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Abstracts of Major Papers

Disciplinary Connotation of Translation Semiotics by WANG Mingyu p. 1

Translation Semiotics as a new interdisciplinary subfield of semiotics considers sign conversion in the process of
translation as its research object. The paper discusses in brief the content of this newly-established discipline in seven
aspects including semiosis sign-action semiosic relations semiosic hierarchy intersemiosis semiotic functions
and semiosic equations and foresees ils prospect in terms of extending the types and scope of semiotic research and of
inspiring the development of semiotics and translation studies in China.

A Translation-Semiotic Perspective of Jakobson’s Tripartite Division of Translation by JIA Hong-wei
p- 11

Based on the previous literature the general development of Jakobson’s tripartite division of translation
(intralingual interlingual and intersemiotic translation) and its current situation in Chinese academics will be traced
in order to reveal its influence over linguistics semiotics and translation studies worldwide and point out the
significance to criticize this tripartite division in terms of the broad sense of translation and the classifications of signs.
Gideon Toury ( 1986) Peeter Torop ( 2002) Huang Zhonglian ( 2015) have criticized this division and constructed
their own systems but still with their problems and limitations. Therefore it is necessary to construct with reference
to Lotman’s semiotic domain and its theories a new division system of translation ( intra-domain inter-domain and
supra-dlomain translations) for translation semiotics.

The Socio-Semiotic Interpretation of Translation Motives by TONG Ying p. 19

From a macro point of view strong and weak trends appeared between different cultures forming an imbalance
in power structure in a society under the influence of social structure. Starting from the translation motives the
translator ought to choose between domestication translation and foreignizing translation on the basis of the “big
society” and the “small society”. From the micro level social structure gives significance to the social context to
influence the “habit” of translator to conform to the mainstream ideology and to influence the expression of translator
through “social dialect” thus helping translator to determine the intended readers. In turn the translator can realize
translation motives by reaction of translation strategy on social structure.

Subject and Object Relative Clauses in Chinese: Their Relative Processing Advantage in Comprehension
and Its Explanation by YAO Lan p.40

The controversy remains to date over the relative processing advantage of subject relative clauses to object relative
clauses in Chinese. However a critical analysis of relevant experimental data point to advantages with object relative
clauses. While a memory-based theory cannot fully explain the data an experience-based theory can. Since a memory—
based theory depends on such syntactic concepts as movement and lacks explanatory power it is necessary to consider
the possibility of Chinese relative clauses being regarded as a noun-modifying construction and suggest a direction for

future experimental research to test it.



