiah, Kwame Anthony (2006) Cosmopolitanism: Ethics in a World of Strangers, New 

York/London: W.W. Norton & Company. 
Aristotle (2004) The Nicomachean Ethics, trans. J.A.K. Thomson, revised with Notes and 

Appendices by Hugh Tredennick, Introduction and Furthering Reading by Jonathan Barnes, 
London: Penguin. 

Apter, Emily S. (2006) The Translation Zone, Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
Arrojo, Rosemary (1994) ‘Fidelity and the Gendered Translation’, TTR 7(2): 147-163. 
Arrojo, Rosemary (1997a) ‘Asymmetrical Relations of Power and the Ethics of Translation’, 

TextconText 11(1): 5-24. 
Arrojo, Rosemary (1997b) ‘The “Death” of the Author and the Limits of the Translator’s 

Visibility’, in Mary Snell-Hornby, Zuanna Jettmarova, and Klaus Kaindl (eds) Translation as 
Intercultural Communication, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (1998) ‘The Revision of the Traditional Gap between Theory and Practice 
and the Empowerment of Translation in Postmodern Times’, The Translator 4(1): 25-48. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (2002) ‘Writing, Interpreting, and the Power Struggle for the Control of 
Meaning: Scenes from Kafka, Borges, and Kosztolányi’, in Maria Tymoczko and Edwin 
Gentzler (eds) Translation and Power, Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (2005) ‘The Ethics of Translation in Contemporary Approaches to Translator 
Training’, in Martha Tennent (ed.) Training for the New Millennium, Amsterdam/ 
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 225-245. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (2010) ‘Philosophy and Translation’ in Yves Gambier and Luc van Doorslaer 
(eds.) Handbook of Translation Studies, Volume 1, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 
247-51. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (2012) ‘Deconstruction, Psychoanalysis, and the Teaching of Translation’, 
Translation and Interpreting Studies 7(1): 96-110. 

Arrojo, Rosemary (2013) ‘The Relevance of Theory in TS’, in Carmen Millán and Francesca 
Bartrina (eds) Routledge Handbook of Translation Studies, Abingdon/New York: Routledge: 
117-128. 

Augst, Therese Ahern (2002) ‘Difference Becomes Antigone: Holderlin and the Ethics of 
Translation’, Seminar 38(2): 95-115. 

Aveling, Harry (2006) ‘Ethical Issues in Translation’, IDEYA 8(1): 73-81.  
Axelrod, Robert (1984) The Evolution of Cooperation, New York: Basic Books. 
Bachmann-Medick, Doris (2009) ‘Introduction: The Translational Turn’, Translation Studies, 

2(1): 2-16. 
Bai Liping 白立平 (2010) ‘“Dongru youwei, neng jiu shenyin”—Xuanji neirong pingjie’“洞入

幽微能究深隱”-選集內容評介[An Introduction to the Anthology], in Martha P. Y. Cheung 



233 
 

(ed.) An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: From Earliest Times to 
the Buddhist Project, Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Education Press, iii-xiv.   

Baker, Mona (2006) Translation and Conflict: A Narrative Account. London/New York: 
Routledge.  

Baker, Mona (2009) ‘Reframing Conflict in Translation’, in Mona Baker (ed.) Translation 
Studies: Critical Concepts in Linguistics, Volume 4, London/New York: Routledge, 189-208. 

Baker, Mona (2010) ‘Editor’s Introduction’, in Mona Baker (ed.) Critical Readings in 
Translation Studies, London/New York: Routledge, 65. 

Baker, Mona (2011a) ‘Beyond Equivalence: Ethics and Morality’, in In Other Words: A 
Coursebook on Translation, 2nd edition, London: Routledge, 275-301. 

Baker, Mona (2011b) ‘Ethics in Translator and Interpreter Training’, seminar at the TRSS (HK), 
July 25, Hong Kong.  

Baker, Mona and Carol Mainer (eds) (2011) Ethics and Curriculum, special issue of The 
Interpreter and Translator Trainer 5(1). 

Baker, Peter (1995) Deconstruction and the Ethical Turn, Gainesville: University Press of 
Florida. 

Barnett, Clive (2005) ‘Ways of Relating: Hospitality and the Acknowledgement of Otherness’, 
Progress in Human Geography 29(1): 5-21. 

Bartlett, George (1955) “Robert Spencer Ward Knows Orientals As Few Americans”, St. 
Petersburg Times, December 4: 3-B. 

Barnstone, Willis (1993) The Poetics of Translation, New Haven/London: Yale University 
Press. 

Barokass-Emanuel, Noga (2001) ‘Ethics in Translation: An Exploration through Art, 
Dramatization, Literary and Political Texts’, MA thesis, Montreal: Concordia University. 

Basalamah, Salah (2007) ‘Translation Rights and the Philosophy of Translation: Remembering 
the Debts of the Original’, in Paul St-Pierre and Prafulla C. Kar (eds) In Translation: 
Reflections, Refractions, Transformations, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 117-32. 

Basile, Elena (2005) ‘Responding to the Enigmatic Address of the Other’, New Voices in 
Translation Studies, 1: 12-30. 

Bassnett, Susan (1996) ‘The Meek or the Mighty: Reappraising the Role of the Translator’, in 
Álvarez Román & M. Carmen-África Vidal (eds.) Translation, Power, Subversion, Bristol: 
Multilingual Matters. 

Bassnett, Susan (1998) ‘When is a Translation not a Translation’, in Susan Bassnett and André 
Lefevere Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary Translation, Clevedon, UK: Multilingual 
Matters. 

Bassnett, Susan (2002) Translation Studies, 3rd edition, London: Routledge. 
Bassnett, Susan (2011) ‘The Translator as Cross-Cultural Mediator’, in Kirsten Malmkjær and 

Kevin Windle (eds) The Oxford Handbook of Translation Studies, Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Bassnett, Susan (2014) Translation, London/New York: Routledge. 
Bassnett, Susan and André Lefevere (eds) (1990) Translation, History and Culture, London: 

Pinter. 
Bassnett, Susan and André Lefevere (1998) Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary 

Translation, Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. 
Bassnett, Susan and Harish Trivedi (eds) (1999) Post-colonial Translation: Theory and Practice, 

London/New York: Routledge. 
Bastin, Georges (2009) ‘Adaptation’, in Mona Baker and Gabriela Saldanha (eds) Routledge 

Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge, 3-8. 
Bauman, Zygmunt (1993) Postmodern Ethics, Oxford, UK; Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell.  
Bauman, Zygmunt (1999) Culture as Praxis, London: Sage. 
Beaugrande, Robert de (1978) Factors in a Theory of Poetic Translating, Assen: Van Gorcum. 
Beaugrande, Robert de and Dressler W. (1981) Introduction to Textlinguistics, London: 

Longman. 
Becker, Howard (1956) Man in Reciprocity, New York: Frederick A. Praeger. 
Becker, Lawrence C. (1980) ‘Reciprocity and Social Obligation’, Pacific Philosophical 

Quarterly 61: 411-21. 
Becker, Lawrence C. (1986) Reciprocity, New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 



234 
 

Becker, Lawrence C. (2001) ‘Reciprocity’, in Lawrence C. Becker and Charlotte B. Becker (eds) 
Encyclopedia of Ethics, 2nd edition, New York/London: Routledge,1464-7.  

Behr, Wolfgang (2004) ‘ “To Translate” is “To Exchange”譯者言易也—Linguistic Diversity 
and the Terms for Translation in Ancient China’, Lackner and Vittinghoff  2004: 173-209. 

Bell, Roger T. (1991) Translation and Translating: Theory and Practice, London/New York: 
Longman. 

Benjamin, Walter (2004) ‘The Task of the Translator’, trans. Harry Zohn, in Lawrence Venuti 
(ed.) The Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge. 

Benn, James A. (2009) ‘Review of An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: 
From Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project’, Journal of Royal Asiatic Society 19(1): 132-34. 

Benn, Piers (1998) Ethics, Montreal/Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press. 
Berman, Antoine (1992) The Experience of The Foreign: Culture and Translation in Romantic 

Germany, trans. Stefan Heyvaert, New York: SUNY Press. 
Berman, Antoine ([1985]2004) ‘Translation and the Trials of the Foreign’, in Lawrence Venuti 

(ed.) The Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge. 
Berman, Antoine (2009) Toward a Translation Criticism: John Donne, trans. and ed.  

Francoise Masardier-Kenney, Kent, Ohio: The Kent State University Press. 
Bermann, Sandra & Michael Wood (eds.) (2005) Nation, Language, and the Ethics of 

Translation, Princeton/Oxford: Princeton University Press. 
Bernard, Williams (1993/1985) Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy, London: Fontana Press. 
Bernstein, Richard J. (1991) The New Constellation: The Ethical-Political Horizons of 

Modernity/Postmodernity, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 
Bielsa, Espearanza and Christopher W. Hughes (eds) (2009) Globalization, Political Violence 

and Translation, New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Birch, Lyril (1961) ‘Lao She: The Humourist in His Humour’, The China Quarterly (8): 45-62. 
Blackburn, Simon (2001) Ethics: A Very Short Introduction, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Boase-Beier, Jean (2011) A Critical Introduction to Translation Studies, London: Continuum. 
Bodde, Derk (1953) ‘Harmony and Conflict in Chinese Philosophy’, in Arthur F. Wright (ed.) 

Studies in Chinese Thought, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Booth, Wayne (2001) ‘Why Ethical Criticism Can Never Be Simple’, in Todd F. Davis and 

Kenneth Womack (eds) Mapping the Ethical Turn: A Reader in Ethics, Culture, and Literary 
Theory, Charlottesville/London: University Press of Virginia. 

Bottone, Angelo (2007) ‘Translation as an Ethical Paradigm in the Work of Paul Ricoeur’, in 
Stephen Kelly and David Johnston (eds) Betwixt and Between: Place and Cultural 
Translation, Newcastle, UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 222-28. 

Bourdieu, Pierre (1991) Language and Symbolic Power, ed. & intro. John B. Thompson, trans. 
Gino Raymond and Matthew Adamson, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Bowker, Lynne et al (eds.) (1998) Unity in Diversity? Current Trends in Translation Studies, 
Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Boylan, Michael (2009) Basic Ethics, 2nd edition, Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Boylan, Michael (2000) Medical Ethics, Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Brede, Alexander (1946) ‘Book Review of Rickshaw Boy by Lau Shaw. Translated from the 

Chinese by Evan King’, The Far Eastern Quarterly 5(3): 341-42. 
Brisset, Annie (2003) ‘Alterity in Translation: an Overview of Theories and Practices’, in Susan 

Petrilli (ed.) Translation Translation, Amsterdam/New York: Rodopi, 101-32. 
Brisset, Annie (2010) ‘Cultural Perspectives on Translation’, International Social Science 

Journal, Volume 61, Issue 199: 69-81. 
Broeck, Raymond van den (1978) ‘The Concept of Equivalence in Translation Theory: Some 

Critical Reflections’, in James S. Holmes, Jose Lambert, and Raymond van den Broeck (eds) 
Literature and Translation, Leuven, Belgium: Acco, 29-47. 

Brower, Reuben A. (ed.) ([1959]1966) On Translation, New York: Oxford University Press. 
Brownlie, Siobhan (2007) ‘Situating Discourse on Translation and Conflict’, Social Semiotics 

17(2): 135-150. 
Brownlie, Siobhan (2009) ‘Descriptive vs. Committed Approaches’, in Mona Baker and 

Gabriela Saldanha (eds) Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 2nd edition, 
Abingdon, UK: Routledge. 

Bruni, Luigino (2008) Reciprocity, Altruism and the Civil Society, London/New York: 



235 
 

Routledge.  
Buber, Martin (1970) I and Thou, trans. Walter Kaufmann, New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons. 
Burke, Seán (1998) The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and Subjectivity in Barthes, 

Foucault, and Derrida, 2nd edition, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
Burke, Seán (2008) The Ethics of Writing: Authorship and Legacy in Plato and Nietzsche, 

Edinburgh: EdinburghUniversity Press. 
Bush, Peter (2006) ‘The Writer of Translations’, in Susan Bassnett and Peter Bush (eds) The 

Translator as Writer, London: Continuum. 
Buzelin, Hélène (2014) ‘How Devoted Can Translators Be? Revisiting the Subservience 

Hypothesis’, Target 26(1):  63-97. 
Byrne, Jody (2012) Scientific and Technical Translation Explained, Manchester: St. Jerome.  
Cai Yuanpei 蔡元培 ([1910]2009) Zhongguo lunlixueshi 中國倫理學史 [A History of Chinese 

Ethics], Beijing: Peking University Press. 
Carbonell i Cortés, Ovidi (2010) ‘Response’ to TS Forum: Cultural Translation, Translation 

Studies 3(1): 99-103. 
Carlson, Lauri (2001) ‘Hidden Variables in the Theory of Translation’, in P. Kukkonen and R. 

Hartama-Heinonen (eds), Mission, Vision, Strategies, and Values. Helsinki: Helsinki 
University Press, 17-22. 

Casanova, Pascale ([2002]2009) ‘Consecration and Accumulation of Literary Capital: 
Translation as Unequal Exchange’, in Mona Baker (ed.) Translation Studies, Volume 2, 
London/ New York: Routledge, 85-107. 

Catford, C. John (1965) A Linguistic Theory of Translation, London: Oxford University Press. 
Chan, Wing-Tsit (1963) A Source Book in Chinese Philosophy, Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 
Chang Nam Feng 張南峰  (2004) Zhongxi yixue piping中西譯學批評  [Criticism of 

Translation Studies in the West and China], Beijing: Tsinghua University Press. 
Chang Nam Feng 張南峰 (2015) ‘wenhua shuchu yu wenhua zixing’文化输出与文化自省 

[‘Cultural Exportation and Cultural Self-Reflexivity’], 中国翻译 [Chinese Translators 
Journal ] 36(4): 88-93. 

Chang Shang-Kuan 張上冠  (2008) 以利米勒 :以米樂為例再思文化翻譯與翻譯倫理

[‘Cultural Translation and Translation Ethics: On J. Hillis Miller on Ruth’], 廣譯:語言,文學,
與文化翻譯[Broad Translation] (1): 47-66. 

Chang Xiangqun 常向群 (2010) Guanxi or Li shang wanglai?–Reciprocity, Social Support 
Networks, & Social Creativity in a Chinese Village, Taipei: Airiti Press. 

Chau, Simon 周兆祥 (1998) Fanyi yu rensheng 翻譯與人生[Translation and Life], Beijing: 
Zhongguo duiwai fanyi chuban gongsi. 

Chen Rudong 陳汝東 (2001) Yuyan lunlixue 語言倫理學 [Ethics of Language], Beijing: 
Peking University Press. 

Chen Ying 陳瑛 (2007) ‘Lun fanyi de lunli zhi wei’論翻譯的倫理之維[‘On the Ethical 
Dimension of Translation’], 長沙大學學報[Journal of Changsha Univ.] (4): 94-96. 

Chen Ying 陳瑛 (2008) ‘Xifang fanyi lunlimoshi tantao’西方翻譯倫理模式探討[‘Approaches 
to Models of Translation Ethics in Western Translation’], 湖南文理學院學報(社會科學

版)[Jounal of Hunan College of Arts and Science] (5): 98-100. 
Chen Zhijie 陳志傑 (2011) ‘Dui dangqian yixue yanjiu de lunlixue fansi’對當前譯學研究的倫

理學反思[‘An Ethical Reflection of Current TS’], 外語教學[Foreign Language Education] 
(6): 100-103. 

Chen Zhijie 陳志傑 (2012) ‘Fanyi de lunli yu lunli de fanyi’翻譯的倫理與倫理的翻譯[‘Ethics 
of Translation and Translation of Ethics’], 譯林 (學術版)[Yilin] (4): 102-111. 

Chen Zhijie 陳志傑 & Lǚ Jun 呂俊 (2011) ‘Yizhe de zeren xuanze’ 譯者的責任選擇——對

切斯特曼翻譯倫理思想的反思 [‘Translators’ Responsibility Choice: Reflections on 
Chesterman's Translation Ethics’], 外語與外語教學[Foreign Languages and Their Teaching] 
(1): 62-65. 

Chen Zhijie 陳志傑 & Yi Songming 易松明 (2011) ‘Yizhe zeren de shixian’譯者責任的實現

[‘Realizing a Translator's Responsibilities’], 解放軍外國語學院學報[Journal of PLA Univ. 



236 
 

of Foreign Languages] (5): 75-79, 91. 
Chen Zhijie 陳志傑 & Fu Yi 傅藝 (2011) ‘Fanyi piping de shijian lunli zhixiang’翻譯批評的

實踐倫理指向[‘The Practical Ethics Orientation of Translation Criticism’], 江西社會科學

[Jiangxi Social Sciences] (5): 204-209. 
Cheney, George et al. (2010) Just a Job? Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Cheng Lian 程煉 (2008) Lunlixue daolun 倫理學導論 [An Introduction to Ethics], Beijing: 

Peking University Press.  
Cheng Sin-kuan 鄭善群 (2009) ‘Profiles’, Zhongda yixun 中大譯訊[Translation Bulletin of 

CUHK], No. 24: profiles. 
Chesterman, Andrew (1993) ‘From “Is” to “Ought”: Laws, Norms, and Strategies in Translation 

Studies’, Target 5(1): 1-20. 
Chesterman, Andrew (1997) ‘Ethics of Translation’, in Mary Snell-Hornby, Zuzna Jettmarova 

and Klaus Kaindl (eds) Translation as Intercultural Communication, Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins, 147-57, reprinted in Mona Baker (ed.) (2009) Translation Studies, Volume 3, 
London/New York: Routledge, 34-43. 

Chesterman, Andrew (1997) Memes of Translation: The Spread of Ideas in Translation Theory, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.  

Chesterman, Andrew (1999) ‘The Empirical Status of Prescriptivism’, Folia Translatologica 6: 
9-19. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2001a) ‘Proposal for a Hieronymic Oath’, The Translator 7(2):139-154. 
Chesterman, Andrew (2001b) ‘Why Translate?’ in P. Kukkonen and R. Hartama-Heinonen (eds), 

Mission, Vision, Strategies, and Values. Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 25-32. 
Chesterman, Andrew (2002) ‘Shared Ground Revisited’, Target 14(1): 143-148. 
Chesterman, Andrew (2006) ‘Questions in the Sociology of Translation’, in J. F. Duarte, F. A. 

Rosa & T. Seruya (eds) Translation Studies at the Interface of Disciplines, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 9-28. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2009a) ‘An Ethical Decision’, in Rodica Dimitriu and Miriam Shlesinger 
(eds) Translators and Their Readers. In Homage to Eugene Nida, Brussels: Les Éditions du 
Hazsard, 347-54. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2009b) ‘The Name and Nature of Translator Studies’, Hermes: Journal of 
Language and Communication Studies 42: 13-22. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2010a) ‘Response’ to TS Forum: Cultural Translation, Translation Studies 
3(1): 103-106. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2010b) ‘Skopos Theory: a Retrospective Assessment’, in W. Kallmeyer et 
al. (eds) Perspektiven auf Kommunikation. Festschrift für Liisa Tittula zum 60. Geburtstag, 
Berlin: SAXA Verlag, 209-225. 

Chesterman, Andrew (2013) ‘Translation Studies Forum: Universalism in Translation Studies’, 
Translation Studies (published online, Aug 21, 2013): 1-9. 

Chesterman, Andrew and Rosemary Arrojo (2000) ‘Shared Ground in Translation Studies’, 
Target 12(1): 151-60. 

Chesterman, Andrew and Emma Wagner (2002) Can Theory Help Translators? A Dialogue 
between the Ivory Tower and the Wordface, Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Chesterman, Andrew and Mona Baker (2008) ‘Ethics of Renarration’, Cultus 1(1): 10-33. 
Cheung, Martha (2005) ‘“To Translate” Means “to Exchange”?’ Target 17(1): 27-48. 
Cheung, Martha (2006) An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: From 

Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project, Manchester: St Jerome.  
Cheung, Martha (2007) ‘On Thick Translation as a Mode of Cultural Representation’, in 

Dorothy Kenny & Kyongjoo Ryou (eds.) Across Boundaries: International Perspectives on 
Translation Studies, Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Cheung, Martha (2009) ‘Representation, Intervention and Mediation: A Translation 
Anthologist’s Refelections on the Complexities of Translating China’, in Luo Xuanmin and 
He Yuanjian (eds) Translationg China, Bristol: Multilingual Matters, 171-88. 

Cheung, Martha (2011) ‘The (Un)importance of Flagging Chineseness: Making Sense of a 
Recurrent Theme in Contemporary Chinese Discourse on Translation’, Translation Studies, 
4(1): 41-57. 

Cheung, Martha (2012) ‘The Mediated Nature of Knowledge and the Pushing-hands Approach 
to Research on Translation History’, Translation Studies 5(2): 156-171. 



237 
 

Cheung, Martha (2013) ‘Academic Navel Gazing? Playing the Game up front? Pages from the 
Notebook of a Translation Anthologist’, in Teresa Seruya et al (eds) Translation in 
Anthologies and Collections, Amsterdam/Philadephia: John Benjamins, 75-88.  

Cheung, Martha (2014) ‘Translation as Intercultual Communication: Views from the Chinese 
Discourse on Translation’, in Sandra Bermann and Catherine Porter (eds) A Companion to 
Translation Studies, Chichester, West Sussex, UK: Blackwell, 179-90. 

Cheyfitz, Eric (1991) The Poetics of Imperialism: Translation and Colonization from The 
Tempest to Tarzan, New York: Oxford University Press. 

Chomsky, Noam (1966) Language and Mind, New York: Harper & Row.  
Chomsky, Noam (1976) Reflections on Language, London: Fontana. 
Chu Chi Yu 朱志瑜 (2004) ‘Leixing yu celue’類型與策略:功能主義的翻譯類型學[‘Type and 

Strategy: Functionalism in Translation Typology’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] 
25(3): 3-9. 

Chu Chi Yu 朱志瑜 (2006) ‘Newmark de fanyi leixingxue’紐馬克的翻譯類型學[‘On Peter 
Newmark’s Translation Typology’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] (6): 51-57. 

Chu Chi Yu 朱志瑜 (2009) ‘Fanyi yanjiu: guiding, miaoxie yu lunli’翻譯研究:規定,描寫與倫

理 [‘Translation Studies: Prescription, Description, and Ethics’], 中 國 翻 譯 [Chinese 
Translators Journal] 30 (3): 5-12. 

Ci Jiwei (2006) The Two Faces of Justice, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
Clifford, Andrew (2004) ‘Is Fidelity Ethical? The Social Role of the Healthcare Interpreter’, 

TTR 17(2): 89-114.  
Critchley, Simon (1999) The Ethics of Deconstruction: Derrida and Levinas, 2nd edition, 

Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
Critchley, Simon (2007) Infinitely Demanding: Ethics of Commitment, Politics of Resistance, 

London/New York: Verso. 
Cronin, Michael (1998a) ‘The Cracked Looking Glass of Servants: Translation and Minority 

Languages in a Global Age’, The Translator 4(2):145-62. 
Cronin, Michael (1998b) ‘After Bellsybabble: Transformation, Invention, and Resistance in 

Translation’, Paralleles 19: 35-44. 
Cronin, Michael (2002) ‘The Empire Talks Back: Orality, Heteronomy, and the Cultural Turn in 

Interpretation Studies’, in Maria Tymoczko and Edwin Gentzler (eds) Translation and Power, 
Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 45-62. 

Cronin, Michael (2003) Translation and Globalization, London/New York: Routledge. 
Cronin, Michael (2006) Translation and Identity, London/New York: Routledge. 
Cui Wendong 崔文東 (2011) ‘Jia yu guo de jueze: wanqing Robinson Crusoe zhu yiben zhong 

de lunli kunjing’家與國的抉擇: 晚清Robinson Crusoe諸譯本中的倫理困境 [‘Family or 
state? The ethical dilemma in Chinese translations of Robinson Crusoe in late Qing], in 
Lawrence Wang Chi Wong王宏志 (ed.) 翻譯史研究[Studies in Translation History], 
202-22. 

Danzig, Gabriel (2000) ‘The Political Character of Aristotelian Reciprocity’, Classical 
Philology 95(4): 399-424. 

Davis, Kathleen (2001) Deconstruction and Translation, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Delabastita, Dirk (2010) ‘Histories and Utopias: On Venuti’s The Translator’s Invisibility’, The 

Translator 16(1): 125-34. 
De Man, Paul (1985) ‘“Conclusions” Walter Benjamin’s “The Task of The Translator” 

Messenger Lectures, Cornell University, March 4, 1983’, Yale French Studies No. 69, The 
Lesson of Paul de Man: 25-46. 

Derrida, Jacques (1985) ‘Des Tours de Babel’, in Joseph F. Graham (ed.) Difference and 
Translation, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 165-248. 

Derrida, Jacques (1978) ‘Violence and Metaphysics: An Essay on the Thought of Emmanuel 
Levinas’, in Writing and Difference, trans. Alan Bass, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 
79-153.  

Derrida, Jacques (1986) ‘But Beyond…,’Critical Inquiry, (13) Autumn: 155-170. 
Derrida, Jacques (2000) Of Hospitality/Anne Dufourmantelle invites Jacques Derrida to respond, 

trans. Rachel Bowlby, Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
Derrida, Jacques (2004) ‘What Is A “Relevant” Translation?’ in Lawrence Venuti (ed.) The 



238 
 

Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge. 
De Meyer, Jan (2010) ‘Review: An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: 

From Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project’, Target 22(1): 157-158. 
De Vries, Egbert (1968) (ed.) Essays on Reciprocity, The Hague/Paris: Mouton. 
Dingwaney, Anuradha (1995) ‘Introduction: Translating ‘Third World’ Cultures’, in Anuradha 

Dingwaney and Carol Maier (eds) Between Languages and Cultures, Pittsburgh/London: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 3-15. 

Dingwaney, Anuradha and Carol Maier (eds) (1995) Between Languages and Cultures, 
Pittsburgh/London: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Dodson, Michael S. (2005) ‘Translating Science, Translating Empire: The Power of Language 
in Colonial North India’, Comparative Studies in Society and History 47(4): 809-35. 

Dollerup, Cay (2008) ‘Translation in the Global/Local Tension’, in Wang Ning & Sun Yifeng 
(eds) Translation, Globalization and Localization: A Chinese Perspective, Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 

Driver, Julia (2007) Ethics: The Fundamentals, Oxford: Blackwell. 
Drugan, Joanna (2013) Quality in Professional Translation. Assessment and Improvement, 

London: Bloomsbury. 
Du Yusheng 杜玉生 (2008) ‘Xifang dangdai lunlixue de fazhan yu yixue yanjiu’西方當代倫理

學的發展與譯學研究——翻譯研究中的倫理性問題[‘Development of ModernWestern 
Ethics and Translation Studies— — Ethical Problems inTranslationStudies’], 廣東外語外貿

大學學報[Journal of Guangdong Univ. of Foreign Studies] (1): 25-29. 
Dvorakova, Alena (2012) ‘Pleasure in Translation—Translating Mill’s “Utilitarianism” from 

English into Czech’, in Lisa Foran (ed.) Translation and Philosophy, Oxford: Peter Lang. 
Eaglestone, Robert (1997) Ethical Criticism: Reading after Levinas, Edinburgh: Edinburgh 

University Press.  
Eaglestone, Robert (2005) ‘Levinas, Translation and Ethics’, in Sandra Bermann and Michael 

Wood (eds) Nation, Language and the Ethics of Translation, Princeton: Princeton University 
Press: 127-38. 

Eagleton, Terry (2009) Trouble with Strangers: A Study of Ethics, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 
Eagleton, Terry (2004) Literary Theory: An Introduction, Beijing: Foreign Language Teaching 

and Research Press. 
Eco, Umberto (2003) Mouse or Rat? Translation as Negotiation, London: Weidenfeld and 

Nicolson. 
Eoyang, Eugene Chen (2007) ‘The Ethics and Aesthetics of Literature’, in Two-Way Mirrors: 

Cross-Cultural Studies of Glocalization, New York: Lexington Books. 
Escarpit, Robert (1971) Sociology of Literature, trans. Ernest Pick, London: Frank Cass & Co. 

Ltd.  
Faiq, Said (1995) ‘Debate’, in Schäffner, Christina and Helen Kelly-Holmes (eds) Cultural 

Functions of Translation, Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 32-54. 
Fan Hao樊浩 (2011)‘“Lunli” —“daode”de lishizhexue xingtai’ “倫理”—“道德”的歷史哲學形

態[‘The Historical-philosophical Manifestations of “Ethics”—“Morality”’], 學習與探索 
[Study and Exploration] (1): 7-13. 

Fan Ruiping 范瑞平  (2011) Dangdai rujia shengming lunlixue 當代儒家生命倫理學

[Contemporary Confucian Bioethics], Beijing: Peking University Press. 
Fan Ruiping (2010) Reconstructionist Confucianism: Rethinking Morality after the West, 

Heidelberg: Springer.  
Fang Wei 方薇  (2012) ‘After Fidelity: Exploring Translation Ethics’, PhD dissertation, 

Shanghai: Shanghai International Studies University. 
Fang Yingling 方映靈 (2015) ‘Rujia renge chongfen tixian “ren”’儒家人格充分體現

“仁”[‘Confucian Personality Being a Full Representation of “ren”’], 深圳商報 [Shenzhen 
Economic Daily], 01-30: C02.  

Fingarette, Herbert (1991) ‘Reason, Spontaneity, and the Li 禮—A Confucian Critique of 
Graham’s Solution to the Problem of Fact and Value’, in Henry Rosemont Jr. (ed.) Chinese 
Texts and Philosophical Contexts: Essays Dedicated to Angus C. Graham, La Salle, Il.: Open 
Court, 209-225. 

Fiola, Marco A. (ed.) (2004) Translation, Ethics and Society, special issue of TTR 17(2). 



239 
 

Flax, Jane (1998) ‘Race/Gender and the Ethics of Difference’, in James P. Sterba (ed.) Ethics: 
the Big Questions, Malden, USA and Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 

Floros, Georgios (2011) ‘“Ethics-less” Theories and “Ethical” Practices’, in Mona Bader and 
Carol Maier (eds) Ethics and Curriculum, special issue of The Interpreter and Translator 
Trainer (5)1: 65-92. 

Foucault, Michel (1977) ‘What Is an Author?’ in Language, Counter-memory, Practice, ed. & 
intro. Donald F. Bouchard, trans. Donald F. Bouchard & Sherry Simon, Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 113-38. 

Fu Donghua 付東華 (1992) ‘Yixu’譯序, in Margaret Mitchell’s Piao 飄 [Gone with the Wind], 
trans. Fu Donghua, Hangzhou: Zhejiang wenyi chubanshe, 4.  

Furrow, Dwight (2005) Ethics: Key Concepts in Philosophy, London/New York: Continuum. 
Gadamer, Hans-Georg (2004) Truth and Method, second revised edition, translation revised by 

Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall, London: Continuum. 
Galston, A. William (2001) ‘What about Reciprocity?’ in Philippe van Parijs, Cohen Joshua and 

Joel Rogers (eds.) What’s Wrong With A Free Lunch? Boston, Mass.: Beacon Press. 
Gao Yu 高玉 (2004) ‘Lun “zhongshi” zuowei wenxue fanyi fanchou de lunlixing’論“忠實”

作為文學翻譯範疇的倫理性[‘On the Ethicality of “Fideltiy” as a Literary Translation 
Category’], 外國文學[Foreignn Literature] (2): 89-95. 

Gao Zhaoming 高兆明 (1997) ‘“Huhui” bulun’‘互惠’補論[‘A Supplemeantary Discussion of 
“Reciprocity”’], 道德與文明 [Ethics and Civilization] (2): 28-30. 

Garcia, Ignacio (2010) ‘The Proper Place of Professionals (and Non-Professionals and 
Machines) in Web Translation, Revista Tradumàtica: Traducció i Tecnologies de la Informació 
i la Comunicació (2010) 8: 1-7. 

Garzelli, Beatrice (2011) ‘Translating Cultures: Mediation, Authorship and the Role of the 
Translator’, in Claudia Buffagni, Beatrice Garzelli, Serenella Zanotti (eds) The Translator as 
Author. Perspectives on Literary Translation, Berlin: LIT. 

Ge Lin 葛林 (2008) On the Norm of Intercultural Ethic in Translation, Xiamen: Xiamen 
University Press. 

Ge Lin 葛林 (2007) ‘Fanyi lunli zai sikao’翻譯倫理再思考[‘A Reconsideration of Translation 
Ethics’], 廣州大學學報(社會科學版)[Journal of Guangzhou Univ. (Social Science Edition)] 
(12): 71-75. 

Genette, Gérard (1997) Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation, trans. Jane E. Lewin, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Geng Qiang 耿強 (2010) ‘文學譯介與中國文學“走向世界”——“熊貓叢書”英譯中國文學

研究’ [‘Chinese Literature Walking toward the World through Literary Translation—A Study 
of English Translation in Panda Books Series’], PhD dissertation, Shanghai: Shanghai 
International Studies University. 

Gensler, Harry J. and Earl W. Spurgin (2008) Historical Dictionary of Ethics, Plymouth, UK: 
Scarecrow Press, INC. 

Gentzler, Edwin (2001) Contemporary Translation Theories (Revised 2nd edition), Clevedon, 
UK: Multilingual Matters Ltd. 

Gentzler, Edwin (2008) Translation and Identity in the Americas: New Directions in Translation 
Theory, London/New York: Routledge. 

Gentzler, Edwin (2011) ‘Macro- and Micro-turns in Translation Studies’, Translation and 
Interpreting Studies 6(2):121-141. 

Gibbs, Robert (2000) Why Ethics? Signs of Responsibilities, Princeton: Princeton University 
Press. 

Gibson, Kevin (2003) ‘Contrasting Role Morality and Professional Morality: Implications for 
Practice’, Journal of Applied Philosophy 20(1): 17-29. 

Giddens, Anthony ([1982]1991) Sociology: A Brief but Critical Introduction, Houndmills, 
Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan Education Ltd.  

Gile, Daniel (2010) ‘Why Translation Studies Matters’, in Daniel Gile, Gyde Hansen and Nike 
K. Pokorn (eds) Why Translation Studies Matters, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Godard, Barbara ([1990]1995) ‘Theorizing Feminist Discourse/Translation’, in Susan Bassnett 
& Andre Lefevere (eds) Translation, History and Culture, London: Cassell, 87-96. 

Godard, Barbara (2001) ‘The Ethics of Translating: Antoine Berman and the “Ethical Turn” in 



240 
 

Translation’, TTR 14(2): 49-82. 
Goldblatt, Howard (trans.) (2010) Rickshaw Boy, New York: HarperCollins.  
Gong Qun 龔群 (2010) Xiandai lulunxue 現代倫理學 [Modern Ethics], Beijing: Chinese 

People University Press. 
Gordon, Neve (2004) ‘Ethics and the Place of the Other’, in Peter Atterton, Matthew Calarco & 

Maurice Friedman (eds) Levinas and Buber: Dialogue and Difference, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania: Duquesne University Press, 98-115 

Goodwin, Phil (2010) ‘Ethical Problems in Translation: Why We Might Need Steiner After All’, 
The Translator 16 (1): 19-42. 

Gouadec, Daniel (2007) Translation as a Profession, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
Gouanvic, Jean-Marc (2001) ‘Ethos, Ethics and Translation: Towards a Community of 

Destinies’, in Anthony Pym (ed.) The Return to Ethics, special issue of The Translator 7(2): 
203-12. 

Goulder, Alvin W. (1960) ‘The Norm of Reciprocity: A Preliminary Statement’, American 
Sociological Review 25(2): 161-78. 

Graham, Angus C. (1989) Disputers of the Tao: Philosophical Argument in Ancient China, La 
Salle, Il: Open Court. 

Green, Jeffrey M. (2001) Thinking through Translation, Athens/London: The University of 
Georgia Press. 

Guo Jianzhong 郭建中  (2008) ‘Venuti fangtan lu’韋努蒂訪談錄 [‘An Interview with 
Lawrennce Venuti’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (3): 43-46.  

Guo Jianzhong 郭建中 (2009) ‘Yihua yu guihua: daode de taidu yu huayu celue—Venuti Yizhe 
de yinxing di’erban pingshu’異化與歸化: 道德的態度與話語策略—韋努蒂《譯者的隱形》

第二版評述[‘A Review of Venuti’s 2nd edition of The Translator’s Invisibility’], 中國翻譯

[Chinese Translators Journal] (2): 34-38. 
Guo Ting (2009) ‘Review: An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: From 

Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project’, The Translator 15(2): 453-58. 
Gutt, Ernst-August (2000) Translation and Relevance: Context and Cognition, 

Manchester/Boston: St. Jerome. 
Guzman, Maria Constanza (2008) ‘Rabassa and the “Narrow Act”: Between Possibility and an 

Ethics of Doubt’, TTR 21(1): 211-239. 
Habermas, Jürgen (1993) Justification and Application: Remarks on Discourse Ethics, trans. 

Ciaran Cronin, Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 
Habermas, Jürgen (1990) Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action, trans. Christian 

Lenhardt and Shierry Weber Nicholsen, intro. Thomas McCarthy, Cambridge, UK: Polity 
Press. 

Hahm, C. and Bell, D. (eds) (2004) The Politics of Affective Relations: East Asia and Beyond, 
Lanham: Lexington Books. 

Hall, David L. & Ames Roger T. (1987) Thinking through Confucius, Albany, NY: SUNY Press. 
Halverson, Sandra (1999) ‘Conceptual Work and the “Translation” Concept’, Target 11 (1): 

1-31. 
Halverson, Sandra (2008) ‘Translations as Institutional Facts. An Ontology for “Aassumed 

Translation”, in Anthony Pym, Miriam Schlesinger & Daniel Simeoni (eds) Beyond 
Descriptive Translation Studies. Investigations in Homage to Gideon Toury, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 343–61. 

Hand, Sean (ed.) (1989) The Levinas Reader, Bash: Blackwell. 
Hansen, Chad (1993) “Classical Chinese Ethics”, in Peter Singer (ed.) A Companion to Ethics, 

Oxford and Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 
Han Shaogong 韓少功 (2010) ‘Chongshuo daode’重說道德 [‘Ethics Retold’], 天涯 [Tianya] 

(6): 4-13. 
Hao Junjie 郝俊傑 (2016) ‘Zhongbao fanyi de lunli tansuo’ 眾包翻譯的倫理探索[‘An 

Ethical Exploration of Croudsourcing Translation’], 上海翻譯 [Shanghai Journal of 
Translators] (4): 43-49. 

Hatim, Basil & Ian Mason (1990) Discourse and the Translator, Harlow, Essex: Longman. 
He Huaihong 何懷宏 (2008) Lunlixue shi shenmo 倫理學是什麼 [What Is Ethics?], Beijing: 

Peking University Press. 



241 
 

Hekkanen, Raila (2007) ‘The Role of Ethics in Translation and in Translation Studies Research’, 
Across Languages and Cultures 8 (2): 231-247. 

Hegel, G. W. F. (1991) Elements of the Philosophy of Right, ed. Allen W. Wood, trans. H. B. 
Nisbet, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Heidegger, Martin ([1947]1996) ‘Letter on Humanism’ [‘Guanyu rendaozhuyi de shuxin’], trans. 
Xiong Wei 熊偉, in Sun Zhouxing 孫周興 (ed.) Haidege’er xuanji 海德格爾選集 [Selected 
Works by Heidegger], Shanhai: Sanlian.   

Hermans, Theo (ed.) (1985) The Manipulation of Literary Translation, London/Sydney: Croom 
Helm. 

Hermans, Theo (1996) ‘Norms and the determination of translation: a theoretical framework’, in 
Román Álvarez and M. Carmen-África Vidal (eds) Translation, Power, Subversion, Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters, 25-51. 

Hermans, Theo (1999) Translation in Systems: Descriptive and System-oriented Approaches 
Explained, Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Hermans, Theo (2003) ‘Cross-cultural Translation Studies as Thick Translation’, Bulletin of 
SOAS 66(3): 380-89. 

Hermans, Theo (2007) The Conference of the Tongues, Manchester: St Jerome.  
Hermans,Theo (2009) ‘Translation, Ethics, Politics’ in Jeremy Munday (ed.) The Routledge 

Companion to Translation Studies, London/New York: Routledge. 
Hermans, Theo (2013) ‘What is (Not) Translation?’ in Carmen Millán and Frencesca Bartrina 

(eds) Routledge Handbooks in Applied Linguistics: Routledge Handbook of Translation 
Studies, Florence, KY, USA: Routledge, 75-87. 

Holmes, James S. (1988) ‘The Name and Nature of Translation Studies’, in Translated! Papers 
on Literary and Translation Studies, Amsterdam: Rodopi. 

Holmes, James S. (1988) Translated! Papers on Literary and Translation Studies, Amsterdam: 
Rodopi. 

hooks, bell (1995) ‘Language, a Place of Struggle’, in Anuradha Dingwaney and Carol Maier 
(eds) Between Languages and Cultures, Pittsburgh/London: University of Pittsburgh Press, 
295-301. 

House, Juliane (1977) A Model for Translation Quality Assessment, Tübingen: Narr. 
House, Juliane (2008) ‘Beyond Intervention: Universals in Translation?’ Trans-Kom 1(1): 6-19. 
House, Juliane (2009) Translation, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Hsia, Chih-Tsing (1961) A History of Modern Chinese Fiction, New Haven: Yale University 

Press. 
Hu Jinquan 胡金銓 (1977) Laoshe he ta de zuopin 老舍和他的作品[Lao She and His Works], 

Hong Kong: Wenhua shenghuo chubanshe. 
Inghilleri, Moira (2008) ‘The Ethical Task of the Translator in the Geo-political Arena: from Iraq 

to Guantanamo Bay’, Translation Studies 1(2): 212-223. 
Inghilleri, Moira (and Carol Maier) (2009) ‘Ethics’, in Mona Baker and Gabriela Saldanha (eds) 

Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 2nd edition, Abingdon/NY: Routledge. 
Inghilleri, Moira (2012) Interpreting Justice: Ethics, Politics and Language, New York/London: 

Routledge. 
Ip, Po-Keung (2004) ‘Confucian Personhood and Bioethics’, in Qiu Renzong (ed.) (2004) 

Bioethics: Asian Perspectives, A Quest for Moral Diversity, Dordrecht: Kluwer, 49-56.  
Iser, Wolfgang (1994) ‘On Translatability’, Surfaces 4: 5-13. 
Jakobson, Roman ([1959]1966) ‘On Linguistic Aspects of Translation’, in Reuben A. Brower 

(ed.) On Translation, New York: Oxford University Press, 232-39. 
James, Jean M. (trans.) (1979) Rickshaw the Novel Lo-t’o Hsiang Tzu, Honolulu: University of 

Hawaii Press.  
Jervolino, Domenico (2009) ‘The Gift of Languages: Towards a Philosophy of Translation’, in 

Mona Baker (ed.) Translation Studies: Critical Concepts in Linguistics, Volume 3, 
London/New York: Routledge. 

Jiang Hong (2013) ‘The Ethical Positioning of the Interpreter’, Babel 59(2): 209-223. 
Jiang Rong 姜戎 (2004) Lang Tuteng 狼圖騰, Wuhan: Changjiang wenyi chubanshe. 
Jiang Rong (2008) Wolf Totem, trans. Howard Goldblatt, NY: Penguin.  
Jiang Tong 蔣 童 (2008) ‘From the Establishment of Foreignizing Translation to the 

Deconstruction of the Ethics of Difference: A Study of Lawrence Venuti’s Translation Theory



242 
 

從異化翻譯的確立到存異倫理的解構: 勞倫斯韋努蒂翻譯理論研究’, PhD dissertation, 
Beijing: Capital Normal University. 

Jiang Tong 蔣童 (2010) ‘Venuti de yihua fanyi yu fanyi lunli de shenyun’韋努蒂的異化翻譯

與翻譯倫理的神韻  [‘The Aura of Venuti’s Foreignizing Translation and Ethics of 
Translation’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] 33(1): 80-85. 

Jiang Tong 蔣童 (2012) ‘“Yinzhe” de jihua’‘“隱者”的疾呼’ [‘The Appeals of “an 
Invisible” (Translator)’], 讀書 [Reading] (5): 70-73. 

Jiang Tong 蔣童 (2014) ‘Fanyi li de rensheng’‘翻譯里的人生’ [‘Lives in Translation’], 讀
書 [Reading] (10): 41-48. 

Jiang Xiaohua 蔣驍華 (2003) ‘Yishixingtai dui fanyi de yingxiang: chanfa yu xin sikao’意識

形態對翻譯的影響: 闡發與新思考[‘An Ideological Approach to Translation’], 中國翻譯

[Chinese Translators Journal] 24(5): 24-29. 
Jin Shenghua 金圣華 (2002) Renshi fanyi zhenmianmu認識翻譯真面目 [Learning the Truth 

of Translation], Hong Kong: Cosmos Books Ltd. 
Jing Haifeng 景海峰 (2008) ‘Wulun guannian de zai renshi’五倫觀念的再認識[‘Revisit of the 

Notion of Wulun’], 哲學研究[Philosophical Studies] (5): 51-57. 
Ji Xianlin 季羨林  (2001) ‘Fanyi zhi weiyong dayizai’翻譯之為用大矣哉 [‘How Great 

Translation Can Be!’], in Xu Jun et al. 許鈞等著《文學翻譯的理論與實踐——翻譯對話錄》

[Dialogues on Literary Translation], Nanjing: Yilin Press. 
Johannesen, Richard L., Kathleen S. Valde, and Karen E. Whedbee (2008) Ethics in Human 

Communication, 6th edition, Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press, Inc. 
Jones, Francis R. (2004) “Ethics, Aesthetics and Decision: Literary Translating in the Wars of 

the Yugoslav Succession”, Meta 49(4):711-728. 
Kane, Robert (1994) Through the Moral Maze, New York: Paragon House. 
Kang, Ji-hae (2009) ‘Institutional Translation’, in Mona Baker and Gabriela Saldanha (eds) 

Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 2nd edition, Abingdon/NY: Routledge. 
Kang Ning (2008) ‘Translation Ethics of German Functionalism’, MA thesis, Tianjin: Tianjin 

Normal University. 
Kant, Immanuel (2003) Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, ed. Thomas E. Hill, Jr. and 

Arnulf Zweig, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Kao, George (1980) Two Writers and the Cultural Revolution: Lao She and Chen Jo-His, Hong 

Kong: The Chinese University Press.  
Kearney, Richard (2007) ‘Paul Ricoeur and the Hermeneutics of Translation’, Research in 

Phenomenology (37): 147-59. 
Kelly, Louis G. (1979) The True Interpreter: A History of Translation Theory and Practice in 

the West, Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 
Kenny, Dorothy (2009) ‘Equivalence’, in Mona Baker and Gabriela Saldanha (eds) Routledge 

Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 2nd edition, Abingdon/NY: Routledge. 
Keohane, Robert O. (1986) ‘Reciprocity in International Relations’, International Organisation 

40(1): 1-27. 
Ki Wing-chi (2006) ‘Gift Theory and the Book of Job’, Theological Studies 67(4): 723-749. 
King, Evan (1956) Children of the Black-Haired People, London: Michael Joseph. 
King, Evan (trans.) (1945) Rickshaw Boy by Law Shaw, New York: Reynal & Hitchcock.   
Ko, Leong (2006) ‘Fine-tuning the Code of Ethics for Interpreters and Translators’, Informed 

Performance: professional development, communion and ethics, 2(3).  
Kolm, Serge-Christophe (2000) ‘The Theory of Reciprocity’, in L. A. Gérard-Varet, S. C. Kolm, 

and J. Mercier Ythier (eds) The Economics of Reciprocity, Giving, and Altruism, London: 
Macmillan. 

Kolm, Serge-Christophe (2006) ‘Reciprocity: Its Scope, Rationales, and Consequences’, in 
Serge-Christophe Kolm and Jean Mercier Ythier (eds) Handbook of the Economics of Giving, 
Altruism and Reciprocity, Vol.1, Amsterdam: Elsevier, 371-541. 

Kolm, Serge-Christophe (2008) Reciprocity: An Economics of Social Relations, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Kong Lingyun 孔令雲 (2006) ‘Luotuo Xiangzi de banben bianqian’《駱駝祥子》的版本變遷

[‘Studying Camel Xiangzi from its History of Pubishing and Accepting’], 北京社會科學



243 
 

[Beijing Social Sciences] (6): 7-12.  
Kong Lingyun 孔令雲 (2008) ‘Luotuo Xiangzi yingyi ben jiaoping’《駱駝祥子》英譯本校評

[‘Evan King’s Translation of Camel Xiangzi’], 新文學史料[New Literature History and 
Materials] (2): 152-57.  

Koskinen, Kaisa (2000) Beyond Ambivalence: Postmodernity and the Ethics of Translation, 
Tampere: University of Tampere Press.  

Koskinen, Kaisa (2008) Translating Institutions: An Ethnographic Study of EU Translation, 
Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Koskinen, Kaisa (2010) ‘Agency and Causality: Towards Explaining by Mechanisms in 
Translation Studies’, in Tuija Kinnunen & Kaisa Koskinen (eds) Translators’ Agency, 
Tampere: Tampere University Press, 165-87. 

Koster, Cees (2002) ‘The Translator in between Texts: On the Textual Presence of the Translator 
as an Issue in the Methodology of Comparative Translation Description’, in Alessandra 
Riccardi (ed.) Translation Studies: Perspectives on an Emerging Discipline, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 24-37. 

Kovesi, Julius (1967) Moral Notions, London: Routledge. 
Kristeva, Julia (1980) “The Ethics of Linguistics”, in Leon S. Roudiez (ed.) Desire in Language: 

A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art, trans. Thomas Gora, Alice Jardine, and Leon S. 
Roudiez, New York: Columbia University Press. 

Kroeber, Alfred Louis and Clyde Kluckholn (eds) (1963) Culture: A Critical Review of 
Concepts and Definitions, New York: Vintage Books. 

Kubin, Wolfgang (2014) ‘Translators in Brackets, or, Rambling Thoughts on Translation Work’, 
in Ming Dong Gu 顧明棟 (ed.) Translating China for Western Readers, Albany: SUNY 
Press, 217-28. 

Lan Hongjun 藍紅軍 (2015) ‘Fanyi benzhi de zhuixun yu faxian’翻譯本質的追尋與發現

[‘Exploration of the Essence of Translation – Forum on What Is Translation: Relocation and 
Redefinition’], 東方翻譯[East Journal of Translation] (3): 92-95. 

Lao She ([1945]1981) ‘How I Came to Write the Novel “Camel Xiangzi”’, trans. Shi Xiaojing, 
in Shi Xiaojing (trans.) Camel Xiangzi by Lao She, Beijing: Foreign Language Press, 231-36. 

Lao She 老舍 ([1950]1990) ‘Luotuo Xiangzi yu’《駱駝祥子》序[‘Preface to Luotuo Xiangzi’], 
Lao She Wenji 老舍文集[Collected Works of Lao She], Volume 16, Beijing: People’s 
Literature Press, 203. 

Lao She 老舍 ([1939]1999) Luotuo Xiangzi《駱駝祥子》, in Lao She zuopin jingdian 老舍作

品經典[Lao She’s Classic Works], Volume 2, Beijing: Overseas Chinese Press, 229-464.  
Laygues, Arnaud (2001) ‘Ethics in Cross-Generation Relation between Translators’, in Pym (ed.) 

The Return to Ethics, The Translator 7(2): 169-83. 
Lane-Mercier, Gillian (1997) ‘Translating the Untranslatable: The Translator’s Aesthetic, 

Ideological and Political Responsibility’, Target 9(1): 43-68. 
Larkosh, Christopher (2004) ‘Levinas, Latin American Thought and the Futures of Translational 

Ethics’, TTR 17 (2): 27-44.  
Legge, James (trans.) ([1893]2011) The Chinese Classics, Volume 1, reprinted, Shanghai: East 

China Normal University Press. 
Lefevere, André (1990) ‘Translation: Its Genealogy in the West’, in Susan Bassnett and André 

Lefevere (eds) Translation, History and Culture, London: Pinter. 
Lefevere, André (1992a) Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame, 

London/ New York: Routledge. 
Lefevere, André (ed.) (1992b) Translation/History/Culture: A Sourcebook, London: Routledge. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1985) Ethics and Infinity, trans. Richard A. Cohen, Pittsburgh: Duquesne 

University Press. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1987a) Time and the Other, trans. Richard A. Cohen, Pittsburgh: Duquesne 

University Press. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1987b) Collected Philosophical Papers, trans. Alphonso Lingis, 

Dordrccht/Boston/Lancster: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 52. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1989) ‘Ethics as First Philosophy’, in Sean Hand (ed.) The Levinas Reader, 

Bash: Blackwell, 75-87. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1991) Totality and Infinity, trans. Alphonso Lingis, Dordrecht: Kluwer 



244 
 

Academic Publishers. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1996) Basic Philosophical Writings, ed. Adriaan T. Peperzak, Simon 

Critchley, and Robert Bernasconi, Bloomington: Indinana University Press. 
Levinas, Emmanuel (1998) Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essence, trans. Alphonso Lingis, 

Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press. 
Levi-Strauss, Claude (1976) ‘The Principle of Reciprocity’, in L. A. Coser and B. Rosenber (eds) 

Sociological Theory: A Book of Readings, 4th edition, New York: Macmillan, 61-70. 
Levi-Strauss, Claude (1969) The Elementary Structures of Kinship, trans. from the French by 

James Harle Bell, John Richard von Sturmer, and Rodney Needham, editor, Boston, MA: 
Beacon. 

Levý, Jirí (1989) ‘Translation as a Decision Process’, in Andrew Chesterman (ed.) Readings in 
Translation Theory, Helsinki: Oy Finn Lectura Ab, 38-52. 

Leys, Simon [Ryckmans] (2014) (trans.) The Analects, ed. Michael Nylan, New York/London: 
W.W. Norton & Company. 

Li Chenyang (1994) ‘The Confucian Concept of Jen and the Feminist Ethics of Care: A 
Comparative Study’, Hypatia: A Journal of Fiminist Philosophy 9(1): 70-89. 

Li Chenyang 李晨陽 (2007) ‘Rujia de renxue he nuxing zhuyi de guanai’儒家的仁學和女性主

義的關愛, in Cai Delin 蔡德麟 and Jing Haifeng 景海峰 (eds) 全球化時代的儒家倫理 
[Confucian Ethics in the Era of Globalisation], Beijing: Tsinghua University Press, 280-308. 

Li Feng 李楓 & Tian Debei 田德蓓 (2012) ‘Jiegou haishi chongsu: dui Venuti fanyi lilun de 
zai sikao’解構還是重塑: 對韋努蒂翻譯理論的再思考[‘Deconstruction or Reformulation: 
A Revisit of Venuti’s Translation Theories’], 中國比較文學[Chinese Comparative Literature] 
(4): 30-38. 

Li He 李河 (2005) Babieta de chongjian yu jiegou巴別塔的重建與解構——翻譯的解釋學

問題 [The Reconstruction and Deconstruction of Babel — The Hermeneutic Issue of 
Translation], Kunming: Yunan Publishing House. 

Li Ming-hui 李明輝 (2012) ‘Ruijia Kangde yu dexing lunlixue’儒家、康德與德行倫理學

[‘The Confucian School, Kant and Virtue Ethics’], 哲學研究[Philosophical Studies] (10): 
111-17. 

Li Wei 李偉 (2014) ‘Xiang zuo zhuan: Lao She zai meiguo’向左轉: 老舍在美國[‘Turning 
Left: Lao She in America’], 三聯生活週刊[Sanlian Life Weekly] No. 45: 51-59. 

Li Yulin 李育霖  (2009) Fanyi yujing: zhuti, lunli, meixue 翻译阈境: 主题 ,伦理 ,美学

[Translational Liminality: Subject, Ethics and Aesthetics], Taipei: Bookman Books Co., Ltd. 
Li Zehou 李澤厚 ([2008]2009) ‘Guanyu “Meiyu dai zongjiao” de zatan dawen’, in Liu Zaifu 
劉再复, Li Zehou meixue gailun 李澤厚美學概論[A General Introduction to Li Zehou’s 
Meixue], Beijing: Sanlian, 203-40. 

Li Zehou 李澤厚 (2010) Lunlixue gangyao 倫理學剛要 [An Outline of Ethics], Beijing: 
Renmin ribao chubanshe. 

Li Zehou 李澤厚 (2014) Huiying Sangde’er ji qita 回應桑德爾及其他[A Response to Michael 
Sandel and Other Matters], Beijing: Sanlian. 

Li Zheng 李征 (2016) ‘倫理學關照下的翻譯倫理研究——以中國典籍英譯為例[A Study of 
the Ethics of Translation from the Perspective of Ethics—With the English Translation of 
Chinese Classics as an Example]’, PhD thesis, Shanghai: East China Normal University. 

Liang Shuming 梁漱溟 (2011) Zhongguo wenhua yaoyi 中國文化要義 [The Essentials of 
Chinese Culture], Shanghai: Shanghai renmin chubanshe. 

Liao Chaoyang (2005) ‘Translatability and Cultural Difference: Toward an Ethics of “Real” 
Translation’, Concentric: Literary and Cultural Studies 31(2): 145-69. 

Liao Chaoyang 廖朝陽 (2010) ‘Shijian yu fanyi: Lai Xiangyin Fanyizhe de shenfen lunli’事件

與翻譯：賴香吟《翻譯者》的身份倫理 [‘Event and Translation: the Identity Ethics of Lai 
Xiangyin’s The Translator’], in Li Xiangping黎湘萍 & Li Na李娜 (eds) Shijian yu fanyi: 
dongya shiye zhong de Taiwan wenxue事件與翻譯: 東亞視野中的台灣文學[Event and 
Translation: Taiwan Literature in the Perspective of East Asia], Beijing: zhongguo shehui 
kexue chubanshe. 

Lin Duan 林端 (2002) ‘Quanqiuhua xia de rujia lunli: shehuixue guandian de kaocha’全球化



245 
 

下的儒家倫理: 社會學觀點的考察[‘Confucian Ethics in Globalisation: A Sociological 
Perspective’], in Lin Duan, 儒家倫理與法律文化：社會學觀點的探索[Confucian Ethics 
and Legal Culture: A Sociological Exploration], Beijing: Zhongguo zhengfa daxue 
chubanshe, 183—220. 

Lin Kenan (2002) ‘Translating as a Catalyst for Social Change in China’, in Maria Tymoczko 
and Edwin Gentzler (eds) Translation and Power, Amherst: University of Massachusetts 
Press. 

Lin Wusun (trans.) (2010) Lunyu xinyi [Getting to Know Confucius—A New Translation of The 
Analects], Beijing: Foreign Language Press. 

Liu, C.H. Joyce (2012) ‘The Translation of Ethics: The Problem of Wang Guowei’, in James St. 
André and Peng Hsiao-yen (eds) China and Its Others: Knowledge Transfer through 
Translation, 1829-2010, Amsterdam/New York: Rodopi. 

Liu, H. Lydia (1995) Translingual Practice: Literature, National Culture, and Translated 
Modernity—China, 1900-1937, Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Liu, H. Lydia (ed.) (1999) Tokens of Exchange, Durham/London: Duke University Press. 
Liu, H. Lydia (2004) The Clash of Empires: The Invention of China in Modern World Making. 

Cambridge, MA & London, England: Harvard University Press. 
Liu, H. Lydia (2014) ‘Chu yiben hao shiji bi chongxie wenxueshi zhongyao’ [‘It is more 

important to publish a collection of good poetry than rewrite literary history’], an interview 
by Yang qing, 深圳商報 [Shenzhen Economic Daily], 2014-09-29: C02. 

Liu Junping 劉軍平 (2004) ‘Chaoyue houxiandai de “tazhe”’ 超越後現代的 “他者”: 翻譯研

究的張力與活力[‘Beyond the Other in Postmodernism: Tension and Vitality in Translation 
Studies’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] 25(1): 12-17. 

Liu Miqing 劉宓慶 (2005) Zhongxi fanyi sixiang bijiao yanjiu 中西翻譯思想比較研究[A 
Comparative Study of Translation Thought in China and the West], Beijing: Zhongguo duiwai 
fanyi chuban gongsi. 

Liu Runqing 劉潤清 (ed.) (2002) Xifang yuyanxue liupai 西方語言學流派 [Schools of 
Linguistics], Beijing: Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press. 

Liu Shu-hsien 劉述先(2007) Ruxue de fuxing儒學的復興[The Rejuvenation of Confucianism], 
Hong Kong: 天地圖書Cosmos Books Ltd. 

Liu Suxun 劉素勳 (2010) ‘Lun Hawkes de Hongloumeng wenhua fanyi lunli’論霍克斯的《紅

樓夢》文化翻譯倫理 [‘The Ethics of Translating Cultures: On David Hawkes’ Translation of 
“The Story of the Stone”’], 翻譯學研究集刊[Studies of Translation and Interpretation] (13): 
57-90. 

Liu Wei 劉微 (2013) ‘Fanyi yu jieshi—Venuti fangtanlu’翻譯與解釋——勞倫斯韋努蒂訪談

錄[Translation and Interpretation—an Interview with Venuti], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators 
Journal] (6): 46-49. 

Liu Weidong 劉衛東 (2008) ‘Fanyi lunli de huigui yu chonggou’翻譯倫理的回歸與重構

[‘The Return and Reconstruction of Translation Ethics’], 中國外語[Foreign Languages in 
China](6): 95-99. 

Liu Weidong 劉衛東 (2011) ‘A Way to the Reconstruction of Translation Ethics’, PhD 
dissertation, Shanghai: Shanghai International Studies University. 

Liu Yameng (2007) ‘Towards “Representational Justice” in Translation Practice’, in Jeremy 
Munday (ed.) Translation as Intervention, London/New York: Continuum. 

Liu Yameng 劉亞猛 (2005) ‘Venuti de “fanyi lunli” jiqi ziwo jiegou’韋努蒂的“翻譯倫理”

及其自我解構[‘Venuti’s Perspective on Translation Ethics and Its Self-Deconstruction’], 中
國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (5): 40-45. 

Liu Yuli 劉餘莉（2011）Rujia lunlixue: guize yu meide de tongyi 儒家倫理學：規則與美德的

統一 [Confucian Ethics: Unity of Rules and Virtues], Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue 
chubanshe. 

Liu Yunhong 劉云虹 (2013) 翻譯價值觀與翻譯批評倫理途徑的建構—貝爾曼、韋努蒂、

皮姆翻譯倫理思想辨析 [Translation Values and Construction of Ethical Approach to 
Translation Criticism Studies — Identification of Berman’s, Venuti’s and Pym’s Thoughts on 
Translation Ethics], 中國外語[Foreign Languages in China] (5): 83-88, 94. 



246 
 

Liu Yunhong 劉云虹 (2014) ‘Yizhe lunli’ 譯者倫理:身份,選擇,責任----皮姆《論譯者的倫理》

解讀 [‘Identity, Choice, and Responsibility: An Interpretation of Anthony Pym’s On 
Translator Ethics’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] 35(5): 18-23. 

Liu Yunhong 劉雲虹 & Xu Jun 許鈞 (2016) ‘Yi de kaoyan—guanyu fanyi lunli de duitan’ 異
的考驗——關於翻譯倫理的對談[‘The Experience of the Foreign: An Interview on 
Translation Ethics’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] 39(2): 70-77. 

Liu Zequan 劉澤權 & Zhang Li 張麗 (2009) ‘Yihua zhi yihua’ 異化之異化: 韋努蒂理論再

批評[‘Lost and Found: Looking back at the Travel of L. Venuti’s Translation Theory in 
China’], 外語研究[Foreign Languages Research] (3): 75-80. 

Lou Chengzhen 樓乘震 (2011) ‘Tuozhan Lao She yanjiu xin lingyu: Laoshe wenhua lutan zai 
Shanghai juban’拓展老舍研究新領域:老舍文化論壇在上海舉辦, 深圳商報[Shenzhen 
Economic Daily], 10-16: A9. 

Lü Jun 呂俊 (2001) Kuayue wenhua zhang’ai: babieta de chongjian 跨越文化障礙: 巴別塔的

重建[Crossing the Cultural Barriers: Reconstruction of Babel], Nanjing: Southeast Univ. 
Press. 

Lü Jun 呂俊 & Hou Xiangqun 候向群 (2006) Fanyixue: yige jiangouzhuyi de shijiao 翻譯

學:—個建構主義的視角 [Translatology—A Constructivist Perspective of Translation Study], 
Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Languages Education Press. 

Lu Wei 魯偉 (2013) ‘Yixue yanjiu de linian pengzhuang yu qianjing zhanwang’譯學研究的理

念碰撞與前景展望——2013 翻譯學國際高端論壇述評 [‘Ideational Interactions and 
Developmental Expectations of TS: A Critical Summary of the 2013 TS International 
Symposium’], 東方翻譯[East Journal of Translation] (6): 86-88. 

Luo Xianfeng 駱賢鳳 (2009) ‘Zhongxi fanyi lunli yanju shuping’ 中西翻譯倫理研究述評

[‘Studies of Translation Ethics at Home and Abroad: A Survey’], 中國翻譯 [Chinese 
Translators Journal] 30 (3): 13-17. 

Luo Xianfeng (2012) ‘A Study of Translator Ethics in an Age of Postmodernism’, PhD 
disssertation, Changsha: Hunan Normal University. 

Luo Xinzhang 羅新璋 (1996) ‘Du Fu Lei yipin yougan’讀傅雷譯品有感 [‘After Reading Fu 
Lei’s Translations’], in Jin Shenghua 金圣華 (ed.) Fu Lei he ta de shijie傅雷和他的世界[Fu 
Lei and His World], Beijing: Sanlian. 

Luo Xinzhang 羅新璋 & Chen Yingnian 陳應年 (eds) (2009) Fanyi lunji 翻譯論集[An 
Anthology of Discourses on Translation], revised edition, Beijing: The Commerical Press. 

MacCormack, Geoffrey (1976) ‘Reciprocity’, Man 11(1): 89-103. 
Machan, Tiber R. (1997) A Primer on Ethics, Norman/London: University of Oklahoma Press. 
Macdonald, Keith M. (1995) The Sociology of the Professions, London: Sage. 
MacIntyre, Alasdair (2007) After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory, 3rd edition, Notre Dame, 

Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press. 
MacIntyre, Alasdair (1988) Whose Justice? Which Rationality? Notre Dame, Indiana: University 

of Notre Dame Press. 
Mackie, J. L. (1977) Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong, Harmondsworth, England: Penguin. 
MacKinnon, Barbara (2012) Ethics: Theory and Contemporary Issues, 7th edition, Wadsworth: 

Cengage Learning. 
Madison, Gary B. (2004) ‘Global Ontologies’, Dialogue and Universalism No.10-12: 122-42. 
Marino, Gordon (2010) Ethics: The Essential Writings, New York: Modern Library. 
Maier, Carol (1995) ‘Toward a Theoretical Practice for Cross-Cultural Translation’, in Anuradha 

Dingwaney and Carol Maier (eds) Between Languages and Cultures, Pittsburgh/London: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 21-38. 

Maier, Carol (2007) ‘The Translator’s Visibility: the Rights and Responsibilities Thereof’, in 
Myriam Salama-Carr (ed.) Translating and Interpreting Conflict, Amsterdam: Rodopi, 
253-66. 

Malinowski, Bronislaw (1932) Crime and Custom in Savage Society, London: Paul, Trench, 
Trubner. 

Mao Dun 茅盾 ([1954]2009) ‘為發展文學翻譯事業和提高翻譯質量而奮鬥’[‘Let Us Work 
for the Cause and Better Quality of Literary Translation’], in Luo Xinzhang & Chen Yingnian 



247 
 

(eds) Fanyi lunji 翻譯論集[A Collection of Discourses on Translation], Beijing: The 
Commercial Press, 564-82. 

Marco, Josep (2009) ‘Training Translation Researchers—An Approach Based on Models and 
Best Practice’, The Interpreter and Translator Trainer 3(1): 13-35. 

Marsh, James L. (2002) ‘Introduction’, in Richard A. Cohen & James L. Marsh (eds) Ricoeur as 
Another: The Ethics of Subjectivity, Albany, NY: SUNY Press.  

Mauss, Marcel (1970) The Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies [Essai 
sur le don], trans. Ian Cunnison, intro. E. E. Evans-Pritchard, London: Cohen & West Ltd. 

McCrum, Robert, William Cran and Robert MacNeil (1992) The Story of English, London: 
Faber and Faber. 

McDonough Dolmaya, Julie (2011a) ‘Moral Ambiguity: Some Shortcomings of Professional 
Codes of Ethics for Translators’, The Journal of Specialised Translation, Issue 15, January 
2011: 28-49. 

McDonough Dolmaya, Julie (2011b) ‘The Ethics of Crowdsourcing’, in O’Hagan, Minako (ed.) 
Translation as a Social Activity, Antwerp: Artesis University College Antwerp, Department of 
Translators & Interpreters. 

McDougall, S. Bonnie (2011) Translation Zones in Modern China: Authoritarian Command 
versus Gift Exchange, Amherst, New York: Cambria Press. 

McLaren, Ronald (1984) ‘Kawaisō, Justice and Reciprocity: Themes in Japanese and Western 
Ethics’, Philosophy East and West 34(1): 53-66. 

Merrill, Christi A. (2013) ‘Postclonial Translation: The Politics of Language as Ethical Praxis’, 
in Carmen Millán and Francesca Bartrina (eds) The Routledge Handbook of Translation 
Studies, Abingdon: Routledge, 159-72. 

Meschonnic, Henri (2011) Ethics and Politics of Translating, trans. & ed. Pier-Pascale 
Boulanger, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Meylaerts, Reine (2011) ‘Translation Policy’, in Yves Gambier & Luc van Doorslaer (eds) 
Handbook of Translation Studies, Volume 2, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 
163-68. 

Midgley, Mary (1993) Can’t We Make Moral Judgements? New York: St. Martin’s Press. 
Mill, John Stuart (2002) Utilitarianism and On Liberty, Oxford: Blackwell. 
Miller, J Hillis (1987) The Ethics of Reading: Kant, de Man, Eliot, Trollope, James, and 

Benjamin, New York: Columbia University Press.  
Miller, J. Hillis (1996) ‘Border Crossings, Translating Theory’, in Sanford Budick and 

Wolfgang Iser (eds) The Translatability of Cultures, Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
Milton, John (2004) “Fluency and the Translated Short Story”, in Stefano Arduini and Robert 

Hodgson Jr. (eds) Similarity and Difference in Translation, Rimini, Italy: Guaraldi. 
Milton, John (2010) ‘Adaptation’, in Yves Gambier and Luc van Doorslaer (eds.) Handbook of 

Translation Studies, Volume 1, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
Minford, John (2010) ‘Review of An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: 

From Earliest Times to the Buddhist Project’, China Review International [中國研究書評] 
17(3): 321-24.  

Mullis, Eric C. (2008) ‘Ritualized Exchange: A Consideration of Confucian Reciprocity’, Asian 
Philosophy 18(1): 35-50.  

Munday, Jeremy (ed.) (2007) Translation as Intervention, London/New York: Continuum. 
Munday, Jeremy (2012) Evaluation in Translation: Critical Points in Translator 

Decision-Making, London/New York: Routledge. 
Muñoz, Ricardo (2012) ‘Not a “Monkey Business”’, The Translator 18(2): 363-71. 
Nealon, Jeffrey T., (1998) Alterity Politics: Ethics and Performative Subjectivity, 

Durham/London: Duke University Press. 
Neubert, A. and Shreve, G. M. (1992) Translation as Text, Kent/London: Kent State University 

Press. 
Nevin, Thomas R. (1984) Irving Babbitt: An Intellectual Study, Chapel Hill/London: The 

University of North Carolina Press. 
Newmark, Peter (1982) Approaches to Translation, Oxford: Pergamon Press. 
Newmark, Peter (1988) A Textbook of Translation, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire: Prentice 

Hall Int’l (UK) Ltd. 
Newmark, Peter (1991) About Translation, Bristol: Multilingual Matters.  



248 
 

Newmark, Peter (1994) ‘The Ethics of Translation’, in Catriona Picken (ed.) Quality-Assurance, 
Managgement and Control, Proceedings ITI conference 7, London: Institute of Translation 
and Interpreting: 70-71.  

Newmark, Peter (1997) ‘Translation and Ideology’, in K. Klaudy & J. Kohn (eds.) 
TransferreNecesse Est, Budapest: Scholastica. 

Newmark, Peter (1999) ‘The Second Debate’, in Christina Schäffner (ed.) Translation and 
Norms, Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

Newmark, Peter (2009) ‘The Place of the Readership in Ethical Translation’, in Rodica Dimitriu 
and Miriam Shlesinger (eds) Translators and Their Readers. In Homage to Eugene Nida, 
Brussels: Les Éditions du Hazsard. 

Nida, Eugene A. (1964) Towards a Science of Translating, Leiden: Koninklijke Brill NV. 
Nida, Eugene A. (1994) ‘Sociolinguistics as a Crucial Factor in Translating and Interpreting’ 

(manuscript).  
Nida, Eugene A. and Charles R. Taber (1969) The Theory and Practice of Translation, Leiden: 

Koninklijke Brill NV. 
Nie Wenjun 聶文軍 (2008) ‘Xifang lunli xiangduizhuyi de juxian jiqi qishi’西方倫理相對主

義的侷限及其啟示[‘The Limitations and Implications of Western Ethical Relativism’], 
Hunan shifan daxue shehui kexue xuebao 湖南師範大學社會科學學報[Huan Normal 
University Journal of Social Sciences] (4): 18-23. 

Nie Wenjun 聶文軍 (2011) Xifang lunli xiangdui zhuyi tanxi 西方倫理相對主義探析 [An 
Exploration of Relativism in the West], Beijing: zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe. 

Ni Liangkang 倪梁康 (1996) ‘Ni haishi buyi—zhe shige wenti’‘譯’還是‘不譯’——這

是個問題[‘To Translate or not to Translate, That is a Question’], 讀書[Reading] (4): 78-83.  
Ni Liangkang 倪梁康 (2004) ‘Yizhe de ganga’譯者的尷尬[‘The Dilemma of The Translator’], 

讀書[Reading] (11): 90-97.  
Ni Xiuhua 倪秀華 (2011) ‘民族國家建構、意識形態與翻譯——建國“十七年”中國文學英譯

研究(1949-1966)[Nation-building, Ideology and Translation: A Study of English Translations 
of Chinese Literature in the First Seventeen Years of the PRC (1949-1966)]’, PhD dissertation, 
Hong Kong: Hong Kong Baptist University. 

Niranjana, Tejaswini (1992) Siting Translation: History, Post-structuralism, and the Colonial 
Context, Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of California Press. 

Noddings, Nel (1984) Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral Education, Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

Nollen, John S. (1895) ‘The Ethics of Translation’, Modern Language Notes 10(2): 38-39. 
Nord, Christiane (1991) “Scopos, Loyalty, and Translational Conventions”, Target 3(1): 91-109.  
Nord, Christiane (1997) Translation as a Purposeful Activity, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Nord, Christiane (2001) ‘Loyalty Re-visited: Bible Translation as a Case in Point’, in Anthony 

Pym (ed.), The Return to Ethics, Manchester: St. Jerome, 185-202. 
Nord, Christiane (2011) ‘Making the Source Text Grow: A Plea against the Idea of Loss in 

Translation’, in Claudia Buffagni, Beatrice Garzelli, Serenella Zanotti (eds) The Translator as 
Author. Perspectives on Literary Translation, Berlin: LIT. 

Nouss, Alexis (2001) (ed.) Antoine Berman for Our Time, special issue of TTR 14(2): 9-246. 
O’Brien, Justin (1959) ‘From French to English’, in Reuben A. Brower (ed.) On Translation, 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 78-92. 
O’brien, Eugene (2003) ‘Seamus Heaney and the Ethics of Translation’, Canadian Journal of 

Irish Studies 27(2) and 28(1): 7-37. 
Offer, Avner (1997) ‘Between the Gift and the Market: the Economy of the Regard’, Economic 

History Review 50(3): 450-76. 
O’Hagan, Minako (ed.) (2011) Translation as a Social Activity – Community Translation 2.0, 

special issue of Linguistica Antverpiensia 10. 
Olohan, Maeve (ed.) (2000) Intercultural Fault lines, Research Models in Translation Studies 

Series 1, Text and Cognitive Aspects, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Paloposki, Outi (2009) ‘Limits of Freedom: Agency, Choice and Constraints in the Work of the 

Translator’, in John Milton and Paul Bandia (eds) Agents of Translation, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Palumbo, Giuseppe (2009) Key Terms in Translation Studies, London/New York: Continuum. 



249 
 

Parsons, Talcott (1949) The Structure of Social Action, Glencoe, Ill: The Free Press. 
Peng Ping 彭萍 (2008) Lunli shijiaoxia de zhongguo chuantong fanyi huodong yanjiu 倫理視

角下的中國傳統翻譯活動研究[A Study of Traditional Chinese Translation Activities from 
the Perspective of Ethics], Beijing: Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press. 

Peng Ping 彭萍  (2012) Fanyi lunlixue 翻譯倫理學  [Translational Ethics], Beijing: 
Zhongyang bianyi chubanshe. 

Perpich, Diane (2008) The Ethics of Emmanuel Levinas, Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
Plato (1956) Phaedrus, trans. W.C. Helmbold and W.G. Rabinowitz, New York: Macmillan. 
Porter, Catherine (2010) ‘Presidential Forum: The Tasks of Translation in the Global Context: 

Introduction’, MLA Journal Profession: 4-8. 
Pu Hongying 蒲紅英  (2007) ‘譯者倫理的二維解讀 [A Two-dimensional Reading of 

Translator’s Ethics]’, MA thesis, Urumqi: Xinjiang University. 
Pym, Anthony (1992) Translation and Text Transfer: an Essay on the Principles of Interculural 

Communication, Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang. 
Pym, Anthony (1996) ‘Venuti’s Visibility’, Target 8(1): 165-77. 
Pym, Anthony (1998) Method in Translation History, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Pym, Anthony (2000) ‘On Cooperation’, in Maeve Olohan (ed.) Intercultural Faultlines, 

Manchester: St. Jerome, 181-192. 
Pym, Anthony (2001) ‘Introduction: The Return to Ethics in Translation Studies’, The 

Translator 7(2): 129-38.  
Pym, Anthony (2003) ‘Translation Ethics and Electronic Technologies’, Paper delivered to the 

VI Seminário de Tradução Científica e Técnica em Língua Portuguesa A Profissionalização 
do Tradutor, Fundação Calouste Gulbenkian, Lisbon, 11 November 2003. Publication in the 
corresponding proceedings.  

Pym, Anthony (2004) The Moving Text: Localization, Translation, and Distribution, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Pym, Anthony (2007) ‘Philosophy and Translation’, in Kuhiwxzak Piotr and Karin Littau (eds) 
A Companion to Translation Studies, Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

Pym, Anthony (2009) ‘On the Ethics of Translators’ Interventions’, talk at the conference 
Profession, Identity and Status: Translators and Interpreters as an Occupational Group, 
March 15-19, Tel Aviv University & Bar Ilan University. 

Pym, Anthony (2010a) Exploring Translation Theories, London/New York: Routledge. 
Pym, Anthony (2010b) Translation and Text Transfer: an Essay on the Principles of 

Intercultural Transfer (revised edition), Tarragona: Intercultural Studies Group. 
Pym, Anthony (2011a) ‘Translation Research Terms: a Tentative Glossary for Moments of 

Perplexity and Dispute’, in Anthony Pym (ed.) Translation Research Projects 3, Tarragona: 
Intercultural Studies Group: 75-110, available at 
http://isg.urv.es/publicity/isg/publications/trp_3_2011/index.htm., accessed July 12, 2013. 

Pym, Anthony (2011b) ‘The Translator as Non-author, and I am Sorry about It’, in Claudia 
Buffagni, Beatrice Garzelli, Serenella Zanotti (eds) The Translator as Author. Perspectives on 
Literary Translation, Berlin: LIT. 

Pym, Anthony (2012) On Translator Ethics: Principles for Mediation between Cultures, a 
version of Pour Une Ethique du Traduteur, trans. Heike Walker and revised and updated by 
the author, Amsterdam/Philadephia: John Benjamins.  

Qi Bangyuan [Chi Pang-yuan] 齊邦媛 (2004) ‘Hangyue xiaorenguo’航越小人國[‘Beyond 
Lilliput’], in 格理弗遊記 [Gulliver’s Travels], trans. Te-hsing Shan, Taipei: Lien-ching, 2-5.  

Qi Bangyuan [Chi Pang-yuan] 齊邦媛 (2011) Juliuhe 巨流河[Gigantically Flowing River], 
Beijing: Sanlian.  

Qiao Ying 喬穎  (2007) ‘趨向他者的翻譯－德里達翻譯思想的倫理指向  [Translation 
towards the Other—the Ethical Orientation of Derrida’s Translation Thought]’, PhD 
dissertation, Kaifeng, Henan: Henan University. 

Qin Jianghua 覃江華 (2013a) ‘Rujia zaoqi “Bao” de sixiang shijie’儒家早期“報”的思想釋

解[‘Interpretation of Bao in Early Confucianism’], 中南大學學報 [J. Cent. South Univ. 
(Social Science)] 19 (4): 143-49. 

Qin Jianghua 覃江華 (2013b) ‘Jiaohu baochang: fanyi shehuixue yanjiu xinshijiao’交互報償:
翻譯社會學研究新視角[‘Reciprocity: a new sociological approach to translation’], 民族翻



250 
 

譯[Ethnic Minority Translation] (3): 23-32. 
Qin Jianghua 覃江華 (2013c) ‘Zhang Peiyao jiaoshou xuexing jilue’融中西古今之学, 创返

本开新之路[‘A Brief Memorial Introduction of Professor Martha P. Y. Cheung’s Scholarship 
and Career’], 東方翻譯[East Journal of Translation] (6): 38-42. 

Rawls, John (1971) A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press. 
Regan, Tom (1980) ‘Introduction’, in Tom Regan (ed.) Matters of Life and Death, Philadelphia: 

Temple University Press. 
Reiss, Katharina ([1971]2000) Translation Criticism: The Potentials and Limitations, trans. 

Erroll F. Rhodes, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Reiss, Katharina (1989) ‘Text Types, Translation Types and Translation Assessment’, in Andrew 

Chesterman (ed.) Readings in Translation, Helsinki: Oy Finn Lectura Ab. 
Reiss, Katharina (2004) ‘Type, Kind and Individuality of Text: Decision Making in Translation’, 

in Venuti (ed.) The Translation Studies Reader, 2nd ed., 168-79. 
Reiss, Katharina & Hans J. Vermeer ([1984]2013) Towards a General Theory of Translation 

Action: Skopos Theory Explained, trans. Christiane Nord, English reviewed by Marina 
Dudenhöfer, Manchester: St. Jorome. 

Ren Dongsheng 任東升 & Zhang Yuling 張玉淩 (2016) ‘Guojia fanyi shijian lunli tanjiu’ 國
家翻譯實踐倫理探索[‘A Probe into Ethics in National Translation Programs’], 中國海洋大

學學報社科版[Journal of China Ocean University] (1): 105-10. 
Reynolds, Mattew (2008) ‘Review of Translation—Theory and Practice: A Historical Reader 

and An Anthology of Chinese Discourse on Translation, Volume 1: From Earliest Times to the 
Buddhist Project’, Translation and Literature 17(1): 83-93. 

Ricoeur, Paul (1991a) From Text to Action, trans. Kathleen Blamey and John B. Thompson, 
Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press. 

Ricoeur, Paul (1991b) ‘What Is a Text?’ in Mario J. Valdes (ed.) A Ricoeur Reader: Reflection 
and Imagination, New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf. 

Ricoeur, Paul (1992) Oneself As Another, trans. Kathleen Blamey, Chicago/London: The 
University of Chicago Press. 

Ricoeur, Paul ([1992]1996) ‘Reflections on a New Ethos for Europe’, in Richard Kearney (ed.) 
Paul Ricoeur: The Hermeneutics of Action, London: SAGE. 

Ricoeur, Paul (1999) ‘Approaching the Human Person’, Ethical Perspectives, 1: 45-54, 
originally in Esprit 57[1990] as ‘Approches de la personne’, trans. Dale Kidd. 

Ricoeur, Paul (2000) The Just, trans. David Pellauer, Chicago/London: The Univerisy of 
Chicago Press. 

Ricoeur, Paul (2006) On Translation, trans. Eileen Brenann, London/New York: Routledge. 
Ricoeur, Paul (2007a) Reflections on the Just, trans. David Pellauer, Chicago/London: The 

University of Chicago Press. 
Ricoeur, Paul (2007b) Evil: A Challenge to Philosophy and Theology, trans. John Bowden, intro. 

Graham Ward, London: Continuum. 
Richards, I. A. (1953) ‘Toward a Theory of Translating’, in Arthur F. Wright (ed.) Studies in 

Chinese Thought, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Robertson, Roland (1992) Globalization: Social Theory and Global Culture, London: Sage. 
Robinson, Douglas (1991) The Translator’s Turn, Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press. 
Robinson, Douglas (1997a) What Is Translation? Centrifugal Theories, Critical Interventions, 

81-96. 
Robinson, Douglas (ed.) (1997b/2002) Western Translation Theory: from Herodotus to 

Nietzsche, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Robinson, Douglas (1997c) Translation and Empire: Postcolonial Theories Explained, 

Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Robinson, Douglas (1998) ‘Hermenetuic Motion’, in Mona Baker (ed.) Routledge Encyclopedia 

of Translation Studies, 1st edition, London/NewYork: Routledge. 
Robinson, Douglas (2001) Who Translates? Translator Subjectivities beyond Reason, Albany: 

SUNY Press. 
Robinson, Douglas (2003) Performative Linguistics: Speaking and Translating as Doing Things 

with Words, London/New York: Routledge. 
Robinson, Douglas (2011) Translation and the Problem of Sway, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John 

Benjamins. 



251 
 

Robinson, Douglas (2012) Becoming a Translator (3rd edition), London/New York: Routledge. 
Robinson, Douglas (2013a) ‘Hu Genshen and his Eco-translatology’, 東方翻譯[East Journal of 

Translation] (1): 9-29. 
Robinson, Douglas (2013b) Schleiermacher’s Icoses. Social Ecologies of the Different Methods 

of Translating, Bucharest: ZETA books.  
Robinson, Douglas (2015) The Dao of Translation: An East-West Dialogue, London/New York: 

Routledge.  
Robinson, David and Chris Garratt (1999) Introducing Ethics, Cambridge: Icon Books UK. 
Rorty, Richard (2011) An Ethics for Today, New York: Columbia University Press. 
Rosaldo, Renato (2000) ‘Of Headhunters and Soldiers: Separating Cultural and Ethical 

Relativism’, Issues in Ethics 11(1), 
http://www.scu.edu/ethics/publications/iie/v11n1/relativism.html, accessed December 29, 
2012. 

Russell, Bertrand (1967) Power: A New Social Analysis, London: Unwin Books. 
Sadek, Gaafar (2012) ‘Considerations for Translation Rights 2.0’, Translation Spaces 1: 81-100. 
Sahlins, Marshall (1972) Stone Age Economics, London: Tavistock Publications. 
Said, Edward W. (1994) Representations of the Intellectual, New York: Pantheon. 
Said, Edward W. (1978) Orientalism, London: Penguin. 
Sakai, Naoki (2000) ‘“You Asians”: On the Historical Role of the West and Asia Binary’, South 

Atlantic Quarterly 99(4): 789-818. 
Sakai, Naoki (2009) ‘How Do We Count a Language? Translation and Discontinuity’, 

Translation Studies 2(1): 71-88. 
Salama-Carr, Myriam (2007) “Introduction”, in Myriam Salama-Carr (ed.) Translating and 

Interpreting Conflict, Amsterdam/New York: Rodopi. 
Salisbury, Lawrence (1945) ‘Introduction’, in Robert S. Ward’s Asia for the Asiatics? The 

Techniques of Japanese Occupation, Chicago: the University of Chicago Press, v-ix. 
Samovar, A. Larry (2006) Communication between Cultures, Belmont: Wadsworth Publishing 

Company. 
Samuelsson-Brown, Geoffrey (2006) A Practical Guide for Translators (4th revised edition), 

Beijing: Foreign Language and Research Press. 
Schäffner, Christina (ed.) (1999) Translation and Norms, Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Schäffner, Christina (2007) ‘Politics and Translation’ in Kuhiwxzak Piotr and Karin Littau (eds) 

A Companion to Translation Studies, Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Schäffner, Christina (2012) ‘The Importance of Text’, The Translator 18(1): 119-27. 
Schäffner, Christina & Helen Kelly-Holmes (eds) (1995) Cultural Functions of Translation, 

Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Schimmelpfennig, Michael (1999) ‘Qu Yuan’s Transformation F[f]rom Realized Man to True 

Poet: The Han-Dynasty Commentary of Wang Yi to the “Lisao” and the Songs of Chu’, PhD 
thesis, University of Heidelberg. 

Schleiermacher, Friedrich ([1813]2004) ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’, trans. Susan 
Bernofsky, in Lawrence Venuti (ed.) The Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/ 
New York: Routledge, 43-53. 

Schmidtz, David (2006) Elements of Justice, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Schulte, Rainer and John Biguenet (eds.) (1992) Theories of Translation: an Anthology of 

Essays from Dryden to Derrida, Chicago/London: The University of Chicago Press. 
Schultz, J.P. (1974) ‘Reciprocity in Confucian and Rabbinic ethics’, Journal of Religious Ethics 

2(1): 143-150. 
Sedgwick, Peter (2001) Descartes to Derrida: An Introduction to European Philosophy, 

Oxford/Malden: Blackwell. 
Sela-Sheffy, Rakefet (2005) ‘How to Be a (Recognised) Translator? Rethinking Habitus, Norms, 

and the Field of Translation’, Target 17(1): 1-26. 
Selim, Samah (2009) ‘Nation and Translation in the Middle East: Histories, Canons, 

Hegemonies’, The Translator, 15(1): 1-13. 
Sen, Amartya (2009) The Idea of Justice, Cambridge, Mass: The Belknap Press of Harvard 

University Press. 
Setton, Robin and Alice Guo Liangliang (2011) ‘Attitudes to Role, Status and Professional 

Identity in Interpreters and Translators with Chinese in Shanghai and Taipei’, in Rakefet 



252 
 

Sela-Sheff, Miriam Shlesinger (eds) Identity and Status in the Translational Professions, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Shadd, Deborah M. (2012) ‘Chasing Ricoeur: in Pursuit of the Translational Paradigm’, New 
Voices in Translation Studies, 8: 158-69. 

Shamma, Tarek (2005) ‘The Exotic Dimension of Foreignizing Strategies’, The Translator 11(1): 
51-67. 

Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan] (2002) ‘Gulliver Travels to the Centre of the Earth: Three Early 
Chinese Translation of Gulliver’s Travels’, Swift Studies 17: 109-24. 

Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興 (trans. and annotator) (2004)格理弗遊記 [Gulliver’s 
Travels], Taipei: Lianjng [Lien-ching]. 

Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興 (2007) Fanyi yu mailuo 翻譯與脈絡[Translations and 
Contexts], Beijing: Tsinghua University Press. 

Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興 (2009) Fanyi yu mailuo 翻譯與脈絡[Translations and 
Contexts], Taipei: Shulin. 

Shan Te-hsing (2012a) ‘Text, Context, and Dual Contextualization: Personal Reflections on a 
Thick Translation of Gulliver’s Travels’, in James St. André and Peng Hsiao-yen (eds) China 
and Its Others: Knowledge Transfer through Translation, 1829-2010, Amsterdam/New York: 
Rodopi, 277-97. 

Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興(2012b) ‘齊邦媛教授訪談: 翻譯面面觀’[‘Perspectives 
on Translation—An Interview with Professor Qi Bangyuan/Chi Pang-yuan’],編譯論叢

[Compilation and Translation Review] 5(1): 247-72. 
Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興 (trans. and annotator) (2013)格理弗遊記 [Gulliver’s 

Travels], 2nd ed., Taipei: Lianjng [Lien-ching]. 
Shan Dexing[Te-Hsing, Shan]單德興 (2015) ‘朝向一種翻譯文化——評韋努堤的《翻譯改變

一切 :理論與實踐》 ’[Towards a Translation Culture—Review of Venuti’s Translation 
Changes Everything: Theory and Practice],編譯論叢[Compilation and Translation Review] 
8(1): 143-54. 

Shan Jigang 單繼剛 (2009) ‘Fanyizhe, Beibanzhe?’翻譯者，背叛者？[‘Translator, Traitor?’],
世界哲學[World Philosophy] (6): 155-160. 

Shaw, Williams H. (1993) Social and Personal Ethics, Belmont, California: Wadsworth 
Publishing. 

Shaw, Williams H. (2014) Social and Personal Ethics, eighth edition, Boston: Wadsworth. 
Shelley, Percy B. ([1820]2004) ‘Ode to the West Wind’, in Wang Hongyin 王宏印, 英詩經典名

譯評析[Masterpieces of English Poems from Shakespeare to Ginsberg], Jinan: Shangdong 
University Press. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2007) ‘Fanyi yanjiu de shiran shijie yu yingran shijie’ 翻譯研究的應然

世界與實然世界[‘The Factual and the Evaluative World in Translation Studies’], 外語學刊

[Foreign Language Research] (4): 100-102. 
Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2008) ‘Zunzhong chayi—dangdai fanyi yanjiu de lunliguan’尊重差

異——當代翻譯研究的倫理觀 [‘Respect for Difference: The Ethical Principle of 
Contemporary Translation Studies’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (2): 16-19. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2010) 怎麼譯——從‘操控’到‘投降’[‘How to Translate: From 
“Manipulation” to “Surrender”’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] 33(2): 44-52. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2011)‘Fanyi yanjiu zhong de zhen shan mei’翻譯研究中的‘真’,
‘善’,‘美’[‘In Pursuit of the True, the Good, or the Beautiful: A Teleological Perspective 
on the Development of Translation in China’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (3): 
11-16. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2014) ‘從‘操控’到‘投降’——全球化背景下的翻譯倫理模式構

想[From ‘Manipulation’ to ‘Surrender’—the Construction of Models of Translation Ethics in 
the Context of Globalization]’, PhD dissertation, Nanjing: Nanjing Normal University. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 (2016) ‘Fanyi lunlimoshi yanjiu zhong de caokonglun yu touxianglun’翻
譯倫理模式研究中的操控論與投降論[‘Manipulationism and Capitulationism in Ethical 
Proposals for Translation Models’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] 39(2): 78-88. 

Shen Lianyun 申連雲 & Gao Chuntian 高春天 (2010) ‘Fanyi lunli piping de lilun shenshi’翻



253 
 

譯倫理批評的理論審視[‘A Theoretical Examination of Ethical Translation Critcism’], 浙江

教育學院學報[Journal of Zhejiang Education College] (6): 35-41. 
Shen Yingli 申英麗 & Tong Yahui 仝亞輝 (2005)  ‘Fanyi lunli wenti de huigui’ 翻譯倫理問

題的回歸——由《譯者》特刊之《回歸到倫理問題》出發[‘The Return of Translation Ethics: 
An Introduction to the Special Issue of The Translator’], 四川外語學院學報[Journal of 
Sichuan Univ. of Foreign Studies] (1): 94-99. 

Shi Xiaojing (trans.) (2005) Camel Xiangzi, Chinese-English bilingual edition, (intro. Kwok-kan 
Tam), Hong Kong: The ChineseUniversity Press. 

Shiyab, M. Said et al (eds.) (2010) Globalization and Aspects of Translation, Newcastle upon 
Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Shuttleworth, Mark & Moira Cowie (1997) Dictionary of Translation Studies, Manchester: St. 
Jerome. 

Siebers, Tobin (1988) The Ethics of Criticism, Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
Silver, Katherine (2009) ‘The Translator’s Art of Failure: Engaging the Other in Imperfect 

Harmony’, TranscUlturAl 1(2): 1-12. 
Simeoni, Daniel (1998) ‘The Pivotal Status of the Translator’s Habitus’, Target 10(1): 1-39. 
Simon, Sherry (1996) Gender in Translation: Cultural Identity and the Politics of Transmission, 

London/New York: Routledge. 
Simon, Sherry (2002) ‘Germanine de Staёl and Gayatri Spivak: Culture Brokers’, in Maria 

Tymoczko and Edwin Gentzler (eds) Translation and Power, Amherst: University of 
Massachusetts Press. 

Simon, Sherry and Paul St-Pierre (eds) (2006) Changing the Terms: Translating in the 
Postcolonial Era, Ottawa: the University of Ottawa Press.  

Singer, Peter (1985) ‘Ethics’, in Encyclopedia Britannica, Chicago: EB, 627-48. 
Singer, Peter (1993) Practical Ethics (2nd edition), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Singer, Peter (2012) ‘Ethics’, in Encyclopedia Britannica, online edition.  
Singer, Peter (ed.) (1994) Ethics, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Slocombe, Will (2004) ‘Haruki Murakami and the Ethics of Translation’, CLCWeb: 

Comparative Literature and Culture 6(2): http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/clcweb/vol6/iss2/6., 
accessed June 21, 2012.  

Snell-Hornby, Mary (1990) ‘A Critique of Translation Theory in Germany’, in Susan Bassnett 
and Andre Lefevere (eds) Translation, History and Culture, London: Pinter Publishers. 

Snell-Hornby, Mary (1995) Translation Studies: an Integrated Approach, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 

Snell-Hornby, Mary (2006) The Turns of Translation Studies, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John 
Benjamins. 

Spence, Edward and Brett Van Heekeren (2005) Advertising Ethics, Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty (1993) ‘The Politics of Translation’, Outside in the Teaching 
Machine, London/New York: Routledge, reprinted in Lawrence Venuti (ed.) (2004) The 
Translation Studies Reader, 2nd edition, London/New York: Routledge. 

Steiner, George (1998) After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation (3rd edition). Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.  

Steiner, George (2001) Grammars of Creation, New Haven/London: Yale University Press. 
Stewart, Noel (2009) Ethics: An Introduction to Moral Philosophy, Cambridge, UK: Polity.  
Stoker, Kevin L. & Kati A. Tusinski (2006) ‘Reconsidering Public Relations’Infatuation With 

Dialogue: Why Engagement and Reconciliation Can Be More Ethical Than Symmetry and 
Reciprocity’, Journal of Mass Media Ethics: Exploring Questions of Media Morality (21)2-3: 
156-76. 

Strowe, Anna (2011) ‘Is Simpatico Possible in Translation’, The Translator 17(1): 51-75. 
Sun Ge 孫歌 (2001) ‘Qianyan’前言 [Foreword], in Xu Baoqiang許寶強 & Yuan Wei袁偉

(eds) Yuyan yu fanyi de zhengzhi語言與翻譯的政治  [The Politics of Language and 
Translation], Beijing: zhongyang bianyi chubanshe. 

Sun Huijun 孫會軍 (2014) ‘Geyi Mo Yan xiaoshuo yanjiu’ 葛譯莫言小說研究[A Study of 
Goldblatt’s Translation of Mo Yan’s Novels], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] 35(5): 
82-87. 



254 
 

Sun Yifeng (2006) ‘Translating Foreign Otherness’, Across Languages and Cultures 7(1): 
23-36. 

Sun Yifeng 孫藝風 (2004) Shijiao, chanshi, wenhua: wenxue fanyi yu fanyi lilun 視角闡釋文

化: 文學翻譯與翻譯理論[Perspectives, Interpretations, Culture: Literary Translation and 
Translation Theories], Beijing: Tsinghua University Press. 

Sun Zhili 孫致禮 (2007) ‘Yizhe de zhize’譯者的職責[‘The Translator’s Responsibilities’], 中
國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (4): 14-18. 

Tan Xiaoli 譚曉麗  (2012) He’er butong 和而不同 :安樂哲儒學典籍英譯研究[Seeking 
Harmony with Differences: A Study of Roger Ames’ English Translation of Confucian 
Classics], Beijing: Zhongyang bianyi chubanshe. 

Tan Zaixi 譚載喜 (2000) Fanyixue 翻譯學 [The Science of Translation], Wuhan: Hubei 
jiaoyu chubanshe. 

Tan Zaixi 譚載喜 (2004) Xifang fanyi jianshi西方翻譯簡史[A Short History of Translation in 
the West], revised edition, Beijing: The Commercial Press. 

Tan Zaixi (2006) ‘Metaphors of Translation’, Perspectives: Studies in Translatology 14 (1): 
40-54. 

Tan Zaixi 譚載喜 (2007) ‘Fanyi benzhi de juedui yu xiangdui shuxing’翻譯本質的絕對與相

對屬性[‘The Absolute and Relative Properties of Translation’], 廣東外語外貿大學學報

[Journal of Guangdong Univ. of Foreign Studies] (1): 5-9. 
Tan Zaixi (2010) ‘Translation and Its Socio-Cultural Conditioning—Comparing Developments 

in the Chinese and West Traditions’, unpublished manuscript, Translation Studies Summer 
School (TRSS Hong Kong) at HKBU.  

Tai Zaixi 譚載喜 (2012a) Fanyi yu fanyi yanjiu gailun翻譯與翻譯研究概論 [Translation and 
Translation Studies: Perceptions, Perspectives and Methodology], Beijing: Zhongguo duiwai 
fanyi chuban youxian gongsi. 

Tan Zaixi (2012b) ‘The Translator’s Identity as Perceived through Metaphors’, Across 
Languages and Cultures 13(1): 13-32. 

Tan Zaixi (2014) ‘Bianhua zhong de fanyi jinji’變化中的翻譯禁忌[‘Changing Taboos against 
Translation: An Explorative and Dialectic Perspective’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators 
Journal] (1): 23-28. 

Tan Zaixi and Shao Lu (2007) ‘Translation and the Relativity of Cultural Identities’, Neohelicon 
37(1): 197-216. 

Tang Jun 湯君  (2007) ‘Fanyi lunli de lilun shenshi’翻譯倫理的理論審視 [‘Ethics of 
Translation: Theoretical Considerations’], 外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] (4): 14-18. 

Tang Pei 唐培 (2006) ‘Cong fanyi lunli toushi wenxue fanyi zhong de wenhua wudu’從翻譯

倫理透視文學翻譯中的文化誤讀[‘On Cultural Misreading in Literary Tanslation: An 
Ethical Approach’], 解放軍外國語學院學報[Journal of PLA Univ. of Foreign Languages] 
(1): 64-68. 

Tao, Julia (1998) ‘Confucianism’, in Ruth Chadwick (ed.) Encyclopedia of Applied Ethics, San 
Diego: Academic Press, 597-608. 

Tao, Julia Lai Po-Wah (2004) ‘Confucian and Western Notions of Human Need and Agency: 
Health Care and Biomedical Ethics in the Twenty-first Century’, in Qiu Ren-Zong (ed.) 
Bioethics: Asian Perspectives, Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Tatranský, Tomáš (2008) ‘A Reciprocal Asymmetry? Levinas’s Ethics Reconsidered’, Ethical 
Perspectives 15(3): 293-307. 

Thakurta, Paranjoy Guha (2009) Media Ethics: Truth, Fairness and Objectivity, New Delhi: 
Oxford University Press. 

Thompson, John B. (1981) Critical Hermeneutics: A Study in the Thought of Paul Ricoeur and 
Jürgen Habermas, Cambridge: Cambridge University Presss. 

Thompson, John B. (1991) ‘Editor’s Introduction’, in Pierrre Bourdieu: Language and Symbolic 
Power, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Toscano, Roberto (2005) ‘Paul Ricoeur’s Ethical Syntax’, Pace Diritti Umani/Peace Human 
Rights, No. 5, unpaginated.  

Toulmin, Stephen (1950) An Examination of the Place of Reason in Ethics, England: Cambridge 
University Press. 



255 
 

Toury, Gideon (1980) In Search of A Translation Theory, Tel Aviv: Porter Institute. 
Toury, Gideon (1995) Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: 

John Benjamins. 
Toury, Gideon (2010) ‘Some Recent (and More Recent) Myths in Translation Studies’, in 

Micaela Muñoz-Calvo and Carmen Buesa-Gómez (eds) Translation and Cultural Identity: 
Selected Essays on Translation and Cross-Cultural Communication, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 155-71. 

Tsai, Robin Cheng-Hsing (2009) ‘The Ethics of Translation: Gary Snyder and Chinese 
Literature’, Ariel 40(2-3): 63-87. 

Trosborg, Anna (ed.) (1997) Text Typology and Translation, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John 
Benjamins. 

Tu An 屠岸 (2005) ‘Xiai Keats, renshi Keats, fanyi Keats’喜爱济慈,认识济慈,翻译济慈

[‘Loving Keats, Studying Keats, Translating Keats’] , in Zheng Lunan 鄭魯南 (ed.)一本書和

一個世界[A Book and A World], Beijing: Kunlun chubanshe. 
Tu An 屠岸 & Xu Jun 許鈞 (2010) ‘ “xin da ya” yu “zhen shan mei”’“信達雅”與“真善

美”, in Xu Jun et al Wenxue fanyi de lilun yu shijian: fanyi duihualu 翻譯對話錄, Nanjing: 
Yilin chubanshe. 

Tu Binglan 涂兵蘭 (2013) Qingmo yizhe de fanyi lunli yanjiu (1898-1911)清末譯者的翻譯倫

理研究 [A Study of the Translators’ Translation Ethics in Late Qing China (1898-1911)], 
Changsha: Hunan renmin chubanshe. 

Tu, Wei-Ming (1985) ‘Selfhood and Otherness in Confucian Thought’, in Marsella, Anthony J., 
George DeVos and Francis L. K. Hsu (eds) Culture and Self: Asian and Western Perspectives, 
New York/London: Tavistock Publications, 231-51. 

Tu, Wei-Ming (1989) Centrality and Commonality: an Essay on Confucian Religiousness, 
Albany, N. Y.: SUNY. 

Tu, Wei-Ming 杜維明 Peng Guoxiang 彭國翔 (ed. & trans.) 編譯 (2010) Rujia chuantong and 
wenming duihua 儒家傳統與文明對話 [Confucian Tradition and Civilizational Dialogues], 
Beijing: People’s Publishing House. 

Turner, Paul (ed. & annotator) (1998) Gulliver’s Travels, Oxford/New York: Oxford University 
Press.  

Tymoczko, Maria (1999) Translation in a Postcolonial Context: Early Irish Literature in 
English Translation, Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Tymoczko, Maria (2003) ‘Ideology and the Position of the Translator: In What Sense is a 
Translator “In Between”’, in María Calzada Pérez (ed.) Apropos of Ideology, Manchester: St. 
Jerome.  

Tymoczko, Maria (2006) ‘Translation: Ethics, Ideology, Action’, The Massachusetts Review 
47(3): 442-61. 

Tymoczko, Maria (2007) Enlarging Translation, Empowering Translators, Manchester: St. 
Jerome. 

Tymoczko, Maria (2009) ‘Censorship and Self-Censorship in Translation: Ethics and Ideology, 
Resistance and Collusion’, in Eiléan Ní Chuilleanáin, Cormac Ó Cuilleanáin & David Parris 
(eds) Translation and Censorship, Dublin: Four Courts Press. 

Tymoczko, Maria (ed.) (2010) Translation, Resistance, Activism, Amherst/Boston: University of 
Massachusetts Press. 

Tymoczko, Maria & Edwin Gentzler (eds) (2002) Translation and Power, Amherst: the 
University of Massachusetts Press.  

Tyulenev, Sergey (2014) Translation and Society: An Introduction, London/New York: 
Routledge. 

Valdes, Mario J. (1991) ‘Introduction: Paul Ricoeur’s Post-Structrualist Hermeneutics’, in Mario 
J. Valdes (ed.) A Ricoeur Reader: Reflection and Imagination, New York: Harvester 
Wheatsheaf. 

Van Baal, J. (1975) Reciprocity and the Position of Women, Assen/Amsterdam: Van Gorcum.  
Van Der Jagt, Krijn (2010) ‘Ethical Concerns and Worldview Perspectives in Bible Translation: 

An Inquiry into the Ethics of Bible Translation’, The Bible Translator 61(3): 101-122. 
Van Peursen, C. A. (1968) ‘Notes for A Philosophy of Reciprocity’, in Egbert de Vries (ed.) 

Essays on Reciprocity, The Hague/Paris: Mouton. 



256 
 

Van Wyke, Ben (2010) ‘Ethics and Translation’, in Yves Gambier and Luc van Doorslaer (eds.) 
Handbook of Translation Studies Volume 1, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 
111-15. 

van Wyke, Ben (2013) ‘Translation and Ethics’, in Carmen Millán and Francesca Bartrina (eds) 
The Routledge Handbook of Translation Studies, Abingdon: Routledge, 548-60. 

Venn, Couze (2006) ‘Translation: Politics and Ethics’, Theory, Culture & Society 23(2-3):82-84.  
Von Schlegel, August Wilhelm (2002) ‘Poetic Translation an Imperfect Approximation’, trans. 

Douglas Robinson, in Douglas Robinson (ed.) Western Translation Theory: From Herodotus 
to Nietzsche, Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Venuti, Lawrence (1995) The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Translation, London/New 
York: Routledge. 

Venuti, Lawrence (1998) The Scandals of Translation: Towards an Ethics of Difference, 
London/New York: Routledge. 

Venuti, Lawrence (2008) The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Translation (2nd edition), 
London/and New York: Routledge. 

Venuti, Lawrence (2004) The Translation Studies Reader (2nd edition), London/New York: 
Routledge. 

Venuti, Lawrence (2004) ‘Translation, Community, Utopia’, in Venuti (ed.) The Translation 
Studies Reader (2nd edition), London/New York: Routledge. 

Venuti, Lawrence (2009) ‘Translation, Intertextuality, Interpretation’, Roman Studies 27(3): 
157-73. 

Venuti, Lawrence ([1993]2010a) “Translation as Cultural Politics: Regimes of Domestication in 
English”, in Mona Baker (ed.) Critical Readings in Translation Studies, London/New York: 
Routledge, 67-79, first published in 1993 Textual Practice 7(2): 208-23. 

Venuti, Lawrence (2010b) ‘Translation, Empiricism, Ethics’, Profession: 72-81. 
Venuti, Lawrence (2011a) ‘The Poet’s Version; or An Ethics of Translation’, Translation Studies 

4(2): 230-47. 
Venuti, Lawrence (2011b) ‘Towards a Translation Culture’, The Iowa Review, Fall 2011, 

http://iowareview.uiowa.edu/page/towards_a_translation_culture, accessed July25, 2013. 
Venuti, Lawrence (2013) Translation Changes Everything: Theory and Practice, London/New 

York: Routledge. 
Vermeer, Hans J. (1987) ‘What Does It Mean to Translate?’ Indian Journal of Applied 

Linguistics 13: 25–33. 
Vermeer, Hans J. (1996) A Skopos Theory of Translation: Some Argumens for and against, 

Heidelberg: TEXTconTEXT. 
Viaggio, Sergio (1999) ‘The Limitations of the Strictly Socio-Historical Description of Norms: 

A Response to Theo Hermans and Gideon Toury’, in Christina Schäffner (ed.) Translation 
and Norms, Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

Vohra, Ranbir (1974) Lao She and the Chinese Revolution, Cambridge, MA: Easter Asian 
Research Center, Harvard University. 

Von Flotow, Luise (1997) Translation and Gender: Translating in the ‘Era of Feminism’, 
Manchester: St. Jerome. 

Wakabayashi, Judy (2011) ‘Fictional Representations of Author-Translator Relationships’, 
Translation Studies 4(1): 87-102. 

Waley, Arthur (trans.) (1998) Lunyu [The Analects], Beijing: Fereign Language Teaching and 
Research Press.  

Walsh, W. H. (1998) Hegelian Ethics, Bristol: Thoemmes Press. 
Warnock, Geoffrey (1967) Contemporary Moral Philosophy, London: Macmillan. 
Wan Junren 萬俊人 (1993) ‘Dangdai xifang lunlixue de zhuti shanbian and chuantong huigui’
當代西方倫理學的主題嬗變與傳統迴歸[‘The Changing Themes and Return of Traditions 
in Contemporary Western Ethics’], 學術月刊[Academic Monthly] (9): 39-51. 

Wan Junren萬俊人 (2001) ‘Jingji quanqiuhua yu wenhua duoyuanlun’經濟全球化與文化多元

論[‘Economic Globalization and Cultural Pluralism’], 中國社會科學[Social Sciences of 
China] (2): 38-48. 

Wan Junren 萬俊人 (2002) ‘Pushi lunli ruhe keneng’普適倫理如何可能[‘How Is Public Ethic 
Possible’], 現代哲學[Modern Philosophy] (1): 37-46. 



257 
 

Wang Dazhi 王大智 (2005) ‘Guanyi zhankai fanyi lunli yanjiu de sikao’關於展開翻譯倫理研

究的思考[‘On the Why and How of Studying Translation Ethics’], 外語與外語教學

[Foreign Languages and Their Teaching] (12): 44-47. 
Wang Dazhi王大智 (2009) ‘“Fanyi lunli” gainian shixi’“翻译伦理”概念试析[‘Concept 

Analysis of “Ethics of Translating”’], 外語與外語教學[Foreign Languages and Their 
Teaching] (12): 61-63. 

Wang Dazhi 王大智 (2012) Fanyi yu fanyi lunli 翻譯與翻譯倫理[La traduction et l’éthiqu du 
taduirer/Translation and Translating Ethics], Beijing: Peking University Press. 

Wang Dongfeng 王東風 (2008) ‘Venuti yu Lu Xun yihua fanyiguan bijiao’韋努蒂與魯迅異化

翻譯觀比較  [‘Venuti’s and Lu Xun’s Conception of Foreignizing Translation: A 
Comparison’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (2): 5-10. 

Wang, Der-wei David (1992) Fictional Realism in Twentieth-Century China: Mao Dun, Lao She, 
Shen Congwen, New York: Columbia University Press.  

Wang Haiming 王海明 (2004) Lunlixue fangfa 倫理學方法 [Approaches to Ethics], Beijing: 
The Commercial Press. 

Wang Hong 王宏 (2011) ‘Zenmoyi: shi caokong, haishi touxiang?’怎麼譯: 是操控, 還是投

降?[‘Is Translate “Manipulation” or “Surrender”?’],外國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] 
(2): 84-89. 

Wang Hui 王輝  (2008) ‘Rang chuantong zouxiang shijie’讓傳統走向世界[‘Channeling 
Chinese Traditions to the World’], 中國比較文學[Comparative Literature in China] (1): 
109-114. 

Wang Jiankai 王建開 (2003) Wusi yilai woguo yingmei wenxue zuopin yijie shi, 1919-1949 
五四以來我國英美文學作品譯介史[A History of Chinese Translations of Literary Works 
from the UK & US, 1919-1949], Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press.  

Wang Keming 王克明 (2009) ‘Fanyi yu lunlixue’翻譯與倫理學[‘Translation and Ethics’], 外
語與外語教學[Foreign Languages and Their Teaching] (5): 45-48. 

Wang Lina 王莉娜 (2008) ‘Xi fanyi lunli de sizhong moshi’析翻譯倫理的四種模式[‘The Four 
Models of Translation Ethics’], 外語研究[Foreign Languages Research] (6): 84-88. 

Wang Lina (2009) ‘An Eclectic and Ethical Approaches to Translation—Newmark’s Translation 
Theory Re-examined’, PhD dissertation, Shanghai: FudanUniversity. 

Wang Ning 王寧 (2009) Fanyi yanjiu de wenhua zhuanxiang 翻譯研究的文化轉向[The 
Culture Turn in Translation Studies], Beijing: Tsinghua University Press. 

Wang Shuo 王碩 (2011) ‘Baozhe, tianxia zhi li ye’“報者, 天下之利也”[‘Bao, Good for 
Tianxia’], 現代哲學[Modern Philosophy] (3): 117-124. 

Wang Tiejun 王鐵鈞 (2006) Zhongguo fodian fanyi shigao 中國佛典翻譯史稿[Translation 
History of Chinese Buddhist Scriptures], Beijing: Central Compilation & Translation Press. 

Wang Xiulu 王岫廬 (2016) ‘Zaitan fanyi lunli’ 再談翻譯倫理[‘Translation Ethics Again’], 
上海翻譯[Shanghai Journal of Translators] (5): 13-17. 

Ward, Robert S [Evan King] (1945) Asia for the Asiatics? The Techniques of Japanese 
Occupation, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

Weissbrod, Rachel (2009) ‘Philosophy of Translation Meets Translation Studies: Three Hebrew 
Translations of Kipling’s “If” in Light of Paul Ricoeur’s “Third Text” and Gideon Toury’s 
“Adequate Translation”’, Target 21(1):58-73. 

Wei Zhengtong et al 韋政通等 (2007) ‘Rujia lunli yu dangdai zhongguo de daode goujian—a 
dialogue’儒家倫理與當代中國的道德構建, in Cai Delin 蔡德麟 and Jing Haifeng 景海峰

(eds)全球化時代的儒家倫理 [Confucian Ethics in the Era of Globalisation], Beijing: 
Tsinghua University Press, 25-76. 

Weston, Martin (2003) ‘Meaning, Truth and Morality in Translation’, in Gunilla Anderman and 
Margaret Rogers (eds) Translation Today: Trends and Perspectives, Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters. 

Weller, Shane (2005) ‘In Other Words: on the Ethics of Translation’, Angelaki: Journal of the 
Theoretical Humanities 10(3): 171-187. 

Weller, Shane (2006) Beckett, Literature, and the Ethics of Alterity, London/New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 



258 
 

White, K. Stephen, (ed.) ([1995]2006) The Cambridge Companion to Habermas, Beijing: 
Sanlian. 

Whitehead, Alfred North (1968) Modes of Thought, New York: The Free Press. 
Williams, Bernard (1985) Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy, London: Fontana. 
Williams, Jenny (2013) Theories of Translation, New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Williams, Jenny and Chesterman Andrew (2002) The Map: a Beginner’s Guide to Doing 

Research in Translation Studies, Manchester: St. Jerome. 
Williams, Robert R. (1997) Hegel’s Ethics of Recognition, Berkeley: University of California 

Press. 
Wimsatt, W.K. Jr. and Monroe C. Beardsley (1946) ‘The Intentional Fallacy’, Sewanee 54(3): 

468-88. 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig ([1929]1994) “A Lecture on Ethics”, in Peter Singer (ed.) Ethics, Oxford 

and NY: Oxford University Press. 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig (1997) Philosophische Untersuchungen/Philosophical Investigations, 2nd 

edition, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe, Oxford, UK & Malden, US: Blackwell. 
Wolf, Michaela (2007) Constructing a Sociology of Translation, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John 

Benjamins. 
Wolf, Michaela (2011) ‘Mapping the field: Sociological Perspectives on Translation’, Int’l. J. 

Soc. Lang. 207: 1-28. 
Wondra, Ellen (2004) ‘Participating Persons: Reciprocity and Asymmetry’, Anglican 

Theological Review 86(1): 57-73. 
Wu Hua 吳畫 (2009) ‘On the Translator’s Moral Decision-making—Based on the Case Study 

of Lin Shu’s Translation Activity 從林紓的翻譯活動看譯者的道德選擇’, MA thesis, 
Guangzhou: Gongdong Foreign Studies University. 

Wu Jianguo 吳建國 & Wei Qingguang魏清光 (2006) ‘Fanyi yu lunli guifan’翻譯與倫理規範

[‘Translation and Ethical Norms’], 上海翻譯[Shanghai Journal of Translators] (2): 1-6. 
Wu Zhijie 吳志傑 (2008) ‘Shilun fanyi de lunlixing’試論翻譯的倫理性[‘On the Ethical 

Properties of Translation’], in Zhang Boran 張柏然, Liu Huawen 劉華文, and Zhang Sijie 張

思潔 (eds.), 中國譯學:傳承與創新[Inheritance and Innovation of Chinese Traditional 
Translation Theory], Shanghai: Foreign Language Education Press, 75-88. 

Wu Zhijie 吳志傑 & Wang Yuping 王育平 (2008) ‘Yi cheng li yi’以誠立譯——論翻譯的倫

理學轉向[‘Translating with Cheng: On the Ethical Turn of Translation’], 南京社會科學

[Nanjing Social Sciences] (8): 136-142. 
Wu Zhijie 吳志傑  (2011) ‘Hehe Fanyi yanjiu chuyi’和合翻譯研究芻議  [‘Toward a 

Harmony-promoting Theory of Translation’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] 32(4): 
5-13. 

Xia Tian 夏天 (2009) ‘An Organic Study on the English Translation of Lao She’s Novels 
within the Framework of an Extended Hermeneutic Motion “闡釋運作”延展理論框架下的

老舍小說英譯研究’, PhD dissertation, Shanghai: Fudan University. 
Xia Zhengnong 夏征農 & Chen Zhili 陳至立 (eds) (2010) Cihai 辭海[Words Sea], Shanghai: 

Shanghai cishu shubanshe. 
Xie Tianzhen 謝天振  (2000a) Yijiexue 譯介學 [Medio-Translatology], Shanghai: Foreign 

Language Education Press. 
Xie Tianzhen 謝天振 (ed.) (2000b) Fanyi de lilun jiangou yu wenhua toushi 翻譯的理論建构

与文化透视[Theoretical Construction of Translation from a Cultural Perspective], Shanghai: 
Foreign Language Education Press.  

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振 (2005) ‘Taiwan lai de gelifuo’台灣來的格理弗[‘Gulliver’s Travels from 
Taiwan’], Wenjing 文景[Lens] (10): 5-8. 

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振(ed.) (2008) Dandai guowai fanyi lilun daodu 當代國外翻譯理論導讀[A 
Companion to Contemporary Translation Theories from beyond China], Tianjin: Nankai 
University Press. 

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振 (2014a) Yinshen yu xianshen: cong chongtong yilun dao xiandao yilun隱
身與現身 : 從傳統譯論到現代譯論 [Invisibility and Visibility: From Traditional 
Translation Theories to Modern Translation Theories], Beijing: Peking University Press. 



259 
 

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振 (2014b) ‘Lun fanyi de zhiyehua shidai’論翻譯的職業化時代[‘On the 
Professionalisation Era of Translation’], 東方翻譯[East Journal of Translation] (2): 4-9. 

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振  (2014c) Chaoyue wenben chaoyue fanyi 超越文本超越翻译 [A 
Translation Study beyond Translation], Shanghai: Fudan University Press. 

Xie Tianzhen 謝天振, Lawrence Wang-chi Wong 王宏志, Song Binghui 宋炳輝 (2015) 
‘Going beyond Text and Translation—A Three-Party Talk over Contemporary Translation 
and Translation Studies’, 東方翻譯 [East Journal of Translation] (1): 4-15. 

Xin Guangqin 辛廣勤 (2003) ‘Hanyu xingmin yingyi (hanpin) de biaozhun wenti’ [On the 
Standard of Translating Chinese People’s Name in English], Waiyu jiaoxue yu fanyi 外語教

學與翻譯 [Foreign Language Teaching and Translation] (3): 29-33.  
Xu Baoqiang 許寶強 and Yuan Wei 袁偉 (2001) (eds) Yuyan yu fanyi de zhengzhi 語言與翻

譯的政治  [The Politics of Languages and Translation], Beijing: Zhongyang bianyi 
chubanshe. 

Xu Deming 徐德明 (2006) Lao She zishu 老舍自述[Lao She’s Self Narration], Wuhan: Hubei 
renmin chubanshe.  

Xu Guozhang 許国璋 (1991) Xu Guozhang lun yuyan 許国璋論語言[On Language], Beijing: 
Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press. 

Xu Hong 許宏 (2012) Fanyi cunyi lunli yanjiu: yi zhongguo de wenxue fanyi wei beijing 翻譯

存異倫理研究——以中國的文學翻譯為背景  [A Study of Translation Ethics of 
Difference—Under the Context of Literary Translation in China], Shanghai: Shanghai yiwen 
chubanshe. 

Xu Hong 許宏 (2016) ‘Yingyong fanyi lunli yanjiu’應用翻譯倫理研究[‘On the Ethics of 
Applied Translation’], 上海翻譯[Shanghai Journal of Translators] (1): 19-24. 

Xu Jun 許钧 (1997) ‘Zen yige “xin” zi liaode’ 怎一個‘信’字了得[‘Far More than a Word 
of “Fidelity”’], Yilin 譯林[Translations] (1): 213-215, 210. 

Xu Jun 許钧 (1998) ‘Lun fanyi huodong de sange cengmian’論翻譯活動的三個層面[‘On the 
Three Levels of Translation Activity’], 外語教學與研究 [Foreign Language Teaching and 
Research] (3): 49-54. 

Xu Jun 許钧 (2004) Fanyi dongji, fanyi guannian yu fanyi huodong’翻译动机,翻译观念与

翻译活动 [‘Translation motivation, translation philosophy and translation activity’],外语研

究 [Foreign Languages Research] (1): 51-55. 
Xu Jun 許鈞 (2006) Fanyi lun 翻譯論 [On Translation], (2nd edition),Wuhan: Hubei jiaoyu 

chubanshe. 
Xu Jun 許鈞 (2007) Shengming zhi qing yu fanyi zhi zhong 生命之輕與翻譯之重[The 

Lightness of Life and the Heaviness of Translation], Beijing: Culture and Art Publishing 
House. 

Xu Jun et al 許鈞等 (2010) Wenxue fanyi de lilun yu shijian 文學翻譯的理論與實踐:翻譯對話

錄(增訂本) [Theory and Practice of Literary Translation: A Collection of Dialogs (updated 
version)], Nanjing: Yilin Press. 

Xu Minhui 徐敏慧 (2014) ‘The Theory and Practice of Thick Translation’, Translation 
Quarterly 73: 58-72. 

Xu Minhui and Chu Chi Yu (2015) ‘Translators’ Professional Habitus and the Adjacent 
Discipline: The Case of Edgar Snow’, Target 27(2): 173-191. 

Xu Pu 徐普 (2011) ‘Berman fanyi lilun zhong de “lunli” wenti’安托瓦納‧貝爾曼翻譯理論中

的‘倫理’問題[‘The Issue of “Ethics” in Antoine Berman’s Translation Theory’], 法國研

究[Etudes Françaises] 81(2): 67-75. 
Yang Guorong 楊國榮 (2015) ‘Morality, Ethics and Philosophy—A Dialogue between Li 

Zehou & Yang Guorong’, in Li Zehou et al.李澤厚等, 什麼是道德[What Is Ethics?], 
Shanghai: East China Normal University Press. 

Yang Hengda 楊恒達 (2000) ‘Zuowei jiaowang xingwei de fanyi’作為交往行為的翻譯 
[Translation as a communicative act], in Xie Tianzhen 謝天振 (ed.) Fanyi de lilun jiangou 
yu wenhua toushi翻譯的理論建構與文化透視 [Theoretical Construction of Translation 
from a Cultural Perspective],Shanghai: Foreign Language Education Press. 



260 
 

Yang, Lien-sheng (1957) ‘The Concept of Pao as a Basis for Social Relations in China’, in John 
K. Fairbank (ed.) Chinese Thought and Institutions, Chicago/London: The University of 
Chicago Press: 291-309. 

Yang Jie 楊潔 & Zeng Lisha 曾利沙 (2010) ‘Lun fanyi lunlixue yanjiu fanwei de tuozhan’論
翻譯倫理學研究範疇的拓展[‘Developing Research Categories of Translation Ethics’], 外
國語[Journal of Foreign Languages] (5): 73-80. 

Yang Quanhong 楊全紅 (2013) ‘Hongguan, fanguan, weiguan: dayou keguan’宏觀反觀微觀:
大有可觀[‘A Review of Cheung’s Book Between Tradition and Modernity’], 中國外語

[Foreign Languages in China] 10(2): 105-111. 
Yang Zhenyuan 楊鎮源 (2013) Fanyi lunli yanjiu 翻譯倫理研究[A Study on Translation 

Ethics], Shanghai: Shanghai yiwen chubanshe. 
Yeung, Jessica (2009) ‘The Cultural Politics of Translating Kunqu, the National Heritage’, in 

Luo Xuanmin & He Yuanjian (eds) Translating China, Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 
Ying Yuanma 應遠馬 (2012) ‘譯者的權利與義務[The Rights and Duties of the Translator (in 

French)]’, MA thesis, Dalian: Dalian Foreign Studies University. 
Young, Iris Marion (1990) Justice and the Politics of Difference, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 

University Press. 
Young, James O. and Susan Haley (2009) ‘“Nothing Comes from Nowhere”: Reflections on 

Cultural Appropriation as the Representation of Other Cultures’, in Young, James O. and 
Conrad G. Brunk (eds) The Ethics of Cultural Appropriation, West Sussex, UK: Blackwell. 

Young, Robert J.C. (2003) Postcolonialism: A Very Short Introduction, Oxford: OUP. 
Yu Guangzhong 餘 光 中 (2015) ‘yuyan ai ’ 語 言 癌  [‘Language Cancer’], 

http://culture.ifeng.com/a/20150109/42895589_0.shtml, accessed October 1, 2015. 
Yu, Kam-por, Julia Tao and Philip J. Ivanhoe (eds.) (2010) Taking Confucian Ethics Seriously: 

Contemporary Theories and Applications, Albany: SUNY. 
Yu Lan 于蘭 & Yang Junfeng 楊俊峰 (2010) ‘Lun fanyi yanjiu de lunli qingxiang’論翻譯研

究的倫理傾向[‘The Ethical Orientation in TS’], 外語與外語教學[Foreign Languages and 
Their Teaching] (2): 73-76. 

Yu Yingshi 余英時 (1984) Cong jiazhi xitong kan zhongguo wenhua de xiandai yiyi 從價值系

統看中國文化的現代意義[Modern significance of Chinese Culture in Light of Value System], 
Taipei: shibao wenhua/China Times. 

Yu Yingshi 余英時 (2004a) ‘Zhouxin tupo he liyue chuantong’軸心突破和禮樂傳統, in 
Xiandai ruxue de huigu yu zhanwang現代儒學的回顧與展望[Modern Confucianism: 
Looking back and Looking ahead], Beijing: Sanlian. 

Yu Yingshi 余英時（2004b）Zhongguo sixiang chuantong jiqi xiandai bianqian中國思想傳統

及其現代變遷[Chinese Traditional Thoughts and Their Modern Evolutiions], Guilin: 
Guangxi Normal University Press. 

Yu Yizhong 余一中  (2006) ‘Xingyunren de jieri ganyan’幸運人的節日感言[‘A Lucky 
person’s festival talk’], 中華讀書報[China Reading Weekly]: 05-17. 

Zang Xiayu 臧夏雨 (2012) ‘Cong fanyi lunli shijiao lun yizhe youyishi de “buzhong”—yi 
dianying Yewen I and Fanyifengbo weili’從翻譯倫理視角論譯者有意識的“不忠——以電

影《葉問 I》和《翻譯風波》為例”[‘On Purposeful “Infidelity” from the Perspective of 
Translation Ethics—Exemplified with Two Movies Yewen I and The Interpreter’], 中國翻譯 
[Chinese Translators Journal] (33) 2: 95-97. 

Zeng Ji 曾記 (2008) ‘“Zhongshi”de shanbian’ “忠實”的嬗變——翻譯倫理的多元定位[‘The 
Changes of “Fidelity”: Poly-positioning of Translation Ethics’], 外語研究 [Foreign 
Languages Research] (6): 79-83. 

Zhai Xuewei 翟學偉 (2007) ‘Bao de yunzuo fangwei’報的運作方位[‘The Mode of Bao’s 
Work in China’], 社會學研究[Sociological Studies] (1): 83-98. 

Zhang Daozhen 張道振 (2009) ‘Yiyi chanshi yu wenxue fanyi de lunli’意義闡釋與文學翻譯

的倫理‘Interpretative Plurality and Its Implication for Translation Ethics’], 中國翻譯

[Chinese Translators Journal] 30 (3): 18-22. 
Zhang Dongmei 張東梅 (2010) ‘翻譯之“應該”的元理論研究 [A Meta-Theoretical Study 

of the “Ought” of Translation]’, PhD dissertation, Chengdu: Sichuan University. 



261 
 

Zhang Jinghua 張景華 (2009) Fanyi lunli: Venuti fanyi sixiang yanjiu 翻譯倫理: 韋努蒂翻譯

思想研究[Translation Ethics: An Investigation into Venuti’s Translation Theory], Shanghai: 
Shanghai Jiaotong University Press. 

Zhang Xu 張旭 (2012) ‘Xungen, zhuanxing yu ziwozaixiang: Zhang Peiyao yixue shijie 
guankui’尋根,轉型與自我再現[Root-seeking, Transformation and Self-Representation: A 
Glance at Martha P. Y. Chueng’s TS World], foreword to Martha Cheung (2012) Chuantong 
yu xiandai zhijian 傳統與現代之間: 中國譯學研究新途徑[Mediating between Tradition 
and Modernity: New Approaches for Chinese Translation Studies], Changsha: Hunan renmin 
chubanshe, 1-12. 

Zhang Xu 張旭 & Jane Lai 黎翠珍 (eds) (2014) Fengzheng bu duanxian: Zhang Peiyao 
jiaoshou yixue yanjiu jinian ji 風箏不斷線: 張佩瑤教授譯學研究紀念集[A Kite with a 
Thread Unbroken: A Collection of Book Reviews in Memory of Professor Martha P. Y. 
Cheung], Changsha: Hunan renmin chubanshe. 

Zhao Tingyang 趙汀陽 (2010) Lu keneng shenghuo 論可能生活[On Possible Lives] (2nd ed.), 
Beijing: zhongguo renmin daxue chubanshe. 

Zhao Tingyang 趙汀陽（2011）‘Shenhua qimeng’深化啟蒙: 從方法論的個人主義到方法論

的 關 係 主 義 [‘To Deepen Enlightenment: From Methodological Individualism to 
Methodological Relationalism’], 哲學研究[Philosophical Studies] (1): 90-93. 

Zhao Wuqiang 趙武強  [Wuping 武平] (2015a) ‘Lao She yu meiguo yizhe de enyuan 
qingchou’老舍與美國譯者的恩怨情讎[‘The Complex Relationship between Lao She and 
His American Translator’], http://cul.qq.com/a/20151015/016086. htm, accessed October 15, 
2015. 

Zhao Wuping 趙武平(2015b) Yueren yingsi yueshu duo 閱人應似閱書多 [A Real Reader 
Should Have Read More], Beijing: Sanlian. 

Zhao Yifan 趙一凡 (2009) Xifang wenlun jianggao xubian 從盧卡奇到薩義德: 西方文論講

稿續編 [Lectures on Western Critical Theories: From Lukacs to Said], Beijing: Sanlian. 
Zhao Yiheng 趙毅衡 (2010) ‘Shenfen yu wenben shenfen ziwo yu fuhao ziwo’身份與文本身

份 自我與符號自我[‘Identity and Textual Identity Self and Semiotic Self’], 外國文學評論 
[Foreign Literature Review] (2): 5-17. 

Zheng Ye 鄭曄 (2009) ‘How Translator’s Ethics Manipulate Translation Ethics—A Case Study 
of Lu Xun’s Translation Activities’, MA thesis, Guangzhou: Guangdong University of 
Foreign Studies. 

Zhou Lingshun 周領順 (2014) Yizhe xingwei piping: lilun kuangjia 譯者行為批評: 理論框

架[A Theoretical Framework for Translator Behavior Criticism], Beijing: The Commercial 
Press. 

Zhou Tianhan 周天晗 (2012) ‘Jintian women yinggai zhuiji Lao She’今天我們應該追記老舍

[‘Today we should remermber Lao She’], 深圳商報[Shenzhen Economic Daily], 10-16: C04. 
Zhu Chaowei 祝朝偉 (2010) ‘Yizhe zhize de fanyi lunli jiedu’ 譯者職責的翻譯倫理解讀

[‘The Translator’s Duties: A Reading from the Ethics of Translation’], 外國語文[Foreign 
Language and Literature] (6): 77-82. 

Zhu Heng 朱恒 (2015) ‘Yuyan de weidu yu fanyi de xiandu yu biaozhun’ 語言的維度與翻譯

的限度與標準 [‘Linguistic Dimension as a Determinant of the Limits and the Standards of 
Translation’], 中國翻譯[Chinese Translators Journal] (2): 5-10, 128. 

  



262 
 

CURRICULUM VITAE 

Academic qualifications of the thesis author, Mr. XIN Guangqin: 

 Received the degree of Bachelor of Arts from Hebei Normal University, June 
1992. 

 Received the degree of Master of Arts from Hunan Normal University, June 
1995. 
 
 
 
 

May 2017 
 
 

 


