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Introduction: Writing for Multiple Audiences

and the Heterolingual Address

The essays in this volume were written over about a decade with the earli-
est being “Death and Poetic Language in Postwar Japan” in 1985 and the
latest “The Problem of ‘Japanese Thought'” in 1993, and each of them ad-
dresses either the problems of translation or of subjectivity, or of both
translation and subjectivity. Some were first delivered orally at confer-
ences. Others were prepared for publication in journals and anthologies.
All have been translated either from English into Japanese or from Japan-
ese into English at one stage or another, so that they have all been pre-
sented to both English- and Japanese-speaking audiences; which is to say,
none of these essays was prepared with a view to the completion of its
writing-reading circulation within the interior of one language, within the
putative homogeneity of one linguistic community. Translation is not only
the subject matter | undertook to discuss as the theme in the essays, but it
was also a necessary condition for the emergence of these essays. From the
outset they were marked or, if one prefers, stigmatized by their hetero-
linguality of addressing themselves to the other language speakers as well.
Initially I did not have a keen awareness of what writing simultanecusly tor
these two different audiences might entail, but by the time the translation
of chapter 3, "Return to the West/Return to the East: Watsuji Tetsurd’s An-
thropology and Discussions of Authenticity,” appeared in Japan in 1990,



there was no doubt in my mind that the practice of writing for two differ-
ent audiences could not be dissociated from the problematic of translation
that | had pursued in my previous study of eighteenth-century Japanese
discourse.

What the practice of the heterolingual address evoked in me was not
the sense of the peculiarity of writing for two linguistically different read-
erships; rather, it made me aware of other social and even political issues
involved in translation, and it illuminated what I had long suspected about
the assumptions of the nonheterolingual address, namely, the homolingual
address. In this respect, the practice of writing these essays confirmed what
| had expected when I analyzed the conceptions and regimes of transla-
tion in eighteenth-century discourse in what is referred to as Japan today.
Strictly speaking, it is not because two different language unities are given
that we have to translate (or interpret) one text into another; it is because
translation articulates languages so that we may postulate the two unities of
the translating and the translated languages as if they were autonomous
and closed entities through a certain representation of translation. In my previous
book, 1 claimed that the schema of what Roman Jakobson called “inter-
lingual translation” became possible as a consequence of a new discursive
transformation in the eighteenth century, and that an introduction of a
certain regime of translation, perhaps for the first time, gave rise to the
possibility of conceiving of a spoken ordinary language, of people living in
some vague area designated by the name Japan, as distinguished from and
contrasted to the language(s) of the Middle Kingdom, that is, China.' But,
of course, as the country was divided into many domains and social groups
with vast dialectical and stylistic variety, nowhere could the Japanese lan-
guage as universally spoken by the "Japanese people” be found in the eigh-
teenth century. The Japanese language could only be conceived of as a Jost
and dead language whose restoration was earnestly called for. | argued that
the Japanese language and the Japanese ethnos were stillhorn, then, as the
phonocentric notion of language became dominant in certain discourses.
Thus the emergence of Japanese language and Japanese ethnicity was ir-
reparably associated with the problematic of translation.

It is nearly a century since the stillborn language and ethnos were res-
urrected, although their revival, or restoration, did not take place in one
stroke but in temporal and spatial dispersion. And these unities have regu-
lated the ways in which social and cultural formations associated with peo-
ple in Japan have been represented. Today, whether in Japan or elsewhere,
there are not many who do not take the unities of the Japanese and their
language for granted. The status change of these unities from that of the
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"stillborn” to that of the “positively present,” or the resurrection of the
Japanese language and the Japanese ethnos/nation, is, of course, indicative
of the emergence of the modern Japanese nation-state. Needless to say, it is
extremely difficult to comprehend what we perform in translation outside
the discourse of the modern nation-state, and this difficulty only teaches
us how massively we are confined within the discourse regulated by the
idea of the national language and what | called the schema of cofiguration.

Writing for two different audiences, however, provided me with an op-
portunity to glimpse a possibility of comprehending translation without
relying on the discourse of the nation-state and the schema of cofigura-
tion, and to further develop a set of tropes that allow me to understand
what | perform in translation without resorting to the schema of inter-
lingual translation. As | endeavor to articulate translation differently, in
due course I will have to be even more attentive to the ambiguity of some
of the expressions without which it would be almost impossible to talk
about translation. Can the multiplicity of languages without which trans-
lation seems unnecessary be measured numerically, so that one can assume
that languages are countable? What constitutes the unitary unit of a lan-
guage that is not implicated in another language or other languages?
Under what conditions can we regard English or Japanese, for example, as
a language, and not as languages? And what does one expect in referring to
a family of languages, as in the denomination “European languages” or
even "Western languages”? | will return to these questions. What must first
of all be responded to seems to be the question of how translation struc-
tures the situation in which it is performed: what sort of social relation is
translation in the first place?

To write for two different audiences is nothing new. A great many writ-
ers have done it. Yet, its ethicopolitical significance has been noted by
very few, such as Walter Benjamin. [ believe this is because the problema-
tization of the stance characterized as “writing for two different audiences”
could require an overall reconsideration of the basic terms in which we
represent to ourselves how our translational enunciation is a practice of
erecting or modifying social relations. Unless the terms in which we rep-
resent to ourselves what we do in translation are fundamentally reorga-
nized, we will continue to figure it as a somewhat tritely heroic and excep-
tional act of some arbitrator bridging two separate communities, instead of
drawing attention to the aspects of translation in which translation is an
essentially hybridizing instance.

What must be evaded in writing for different audiences is what I want
to call homolingual address, that is, a regime of someone relating herself
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or himself to others in enunciation whereby the addresser adopts the posi-
tion representative of a putatively homogeneous language society and re-
lates to the general addressees, who are also representative of an equally
homogeneous language community. Let me note that by the homolingual
address [ do not imply the social condition of conversation in which both
the addresser and the addressee supposedly belong to the same language
community; they believe themselves to belong to different languages yet
could still address themselves homolingually. Accordingly, [ had to be at-
tentive to my uses of the pronominal “we” and other markers of collective
invocation, and had to try to nominate my possible audience by designat-
ing a linguistically heterogencous ensemble. In other words, | tried to
speak and listen, write and read among the “us” for whom neither recipro-
cal apprehension nor transparent communication was guaranteed. The pu-
tative collectivity of the "we” that | wished to invoke by addressing myself
to them did not have to coincide with a linguistic community whose com-
monness is built around the assumed assurance of immediate and recipro-
cal apprehension in conversation. Among “us,” on the contrary, “we” ought
constantly to encounter not only misunderstanding and misapprehension
but also lack of comprehension. Thus, "we” comprise an essentially mixed
audience among whom the addresser’s relation to the addressee could
hardly be imagined to be one of unruffled empathetic transference, and to
address myself to such an audience by saying "we" was to reach out to the
addressees without either an assurance of immediate apprehension or an
expectation of uniform response from them. "We" are rather a nonaggre-
gate community;? for the addressees would respond to my delivery with
varying degrees of comprehension, including cases of the zero degree at
which they would miss its signification completely. [ want to call this man-
ner of relating the addresser to the addressees the heterolingual address.
The two verbal designations “to address” and “to communicate” can be
distinguished from one another precisely because the former precludes the
description of what it accomplishes, as a performative, whereas the latter
anticipates its accomplishment, just as “aiming” and "striking” can be dis-
tinguished in the contrasting phrases "aiming at a target” and “striking a
target.” [n order to “strike a target” one first has to "aim at it.” Unless one
aims first, one cannot even “fail to strike it.” In this sense, just as “aiming” is
prior to “striking,” so "addressing” is anterior to “communicating.” And "ad-
dressing” is distinguished from “communicating” because an addressing
does not guarantee the message’s arrival at the destination.® Thus, “we” as a
pronominal invocation in address designates a relation, which is performa-
tive in nature, independent of whether or not "we" actually communicate
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the same information. And the relation thus designated appears to be what
Jean-Luc Nancy would refer to as a nonrelational relation," a relation that
probably becomes most intelligible at the demise of all the “communica-
tion theories.” Or, to put it more rigorously, "we” as a case of the vocative
designation cannot be confused with a group of those who are capable of
communicating the same information with each other, for such a group
can be posited only imaginarily and in representation. Furthermore, transla-
tion is required in order to determine the sameness of the information:
what remains the same in information cannot be identified unless it is
translated. What is translated and transferred can be recognized as such
only after translation. The translatable and the untranslatable are both
posterior to translation as repetition. Untranslatablity does not exist before
translation: translation is the a priori of the untranslatable.

In the heterolingual address, the disparity between addressing and ~om-
municating is most conspicuously perceived, while the regime of homo-
lingual address serves to repress the awareness of this disparity between
the invocation of “we” and its representation and thereby reinforces the as-
sumption of immediate and reciprocal apprehension. As Benjamin clearly
saw it, the end of translation is not the communication of information,
since translation is an instance where communication of and as an inscrip-
tion ineluctably ensues.’

In most cases of homolingual address in publication, the writer's lan-
guage is also the reader’s so that the writer and the readers are both pre-
sumably embraced within the putatively unitary community of a single
language. This kind of regime of address entails the insider dialogue of
a member of an English- or Japanese-speaking society addressing other
members of the same society. But this is not the only type of homolingual
address: there are, if not many, cases in which the writer's language is dis-
tinctively not the readers’. The writer as representative of one language
community could address herself to readers whose language is definitively
not hers. And, in this situation, translation should be absolutely essential
because the writer would either have to speak the language of the ad-
dressee or have to deliver a message in her own language that is subse-
quently translated into that of the addressee. So, can we say that this type
of address is not definitively homolingual because the speaker addresses
herself to a linguistically heterogeneous group of readers?

Here consideration of the position occupied by the translator is crucial.
As long as the position of the translator is set aside and viewed to be sec-
ondary, this type of address is still homolingual in the sense that two dif-
ferent language communities are posited as separate from one another
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in the representation of translation, and that translation is understood to be a
transfer of a message from one clearly circumscribed language community
into another distinctively enclosed language community. It goes without
saying that the image of translator as a somewhat heroic prestigious agent
derives from these assumptions of the homolingual address. And all the as-
sumptions that [ have so far problematized would disavowedly persist as if
they had never been called into question.

What is kept out of this regime of homolingual address is the mingling
and cohabitation of plural language heritage in the audience, and subse-
quent to this address, speech addressed by or to a foreign language speaker
is put aside as secondary to the authentic form of delivery or as an excep-
tional case outside normalcy. The scene where one speaks without assum-
ing that everybody among the addressees will understand what is deliv-
ered by the speaker is premeditatedly excluded. In other words, the fact
that one must first “address” is confused with the assumption that suppos-
edly “we” should be able to “communicate” among ourselves if “we” are a
linguistic community. In other words, communication is not assoctated
with writing, inscription, or even “exscription” but with communion in the
homolingual address.® The regime of homolingual address unwittingly
postulates even more assumptions: since speech by or to a foreigner is
secondary, the normal delivery must accomplish itself within the same
medium, and translation, insofar as it requires the postulation of differing
media, cannot be either primordial or originary. Under this regime, an ut-
terance must be delivered first; it is translated secondarily. It postulates a
sphere of linguistic homogeneity where “communication” is guaranteed
and taken to be anterior to “address.” This is done by establishing a certain
economy of failure in communication.

This is to say that, in the homolingual address, the experience of not
comprehending an other's enunciation or of the other miscomprehending
your verbal delivery is grasped immediately as an experience of understanding
the experience of not comprebending. For instance, when you were spoken to by
an unknown man and could not figure out what he tried to convey, you de-
scribe this incident in the following manner: “A man spoke to me in Russ-
ian, so I could not understand him" (provided, of course, that you do not
speak Russian). In the first place, it is very dubious as to whether an expe-
rience of noncomprehension can be called an experience at all. Further-
more, this manner of conceptualizing the failure of communication by the
representation of an experience that contains the explanation of its own
putative cause should necessarily entail an implicit tautology that merges
its description and the putative explanation of it indistinguishably. Conse-
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quently, it is assumed that the experience of noncomprehension comes si-
multaneously equipped with an explanation as to why vou fail to compre-
hend. It is assumed, in other words, that you necessarily experience an
incident of discommunication while knowing why you happen to fail in
communication. Here, we may as well draw attention to the mundane in-
sight that communication fails all the time, not necessarily because of the
gap between linguistic communities, but also because of the fact that com-
munication takes place only as "exscription”:” to try to communicate is
to expose oneself to exteriority, to a certain exteriority that cannot be
reduced to the externality of a referent to a signification. When we fail
to communicate, we cannot attribute the failure to its possible cause—
whether it is excessive noise in the medium or the addressee’s refusal to
respond—precisely because we fail to communicate. In our case, failure in
communication means that each of us stands exposed to, but distant from,
the other without grasping the cause for “our” separation.® It is only retro-
spectively, and, in the final analysis, subsequent to the representation of
translation, that we begin to figure out an experience of noncomprehen-
sion of an other’s utterance according to the international schematism.

As Jacques Ranciére argues in regard to the tenets of eguality, what gath-
ers us together is not commonness among us but a will to communicate de-
spite an acute awareness of how difficult it is. "All words, written or spoken,
are a translation that only takes on meaning in the counter-translation, in
the invention of the possible causes of the sound heard or of the written
trace: the will to figure out that applies itself to all indices, in order to know
what one reasonable animal has to say to what it considers the soul of an-
other reasonable animal.”® Only where it is impossible to assume that one
should automatically be able to say what one oneself means and an other
able to incept what one wants to say—that is, only where an enunciation
and its inception are, respectively, a translation and a countertranslation—
can we claim to participate in a nonaggregate community where what |
want to call the heterolingual address is the rule, where it is imperative to
evade the homolingual address.

In a nonaggregate community, therefore, we are together and can ad-
dress ourselves as “we” because we are distant from one another and be-
cause our togetherness is not grounded on any common homogeneity.

In my deliberate efforts to avoid the regime of homolingual address and
to articulate a relation of a nonaggregate community with the readers, 1
had to learn how to never designate the collective alliance of the narrator
and the readers by either the “we” of national affiliation or the “we” of cul-

tural or civilizational communality. Yet, to evade the regime of homolingual
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address is also to give up a clear hierarchical marking of initial enunciation
and subsequent translation. (Without annulling the intelligibility of the
word "translation,” it should be possible to detect the oscillation or indetermi-
nacy of personality with regard to the situation of translation/interpretation
in which a translator speaks as she translates. This is one of the reasons
why the place for the translator cannot be indicated in the "communication
model.” I will come back to this problem.) [ wrote these essays in search of
an address that establishes the “we” of a community without taking national,
ethnic, or linguistic affiliation for granted. Therefore, it is perhaps mislead-
ing to say that the essays were first enunciated and, then and separately,
translated. Not only because of my delayed acquisition of the English lan-
guage but also because of the essays' heterolingual address to the readers,
they may as well be said to be translated as they were written, and written
as they were translated. As | became aware that | had ineluctably come to
occupy the position of the translator as | was writing within a so-called
bilingual address, the writing of an essay could no longer be comprehended
without regard to translation. It seemed that, particularly in my case, trans-
lation and enunciation could not manageably be distinguished from one
another unless vigilant efforts were undertaken to prepare a conceptual
sensitivity so as to detect the particular traits of translation and isolate the
act of translation from the other forms of enunciative performatives.

A tentative distinction between heterolingual and homolingual addresses
is thus called for in order to mark a difference in the attitude of the ad-
dresser to the addressee, which in fact derives from two conflicting modes
of alterity. The homolingual address assumes the normalcy of reciprocal
and transparent communication in a homogeneous medium so that the
idea of translation does not make sense unless a positively heterogeneous
medium is involved. In contrast, the heterolingual address does not abide
by the normalcy of reciprocal and transparent communication, but instead
assumes that every utterance can fail to communicate because heterogene-
ity is inherent in any medium, linguistic or otherwise. Every translation
calls for a countertranslation, and in this sort of address it is clearly evident
that within the framework of communication, translation must be endless.
Thus, in the heterolingual address, the addressee must translate any deliv-
ery, whether in speech or writing, in order for that delivery to actually be
received. Also in the heterolingual address, addressing in enunciation is
not supposed to coincide with eventual communication, so that it is de-
manded of the addressee to act to incept or receive what is offered by the
addresser. This is to say, what is addressed to the addressee is not automati-
cally delivered precisely because of the disparity between addressing and
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communicating, of a disparity that also expresses the essential distance not
only of the addressee from the addresser but also of the addressee or ad-
dresser from himself or herself. In the heterolingual address, therefore, the
act of inception or reception occurs as the act of translation, and transla-
tion takes place at every listening or reading. Whereas translation is neces-
sary only between the interior of a homogeneous medium and its outside
in the case of the homolingual address, it is upheld in the heterolingual ad-
dress that, in principle, translation occurs whenever the addressee accepts
a delivery from the addresser.

Thus differentiated, the two addresses respectively suggest the two al-
ternative attitudes with regard to the otherness of the addressee. Although
vou would presume that the addressee who is incapable of comprehending
vour delivery should appear marked and anticipated as such to you when
vou adopt the attitude of the homolingual address, such a precaution or
anterior knowledge is not guaranteed in the attitude of the heterolingual
address. In the latter attitude, you would probably have to address yourself
to the addressee, no matter whether the addressee is singular or plural,
without assuming that the addressee would necessarily and automatically
comprehend what you were about to say: you would, of course, wish the
addressee to comprehend what you say—for, without this wish, the act
of addressing would not constitute itself—but you would not take it for
granted. In this respect, you are always confronted, so to speak, with
foreigners in your enunciation when your attitude is that of the hetero-
lingual address. Precisely because you wish to communicate with her, him,
or them, so the first, and perhaps most fundamental, determination of
your addressee is that of the one who might not comprehend your lan-
guage, that is, of the foreigner. The idea of a nonaggregate community of
foreigners is unintelligible unless we are able to conceive of a community
where we relate to ourselves through the attitude of the heterolingual
address.

Precisely because of her positionality, the translator has to enunciate
for an essentially mixed and linguistically heterogeneous audience. In order
to function as a translator, she must listen, read, speak, or write in the mul-
tiplicity of languages, so that the representation of translation as a transfer
from one language to another is possible only as long as the translator acts
as a heterolingual agent and addresses herself from a position of linguistic
multiplicity: she necessarily occupies a position in which multiple lan-
guages are implicated within one another.!® The translator who is present
to both the writer and the readers regulates communicative transactions,
but her mediation must be erased in the representation of translation ac-
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cording to which the message issued by the writer in one language is trans-
ferred into an equivalent message in another language, which is then re-
ceived by the readers. In these cases as well, the writer addresses the read-
ers with the presumption of a homolingual communion. The assumption
that one can make oneself understood without perceptible hindrance, as
long as one belongs in the same linguistic community, survives intact here.
Translation is believed to be necessary because incommensurability exists
not necessarily between the addresser and the addressee but essentially be-
tween one linguistic community and another.

It is well known that Roman Jakobson classified translation into three
classes: "1) Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of verbal
signs by means of other signs of the same language. 2) Interlingual trans-
lation or translation proper is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of
some other language. 3) Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an in-
terpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign systems.”"!

I do not think that the propriety of Jakobson’s “translation proper” can
be maintained outside the attitude of the homolingual address. And we
would have to call into question the supposed discernibility of interlingual
from intralingual translation, of translation between separate languages
from rewording within the same language unity, as soon as we adopt the
attitude of the heterolingual address. In other words, viewed from the po-
sition of the translator, neither the unitary unity of a language nor the plu-
rality of language unities can be taken for granted. Moreover, not only the
professionally assigned translator, but the rest of us as well, would have to
be responsible for the task of the translatar. At the same time, we would be
obliged to call into question other discursive positivities similar to the
unity of a particular ethnic or national language, such as the unities of eth-
nic and national cultures, when we take the attitude of the heterolingual
address. So far | have talked as if those unities, English, Japanese, and other
language unities, and the name “translator” itsell were self-evident, but as
soon as we are in the heterolingual address, we will find that these putative
unities and names have to be put in brackets.

In addition, how could we possibly define what Jakobson calls inter-
semiotic transmutation, when we cannot easily separate verbal signs from
nonverbal signs in such texts as the calligrapbic one. [s a calligraphic text
verbal or nonverbal? Is it a text to see or a text to read? Is it possible to
translate a calligraphic text? If it is, in what sense is it s0? What are the
conditions under which the verbal is immediately equated to the linguis-
tic? A series of questions like these will gradually suggest to us that there
could be discursive formations in which the propriety of “translation proper”
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can hardly be taken for granted. Today, no matter whether you reside
around the Pacific Basin or along the Atlantic, the idea of translation is al-
most always self-evident and very few would insist otherwise. However,
by imposing on ourselves the attitude of the heterolingual address, we are
able to call into question that self-evidence, and thereby explore those
ethicopolitical assumptions and habituated regimes that serve to sustain
this position.

Let me point to two sites where the problematic of translation seems to
manifest itself most intensely, so as to delimit that self-evidence and mark
its historicity. The first concerns itself with subjectivity, and the second
with schematism in translation.

The Subject of Translation/the Subject in Transit

Can the translator make a promise in translation? Can she then be respon-
sible for what she says while translating? The answer must always be dou-
ble as long as the name “translator” signifies neither a professional specialty
nor a social status but instead designates an agent or a human being who is
engaged in the act of translation. Yes, the translator can make a promise,
but always on behalf of somebody else. In that respect, no, she "herself’
cannot really make a promise. Likewise, the translator must be responsible
for her translation, for every word of it, but she cannot be held responsible
for what is pledged in what she says. For she is not allowed to say what she
means in what she says in translation; she is supposed to say what she says
without meaning. At the same time that the translator must be absolutely
responsible for what she says, her task begins with her pledge to say what
the original addresser means to say. Her responsibility consists in her com-
mitment to withdraw her wish to express herself from what she says even
though she has to seek and interpret what the addresser means in the first
place. Therefore the translator is also the interpreter.

A cursory reflection like this on the relations between the original ad-
dresser and his translator, or the translator and her addressee, amply illus-
trates the extremely ambiguous and unstable positionality the translator
has to occupy with regard to the original addresser and the addressee. The
translator listens to or reads what the original addresser enunciates. In this
respect, there is no doubt that she is an addressee. But it is not supposed
that the addresser speaks or writes to her. The addressee for the enuncia-
tion of the addresser must not be located at the site where the translator is,
so that the addressee is always located elsewhere in translation. The trans-
lator is both an addressee and not an addressee at the same time. This is to
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say that, even though the translator is spoken or written to, she cannot be
addressed as “you” by the addresser. Oy, if she can be addressed as “you,”
then the putative audience for whom the translator interprets cannot be
the direct addressee in the enunciation of the addresser; that audience will
be redesignated as a third party, as "them.” A similar disjunction can be ob-
served in the translational enunciation of the translator. The translator
speaks or writes to the audience, so in this respect she is undoubtedly an
addresser. But, supposedly it is not the translator who in translation is
speaking or writing for the addressee. “I” uttered by the translator does not
designate the translator herself but the original addresser as the subject of
the original enunciation. And if by "I" the translator indicates the subject
of the secondary and translational enunciation, she will then have to des-
ignate the original addresser as "he” or "she.”

Let me reformulate this pronominal disjunction slightly differently. It is
always possible for what is translated to be conveyed as a quotation, either
in direct or indirect mode. Suppose the original addresser says "Ky6 wa ii
tenki da.” Then a translation of what the original addresser says can, for
example, be accommodated as a subordinate clause in the statement of ei-
ther “He/she (= the original addresser) said, ‘It is fine today,” or “"He/she
said that it was fine that day.” Yet, when explicitly formatted as a subordinate
clause, a translational utterance as a whole is rendered as the translator's—
that is, the utterance would present itself as being addressed to the audi-
ence not by the original addresser but by the translator. In order to avoid
the dislocation of the original addresser, the translator chooses to drop the
phrase indicating the subject of the enunciation, and just say: “It is fine
today.” In translational utterance, however, we cannot assume that the
translator can immediately make manifest her rapport to the subject of the
enunciation by restating this utterance in the following manner: “I say ‘It is
fine today’" or "l say that it is fine today.” Rather, it must be restated as fol-
lows: "I say 'he said "It is fine today"’ or "l say that he said that it was fine
that day." In translational enunciation, every utterance must be able to be
accompanied by the designation through a double framing "I say, ‘the ad-
""" In this respect, the translator must speak in a forked

i

dresser says, “. .
tongue, and her enunciation must necessarily be one of mimicry. Further-
more, the translator renders conspicuous the operation of framing in the
process of the constitution of subjectivity in enunciation.'?

In the enunciation of translation, the subject of the enunciation and the
subject of the enunciated are not expected to coincide with one another.
The translator's desire must be at least displaced, if not entirely dissipated,
in translational enunciation. Thus, the translator cannot be designated ei-
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ther as "|” or as “you” straightforwardly: she disrupts the attempt to appro-
priate the relation of the addresser and the addressee into the personal rela-
tion of first person vis-a-vis second person. To follow the determination of
a "person” as espoused by Emile Benveniste—that is, that only those di-
rectly addressing and addressed in what he calls "discourse” as distinct from
“story” or "history” can be called persons, and that those who are referred

"o

to or talked about in the capacity of "he,” "she,” or "they” in “story” or "his-
tory” cannot be “persons’'>—the addresser, the translator, and the addressee
cannot be persons simultaneously; the translator cannot be either the first
or second or even third “person” undisruptively. Although the translator
can be so in Foucauldian “discourse"—whose formulation | understand to
be explicitly antipersonalist—she can only have a transitory and tempo-
rary position in the personalist notion of "discourse” such as Benveniste's.
Thanks to this formulation of “discourse” in which every enunciative posi-
tion is depersonalized from the outset, we dispense with the hermeneutic
problematics of the horizon of understanding. Ineluctably, translation in-
troduces a disjunctive instability into the putatively personal relations among
the agents of speech, writing, listening, and reading. In respect to personal
relationality as well as to the addresser/addressee structure, the translator
must be internally split and multiple, and devoid of a stable positionality.
At best, she can be a subject in transit, first because the translator cannot be
an “individual” in the sense of individuum in order to perform translation,
and second because she is a singular that marks an elusive point of disconti-
nuily in the social, whereas translation is the practice of creating continu-
ity at that singular point of discontinuity. Translation is an instance of con-
tinuity in discontinuity '* and a poietic social practice that institutes a relation
at the site of incommensurability. This is why the aspect of discontinuity
inherent in translation would be completely repressed if we were to deter-
mine translation to be a form of communication. And this is what | have
referred to as the oscillation or indeterminacy of personality in translation.

Thus, by considering the position of the translator, we are introduced
into the problematic of subjectivity in an illuminating manner. The inter-
nal split within the translator, which reflects in a certain way the split
between the addresser—or the addressee, and furthermore the split within
the addresser and the addressee themselves’>—and the translator demon-
strates the way in which the subject constitutes itself. In a sense, this inter-
nal split within the translator is homologous to what is referred to as the
fractured I, the temporality of "l speak,” which necessarily introduces an
irreparable distance between the speaking [ and the | that is signified, be-
tween the subject of the enunciation and the subject of the enunciated.
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Yet, in the case of translation, the oscillation or indeterminacy of the per-
sonality of the translator marks the instability of the we as the subject
rather than the I. Particularly in the regime of homolingual address, the
translator is supposed to assume the role of the arbitrator not only be-
tween the addresser and the addressee but also between the linguistic
communities of the addresser and the addressee. Thus, translation ceases
to be a repetition and is rendered representable. And, in the regime of homo-
lingual address, translation as repetition is often exhaustibly replaced by
the representation of translation.

Let me elaborate on the process in which translation is displaced by its
representation, and the constitution of collective subjectivity such as na-
tional and ethnic subjectivity in the representation of translation. Through
the labor of the translator, the incommensurability as difference that calls
for the service of the translator in the first place is negotiated and worked
on. In other words, the work of translation is a practice by which the ini-
tial discontinuity between the addresser and the addressee is made continu-
ous and recognizable. In this respect, translation is just like other social
practices that render the points of discontinuity in social formation con-
tinuous.'s Only retrospectively and after translation, therefore, can we
recognize the initial incommensurability as a gap, crevice, or border be-
tween fully constituted entities, spheres, or domains.'” But, when repre-
sented as a gap, crevice or border, it is no longer incommensurate. As I dis-
cuss in chapter 4, incommensurability or difference is more like "feeling”
that is prior to the explanation of how incommensurability is given rise to
and cannot be determined as a represented difference {or species differ-
ence in the arborescent schemata of the species and the genus) between
two subjects or entities.’® What makes it possible to represent the initial
difference as an already determined difference between one language unity
and another is the work of translation itself. This is why we always have to
remind ourselves that the untranslatable, or what can never be appropri-
ated by the economy of translational communication, cannot exist prior to
the enunciation of translation. It is translation that gives birth to the un-
translatable. Thus, the untranslatable is as much a testimony to the social-
ity of the translator, whose figure expaoses the presence of a nonaggregate
community between the addresser and the addressee, as to the translat-
able itself. However, the essential sociality of the untranslatable is ignored
in the homolingual address, and with the repression of this insight, the
homolingual address ends up equating translation to communication.

By erasing the temporality of translation with which the oscillation or in-
determinacy of personality in translation is closely associated and which can be
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thought in an analogy to the aporetic temporality of “I think,” we displace
translation with the representation of translation. Only in the representa-
tion of translation can we construe the process of translation as a transfer
of some message from “this” side to “that” side, as a dialogue between one
person and anather, between one group and another, as if dialogue should
necessarily take place according to the model of communication. Thus the
representation of translation also enables the representation of ethnic or
national subjects, and, in spite of the presence of the translator who is al-
ways in between, translation, no longer as difference or repetition but as
representation, is made to discriminatorily posit one language unity against
another (and one “cultural” unity against another). In this sense, the repre-
sentation of translation transforms difference in repetition into species difference
(diaphora) between two specific identities, and helps constitute the puta-
tive unities of national languages, and thereby reinscribes the initial differ-
ence and incommensurability as a specific, that is, commensurate and con-
ceptual, difference between two particular languages within the continuity
of the generality of Language.’® As a result of this displacement, transla-
tion is represented as a form of communication between two fully formed,
different but comparable, language communities.

Following Kantian schematism, | have called the discursive apparatus
that makes it possible to represent translation “the schema of cofiguration.”
As the practice of translation remains radically heterogeneous to the rep-
resentation of translation, translation need not be represented as a com-
munication between two clearly delineated linguistic communities. There
should be many different ways to apprehend translation in which the sub-
jectivity of a community does nat necessarily constitute itself in terms of
language unity or the homogeneous sphere of ethnic or national culture.
The particular representation of translation in which translation is under-
stood to be communication between two particular languages is, no doubt,
a historical construct. And it is this particular representation of translation
that gave rise to the possibility of figuring out the unity of ethnic or na-
tional language together with another language unity. Indeed, this is one
of the reasons for which | have claimed that the Japanese language was
born, or stillborn, in the eighteenth century among a very small portion of
literary people, when the schema of cofiguration came into being. This is
to say that the schema of cofiguration is a means by which a national com-
munity represents itselt to itself, thereby constituting itself as a subject.
But it seemed to me that this autoconstitution of the national subject
would not proceed unitarily; on the contrary, it would constitute itself
only by making visible the figure of an other with which it engages in a
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translational relationship. Hence, the figure of the Japanese language was
given rise to cofiguratively, only when some Japanese intellectuals began
to determine the predominant inscriptive styles of the times as pertaining
to the figure of the specifically Chinese, or as being contaminated by the
Chinese language. lt is important to note that, through the representation
of translation, the two unities are represented as two equivalents resem-
bling one another. Precisely because they are represented in equivalence
and resemblance, however, it is possible to determine them as conceptu-
ally different. The relationship of the two terms in equivalence and resem-
blance gives rise to a possibility of extracting an infinite number ol distinc-
tions between the two. Just as in the cofiguration of “the West and the
Rest” in which the West represents itself, thereby constituting itself cofigu-
ratively by representing the exemplary figure of the Rest, conceptual dif-
ference allows for the evaluative determination of the one term as superior
over the other. This is how the desire for “Japanese language” was invoked
through the schema of cofiguration in the regime of translation.

Finally, I must deal with one formative principle without which the na-
tional subject would fail to gather together a wide variety of conceptual
differences around the unitary figure of an ethnos or nation; for, even
processed through the schema of cofiguration, the regime of translation
could multiply conceptual differences in many disparate registers. In par-
ticular there is no guarantee that Jakobson's intralingual translations can be
organized with the interlingual translation or translation proper as the overall
guiding rule of translation. Conceptual differences can be posited between
one style and another—Kanbun or literary Chinese and Sérébun or a distinct
epistolary style mixing the syntax of literary Chinese and Kana characters,
for example, in the case of Tokugawa Japan—one regional dialect and an-
other, so-called ideographic and phonetic inscriptive systems, and so on.
These differences can be marked between genres, but what characterizes
the emergence of the national language is that generic differences that can
be represented cofiguratively in the regime of translation are all subsumed
under the generality of the national language; these genres have to be per-
ceived as the species within the genus of the Japanese language. This time,
although our terminology may be confusing since the term “genre” itself
derives from the genus, the generic difference must be allocated at the level
of the species while the unity of national language transcends the species
and is conceived of as an overarching genus. What Jakobson implies by
the differentiation between intralingual and interlingual translations is
nothing but the hierarchization of these translational registers. It goes
without saying that this differentiation itself is a historical construct. [ be-
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lieve that, in historical contexts prior to the eighteenth century in the geo-
graphic regions designated as Japan today, we cannot assume such a gen-
eric taxonomy, and that the lack of historicity would only sanction the con-
tinuous regimes of National History and National Litcrature. At the same
time, we now can understand why the regime of translation with the schema
of cofiguration plays such an important role in the formation of the Japan-
ese as a national subject.

By now it should be evident that, given my analysis of the regime of
translation and the homolingual address, culturalism in which Japanese
culture and nation are obstinately reified and essentialized is, as a matter of
fact, not particular to Japanese journalism and academia at all. Culturalism
that endorses nationalism in terms of national language and ethnic culture
is as persistently endemic in Japanese Studies in the United States, Europe,
and elsewhere as in Japan today. For, as I will show in some of the follow-
ing chapters, behind Westerners' as well as Japanese insistence on Japanese
cultural uniqueness looms an equally obstinate essentialization of the West.

East Asian names throughout this book, except those of Asians who are
resident outside East Asia, are written in the East Asian order—surname
first—after the style Asian Studies specialists have adopted in their studies
in English.
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