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Part I: Please translate the following sentences into Chinese (50%)

1. A fundamental question at the heart of world literature studies is how to delimit
the realm of world literature. :

2. Very few studies have dealt with the production of indigénous literature,
although this has been gaining momentum over the past 20 years.

3.  “Asia” in the post-Cold War environment has not been viewed as the Other,
neither exotic nor underdeveloped, but as another interesting place on earth that
we need to learn about.

4. The question that has almost never been asked is this: if comparison is a
fundamental activity of human consciousness, then what is it that makes us
compare?

5. My argument here will be that the present expansion to a global or planetary
field of vision does not represent the death of our discipline so much as a rebirth
of perspectives that were already present in the formative early years of
comparative literature as a discipline.

Part II: Please translate the following paragraph into Chinese (20%)

In charting the forward trajectory of comparative literature, one way to get our
bearings is to look to the past. We need to understand the ways our discipline’s
history has shaped and constrained our field of vision, while conversely we may also
find alternative roads opened up by early comparatists and now ripe for further
exploration. These alternative paths can be especially valuable as we seek to carry
forward the tectonic shift now underway from a largely European-oriented discipline
to a truly global perspective. '

Part II1: Please read the passages below and answer the questions (30%)
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Reiterated Commemoration: Hiroshima as National Trauma
Hiro Saito

Today, 60 years after the atomic bombing, “Hiroshima” occupies a prominent
place in Japanese national memory and forms the core of the national identity that
renounces war as a sovereign right. The Peace Memorial Ceremony in Hiroshima
makes news headlines every August in the Japanese media, and more than 1 million
people pay their visit to the Peace Memorial Park, the “Mecca of Peace,” every year.
It is therefore surprising to learn that “Hiroshima” was once almost forgotten in the
aftermath of World War II. Japanese were able to commemorate “Hiroshima” as
national trauma only after one Japanese fishing boat was struck by the fallout of the
hydrogen bomb near Bikini Atoll in March 1954. But what caused this delayed
register of “Hiroshima” in Japanese collective memory? How did the event of the
H-bomb fallout transform commemoration of “Hiroshima?”

To answer these questions, I first assemble a theoretical framework for the study
of collective memory that combines a model of reiterated problem solving and a
theory of cultural trauma. Collective memory is part and parcel of collective identity
because memory is a precondition for narrative construction of autobiographies by
which we identify who we are. As historical circumstances change, we reconstruct our
collective memory and redefine our collective identity. This recurrent reworking of
collective memory and identity makes it possible for us to conceptualize the history of
collective remembering as the reiterated solving of an enduring problem—how to re
member the past so as to define identity of members of a collectivity—where earlier
solutions set parameters for current competition among possible solutions. Moreover,
a traumatic event has an important role in construction of collective memory and
identity, for it violently disrupts processes of memory construction and shakes
existentially the sense of who we are. It is therefore helpful to introduce a theory of
cultural trauma into the study of collective memory and shed light on a
sociopsychological dimension of the remembering. In particular, as we shall see,
commemoration of a traumatic event is a critical case to test an analytical strategy of
“multidimensional rapprochement” between psychological-individualist and
sociological-collectivist approaches to collective memory (Olick 1999b). Thus, a
theory of collective memory that incorporates reiterated problem solving and cultural
trauma can give us new analytical leverage to study how commemorative practices
build on one another and how a traumatic event plays out in memory-identity
formation of a collectivity.

Within this theoretical framework, I examine the historical transformations of
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Japanese collective memory of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima between August
1945, when the atom bomb was dropped, and April 1957, when the Japanese state
officially “nationalized” memories of the atomic bombing by providing medical care
for A-bomb survivors (hibakusha), living testimonials of the event. I break down the
12 years into three periods in which actors articulated different solutions to the
problem of commemoration of “Hiroshima” vis-a-vis Japanese national identity. I
focus on how the earliest solution to remember “Hiroshima” as transnational affected
subsequent solutions, and how actors succeeded in transforming the lock-in
transnational commemorative path in conjunction with the contingent event of the
H-bomb fallout in March 1954. I then show how the atomic bombing of Hiroshima
became national trauma constitutive of Japanese identity by pointing out a shift from
pity to sympathy in structures of feeling about the event. I suggest that this shift
signaled the emergence of national trauma, converting Japanese from spectators of
distant suffering to a community of wounded actors.

1. ( ) The word prominent in the passage is closest in meaning to

A. Decent

B. Unknown
C. Gorgeous
D. Noticeable

2. ( ) What could be the main purpose of this essay?

A. To help people understand the history of Hiroshima

B. To commemorate the historical event of H-bomb

C. To understand the philosophy of collective memory of Hiroshima

D. To analyze the collective memory of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima
3. ( ) Which of the following statements is incorrect, according to the article?

A. Collective memory never changes

B. The Peace Memorial Ceremony in Hiroshima is held in August
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C. People almost forgot the trauma of Hiroshima after World War IT |
D. A traumatic event is crucial for understanding collective memory
4, ( ) Which of the following is not about Saito’s theoretical framework?
A. A historical research of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima
B. A model of reiterated problem solving
C. An analysis of actor—network theory

D. A theory of cultural trauma

5. ( ) The word assemble in the passage is closest in méarﬁng to
A.  Question |
B. Construct
C. Embrace
D. Contain
6. ( ) The word articulated in the passage is closest in meaning to
A. Measured
B. Improvised
C. Expressed
D. ‘Rej ected




