S JAIS

his paper aims at clarifying pragmatic approaches adopetd by interpreters in
Ttheir interpreting process through analyses of ten interpretation cases. It is
assumed in this study that interpreters usually seek relevance/coherence during the
process of interpretation. If an interpreter’s pragmatic approaches went well, listeners
would achieve relevance/coherence in their minds and, therefore, feel satisfied with the
progress of discussion through the interpreter. In the process of seeking relevance/
coherence, a certain “conviction” will emerge in an interpreter’s mind that there is
relevance/coherence between given-information and new-information. Sometimes a
specific context in a setting requires an interpreter to make implicatures of source
language (SL) explicit. In this case, the conviction is a major determinant of the
interpreter’s decision- making whether or not that implicit part of SL should be made
explicit in target language (TL). It is surmised that the pragmatic approaches observed
in this study are based either on the respective interpreter’s professional autonomy or
obligation. The results in this paper are preliminary due to the small number of cases.

Further study should be considered.
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Part1 Part 3 3

[Part 1 ]

“Since the end of the war, the story of Japan’s nuclear weapons research during
World War II has been told several times from many different angles. Ever since the
lifting of the Ban on publications discussing nuclear research and weapons under
SCAP’s censorship policy in Occupied Japan, Japanese scientists and historians have
been telling the story. Just after the war, Nishina Yoshio was among the first to begin
to discuss Japan’s wartime research. Many other scientists and military men involved
in the project have followed in their own time. Many Japanese scientists involved in
the project freely discussed their wartime research with scholars and journalists in

Japan and abroad.”

[ ]

SCAP
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2 “Ever since...” “the Ban on publications
discussing nuclear research and weapons under SCAP’s censorship policy in

Occupied Japan.” SCAP

[Part 2 ]

“But in 1978, Deborah Shapley, a staff reporter for the Journal Science, claimed to be
breaking news of Japan’s wartime nuclear research, even alleging that the Japanese
had pulled a “curtain of silence” over the subject since the end of the war. Nothing
could have been further from the truth, however, and Shapley’s article was strongly
criticized by scholars in the United States. Yet, the suggestion of a “conspiracy of
silence” was enough to prompt others to investigate. In 1985, free-lance journalist

and writer Robert Wilcox published Japan’s Secret War, the first, book-length

examination of Japan’s wartime nuclear research projects published in English.

While researching the book, Wilcox came across a provocative article that had been

published in the Atlanta Constitution in October 1946, which alleged Japanese
scientists had succeeded in testing a nuclear device of their own in northern Korea at
the end of the war. The Story, well investigated by US military intelligence at the
time, turned out to be false, and Wilcox was ultimately unable to prove this
allegation. But his book became widely known, [...] nonetheless, m the story of the
Japanese atomic bomb took on a life of its own even reaching something of mythic
proportions in the historiography of World War I1.”

[ ]
1978

[.] 2

1985

Japan’s Secret War

1946 10 Atlanta Constitution
2
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[Part 3 ]

“But, we historians are also parochial in our own ways. For many years, the trend
among historians has been toward greater specialization m good generalists are
increasingly hard to find. The walls between the sub-fields of history sometimes
appear to have grown higher and thicker. The subject of Japan’s wartime nuclear
research, for example, may be of interest to science historians and to military
historians alike. But these fields rarely converge. Moreover, it is difficult to find
many scholars with deep interests in both. Military historians traditionally have not
had much interest in science, while science historians have generally been averse to
studying “things military.” here studies of science and technology in war are
concerned, the literature is uneven. In the words of technology historian, Alex
Roland, “The bad news is that military history has been studied often but not well;
the history of science has been studied well but not often.” It is not at all an

exaggeration to say that Roland’s axiom is particularly applicable where Japan is

concerned. With very few exceptions, historians of science have generally tended to

shy away from the Pacific War.”

[ ]

[ ]
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3.3 2

[ ]

“It is [omitted], the author of the book, the Great Prophecy of [omitted], who wrote such

a ridiculous book without evidence where he noted that Japan was successful in

making atomic bombs during WW II. As stated so far by a number of speakers, it was
impossible for Japan to make nuclear weapons during the war because it did not have
enough uranium to make the dreadful weapon and the experimental facility of Riken
was burned down due to air raid in the end of the war.”

[ 1 ]

“We have to further scientific research on this theme and we must do this based on
international collaboration among scholars, and publish the research outcome in

English. Otherwise we will have anther emotional book on this subject again.”

[ ]

voou ”ou

“turned out to be false”, “unable to probe”, “mythic proportions”
“description without

vou

evidence”, “not scientific’
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“a ridiculous book without evidence”
“emotional book”
emotional

“emotional book”

3.4 3

[ ]

“Responding to mounting anti-tobacco campaign worldwide, our company changed
the course four years ago. Until then, we had maintained the position that there was
no scientific evidence that tobacco was harmful to human health. Now our position is
that tobacco is bad to health, causing severe damage to human body such as lung
cancer. There must be claim of such information on tobacco packages and regulations
to require ID check particularly to prevent minors from smoking. In order to do this,
we are going to give wholehearted support. We have made a kit for no-smoking

campaign for minors.”

[ ]

[ ]

“But we can cooperate.”

[ ]

48



(1995) can

2 “But we can cooperate.”

”But we can cooperate.”
can

Chomsky  Rochemont
1995 But

can

3.5 4

[ ]

“This did not happen twenty years ago. Unfortunately it is still reality for some

children with cancer and their families in these days.”

[ ]
20

“This did not happen twenty
(2003)

(linguistic underdeterminancy)

years ago.”

not
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every

“Unfortunately it
is still reality for some children with cancer and their families in these days.”
2 not happen
”This is not what happened twenty years ago.” “It is not the

case that this happened twenty years ago.”

3.6 5 (1)

[ ]

“T want to see this log book.”

[ ]

want

(instruction) (request)

/lwant”

3.7 6
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[ ]

o O [GN @)
[co ]
“Thank you for your kind invitation to this luncheon. Please excuse me for being late.
I had to send an e-mail to the Head Quarter. As you know, after 9.11 we have a lot of

difficulties to deal with.”

[ ]

[oo ]

4

“T want to catch up with others.”

[ ]

5 want
implicature

(explicature)

(implicated conclusion)
2003

2003
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Setton (1998)
(autonomous part)

(“Pragmatic fidelity can be restored through commands to production, the

most autonomous part of the SI cycle.”) 2
(Thomas 1995)3) ”I want to catch up with others.”
3.8 7 (2)
7

[ ]

“We are inspecting four plants in Japan. Then we will go back to the US and discuss
matters and prepare our post-inspection observation for the respective plants. But

given this time frame, we won’t send the document by the end of August.”

[ ]

8
9
(implicated premise)* “"The document is

supposed to be sent in the near future.”
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3.9 8

”I was in Washington.”

[ ]

“I was in Washington.”
“I was in Washington for eight years.”

“I was in Washington for eight years of Clinton Administration.”

[ ]

8
8
[ ]
4 Washington
Washington Washington D.C. Washington D.C.
3 Washington
1 2

"eight years”
”"Washington” "eight years”
3 "of Clinton Administration”
8

Washington
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3.10 9

[

“If you have any inquiry or trouble, do not hesitate to contact us by those numbers.

Phone: xxx-xxxx-xxxx, Fax: xxx-xxxx-xxxx.”

[ ]

[

“But we have time difference between the US and Japan. If you want to give us a
phone call, you have to stay at the office late at night or come to the office very early

in the morning. Then we have e-mail address as follows: aaaaa@bbbbbb.com.

[ ]

e-mail

[

“Even I'm living within the US, the Eastern Standard Time, I usually use e-mail. It

is very convenient.”

[ ]
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2003

(conviction)

3.11 10
10

[ ]

“Holding this international conference aims at making our staff understand that they
have problems in their own group. There are some groups which are not even aware
that they have problems. In this case, as the presentation in the first day clearly
illustrated and you now know that very well, they do not produce coordinated ideas
without knowing such problems by themselves. Your group is not the case. Your

group is well-organized. What do you think about?”

[ ]
( )

Of course in our organization

there is a great deal of cooperation among members, but
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like any other organizations there are some problems

”of course in our organization”

”in our
organization”
”of course”
“but”
but

2003

5 6 7 9

Setton (1998)
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”It (E-mail) is very convenient.” E-mail is more convenient than
telephone. 5
2 3

2 3 7 8 10

“emotional book”
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(the possibility of their cooperation)

8 ”"Washington”

3 “Well,

actually I was also living in Washington during that time.”

10
10

” but”

Setton (1998)

(pragmatic competence)

10
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4 not

8 ”"Washington”

5 "want”

6
79 10
“Of course”
but
1
1
o
2 | We will have another emotional
book on this subject again. ( o
)
3 | We can cooperate. ( o
)
4 | This did not happen 20 years ago. | Not
( 20 o
)
5 I want to see this log book. ( N _
)
6 | I want to catch up with others. (
(@)
)
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7 | We won’t send the document by the
end of August. (
9 1 )
8 | I was in Washington. (
)
9 |I usually use e-mail. It is very
convenient. ( e-
)
10. | Of course... but (
)
3 4
5

10

10
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1980 Austin, Grice, Searle 1980
2 1
Jenny Thomas ”... sorts of repair which reveal the intended pragmatic force of a

pragmatically ambiguous utterance, take the form of increasing directness. Thus, if a
speaker said ‘Are you comfortable in that chair?’, followed by: ‘I can’t see the
television’, followed by ‘Would you mind changing places?” and finally ‘Move!’, we
would have some evidence for assuming that the initial utterance had been intended

as a request to the addressee to move. “ (Thomas 1995 207)

Serber and Wilson (1995)
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5) (saturation)

Setton, R. (1998). Meaning assembly in simultaneous interpretation. Interpreting, 3(2):
163-199.
Sperber, D. and Wilson, D. (1986). Relevance: communication and cognition. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.
Thomas, J. (1995). Meaning in Interaction: An Introduction to Pragmatics. London: Longman
Group Lmited.
(2000) :69-85
(2001)
(1995)
(2002)
2 43 62.
(2003)
(1999) 15 :50-77
(2000) -
:52-65.
(1998)

62



	WATANABE Tomie, “Pragmatic Approaches of Interpreters in Ten

