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A Review of a Review for an Interested Few  

 
Shigeo Kikuchi 

 

This is a short review, for those who are interested, of a review of Towards the 
Linguistic and Philological Study of English Literary Texts, which I co-edited and co-wrote, 

and which was published by Kyushu University Press in 2016. The original review was 

published in 2018 in  Studies in Modern English 34 (pp. 45-53), a publication of the 

Modern English Association. I intend to comment on two points about translation and a 

remark about the selection of works for the book. 

 

L'auteur n'est pas mort. When Roland Barthes proclaimed ‘la mort de l'auteur’ in 

1967, it was the sign of a shift in emphasis in the field of text studies, which until then had 

centered on the author as a historical entity, or on the social background of the text. At the 

start of this section, I shall touch upon the gist of my section on Joyce in the book in 

question, which was not reviewed in the original review, and shall also give a brief overview 

of the theoretical framework of a fictional passage in a text by Joyce.  

British PM Boris Johnson may possibly lament the difficulty of implementing Brexit 

in his office at 10 Downing Street, and the space in which his words are uttered extends 

seamlessly to the world outside his office. His words always exist within the world of real 

discourse. In contrast, the context in which Hamlet’s lament about the hardships of the 

world was uttered (a fictional text world), did not share space with Elizabethan England, the 

real discourse world in which Shakespeare created his play for the audiences of that time. 

As the text world of Hamlet is a linguistic construct between playwright (addresser) and 

audience (addressee), it should be taken as having linguistic features and/or functions 

common to items like sentences on the lower rank scale. Hamlet’s words have two contexts, 

unlike Johnson’s: the fictional text world of Denmark and the real discourse world of 

Elizabethan England in the early 17th century. 

In my article on Joyce (Kikuchi 2016), I saw some ‘geometrical similarity’ between the 

thematic structure in a functionalist sense in the clause ‘two candles must be set at the head 

of a corpse’ (‘The Sisters,’ the first story of Joyce’s The Dubliners) and the story of the two 

heroes of Ulysses, i.e. Stephen Dedalus, whose story begins in Chapter 1, and Leopold 

Bloom, whose story starts in Chapter 4 (which is actually the first chapter in disguise). These 

two heroes are disguised so that they seem to start their stories in an unrelated way. 

However, these two main characters, who are geographically apart at first, begin the day at 

the same time in the morning, like the two candles in ‘The Sisters’ which are waiting to be 

set side by side. They start their day separately, but in the last chapter but one, they stand 

side by side while urinating, as if the topicalized ‘two candles’ are, through the transitional 

stages in the chapters in the middle, ‘to be set’ together ‘at the head of a corpse,’ a rhematic 

comment on the thematic topic regarding the two candles.   

Within this textual grand design, Bloom and Molly make an equivalent sub-pattern 

with the same design. The original passage of Molly’s monologue, reviewed in Studies in 
Modern English 34, runs as follows: 

 

Yes because he never did a thing like that before as ask to get his breakfast in bed with a 

couple of eggs since the City Arms hotel when he used to be pretending to be laid up 

with a sick voice doing his highness to make himself interesting for that old faggot Mrs 

Riordan that he thought he had a great leg of and she never left us a farthing all for masses 

for herself... (italics mine) (Ulysses, p. 690) 
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The first scene visualised in Molly’s soliloquy above is paired with the breakfast scene 

in Chapter 4 (Calypso), in which Leonard Bloom appears for the first time. In this chapter 

Bloom and Molly are described as positioned separately, the former out of bed eating his 

breakfast alone, while the latter is still asleep in bed. On the other hand, in Molly’s 

monologue in the last chapter, they lie side by side in Molly’s ‘sin’ bed, with Bloom eating 

his breakfast (italics mine). If I may discuss this situation within the framework of the grand 

design above, Molly stays in bed and allows Bloom to lie beside her with his breakfast as if 

to show that someone is dead.  

Placed within this pattern, it would be only natural to interpret the verb ‘get’ as 

representing Bloom’s free direct speech laid bare, with Bloom as the semantic agent of the 

verb, which is followed by ‘his breakfast’ rendered into indirect speech from the direct 

expression ‘my breakfast.’ Thus ‘get’ means ‘go and acquire’, referring to Bloom’s bringing 

his breakfast back to bed by himself without bothering Molly. The word ‘ask’ preceding 

‘get’ shows his ‘cynical’ act of seeking Molly’s permission for him to go and ‘get’ his 

breakfast so as to eat it in the ‘sin’ bed. This interpretation is reflected in my translation (‘朝

食をベッドまで運んで来てくれるなんて’). 

David Crystal, Professor Emeritus at Bangor University, and Mick Short, Professor 

Emeritus at Lancaster University, agree with this sort of multi-layered structure of meaning 

in this part (personal communication). The first, surface interpretation is that Bloom has 

asked Molly to bring his breakfast to bed, which is something he has not requested since 

he pretended to be ill when staying at the City Arms hotel. This first interpretation would 

be more plausible if the text had not been created by Joyce without the grand framework 

above, and if he had created Molly as more devoted. Against the implied grand textual 

design discussed above, there occurs some ambiguity or multi-layeredness of meaning in 

this part. This textual design, behind which stands ‘l’auteur actuel’, derives from the 

complexity of the fictional communication system, as delineated in Short (1996). Any 

translation of a text of this sort, however authoritative it may be, is unable to show its 

semantic ambiguity.  

 

‘It wasn’t an English class! It was a Japanese class!’ These were the first words uttered 

by a Nepalese student after attending an English lesson at a Japanese junior high school. 

She was surprised to discover that her English lesson in Japan was very different from the 

ones she had taken in Nepal. I am not stressing the superiority of the immersion method 

or the importance of suppressing L1 in order to acquire L2 more efficiently, but rather the 

danger of forming a firm, deep-rooted assumption on the part of learners of a foreign 

language, from junior high school students to university professors, that making an exact 

translation leads to the understanding of an English text. This is the second point I would 

like to discuss in this short review. Jean Boase-Beier, Professor Emeritus at the University 

of East Anglia, describes language education in Britain with some regret about the present 

situation:  

 

‘At university, the foreign literature would only be taught in the foreign language if it was 

as part of a foreign language and literature degree. No English translations would be 

used. … At less good universities, the students might read Baudelaire in English and not 

realise they were reading someone else’s words!’ (personal communication) 

 

My translation of the part with ‘as’ in Crystal and Davy’s passage below (‘用いられるもの
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としての英語 ’) could certainly be rendered with a better Japanese translation. The 

original passage from Crystal and Davy’s Investigating English Style (Prentice Hall Press, 

1969) is as follows: 

 

‘... the aim of stylistics is to analyse language habits with the main purpose of identifying, 

from the general mass of linguistic features common to English as used on every 

conceivable occasion, those features which are restricted to certain kinds of social 

context; …’ (Crystal and Davy 1969: 10) 

 

However, I think that few scholars would agree that a prose passage cannot be paraphrased 

if its highlighted information is focused on. The following is a rephrasing of Crystal and 

Davy’s sentence above:  

 

‘Stylistics analyses the features of English language used in all sorts of social situations, 

and for each particular situation it aims to identify the particular features that relate to 

that situation’. 

 

Constant translation practices which start in our secondary school days seem to create a 

deep-rooted belief that an item in one language system can correspond to a counterpart in 

a different language system.  

Corresponding Japanese phrases can be discussed if they are in some significant 

relation with the original English, or vice versa. For example, the first sentence of 

Kawabata’s Snow Country (‘国境の長いトンネルを抜けると雪国であった。’) can 

only be justifiably compared with Seidensticker’s translation (‘The train came out of the 

long tunnel into the snow country.’) in a discussion of subjective vs objective construal in 

cognition, as in Ikegami (2011), but not necessarily in the study of English per se. Or the 

Japanese counterpart is meaningful in the discussion of a general theory of formal linguistic 

structure which contains those linguistic features which are unique to human languages.  

In many cases, it is folly to attempt to make an exact translation, unless one does so 

from these linguistic perspectives. There are numerous examples of this, but a glimpse at 

the English and German translations of a French article about Baudelaire’s ‘Les Chats’ 

should be enough to grasp this point:   

 

(original article)  

Dans le premier tercet, les chats primitivement enclos dans la maison en sont, si l’on 

peut dire, extravasés pour s’épanouir spatialement et temporellement dans les déserts 

infinis et le rêve sans fin. (Jakobson and Lévi-Strauss, L’Homme, p.19) 

 

An English translation which seems precise cannot convey the essence of the French 

original above: ‘In the first tercet, the cats originally enclosed in the house are, so to speak, 

extravasated from it in order to expand spatially and temporally in the infinite deserts and 

the dream without end. The movement is from the inside to the outside, from cats in 

seclusion to cats at liberty’. (trans. by Katie Furness-Lane, Language in Literature, p.196) 

The following German translation further distorts the original meaning: ‘Im ersten Terzett 

sind die ursprünglich im Haus eingeschlossenen Katzen, wenn man so sagen darf, 

ausgeströmt, um sich rāumlich und seitlich in unbegrenzten Wüsten und im endlosen 

Traum zu entfalten’. (trans. by Heinz Blumensath, Strukturalismus in der 

Literaturwissenschaft, p.198) After all, close reading is different from close translation, 

though most ordinary people would certainly be happy with a more natural translation. 
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The third criticism in the original review was about the ‘unbalanced’ selection of papers 

in the book, which stems from the difference in understanding of the field which this book 

discusses. Suppose there were several colleges of music in a country and only one of them 

specialized in baroque music. In this case, it would be natural that a baroque music issue 

of a music magazine should contain a high number of articles by musicians who had studied 

at this college. The baroque music issue is not a special issue on music in general. Similarly, 

our book focuses on the language-centered method in literary, and some non-literary 

English texts, and it is not a book on English literature in general. The field that the book 

discusses covers only a subset of a larger set.      

 

To sum up, I have made two points regarding translation: firstly, no translation can 

adequately reflect what is meant in the original, and secondly, the danger of excessive and 

obsessive attempts at translation should be avoided. Also, I have stressed that the selection 

of academic works in this book is reasonable because it focuses on a specific field of study. 

The difficulty in reviewing a work by someone else often lies in the difficulty of inferring its 

suggested overall meaning. This is why I have always tried to avoid reviewing, until now. 

 

References 

Aita, Shuichi (2018) ‘Review on Towards the Linguistic and Philological Study of English 
Literary Texts’. Studies in Modern English 34 : 45-53. 

Barthes, Roland (1968) ‘La mort de l’auteur’. Manteia 5: 12-17. 

Crystal, David and Derek Davy (1969) Investigating English Style. New York: Prentice Hall. 

Ikegami, Yoshihiko (2011) ‘Nihongo washa ni okeru “konomareru iimawashi” to shiteno 

“shukanteki haaku”. (‘Subjective Construal’ as Japanese Speakers’ ‘Fashion of 

Speaking’) Journal of Japanese Society for Artificial Intelligence 26(4), 317-322.  

Jakobson, Roman and Claude Lévi-Strauss (1962) ‘“Les Chats” de Charles Baudelaire’. 

L’Homme: Revue Française d’Anthropologie II(1): 5-21. 

Jakobson, Roman and Claude Lévi-Strauss (1987) ‘Baudelaire’s “Les Chats”’ (trans. Katie 

Furness-Lane). Krystyna Pomorska and Stephen Rudy (eds) Language in Literature. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 180-197. 

Jakobson, Roman and Claude Lévi-Strauss (1987) ‘“Les Chats” von Charles Baudelaire’. 

Heinz Blumensath (ed. and trans.) Strukturalismus in der Literaturwissenschaft. Köln: 

Kiepenheuer & Witsch. 184-201. 

Joyce, James (2000 [1914]) Dubliners. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Joyce, James (1998 [1922]) Ulysses. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kikuchi, Shigeo (2016) ‘The Two Walking Candles in James Joyce’s Ulysses’. Journal of 
Literary Semantics (Mouton de Gruyter) 45(1): 77-89. 

Kikuchi, Shigeo and Agari Masahiko (eds) (2016) Towards the Linguistic and Philological 
Study of English Literary Texts. Fukuoka: Kyushu University Press. 

Short, Mick (1996) Exploring the Language of Poems, Plays and Prose. London: 

Longman. 

 

 

 
 


