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Marian GALIK
A REPORT FROM THE 10th CONFERENCE OF THE CHINESE
COMPARATIVE LITERATURE ASSOCIATION

From 8 — 12 August 2011 | participated in the 1T#ennial Conference of the
Chinese Comparative Literature Association (CCLA) the campuses of Fudan
University and Shanghai Normal University, bothShanghai. Gracious support came
from the Shanghai Comparative Literature Assoae(hCLA), Shanghai International
Studies University, Shanghai Jiaotong Universitigaigyhai University and East China
Normal University. With about 430 Chinese, Far Eastand South-East Asia
participants and more thanl0 participants fromUWsand Europe, it was a relatively
small gathering compared with conferences of tivigl Krom previous years. | do not
know why because at the last conference in 200& ttvere more than 40 participants
from abroad.

The theme of the international conference was “Canafve Literature Today and
Methodological Rethinking”. The conference was diéd into a number of parallel
panels and roundtables:

1. Reinstating “Literariness”: Comparative Litengwas Literary Study
. Comparative Poetics: China and the World Beyond

. Chinese-Foreign Literary Relationships

. Comparative Literature and Translation Studies

. Cross-Cultural Hermeneutics of Literary Canons

. Diaspora Literature and Overseas Chinese Litezat

. Overseas Sinology and its Comparative Implicetio

o N o O b~ WODN

. Literature and Religion: Pros and Cons (in @anference ManualPros and Cons
were cancelled!)
9. Literature and Anthropology: Pros and Cons ifi@e as in 8)
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10. Research and Pedagogy of Comparative StudigShara: Appraisals of the Past
Three Decades

11. Literary Relations in East Asia

12. Chinese Literature: Multilingual and Multiethri?erspectives

13. New Media and the Production of Literature

14. Cities: Conceptions, Histories and Literary Repntations

10. Classical Studies and Comparative Literature.

Two other panels were added to these regular sessione concerned with the
“Functions and the Status Quo of Literary Periodidaday” and a “Specialized Forum
for Young Scholars”.

The conference started with a short speech by &ofeChen Sin&: E A1, the main
organizer of the conference, followed by Profes&ee Daiyunk & =, Chairman of the
CCLA. In her contribution entitled “The Transforrmat of Postmodernism and the New
Platform of Literary Study” she tried to characterthe ways and possibilities leading
from “deconstructive” to “constructive” postmodesmi using the arguments of the
American philosopher and theologian John Cobb asddea about universal values in
different cultures developing in harmony. Our gpal world has to be changed. “All
literary scholars in the world are supposed to whekd side by side in order to
reconsider the values and ways of human life aedtera new spiritual world.”

A new return to the old values of Comparative ldtare and its theories from the end
of the 1950s to the 1990s was one of the aimseof@ih Congress of the CCLA. In my
humble opinion, its first panel “Reinstating ‘Liteiness’: Comparative Literature as
Literary Study” should have become its main purpaseé objective. | must say that it
was not. After about twenty years of encouraging study of “comparative literature
and culture”, students of Comparative Literaturgehtorgotten that literature should be
the main object of their endeavours, and for mahyhem “a garbage of cultural
criticism” (Harold Bloom) has become a platform wdé¢hey try to persuade the readers
of their own “truth”. CCLA is a good “fellow” of tb International Comparative
Literature Association (ICLA) and follows its ovédirditerary policy and is not very
willing to return to Comparative Literature thedhge practices of René Wellek, Henry H.
H. Remak, Ulrich Weisstein and other pre-1990s rdigmans. Only two important
papers among hundreds were connected directlygatiestion: Zhang Hanliangi X
R “Literaturnostand Comparative Poetics: Retrospect and Prospeat! as the 2nd
Plenary Speech and Su Mings# “Studying Literariness from Literary Method and
Literary Style”. My paper “Interliterariness andetinterliterary Communities” was also
a part of this panel. It highlighted the conceptioferliterariness” which is literariness
when works of literature transcend the purely ethoi national aspects of single
literatures and focus on the transethnic, transnali and recently on geoliterary
developments as a whole. My remarks at the openergmony of the conference
entitled “Back to Literariness? And What about thterariness?” could be regarded as a
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part of this panel. This panel was one of the nmegflected in the whole conference.
Another comparably unnoticed one was the 12th parfi€hinese Literature:
Multilingual and Multiethnic Perspectives”. AltholagChina has more than 55 small
nationalities, little attention is devoted to thitierature. At this conference only Uighur,
Tibetan, Naxi, Korean and probably by mistake ewencontribution concerning
Taiwanese literature was put on the programme.

Similarly to the 9th CCLA conference in Peking i@08, the greatest attention was
devoted to literary translation. This was one restithe ICLA policy highlighting the
role of translation in Comparative Literature; evka attempt to abolish it with the help
of translatology on one side, and on the otherélp o educate many thousands of
translators of literary works to transplant thetoi@hinese. The majority of the Chinese
translators are not good; at least the greaterqfatie older Chinese comparatists are
able to read only in Chinese, therefore such asitn is understandable. It seems to me
that this panel with another one on poetics wasbis in the whole conference. The
young Chinese translatologists carefully followeu aleveloped the ideas of my friend
Xie Tianzhenii X# described in his bookledio-Translatology¥ /1% Yijiexuefrom
the year 1999, which although published in a reddyi small number of copies (2000 for
the whole of China), attracted a great number ah€de scholars and helped to create a
variety of publications and initiate state-levekearch projects. The stress of Xie
Tianzhen’s book is put on literary translation lne thistory of Western countries, Russia
and China. As a former student of Russian litematiue had identified with and had
knowledge of Russian, Soviet, Czech, Slovak andt Ezeyman translatology. He
devoted relatively a lot of attention to Anton Pweigoand briefly introduced to the
Chinese readers Dionydurisin’s Russian version ofeoria sravnitéogo izuchenia
literatury, 1979 [A Theory of Comparative Study of Literatur&here are analyses in
his book of nearly all the famous theoreticiandrahslation from the Roman Empire,
the Middle Ages, the first translators of Bibledrtatin and later into other European
languages, Martin Luther, Alexander Pope, Wilhebn ¥Humboldt and V.A. Zukovsky;
however, the book deals mostly with those from 2€¢ntury like Eugene A. Nida,
George Steiner, James S. Holmes, Itamar Even-Z&@ideon Toury, André Lefevere,
José Lambert and of course Chinese translatorshaadeticians from all ages. Some of
the contributions in this panel were concerned Withtranslations of Chinese literatures
by foreign Sinologists or Chinese living abroacliRavid Hawkes and Francois Cheng.
One of the participants even dared to point to ritistakes by Arthur Waley in his
translation ofThe Analects of Confucius.

In the years of foreign Sinolodyieberit is understandable that much attention to the
10th conference of CCLA was devoted to the 7th pa@gerseas Sinology and its
Comparative Implications. For some reason Xie Miaéi#x paper “The Ideological
Tradition from Goethe to Kubin — Vision of “Worlditerature” and Cross-Cultural
Dialogue” was read as the last. In contrast to mafnfier countrymen, she defended
Kubin and asserted that he and his “Bonn SchooB dieected against “Eurocentrism”
and inherited the tradition of Goethe’s “World Lreiture” theory at the starting point,
methods and destination of cross-cultural dialoghe.in nearly all the branches of
Sinology and Comparative Literature, American satsilip is highlighted: e.g. the
studies ofChuci,of modern Chineskterature, Jonathan Spence, James J.Y. Liu, Raulin
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Yu and Haun Saussy (the President of the Americaamp@rative Literature
Association). Europeans, except for Kubin and Ml Frederick Mayers (the second
half of the 19th century), were neglected and tloeke of some Japanese like Aoki
Masaru A IF I, and Nagai Kafuik 31 X\ wereanalysed.

In the panel Literature and Religion there werepapers with critical attitudes to
religion. The feminist reading of the images ofrtubus wives” in the Bible by Ma
Yuelan £ H =% was one of the papers that one had to agree whgh paper by Li Xinde
Z= ¥ 8 on the “images of the Other” in the translatiord ainterpretation of the
Confucian, Daoist and Buddhist canonical worksh®yWestern missionaries during the
Ming and Qing Dynasties was also useful for undeming their strategies and their
beliefs. Li Sher-shiueh'sEgs*~ paper connected with his longer woFkanswriting:
Catholic Translated Literature in Late-Ming Chinahows how the Protestant
missionaries used the earlier Jesuit translatimra the late Qing Dynasty. Tze Ka Ho's
W2 paper pondered over Xu Disharistt 11 religiosity, which is quite complicated
since as a Christian he stood under the influendeast of Buddhism and Daoism.
Wang Peng’sEf§ paper briefly informed the audience about Christjaand its impact
on modern Korean literature.

The panel “Diaspora Literature and Overseas Chinegerature” found many
contributors, too. In comparison with the First \Mo€Cultural Forum, Taihu, Suzhou,
also held in 2011, where the whole Chinese cultoog,only overseas literature, was
nearly completely neglected, the CCLA conferenagest pnly this one) have done a
good job. Both these two kinds are part of therlitggary community of modern and
contemporary Chinese literature and its study isairtant for the wholesale knowledge
of this literature. My contribution to this CCLA nference could be read just in this
panel. If | could criticize just the contributiots this panel, | would point out that they
could be written in a more “interliterary” way witlnore “interliterariness” in them,
showing more of the common features and differeintédise literatures of the mainland,
Taiwan and other overseas literatures.

A deeper interest in Asian literatures in Compasatiiterature is relatively recent.
For the first time it was put on the programme 891 at the 13th ICLA Congress in
Tokyo. The whole volume of ICLA'91 Tokyo was devot Inter-Asian Comparative
Literature and was published in 1995. Most of tlssags of the 11th panel of the
Shanghai conference were concerned with JapaneseSamth Korean literatures. |
devoted more attention to the last literature tt@mmwthers due to my friend Professor
Park Jae Wufh=2F from the Korean University of Foreign Languagesd & was
astonished by the zeal of the South Koreans imviglig the study and translations of
modern and contemporary Chinese literature.

This appraisal of mine due to its shortness capawtt out all the best or weaker sides
of all panels. The second one in particular, “Corapiee Poetics and the Word Beyond”,
could be worthy of consideration after publishitguropeans should carefully study
European poetics more than the Chinese. On the b#msl, the Chinese should not just
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follow European poetics (which they often do) seytlllo not lose their “Chineseness”
and their own identity.

The general frame of the conference from Januaryl28nd the invitation to
participate does not mention the panel “Retrosgea Prospect: Thirty Years of
Chinese Comparative Literature”. | was not invitecparticipate, but | took part in the
session. The old Chinese literary comparatists some foreigners took part in the
discussion lasting for a whole four hours with arsttoffee break. Nearly all of them
were known to me, namely John J. Dee#&is = with his spouse Cecile Chu-chin Sun
FIVFEE, Yuan Heh-hsiang£#%¥ and Zhou Ying-hsiung Ji/ from the foreigners,
Cao Shunqing® )ik, Chen Sihe, Liao Hongju 4, Liu Xiangyu*|% &, Meng
Zhaoyi # iF %%, Qian Linsenfk M #%, Wang Ning £ T, Sun Jingyaofh it 58, Yue
Daiyun and Zhang Wendingk 3 52. Ni Ruigin {7£5% and her spouse came from
Australia. Lu Kanghua® fi4£, Sun Jingyao’s colleague in writing the first Gise
theory of Comparative Literature from 1984, did patticipate due to serious illness.
Sun Jingyao read his long letter from the Unitedté&dt. Liao Hongjun mentioned his
translation of DionyzDuridin’s book Teoria sravnitéogo izuchenia literaturyinto
Chineselt is a pity that the translation was never puldishNi Ruigin briefly presented
to the audience her latest book, where she memntidrer friendship with Elena
Hidvéghyova-Yung and me from the end of the 198@% the 1990s. Cao Shunging
spoke about the beginning of the CCLA before itst ftonference in Shenzhen in 1985.
| received an invitational letter undersigned byfBssor Yang Zhouhat &, the
first Chairman of the CCLA, but | was not alloweal participate due to the political
situation in both countries. Only after more than years after the Cultural Revolution
were two Czechoslovak Sinologists, Dr. Dana Kalw@dand myself, allowed to visit
the PRC and meet our colleagues there. | part@ipatith some difficulty in the 2nd
conference of CCLA in Xi'an where | met Lu Kanghaad Sun Jingyao, Yue Daiyun
and Wang Ning, Xie Tianzhen, Liao Hongjun and NidRu Xie Tianzhen informed me
of his attempt to introduce Russian and Slovak rikeoof comparative literature to
China without great success. The Chinese optethéoAmerican School and later John
J. Deeney, the Taiwanese Ku Tim-huAgZit and Chen Peng-hsiag 55 began
propagating the Chinese School, later followed aimeoretically enriched by Cao
Shunging. Some scholars like the late Douwe W. Eolk (1931 — 2011) and Zhang
Hanliang were vehemently against this, but it kssaison d’'étreif developed properly
in emphasizing the Chinese elements, for instancedrii¢ld of Chinese poetics. There
is a lot to be done in this respect.

In relation to this last panel it is necessary tention a book by Liu Jiemig!| 4\ [
provi [ for Chinese readers with his correspondence wittmJ). Deeney entitled
Jianzheng Zhongguo bijiao wenxue 30 nian (1979 09ROl [F b4 3 2% 30 4F
1979 - 2009 (Testimonies to Thirty Years of Chinese Compardtiterature (1979 —
2009) Guangzhou: Guangdong gaodeng jiaoyu chubanshe 2Ddck” as he is called
by his best friends, made a great contributionh® tounding and development of
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Chinese Comparative Literature Hong Kong, PRC and in Taiwan with his books,
often in collaboration with Liu Jiemin and with Higbliographical works.

There were few changes at the top of the orgapizaif the CCLA after the 10th
Congress. Prof. Yue Daiyun was re-elected as Claairamd Prof Yang Huilig Z#k,
People’s University of China, Peking, was electe¥&e-Chairman.
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