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[ntroduction
Leo Hickey

For as long as individuals have communicated with one another through the mediation of someone else, there has probably
been a realisation that mediators do something more complex and more interesting than simply substitute ther own words, one
by one, for the originals. Since the early 1950s (Nida, 1952), however, there has been an upsurge in serious studies of
translation, both in its theoretical, historical, didactic and professional dimensions and in its practice at the point when
translators do something in response to their own reading of a text and which leads to the production of a second text. In
particular, it is now understood that translators do not simply 'say’ in one language what somebody or some piece of writing
has 'said’ in another. Whatever translation is in its entirety, it seems to mvolve semiotic, inguistic, textual. lexical, social,
sociological, cultural and psychological aspects or elements, all of which are being studied nowadays as determining factors in
whatever the translator does. It is also becoming clear that. as in any other form of rewniting (see Gentzler, 1993 ix and
Lefevere, 1992), this implies manipulation and relates directly to ideology, power, value systems and perceptions of reality.

One of the many questions that recur, explicitly or implicitly, in these investigations is whether there is some objective entity,
linguistic, semantic or psychological, expressed in or by an 'original', which can then be captured by a different text, the
translation. In other words, is there something in, behind, underneath or belonging to a piece of writing in one language which
can be extrapolated and safely pau:lcaged in another? After all, at first sight something seems to survive and pass more or less
intact from one text to another in the process and the product of translation; we may therefore ask whether or how this actually
happens and what that something may be. Certain aspects of language. such as words and grammar, appear to disappear or
change completely in translation and yet
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the 'meaning’. what might be termed the semantic import, usually survives the process quite well.

Bevond these first impressions, what is it, then, if anvthing, that is actually translated, transferred, between one text and
another? Is it some part, mgredient or linguistic element of the text itself. or is it something less direct about the text, such as a
particular reader's reaction or interpretation of it7 And what happens to those elements which are not transferred? Are they
irrelevant, surplus to requirements, treated as of no mportance and simply ignored? Is translation some kind of science, pure
or applied, prescriptive or descriptive, or is it a practical art or craft, which cannot be discussed until after the event,
analogously to a conversation about the beauty of a sunset or a bird in flight? If the notion that something remains unscathed in
the process of translation is too extreme, then perhaps there may be aspects of the original and the translation which, ff not
identical, are at least equivalent to one another. For some time now the notion of equivalence, or rather equivalences, has been
debated with varving degrees of enthusiasm and conviction (see Bassnett, 1991: 23-9). It may also be that translation is
merely an approxmmate, imprecise, procedure, and that any text has so many dimensions that equivalence on one may be
incompatible with e quivalence on some others. For E;}Lﬂ.ﬂ:lplﬂ lingustic equivalence (an extreme case of which would be word-
for-word translation) may conflict with dynamic equivalence (stimulating an effect in the reader of the translation similar to that
caused in the reader of the original). in the sense that if the linguistic surface of both texts is similar, the effect on their readers
may necessarily be very different. and vice versa. And does translation deal with what the original author mtended or simply
what is expressed by the text?

Among the many approaches to research on translation which are vielding useful insights nowadays, Translation Studies has
been in particular favour since the mid 1960s (see Bassnett, 1991: 6). Translation Studies concentrates on describing and
analysing the procedure or processes, rather than commenting on the product itself and asking how well or badly anv
particular translation has been done. This non-prescriptive approach, among others, is interested in how translation is actually
done, examining the methods that have been used throughout history and asking how texts fit into the recemving cultures.

Much work is also being carried out on the teaching of translation, with or without some kind of theoretical or academic
underpinning. Universities and similar institutions educate graduates who go on to earn their lving as translators. Some courses
use translation merely as a methodological tool for language-teaching, without claiming to train translators, while others provide
training in all aspects of the translator's work ncluding practice in

< previous paqge page 2 next page >



< previous page page 3 next page >

Page 3

various registers, gathenng and storing terminology, compiling data bases, documentation, IT etc. Closely related to teaching is
assessment or evaluation, quality assurance or revision of translation, as part of the process itself or carried out on the product.
It is done on various levels, from the practitioner's own mpressionistic assessment of a first draft or a teacher's equally
subjective, but perhaps more experience-based. comments on a student's piece of work to more academic attempts to
develop systematic methods for the evaluation of professional work (House, 1976).

The profession of the translator, with its problems and practical considerations, 1s sporadically, though seldom systematically,
treated in journals and newsletters. The practice of the profession under pressure, working to deadlines, satisfying different
types of client, using dictionaries of all kands_ whether monolingual or multilingual, general or technical, hard-copy or computer-
based, by in-house or freelance practitioners. making use of expert or other informants (often the clients themselves) is
occasionally discussed. usually on an anecdotic level

Despite much research and even calls for general theories and svstems to explain or describe the translation process (Baker.,
1993: 248). most work on the subject continues to address specific problems and individual elements or aspects of translation,
including comparisons of brief texts with their originals. These studies range from the treatment of such detailed points as puns
or culture-specific terms to advice on how to handle legal documents between systems which have neither terminology nor
legal entities in common; they may rely on mtuitive reactions to the ‘readability’ of a particular translation or on academic
investigations of contrastive structural inguistics. The volume of work being done and the multiplicity of approaches used
suggests that the study of translation is actively attempting to emerge from its infancy.

Much the same may be said of pragmatics. Since 1938, when Charles Morris defined semiotics as the use of signs governed
by syntactic, semantic and pragmatic rules, but more particularly since 1939, when Eudolf Carap explained that pragmatics
refers to the relationships between signs and their users, the discipline has been developed with enthusiasm by philosophers
and hnguists alike. It entered an especially meaningful phase in 1962 when J. L. Austin's contribution to the subject was
published under the title How to Do Things with Words (Austin, 1962), which showed that, when using language, people do
not just talk or write to one another but rather they perform actions, they do things, usually in contexts that combine linguistic
and nonlinguistic elements, part of the context in which they communicate consisting of the knowledge, beliefs and assumptions
of all concerned.
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Following Austin's work, pragmatics has focused on the conditions which permit speakers and writers to achieve what they
want to achieve by bringing about certain modifications in the behaviour, knowledge, attitudes or beliefs of others. It studies
what language-users mean, as distinct from what their language means, the miles and principles governing thewr use of language,
over and above the rules of langnage itself, grammar or vocabulary, and what makes some uses of language more approprate
than others in certain situations.

However, apart from basic research on pragmatics which stresses, not so much what language is or how it is structured, as the
links between its uses and users, developing general approaches to the subject which is seen as 'the study of language

usage' (Levinson, 1983: 5), in practice certain specific areas of interest have become intimately associated with the discipline
over the past 35 vears. This is clear from general books on the subject (Levinson, 1983; Leech, 1983; Mey, 1993), specialist
monographs (Sperber & Wilson, 1986; Brown & Levinson, 198 7) and academic papers that appear in journals (such as
Pragmatics or the Jownal of Pragmatics) Here it is interesting to note that a distinction has emerged between what might be
called the Anglo-American School and the mid-European School, in that the former works on a tightly defined agenda, dealing
in effect with areas such as speech acts, politeness. cooperativeness and conversational implicature, relevance theory, the
distribution of information in sentences and texts, presupposition, demis, discourse markers, hedges or disclaimers and perhaps
the structure of conversation. The mid-European School has a broader agenda, which investigates virtually all aspects of
language seen as a social institution or, as Jacob Mey would say, 'the conditions of human language uses as these are
determined by the context of society' (Mey, 1993: 42

In general. pragmatic approaches attempt to explain translation procedure, process and productfrom the point of view of what
is (potentiallv) done by the original author in or by the text, what is (potentially) done in the translation as a response to the
original, how and why it is done in that way in that context. If we return to the question of whether there is something in an
original text which is carried over in its translation, a pragmaticist might suggest that something does indeed survive the
process, namely (at the very least) what is potentially done by or in the original text, since the translation has the same
capability. We say 'at the very least’ because, of course, if an onginal text, for example, informs, entertains, demands payment
of a debt or apologises for some mistake, the translation will (be expected to) not only perform these actions but do so i a
manner similar to the original: it will have to convey the same_ and not different, information, the entertainment will have to be
of the same kind
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in both texts (a shaggy dog story will not be translated by a one-line aphorism), the demand for payment must be for the same
debt and the apolo gy must be for the same mistake as in the original

The last two examples well illustrate our insistence on the 'potential’ for doing things. No text by itself does anything: the act
petformed always depends on certain conditions. sometimes called 'felicity’ or 'happiness' conditions (see Austin 1962
passim). Here, for example, the demand for payment will be made only of the person to whom it is intentionally addressed
(who may be the reader of the original, of the translation or of both), and not of everyone who happens to pick it up and scan
it; the apology will be made only to whoever has been affected by the mistake (who may read the original, the translation or
bt:rth) This factor plan:ea readers of the original and of the translation on the same footing, since the fact of being a reader of
the one or of the other is wrrelevant to being the goal of the act: sometimes the goal will be the reader of the oniginal, sometimes
it will be the reader of the translation. sometimes these will be the same person(s).

The 13 contributions to the subject contained in this volume begin from this firm basis. addressing questions such as what
original texts and their translations are intended to achieve and how they attempt to achieve it, how writers set about
cooperating with theiwr readers, being polite and relevant, or how inter-cultural difference may be treated. On a more detailed
level, such points as the handling of the distinction between old and new mformation, the transference of presupposition and
deixis, connections between discourse elements and ]jllg'l.liﬂﬁl: factors like hedgea are discussed. The amm of the volume is to
address an important level of translation, namely the pragmatic level, which is neither purely theoretical nor relevant merely to
spectfic translation problems, but rather which is common to all translation.

In distingnishing syntactic from sentential units, Sandor Hervey defines sentence-building as endowing a meanin gful inguistic
unit with an illocutionary function. He explains that, although illocutionary functions can be understood across the most diverse
cultural boundaries, their cultural relativity makes it difficult to transfer them in translation. He proposes a strategic approach
which keeps very much in mind that, to conv ey these functions, English for example predominantly uses intonation, German
prefers illocutionary particles while Hungarian resorts to sequential focus.

Kirsten Malmkjeer examines Grice's theory of meaning and finds that, in applying his I:unparatn e principle to literary texts and
translations, difficulties arise from his postulate that understanding a speaker's utterance requires an audience's prior
understanding of the actual words used.
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There is thus no place for a mediator of messages and Grice's mechanism does not in tself provide a satisfactory theory of
translation because of its crucial distinction between literal and non-literal meaning. which may not coincide across languages.

She discusses a possible solution to this difficulty.

The distinction dev elnped in relevance theory between the descriptive use of language (intended to be taken as true) and the
interpretive (representing what someone else said or thought) allows Ernst-August Guit to plan:e translation in this latter
category, since it restates and ‘resembles’ an original text. On this basis, 'translation’ is similar in role to other text categories
such as 'novel' or 'essay’. However, like other quotations (which, in effect. is what it is). a translation is often encountered "out
of context’, with attendant consequences for the skills of the translator.

Uhnlikce Brown and Levinson's face-saving' approach, Juliane House treats both universal and varying aspects of politeness. In
discussing politeness equivalence, she distinguishes overt from covert translation. The former, coactivating the original frame
and discourse world, tends to be appropriate when the original is source-culture linked, has independent status in the source
language community and operates like a quotation. In the covert mode, the translator seeks an equivalent speech event without
co-activating the original discourse world, no easy task when working between languages such as German and English, which

use politeness very differently.

Starting from Brown and Levinson's notion of politeness, Basil Hatim studies text politeness within socio-textual practice,
which subsumes expressions of attitude, uphnldjng genre conventions and maintaning rhetorical purposes through actual texts.
He suggests that a translator's unjustified ntervention may pmdun:e undue 'domestication’ of a text, rather than respecting its
‘foreignness'. Using varied examples, he detects a tendency in Western translators to impose order (n:nnne::tnrﬂ etc.) on
seemingly chaotic texts and shows that it may be risky to tamper with the politeness of, rather than merely in, source texts.

The mechanisms available to signal the distinction between theme or information already known to readers and rheme or new
information vary from language to language. Frank Knowles shows how inflection, rather than word order, largely fulfils this
function in Russian. A translator then has to decide how to convey the theme- rheme structure of an Dﬂgmal text using whatever
means the target language can offer. A gm:rd fit' requires replication of the original theme-rheme structure, communicative
value, message and thrust, while respecting the target language's grammar and
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stvle. Yet, just as willingness to risk deviance may mark a good writer, so also it may mark a good translator.

Presuppositions, as background assumptions built into utterances and allowing them to make sense, require that a reader or
translator be able to link such utterances to their context. Using mostly French and German examplai Peter Fawcett points to
collocation, or the probability that words will co-occur, and connotation, or secondary meaning, as posing special difficulties
for translation. forcing the translator to decide whether. or to what extent, the target audience may need hints as to what is
presupposed rather than explicitly conveyed in the original.

Deixis links utterances to thewr contexts via spatial, temporal and personal dimensions (e_g here'there, now/vesterday, I'they,
respectively). A translator must therefore re-create the original message using a deictic perspective appropriate to the target
language and avoiding undue influence of the original patterns. Bill Richardson argues, using Spanish and English texts, that
seeking equivalent pragmatic effect when the context and participants of the original situation are no longer present imvolves
constructing a new text with its own world-view and its own relations with other sets of worlds.

On a more detailed level, Palma Zlateva chooses pragmatic substitution and reference to show how non-coincidence across
languages on such a specific point may make translational equivalence difficult to achieve. Analysing the non-structural use of
deictic pro-forms (English this/that, Fussian ero, Bulgarian rako va) to avoid explicitness or lengthy explanation, as in 'She
slapped him in the face . . . a good hard one’, she finds no sharp boundary between pragmatic reference/substitution, which is
a universal feature of language commumnication, and structural sub stitution, which she ascribes to the analyvtic nature of English
and (to some extent) Bulgarian_ in contrast with Russian.

[an Mason asks what a translator should do when faced with suppressed discourse connectives as an interactive feature in a
counter-argumentative source text. Since the markers of argumentative opposition (Of cowrse . . ", "True . _ ") are
unexpressed, should the reader be left to infer what the relationship 1s between the different parts of the text by means of a
Gricean-type implicature or should this be spelled out in the translation? Using English translations from French, he discusses
the informative markedness and the politeness which motivates such ellipsis and concludes that explication should not be
undertaken automatically.

Hedges, as devices which increase or decrease fuzziness, are much used i political texts in order to lessen a politician's
commitment to the truth of
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a proposition or to mitigate possible negative effects on an andience. Adopting Pinkal's four-point classification. Christina
Schaffner concentrates on 'specifying hedges' ('real’, 'true’, 'proper’ . . . ), which attenuate indeterminateness. Asking whether a
reader will be able to identify their pragmatic function e g. the implication that an opponent is being criticised, she examines
German and English translations i which they have been deleted. added or changed.

In comparing a passage from Racine's Andromague (1667) with three English versions, lan Higgins demonstrates how certain
linguistic features, notably word order, caesura, rhyme and mute e heard as a schwa, contribute to the illocutionary force of the
written'mnken text. Since the original verse has major illocutionary potential, part of the translator's task is to ensure that this is
realised also in the translation and ways must be found to stimulate its effects in readers of English. a language which the
matises and emphasises mainly through intonation. unlike French, where grammatical devices tend to fulfil these functions.

Broadly speaking, perlocutionary effects are the thoughts, feelings and actions that result from reading a text. Leo Hickey
suggests that, in some (e.g. legal) texts, clear signalling that a particular text is, in fact, a translation may produce similar effects
with little need to explain the realities mentioned in the original, in others (literary), little such signalling and little explanation may
be necessary, while i vet others (humorous), recontextualisation. or placing the text in a totally new context, may be required
in order to stmmulate in a reader effects equivalent to those stimulated by the original.

It is hoped that these 13 studies will together constitute a rounded vision of how pragmatics relates to translation and, in
particular, of how pragmatic equivalence may be achieved in the process and product of the translator's art.
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Chapter 1
Speech Acts and [llocutionary Function in Translation Methodolo gy

Sandor G. J. Hervey

When ethologists studving the communicative behaviour of dolphins attempt to render i English the messages that these, in all
probability highly intelligent, animals exchange with one another in the course of their daily lives, they face a nigh-on
insurmountable problem: translating messages from 'dolphinese’ presupposes that the content and the purport of the utterances
of dolphins is neither entirely beneath, nor utterly bevond. a human conception of communicative acts. There is, in fact, no
guarantee that grasping the nature of the pragmatics of dolphin communicative performance is not totally outside the scope of
human imagination.

For all that cross-linguistic translation (translation proper) is notoriously problematic and franght with difficulties, translators
from English to German, Hungarian to French, Russian to Swahili, Chinese to Gujerati, and so on, at least do not face
problems of such a magnitude as do 'translators from dolphinese'. Though translation proper i1s a cross-cultural puzzle, and
5n:eptin:i5m about full translatability without distortion is, I*ightlv widespread among those who theorise about translation, there
is no chance that the perfnrmann:e of communicatve acts in another human society, no matter how strange and uncanny it may
look at first sight when viewed from across a cultural boundary, could be beyond human i imagining.

‘When human beings communicate, they pEIfDI’tEl acts that fall into the range of what other human beings, even those from
vastly different cultural backgrounds, are in prmu:rple capable of empathising with. This presumption (and I stress that it is a
presumption) defines the limits of a cautious "universalism' or, more precisely, an intellectual position between universalism and
relativism. What members of one culture do can be zmagmed by members of another culture, even if they do otherwise. It is
to this extent that human communication is ‘universal'.
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Since the early work of Austin (1962), and subsequently of Searle (1969, 1979), the idea that utterances are forms of 'doing’
has become to all intents and purposes an interdisciplinary commonplace. The view, spearheaded by the notion of
performative utterances (Austin, 1962), according to which all utterances are means of performing intended actions has taken
solid hold in recent 'pragmatic’ approaches to semiotics (Parret, 1983), linguistics (Levinson, 1983; Brown & Lewvinson, 1978)
it has also made its influence felt in anthropology (Gumperz, 1982) and. of course, in theory of translation (Hatim & Mason,
1990). The performative mtention behind, and embedded in, every utterance (in fact, every communicative act) is usually
reffied under the label of 'locutionary force' (Searle, 1969); that is. the illocutionary force of an utteranceits most salient
pragmatic purposeis the performative intention which the utterance serves.

Since a discussion of illocutionary force entails an analytic appraisal of supposed intentions udged by external functional
criteria, [ prefer to designate this performative aspect of utterances by the term illocutionary fuﬂcrmﬂ A cautious form of
universalism would grant that the flocutionary function of every human act of communication is. in principle, frrowable
(though, incidentally. the same cautious intellectual position would express a degree of 5:&p11c15m about the knowability of the
illocutionary finctions of communication acts perfarmed by non-human animals). Furthermore, in the light of the earlier
presumption about human empathy. a qualified universalism would have to stretch to the belief that ill ocutionary funcrmm
can be comprehended across the most diverse cultural boundaries. This belief does not, however, extend to supposing
that the cross-cultural appraisal of illocutionary functions is easy. On the contrary, cultural relativity makes this a highly
sensitive and problematic issue.

Becanse the 'speech act theory' mtiated by Austin and Searle is firmly embedded in a tradition of Western philosophy, the
concept of 'locutionary force', attempts at taxonomies of locution (Searle, 1979). as well as examples of illocutionary acts,
tend to be discussed in terms of an implicithy untversalist framework: the culture- 5peu:rﬁn:1t=. and cross-cultural diversity of what
I would prefer to call illocutionary functions is an issue that can hardly even arise in such a framework. In short, the familiar
illocutionary finctions of English appear 'naturally' in the role of universal illocutionary categories valid for the pragmatics of all
human societies.

With the spread of the influence of 'speech act theory' bevond philosophvinto lingmistics and into anthropologycame also a
loosening of the bonds between illocutionary acts and pan-humanistic theorising (Ballmer & Brennenstuhl, 1980; Wierzbicka,
1985a. b, 1991). In particular, the work of Wierzbicka is directed at a substantial relatrising

< previous paqge page 11 next page >



< previous page page 12 next page >

Page 12

of the notion of speech acts and, along with it. of notions of illocutionary function. For instance, her contrastive studies of how
speech acts are performed in English and Polish, respectively, have a specifically de-universalising aim; as she herself puts it in
reference to the behaviour of speakers: 'It is not people in general who behave m the way described. it is the speakers af
English' In terms of my own position, equally balanced between linguistics and anthropology, the earlier mentioned
compromise between universalism and relativism appears to offer the most plausible alternative: the illocutionary functions
manifested in one language/culture are autonomous culturallinguistic categories (relativism), but are imaginable by members of
other cultures (qualified untversalism) and, to some extent, are cross-culturally translatable, though not. of course, without
translation loss.

llocutionary functions are, in the simplest terms, the things that people do in making utterances. There is always something
teleological about these functions, and about the utterances serving these functions: to formulate an illocutionary function is to
express an assessment of the aim or purpose of an utterance. Thus, to assert that 'Have vou read this book?' has the
illocutionary function of a guestion 1s to attribute to such an utterance, in general, the am or purpose of eliciting mformation
from an interlocutor. True enough. on occasion one may conclude that the 'real’ or 'ulterior' aim of uttering such a question is to
patronise and belittle (perhaps even to embarrass); but 'patronise’, 'belittle’ and 'embarrass’, too, contribute to the formulation
of a teleological illo cutionary function.

Two implications of these observations are worth spelling out. First, the example of utterances of 'Have yvou read this book™
pD].tltS up a necessary distinction between grammatical form and pragmatic use: all utterances of 'Have you read this book™”
are mten'ﬂgame in grammatical form, but not all its utterances share the plain locutionary function of eliciting information.
Second, the various illocutionary functions that 'Have you read this book?' can be imagined to fulfil in different contexts all
have designations in the language/culture to which these flocutionary functions pertain. From linguistic evidence alone, one
would have to conclude that members of a culture share a consensual awareness of the illocutionary functions nperam e in their
language/culture. Investigating illocutionary functions in. say. English can safely take the form of a parallel investigation of
English terms for 'doing things' with English utterances [Bﬂ]]j:l:lﬂf & Brennenstuhl, 1980). However, when it comes to
designating the illocutionary functions of a grven laﬂguaga culture by labels drawn from another language, the situation is rather
different: often such labels can at best be highly approxmmate glosses for illocutionary functions which have indigenous
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designations but are difficult to translate and require explanaﬁun by pﬂi’ﬂ:phi‘ﬂﬂﬂ Though the cultural remove between Western
Europe and Hungary can hardly be seen as vast (certainly not in comparison with the cultural distance between, say, Britain
and China, or the United States and indigenous Amazonian tribes), the illocutionary function designated in "'wTagvar bv the term
‘felleszonteni' (roughly, to greet and express good wishes to someone on a special occasion) provides a good E;}Lﬂ.tﬂplﬂ of the
culture-specificity and cross-cultural non-transferability of illocutionary functions. What Hungarians do with utterances in
performing the act designated as 'felkdszonteni', though it mayv partially overlap with "toasting someone's health', is simply not
the kind of thing people do in British culture.

Implicit in what has been said so far is that illocutionary function is a property of "utterances’; this, however, mstantly raises the
question: utterances of what? In so far as greefing refers to a particular type of illocutionary function (differently concerved
and differently performed in different cultures). and because greetings vary in extent from the monosyllabic 'Hi!" in English to
the multi-turn E:!-Ln:hﬂﬂg&ﬁ in Wolof (Trvine, 1974: 170-175), it follows that flocutionary finction may pertain to a variety of
different 'sizes' of linguistic unit. Some of these units clearly consist of a succession of sentences while others appear to fall
below what would be consensually recognised by linguists as a 'complete sentence'.

The issue of definitions of 'sentence’ across the vast variety of inguistic theories from traditional grammar to the plethora of
current appman:heg is too complex to take up here; vet a commitment to some definition is unavoidable. [ propose, therefore,
to adopt a notion of sentencehood whereby 'sentence’ cnrre&pnnds to the minimum lnguistic unit endowed with illocutionary
function. That is to sav, | take the view that utterances operating in context as complete, self-contained speech acts
correspond to ]J.tlgl.llﬂﬂl: units that are either sentences or successions of sentences. This implies that such utterances as Hi!',
Listen!'. "Where?', 'Please’, Damn!’, 'Really’, and so on. in so far as they have properties of illocutionary function, n:nrre&pnnd
to sentences. A sentence, in other words, is defined here as a minimum self-contained linguistic unit endowed with
illocutionary function.

With the signal exception of Tagmemics (Pike, 1982: 74), most major structural approaches to grammatical theory see the
sentence as a synthetic' object which is the output of an unbroken synractic hierarchy: that is to say as resulting from a
continuous sequence of operations whereby words (whatever alias they might appear under) are combined into
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complex ‘phrase-structures’ until the process culminates in the formation of sentences.

It is evident that the present definition of sentencehood is incompatible with the views of most major structural approaches
(barring Tagmemics). In the first instance, ff 'Hil' is recognised as a sentence, it follows that sentences cannot be defined as
synthetic objects made up of combinations of words: unlike a proposition (e_g. 'Elizabeth II is the Queen of England’). a
sentence need not be complex at all, and may contain only one word (e_g. 'Listen!"), or perhaps, no real words at all (e g. "Tut-
tut'").

In the second nstance, if sentences are not defined by syntactic complexity, there can also not be a single continuous hierarchy
by which, starting with words and applving a series of 'syntactic’ processes, we arrive at sentences. We must therefore
conclude that the processes by which syntactic complexes (phrase structures) are constructed constitute a separate linguistic
hierarchy that cuts across a different set of processes by which meaningful nguistic units are raised to the status of sentences.
This line of reasoning leads to the further conclusion that phrase-structural principles belong to one compartment of grammar.
to symtax, and sentence-building principles to another, perhaps paralinguistic, senrential level (Gardner & Hervey, 1983;
Hervey, 1990). The crux of sentential level processesthat is, sentence-building processesis precisely the creation of units that
answer our definition of 'sentence’ by being endowed with illocutionary function (self-containedness is a by-product of this). To
build a sentence is to take some suitable (meaningful) Iinguis tic unit and to endow it with an illocutionary function.

The distinction between the syntactic and the sentential levels, besides being an ine&n:apable corollary of the definition of
sentence adopted here, offers additional advantages in avoiding paraduxe& For instance, if all sentences are syntactic in
composition, it follows that all their constituents are words. This in turn implies that the please of 'Please come home!', the
‘'hello’ of 'Hello, this is Hervey speaking’. not to mention the 'tut-tut' of "Tut-tut, vou really shouldn't have done that' must all be
bonafide words. Y et it is blatantly obvious that these are »or words in the same sense in which 'come’, 'home', 'this’, 'is', etc.
are words: the two sets do not resemble each other either in function, or in denotation, which merely compounds the difficulties
of arriving at any homogenesous, consistent sense of grammatical function or of lexical meaning. The recognition of a sentential
level (as distinct from syntax) allows items such as 'please, hello, tut-tut' to be separated off from words, in a category of thewr
own: for all their superficial resemblance to words, these are not syntactic, but sentential units.

Another paradox that is avoided by distinguishing between syntactic

< previous page page 14 next page >



< previous page page 15 next page >

Page 153

and sentential units can best be illustrated through an example from German. In superficial appearance an item such as 'schon'
seems to preserve its identity over contexts like 'Er ist schon gekommen' and 'Er wird schon kommen'. Yet both the meaning
and the function of 'schon’ is evidently different in these two contexts: in the first it adverbially modifies the predicate 'ist
gekommen' and has a meaning that can be glossed as 'already’; in the second it muances the pragmatic import of the assertion
'er wird kommen' and has a meaning that may at best be glossed as 'surely’ or 'don't worry'. This suggests, paradoxically, that
'schon’ is a single grammatical invariant (word), but that 'schon’ conceals two distinct grammatical invariants under the same
formal guise. The example is further highlighted by the ambiguity of instances such as 'Ich komm schon' (alternately glossed as
'T'm already on my way' and 'Don't fuss, [ will be coming’). For an approach that attributes all sentence-forming processes to
syntax, these paradoxes and ambiguities create real difficulties: above all, because there is no alternative to recognising 'schon'
as a word, The same difficulties do not arise if syntax is differentiated from the sentential level of grammar: in this case, the
'schon’ of 'Er ist schon gekommen' is a word with a syntactic function, while the 'schon’ of 'Er wird schon kommen' is a
sentential marker with an locutionary function; while the ambiguity of 'Tch komm schon' resides precisely in the fact that.
unless the situational context resobves the issue, one cannot be sure whether the word 'schon’ or the senrential marker 'schon’
is intended in this instance.

The theoretical stance behind these examplai (and my mterpretation of them) is that, in every langnage, there is a set of
sentential units whose function and mea.m.ﬂg is illocutionary. For all that these units sometimes look like words (as do 'ves',
'‘please’ and 'hello’ in English and 'schon’ in German), they are in fact quite different in nature (in function and in meaning) from
words. Furthermore, these word-like non-wordswhich I refer to as illocutionary pc;rrrches (see, for instance, Hervey &
Higgins, 1992)share their properties of sentence-forming function and ﬂln:unnna:ﬁ meaning with two other, formally rather
different. types of sentential marker: infonation and sequential focus (Hervey & Higgins, 1992).

Uhnits with a sentence-forming function and an illocutionary meaning, in theory, form the following triad of categories:
(1) locutionary particles (e.g. the 'please’ of Please come home"),

(2) intonation (e.g. the nising intonation of 'Come home?"),

(3) sequential focus (e.g. the 'marked’ word-order of Home he came').

The first and the third of these categories are matched in a direct way in alphabetically written languages; the function of the
second. mtonation. 1s
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poorly substituted for by punctuation. In short, the extremely rich and expressive illocutionary system of intonation in spoken
languages is parallelled in writing by a rather restricted and comparatively vastly less expressive system of punctuation. In what
follows, we shall concentrate for the most part on spoken langunageseven though our attention will, after this long preamble_
gradually turn increasingly to translation issues, and translation tends to take for its object written texts. However, most of what
[ shall argue holds, muratis mutandis, for written languages as well.

The task of conferring and conveying illocutionary function (whether in speech or writing) is, in every given language, unequally
distributed between the three categories of sentential marker. It is, of course, concervable for a particular language to make
roughly equal use of illocutionary particles, intonation and sequential focus. It is just as likely, however, that in a given language
one or other of these categories may blatantly predominate in terms of frequency and expressive potential. For mstance, one
may expect that in tonal languages (e_g. Standard Chinese), where the use of pitch modulation is extensmvely used for
phonologically distinctive (as opposed to grammatical) purposes, intonationalso physically manifested in pitch modulationis
relattvely less predominant than the use of illocutionary particles. Similarly, one may expect that languages in which word-order
is the prominent carrier of distinctions in syntactic form (e.g. English '‘people avoid snakes' versus 'snakes avoid people”) there
is less scope for the use of word-order as a sentential feature of sequential focus, than in languages where syntactic function is
comveved by morphological affixation (e.g. Latin 'puer amat puellam'/ "puellam amat puer'/ "puer puellam amat').

Though the issue hinges on tendencies (reinforced bv frequency and stereotypicality), it can be reasonably asserted that some
languages are particularly noted for the predominant sentential use they make of illocutionary particles, across a cross-section
of textual genres. Thus, while clearly not all genres (oral and written) are equal in this respect, the prominent use of
ilocutionary particles is nonetheless steveotypically characteristic of German. (As a cross-generic generalisation, it is fair
to observe that illocutionary function is clearly more often marked by illocutionary particles in German than, say, m English ) In
token of this observation, we shall categorise German as a particle-oriented language.

In generﬂl and certainly in comparison with German, or, say, with Latin, Eﬂg]iih makes a prednmjnant sentential use of

intonation for convevying illocutionary function. This is not to deny that certain genres of English textfnr instance, casual oral
conversation in particularmay be quite heavily interlarded with illo cutionary particles ('vou know', 'eh?', 'ﬂght”'_
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'wow!', etc.). Nonetheless, at least stereotypically the prominent use of intonation for conveying illocutionary meanings is
characteristic of English; in token of which, English can be categorised as an infonation-oriented language.

Compared to both English and German, Hungarian has a strong tendency for conveying subtleties of illocutionary function by
the use of sequential focus. Again, this is not to say that the sentential level of the Hungarian language (Magyar) is not rich in
illocutionary particles and in the means for intonational nuancing of sentences. However, since syntactic functions in Hungarian
are, for the most part, marked by morphological affixation rather than by word-order, this leaves word-order free to be widely
deplmred as a means of conveying illocutionary nuances through sequential focus. In a manner that parallels Latin, Hungarian 'a
fm szereti a lanvt' [the boy loves the gitl] contains a subject (‘'a fm' = the boy) morphologically marked for 5ub]ect function by
the nominative case, and a direct object ('a lanvt' = the girl + ac cusative) morphologically marked for object function by the
accusative case. Consequently. word-order is not required for syntactic purposes: the underlying proposition 'the boy loves
the girl' 1s unambiguously expressed by any of 'a fm szereti a lanvt', 'a lanyt szereti a fml', 'szereti a fm1 a lanyt', 'szereti a lanvt a
fm', 'a fm a lanyt szereti', 'a lanyt a fm szerett'. These different permutations do not serve different syntactic functions, but allow
for subtle illocutionary nuancing of sentences with different sequential focus. Such an illocutionary use of word- order
permutations is stereotypically characteristic of Hungarian, in token of which the Magyar langnage can usefully be categorised
as a sequential-focus-oriented language.

Recognising German as a particle-oriented language, English as an intonation-oriented language and Hungarian as a sequential-
focus-oriented one has clear-cut implications for translation strategy. In the first instance, at the stage of comprehending the
meanings of source texts {STE}wherE: translators are faced, among other things, with the need to grasp the illocutionary forces
of ST sentencesthe attention of translators from German should be drawn particularly to the textual role of locutionary
particles, the attention of translators from English should be especially drawn to the textual role of intonation and the attention
of translators from Hungarian especially drawn to the textual role of iequentlal focus. This, of course, is not a recommendation
for i 1gtmrmg intonation and sequential focus in German STs, for ignoring illocutionary paﬂ:u:le& and EEqI.lE;ﬂUEl focus in English
STs or for ignoring illocutionary particles and intonation in Hungarian STs. It is, however, a sound translation-strategic
reminder that, in German, important, subtle and possibly problematic nuances of
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illocutionary meaning are hikely to be concentrated in the use of illocutionary particles; that, in English, important and possibly
not easily translated nuances of illocutionary meaﬂjng are likely to be concentrated in the use of intonation; and that. in
Hungaﬂan such nuances of illocutionary meaning are likely to be encountered in the area of the use of sequential focus. In
crude terms, these strategic points could be formmlated as follows:

(1) when translating from German, be sure to pay special attention to illocutionary particles in the ST;
(2) when translating from English, be sure to pay special attention to the illocutionary function of intonation in the ST;
(3) when translating from Hungarian, be sure to pay special attention to the illocutionary function of sequential focus in the ST.

In the second nstance, when it comes to the search for possible translational renderings of sentences with identified
illocutionary functions a crucial strategic consideration arises from the observation that illocutionary meanings conveyed by
particles in a ST do not necessanly find expression through the use of particles in a target text (T1); illocutionary meanings
comveved by intonation in a ST are not necessarily expressible through intonation in a TT; and illocutionary meanings conveyed
by sequential focus in a ST are not necessarily capable of expression through the use of sequential focus in a TT. In short, the
translational rendering of illocutionary functions in ST sentences can be regularly expected to involve compensation in kind
(defined as 'compensating for [the loss of] a particular type of textual effect in the ST by using a textual effect of a different
type in the TT' in Hervey & Higgins, 1992: 248).

When translating from German into English or Hungaﬂan therefore, general strategic considerations suggest that illocutionary
functions negotiated through illocutionary particles in the ST may need to be handled by means other than the use of particles
in the TT. Similarly. when translating from English into German or Hungarian, intonationally conveyed illocutionary functions of
sentences may need to be reconstructed in the TT by using pragmatic devices other than intonation. Equally, when translating
from Hungarian into German or English, it is to be expected that muances of sequential focus in the ST may need to be
comveyved by means other than sequential focus in the TT.

Furthermore, and still as a matter of general translation strategy, it makes good sense, when translating illocutionary meanings

into German (by whatever means they are conveved in the ST), to give priority to a search for appropriate particles that may
be used in the TT. Along the same lines, when translating illocutionary meanings into English. it makes good sense
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to start by searching for appropriate intonational features that mav be appropriate i the TT. In the same way, it is good
strategy, when translating into Hungarian_ to give first consideration to possible uses of sequential focus that might convey the
appropriate illocutionary meanings in the TT.

These strategic pointers can be seen as indicating a degree of freedom’ in the translation of illocutionary functions: freedom,
that is, from a rigid adherence to one-to-one curre&pnndenn:e& of particle for particle, intonation for intonation, and 5&::[11&111131
focus for sequential focus between ST and TT. This is a well-motivated degree of freedom, given the observation of
stereotypical differences between particle-oriented, intonation-oriented and sequential-focus-oriented languages. Yet again in
crude terms, the following strategic points could be formulated:

(1) when translating illocutionary functions into German, be sure to consider possible illocutionary particles that might be
appropriate;

(2) when translating illocutionary particles into English, be sure to consider possible intonational features that might be
appropriate;

(3) when translating illocutionary particles into Hungarian, be sure to consider possible uses of sequential focus that might be
appropriate.

These strategic recommendations are, as [ have indicated before_ based on sound theoretical principles relating to what I have
established as the unity-in-diversity of illocutionary function in a given language (namely, they are predicated on the
commeonality of the function of particles, intonation and sequential focus), and to the trichotomy of particle-oriented. intonation-
oriented and sequential-focus-oriented languages. In this sense, then, the strategies in question are deductively arrived at,
rather than being inductively derived from examples and data. However, their prﬂl:tll:ﬂ]lt‘-’ and usefulness cannot be fully
appreciated until they have been tried in concrete cases. At the very least, then, it would be helpful to offer, in what follows,
some typical instances that provide concrete exemplification.

Example (la) German to English

ST: [from a Hyundai advertisement]
[ ... ] Hyvundai stellt Autos her, die zwar alles haben, was man von
einem modernen Automobil erwartet [ . . . ]

TT: [ ... ] Hyundai make cars that have evervthing you would expect
of a modern automobile [ .. . ]

[Comment: In the ST the illocutionary particle 'zwar' has the function of heightening the sense of 'emphatic assertion’ in the
sentence: in explanatory terms this might be given the English gloss "absolutely’. Indeed, a possible TT might have been [ . . . ]
Hyundai have absohitely everything [ . . . |
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but for the fact that this TT seems to be more over-stated than the ST and is excessively bombastic for British tastes. A safer
option, with an ade quately emphatic, less over-stated, illocutionary function, is to mdicate (by the use of italics) that the TT
sentence is to be read with a stressed falling pitch on the word 'everything' ]

Example (Ib) German to Hungarian

ST: [from a Contax camera advertisement]
[Emne gute Altie wiegt weniger_] Sie macht aber auch nicht
soschéne Bilder.

TT: Olyan j0 képeket sem csinal viszont [Such good pictures
neither makes though]

[Comment: In the ST the illocutionary particles 'aber’ and 'auch’ have an adversative force, creating an illocutionary function
that, in English, might be given the rough explanatory gloss "but then [it takes| not such good pictures’. A possible Hungarian
rendering of the ST might have been De nem is csinal olyan jo képeket' [interlineally: but not either makes such good
pictures). The disadvantage of this rendering is that it transfers the adversative force on which the persuasive impact of the
advertisement hinges from not such good pictures to does not take. Sequential focus, shifting the constituent 'olyan jo
keépeket' [such good pictures-accusative] from the end of the sentence to the beginning, restores an illocutionary function in
which the adversative force is fixed on nof such good pictures.]

Example (2a) English to German

ST: [from an anthropological discussion of characters in an English
village]
Don't Doris and Fred remember the great times /ey had together
as kids?

TT: Doris und Fred haben doch wohl nicht etwa schon vergessen,

was fiir tolle Zeiten sie selber mal hatten als Kinder?

[Comment: In the ST, the illocutionary function of the emphatic questioning intonation involves conveying a mildly annoved
critical response to the inconsistent attitudes of Doris and Fred. [This illocutionary function is later increased to a much less
mild ‘why the hell?'in a subsequent sentence of the text: 'So why the hell do they now forget . . . 7'] It is precisely this note of
mild impatience, annovance, and implied reproach that the particle 'doch wohl' attempts to recreate in the TT; an effect which
is further enhanced by the sarcasm of the particle 'etwa’, used here with mock tentattve rony (Hervey erf al,, 1995 196).
Though alternative TTs are doubtless available for instance, the much more anodyne "Haben Doris und Fred denn schon
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vergessen, was fiir tolle Zeiten . . . 7', which convevs no detectable note of mpatience, only of mild reproach and regretit is
hard to imagine how_ other than by the use of illocutionary particles, an appropriately nuanced TT might be constructed at all |

Example (2b) English to Hungarian

ST: [from an anthropological discussion of characters in an English
village]
[ .. .] she warns him that she's not having her 15 -vear-old maligned
[---]

TT: figyelmezteti: az & tizendt eves lanyat nem tiri, hogy csepiiljek

[warns the her 15 veared daughter not put up that malign-they]

[Comment: Evidently, the illocutionary fnr:e of the intonational features indicated by italics is adversative: a mugh explanatory
paraphrase might be ‘others: ves; her: no'. While the use of italics. placing the illocutionary onus on intonation in the TT,
would be possible, the focus of the adversative would be definitely blurred and dlﬂirpﬂtf_‘;d between won't have it' and her no’
in a rendering such as 'figyelmezteti: nem tin, hogy csepiiljék az & tizendt éves lanvat' [warns not put up that malign-they the
her 15 veared daughter-accusative]. In the preferred TT, sequential focus, shifting the constituent 'az & tizendt éves lanvat [her
15-year-old danghter] from the end of the sentence to immediately after the main verb, concentrates the adversative force on
her no'_]

Example (3a) Hungavian to German

ST: [from a series of published Reformed Church sermons]
Nem ilven szakadékony parton allsz te is7
[not such crumbling shore-on stand-thou also?]

TT: Stehst du nicht etwa auch auf einem so unfesten Ufer?

[Cnmment The illocutionary nuance of the ST sentence invites an explanatory paraphrase along the lines of 'examine yvour
conscience [in the light of the foregoing examples]! Be honest with vourself and admit that [vou. too, face a similar crisis]!'; the
persuasive import of the ST depends on this illocutionary function. Manipulation of sequential focus is not available for the
German TT, and while something of the EuggEEtLDﬂ of turning in upon vourself might be conveyed by intonation in a possible
version such as 'Stehst du nicht auch auf einem so unfesten Ufer?'. this does not nearly do enough to convey the implicit
nuance of the ST sentence. Smmilarly, while D stehst auch auf einem so unfesten Ufer, nicht wahr?' issues a similar kind of
invitation to honest admission, it does so in far too crude and explicit terms. Another possible version, using the rhetorical
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question form and adding the particle 'doch wohl' is, according to my German informants, far too direct, heavy-handed, over-
loaded and lacking in any degree of tentativeness. The over-loading could be mitigated by abandoning the question form and
keeping 'doch wohl' to produce Du stehst auch doch wohl . _'; however, this remains too assertive and lacking in
tentativeness. Restoring the question form seems to be the answer to avoiding excessive assertiveness, while an element of
tentativeness can best be introduced by means of 'etwa’. It is, in other words, precisely the illocutionary particle 'etwa’, used
here in its genuinely tentative sense (Hervey er al., 1995: 196), that most adequately approximates to the mmplicit nuance of the
ST ]

Example (3b) Hungarian to English

ST: [from a paper on Hungarian woman writers|
Egv 1deig szoros baratsag fiizte Ritook Emmat Ernst Blochhoz, a
neves Nemet filozofushoz is.
[a time-for close friendship tied Ritook Emma Ernst Bloch-to, the

famous German philosopher-to also]

She also enjoved a close friendship for a while with Ernst Bloch, the celebrated German
TT: philosopher.

[Comment: The illocutionary purport of the ST sentence is to provide an additional detail supporting, without overstatement,
the 'rr:npmtann:e of the particular woman writer discussed. The constituents moved to the front and to the very end of the
sentence'egy ideig szoros barat&ag [for a time close friendship] and 'is' [also]both recetve pmrumence of focus in this balance
between claimed vet qualified praise. Simple copving of the ST's sequential focus, producing a TT in the form of 'For a while
close friendship linked Ritook Emma to Ernst Bloch, the celebrated German pthDEDI}hEI' too’ would destroy this delicate
illocutionary balance, besides creating a stilted effect by the outlying position of 'too’. In this version, excessive importance is
attached to the quahfvmg ‘for a while', and not enough to signalling that the sentence is intended to provide additional.
parenthetical detail Using 'also’, which will attract intonational stress even without the device of italics, foregrounds the
parenthetical nature of the information, moving 'for a while' to after 'close friendship' makes this a clear mitigating qualification,
and terminating in 'the celebrated German philosopher’ gives this clamm the quality of a punchline ]

The purpose of these examples has been, as [ mdicated at the outset, to anchor my relatively abstract strategic hints and
recommendations in the more concrete form of illustrations. (I am, incidentally, particularly indebted to my colleague Michael

Loughridge, and to Annette Zimmer-
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mann, for their advice on points of German, though the responsibility for all the examples and comments rests ultimately with
me.) These strategic pointers must further be seen in the light of what is to be understood by a 'translation strategy'- this can
under no circumstances be construed as a recipe, or a set of instructions to be followed b]mdlv and um’eﬂe:hnglv The whole
issue of a strategic approach to translationof dealing with translation problems as they arise. where they arise and on whatever
level of language or text they ariseis to give careful thought to options and alternatives. A strategic approach to translating is
intended to be a reflective and ntelligent method. It is in this light that the whole of the foregoing discussion, inchiding
discussion of the illustrative examples. is to be considered.

When it comes to the illocutionary/sentential level of texts, a further consideration adds yet another strategic pointer worth
mentioning here: good translation pran:tu:e not only requires sound comprehension of. in this case, locutionary functions in a
ST, as well as a degree of flexibility in compensation, as opposed to one-to-one rendering of ST featuresit also requires, under
normal circumstances, that TTs be constructed and edited as pfc;r usible texts m the target language. A TT in English that
consistently omitted the use of intonation as a means of conveving illocutionary nuances might be a 'precise’ rendering of a 5T;
vet the cumulative effect of the absence of illocutionary devices stereotypical of English would be to render the TT less than
plausible as a 'normal' target language text. Similarly, a TT in German that was manifestly devoid of fllocutionary particles
would, through its lack of devices stereotypical of GE:I']I[EII: induce a cummlative effect of implansibility as a '‘normal’ German
text. In the same vein, a TT in Hungarian from which the illocutionary use of sequential focus was conspicuously absent would
be cumulatively percetved as implaunsible as a 'normal’ Hungarian text. In sum, the 'normalisation’' of TTs (perhaps at the editing
stage of the translation process) strongly suggests a strategy of ensuring that these texts are not unnaturally devoid of
properties considered stereotypical of the target language: in particular, illocutionary particles in the case of particle-oriented
languages, intonation in the case of intonation-oriented languages, and sequential focus in the case of sequential -focus-oriented
languages. As we said earlier, these strategic points may be summarised as follows.

(1) when translating into German, use illocutionary particles;
(2) when translating into English, use the illocutionary function of intonation; and

(3) when translating into Hungarian. use the illocutionary function of sequential focus.
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Such strategies have, of course, to be implemented with care: overloading a text with stereotvpical devices has its own dangers
of turning 'normalis ation’ into 'caricaturisation’. However, provided excesses are avoided, these further strategic

recommendations add a useful component to translation practice with regard to handling the illocutionary level of texts.

It is undoubtedly the case that sensitive handling of the illocutionary functions of sentences (as speech acts) is an essential

aspect of skill in translating and in interpreting. It is also evident that this skill can be mmproved through the application of
translation strategies based on sound theoretical, descriptive, and contrastive linguistic principles. The amm of this chapter has
been to develop and to illustrate such a set of translation strategies.
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Chapter 2
Cooperation and Literary Translation

Kirsten Malmlcjaer

Introduction

The notion of cooperation i1s relevant to the reading of literature in many ways. It underlies, for example, Coleridge's notion of
the "willing suspension of disbelief for the moment, which constitutes poetic faith' (1817: Ch. 14); to approach a text, whether
fictional or not, as a literary work, constitutes a type of cooperation with the text and with the norms and expectations of the
culture within which it exists and is accepted as a hterary text. In fact, cuuparahnn perhaps of a rather more basic type, is an
inherent feature of all kinds of inguistic communication, as Wittgenstein's (1958) argument against a private language forcefully
shows and as most philosophers of language since have readily admitted. The most famous account of what linguistic
cooperation amounts to which has emerged from the philosophy of language is Grice's (1973) account of some of the effects
of communicative activity which fall beyond meaning proper, as he sees it (Grice, 1957). It is probably also the most
systematic account, in so far as it appears to strike a reasonable balance between a potentially unstoppable proliferation of
principles (cf. Leech, 1983) and a denial of the need for, or possibility of classification bevond one, overarching, principle (cf.
Sperber & Wilson, 1986).

The Gricean account is developed primarily with spoken conversation in mind, that is, it addresses directly situations of the
type to which Lvons (1977: 637) refers as 'the canonical situation of utterance’ mvolving:

one-one, or one-many, signalling i the phonic medum along the vocal-anditory channel, with all the participants
present in the same actual situation able to percerve one another and to percerve the associated non-vocal
paralinguistic features of their utterances, and each assuming the role of sender and recerver in turn.

As Lyons (1977: 638) goes on to point out:
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Many utterances which would be readily interpretable in a canonical situation-of-utterance are subject to vanious kinds
of ambiguity or indeterminacy if they are produced in a non-canonical situation: if they are written rather than spoken
and dissociated from the prosodic and paralinguistic features which would punctuate and modulate them . . _ ; if the
participants in the language-event, or the moment of transmission and the moment of reception, are widely separated in
space and time; if the participants cannot see one another, or cannot see what the other can see; and so on.

Literary texts. and in particular translated literary texts, tend to satisfy some or all of the criteria for pmblem creation which
Lyons mentions. So it cannot by any means be straightforwardly assumed that the Gricean account is directly applicable to the
study of literary translation. I shall address this issue later. The next three sections are devoted to setting out the theory and its
application to written (literary) texts in general

Grice's Theory of Meaning

Grice's theory of cooperation in conversation (1973) forms a pragmatic cnmplement to the semantic theory presented by
Grice & Strawson (1956/1972) and Grice (1957). The semantic theory originates in an attempt to save the distinction
between analvtic and synthetic truths, which has traditionally been explained as a distinction between utterances that are true or
false because of how the world is, and utterances that are true or false because of the meanings of the terms used in them. For
example, "My house is white' is true or false depending on the colour of my house, that is_ on a state of affairs in the world; it is
synthetically true or false. But ™My white house is red all over' must be false because of the relationship between the meanings
of the terms 'white' and 'red’; it is analytically false.

Qume (1951) questions this distinction. He suggests that all truths and falsehoods are subject to revision in the light of
experience, even those which appear analyvtic. Our expmenn:e is holistic and provides us with a unified physical theory to
which our language relates. Given sufficiently radical revision of the theory, even apparently analytic truths can be given up. If

this view seems extreme, consider what a change in physical theory did to the statement 'parallel, straight lines perpendicular to
a third line will never meet' (Hookoway, 1988: 41

Nevertheless, it seems counter-infuitive to conflate the two kinds of statement in the Qumean way, and Grice and Strawson

(1956) attempt to save the distinction between analvtic and synthetic truths by relocating it in EpEEkE:I'E minds (cf. Putnam,
1962). They suggest that we can distinguish
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in terms of listener attitudes between the two statements (Grice & Strawson, 1956: 131}
(1) My neighbour's three-vear-old child understands Russell's Theory of Types.
(2) My neighbour's three-year-old child is an adult.

The traditional position is that the first is a synthetic statement which could. logically speaking. be true, provided the child in
question was most unusual. The second is an analyvtic statement which must be false because of the meanings of 'child' and
‘adult’' respectively. Grice and Strawson, however, wish to distinguish between the two in terms of listener reactions. Listeners
would be likely to greet the first statement with doubt, but might be willing to alter their mental state to one of belief if the child
were to demonstrate that it did. in fact. understand Russell's Theory of Tvpes. In contrast, listeners would greet the second
statement with uncompromising incomprehension: no matter what feats the child were to show itself capable of, they would
never be prepared to concede that the child was an adult. So a distinction in types of meaning can be recast in terms of a
distinction in types of mental state, and this reliance on the mental state of speakers is carried through to the the ory of meaning
presented in Grice (1957).

Here Grice (1957: 44) sets out to establish:

the difference between . _ _ 'deliberately and openly letting someone know' and 'telling' and between 'getting someone
to think' and 'telling’.

He ends up with three conditions for a proper case of telling, or meaning, to have taken place (adapted from Strawson's
(1964: 28) formulation):

5 means something by an utterance x if, and only f, S intends:
(1) to produce by uttering x a response r in an andience A and
(2) that A shall recognise S's intention (1) and

(3) that this recognition on the part of A of 5's intention (1) shall function as A's reason. or part of the reason, for A's response
r.

By response here is meant a belief. Notice that althuugh the andience's beliefs fiure large in the formmlation, it is the speaker's
intentions which are crtical for a proper case of meaning something by an utterance to have taken place. Notice, further, that
the basis on which A is able to pass from the speaker's words to his or her intentions is A's knowledge or assumption that, for
the speaker. x means or has as one of its meanings x (Grice, 1968/1971: 63). That is, hearers recognise speakers’ intentions
because they understand their utterances.
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Grice (1957: 47) zoes on to stress that we must leave aside from the meaning of the action any secondary intentions the doer
of the action might have; that is, any possible petlocutionary effect (Austin, 1962: Ch. VIII) cannot be said to have been part
of the meaning of what was said For example, if I utter 'The bus is full', intending to make the driver believe that the bus is full,
and intending that this belief should have the effect that the driver should believe that it is time to drve off, then we must not be
led into a position where the utterance "The bus is full' mearns 'It is time to drive off . This restriction is, in Grice's view,
absolutely critical for any systematic theory of meaning. If it were not immposed, then, because of the potentially infinite number
of further effects which any utterance may have, any utterance could mean anvthing. However,_ it is clear that the restriction
also renders the theory incapable of accounting for a very great deal of what goes on in everyday linguistic interactions. and in
'Logic and conversation' (1973, Grice seeks to bridge the gap between that small part of language which semantics proper,
as he sees it, can account for, and some of the rest. In this pragmatic addendum to the theory, also, the listener's role is made
more prominent than in the formulation of the basic. semantic, theory.

Logic and Conversation

Grice (1975) begins by trving to preserve logic as a useful starting point for the study of natural language. The suitability of
logic as such a starting point has often been doubted on the grounds that there seems to be no one-to-one correspondence
between the sentence-forming operators of logic and their natural langunage counterparts; and if these do not correspond, then
it 1s hard to see how logic can help us with the study of natural language. To provide a systematic account of meaﬂjng in natural
language, it is necessary to account for the relationships between sentences and between the terms which occur in them. We
must be able to produce generalisations about relationships between predicates such as 'is a flower' and 'is a tulip', for
example, and to explain how such relationships affect relationships between sentences i which the predicates occur; and this
is done using logical formulae in which the sentence-forming operators are used.

Grice's strategy is to reiterate the restriction on meaning and assign all other effects to the category implicature. Consider the
sentence 'If Charles is English, he is brave'. In logic, the sentence- fnrmmg operator corresponding to 'if, usually represented

by either '=' or '—', is defined in such a way that the only circumstance in which a sentence of the form P—}Q is false is the
circumstance in which 'P' is true while 'Q’ is false. This is because it is one of the primary concerns of logic, the study of valid

arquments, to prevent
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the dertvation of false conclusions from true premises. This means, however, that the sentence about Charles would be classed
as true in logic even if 'he is brave' is true while 'Charles is English’ is false, and this seems to fly in the face of our conventional
assumption that, in an if-sentence, the fact reported in the second clause (in this case, 'he is brave') is a consequence of the fact
reported i the first clause ('Charles is Eng]iﬁh} In other words, whereas in natural language the utterance, 'If Charles is
English. he is brave' implies that his bravery is a consequence of his Englishness, in logic there is no such implication. But,
according to Grice, this conventional implicature is not, strictly speaking, part of the meaning of the words.

Other types of implicature are far less closely related to the conventional meanings of the words used. Grice (1975: 43)
provides the following example:

Suppose that A and B are talking about a mutual friend. C, who is now working in a bank. A asks B how C is getting
on in his job, and B replies. Oh quite well I think; he likes his colleagues, and he hasn't been to prison vet.

As Grice points out, the potential implicature here is vastly variable with circumstances. [s there any way of trying to
systematise this variability?

Grice begins by considering 'a certain subclass of nonconventional implicatures' (1975: 45), namely Conversational
Implicatures. These are 'essentially connected with certain general features of discourse’, which arise from the fact that of our
talk exchanges are to be rational, they must consist of utterances which are in some way connected to each other. What

guarantees this connection is called the Cooperative Principle: Make vour conversational contribution such as is required, at
the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange i which vou are engaged' (1975: 45).

Inder this principle fall four categories of maxim. The connection with human rationality 1s highlighted in the selection of
categories deduced by Kant (1781; 1787) as part of what he considered an analysis of just that phenomenon. The categories
and principles are the following (Grice, 1975: 45-6):

(T) Maxims of quantity (concerning the amount of information to be conveved):
(1) Make vour contribution as informative as is required (for the current purposes of the exchange).

(2) Do not make vour contribution more informative than is required.

(I} Maxims of quality: Try to make yvour contribution one that is true. More specifically:
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(1) Do not say what vou believe to be false.
(2) Do not say that for which vou lack adequate evidence.
(IIT) Maxim of relation: Be relevant.
(IV) Maxims of manner (concerning not so much whar is said as how it is said): Be perspicuous. More specifically:
(1) Avoid obscurity of expression.
(2) Avoid ambiguity.
(3) Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).
(4) Be orderly.
And there may be others.
There are various ways in which a participant in a talk exchange may fail to fulfil a maxim:
(1) by violation (which is likely to mislead);
(2) by opting out (saving, for example, I don't want to talk about if);
(3) there may be a conflict of maxims (vou cannot be as informative as is required ff vou do not have enough evidence);
(4) by blatantly flouting a maxim_
It is in cases of the fourth type. when, as Grice (1973: 49) puts it. a maxim is being exploited, that conversational implicature is
most charactenistically generated. However, it is also possible to generate implicatures from cases in which no maxim is being
violated and from cases i which a maxim is apparently violated becanse of a clash with another maxim.
In working out an implicature, the hearer relies on the following types of data (Grice, 1975 530):
(1) the conventional meaning of the words used, and the referents of referring expressions;
(2) the cooperative principle and its maxims;
(3) the co-text and context;
(4) background knowledge;
(5) the supposition that all participants suppose that all relevant items falling under (1)-(4) are available to them all.
Finally, it s worth bearing in mind five features of conversational implicature, namely (Grice, 1975: 57-8):
(1) It can be cancelled, either by an explicit declaration that the speaker is opting out or, implicitly, by the co-text and context.

(2) It is non-detachable, insofar as saying the same thing in another way usually carries the same implicature.
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(3) It is not part of the meaning of the expression, but is, rather, dependent on the prior knowledge of that meaning.

(4) It is not carried by what is said but by the saying of it; that is_ by the entire speech act (Austin, 1962) rather than by the
propositional content.

(5) It may be indeterminate: in many cases, the list of possible implicatures of an utterance is open.

In the next section I shall examine the applicability of this system to the study of written texts, in particular literary texts, before
turning to its applicability to the study of franslated literary texts.

Cooperation and Literary Texts

Before moving on to consider how Grice's theory of cooperation might account for literary translation, it is necessary to set
aside some objections which might be raised to the project of applying the theory to the study of written texts that are not
translatedin particular literary texts. I think it is possible to argue that these objections are spurious.

Most generally, as mentioned in the first section, in linguistic interaction imvolving only written language, cues to interpretation
such as tone of voice, stress, intensity and cadence are lost. However, there are various orthographic measures, such as
punctuation and variations in font, available to a writer wishing to convey different degrees of emphasis and other semantic
nuances (besides such obvious devices as various reporting verbs'exclammed’, 'shouted' etcand adverbs'emphatically’, "happily’
etc) which skilled readers make use of in interpreting the text.

More serious difficulties may arise because of the physical and/or temporal distance between the nteractants in communicative
events involving writing only. They typically do not have access to the same immediate environment, which often supplies one
of the tvpes of evidence which Grice (1975: 50: see p. 30) claims that hearers need to rely on in working out implicature.
namely the referents for referring expressions. However. most referents for refnmmg expressions i literary texts are provided
somewhere in the co-text and will take their place in the reader's rapre&entatmn of the fictional world. Those that are not
provided can either typically be inferred. as one might infer them in spoken interaction, or they refer to items such as the sun,
which readers import from the actual world into the fiction.

What may be worse is the inability of participants to check with each other whether they have reached mutual understanding,
on the basis, partly, of shared background knowledge. In the case of literary texts, the
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text is generally the only point of contact between writer and reader and the amount of background knowledge which they
share is obviously variable. This is a difficulty, but it is not one which distinguishes written from spoken interaction geneﬂn:ﬂ]lv.
"wﬁﬁunderﬁtandmgﬂ may be more likely to arise where a literary text is concerned, but thev do undoubtedly also arise in the
canonical speech situation. Grice's theory is not supposed to guarantee against misunderstanding; it is simply meant to account
for what has to happen for an instance of linguistic communication to be successful: the audience understands the pmd'un:er in
the way that the producer intended, and it can very well be argued that this is as true a picture of successful communication by
means of literary written texts as it is of successful communication in canonical speech situations.

Finally, difficulties might be thought likelv to arise in applying the theory of conversational cooperation to the atudv of literary
texts from the fact that the cooperative principle is formulated for instances in which interactants are interested in 'a maximally
effective exchange of mformation’ (Grice, 1975: 47). We cannot assume that a writer's primary purpose in writing a literary
text is the effective exchange of information nor, even, that the writer necessarily intends the reader to grasp his or her
intentions. Many writers expressly refuse to be drawn into critical debate concerning interpretations of thewr work. Nor can we
assume that the readers’ main purpose in reading a text as literature is to grasp the intentions of the writer or to be effectively
informed. However_ we can assume, I think, that the writer at least would like the reader to grasp the basic, literal meaning of
his or her written utterance and that the reader shares this desire; as long as this is all that 1s meant by the effective exchange of
information, [ see no problem here. We should remember, also, that the list of potential mmplicatures is open, and that being
able to establish exactly what mmplicatures can legittmately be drawn from texts is not what matters, especially not implicatures
at the level of abstraction from the text which a full, critical interpretation of a literary work amounts to. Finally, we must draw,
in this connection, a distinction between the reader as the writer's audience and the reader as a type of 'overhearer’ of
conversations and thought sequences involving characters in the text. Just above, [ have dealt with the reader as the writer's
andience only. Insofar as the reader as overhearer is concerned, there are grounds for arguing that a reader of literary texts is
actually in a better position to draw implicatures than an 'overhearer’ of others' conversations, such as a discourse analyst, for
example. Schober and Clark (1989) demonstrate the serious limitations on comprehension imposed by overhearers' inability
to collaborate with participants in a speech encounterto ask for additional information, and
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so on. But in the case of reading a literary text, the reader is often provided by the co-text with the information required to
comprehend conversational interactants’ utterances and the mmplicatures which the interactants may be supposed to be drawing
from them.

[ think then, that there are no insurmountable obstacles in the way of the application of the Gricean mechanism to the study of
written ].'ltEI'ﬂI"- texts. We must now see whether any may arise from the rranslation of such texts.

Cooperation and Literary Translation

The severest difficulties in applying the theory of conversational cooperation to the study of literary translation arise, in my
opinion, from its situation within a theory of meaning according to which undarﬂtandmg the meaning of a speaker's utterance
amounts to a re:ngmﬂ:}n on the part of the hearer of the speaker's intentions in producing the utterance on the basis of the
audience's prior (assumed) understanding of the speaker's words (see p. 27). As previously mentioned, in the case of the
overwhelming majonty of literary texts, the text presents the only point of contact between writer and reader; and in the case
of translated texts, it is feasible to argue that the fact of translation severs this connection. More generally, however, and on the
model of this argument concerning translation, it is feasible to argue that the very text (whether spoken or written) severs the
connection between the utterer's intentions and the andience's recognition of them.

A theory of meaning according to which the recognition of speakers’ intentions are tantamount to understanding what the
speakers meant, ard n which this recognition depends on the prior understanding of their utterances cannor also use the
intentions as evidence for the meanings of the utterances. In Grice's theory, this understanding is taken for granted (see p. 27).
It is easy to assume such understanding in the case of interactants who share a language. However, as Davidson (1973: 125)
points out:

The problem of interpretation is domestic as well as foreign . . . Speakers of the same language can go on the
assumption that for them the same expressions are to be mterpreted in the same way, but this does not indicate what
justifies the assumption.

It seems, therefore, that we must, paradoxically, account for the phenomenon of translation even if we are to provide an
account of how the participants in linguistic interactions imvolving just one language arrive at common understanding and the
Gricean account does not do this. It is doubtful, therefore, whether it can account for mutual understanding

< previous page page 33 next page >



< previous page page 34 next page >

Page 34

where two languages are imnvolved and there is mtervention by a translator. The Gricean theory of meaning cannot answer
Quine's (1960 challenge that translation is indeterminate. Elsewhere (Malmkjzer, 1993) [ report an answer to this challenge,
provided by Davidson (1973). Davidson (1986) praises Grice for having done more than any other theorist to cast light on
how we understand non-standard cases of meaning and it might be argued that. once situated within a theory which answers
the indeterminacy thesis, the Gricean, pragmatic, wheels can be allowed to turn undisturbed. That is, once the problem of
basic meaning is sorted out a /la Davidson, the Gricean theory of cooperation can take care of the non-literal However,
examining translations casts doubt on its ability to account satisfactorily for at least some instances of translation. In the
following section, I shall provide one such example among others which, however, suggest that many observed instances can
be explained by the theory of cooperation.

Examples

[ shall begin this section by trying to demonstrate the mitations of the Gricean account of cooperation as a theory of literary
translation.

Consider the following text extract, taken from Barbara Haveland's translation (199%) of Peter Heeg's Forestilling om der
tvvende arhundrede (1988) [The History aof Danish Dreams (1996: 331-)]:

All of this Mads senses, at this moment, with the kind of clarity that follows a bad hangover or a long illnessnot
because he is clairvovant but because he was born to the sen sittvity and confusion of this century. And I know what I
am talking about. becanse I am himfrom now on vou can call me Mads. [My emphasis]

[ doubt whether anvy competent reader of English would claim to have any difficulty i understanding any part of this extract,
and it is a reasonably faithful translation. on the literal level, of the following (apart from the punctuation; see below) (Heeg,
1988: 334; my emphasis):

og alt dette feler Mads dette ajeblik med en klarhed some efter svaere temmermaend eller lang tids sygdom, og det er
ikke fordi han er clarvovant men fordi han er fedt til dette arhundredes felsomhed og forvirmng, og jeg ved hvad jeg
taler om. for det er mig der er ham, fra nu af an I kalde mig Mads.

Compare the Danish phrase 'kan I kalde mig Mads' and the 'equivalent’ in the translation, 'vou can call me Mads'. Except for

the inversion of subject and object in Danish, which the fronting in the clause of the prepositional adverbial phrase meaning
'from now on' demands in Damsh_ the two
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clanses correspond word for word ('T' = 'vou'; 'kan' = 'can’ 'kalde' = 'call’; 'mig’' = 'me"). In addition to its literal meaning,
however, the Danish clause standardly implicates what the English 'T am the Queen of Sheeba' mmplies. From it, therefore, in
this particular context, the Danish reader can generate all manner of implicatures relating to the status of the story they have

just been told with respect to reality (the clause occurs very near the end of the book, just before Mads explains why he has
recorded the history of his family through the 20th century).

English readers prubablw. cannot generate these implicatures from this clause, even though Haveland has undoubtedly said the
same as Hﬁeg And saying the same, u5111g a different form of E}:prEES:mn should, on Grice's account, carry the same
implicature, given the non- detac,habﬂlh criterion (5&& p. 30). Now_ it ﬂ:ught undoubtedly be argued that the reason w hy saying
the same thing does not carry the same implicature in these two cases is to do with the lack t:rf shared background knowledge
about what the Danish expression standardly implicates. But, on Grice's account, it seems that we would then have to say that
the mplicature has not been translated and. therefore, that this text part has not been translatedat least not completely. The
literal meaning has been translated, but the mmplicature has not. It could have been translated. not by means of translating the
literal meaning but only by substituting this for 'the Queen of Sheeba' which would, in this context have been wholly
inappropriate. Ergo this text part is, strictly speaking, untranslatable.

But trouble lies here. A reader of the English text, having no knowledge of what he or she is missing, will read calmly along and
accept the text-extract as a translation; and what else, indeed, are we to call it? Toury (1980) demonstrates that source text
(ST)-oriented theornies of translation, according to which a translation is not a translation unless it conveys everything that the
original comveyed, find themsebves in difficulty when trying to account for the existence of things which are called translations
but which, in the terms of the theories, would have to be defined as non-translations. And there is a danger that this difficulty
might be encountered by a Gricean theory per se, even without examples such as that ust quoted. According to the theory,
for a proper case of telling to have taken place, the writer must intend the reader to form a belief in virtue of his or her
recognition of the writer's intention that s'he form this belief. In translation, this picture 1s skewed by the mtervention of the
translator. The reader of a translation typically finds it meaningful; s'he feels that s'he is being told something. But s'he cannot
be being told this because s'he recognises any intentions of the writer: s’he is recognising the telling-intentions of the translator.
But the translator is not the author and there is
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no place in the theory for a mediator of messages. Perhaps such a place could be created. However, I think that such a
project would run into difficulties because of the reliance it would have to make on intentions. The translator would be likely to
be cast in the role, first, of a recogniser of the writer's intentions to pI'Dd'Lll:E: responses in a readershrp and next as a purveyor
of these. via a new medium, to a different readership than any the writer is likelv to have had in mind. Such a theory would
share important characteristics with the theory of dynamic translation (Nida, 1964) and would. in my view, run into serious
difficulties concerning the notion of equivalent effecteffect here being renamed response.

Besides, the exact conveyvance of writers' original intentions, even at the level of literal meaning, is not necessarily what
translations are intended by their creators to do, as. for E;:!-Lample Venuti's (1995} accounts of his own efforts as a translator
clearly show. But this cannot be said to mean that Venuti's translations are not translations_ unless we wish to return to the
stalemate which Toury (1980) points to. When this difficulty is seen in conjunction with the argument which I have just put
forward to the effect that the Gricean mechanism cannot account for all micro-instances of translation. [ think it is clear that it is
not a satisfactory theory of translation. It lacks full descriptrve and explanatory power.

The trouble lies in the distinction drawn in the theory between literal and non-literal meaning. What we need, in my view, is a
re-casting of that distinction as one between first meaning (Davidson 1986) and whatever else might be mmplicated. First
rﬂeaﬂjng is whatever comes first in the order of interpretation. Now, it seems to me that it need not matter whether what comes
first is_ in fact, the same for readers of the ST and readers of the target text (T T), as long as everyvone might in principle end up
in the same place. And. adopting this point of view, I think that we can deem even the example I have fust quoted to be a
satisfactory translation even from a 5T-oriented point of view which I do not endorse, but which it might make sense to
adopt with respect to Haveland's translations of Heeg, because Haveland is, on the whole, scrupulously faithful to the original.
She works closely with the author (Guido Waldman, personal communication) and is, presumably, suided by him in the way in
which Tiina Nunnally refused to be. Nunnally is the initial translator of the text which. in an amended form to which Nunnally
refused to lend her name. is marketed in Britain as translated by the non-existent F. David under the title, Miss Smilla's
Feeling for Snow. Nunnally's translation, available in the United States. is called Smilla's Sense of Snow, and the difference
is suggestive of Haveland's and Heeg's desire for accuracy, in this case, arguably, right down to rhythm and patterns of
alliteration: Hoeg's original is called Freken Smillas fornemmelse for sne.
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As mentioned earlier, at first sight, it looks as if English readers should not be able to generate the same implicatures from 'vou
can call me Mads' as Danish readers do. And I believe it is true that they will not generate this as first meaning of the clanse.
However, they might be able to generate it eventually, taking into consideration the entire context of the work. I think that the
clause in its context invites implicatures concerning the relationship between this fiction and reality via immplicatures which it
gives rise to concerning the relationship between the narrator and the author. These implicatures arise partly because Hoeg
writes this book in a manner which has reminded many critics of magical realism (though I prefer to see it as realist fantasy)
(see below), and partly becaunse of the simple and sudden conflation of the narrator, who has so far not figured as a character
in the novel but only as a writer and researcher of the social and personal history which it records, with one of the characters.
Heeg emplovys a similar strategy in De maske egnede (1993: 247), translated by Haveland as Borderliners (1994; 1995:
224, when he lets the first-person narrator of the severe, institutional mistreatment to which he was subjected as a child reveal
that he was adopted in 1973 by Karen and Erik Hoeg, at the age of 15 (the author was bornin 1957).

However, the Gricean mechanism's failure to stand as a full-blown theory of literary translation does not mean that there is not
a great deal in a literary translation which can be described and explained in its terms or that translators would not be well
advised to keep in mind the notion of mphcature when translating

For example, punctuation and other orthographic measures can be adjusted by editors/translators to suit a given readership,
distanced either tampnra]lx or culturally or both from the writer; and such adjustment can be understood as a compensatory
strategy explainable i terms of the principle of cooperation: the editor/translator can be said to be trving to ensure that the
reader of the translated text has access to similar cues to interpretation as those available to the original andience. On the other
hand, punctuation in a literary translation may also be widely at variance with that of the ST because of a desire on the part of
translators or editors to produce a translation which is 'invisible’ (Venuti, 1995). For example, whereas Heeg uses punctuation
sparingly. particularly in certain parts of the source text for Borderiliners (5&& above) and of the ST for The History of Danish
Dreams (see the extract about Mads). to create a run-on, stream-of consciousness effect, Haveland's translation normalises
the punctuation, probably in order to encourage a calm, controlled, conventional reading stvle. Consider, for example, the
following paragraph from De maske egnede, p. 65; I have provided my own translation (a), which retains the
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punctuation of the original, for companison with the published translation (b) by Barbara Haveland (Borderliners, p. 55

Example (a)

At the Crust House the arrangement had been that if anvone had personal problems they could turn to their class
teacher, it was Willy Ohrskov, who was popular and respect ed, he had a red MG, and drove like a devil, when I had
been there for half a vear he died in a crash, and besides it had alw ays been considered wet to talk about vourself with
a teacher.

Example (b)

At Crusty House if vou had any personal problems vou were supposed to consult your class teacher. That was Willy
Ohrskov, who was popular and respected. He had a red MG and drove like a madman. When I had been there for
six months he was killed in a car crash. And besides, talking about vourself to a teacher had always been considered a
bit wet.

[ have argued elsewhere that this type of adustment may signfficantly interfere with the semantics of the text (Malmkjzr,
1997, which, in turn, may deprive readers of the translation of cues to implicature generation which were available to the
readers of the original Obwviously such cases can also be explained by the theory, as cases of interference in the process of
communication between the onginal writer and the reader of the translation

Referents that are not provided by the co-text can be explained by editors. as happens, for example, in the case of The
History of Danish Dreams, which includes at the end a list and brief notes about historical characters referred to in the text,
most of them Danish, which the British or American audience is deemed unlikely to know anything about. This list provides
dates of birth and death. and helps generate the implicatures concerning the relationship between fiction and reality mentioned

earlier in connection with the metaphor of Mads, right from the beginning of the book. On page 8 (which is the second page of
the main text), for example, we find Casper Bartholin (1585-1629) and Ole Remer (1644-1710) present at the same
gathering of luminaries.

The theory can also account for various kinds of intratextual additions. For example, F. David (1993: 1996 edn_ p. 16;
translation Heeg, 1992: 24) adds the phrase in italics in the following passage (my emphasis):
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Here they haven't put in a tennis court. But not for lack of space. It's probably becanse Lovn has a couple of them in
his back garden in Hellerup,. and two more at his summer home on Klitvej in Skagen.

The addition aids the generation of the mmplicature that Lovn is rich. However, the generation of this implicature is shightly
different in the two texts. In the ST, addressed at Danes, it is generated from background knowledge that Skagen is a popular
place for summer homes and that most summer homes there are owned by the rich; whereas the TT reader is only given the
information that the two tennis courts which Lovn owns in Skagen are situated on his holidav property there. But having a
summer home is less common in the UK than in Denmark and is, mainly, the prerogative of the rich. What is interesting,
however, is that the co-text in fact contains plenty of evidence that Lm’n is rich, inchuding, of course, the mere fact of Dwmng
not fust one, but a total of four tennis courts (wherever they may be). Perhaps, therefore, the addition is largely made in order
to ensure against the possible generation of inappropriate implicatures by the absence of understanding. on the part of the TT
reader, of the mplication of having some of these in Skagen.

In sum, I believe that the notion of conversational cooperation is as applicable to literary translation as it is to language use in
g&neral [t cannot, on its own, serve as a theory of literary translation, because it cannot account for the phenomenon of
translation as such and because it cannot account for all instances of translation. Nevertheless, many translational phenomena
can be described fairly systematically using concepts and descriptive terms borrowed from it
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Chapter 3
Pragmatic Aspects of Translation: Some Relevance-Theory Observations

Ernst- August Gutt

Introduction

This chapter focuses on two important aspects of translation: the notion of 'translation’ itself, and the significance of changes in
context often involved in translation work. Both topics are looked at from the perspective of the relevance theory of
communication as developed by Sperber and Wilson (1986 and 1995), which I believe provides concepts that can help to
better understand the nature of translation and some of the problems it typically ivolves.

Basics of Relevance Theory

Since this study is founded on the relevance-theory framework, a few essential concepts of relevance theory are briefly
introduced here.

The inferential nature of commumnication

Acn:nrdmg to relevance theory, communication not only requires encoding, transfer and decoding processes, but crucially
involves inference in addition. Consider the following exchange:

Example 1
(a) Joe: "Will Sarah be long”
(b) Pam: 'She is with Frank now'".

Pam does not answer Joe's question directly; rather, she informs Pam that Sarah is with Frank. Now as case A, let us assume
that Franlk is known
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to be very quick with people; usually he deals with a matter in a few minutes. In this case. Joe would gather from Pam's
answer that Sarah will not be long.

Alternatrvely, let us imagine a case B where Frank i1s known to be with someone whose office vou could never leave in under
half an hour. In this situation Joe would understand that Sarah would indeed be long.

How can the same utterance convey opposite meanings’ The obvious reason is that its meaning depends, not only on its
semantic content, but crucially on the context in which it is interpreted or, more technically, on the contextual information with
which it 1s inferentially combined:

Case A

Premise 1 Utterance Sarah is with Frank now.

Premise 2 Context A Frank does not take long with people.
Conclusion Implication Frank will not take long with Sarah.
Case B

Premise 1 Utterance Sarah is with Frank now.

Premise 2 Context B Frank keeps people a long time.
Conclusion Implication Frank will keep Sarah a long time.

One rather obvious point of this illustration is that the success of communication can depend very much on whether the
andience uses the right, that is, the 5p&al-:er intended. context. The use of wrong contextual information can lead to a complete
failure of the communication attempt. This in turn raises the question: if the use of the right context is so crucial, how can it be
achieved? In preparation for addressing that question, something needs to be said about the notion of context as understood in
relevance theory.

Context

In relevance theory, the notion of 'context of an utterance’ is 'a psy chological construct, a subset of the hearer's assumptions
about the world'; more ﬁpec,rﬁca]h it is 'the set of premises used n interpreting [that] utterance' (Sperber & Wilson, 1986:
15). Under this definition, 'context is a very wide notion that can include virtually any phenomenon entertainable by the human
mind:

A context in this sense is not limited to information about the immediate physical environment or the inmediately
preceding utter -
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ances: expectations about the future, scientific hypotheses or religious beliefs, anecdotal memories, general cultural
assumptions, beliefs about the mental state of the speaker, may all play a role in interpretation. (Sperber & Wilson,
1986: 15f)

Note that this notion of context also includes the text surrounding an utterance, what has sometimes been called the 'co-text’.

A second important characteristic of context in relevance theory is that it is assumed to be organised. and that this organisation
affects the accessibility of a particular piece of contextual information on a particular occasion. For example, having just talked
about childhood memories, mformation about some of vour toys may be very easily accessible. On another occasion, though,
it might take considerable effort to remember the colour of vour first big toy truck. Thus there is a correlation between the
accessibility of information in our minds and the effort required to recall it. With this clarification about context we now return
to the question of how it is possible for hearers to find and use the contextual mnformation which the speaker intended them to
use and which is necessary for understanding her correctly. 1

Optimal Relevance

According to Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1993), the central factor that makes communication succeed is the pursuit of
optimal relevance on the part of both the communicator and the addressee. An utterance is optimally relevant (a) when it
enables the andience to find without unnecessary effort the meaning intended by the commumnicator? and (b) when that imtended
meaning is worth the audience's effort, that is. when it provides adequate benefits to the andience. These benefits are

psychological in nature; they consist in modifications of a person's knowledge and are referred to techmically as 'positive
contextual effects’ 3 The function of optimal relevance in communication is captured in the principle of relevance, which is
believed to be an innate constraint in our human psychological make-up 4 According to this principle, whenever a person sets
out to communicate something, she antomatically communicates the presumption that what she is going to say is believed to be
optimally relevant to the audience.

It is this claim to optimal relevance which guides the recipient in identifying the speaker-intended context for a given utterance
in the following way . It makes him expect that the contextual information needed for the correct interpretation is readily
accessible. Hence he begins the interpretation process from information most readily available to him at that time. Furthermore,
he will assume that, when combined with the right
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context, the utterance will vield an interpretation that is worth the effort mvested in processing it.

On these assumptions, the recipient will proceed with the mterpretation process until he arrives at an interpretation that fulfils
both conditions: it is derivable without unnecessary effort and vields adequate contextual effects. In other words., the claim to
optimal relevance leads the hearer to accept the first interpretation consistent with the principle of relevance as the right. that is.
the speaker-intended, mterpretation. Thus, the search for optimal relevance guides the hearer not only to the speaker- intended
context but also to the speaker-intended interpretation. It should be added here that people are not usually aware of these
interpretation processes in their minds; they take place subconsciously.

Interpretive and descriptive use of language

One of the important clamms of relevance theory is that there are two psychologically distinct modes of using language: the
descriptive use and the interpretive use. Since these two terms are not necessarily self-explanatory they are now briefly
introduced.

A language utterance is said to be used descriptively when it is intended to be taken as true of a state of affairs in some
possible world.

An utterance is said to be used interpretively when it is intended to represent what someone said or thought_ 3

Example 2

(@) Melody: 'Fred and Judy have got a divorce.'

(&) Melody: 'Harry said, "Fred and Judy have got a divorce. ™
Both examples contain the utterance 'Fred and Judy have got a divorce'. In the first example Melody uses that utterance to
claim that the state of affairs it describes is true. In other words, she maintains that it is true that Fred and Judy have got a
divorce. She is using that utterance descripttvely. She would be wrong if Fred and Judy were not divorced.
In example (2b). however, Melody does not (ﬂ&t&ﬁﬁﬂ:ﬂv) claim that Fred and Judy have got a divorce; all she does is report
what someone else said. Therefore. here the utterance is used interpretively. Melody's utterance in (”b} would not be wrong
if Fred and Judy had not got a divorce, but it would be wrong if Harry had not, in fact, made that statement.

Interpretive resemblance and faithfilness

The crucial factor in interpretive use is that there be a relationship of inrerpretive resemblance between the original utterance
and that used to
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represent it. Such mnterpretive resemblance between utterances consists in the sharing of explicatures and implicatures. This
implies that resemblance is a matter of degree. Thus, two utterances nterpretively resemble each other more closely, the more
explicatures or implicatures they share. 6 A direct quotation, as in example (2b), shows the highest degree of re semblance to
the original: it shares all explicatures and rmphn:atm*ea of the Dﬂgﬂlﬂl though onlv under one important condition, to which we
shall return below: that is. that the direct quotation is interpreted in the same context as the original.

Bv contrast, excerpts, paraphrases, summaries etc. can vary a great deal as to the degree and kind of resemblance they show.
Thus if asked about the content of a particular lecture, the respondent or reporter would have a range of options open for her

reply:

Example 3

(a) she could give a report with much detail of the lecture, which would show a high degree of interpretive
resemblance;

(b)she could give a detailed report of one part of the lecture, summarising the rest;
(c) she could give a brief summary of the main points and so forth

This raises the important question of what will determine which kind of report the speaker will give? Being engaged in
iilterpreﬁ'i. e use, the ﬂpeal-:er will atm at mterpretive resemblance to the oniginal; being constrained by the prinn:iple of relevance,
she will aim at resemblance in those aspects which she believes will satisfy the expectation of optimal relevance.7 Thus, in
interpretive use, the utterance of the speaker comes with a claim to faithfulness:

The speaker guarantees that her utterance is a faithful enough representation of the original: that is. resembles it closely
enough in relevant respects. (Wilson & Sperber, 1988: 137)

So if the reporter knows that the recipient is quite interested in the lecture as a whole, she will use option (3a), giving much
detail. If she is aware that there is only one part which the recipient would find relevant, she is likely to choose option (3b),
concentrating on that part of the lecture and so forth. Hence we find that relevance theory comes with a ready-made.
contextsensitive concept of faithfulness_ applying to the interpretive use of language in general.
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The Pragmatic Role of the Notion of "Translation’

Translation as an interpretive use of language

From the relevance-theory point of view, translation falls naturally under the interpretive use of language: the translation is
intended to restate in one langnage what someone else said or wrote i another language. In principle it is, therefore,
comparable to quoting or speech-reporting in intra-lnguistic use. One of its primary distinctions setting it off from intra-lingual
quoting or reporting is that original text and translation belong to different languages. 3

It follows that, as an instance of interpretive use, translation will also be constrained by the notion of faithfulness introduced
above. In other words, the translator will design her translation in such a way that it 'resembles [the original] closely enough in
relevant respects’ (Wilson & Sperber, 1988: 137).

Up to here things might seem straightforward enough were it not for the term and concept called 'translation’. In order to
understand the rather ambivalent function of this term, let us consider the role of labels for types of texts or acts of
communication in general.

Text tvpologies as guides to relevance

As for many other phenomena in our world, so also for communication people have coined particular terms to distinguish
between particular kinds of texts or utterances. For example, we talk about eulogies and summaries_ novels and comic strips,
commentaries and abstracts, text books and hymn books and so forth.

From a general communication point of view, such terms can serve a significant purpose: they can help to coordinate the
intentions of the communicator with the expectations of the audience. For example, when the communicator presents her
utterance as a report . this will trigger different expectations in the andience than if she called it a 'satire’ or a 'curriculum vitas'.
In this way labels referring to different kinds of communication can fulfil an important pragmatic function in coordinating the
activities of communicator and andience.

From the relevance -theory point of view, by the approprate use of such labels the communicator can guide the andience in
their search for optimal relevance; for example, when given something called 'a novel to read. one would be looking for the
plot, for the way in which characters are portrayed, for values, attitndes and so forth. One would not necessarily seek the

intended relevance of such a book to lie in historical accuracy, objectivity of presentation, quality and quantity of source
materials used
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and the like, all of which would be of high relevance for a historical reference work, for example.

So, by labelling her work a 'novel rather than a 'historical reference work', the author guides the potential audience to the
ways in which she intends her work to achieve relevance. Hence, such typological labels can be helpful in guiding the andience
towards the intended interpretation. and thus reducing the processing cost for the audience. In this sense, text-typological
labels can serve to increase the relevance of a text or utterance, hence performing a pragmatic function.

Naturally, this relevance-increasing effect of text-type labels crucially depends on how well the types used by communicator
and audience respectively agree with each other. The less they agree the less helpful they will be in the communication process.
For example, if vour publisher's idea of an abstract significantly differs from vour own, then the chances are that the abstract
vou have written of a paper of vours will not be satisfactory to him and vice versa.

The notion of 'translation’

As a glance at the voluminous literature on translation shows, the term 'translation’ appears to be a prime example of a text-
typological label which lacks a generally agreed definition. As a result, more often than not, it has caused confusion rather than
aided the coordination of intentions and expectations. Over the centuries, scholars have tried time and again to define or settle
what translation is. only to find that every new proposal has been doomed to be found madequate or simply wrong by some
school of critics. The resulting state of affawrs is well summarised by S6ll's dictm that 'the history of translation theory [can] be
thought of as a discussion of the polysemy of the word 'translation” {1968: 161, quoted in Wilss, 1982: 28).

When one meets an object of science as recalcitrant as this, an object which appears to defy all attempts at satisfactory
definition or description, it mav be best to stand back a little and ask some basic questions, such as what kind of reality there is
in the object under nvestigation.

At a first glance, the answer to this question may seem obvious: there are thousands and thousands of books and articles that
are all called 'translations’. So, surely, they are the reality we need to look at when we want to find out what translation is.

Unfortunately, matters are more complex than that. As soon as the scientist examines the specimens in front of him, he is likely
to start sorting them out; removing some on the grounds that they are not translations and
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hence do not belong to the corpus. He may, on the other hand, include specimens that had not been considered part of the
corpus before. In this way, the scientist finds himself in a vicious circle: his examination of the corpus will always be seen to
support what his notion of translation was a priori. 9

As a result, not only has no genera]lv accepted notion of translation emerged, but it seems difficult. in principle. to define the
domain of this inv estigation in non-circular terms. Moreover, if relevance theory is right, there are no grounds to assume that
such a naturally distinct domain should exist. As previously mentioned, the core relation between the translation and the original
is one of interpretive resemblance, which we further defined as the sharing of explicatures and mmplicatures between the two
texts. As such, interpretive resemblance appears as a scalar notion, ranging from zero-shared explicatures and mmplicatures, at
the one extreme, to the shaning of all explicatures and implicatures_ at the other. To the extent that this view is correct, there is
no reason to assume that somewhere on that scale there is a non- arbitrary point that would separate translations from non-
translations.

However, even this scalar view is still a gross oversimplification of the real situation since there can be variation not only in the
number of shared explicatures and implicatures, but also in which particular ex- or implicatures are shared. Hence, there could
be a large number of translations of the same original, all of which shared roughly the same number of explicatures and
implicatures with the original. but which still would be quite different from each other in content since the particular ex- and
implicatures shared would be rather different from one text to another.

Against this background, there appears to be very little reason to expect that one day a reasonably well-defined and generally
accepted notion of translation will emerge.

This state of affairs might look deplorable until we ask ourselves: what does it matter? As far as explaining how and why
translations work 15 concerned, relevance theory provides a fairly explicit account of translations as mstances of the interpretive
use of language across language boundaries, and it does so without needing to introduce theoretical notions that would
presuppose a definition of translation. The central concepts of interpretive resemblance and faithfulness already exist in the
theory apart from translation.

What, then, is the significance of the term 'translation'? The way we introduced it earlier was as a potential aid to facilitate the
correct interpretation of the translated product by the target andience. In this way
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the concept of translation is seen as playing a role similar to other text categories, such as 'novel', '‘poem’, 'essay’, 'abstract’ etc.
‘Whatever thewr scientific status or otherwise might be_ all these categories can be of value in pragmatic terms, coordinating the
efforts of communic ator and audience in thewr pursuit of optimal relevancealways provided that there is sufficient agreement
about these terms between communicator and andience.

‘What successful communication does require is consistency with the principle of relevance and. as part of that, the use of the
right contextual information when processing the utterance. The assignment of a particular act of communication to some
category can be of help with this, but it is not a necessary condition for communicative success; there are other ways in which
the communicator can inform her audience of how she intends her text to be understood. for E}:ample by means of
introductory remarks. comments or the like. When there is any doubt whether the translator's notion of translation is sufficiently
similar to that held by her audience, she would do well to state clearly at an appropriate place how she has understood her
task as translator.

Context-based Problems in Translation

Another prrma:ﬂv pragmatu: aspect of translation has to do with context. It was shown earlier that the same utterance can have
opposite interpretations, depending on the context in which it is processed. This means that the correct, that is, the Epeaker-
intended, mnterpretation of an utterance, is highly context-dependent. The reason for this strong context-dependence lies in the
inferential nature of human communication. Against this bau:kgmund. it is easy to understand why a change of context can
change the whole meaning of an utterance and why, therefore, 'quoting someone out of context’ can be a rather serious matter.

Unfortunately, the process of translation often, though not necessarily always, involves this very sifuation: by tranﬁlatmg a text
for a target andience with a cultural ban:l-:gmund other than that envisioned bv the Dﬂg].ﬂﬂl writer, the translator is, in effect,
quoting the original author 'out of context'. Since the notion of 'quoting out of context' usually has a negative ring to it. I prefer
to call all instances where a text is presented to an audience with a context different from the one originally envisaged as
'secondary communication situations' (cf. Gutt, 1991: 72{f).

The problems arising from differences i context have not gone unnoticed in the literature on translation. Best known 1s
perhaps Schleiermacher's often-quoted distinction:
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The translator can either leave the writer in peace as much as possible and bring the reader to him, or he can leave the
reader in peace as much as possible and bring the writer to him. (Schleiermacher, 1838: 47, as translated in Wilss,

1982: 33)

'Bringing the reader to the original text’ would correspond to requiring him to process the translation in the context of the
original '[The translator] thus tries to transport [the reader] to its location, which, in all reality, is foreign to

him' (Schleiermacher, 1838: 219, as translated in Wilss, 1982: 33). By contrast, "bringing the writer to the reader’ would
correspond to adapting the text to the context of the target readers.

While the difference between these two approaches to translation has been recognised, it seems that the nature of the problem
and some of its ramifications have not been well understood.

Thus the supposed dilemma of translation, that it can either be faithful without being beautiful or beautiful but not faithful. is not
limited to translation but can, in principle, affect all instances of the interpretive use of language. The use of verbally accurate
quotations out of context, that is, in a context not envisaged by the oniginal communicator, can occur, whether langnage
barriers are crossed or not.

It may thus be helpful for the translator to realise that not all the problems she encounters in translating a text are problems
peculiar to translation. Indeed, any text transferred from its original context to a different one is likely to be affected in its
meaning by that change, even when there is no change of language involved. For example, when reading literature in our own
language from a time period or setting other than our own, problems can arise due to differences in context.

‘We may then ask how such problems are usually addressed when they occur within the same language. With quotes out of
context, the remedy is mostly to point out what the right context was. With problems in literary writings, it is usually seen as the
reader's responsibility to familiarise himself with the historical and cultural background of a particular piece of literature to
ensure correct underﬁtandjng This 15 one of the skills tanght at school when dealing with literature. Sometimes the publisher
intervenes and provides various explanatory notes to the text to he}p the reader overcome the problems. Very rarely,

however, is the publisher expected or prepared to alter the text itself when it seems that the modern context could lead to a
wrong undarﬂtandmg Such alterations of the text are usually limited to special editions for children or other specified
audiences, but then it is normally indicated that one is dealing with an adaptation of some kind rather than with the original

ttself.
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Once made aware of the difference between context-based problems, on the one hand, and language-based problems, on the
other, the translator may be in a better position to judge what a suitable solution might be.

When encountering a problem due to inguistic or lexical differences, these are peculiar to translation, arising when language
barriers are crossed. 10Assuming that a central part of the translator's task is to help the andience overcome the language
barrier, these problems need to be dealt with in the text by the translator. If the reader is expected to figure out problems in the
translation that require knowledge of the lexicon or linguistic structure of the original language. then the question arises as to
what the point of translating the text is.

However, when dealing with a problem caused by contextual differences, the translator should ask herself whether she could
or even should address this problem by amending the translated text or whether other means need to be sought. This is
especially true when the differences in context are extensive and would require major reworking of the text.

More mportantly, perhaps, without a clear understanding of the nature of communication problems in translation, the translator
may not be aware that signfficant mismatches in contextual information can not only lead to wrong meaning here and there, but
can jeopardise the communicability of substantial parts of the original or even of the original as a whole.

The reason for this risk lies in the principle of relevance, which for successful communication requires consistency with the
requirement of optimal relevance; such consistency, however, is always context-dependent. The writer of the original was
concerned for her text to be optimally relevant in the context which she assumed the original audience to have. She would not
normally be concerned with the question of whether her text would be optimally relevant i anv other context.

To take a fairly drastic example. in the Bible the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews devotes the first two chapters almost
completely to the question of the position of Jesus Christ relative to that of the angels. From the evidence we have, this was
apparently an mmportant issue for the andience he was writing for at that ime. It provided them with answers to burning
questions they had in therr day and age. Transfer this text to a present-day, Western-type audience, and most of them will find
it difficult to process this text. no matter how well it is translated. the main reason being that the information provided there
does not readily link up with the contextual information they bring to this text, and hence may not seem worth thewr while
spending effort on. In this sense, the whole text may not be communicable to the receptor andience.
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This 15 not to say that the text cannot be made sufficiently relevant to such an audience. Relevance can be increased, for
example, by providing further background information, that is. by making accessible to them enough of the context of the
original for them to appreciate its relevance. However_ without such help the content of the original may well remain largely

mcommumicable.

Once aware of the problems arising in secondary communication situations, translators can anticipate them and look for
appropriate means to overcome them, which may well go bevond the usual task of translation and mayv require strategies for
widening the contextual knowledge of the target audience by additional means.

As a caveat, | would like to point out clearly that this does not mean that it is possible in every case to draw a sharp distinction
between communic ation problems as against language-based ones, just as it is not always possible to distinguish cognitive
content from context. 11There will often be an overlap. Nev ertheless, a greater awareness and better understanding of the
different aspects of problems encountered while translating should help the translator to deal more appropriately with them.

Conchusion

To sum up, the two main claims made are_ first, that translation itself is primarily a pragmatic notion, used to indicate the kind
of communication intended by the communicator. Its communication-facilitating role will depend on how similar the notion of
translation held by the translator and the notion held by the andience are to each other. If necessary, the translator may have to

consider measures to bring those notions closer together.

Second, one of the main difficulties faced by the translator is again a pragtﬂatu: one: the fact, that very often in translation there
is a difference. not only of language, but also of context. This prnblerﬂ is not peculiar to translation but occurs in all secondary
communication situations. The translator needs to be aware of it in order to judge the degree of its effects correctly and to
look for appropriate solutions.

It is hoped that a better understanding of these pragmatic problems will enable translators to increase the likelihood of success
in ther work.

Notes

1. Following the convention of Sperber and Wilson (1986), 'she’ refers to the communicator or translator in general and 'he’ to
the addressee in general

2. In their revision of 1995, Sperber and Wilson have generalised the first condition as follows: 'the ostensive stimulus used is
the most relevant one compatible with the communicator's abilities and preferences’ (1995: 270). However, since that
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revision does not affect the main argument of this paper, the condition has been kept here in its old and more familiar form.

3. In Sperber and Wilson (1995) a 'cognitive effect’ is defined 'as a contextual effect occurring in a cognitive system (e.g_ an
individual) and a positive cognitive effect as a cognitive effect that contributes positively to the fulfilment of co gnitive functions
or goals' (1995: 2635; italics as in original).

4. In thewr revised version (1995: 260ff), Sperber and Wilson have renamed this principle the 'Second Principle of
Communication'; since this does not mmvolve a difference in substance, for simplicity's sake I shall continue here to refer to the
"Principle of Eelevance'.

L

. For a more detailed and technical infroduction to these notions, see Sperber and Wilson (1986: 2244f).

6. See Sperber and Wilson (1986: 228f) and Gutt (1991: 44).

7. This claim is understood to hold within the mits of her own "abilities and preferences’ (Sperber and Wilson, 1995: 270).

&. For further discussion, see Gutt (1991: 1004).

9 See also Gutt (1991: 5f) for the problem of defining the domain for a science of translation.

10. Since the notion of 'translation’ is not theoretically significant, little depends on the exact definition of 'language’ against, for

example, 'sociolect’ or 'dialect’. As long as communicator and audience agree on this usage, interpretive use between dialects
could usefully be accommodated within the concept of 'translation’.

11. See Sperber and Wilson (1986: £9).
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Chapter 4
Politeness and Translation

Juliane House

[ want to explore the relationship between translation and politeness. To this end. T will first discuss the sociocultural
phenomenon of politeness and critically review a number of recent conceptualisations with a view to thewr applicability to
translation studies. Second, I will address the issue of cross-cultural and cross-linguistic differences in politeness norms; I will
here concentrate on the description and explanation of differences in German-English norms as they have emerged from my
own work. Third, I will bring together politeness and translation by presenting a particular model of contextual translation
analysis with which to demonstrate how equivalence of politeness can be achieved and assessed.

PolitenessDifferent Approaches

Politeness is a sociocultural phenomenon, roughly to be defined as showing, or appearning to show, consideration of others.
Politeness can thus be seen as one of the basic social guidelines for human interaction. The goal of politeness can then be
described as reflecting or realising the social or interpersonal function of language with politeness being 'a system of
interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimising the potential for conflict and confrontation inherent in all
human interchange' (Lakoff, 1990: 34). While politeness concerns human communicative behaviour in general, I will here be
concerned only with ngmstic behaviour.

For many researchers, politeness is a feature of language in use. Thus Brown and Levinson (1987) and Leech (1983) stress
the importance of politeness as a contextualised phenomenon (althnugh thev use decontextualised sample sentences to
illustrate their theories). Further, it is generally accepted that politeness is a pervasive feature in human communication. Despite
the recognised imp ortance and omnipresence of politeness in day-to-day discourse, it has proved enormously difficult
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to describe and explain the operation of politeness. As Thomas ( 1995: 149) points out, there has been a lot of confusion in the
vast literature on politeness over the past 15 years or so, and it has been discussed with reference to a number of phenomena
that must be kept separate conceptually, such as (1) politeness as a real-world goal, (2) politeness as reflecting social norms
and (3) as a pragmatic phenomenon. [ shall discuss each of these in turn.

Politeness as a real-world goal

As a 'real-world goal', politeness is interpreted (psychologically) as the genuine desire to be 'nice’ to others. It relates to the
speaker's personal motivation and psychological state and is, as such. both maccessible and uninteresting to nguists who have
access only to what speakers say and how their hearers react. This view of politeness is therefore obviously of no relevance to
translation theory and practice.

The social-norm view of politeness

The social-norm view of politeness (Fraser, 1990: 220ff) reflects certain social and behavioural norms and rules (embodied,
for instance, in manuals of etiquette) holding in a given society, which one must observe in order to be 'polite’ in the sense of
displaying good manners. Politeness is here intimately connected with the realisation of speech styles and formality, and is often
equated with deference. Deference is also part and parcel of certain languages such as Japanese. whose speakers are forced
to make certain choices; it is, however, also built into the system of languages characterised by a 'T/V subsystem', e.g 'du' and
'Sie’ in German. Fraser claims that the social-norm view of politeness has few adherents among current researchers. However,
Watts ef al. (1992) point out that a substantial body of recent non-Western (especially Japanese) research mto politeness
(see, e.g. Ide er al., 1992 corresponds to this view of politeness, and should thus not be dismissed prematurely. Watts er al.
(1992) further point out that looking at politeness as a set of behaviour patterns preprogrammed as social norms leads us to
consider the wider social functions of politeness, e g. in educational systems, prescriptive grammars and translation practices.
This is why I think this view of politeness is imnportant for translation theory and practice.

The pragmatic view af politeness

There are two major pragmatic views of politeness: politeness in terms of principles and maxims and politeness as the
management of face.
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Politeness explained in terms of principles and maxims

One of the earliest proponents of this phﬂn&uphin:al approach to describing and explaining politeness is Robin L akoff (1 9?3)
Lakoff posits two basic 'interests’ or strategies in himan communication, first a strategy of 'clanty’ (captured by the maxims of
Grice's [1975] Cooperative Pﬂncrple as a blueprint for 'rational language use"). which gmdes. the transmission of information.
and second a strategy of 'rapport’ (captured by Lakoff's politeness rules). These two strategies are reminiscent of the two
basic functions of language, the cognittve-referential and the mterpersonal one, which have been suggested by many different
]jilg'I.JiStE and philosophers of language as l:hﬂi'ﬂl:tEI'iS:iﬂg the two fundamental uses of language. On the basis of these two
strategies Lakoff suggests two miles of pragmatic competence: (1) Be Clear (essentially Grice's maxims) and (1) Be Polite,
which are often in conflict but can also reinforce one another. The maxim Be pnht& consists of three 'miles of politeness (or
rapport)’, later referred to as 'politeness strategies’ (Lakoff, 1990: 35): (1) Don't impose (Distance), (2) Give options
(Deference) and (3 ) Be friendly (Camaraderie).

The second major proponent of the philosophical. maxim-and-principle approach to politeness is Leech (1983)). Leech locates
politeness inside his schema of 'Tnterpersonal Ehetoric’ where the four Gricean maxims and the Cooperative Principle as 'mega
maxim' form one part of goal-directed lingmistic behaviour, and the Politeness Principle as well as the Irony Principle making
up another. Leech divides the Politeness Principle into six different maxims, among them the Tact Maxim (minmmise the
hearer's costs and maximise her benefits) and the A greement Maxim (rnmu:m&e disagreement between yvourself and others,
maximise agreement between vourself and others). Leech further suggests a number of different scales along which each
maxim operates, such as, e g, the Cost-Benefit Scale or the ndirectness Scale. The social goal of the complex interaction of
the six maxims is to reach 'comity' between the interactants at maximum benefit and minimum cost for speaker and hearer, with
comity being related to different types of politeness such as Collaborative Politeness or Conflictive Politeness.

However msightful. Leech's conceptualisation of politeness seems difficult to apply to concrete instances of discourse. As
Thomas (1995 15?} pm'ntﬂ out, Leech's approach is inelegant and unfalsifiable as there seems to be no restriction to the
number of maxims, ie. it would, in theory, be possible to produce a new maxim to explain every newly percerved regularity in
langnage use. DESpltE; these mherent prnblem& Leech's approach may still be useful for generating hvpotheses explaining
crosscultural differences in politeness. For translation theory and practice,
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however, Lakoff's simpler and more elegant approach seems to me more mmmediately applicable.

Politeness and the management of face

The face-saving view of politeness is abowve all associated with Brown and Levinson (1987). Theirs is essentially a biological,
psychosocial theory in that it both distinguishes and identifies the language-user as an indmidual and as a member of a group,
i.e. it is a theory explaining the well known drives: 'Keep vour distance’ and 'Come together'. Given this biological basis, the
theory will be universal, premised as it is on the claim that all humans belong to one species biologically and that the roots of
social organisation and structuring are not themselves derived from existing mstitutions, norms and structures.

Brown and Levinson's influential theory 1s based both on Grice's maxim theory and on Goffman's concept of 'face' as 'the
positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular

contact' (Goffman, 1967: 53). Face can be likened to a person's public self-esteem or self-image, which can be damaged.
maintained or enhanced in interaction with others. Brown and Levinson extend Goffman's notion of face dviding face into
positive face, which 1s similar to Goffman's face, and negative face according to interactants’ wants. A person's positive face is
reflected in his desire to be liked and appreciated by others; his negative face equals the desire for freedom of action and
freedom from mmposition. Dewviations from Gricean maxims are motivated by emploving strategies to counteract so-called
'face-threatening acts' (FTAs). By using these 'politeness strategies'. speakers communicate both their primary message and
also the message that they intend to be polite, which has the status of a Gricean conversational implicature.

Since nearly every speech act constitutes in a specific way a threat to the positive or negative face of either of the two
interactants, certain inguistic strategies must be chosen from an elaborate repertoire of positive and negative politeness in
order to provide redressive action. The choice of strategies depends on the speaker's judging the size of the FT A, which is
assessed on the basis of the dimensions of Power, Distance and Imposition.

However, Brown and Levinson do not provide any indication as to how speakers are to assess the values of these dimensions
in any indmvidual act. Further, the notion of face seems to be derived from an Anglophone indnidualistic notion of face closely
linked to status and implying competition and prestige. Watts er al. (1992: 9-10) remind readers that the English language has
a revealing metaphor 'to put on a good face', and that, in a less competitive and indrvidualistic social group, status or prestige
may
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either be less important or be assigned to a person through the status she occupies in the group. Still, on a basic biological level
the universality claim is fully justified.

Brown and Levinson's view of politeness as biologically anchored and linked to the social-psychological concept of face is, it
seems to me, not easily or usefully applied to translation. where the interaction between the human beings nvolved (author,
readers, tranilatur} is hidden and indirect such that psy chosocial inferential processes are extremely difficult, f not mpossible,
to assess.

Conclusion

Despite their surface differences, the approaches to politeness discussed here seem to be essentially compatible in that they
capture different levels of a comprehensive theory of politeness. This theory would explain the tension between universal
aspects of politeness and specific culture- and language-conditioned aspects. It would operate on three levels: (1) a biological,
psychosocial level based on well-known animal drives; (2) a philosophical level seeking to capture the biological drives in
terms of a finite number of principles. maxims or parameters; and (3) an empinically descriptive level concerned with the fact
that in cultures 1-n politeness operates in terms of a particular (open-ended) set of norms, tendencies or preferences.

Viewed in such a way, the universalist stance can be upheld if it refers to levels 1 and 2an important conclision for translation
and translatability. At level 3, one might wish to distinguish between relatively open-ended negotiable rules relating to the
philosophical principles accepted at level 2 and other normative rules that are relattvely closedfixed. The distinction relates to
the question how far the language system itself decrees or mposes certain politeness norms or choices (e.g. honorifics in
Japanese). Working top-down, then, one might wish to pose an intermediate level between levels two and three which one
might call Negotiability'. This 'mega-parameter’ determines how flexible a culture is in terms of degrees of freedom concerning

the realisation of certain maxims and principles; it is designed to explain why a particular parameter appears to be so
linguistically differentiated in culture A but inflexibly hide-bound in culture B.

If one works bottom-up, one may well arrive at principles and maxims that do not have universal validity. In pran:tin:e then,

one may well need a theory akin to Chomskyan principles and parameter theory, which would E;}Lplﬂlﬂ how 'exotic' a given
culture may be. Given this (admittedly sketchy) first attempt to outline a theory of politeness which is particularly relevant
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for translation in that it is capable of capturing both the universal aspects of politeness and the possibility of cross-cultural
variation, we are now in a better position to make meaningful statements about the relaﬁnﬂship between politeness and
translation. Before bringing together politeness and translation in a more systematic way, it is necessary, however, to look at
some empirically established ﬂE‘irE;l 3) cross-cultural differences in politeness in terms of social norms and maxims: ‘principles, as
these assume special relevance in the practical business of translation.

Cross-Cultural and Cross-Linguistic Differences in Politensss Norms
Paliteness as social norm viewed cross-culturally

Early pragmalingmstically oriented cross-cultural studies were conducted, e g by Fraser (1978) and Walters (1979), as well
as by House (1979) and House and Kasper (1981). In these studies. the realisation of certain speech acts as well as the
perception of politeness by native-speakers and learners of particular languages (English and Spanish or English and German)
were compared and related to underlwng societal norms of usage. While Walters and Fraser worked with largely
decontextualised data, the data used in House and House and K asper consist of contextualised discourse data. In both
approaches, surface linguistic forms were used as indices of politeness norms.

Later studies inchude data-based cross-cultural imvestigations of the mnpact of isolated social and context variables on norms of
politeness. Thus 'Social Distance’ was examined and found to influence politeness in the realisation of speech acts in a complex
way (Wolfson ef al.,, 1989). 'Social Power' consisting of different culturally and situationally variable factors was mvestigated
not only under the rubric of interactants’ relative position in the social hierarchy (e.g. Takahashi & Beebe, 1993), but also with
respect to other factors such as gender (e.g. House, 1986, 1989a).

Apart from these cross-cultural investigations of the influence of social variables on the enactment of politeness, specific

features of speech acts such as 'the imposition’ incurred through the act have been contrasted: e g for requests (Blum-Kulka
& House, 1989; House, 1989a); for apologies (House, 1989b); for complaints (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993).

The complex nteraction of the various contextual and participant vaniables has also been contrasted: with reference to the

realisation of requests, for instance, Germans, Israclis and Argentinians were found to percerve participants’ rights and
obligations, the difficulty in performing the speech act and the likelihood of the interlocutor's compliance in
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markedly different ways (Blum-Kulka & House, 1989). Moving away from isolating contextual variables, researchers have
increasingly concentrated on exploring the enactment of politeness in different discourse emvironments, such as, e g., everyday
face-to-face interpersonal talk (e.g. House, 1996) or workplace communication (Clyne, 1994).

Massive criticism has recently been directed at the universalist claims of politeness inside the cross-cultural paradigm, e g. by
Ide et al. (1992), who contrasted Japanese and English politeness norms claiming that there is in some non-W estern languages
an obligatory choice of 'formal inguistic forms and 'discernment’, forcing speakers to use 'polite’ expressions becaunse of
certain social conventions, this being very different from the Anglo-Saxon freedom of choice (Volition"). However, given the
three-level theory of pD]ltE;I‘lEEE suggested earlier, the universalist stance can be upheld for the biological and ph]lDEDph‘lEﬂl
levels of politeness. and divergence of norms and preferences across cultures is explainable at the empirical-descriptive level

In considering politeness at this third level, however, a deeper knowledge and understanding of what needs to be, and actually
is, communicated, and what is considered mportant in different languages and cultures is absolutely essential, as is a
recognition of the vanability of motrvations for making politeness manifest. Recognition and knowledge of these phenomena
are also essential in translation.

Paliteness in terms of maxims and principles cross-culturally

The general framework provided in the maxim-and-principle view of politeness is useful for explaining cross-cultural
differences in the enactment of politeness. Thomas (1993) gives a number of examples of culture-specific realisations of
Leech's politeness maxims. The Tact Maxim, for instance, seems to be central to Western notions of politeness in that there is
routine mitigation of speech acts such as requests by offering optionality. This is very different in the Chinese conception of
politeness (Spencer-Oatey, 1992: 17). Further, reference to the Agreement Maxim, which is related to 'indirectness’ in speech
act and discourse behaviour, can generate hypotheses explaining empirically established differences in indirectness and
politeness (see, e g House & Kasper, 1981 and House, 1989a_ b; 1996). However, the relationship between indirectness
and politeness was found to be more complicated than had been predicted by politeness models: while conventionally indirect
requests realised by preparatory strategies (such as can/could vou . . . and their German translational equivalents) were rated
as most polite, non-conventionally indirect requests i.e. hints, although clearly much more indirect, were rated less
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polite, presumably due to the high processing load imposed on the receptor (cf. House, 1986).

In order to exemplify both cross-culturally drvergent social norms and negotiable realisations of maxims and principles, and to
provide a better basis for linking translation and politeness later, I will briefly summarise my own cross-cultural work involving
such a relatively 'close’ language pair as German and English.

An Example of Cross-Cultural Difference in Politeness in Terms of Social Norms and Maxims Principles

In a series of empirical contrastive pragmatic studies comparing the discourse of German and English native speakers (for
overviews see Blum-Kulka er al,, 1989; House, 1996). data were collected in open dyadic role-plays often followed by
retrospective interviews, and discourse completion tests combined with metapragmatic assessment tests. Four different
discourse phenomena were analysed vielding the following results:

(1) Opening and closing discourse phases: German subjects tend to use fewer conversational routines and there was less
reciprocity in the use of phatic moves.

(2) Discourse strategies: German subjects tend to use more content-oriented strategies, e.g. introducing topics explicitly and
expanding them; they also use fewer interpersonally active strategies such as anticipatory moves, e.g. availability checks or
disarming moves. Germans also prefer moves with explicit reference to self e g Kawnn ich . . versus Would vou like me to._ .
.. Further, there is more ad hoc formulation in German and more reliance on conversational routines i English .

(3) Gambits: Germans tend to prefer content-oriented and self-referenced gambits (e g 'starters' prefacing a speaker's
message or underscorers used to emphasise the content of a message), whereas English speakers prefer gambit types with
which to explicitly address conversational partners (such as 'cajolers’ used to coax interlocutors into heightened attention or

sympathy).

(4) Speech acts: Requests, complaints and apologies were compared. and different 'levels of directness' were suggested.
German subjects were found to prefer more direct expressions.

From these results derived from a senies of cross-cultural German-English pragmatic analyses based on different data and

subjects, in a variety of everyday situations, a consistent pattern emerges: German subjects tend to interact in ways that are
more direct, more explicit and verbose, more
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self-referenced and more content-oriented; they are also less prone to resort to using verbal routines than English-speakers.
The consistent pattern of cross-cultural differences in communicative norms emerging from these analyses can be displayed
along frve dimensions, as in Table 1. The oppositions represent end-points on different cines, with German subjects tending to
arve preference to positions on the left-hand side of these dimensions.

Table 1 Dimensions of cross-cultural difference (German-English)

Indirectness

Orientation towards others
Crientation towards addressees
Implicitness

Verbal routines

Directness

Ornentation towards self
Onentation towards content
Explicitness

Ad-hoc formulation

OROROROR

Given these cross-cultural differences in social norms which reflect politeness standards, one can hypothesise that the Gricean
Maxims of Quantity and Relation tend to be mterpreted differently in the German and Anglnphnne inguacultures, i.e. supplying
just as much and no more information as the occasion requires and being 'relevant' to the perceived purpose of the discourse
tends to vary across these two linguacultures in my samples. The tendency in German to explicate content may then well set up
different conditions for the performance of inferencing operations, i.e. the mechanism of 'conversational mnplicature’ that
interprets utterances deviating from the maxims.

Within the frame of reference provided by Lakoff (1973; 1990). it seems to be the case that all three rules of politeness are
interpreted differently in the German and Anglophone linguacultures: the politeness rule Don't impose’ is given different valies
in German due to a preference for higher directness levels in the realisation of certain speech acts. The Rule 'Give options' is
also interpreted differently due to a preference for higher directness levels and explicitness of content in German. The rule 'Be
friendly' in particular is interpreted and realised differently in the German linguaculture given a preference of (explicated)
content over addressees, self-referencing over other-referencing. reduced reliance on conversational routines and greater
directness in speech-act realisation (House, 1996).
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Differences i linguistic and cultural norms of usage and politeness as exemplified for the case of German and English are
immediately relevant for translation theory and practice, as will be demonstrated in the next section.

Politeness and Translation

How can one make sure in translation that pn]itane&& as exhibited in the original is 'carried over' in the translation? How can
one go about reau:hmg ‘politeness equivalence’ in translation” Given a theory of politeness in whichalong the levels suggested
earlierboth the universality stance and cross-cultural variation in the realisation of politeness are accounted for. the concept of
politeness most useful in translation studies mmst be a broad and general one, which will cover not only the concepts of
politeness deemed relevant for translation, but will also be extended to capture the broader perspective of language functions,
spectfically the interpersonal function as suggested by Halliday. Extending the notion of politeness such that it embraces the
Hallidayan interpersonal function is compatible with the scope of a translation theory (House, 1997) which I will now briefly
describe.

Translation is a cross-linguistic sociocultural practice, in which a text in one language is replaced by a functionally equivalent
text in another. The fundamental characteristic of a translation is therefore that it is a text that is doubly bound: on the one hand
to a text in the source language. the 'source text' or the original and. on the other hand, to the communicative lin guistic
conditions holding in the culture to which the addressees belong. This double bind is the basis of the equivalence relation
which, in turn, is the conceptual basis of translation. It has been an important aim of inguistic-textual approaches to translation
to specify the equivalence relation by distinguishing a number of different frameworks of equivalence (cf. Koller, 1996), such
as, for instance, extralinguistic circumstances, connotattve values, andience design or norms of usage that have emerged from
research in contrastive rhetoric, contrastive pragmatic analyses, and from empirical imvestigations of pairs of translations and
originals and paralle] texts in different languages. Equivalence is thus never to be concetved as absohite but rather as inherently
relattve emerging 'from the context of situation as defined by the interplay of many different factors and has no existence
outside that context' (Ivir, 1996: 155

In my own theory of translation []—Inuﬁe; 1997), I assume that the most important requn’eruent for translation equivalence is that

a translation have a finction equivalent to that of its original, and that 'functional equivalence' (in its different forms and types)
can be established and evaluated by
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referring original and translation to the context of situation enveloping the two texts, and by examining the interplay of different
contextual factors both reflected in the text and shaping it. One of these factors to be taken into account in making and
evaluating a translation is 'politeness'an important element in achieving 'nterpersonal equivalence’'. Interpersonal equivalence
must not be equated with what Tabakowska (1989) has referred to as 'attitudinal translational equivalence’, i 2. the rendering
of the original author's attitude to the propositions that make up his text. Interpersonal equivalence (which together with
ideational equivalence malkes up functional equivalence) in translation should be concerved as more comprehensive than merely
relating to authorial stance: rather the operation of a number of pragmatic dimensions is to be seen as contributing to
interpersonal functional equivalence with politeness being relevant on several of these dimensions.

The dimensions are used to 'open up' the onginal text such that its textual profile which characterises the function of the text
can be revealed. In order to determine the function of a textconsisting of an ideational and an nterpersonal func tional
componentwhich must be kept equivalent in translation, the original text is analysed at the levels of Language, Register and
Genre. The rﬂlaﬁnnslﬁp between these three levels can be seen in terms of semiotic planes which relate to one another in a
Hjelmslevian 'content- ERpI’ESSlGﬂ way with genre being the content- plane of register, and register bemg the e:!-:premnﬂ plane
of genre. Register, in turn, is the content-plane of language, and language is the expression plane of register. Register is drided
mnto Field. Tenor and Mode.

The dimension Field refers to the subject matter and the nature of the social action that is taking place. Along the dimension
Tenor, the author's temporal, geographical, and social provenances are analysed, as is the author's intellectual and emotional
stance (his ‘personal viewpoint') vis-a-vis the content he is portraying and the communicative task he is engaged in. Tenor also
captures the social role relationship both between author and addressee and between fictive characters i the text as well as
the 'social attitude’, 1.e. formal, consultattve and mformal style levels. Mode refers to both the channelspoken, written and
transitions between the two- and the degree to which potential or real participation is allowed for between author and
addressee(s). Along Mode, the distinctions between involved versus informational text production, explicit versus situation
dependent reference, and abstract versus non-abstract presentation of information are further taken into account.

The establishment in the analysis of linguistic-textual correlates of Field, Mode and Tenor and the Genre they realise vields a
textual profile of the
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original, which characterises its textual function (ideational and interpersonal), which is to be kept equivalent.

Equivalence of function differs markedly in the two types of translation, overt translation and covert translation, posited in the
model. An overt translation is (normally) called for whenever the onginal is source-culture linked and has independent status in
the source-language community; a covert translation is [:nnrma]lv:} chosen when neither condition holds. In the case of overt
translation the translation embeds the text in a new EpEEEh event in the target culture, with the translation operating in a new
frame, a new 'discourse world'. An overt translation is a case of language mention', similar to a citation or quotation (see Gutt:
this volume). An original and its overt translation are equivalent at the level of Language and Register as well as Genre. At the
level of the indridual textual function, however, functional equivalence, while still possible, 1s of a 'removed’ nature: it enables
access to the function which the original text has (had) i its discourse world or frame_ As this access is realised in the target
linguaculture via the translation, a switch in the discourse world becomes necessary, 1.e. the translation operates in its own
discourse world and can thus reach only what [ have called a 'second level equiv alence'. This tvpe of functional equivalence is
achieved through an equivalence at all three analytic levels (Language, Register and Genre), which together facilitate the co-
activation of the original's frame and discourse world. In this way, members of the target inguaculture may eavesdrop, as it
were, i.e. be enabled to appreciate the original textual function, albeit at a distance.

In overt translation the work of the translator is of crucial mnportance. as her work is cleatly visible or 'marked’ in the sense
posited by Hickey (this volume), 1.e_, the translation is quite "overtly' a translation. It is the translator's task to allow persons in
the target culture access to the oniginal and its cultural immpact on source-culture members; the translator must therefore manage
to put target-culture members in a position to observe and be worked upon by the original text's function.

In terms of politeness as evidenced in the original, specifically along the dimension of Tenor, the translator cannot but leave the
original linguistic-textual choices as 'intact’ as possible given the transfer operations necessary in translation, 1.e. whatever the
politeness portraved in the onginal, communicatively equivalent choices mmust be made. Cross-cultural differences i politeness
norms are thus not relevant in this type of translation as the original is. in a sense, 'sacrosanct’.

The situation is quite different in the case of covert translation: here the translator attempts to re-create an equivalent speech
event and to reproduce or represent in the translation text the function the original has in its
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linguistic-cultural framework, 1.e. 'real functional equivalence is aimed at. A covert translation operates quite 'overtly' in the
different frame and discourse world set up by the target culture without wishing to co-activate the discourse world in which the
original had unfolded. Cowvert translation is thus at the same time psy u:,hnhngmﬁtln:a]h less complex than overt translation and
more deceptive. The translator's task is, in a sense, to cheat, and remain hidden behind her feat of deception, the transmutation
of the original. She emplovs a 'cultural filter’ with which she makes allowances for differences in social norms and differences in
politeness norms. The cultural filter is often so expertly integrated into the fabric of the text that the seams do not show. Since
functional equivalence is ammed at, changes at the levels of Language and Register mayv, if necessary, be undertaken, and the
result may well be a very real distance from the original, which is the reason for the fact that covert translations are often
recerved as though they were original texts.

For covert translation, the notion of a cultural filter 15 crucial, and it is essential that the cultural filter be based on empirical
research of the type described earlier. In the case of the language pair German-English, the filter has been given some
substance in my own work on communicative and politeness norms. In the following I will give some examples of the
operation of this filter demonstrating how politeness is affected in English-German translations.

In the case of a commercial circular written by the president of an mvestment consultancy firmlater revealed as frandulent(cf.
House, 1981; 1997), the president informs the shareholders about changes in the company that will not exactly be to their
advantage. Dimensional changes on the parameter Tenor transform the English onginal's carefully orchestrated evasive and
distantly polite tone into a more direct and undiplomatic tone in the German translation. The analysis revealed that the
translation frequently fails to contribute to the interpersonal functional component in a manner equivalent to the original, e g as
vou know is rendered as bekanntlichrwhich avoids addressing the recipients of the circular personally and has a different value
with regard to the politeness principle 'Be friendly, make A feel good'.

Compare the following:

In order to avoid the possibility of accidental misdirection of vour certificate . . . vour assistance is required. We have
enclosed a 'Dividend Instruction Form' for vour completion; this should be returned in the pre-addressed envelope
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Um mu vermeiden, dall Thre Zertifikcate versehentlich fehlgeleitet werden . . . bitten wir Sie, das beigefiigte
Drvidendenzustellungsformular auszufiillen und in dem ebenfalls beigefiisten adressierten Umschlag zuriickzuschicken .

In the German translation, the addresser appears to be more forceful, active and direct, while the original expresses the action
to be done by the addressees more abstractly and indirectly (nominally). The utterance in the English original seems to have the
illocutionary force of a subtle suggestion: in the translation it has become a request. And while the original tries to suggest that it
is not the company that wants something done but rather some external necessity proposes a course of action to the
shareholder, the translation is less subtle and more explicit. The German translation of Your bank (or broker) should indicate
as Sie miissen die Bank (oder einen Malkler) bitten confirms this analysis: the translation 1s more direct, more explicit than
the original The social-role relationship between author and addressee(s) is also changed. so is the politeness portrayed in the
original; all three of Lakoff's maxims: Don't impose, Give options_ Be friendly seem to operate differently in the role relationship
created in the translation. But this difference m the translation is in keeping with the directness, explicitness and content-focus
discovered in German politeness norms as opposed to Anglophone ones (as discussed earlier). In other words. in the interests
of reaching functional equivalence, the translator may well have emploved a cultural filter in order to accommodate in a
patterned way the target group's different presuppositions about communicative norms and politeness.

To take another example: in the German translation of an English journalistic text (House, 1981; 1997) on an anthropological
topic, the oniginal 15 changed substantially along the dimensions of Tenor and Mode. The mterpersonal functional component,
which is strongly marked in the original, is considerably weakened in the translation, with the ideational functional component
being strongly upgraded. such that a lightly entertaiming. popularised and trivialised scientific English text is changed into a
sober, serious and factual German document that is more contentand instruction-oriented and less oriented towards 'making
the reader feel good'. For example: a whole paragraph, in which the reader is asked to feel around his mouth to establish
differences in human and ape anatomy, is simply omitted in the translation. Furthermore, the translator often chooses neutral
and impersonal German es- or Mensch constructions for English utterances featuning personal pronouns in direct address.
Simple everyday words and vague phrases in the English original are consistently rendered more precise and 'scientific’, as in
the following examples:
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This length makes an ape's face projecting . .
Die Lange der Molaren bedingt . . .

Anvthing on the human side
Arten mit Ansdtzen von menschenarticen Merkmalen.

In producing a covert, functionally equivalent translation, the translator of this journalistic article has evidently applied a cultural
filter making allowances for the differences in German and English politeness norms: Lakoff's Camaraderie principle (Make A
feel zood) 1s clearly mterpreted and realised differently in the German translation, as the translation is clearly interpersonally far
less potent (i.e. the original's popularisation and dramatisation of the scientific material, which malkes the text interesting and
easily digestible for its readers. is not realised in the translation to the same degree because the German text concentrates on
the transmission of scientific facts. These changes in the translation are, however, in keeping with the empirical findings with
regard to German and English differences in interactional and politeness norms (see earlier).

In the case of texts suggesting an overt translation, the cultural filter and l:hﬂ.ﬂgﬂﬁ in pn]itane&& norms have,_ as [ have previously
argued. no place. An example of what I would consider a 'misplaced filter' is to be found in the translation by Harry Zohn of
Walter Benjamin's famous essay 'Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers'. Analysis of original and translation (see House, 1997) has
revealed that there are changes along the parameter Tenor, which result in differences in the social role relationship between
author and addressees. The role relationship in the original is highly impersonal and characterised, for instance, by the total
absence of first and second person personal pronouns. The translation is often rendered less impersonal through the use of
personal pronouns as in the following examples:

[Der Zusammenhang] darf ein . . . natiirlicher genannt werden
We may call this connection

Die Geschichte der groBen Kunstwerke kennt .
The history of the great works of art tells us about . . .

The mterpersonal functional component is altngemer more strongly marked in the translation than in the oniginal, and the
politeness principle Don't 1 rr:trpnﬁe [D15tann:e} is given a different value in the English translation. Further, the distantly formal
style of the German original is less formal in the English translation due, not only to the use of per&nnal pronouns, but also to a
lack of syntactically complex focusing devices such as the placing of subordinate clauses before main clauses, as in the

following example:
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Dab eine Ubersetzung niemals etwas fiir das Original zu bedeuten vermag, leuchtet ein
It is plausible that no translation . _

These changes might have been made due to the application of a cultural filter, which would in this case also be in line with the
empirical findings about cross-cultural differences in communicative preferences and politeness norms. However, if one
believes, as [ do, that Benjamin's essay is a case for overt translation (i.e. providing readers of the translation with an
unadulterated view of the original), then such cultural filtering is to be avoided.

Another example (see House, 1997, for details) of what I believe should be treated as a text for overt translation is Daniel
Jonah Goldhagen's bestselling Hitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust. In the original, the
author clearly demonstrates his strong personal involvement in the subject he is treating: he frequently uses ntensifiers,
superlatives, emotive-expressive metaphorical lexical items, as well as structures featuring multiple repetition, iconic linkage
and foregrounded rhematic structures for strong rhetorical effects. The text's Medmum is 'written to be read’, and although
'explicit’ and 'abstract’, it is also characterisedwhich is marked for this medmmas "highly mvolved'. The text has therefore both a
marked ideational functional component and a strong interpersonal one. The translation retains the ideational functional
component but substantially changes the interpersonal one because the devices used to mark the original interp ersonally are
not rendered equivalently in German_ In particular, the haunting repetition of the word German and the various collocations
with German such as ordinary Germans are not kept up in the translation, and other key terms such as antisemitism,
genocide, eliminationist are not repeated with the same frequency. The style level in the German translation is more formal,
the social distance markedly greater. and along the parameter Medium the translation is much less involved. considerably
toned down, flattened in its perlocutionary force and altogether more sober and factual than the original. Due to a lack of those
emotive and rhetorical devices characterising the original, the translation is also more monologous.

One ﬂ:ught put forward the explanatory hypothesis that we are here again confronted with a legﬂ:lmate: application of a cultural
filter in which (empirically established) cultural differences between English and German communicative and politeness norms
are taken into account transforming a strongly interpersonally active English text into a more content-based, academic-
scientific German one_ with the politeness maxims Don't im-
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pose’ and 'Give options' being allocated different values in the German translation. However, in view of the particular meaning
this text has for German readers and thewr particular involvement, consideration of their reactions may have played a role in
toning down the unbearably strong accusatory light the author throws on them.

On the other hand, given the status the author and his work have acquired, one might argue, as [ certainly would, that an overt
translation is clearly more appropriate in this case. Such a translation would give the German readers direct access to the
original. enabling them to judge for themselves. The changes imposed on the original Goldhagen text may, however. also have
altogether different reasons (see House, 1997 _ for a discussion), i.e. political and marketing reasons, which it is not the place
to discuss here.

These examples of covert and overt translations and the differential legitimacy the application of a cultural filter has in these two
translation types have shown that pnhtane&& is an mmportant component of cross-cultural differences. I have demonstrated the
role politeness plays in translation using German-English translations, because my own English-German contrastive research
can most frmtfully be applied in these cases. However, as far as the model for translation analysis and the two translation types
are concerned, I believe the remarks here are generally applicable. Still, there is a great need for empirical cross-cultural
research into communicative and politeness norms and preferences involving different language pairs. Only a solid basis of
cross-cultural empirical studies can provide translators with the mstruments necessary to transcend accidental infuition and
personal prequdice.
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Chapter 5
Text Politeness: A Semiotic Eegime for a More Interactive Pragmatics

Basil Hatim

The aim of this chapter is both to look back on the way pragmatic inquiry has evolved and to assess some of the new ways in
which certain pragmatic questions have been formulated. This is a fairly wide remit, hence the need to limit ourselves and to
focus on recent proposals for a pragmatic theory of politeness. This will be set against the background of how Austinian
speech-act analysis has over the vears given way to the notion of the 'text act'. and how the Gricean Cooperative Principle has
likewise gradually accommodated beyvond-the-sentence phenomena such as the norms which govern entire actions, activity
types and so on.

But to home in on politeness, this has seen some interesting developments which have taken the notion of 'causing offence
verbally' away from an almost exclusive focus on dyadic face-to-face encounters towards concern with entire monologic
structures and (more recently) with the politeness of writing. In fact, having restored to writing its essentially dialogic and
optimally interactive nature, the new trend is not content simply to study politeness i texts, but insists on extending the idea to
inchude the politeness of texts. That is, in describing face-threatening action', we have gone beyond what normally happens in
selected 'bits and pieces' of interaction to what can arguably amount almost to an entire mapping of inguistic form on to
rhetorical macro-function.

Given the complexity of the task, the need for a framework within which the portrayal of this highly variable inguistic behaviour
may comprehensively be seen has never been more wgent. With the communication e:!-:plnﬁ:lnn we witness as each day goes
by, and with message construction becoming so closely bound up with new communicative exigencies, a scheme which
captures the mtricacies of what we do with words as part of highly sophisticated systems of what I will call socio-textual

practice has
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become crucial to an understanding of the way text-users cope with new realities_ It is the ways in which such schemes have
been formulated which will occupy our attention here, focusing as we intend to do on testing the various insights against real

data. Choosing translation as the applied inguistic arena within which to operate should prove mstructive in making our models
of description more mterculturally sensitive.

From Speech Act to Text Act

It is now commonplace in studies of mtercultural communication to suggest that ‘pragmatic’ meaning is not only negotiable but
also highly variable across both linguistic and cultural dvides. From the perspective of orality versus literacy, for example, Ong
(1981) has drawn our attention to the fact that promising. responding, greeting. asserting, threatening, commanding, protesting
and other so-called illocutionary acts can mean totally different things in literate cultures, on the one hand, and orate cultures,
on the other. This is at the root of cross-cultural pragmatic faihore s re&ultlng in well-known stereotypes which have pexp&tuat&d
myths such as the dishonesty characteristic of certain 'peoples’, say, in fulfilment of promises or in responses to queries. Korn
and Korn (1983) illustrate this with their fascinating description of how 'promising’ as we know it is not only missing in Tonga,
but is also mcompatible with the Tongan view of the future and with the Tongans' conduct of social relationships.

The move to develop speech-act theory in a number of directions has thus been necessitated not only by the need to look
again at oral communication in face-to-face encounters but also by the need to attend more reflectively to textual
commumication precisely as 'textual'. The written mode which has, for a long time, been systematically neglected in mainstream
pragtuahn:& has attracted particular attention in this regard. Homer (1975}, for E;}Lﬂ.tﬂplﬂ incisvely suggests that the act of

writing a :nmpnmtmn as an academic exercise is a special kind of pragmatic act (which she calls a 'text-act") and must be
approached in such terms in our analysis of pragmatic meaning.

These insights into the scope of speech 'acting’ have been of immense interest to those of us involved in the practice and theory
of translation. Let us look at a practical example which illustrates both the intrinsically seamless nature of the communicative
act and the futility of a restricted view of speech acts in coping with such E;}EigE:thiE;E In an on-sight translation exercise from
English into Arabic done under normal conditions for this kind of activity in real-life interpreting, the stretch of text that proved
to be particularly difficult to process in the news report being tackled is:
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Sample (A)

She noted that her entire budget for foreign aid and diplomacy and the United Nations and all the other mternational
organizations to which the United States subscribes, amounted to barelv I per cent of the federal budget'bur that
will be used to write 30 per cent af the history and legacy of our time' (The Guardian 21 Janmary, 1997;
emphasis added)

The bewildering nature of the elements underlined stems from the fact that, from amongst a number of likely readings, the most
natural interpretation for barely I per cent is 'too little’ (i.e. deplnrable Etn:} The 'deplorable’ scenario makes the element
which follows about the "writing of history' either an expression of 'rony', or indeed a self-congratulatory pat on the

back' (with deplnrabﬂlh becoming "possibly a petty sum. but we're dmng wonders with it"). The first scenanio of 'deplorable’
followed by rony amounts to a statement of denunciation; the second (i.e. we are doing so much with so little) yields
‘prudence’ as an overall reading.

The first ronical reading was the one favoured by the majority of those who participated in the on-sight exercise. Those who
made this choice are to be commended for the sophisticated level of textual competence which they have shown in processing
an opaque use of intentionality and appreciating the rhetorical edge which the statement could concetvably have. Moreover, to
relay the wony in Arabic, the 'adversative' gloss has to be suppressed and the mood perhaps changed from an assertive
statement to a tongue-in-cheek mterrogative. Thus, credit must go to those who made this choice for their skill in exploiting
texture to identify complex rhetorical functions, and for doing so entirely within the overall drift of the argumentation in the
source text. Heeded are the various textual manifestations of attitudinal meanings such as wony and evaluativeness, cued by
key phrases scattered throughout the entire news report (e.g. despite vesterday's grand rhetoric at the inauguration) and
by the general air of intransigence on the part of a congress where the Republicans are clinging to thetr majority .

Regrettably, there is more to the context within which the sequence in Sample A is embedded than that which canght the
students’ attention, adequately appreciated as it was. The utterances cited are made by a member of the Clinton team and are
embedded within a sequence intended to use rhetoric to best effect (' Clinton and his team see the next four vears i equally
ambitions terms') and to shake off an otherwise hostile congress. Sample (A) 1s infroduced mn this way:
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Madeleine Albright. the new secretary of state, set the tone by telling the senate last week that 'more than andience,
more even than actors, we must be the authors of the history of our time'.

This puts a different slant on both of these readings (the deplnrabla'irm]ical and the self-congratulatory). Curtu'ng from a
member of Clinton's new team, it is up-beat and self-confident: the ']l per cent may indeed be a petty sum but it is going to be
managed so dexterously that hlﬁtnﬂ will be shaped as a result’. While superficially leaning towards both the deplnrabﬂlh and
the self-congratulatory readings, Albright skilfully combines these two perspectives and makes a statement which is both
'‘mteresting’ and 'self-serving'. The ultimate effect is highly persuasive and the theme of prudence is broached most subtly.

The purpose of this illustration is merely to demonstrate how pragmatics at work defies restricted views of speech-act theory
(and. as we shall see_ of the so-called Cooperative Principle). The example shows that the sentence or the conversational
equivalent (the speaker's turn) cannot convincingly be the standard unit of pragmatic meaning_ be this speech act or
implicature. Furthermore, it is a misconception to hold that speech acts are discrete entities meshed together to form a whole
which invariably equals the sum of its parts. This analysis also shows that, in the absence of empirical research into authentic
discourse, there is no basis for specifying, say, how many speech acts are needed to achieve a pragmatic goal.

It is the latter problem of goals and ways of pursuing them within texts that has exercised the thinking of pragmaticists in the
last 20) vears or so. Ferrara (1980 a, b) has pioneered the studv of 'speech-act sequence’ and has successfully attempted to
introduce an interactive dimension to pragmatic meaning. Building on the assumption that communication is not realised by
isolated linguistic elements but rather by utterances in discourse, F errara poses a number of thought-provoking questions: does
being part of a sequence affect the appropriateness conditions which, in some decontextualized fashion, obtain for mdmidual
speech acts and. ff so, how? And, when sequences are involved, are appropriateness conditions for the isolated speech acts to
be upheld. abandoned or re-evaliated in the light of the unfolding textual evidence?

As [ hope to make clear in the course of the following discussion, it is the re-evaluation option which predominates in our day-
to-day experience with texts: a speech-act sequence will fasten on and further develop original appropriateness conditions.
The assumption mplicitly entertained i this kind of analysis must be that some of the acts in the sequence will be treated as
'‘main’, others as 'subordinated’. But what are the criteria for assigning
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a particular status to a given act within a sequence? To answer this question, we must first learn to deal with an essentially
hierarchical text design concealed by a seemingly linear order of textual elements. And, within this hierarchic organization, we
must also learn to cope with whatever it is that holds the sequence together within what must ulttmately be a finite set of activity
types, speech events etc.

Ferrara broaches some of these questions and illustrates his pragmatic model of speech act sequence with an example from
conversational data:

Sample (B)
There are 30 people in here. Could you open the window?

As we pointed out earlier. one basic organisational principle at work is that of dominance versus subordination: a ‘main’ point
(to have the window open) and a 'subordinate goal' (to provide a good justification for the request). Ferrara argues that,
applied to subordinate speech acts in a sequence, standard conditions of appropriateness may well be necessary but are not
sutficient. To be non-defective, an assertion (e.g. 'there are 30 people’ or indeed 'barely 1 per cent’) must be seen i terms of
what follows ('the desire that the window be opened’ or 'this is simply not good enough’). Given the same context, these
assertions could not have been performed appropriately in isolation, because they would not have fulfilled the 'non-
obviousness' condition. But, together with what follows them, the assertions point to a 'perspective’ from which the
propositional content becomes 'non-trivial’. As Ferrara (1980a: 238) puts it, 'without this relevance criterion, explicitly
suggested by another sentence in the sequence, the propositional content is simply too obvious and brings no information to

the hearer' [italics added].

The mplications of these views for the analysis of written texts or spoken monologues in domains such as translation and
interpreting are obvious. If we cast our minds back to the kind of difficulties encountered in dealing with a sample of writing
such as the news report (Sample (A)). we find that hearers are able to maintain relevance mainly by seeking to uphold
principles such as non-obviousness or non-triviality, and thus concerve of the utterances within a particular perspective. In
dealing with a sequence of sentences, text-users generally seem to work to an intentional 'plan’ comprising goals and the means
to achieve them. Producers and receivers of texts negotiate this conceptual order through 'shared beliefs' as well as 'norms’ in
operation.

To cast this in terms of speech-act theory, 'plans’ are essentially large action structures in terms of which given illocutionary
forces are evalmated
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and their contribution assessed as a means of achieving ultimate perlocutionary effects. It is this context-bound potential
displayved by a given speech act for entering a certain kind of relationship with the main speech act (justification, explanation
etc.) which ultimately seems to determine the appropriateness or otherwise of both the indvidual act and the entire sequence
(and the sequence of sequences). We will shortly have an opportunity further to tighten this analyvtic apparatus and emvisage it
within what we shall refer to as 'socio-textual practices’. But before we can do this, it might be helpful to build on the extremely
interesting notion of 'relevance’ touched on above and reassess recent developments within the Gricean framework of the
Cooperative Principle.

Extending the Boundaries Bevond the Cooperative Principle
What forms a crucial part of the quest for an optimally effective_ efficient and appropriate use of language, then_ is not

some huge set of ad hoc rules for constructing and interpreting [ . . . ] speech acts but a small but powerful set of
general principles of inference to interlocutors’ communicative mtentions in specific contexts (Levinson, 1981: 481-2)

In this respect, Grice has made a valuable contribution, raising a number of exciting questions which have remarkably
influenced our whole attitude to langnage use. According to Grice, meaning is not determined beforehand but is negotiated
only while utterances are made. Indeed. meaning may well become fixed in the process, but all the way, this is informed by a
variety of contextual factors, including hearer's cognitive processing abilities to infer meaning from context.

The Gricean scheme hinges on the so-called Cooperative Principle and a set of Maxims regulating how knowledge is
conveyed when people mmply, suggest or mean something distinct from what they say. This is important since the text-user is
not seen as constantly committed to acting under conventionally established conditions. True, the text user is essentially
someone who is ‘'merely trving to communicate with a minimum of needless efforts and distrbances'. but this is not always
straightforward and producers' intentionality itself may lead them to violate the maxims when it seems expedient (Beangrande

& Dressler, 1981: 123).

This point has been recently retterated by critical ingmists who specifically target the notion of indrvidualism perpetuated by
much of pragmatics. As Fairclough (1989: 9) points out, conventionalised ways of speaking or writing are not internalised
intact to be called up every time an occasion arises which requires their use. Nor is it plausible to promote the attitude
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that we are all engaged all the time in 'cooperative’ interactions in whose ground rules we have an equal say. In reality,
interaction can be and often is socially constrained by diverse social struggles and inequalities of power. This leads to an
element of creatmvity in the pexfnrmann:e of text-users which can be adequately accounted for only by a theory of 'action’
envisaged in terms of 'social practice'.

The Gricean scheme has certainly presented us with fewer holes to plug than, say, speech act theory. However, notions such
as 'expedience’ and language use as action’ within 'social practice’ do not seem to be adequately catered for by concepts such
as maxim flouting. Take, for example, the Albright extract cited as Sample A. This cannot be said to be entirely 'cooperative’
in the crisply Gricean sense, but it is highly 'informative’ (i.e. engaging): with the barely element, the speaker has hijacked the
way those who 'whine' operate or how the opposition might feebly question Clinton's foreign policy card. In this way the
expectation is set up for a rebuttal which might run along the following lines: "but this is hardly a sensible way of conducting
foreign policy'. Indeed, as I pointed out earlier, a more devious tactic from the opposition could have been to use exactly the
same wording as Albright but wronically: "but that will be used to write 30 per cent of the history and legacy of our times!". The
way Albright intended her text to read, however, is one which is suffused with self-denial, self-sacrifice and, as mentioned
earlier, prudence and good management.

In processing a text like Sample (A), the question essentially becomes: how do we know that a particular maxim has been
flouted and an mmplicature generated in the first place? And assuming that an implicature is identified, how do we know which
particular maxim has actually been infringed - Quantity, Quality, Manner or Relevance? Is what has happened a

flout’ (producing genuine implicatures) or some other form of non-observance (mere violation or infringement of the maxims)?
And, assuming once again that more than one maxim is mmplicated and that the various maxims are not of the same conceptual
order, can a ranking order or a scale of predominance be established? These and a host of other questions have recently been
raised by commentators on the Gricean model (e.g. Thomas, 1995). The answers, however, can be found neither in Grice nor
in the work of those who have subsequently popularised the scheme. N onetheless, these are real questions facing language-
users and analysts alike. What do we do when we encounter a politician insisting on borrowing from legal language or English
for science only to relay racist attitudes, as Sample (C) shows?
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Sample (C)
Let us take as our starting point the calculation of the General Register Office that by 1985 there would be in this

country 3.5 million coloured immigrants and their offspringm other words, that the present number would have
increased between two- and three-fold in the next seventeen vears on two assumptionscurrent rafe of infake and

current birthrate. (Enoch Powell, cited in Sykes, 1985 [italics added])

Or when we come across a working class housewife who, only to relay resentment. borrows the precise wording of the police
or experts i health care, as Sample D and E show?

Ssample (D)

Woman interviewed: a domestic they call it; they don't grve a stuff! (From a documentary on violence to women')

sample (E)
Woman interviewed: She is sectioned for 28 days and became one of those they call specialed which means yvou

have a murse following vou everywhere vou go. (From a documentary on 'mental health care')

To salvage what is otherwise a viable framework, we might perhaps look again at the Cooperative Principle and the notion of
implicature and consider alternative models of mplied meaning. The maxm of relevance will feature prominently, but before
we outhne the main proposals in this area of cognitive communication studies, it is smportant to distinguish two levels of
pragmatic meaning related to 'relevance’: one deals with relevance in terms of text orgamisation (i.e. in terms of the contribution
which a given text element makes as a 'step’ in an argument or an 'event’ in a narrative and so on); the other related vet distinct
sense of relevance is closely bound up with effectiveness and efficiency at the level of propositional content (i.e. ideational
investment and returns). While not 5111::1:11. adhering for the moment to the precise context of text politeness in which Sell
(1992) uses the terms, it is tempting to refer to the first sense of relevance as 'presentational' and the second as 'selectional'.
The Sperber and Wilson model of relevance (1986) may usefully be seen as catering for the domain of the latter 'selectional
manifestations and it is to these that we shall now briefly turn

The Gricean scheme has been taken to task by a number of theorists within pragmatics for the way the maxims are formulated

and how this leaves a number of questions unanswered. For example, Grice does not explicitly say what is precisely meant by
‘relevance’. The term is so ill-defined that a spate of theories have subsequently appeared with the
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disturbing conclusion that all maxims can be reduced to the single arch-maxim of relevance. To rectify what is certainly
unwieldy as a domain of inferential communication, Sperber and Wilson (1986) put forward a number of proposals and start
from the central premise that the basic amm of communication is to engender a change in the hearer's assumptions about the
world, to change a situation in a way that would not have been possible otherwise, in von Wright's (1967) terms. For this to
be achieved, information must be new or newly presented, and this would normally be processed in a context of existing
assumptions.

New information is said to carry so-called 'contextual effects’. Blakemore [:193? “3:} lists three ways in which a contextual
effect is achieved: new information may lead to the formation of a new as&m:l:lpnnn it may strengthen an existing assumption; or
it may lead to the abandoning of an E:!-:151:|11g as&m:uphnn In each case the hearer is left with a modified set of background
assumptions which are available for use in assessing the effect of the next proposition, which itself contributes to the
background of the next, and so on. In this cyclical fashion, new information would be seen as beimng 'relevant’. And it 1s here
that Sperber and Wilson's relevance principle properly comes into effect: communication operates in terms of cost and benefit,
a balance between processing effort and pay-off, with the contextual effects yielded constituting the profit side. Relevance,
then, is the number of contextual effects gained divided by the cost of the effort expended, thus:

- E{number of contextual effects) (Levinson, 1989: 459)
“Clcost of effort involved in obtaining E)

This 1s the inferential mechanism of relevance in a nutshell. While the 'presentational’ (organisational) criteria are obviously
catered for, albeit by mplication, the model focuses on the 'selectional’ (propositional) side of relevance. However, it is only
when we turn our attention to the presentational aspects that we can begin to see text relevance as a macro-level phenomenon
spectfically related to text organisation (i.e. the contribution which a given text element presentationally makes to prop up, say.
an 'argmment’ or sustain a 'narrative’). Blakemore (1987) touches on this dimension of relevance when, in dealing with how
contextual effects are generated, she 5peal-:5 of the availability of accruing background assumptions for use not only in

assessing current propositions but also in ﬁee;mg how this benefits from, and at the same time contributes to. the background of
propositions vet to unfold. This also neatly ties in with speech acting as part of a 'plan’: to maintain relevance is to uphold
principles such as non-obviousness or non-triviality, and concerve of
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utterances within a particular perspective (Ferrara, 1980, discussed in the previous section).

This text-level 'staging', however, implicates not only relevance but all the other Gricean maxims. As Green (1989: 101)
observes:

One consequence of the Cooperative Principle, and the maxim "be relevant' in particular, that Grice never discussed, is
that it provides the basis for a natural account of the problem of the coherence of texts.

However, if they are to be plausible, accounts of coherence must build on a conception of cohesion which goes bevond a
narrow focus on the 'hnguistic’ properties of sentences (e.g. Haliday & Hasan, 1976), and certainly away from spurious
comparisons with the grammaticality of sentences. What is needed is a theory of cohesion and coherence as two intimately
related aspects of text constitution working in harness and firmly based on the assumption that a sequence of sentences hangs
together by virtue of the text-user's compliance with the Cooperative Principle or motivated departures from it. Within such a
scheme envisaged at the level of text, indnidual sentences would be seen as intended to say something necessary, true and
relevant to accomplishing some objective in which (it is mutually believed) the text producer and the intended audience are
mutually interested. A coherent text is one where the interpreter can readily reconstruct the speaker's plan with reasonable
certainty, by inferring the relations among the sentences, and their individual relations to the various subgoals in the inferred
plan for the enterprise understood to be at hand (Green, 1989: 103).

This does not only bring together the various strands of speech acting and cooperativeness under the umbrella of textuality but
also holds good for the process of translation. To make texts more coherent, the tendency among translators, particularly in
the Anglo-American tradition of literary translation and when working into the more prestigious 'literate’ languages. say, from a
predominantly orate tongue, has invariably been to impose order on a seemingly chaotic source text. This is sometimes
achieved by spelling out the connections that could well have been deliberately left implicit. As we will make clear in a later
part of this chapter, such translator decisions. even if well-meant, are risky: interventions of this kand could distract the attention
of the target reader away from the author's point and towards issues that could potentially be marginal.

From Socio-cultural Valies to Socio-textual Practices

So far, we have sought to see the entire pragmatic enterprise in a new (and hopefully refreshing) light. Speech acting involves
more than the
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identification by a speaker or a hearer of a collection of neatly delimited inguistic elements each of which carnies its own
‘locutionary’ and 'perlocutionary’ tags, and which are ultimately strung together in the realisation of texts. Nor is
cooperativeness always conv entional and unconstrained. To be viewed more realisticallv, doing thmgﬂ with words which, other
thmgﬁ being equal. must be necessary, true and relevant, can only be pursued adequately when seen in its natural habitatthe
text in context. This is not always a ﬂn’aightfnrward matter, with intentionality more often than not turning out to be particularly
opaque and with the result that we are required to invoke a number of other communicative systems which define and are in
turn defined by context.

One such communicative set of parameters is that related to the register membership of the text. Here, we certainly talk about
aspects of the message such as field or subject matter. tenor or level of formality and whether texts are in the spoken or
written mode. But we also and perhaps more meaningfully see field of discourse as home to intense ideational activity, tenor of
discourse as a site of conflict and harmony, and mode as the mainstay of textualisationthe way sequences of sentences exhibit
a structure and a texture which together contribute to the ultimate effect of texts being cohesive and coherent. Consider, for
example, how the idea of social institutions and social process, on the one hand, and power and solidarity, on the other, have
respectively proved to be crucial ideational and interpersonal resources in processing Albright's contribution in Sample A_

Granted, this is all underpinned by intentionality but, for intentions to be pursued propetly, we are inevitably pointed in the
direction of langnage use as a social semiotic. Here, what we may refer to as the 'sociocultural' dimension becomes a factor to
be reckoned with. It does indeed matter what "honour' can mean to an Englishman or to an Arg&nhn&an or that the needs of
the group. say, in Chinese receive greater emphasis than in English. Ultimately, however, these socio-cultural values become
meaningful only when deploved in sequences of utterances serving particular rhetorical purposes such as arguing or engaging in
detached exposition (i.e. become what we shall now technically refer to as 'texts’).

Texts are not processed in a vacuum but rather in terms of certain norms conventionally governing given communicative events
(or what we shall call 'genres’). Recall how the 'deplorable + wrony' reading in the Albright Sample (A) above was worked out

essentially as a 'textualisation’ procedure motivated by the 'political polemic’ as a genre. By the same token, the rival reading of
'mildly deplorable + good management' is also possible
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when a 'ves-but' textual strategy 1s activated within the 'political manifesto’ or the 'mangural address' as a genre.

However, genres and texts cannot function alone. Albright could indeed be said to have mastered the relevant genres and
texts, but the effect which she has achieved on this occasion is, [ suggest, ultimately related to her mastery of the discourse: the
confidence-inspiring, non-whining, upbeat tempo of someone who believes in the American way, who was there 'at the
creation’ in the postwar years, and so on. Discourse, then, is an all- mn:nmpas&mg aspect of what we have been referning to as
'sociotextual practice subsuming the expression of particular attitudes in the service of given social institutions, social processes
and a dominant ideclogy. Here, our speech acting and explicatures or implicatures are seen within a discursive plan
implemented through a strict adherence to the rules of both the genre and the text as communicative occasion and rhetorical
purpose respectively. Inter-discursmvity will be the framework within which text politeness and other related aspects of
intentionality will now be seen, as the following schematic representation of text in context in Figure 1 shows.

User (dialects) <> Speech Acts <> Socio-culture
Use (Field, Tenor, Mode) Presupposition Socio-textual practices
Inference Text
Implicature Genre
Discourse

& # #
- - 3

—————————— W S ——

e N— SR — -
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iqq.-
ii.'r-
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=TRU L_ TURE

TEXTURE
{Adapted from Hatim & Mason, 1990)

Figure 1

Politeness: A Discoursal Perspective

The story of politeness_ about which we will have to be fairly brief, strikingly parallels that of much of pragmatics, and
specifically the way theories of the speech act, implicature and indeed relevance have evolved.
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Atomism

Let us start with how analvtic atomism characterised the early approaches to the study of the subject. Politeness was, for a
long time, treated as an utterance-level phenomenon and the diverse realisations were almost exclisively seen in terms of
'speech-act strategies’ and from the itandpmnt of how these are pern:en ed by native- and non-native-speakers (Walters.
1979). In fact. Walters' experiments, using a 'standard lexical context' for the language pair English-Spanish, specifically
instruct informants to ignore context as much as possible. In these and similar studies, comparative/quantitattve analvses were
systematically conducted vielding conclusions such as 'in X language 12 forms are available for the polite performance of a
oiven speech act, while only 6 are at the disposal of speakers from Y language'.

But, as Thomas (1995: 156) points out, such approaches to politeness suffer from a number of serious shortcomings. One has
to do with confusing pragmatic with sociolinguistic analvsis. In the latter, it is indeed legitmate to list all the forms used in the
performance of a given function, speech act or whatever. But taxonomies become pragmatics proper only when the formal
distribution of a particular use is seen in terms of strategic deployment of a given form in an attempt to achieve a speaker's
goal.

The second weakness of utterance-level approaches, Thomas observes, relates to the requirement of context which is crucial
and which 1s imvariably glossed over in predominantly formal analyses of politeness. The myth perpetuated by some of the
'descriptive’ studies of politeness is that some connection necessarily exists between linguistic forms and polite function. This
may indeed be borne out by decontextualised data, but as soon as contextual specifications are restored, such a linkage all but
disappears.

Atomism, then, is the root cause of the problem in a great deal of work on politeness, precisely as was the case with speech
act theory under the Austin/Searle regime. This criticism is levelled by Sell (1992) even at early formulations of politeness
within a Brown & Levinson (1978) framework: here, like speech acts, certain expressions are said to have certain effects
(polite or impolite) on people. But, as Sell (1992: 213) incisively asks:

‘What about all the other expressions and all the other things”? Can linguistic form not be mapped on to interactive

moves more closely and move comprehensively? In particular, can one really isolate FTAs (face threatening actions)
and politeness from everything else?
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The socio-cultural bias

In charting the routes which present-day notions of politeness have traversed over the vears, another striking feature (in
addition to the atomism and the sociolinguistic tendency previously discussed) has been the undue focus on matters
sociocultural We start at the beginning and recall how, in certain quarters, politeness was seen as a 'real world phenomenon'.
Thomas (1995: 150 defines this trend in terms of the way 'politeness [was] interpreted as a genuine desire to be pleasant to
others'. This harks back to how, once again like speech acts, politeness was, at one stage, seen as the underlying motrvation
for inguistic behaviour. Such a wished-for and often contextually implausible correlation cannot be considered legitimate

pragmatics.

Similarly, deference and formality of reg15ter have been invoked in an attempt to explain politeness phenomena. A great deal of
effort has been expended, I might add in vain. in trving to correlate. say, T/V pronoun distribution with pragmatic politeness.
However, these factors can be and perhaps often are used strate gil:ﬂ]l‘_‘_-'_ with speakers deliberately opting for a particular form
in order to achieve a given goal We therefore suggest that, unless this element of motivatedness is built into the analysis (in
which case we are no longer in the purely sociocultural but well and truly within the sociotextual domain), deference or register
has little if anvthing to do with pragmatic politeness as we understand it.

Undue emphasis on the spoken mode

To date, most formulations of politeness have been envisaged with spoken discourse in mind and almost exclusively within
face-to-face interaction. In fact, Brown and Levinson (1978/198 7) do not consider there to be a politeness dimension to
written texts and, when Leech (1983) broaches the issue_ he deals with writing under the so-called 'collaborative functions'
where, as he sees it, the 'illocutionary’ goal is indifferent to the 'social' goals and where talk of politeness is therefore largely
irrelevant. True, there have been a number of studies which use the politeness framework i the analysis of written (mostly
literary) texts (e.g. Wadman, 1983; Simpson, 1989 etc.). But, as Sell (1992: 217) points out, the discussion invariably
revolves around politeness i# texts and not of texts. That is, politeness is perceived not as part of genuine interaction between
writer and reader but rather within the contrived interaction of the world of mimeses between personae and characters.

With Sell, we may ask: Is writing less interactive than speech? As far back as the 1920s, Volosinov (1921) argued for the
need to see the written text as 'a vitiated dialogue worked into the body of a monologic utterance’. This
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has recently been echoed by a number of writers working on text structure and pragmatics. From the perspective of applied
linguistics and speech-act theory. Flowerdew (1990 93)) observes that, in addition to the locutionary and illocutionary acts
which utterances convey, a third. more interactive component may be identified. namely the 'interactional' act. This conveys
how one utterance relates to the other utterances in the discourse.

Two approaches to the analysis of pragmatic meaning are thus in evidence: one focuses on the communicative intent and
relates to the illocutionary act performed; the other, in the words of Widdowson (1979:2),

would not focus so much on what communication is achieved, [but] is directed at the interaction management aspects
of use . . . [i.e.] with reference to their function as elements of discourse structure (e.g. agreement, disagreement,
initiation ).

In the same vein, Edmondson (1981: 82) suggests that:

A communicative act has a function with respect to both the structure of the interaction of which it forms a part and
with respect to the attitndes, feelings and beliefs of the speaker making it. It is both an inferactional and an
illocutionary act [italics added].

More specifically, Hoey (1983, 1988) focuses on the means by which writers establish a dialogue with their readers,
antictpating their reactions and buﬂdmg this into the constitution of thew texts. It is this dialogic nature of the written text which
has particularly caught the attention of Literary Pragmatics: of course, speech is more personally evaluative than writing, but
some speech can be as analytic and objective as any written text designed with these communicative aims in mind. By the
same token, it is argued, writing can be casual and unceremonial and always capable of interacting with human beings
sometimes more fundamentally than any speech (Sell, 1992: 218).

This can now shed some useful light on the dynamics of the written text. Sell (1992: 219) lists a number of mteresting
phenomena and convincingly shows that writers are just as keen to hold the floor as any speaker, a source of utter disquiet
particularly when mutual communicative access is blocked as a result. Sell (1992: 220) accepts the notion that compromising
particles, for example, are less in evidence in writing than i speech, but goes on to point out that writers hesitate st as often
as speakers and the need of (cooperative) writers constantly to justify every move can only point to a genuine desire to resist
rejection.

Writing, then, is dialogic and interactive. This has obvious implications for the study of politeness and has been admirably
explored by what has

< previous page page 86 next page >



< previous page page 87 next page >

Page 87

come to be known as the 'conversational contract view', proposed by Fraser (1990). Here, the basic idea is that of 'nghts and
obligations' and of how interaction is invariably constrained by an awareness of the norms obtaining within the interaction and
of the rights and obligations entailed by it. Thomas (1995) welcomes the trend as fitting in well with the idea of the "actmity
type'those goal-directed and socially-constituted events which control what can or cannot be done by a conventionally
established set of participants. setting and so on.

In sociotextual practice terms, the earlier discussion of the 'mteractional versus the 'nformational’ and of the way this relates to
pD]itE:I‘lEEE [iﬂ 'i.vritten or spoken exchange) all raise issues which can be adequatelv settled only by reference to what we shall
call 'text'. 'genre’ and 'discourse'. to be dealt with from a translation perspective in greater detail shortly. However, let us briefly
return to the politeness of the written text seen from the standpoint of Literary Pragmatics. Here, the sense of politeness
relayved by distinctions such as illocutionary versus that which focuses on interaction management has been captured by an
interesting scale of values suggested by Sell (1992: 221) in terms of 'choice and cooperativeness in interpersonal relations':
among other things_ politeness would be 'a matter of choosing subject matter and language, and . . . a matter of helpfulness’.

The 'choice' element in both style and substance is labelled 'selectional politeness' and involves text users in observing all the
taboos and conventions of social and moral decorum operative within thewr culture (Sell, 1992: 222). Note in passing that this
must also subsume what we have so far referred to as locutionary/fllocutionary, communicative intent, 'what' communication is
achieved, that aspect of the message which tends to be information-based, and even that which is related to attitudes, feelings
and beliefs.

The cooperativeness element, on the other hand, vields so-called 'presentational politeness' invobing the text-user in varving
degrees of compliance with the cooperative principle to ensure that the reader is reasonably guided through what is happening,
what is meant_ or why something is said when it is said in a particular form and not another' (Sell, 1992: 222). Here, we must
also include what we have referred to as the interactional, the interaction management aspect, the function of elements in

discourse structure, the broadly function-based which. in the words of Thompson and Thetela (1995: 104), is said to
concentrate:

on the ways in which writers more or less overtly conduct interaction with thewr readers. particularly by assuming for

themselves and
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assigning to the readers roles in the interaction [ . . . ] and by mtruding in the message to comment on and evaluate it.

Politeness of Texts

For our purposes, we shall here borrow and slightly modify the basic parameters originally worked out for politeness by
Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987). Their Model Person (and ours) is a langunage-user with two endowments: practical
reasoning which provides a basis for the identification of ends and the means to achieve them; and face. Face involves the
desire on the part of the text-user to be left alone (negative face) and the wish to be approved of (positive face). Thus, writers
who, as Thompson and Thetela (1995) observe, manage the interaction properly and who mtuittvely know when to mtrude m
the message for a comment or an evaluation, assume for themselves and their readers appropriate roles in the interaction and
could be said to uphold principles of text politeness in the sense in which we are using the term. That is, as part of their
‘practical reasoning’ (or what we would rather call 'textual competence'), they are able to see beginnings. middles and ends to
texts and, through what they do with language. vale the freedom to do as they want and appreciate such a desire in others
(negative face). Moreover, they like to feel 'included’ and appreciate that others wish to feel the same (positive face).

Against this background, distinctions outlined above such as information versus function, communicative versus face managing,
illocutionary versus interactional, become particularly meamngful To uphold politeness norms, writers resort to a variety of
textual resources in order to make sure that the content of what they say is sensittve to face needs and that this is supportively
negotiated, in such a way that face damage is mimmised. In other words, they operate the 'politeness’ mechanism at both the
level of selection and of presentation (Sell, 1992). Along similar lines to the relationship suggested between selectional,
propositional matters, on the one hand, and the mformation-based, illocutionary, communicative side of message construction,
on the other hand, [ wonder if a similar relationship could not be envisaged between the selection aspect and sociocultural
values, leaving us with some kind of relationship between presentation (organization) and sociotextual valies.

That 15, while not wishing to equate too strictly the socio-cultural domain with the 'selectional’ and the socio-textual with the
'‘presentational’ (after all these values are emphatically envisaged on a scale, a contimmm), it is nevertheless tempting to view
selectional manifestations in terms of politeness as an utterance-level phenomenon or as a real-world phenomenon (deference,
formality etc_). Consider, for example, how choice of subject
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matter, helpfulness, taboos, social and moral decorum and so on, all form part of the cultural milien within which text-users
operate and negative and positive face work is conducted.

However, selectional politeness and sociocultural values, important as they are i thewr own right, will in effect be dormant
(some lapsing into dead metaphors or clichés or, worse, into stereotypes) unless and unil they an:qun’e varying degrees of
sociotextual significance when 'presented’ in a paﬂ:u:ular manner and for a particular purpose. The 'ves-but' straw man gambit
is a thetorical purpose around which texts become cohesive and coherent; the mean sheriff in Cowboy films or the half-human
howl in horror movies is an important ingredient of the genre functioning as a viable clue to conventionally reco gnised
communicative events; and addressing a black andience with the infamous vou people (which allegedly cost Ross Perot the
candidature for the presidency of the USA) is a feature of discourse, w here language becomes the mouthpiece of social
institutions and social processes (e.g. racism). To put this slightly differently, our selections and the cultural values they relay
become genuinely communicative only when viewed as part of the sociotextual practices of text-users. This has obvious
implications for the way politeness is percerved, practical reasoning is carried out and face work managed. To expand on
some of these issues and to focus propetly on the notion of text politeness, let us consider one or two text samples.

sample (F)
Department of . .

Announcing a special lecture by our most distinguished guest

All are welcome and admission is free. This is one of Dr . . . 's rare public appearances in the UK. In order to secure
yvour place at the lecture, we would ask you to register in advance by filling in the form below and returning it before

24 February. The venue for the lecture

This text appeared on a flver issued by a British untversity department announcing a lecture by an internationall v renowned
guest-speaker. Sociocultural and selectional problems relating to face and politeness are certainly manifest here, but these are
ultimately explainable in terms of sociotextual practices customary for this kind of writing. More specifically, it is genre which is
infringed. The genre problem does not only have to do with the conventional profile of the 'academic announcement', but also.

perhaps more seriously, with the 'other' genre hijacked and misappropri-
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ated. namely that of show business publicity material True, academic life has i recent vears seen a great deal of what
Fairclough (1992) calls the 'commodification’ of higher education (e.g. universities advertising thewr wares on TV ). But for a
daring example of intertextuality like that triggered by Sample (F) to pass muster, it must be properly negotiated (i.e. presented
with subtlety) which, I suggest. is not the case here. The socio-textual faux pas mvolved may partly be due to the fact that we
seem to know a great deal about both the genre of the academic announcement (actually present) and the genre of show
business publicity material (wrtual and mvoked). For English at least, these are smrrounded by a fairly strict and deep-rooted
set of dos and don'ts. There is also the issue of the source of the advertisement. the absence of commercial pressure of
economic mmperative etc.

Assessing samples of writing such as (F) in terms of text politeness and socio-textual practice is necessarily a matter of focus.

For example, genre is singled out as the socio-textual aspect most at risk in Sample (F). But text and discourse are also
implicated. Sample G demonstrates this overlap more clearly.

Sample (&)
A soaking on the beach . . . a snub by the Left
CANUTE KINNOCK
By GORDON GREIG, Political Editor

NEIL KINWNOCK., just elected Labour's voungest leader at 41, saw an old party tide threaten to swamp his new
begimnning last night.

Once again, the nightmare question came up. How far are you going to dismantle Britain's nuclear defence shield?

The answer helped Michael Foot lose the last election and from the way the argument was boiling at Brighton, it
clearly threatened to help Mr Kinnock lose the next one.

His induction to the mantle of leadership began with a soaking on Brighton beach as he stumbled and fell at the sea's
edge while posing for photographers. But the embarrassment of the Canute-like ducking was nothing to the problem
of a backroom row between Labour's Left and Right over the rising tide of pacifism and one-sided nuclear
disarmament in the party.

Suicide

An angry session of the National Executive provided a curtain-raiser to a debate on Wednesday which may nail voung
Mr Kinnock more firmly than ever to getting rid of all nuclear weapons.

It saw the novice leader frantically buttonholing colleagues in an attempt to
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avert what he sees as political suicide. It also saw Denis Healey angrily pounding the table and warnings from Anthony
Wedgewood Benn and Ken Livingstone that Mr Kinnock could blow it in the next vear if he does not stick to left-

wing policies.

And there was a blunt message to Mr Kinnock from veteran Left Winger Joan Maynard at a fringe meeting: 'If vou
don't walk with your shoes straight we'll have vou next vear'.

But for a few moments the trendy new leader enjoyed the razzmatazz of an election night with an overwhelming victory

for the 'dream ticketMr Kinnock plus Rov Hattersley as his deputy.

The result of the leadership ballot, with Mr Kinnock streets ahead of his nearest rival Mr Hattersley and Peter Shore
and Eric Heffer nowhere, produced an explosion of cheers.

Mr Kinnock clenched his hands above his head boxer-style and gave his wife and inspirationGlenysa hearty kiss. (The
Daily Express, & October 1983)

This text is normally processed against the background of a set of expectations which may be summarised as follows. The
register membership of the text (field. tenor and mode) is assumed to be least hybrd (straightforward, albeit front-page, news
reporting). Intentionality is similarlv expected to be least opaque (to inform with minimal expenditure of unnecessary effort),
and semiotics least turbulent (mtegﬂh of the signs 'discourse’, 'genre’ and 'text’). Consider, however, how register membarsh:p
is rreparably shifted in the actual text: huge headline, huge phutugraph to reinforce a Tory pseudo-sympathy towards a
'misfortune’ of Labour; a mock-heroic tone and a comic dissimilitude (which both conspire to underline the opponent's
predicament); the logical and rhetorical sophistry in Canure Kinnock (with the two words linked by similarity of sound and
stress pattern to prop up the comic tone). 1

As for intentionality . this has also been perniciously shifted to relay sentiments serving a single overarching theme: undemocratic
instability and the consequent unelectability of a Labour government. This global thematic thrust is facilitated by numerous local
intentions utilizing a variety of pragmatic resources such as wony (e.g. Michael Foot 'helped’ Labour in losing the last general
E:lecﬁnnﬁ} The element of pragmatic 'purposefulness’ involved eventually seeps into the semiotic constitution of the text and
acts on Slgﬂi pmdun:mg in the process an interaction that is blatanily biased to say the least: 'voung' is stripped of its positive
connotations to acquire distinctively negative values (e.g. unfit to govern): and semiotic constructs such as old party tide,
dream ticket, trendy, razzmatazz, throngh novice, enhance the overall effect of 'vouthful irresponsibility’.

Texture responds to and manifests these shifts in register, intention and semiotic sign. Within register. a number of nguistic
resources have been fully tapped: ideational choices (e.g. non-core vocabulary and metaphoric
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expression), mterpersonal choices (the formality of mantle aof induction lapsing nto 'rows' and "ducking’) and textual choices
(through-argumentation with a text pmc’mn:er rarely pausing to consider alternative views). Through the kind of intentionality
described earlier, the normalcy of the sign has been tampered with at both micro- and macro-level (50::10 cultural and
sociotextual practices respectively). In the latter domain, the text, the genre and the discourse are all cast in a mould totally
counter to expectations.

This 15 the kind of writing which we shall describe as 'done in blatant contravention of the norms of text politeness'. In
translation, as I shall explain later, this infringement becomes part and parcel of meaﬂjng mal-cing and. all things being equal.
must be preserved warts and all in the target language. In dealing with this kind of text, it is a matter solely for readers of the
source text within the source language and culture to complain about the 'offence’. if so felt. by writing to the editor, cancelling
SlleI.'_‘I'r_pUDIIS to the paper or even leaving the Conservative Party; it is not an issue we could do much about in translation.
That is. it is not for us as translators to right the wrongs of politeness when the object of the exercise in the source language
(target language skopos permitting) is not merely to mpart information but to be deliberately devious.

To return to the mechanics of text politeness, the concept can now be defined in the following terms:

Texts are said to be upholding norms of politeness when in terms of both their micro- and macro-structure
thev are seen tafulfil expectations regarding all or some of the normal and customary contextual requirements
in thefollowing domains: register membership, intentionality and both the socio-cultural and socio-textual
practices involved. The latter semiotic dimension pertains to the discourse, genve and texts felt to be
appropriate within the communicative event or speech activity in guestion,

Texts which uphold norms of politeness would also include those which systematically defv expectations on all
or some af the grounds previously identified provided that such departures are rhetorically motivated and
adeguately negotiated, securing uptake and gaiming the acceptance of textually competent users of the
language. Otherwise, texts would be deemed "impolite’ incurring damage toface both negative and positive.

Cast in a Gricean framework, this hypotheses could now read: texts deemed 'mpolite’ would include those elements which, at

sequence-level. violate anv of the Cooperative Principle maxims (Quantity, Quality. Manner and Relevance). Seen particularty
from the vantage point of relevance, 'impolite’ texts would thus be those which piecemeal or
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collectrvely fail to vield sufficient contextual effects to justify the expenditure of processing effort in terms of accruing returns.
Finally, with speech acts in mind, 'mpolite’ texts would be those in which the sequential order of elements does not readily
vield a hierarchic organization and which thus fail to deploy cohesion in the service of coherence, making the retrieval of
plansible text worlds unnecessarily difficult. All these 'mpoliteness’ conditions could be reversed and rendered advantageous
(interesting. engaging, creative etc.) if and only if violations are rhetorically motivated and adequately negotiated securing
uptake and gaining the acceptance of textually competent users of the language.

To conclude this section, it is perhaps worth ﬂuting that the socio-textual dimension (with varying degree:i of socio-cultural
mput} and the presentation aspect (with varving degrees of selectional input) are paﬂ:u:ularh privileged in the way we relay or
perceive text pnht&neaﬁ Consider the list of features which Sell (1992) provides in the context of discussing writing as a
phenomenon which is just as interactive as speech and which we present here as features of 'polite’ writing:

& sxpressing reservations by means of mverted commas or phrases such as 'so to speak’ and 'as it were';

® using the resources of modal expressions to the same effect:

e explicitly forestalling objections or resorting to hedging by means of what can still conveniently be called indirect speech
acts;

® resorting to metatextnal comment. smmaries. headlines and structural parallelism or antithesis_ to point up an arcument;
e deciding on stylistic embellishment, or plainness, as more likkely to hold attention;

e including overt or covert evaluations of our subject matter, so as to prevent the reaction most dreaded by writers or
speakers alike, 'So what”'

The textual enterprise

But who is it that ultimatelvy oversees this complex machinery for the construction of meaning? To answer this question we must
first enquire into how communities of text users go about their textual business. This seems to be conducted through what may
be described as an incessant quest to achieve effectiveness, efficiency and appropriateness. Modifying de Beangrande's
(1980) terminology slightly_ effectiveness is achieved when a group of language users negotiate and agree on conventional
ways of directly catering for:
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(1) the cultural codes which adequately serve the mores of the diverse institutions and social processes at work;

(2) the communicative events which collectively make up the 'life-world' (to use Ong's, 1983, term) of the community in
question;

(3) the variety of rhetorical purposes whose pursuance guarantees that verbal or non-verbal output is both cohesmve and
coherent (i.e. commensurate with accessible text worlds).

We have referred to these elements of the semiotic regime as discourse, genre and texts respectively. But to secure efficiency,
the principle of recurrence enters the equation: we tend to do things not only in an ordetly fashion but also within a system of
expectations which can be flouted only for a good reason. This conventional pattern underpins appropriateness and basically
determines what can or cannot be done with language, given the stringent dos and don'ts negotiated by generations of
speakers of a given language and evolving against a backdrop of both tradition and modernity.

Now to answer the question of who looks after this gigantic textual enterprise, adjudicating as it were over what is polite and
what is not, we must recognise that a variety of sources are involved, the most important of which is the mass media and those
men and women who work on the output, readers who write in and so on. To illustrate how powerful and authoritative this
can be in a language such as English. let us take what we have termed politeness of texts as the specific area of pragmatic
meaning. and focus on non-verbal signs as a socio-cultural dimension of semiotic meaning. In an article for The Sunday
Times, Hugh Pearman argues for the need to adopt a coherent design policy to sort out the civic muddle displaved on Britain's
city streets. Pearman is worth quoting at some length:

Today, however, not only has the red gone, but the new BT style just doesn't work as well. The current virtually
ivisible style of the BT phnne box is even worse, when it comes to spotting one, than the better-looking glasi and
aluminium sub- high-tech image of the French PTT. BT's rival, Mercury, has a clearer underﬁtandmg of the importance
of colour, but unfortunately has opted for a hideous turquoise to do the ]nb Both logosBT's prancing famry and
Mercury's zappy Mare equally nasty. and both are amateurish, compared with the cool, rational design of, for
mstance, the Dutch PTT . ..

.. . But so what? Why shouldn't public service companies louse up their image if they want to? Are these not mere
incidentals to life, no more important than the design of cornflakes packets?
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Indmvidually, they may be incidental, but collectively they matter a great deal . . . ('Signs of the time', The Sunday
Times, 27 September 1991)

Our aim in citing this piece of applied semiotics is simply to show that today's hunch is tomorrow's norm which in the fulness of
time becomes imviolable, SDtElEﬂ]Jng we live by. To return to politeness of the written word, a similar act, this time of
institutionalizing language use. is effected by letters to the editor (themselves a genre with its own discourse and typical text
formats). Martin (1985) discusses ideology in discourse and suggests a scheme within which text producers may be 'for' or
‘against' an issue (e_g. Should Australia mine and export uranium?). Within either camp we encounter the radicals of the Left
and the conservatives of the Right (with some obviously more radical or more conservative than others).

On the subject of 'killing kangaroos', Habirar (a magazine of conservation and the environment produced by the Australian
Conservation Society) published an editorial. Habitat typically expresses the views of the 'less' radical (the resolvers) within
the anti-camp. The editorial, however, was untypical and the discourse had an unfamiliar edge to it. This was immediately
spotted by the readers of the magazine and letters flooded in, decrving the way the editorial specifically used 'a little too much
of the language of the [ultra radicals] for thewr liking' (Martin, 198 5: 38).

This is politeness of texts at work: BT, Mercury, Habirar and the Daily Express front page news editor have all been ticked
off by self-appointed (but effective) gl.lElI’dlﬂI‘lE of felicity for overstepping some mark and thereby ulﬁ'mgng '‘politeness’. Face is
implicated and the text receiver is either thwarted or insulted. But we are nowhere nearer to answering the question we set out
with. At this stage of ethno-semiotic research, we simply do not know enough about what keeps this textual machinery running
and. in the case of languages with a re&pectable measure of literacy, smoothly [ might add. Thankfully, the translator who
would no doubt benefit from this discoursal awareness is not in a hm*rj, to know, as we will make clear in the following section.

The Translator's Angle

When we closely examine the phenomena cited here, we see that they all imvolve socio-textual practices recognized by given
language communities and sanctioned by the rhetorical conventions at work. This leads us to question the 'unrversality' thesis of
politeness as far as texts are concerned. Of course, like 'promising’ or generating an mmplicature or approaching issues related
to relevance, politeness is a universal in the sense that we all have 'face’ of some kind and practical reason to go with it. And
certainly
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there will be many areas of textual activity across the langunages and cultures of the world where the ground rules are almost
universal.

When it comes to (a) the availability or otherwise of a given politeness strategy, (b) the incidence and frequency of such
strategies and (c) the realization in linguistic form of such strategies, that is. when it comes to how we actually go about our
textual business, these pragmatic constructs will invariably turn out to be unique to us and to the culture (and subculture) to
which we belong. In fact, this also goes for micro-level speech acting (e.g. some languages do not promise or are more likely
to promise differently). generating implicatures (e_g. the Quantity maxim is problematic in certain languages which value
prolixity) and as far as relevance is concerned, one man's meat is certainly someone else's poison.

In the maze of this textual activity across diverse cultural and linguistic boundaries, the translator truly functions as a mediator.
In the area of text pnht&ne&& for example, the translator would have to appreciate source-text politeness within the norms and
comventions operative in the source language and culture. He or she would then have to anticipate how politeness in the
relevant area of textual activity would be handled in the target language and culture.

It is the latter procedure of assessing how a given rendering can secure optimal reception in the target language which would
most certainly take precedence over all other criteria. This scenario, however, is valid only for highly stable contexts and only
when information-mmparting is the basic function of both source and target texts. Consider the following sample as an
ilustration of the kind of difficulties encountered in this domain of cross-cultural communication, particularly when working
from languages with a certain measure of what Ong (1983) calls 'residual orality'”:

sample (H) (back-translation from Avrabic)

This study aims to attain goals which quantitatively go beyond the number of pages it contains. For it is essentially
intended to embark on a general and comprehensive assessment of all of the studies which have been conducted so far
in the field of Islamic Cwvilization, and to expose the ad hoc, intuitive nature which, in those rare studies which are
somewhat objective, can only reflect a low level of awareness of the value of this civilization and its role in the present
and future existence.

In the absence of the translator's much-needed intervention here, Sample (H) (regrettably a published abstract of an academic

article) would by all the criteria discussed above be deemed to have contravened norms of text politeness in English. In
addition to the selectional and socio-cultural
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aspects of message construction, presentational politeness has suffered badly due to a blatant flouting of what constitutes the
genre 'abstract’, the text format 'conceptual exposition’ and indeed the analytical, detached discourse of academic abstract
writing. This is not the case in Arabic (the source language) and, for text politeness to be restored in translation, target
language norms in operation within the socio-textual practices customary m this kind of context will have to be heeded and the
elements underlined perhaps doctored accordingly.

But. as pointed out earlier, this is not always the case. When source-text function is not purely mformation-imp arting but, say.
persuasive, depafmre& from norms of pa]itene&a (be these socio- cultural or socio-textual) must be appreciated for what they
are and rendered intact. if only to draw attention to them or even to shock the target reader. An example of text politeness
compromised, predominantly due to socio-cultural factors, is taken from a novel by the Moroccan writer M. Shulori:

sample (la) (back-translation from the Arabic)
There were three men smoking kif around the card table. I asked Mr Abdullah ff | could leave my bag with him till the

following day. He wanted me to show him what was in it two large framed pictures, a pair of trousers, two shirts and

a pair of socks. (Shukri 1990, zaman al-akhta’: 19)

The published translation into English misleadingly re-negotiates predominantly socio-cultural politeness of text (or the
deliberate absence of it) along the following lines, closing the gaps deliberately left for the reader to work out:

Sample (1)

[ asked Mr Abdullah ff T could leave my bag with him till the following day. He said it would be alright, but he
wanted to check what was in it, so [ had to show himtwo large framed pictures, a pair of trousers, two shirts and a
pair of socks. (Emery [1993] Streerwise p. 11; material in italics added or modified by the translator)

What the translation in Sample (Ib) has rredeemably lost is the atmosphere ('at the end of one's tether) which is characteristic
of the genre, the discourse and the text format of the source text. It is this kind of loss which domestication mvarnably mflicts on
source texts and cultures (Venuti, 1995).

To illustrate the issue of nmmvited interventions predominantly invobving needless restoration of deliberately fractured socio-
textual patterns in translation, consider the following text sample:
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sample (Ja)

[ was 24 vears old and [ was enamoured of gambling. The matter like so many things in life started with small easy
things, such that one never dreams that one's whole life would change. At first we would play for walnuts, then we
began to play for poultrv, and then came the day when I played for the three calves I had. Fmally, I play ed for the
trees. (Munif, 1973)

Here, a number of features contribute to a residually oral narrative where aspects of text constitution such as repetition are part
and parcel of literary meaning-making. The translation into English took similar liberties as Sample (Ib) and we end up with the
following flawed target version:

Sample (Jb)

[ was 24 vears old andfond of gambling Like so many things in this world, the whole thing started in a very small
way. In such cases vou never dream that vour whole life is going to change as a result. At first we used to gamble
with walmts, then we began to play for poultry; and then came the day when I gambled with the three calves I had.
Finally, I threw the trees in. (The Iragi Cultural Centre The Trees; material in italics added or modified by the
tt'ﬂ.tlﬁlﬂtm'}

No doubt, the target renderings in Sample (Ib) and Sample (Jb) are models of text politeness (selectional and presentational,
respectively) in English. The reader would not be interested so much in models of English on this occasion as in the way
politeness is skalfull v flouted. The comic effect generated as a result of this misapphed domesticating strategy in these target
renderings (as opposed to a more appropriate foreignising strategvVenuti, 1993) is certainly not what the source texts are
about.

Two mportant points must be underlined at this juncture: one is to do with the literal versus free distinction which has been
erroneously mvoked and more or less equated with foreignising and domesticating strategies respectively. It is indeed tempting
to equate foreignising with a more literal mode and domesticating with a freer mode and this is more or less how it is in most
cases. But, as Venuti (1992, 1995 and personal communication) stresses, the literal-free line of attack is j'l.lit one part of the
overall strategy of fnrmgmﬁatmn or domestication. Of considerable importance in this regard is source-text 'strategic design’' or
the 'falling into dialogue' which the author would have initiated with the reader and which the translator must heed and present
intact to the target reader.

The other point emerging from this discussion of domestication is that the 'strategic design’ of texts, which is the mainstay of a
foreignising
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strategy. is by no means restricted to literary expression. Along a contimmm of evalativeness for both fiction and non-fiction,
the more dynamic a text is, the more profound (and consequently the more foreignizable) its strategic design will be. To

illustrate this from a non-fictional text, consider Sample (K):

sample K

It was through the war that we unveiled the deceitful face of the World Devourers. It was through the war that we
recognized our enemies and friends. It was through the war that we concluded that we mmst stand on our own feet. It
was through the war that we broke the back of both Eastern and Western superpowers. It was through the war that
we consolidated the roots of our frmtful Islamic revolution. It was through the war that we mutured a sense of
fraternity and patriotism in the spirit of all the people. It was through the war that we showed the people of the worldin
particular the people of the regionthat one can fight against all the powers and superpowers for several vears . . .
(Translated by the BBC monitoring service and published in The Guardian, 1989)

The translator has no doubt foreignized (Hatim & Mason, 19907, but is this done consciously and methodically or is it merely
blind hteralism? It is probably the latter option if we consider how the strategy badly misfires later on in the translation of the
same speech:

Sample L

Of course this does not mean that we should defend all clergw:uen Dependent pseudo and ossified clergy have not
been, and are not, few in number. There are even persons in the seminaries who are active against the revolution and
against pure M ohammedan Islam. There are some people nowadays who, under the guise of piety, strike such heavy
blows at the roots of religion, revolution and the system, that vou would think they have no other duty than this . . .

The sentence-mitial, text-initial Of cowurse in Farsi is a rhetorical device which ushers in a through-argument: a thesis is cited
then extensively defended. The English surface equivalent to such a textual design performs an entirely different function: it is a
so-called straw-man gambit, a counter-argumentative format in which an opponent's thesis is cited, then opposed (with
however, but etc.). That is, when the Avatollah said that 'not all clergymen are trustworthy', this was a statement of conviction
which he then went on to support and substantiate. The way this came across in English (signalled by an English rhetorical of
course) can only be seen in
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terms of the straw-man gambit: paying lip-service to some proposition only to oppose it subsequently ('but the majonty of
clergymen are good, righteous men who must be given every possible opportunity’). The latter reading is nowhere in sight and
textual evidence to that effect is not forthcoming. a source of immense frustration for the English reader, hence the text's
intrinsic 'mpoliteness’.

To round off the discussion of politeness, both Samples (K) and (L) have infringed norms of text politeness. The English
reader might yustifiably feel harangued and thwarted. In the case of Sample K, however, the mfringement is motivated since it
reflects source text rhetorical mores in a context which calls for the use of. say, parallelism. Sample L. on the other hand,
infringes politeness for no apparent reason and the English reader might justifiably feel like cryving out aloud 'So what 7"

Summary

In this chapter, the overall aim has been to restore an element of interactiveness to the analysis and appreciation of a number of
pragmatic strategies (speech-acting, implicature, relevance etc.). The focus has been on the study of politeness and on how the
concept Dﬂgttlﬂ]l“- formulated in Brown and Levinson (1978/1987) could be usefully extended to cover politeness of texts.
This is defined in terms of factors regulating text register memberslup intentionality and intertextuality. In the latter domain of
semiotic activity. two basic phenomena may be identified. one catering for the socio-cultural objects which given linguistic
communities and cultural eroups live by, the other for what we actually do with words, with the way we pursue rhetorical
purposes in texts, perform efficiently within the conventions governing certain communicative events or genres and. finally,
relay attitndinal meanings through our discourse. This study concludes that to contravene the dos and don'ts of these socio-
textual constructs is to commit a face threatening act vis-a-vis texts as holistic. cohesive and coherent plans of action. It is this
sense of text integrity and the situations in which it is threatened either for a reason or sometimes for no reason that have
proven to be a sumbling block in the work of the translator of fiction and non-fiction alike.

MNote

1. In the discussion of this sample_ I draw heavily on the excellent analysis presented in Carter (1988).
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Chapter 6
™ew' versus 'Old’

Frank Knowles

Lingmists and philosophers have never cast serious doubt on a finding of the ancients that human utterances arein their
overwhelmingly vast majoritystructured in a fashion which takes proper account of one of the prime logical and existential
realities. This is that utterances are intended to communicate information. Communicate, of course, means to make something
common property between two or more interlocutors. iformation, on the other hand, 1s somethingrounded?to which
intellectual shape or form can be given.

The process of communication is simple if the addressee already has the information on offer and needs only to activate it by
retrieving it from memory in accordance with some sort of cue. However, the purpose of a particular act of communication
may be to 'transmit’' to somebody a message which results in the incrementation of the recipient's knowledge. In this case a
chue 1s needed rather than a cue. This is because the number of informational possibilities is so large that ready comprehension
is impeded by the operational demands of testing and rejecting as many of these numerous possibilities as necessary, until the
correct or most plausible one is identified and selected. The point is thatwithout any delimitation of the message's 'domain'there
is no basis or stratagem available to a recipient for dmiding and conquering. In order to solve this problem humankind has
developed and refined, since the earliest days of communication by language, a method of providing supplementary detail
sufficient to delimit the context of the substantive message to follow.

This methoddictated analytically by logic but pragtuahn:ﬂ]lv subliminal in many, perhaps most, communication contextsis
adapted to the apparent needs of human psychology in that utterances rt:rutmalx have a bi-partite structure in existential terms.
Listeners/readers. in normal circumstances, wish to apprehend the messages that are directed at them. However, in order to
maximise the probability of recerving a message and
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successfully apprehending its content, they require some information about the context of the message, which can 'anchor’ it
and. in so doing, preclide the needas noted earlierto consider many logically smaginable but, in the event, redundant
contingencies.

All human languages hence need and have systems for assisting speakers and writers to communicate pragmatically important
information, such as focus and emphasis, in addition to strictly referential content. The most basic ways of dmng this do not
differ extensively from one language to another: for example, phonetic emphasis in communication by speech is a ready option
frequently resorted to by speakers of all languages. However, typological divergency across languages does mean that the
mechanisms that need to be activated in order to successfully place and signal what is 'old' and what is 'new’' differ from one
language to another.

In this paper reference is made to English and Russian. The latter is a synthetic' language with a verv rich declensional and
conjugational morphology. The effect of this is that the various words which combine to create utterances change their shape
but not necessarily their sequence. Inflection carries the greatest burden in the configuration of utterances. A possible figurative
analogy would be to say that Russian words wear military uniforms, with badges of rank and function, as it were. Part of
speech is virtually 100% detectable by appearance and a type of syntactic 'connectionism’ enables and facilitates the correct
configuration of utterances.

Let us take a simple example:

koshka ubila krysu
cat has-killed rat

This could be interpreted, depending on any greater context, as:
a cat has killed a rat
a cat has ldlled the rat
the cat has lalled a rat
the cat has lalled the rat
If. however, we take this statement, alter the case markers of the nouns but leave element order unchanged, thus:

koshku ubila krysa

we obtain the opposite meaning: the rat has killed the cat. Yet this re-alignment introduces a different perspective, the answer
to a different hypothetical question: "What is it that the rat has kalled?

It can now perhaps be seen, to pursue the analogy, that English words
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wear civiian clothes rather than military uniforms: thewr function depends on therr micro-environment. This factor severely limits
remote syntactic linkage There are not many options to exercise and translators, in particular, are frequently forced into large-
scale syntactic reformulation when wnrlﬂng from Russian into En glish. Conversely, those translating in the opposite direction
often need to go to unusually great lengths in order to detect and isolate the lngn:al thrust of the propositions they encounter.
Unless they do this deliberately and conscientiously they can never achieve translational adequacy, never mind true
equivalence.

The discussion so far has, in fact. been about subject and predicate. 'Subject'in this technical senseis the topic about which a
speaker or a writer wishes to make a statement. It is something which is 'placed under' discussion. "Predicate’, on the other
hand is what is actually said or asserted about the subject. It is mmportant to make a very clear distinction between logical
subjects and predicates and g}'ammarsz subjects and pI'Edll:ﬂtEE There is no necessity whatsoever for a logical subject to
be a grammatical subject as well! It is also helpful to recognise other terminologies used in discussions of this general matter:
Theme and Rheme, Topic and Comment, Given and New, Old and New. Theme [something 'put’ or 'placed’ (in the mind)]
and rheme [something stated/asserted about the theme] are the Greek equivalents and progenitors of the Latin subject and
predicate. Given and New and Old and New are positioned the finthest away from grammar and logic. They are
encvclopaedic and existential as opposed to linguistic and they seem to place the accent on Dﬂtt}lﬂg“- rather than on logic.
Because the theme is a Elgﬂﬂl or an 'indicator’, pointing forward to the climax of an utterance, it is clear that a certain tension of
expectation is created in the interim and relaxed only at the moment when what was previously unknown or uncertain is finally
revealed. This momentary uncertainty evokes psvchological and/or intellectual interest and curiosity and. above all, it creates a
focus for the imminent disclosure.

A simple proposition or assertion is hence universally held to be bi- paﬂ:ite C.Dﬂﬁiiﬁ.ﬂg of a lngi:al subject and logical predicate.
Copular mechanics do not need any discussion here. The logical subject is the 'old'. 'given'. topic. or themeusually already
previously established. The logical predicate is what is asserted about the subject. the comment made about it, the new
information made available, the rheme. The identification of the rheme is often patently obvious, but there are occasions when
it has to be brought out into the open with some subtlety. One technique for doing this is to take an assertion and mentally ask
what question it could be the answer to. In this way an informational. theme-rheme profile emerges, sometimes immediately,
sometimes after deeper reflection or even after the
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mental posing of a lengthier series of Socratic questions. This process cannot side-step the realia of linguistic formulation but its
fundamental purpose is the logical separation of subject and predicate.

Once the theme and rheme of an utterance/assertion have been identihied. attention can then be directed to the details. often
the intricate and difficult details. of inguistic formulation. Each language has its own mechanisms for communicatively profiling
utterances. In the case of some languages the arsenal may be full of ready-made tools for the job, whereas others have to

male do with a much more mited and chomsier tool-kait

Let us 're-run’ and develop a couple of examples from Shevjakova (1976). She first analvses the 'simple’ two-word Russian
sentence: Doklade hilk prishel, which in translation means: The-spealker has-arrived, This is the answer to the hypothetical
question: Has the speaker arrived? If the word order of the question is reversed to Prishel dokladchik, then this can only be
the answer to the question: Who has arrived?

More generally. element orderfollowing Shevijakova passimmay and normally does fulfil a number of functions with regard to
the operational deployment of a grven langnage system's resources for creating meaning. It can be used to highlight the
communicative core of an utterance. It can be emploved to express grammatical relationships between the constituent
members of a sentence. It can modulate the communicative content of an utterance. It can be used to establish linkage
between sentences and to set up commumnicatively signtficant nxtapositions or adjacency relationships. Various types of
element-order relationships can be exploited to create differential emphases. Not least, element order can be deliberately
controlled in order to mark preferences. to communicate euphony, rhythmicality and pace. By extension. it can be made to
enhance stvle by creating an aura of, say, cohesion. symmetry. parallelism_ unity and balance.

It follows that, as a text develops, one of the major ways in which development occurs must be with respect to 'Old’ versus
'™New'. The basis of this is the notion that New', once uttered. mmst by definition mmmediately become known or 'Old’. A
totally regularbut in practice artificial development would exhibit a set of sentences (both logical and grammatical) in which
current rheme transmogrifies into new theme as each sentence passes the baton on to its successor. This configuration might
not achieve a high rating from an aesthetic point of view but it 15 a valid and extant way of proceeding for certain types of
functional-stylistic purpose. Much more frequent, however. is the case where a given theme is maintained over sentence
boundaries until the set of rhemes allocated to it or mentally associated with it 15 exhausted.
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Two other contingencies must also be noted: first, that rheme may precede theme for reasons of emphasis and. second, that a
theme may be maintained in force explicitly or even implicitly across grammatical sentences.

Different languages . naturally, have different degrees of flexibility in terms of permissible or normali e. not markedelement order
and overall sentence EDI‘JflgI.]I‘ﬂUDﬂ They also have very considerable constraints. The syntactic structuration of utterances in a
given language is dependent on the degree of flexibility within that language with respect to the operation and cooperation of
the three basic structuration mechanisms extant in human language: inflection. function words and element order. A highly
inflected language (Euch as Ruiﬁian} offers considerable latitude with regard to element order, whereasconverselyzero or
residual inflection (as in English) mposes severe constraints on liberty with regard to element order. The m:rph:anun of this is
that_ in any translation context. the most important macro-task the translator needs to achieve successfully is to mirror in the
target text the theme-rheme structure of the source text. If this task is not carried out propetly then the attempt at translation
will fail, becanse emphases will be miscued, coherence will be ruptured and the demands of cohesion will not have been

fulfilled.

English does notbecause its morphology is 'residual'possess a high degree of flexibility i the area of element order. To
compensate for this, English has developed a small but useful number of devices for allocating appropriate prominence to
rhematic material

The chief devices are:

(1) inversion accompanied by mnitial 'there'there are many interesting mysteries in the world of nature;

(2) inversion not accompanied by nitial 'there'behind the government's press-releases lies a very different story;

(3) double inversion for emphasising the subjectincluded in the text is a long excursus on macro-economic theory;

(4) clefting via the pronoun 'itt'ir was the Grear Depression that oviginally helped Hitler to commence his journey to
power;

() passivisationthe modern world is seriously threatened by rampant overpopulation;
(6) psendo-cleftingwhat this country needs is a totally new transport policy.

The degree of difficulty encountered in accomplishing a good translation hence depends to a very considerable extent on the
typological-cum-genealogical degree of affinity existing between the source and target languages.
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More generally, the two questions that need to be asked about any translation prior to its creation are:

(1) What resourcessuch as clefting. extrapositioning, fronting and mverting etc_does the target language have with respect to
the flexibility of information placement in sentences?

(2) Do the target language's resources need to be unduly straned for the purposes of the translation process or can a

reasonably flowing target text be produced without excessive risk of confusion in the recipients’ minds by reason of faulty or
Jerky' theme-rheme structuration?

During the translation process itself the translator must isolate the individual ‘'messages’ which are normally reflected by
erammatical sentences. Each individual message is a construct which needs to be segmented into its component parts, that is,
into its atomic idea units. These units then need to be re-arraved in the target language according to two fundamental but
obvious criteria- the idea units need to be sequenced correctly and they need to somehow become environmentally imbued
with the correct prnmmenn:e so that the illocutionary force of the target language r&ndenng is maximally close to that of the
original speech act. This 1s a very intricate task for a translator to pEIfDI’tEl because the engineering of equivalence in matters of
focus and tone units often imvolves a struggle and possibly a compromise.

The next issue to give some brief consideration to is the permissible variety of element orders (and thewr associated statistical
frequencies and qualitative emphases) in the given target language. Then comes the task of achieving a good fit between the
source text utterances and thewr rendition in the target language. The degree of fit hinges materially on three factors:

(1) replication in the target text of the source text's theme-rheme structure, with its associated perspectives and emphases;

(2) lack of infringement of any of the target language's grammatical and stylistic normsthis includes any innovation which
attracts attention in its own right;

(3) reprojection in the target text of the source text's communicative valie, message and thrust.
The actual dynamics and mechanics of utterance SI}EEIEEEUGII represent a conundrum which has been mulled over by many
scholars down the vears, the centuries even. The 'either-or' comundrum is concerned with whether logic or grammar should

ultimately have primacy when it comes to formulating statements. It was noticed very early that logic, as a formal system, is
universal, whereas the grammar confronting people is usually
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local' in the sense that it 15 percerved and learned via a particular national language rather than by reference to any
otherforeignhuman language generally familiar to an educated stratum in society. This does not gainsay what might. reasonably

enough, be called the moral authonty of the classical languages. plhus, possibly, Hebrew and Sanskrit.

The firstin terms of agenotable surviving treatise on word order, entitled 'On the arrangement of words', comes to us from the
pen of Dionysius of Halicarnassus i Asia Minor who was active circa 20BC, having previously migrated to and settled in
Rome. According to Pumpjanskij. Dionysms surveved the ideas broadcast by previous thinkers on the doctrine of parts of
SI}EEIL'h noting that arrav:ing them in groups produces the members of the syntactically constituent parts of sentences and that
grouping these constituent parts finally produces sentences themselves. More interestingly. Dionysius voices the opinion that.
althnugh philosophers and rhetoricians had hitherto not paid any attention to word order. the plﬂl:.Eﬂ:lE;ﬂt of words nonetheless
exercises a similar influence on speech as the utilisation of different materials in architecture or in weaving textilesnota bene the
close etymological. for us perhaps more metaphorical, relationship between 'textile’ and 'text’, the latter being something that
has strands, fabric and is or should be "woven' with great care and artistry. The almost explicit clamm herecarrving the analogy
over to language is hence that although the matenialsthe clayare first selected and deploved where needed only subsequently,
basic meaning is created precisely by the final distribution pattern of this initial material

Dionysms' treatise was subsequently held in high regard by the so-called Solitaires of the Port Rovyal school of grammarians in
France, notably Arnault. Lancelot and Nicole. Their main aim was to produce an idealist philosophy of logical grammar.
amphamsmg the 'universal' order of subject followed by predicate. to which linguistic communitieslike their ownmight well
aspire but which they admittedly could not really find reflected to any significant degreenever mind overwhelminglyin daily or

even m learned discourse.

Ower the last 300 years many other scholarssuch as, to name only 19th and 20th century luminaries. Blinkenberg, Fubas,
Halliday, Gabelentz, Ginneken, Jakobson, Jespersen, Marouzean, Mathesms, Sechehave, Weil have devoted their efforts to
the intricacies of word order. Empirical studies of word order in various languages demonstrated easily enough that the
‘universal order of subject followed by predicate was far from universal. Inversion was seen to be a regular pattern in
discourse, both written and spoken. The trigger for inversion is the need felt, and acted on, for a
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psychological rather than a logical focus but the quest for stylistic adornment 1s also part of this. Pumpjanskij (1974) describes
the situation thus:

An excited and a calm person do not expound their thoughts in an identical manner. The former describes things by
proceeding from his perceptions and feelings. the latter expresses an attitude to them. Both subject themselves to the
law of maximum connectivity between ideas but they use different syntactic constructions. If thought represents a
judgement, it 1s sufficient to have a command of the rules of grammar to express it. But feelings, st like a picture,
demand a different word order. The various parts of a good picture are subordinated. First the main [physical] object
appears, accompanied by the circumstances of time and place. The remaining parts follow according to the strength of
their linkage with the main object and our eve percerves them in this natural order and has no difficulty in grasping the
whole picture. The artist uses three methods: the drawing, the colour of the paints, and chiaroscuro. The writer also
has three methods: the accuracy of syntactic constructions corresponds to the drawing, ornamented and figurative
expression(s) correspond to the paints, word order corresponds to chiaroscuro’.

Shevijakova notes (see pp. 10-11 of her 1980 monograph) that among experts working on theme/'rheme_ new/old etc. there is
no consensus about a whole series of important matters. Let us list the following dozen cruces:

(1) The terminology of logico-grammatical categories.

(”} The que&hun of an 'extra-contextual subject’. Is it possible to assign theme or gﬁf_‘;ﬂ status to the aub]ect of a thought, the
gn en-ness’ of which does not proceed from the situational or verbal content of previous sentences? What is the theme or
'given’ in the first sentence of a narration, for example?

(3) Does English actually have a rheme-marking position and. if so, what is it: initial or final?

(4) How is the functional sentence perspective (FSP) of interrogative statements arrived at?

(5) Is there logical emphasis in all sentences or only in some?

(6) What is the actual rheme-marking role of articles?

(7) What is the theme-rheme structure of passive sentences in English and in sentences with various types of element order
inversion’

(8) What is the theme-rheme structure of English sentences such as 'There's an interesting programme on TV'7
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(9) What actually creates new information? Is it the rtheme alone or the statement as a whole, representing the combination of
theme and rheme?

(10) What are the precise theme-rheme problems cansed by ellipsis?
(11) Should sentences, ff thewr structure suggests it. be classifiable as di- or even poly-rhemic?
(12) Does intonation have a differential effect in different languages?

What, at first sight, might appear to be 'deviance’ in an isolated sentenceas in the statement And very interesting it was too!
can usually be explained and justified on what might be called holistic grounds by reference to the larger context or even to
'existentiality’. Be that as it may, willingness to deliberately risk dewviance of this sortand of other sortsis precisely the criterion
which distinguishes good writers and speakers from poor writers and speakers. The same is equally true with respect to
translators and interpreters. In this important connection, it i1s currently not clear what precise arrangements institutions
concerned with the tramning of translators and interpreters are offering to their trainees in the area of theme-rheme analysis and
synthesis skills. Is there any systematic mstruction in this 'make-or-break’ training area? And 1f there is, where are the
textbooks and reference manuals associated with this endeavour? Such 'confrontative’ study and reference literature is needed,
of course, for discrete language 'pairings’ andwoe betide!for the different sub-language varieties used by members of the
constantly evolving and self-reconfiguring myriad of discourse communitiesa la Swalesin existence.

Pumpjanskij and Shevijakova have set an enviable precedent in their separate studies of the informational role of word order in
Russian and English scientific and technical literature. Pumpjanskij, furthermore, has developed an analytical apparatus of eight
chusters of directional logico grammatical formulae for the translation from English into Bussian of scientific (including medical)
and technical literature. The minute analvsis of source text utterances was felt to be the crux of the translators’ task, to be
followed by the relatively easier step of mvoking the appropriate 'algorithm’ in order to complete the discrete translation task in
hand. Pumpjanskij's materials were concerved as priming material for the creation of working tools and skills for both expert
and apprentice translators.

There is, in sum_ no escape from the conclusion that the rovalbut probably undoubtedly still stonvroad to success for
translators and interpreters must be to accord thewr highest priority to the resolution of all cruces appertaining to 'old' versus
'new’
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Chapter 7
Presupposition and Translation

Peter Fawcett

The study of presupposition, of the background assumptions made in the process of communication, can be a highly technical
subject, imvolving subtle (not to say arid) logical distinctions. Experts in these matters are dreadfully keen to find out, for
example, what kind of person would say 'The King of France is bald' when, as everybody knows, there is no such person and
so the presupposition of his existence cannot hold. Presupposition is not only a potentially complex object of study, but also
one where explanatory theories have been supported and attacked by example and counter-example, with the 1970s seeing
most of the battle. As Hickey (1993: 89) says, echoing Levinson (1983: 167), “rtually evervthing written about
presupposition is challenged or contradicted by some authority on the subject’, a condition which can be said to hold true of
much of pragmatics. (For a brief discussion of the subject-matter of this chapter, see Fawcett 1997: 123-6.)

The literature on presupposition has been to some extent concerned with matters of categorisation, with the question of
whether the phenomenon is amenable to a purely logico-semantic analysis arising out of stable, word-internal meaning and
erammatical relationships or whether it can only be adequately dealt with by a pragmatic approach. In a semantic analysis we
would expect to be able to describe the phenomena mvolved as constant, context-independent meanings which can be judged
to be either true or false, which can be assessed without reference to anything other than the semantic features of the ].iilgl.]iiﬁl:
items which give rise to presupposition, and which would not, in particular, require us to resort to notions of varability of use in
context. Since it can be demonstrated quite easily that context can cancel presuppositions (a standard kind of example here is
'Charlie didn't fail his driving test because he didn't even take it') and that presuppositions in utterances may be neither true nor
false but simply not applicable (the 'King of France is bald' is a case in point), the
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view generally takcen now is that the phenomenon requires a pragmatic approach, in other words an approach that links
linguistic utterances to the context of use and user. Even if we accept that presupposition is a part of pragmatics, there remains
a further discussion as to whether or not pre&uppumtmnﬁ as pragmatic phenomena can be described purely i linguistic terms
(conventional presuppositions) or whether they involve non-linguistic knowledge about how the world functions. Grundy
(1995: 78) takes another classic example (He died before he made a will) as proof that world knowledge (what we can and
cannot do after dying) combines with linguistic form to produce presuppositions. Eestricting the discussion to the purely
linguistic produces an approach which Levinson himself admits will seem narrow and disappointing to many people
(1983:168) and will also. it should be added, be of less interest to the subject of translation.

Clearly, presupposition is a complicated and, as Levinson admits , frequently sterile area of linguistics where many translators,
being essentially practical people who may not be enamoured of logical notation, would be unwilling to tread, so let us begin
with a simple example to make the concept clear before moving on to a brief description of the theory of presupposition and a
discussion of how the phenomenon might be of interest to the subject of translation.

If T ask 'Have vou got anv children?, I am obviously presupposing that there is somebody there to answer (I won't say
‘another person to answer' becaunse [ could, of course, be talking to myself). I am also presupposing that the somebody in
question understands English. [ am further presupposing rather less obvious things, such as the ability of the other person to
respond (I'm not likely to ask the question of someone who is lying face down at the bottom of a ﬁwn:ﬂmmg pool), and the
willingness of the person to respond (I'm not likely to ask it of somebody who has st been fitted with a pair of concrete
shoes and has other things on their mind). I am also presupposing their willingness or predisposition to answer questions of a
personal nature.

[ can derive the first and second of these presuppositions from the language used: the word 'vou' implies the existence of
another and the sentence is in English. It might also be possible to derive at least some elements of the other presuppositions
from the language used since my utterance takes the form of a question, which presupposes answers. These are
presuppositions which are triggered by the actual language used. in other words there are linguistic items which act as
'presupposition triggers’.

There is a long list of such triggers in language. It includes such things as:
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e verbs of change of state (asking somebody to stop or start doing something presupposes that they were/were not doing it in
the first place, just as telling somebody to 'get a life’ presupposes that they lead a boring existence);

e iteratives (asking somebody if thev have done something again presupposes thev have done it before):

e temporal clanses (telling somebodyv 'after vou've done that, do this' presupposes thev will do 'that"):
o definite descriptions (expressions which refer to entities supposed to exist in the real world).

However, at least some elements of the presuppositions in our sentence Have vou got any children” will be related not to the
linguistic items which go to make up the question but to the context of situation, and beyond that to knowledge and culture: I
am unlikely to ask the question if [ am in possession of information that would malke it unwise or unwelcome. I will not, for
E}:ample ask the question of somebody who is putl:ing flowers on a grave marked 'In loving memory of X, the only child of . .

. and I won't, more generally speaking, ask questions of a personal nature if I know my interlocutor comes from a culture
where people exercise discretion when talking about themselves and others, as in the Japanese culture, where they practise
enrvo, an attitude of personal reserve in social relationships (Simeoni, 1993: 176). There are, of course, people who will do
both of these things, either because they are ignorant, insensitive_ offensive and’or cruel or because they get paid to do it
(working against the grain of presupposition is one of the elements of comedy and satire).

In other words, presuppositions can also be triggered by discourse elements other than the actual language used. This makes
the phenomenon more difficult to theorise from a linguistic point of view, in the same way that semantics seemed initially
difficult to theorise because it appeared to cover phenomena not embraceable by purely linguistic concepts. However, to omit
these other sources of presupposition from a discussion on translation would be to make the mistake of assuming that
translation can be treated as a purely linguistic act, an assumption once dominant but now widely and nightly challenged. and to
leave out of the discussion what are, in fact, the most interesting elements from the point of view of translators.

If I pursue my dialogue about my interlocutor's children and take my questioning one stage further to ask 'How often do vou

take vour children to the zoo”', I am making vet more presuppositions, most notably this time that the person has children (the
word 'yvour' is the give-away) and that the person is in the habir of taking his or her children places (the words 'how
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often’ let this particular cat out of the bag, but note vet again how context can modify presuppositions since the question might
fit into a sequence such as: 'Y ou never take your children anvwhere. How often do vou take them to the zoo, for example?
Never."). Again [ am making other presuppositions of a personal and cultural nature. I am probably assuming that taking
children to public places is a thing that people do, and [ am assuming that zoos are seen as a place of enjoyment and a fit place
for impressionable yvoung people (although a more information-rich context might vet again throw up entirely different
presuppositions).

In fact. when one starts taking an utterance apart to find out just what presuppositions it contains, there turn out to be a lot of
triggers, both linguistic and non-linguistic (contextual and cultural), which show that when we talk or write we make a very
large number of presuppositions, a state of affairs which is mevitable because it allows for economy of communication.

There are several features which are claimed to define presuppositions and to delimit them from other forms of mference. The
first is that they remain 'constant under negation' (Kiparsky & Kiparsky, 1971:351). In other words, whether [ say 'She loves
her job' or 'She doesn't love her job' does not alter the presupposition that 'she' has a job (always assuming that the words
'she’ and 'her' refer to the same person).

The second feature of presuppositions is that they are 'defeasible’ (Levinson, 1983: 186), which means that they can be
cancelled out by either the immediate linguistic context or by some wider context or mode of discourse. If we say 'The
committee failed to reach a decision’, it presupposes that they tried, but we can cancel out that presupposition f we add
'because they didn't even get round to discussing it'. Similarly, we can argue pre&uppnﬂtmn out of the way by a variant on the

reductio ad absurdwm mode of discourse: 'He didn't do it and she didn't do it . . . In fact, nobody did it'.

A third feature of presuppositions according to Levinson (1983: 186) is that they are tied to particular aspects of the surface
structure of an utterance, and it is on this basis that Karttunen (1973) has proposed to deal with what happens to
presuppositions in complex sentences by classifying them as holes, plugs or filters, where the first allow presuppositions in a
subordinate clanse to apply to the whole sentence, the second restricts them only to the subordinate clanse and the third either
blocks or lets them through in specific technical conditions which are theoretically interesting but of no real imp ortance from the
point of view of translation.

There is a problem, however, with wanting presuppositions to be tied
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to surface structure. It would clearly be useful for the linguists if they were, becanse the problem would then be amenable to
purely inguistic analysis, whereas otherwise a study of the subject would have to deal with disparate phenomena wrreducible to
propositional terms (Palmer, 1981: 172), but attempting to define items in the lexicon in such a way that the presuppositions to
which they can give rise are a part of the word's meaning to be filtered in or out as appropriate, as in Gazdar's approach
(1979), rather than a part of our internalised encyclopedia, could prove to be a daunting task and raises questions about the
often narrow line between a dictionary and an encyclopedia. One reason for making the distinction between linguistic and non-
linguistic presuppositions and for not excluding the latter from the discussion is also, as [ stated earlier, that ultmately i 1s
precisely the latter which are of most interest to translators. Presuppositions triggered by the kind of linguistic categories and
structures listed here are unlikely to be affected in translation. Levinson (1983: 216) makes the point that, even in languages
from very different famihes_ the inguistic items which give rise to presuppositions seem to be precisely parallel.

If [ have to translate a sentence like 'After the emergency meeting, NATO took prompt action’, the presupposition that the
committee met should come out in the translation as clearly as it does in the original, just as any translation of 'The boy's done
it again' will retain the same presupposition, even if the target language has a different set of words when the phrase is being
used idiomatically, as in the French il a encore fair des sienmes’. Similarly, translating a counterfactual such as 'If only I hadn't
done that' (which presupposes that I did the thing in question) into a language which uses some other grammatical form (such
as a subjunctive) will not destroy the presupposition. And the same largely holds true for the other inguistic triggers which grve
rise to presupposition. Taking any of the sentences used in any of the standard discussion of presupposition and translating
them into another language will leave the presuppositions intact. 'She regrets dnnking the beer', 'Elle regrefte d'avoir bu la
biere', ‘Sie bedauert, daff sie das Bier getrunicen hat', 'Ona cozhelaet, shto vipila pive' all presuppose the same thing.
And the same holds true for the once classic but now rather dubious example of presupposition, "When did vou stop beating
vour wife?'Quand avez-vous cessé de battre votrefemme?’, and so on. Even where languages do not have the same
linguistic means (stress, most notably), there will be some structure (cleft constructions, for example) which will convey the
presuppositions. Thus, the use of the French conditional and the German subjunctive to make allegations will correspond to
other presuppositional trigger forms in other langnages.

There are occasionally situations when this does not work, however. A
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trigger such as the 're-' morpheme does not always serve to indicate repetition of an act, as in the French 'La Résistance
francaise reéunit des hommes et desfemmes’, where the verb éunir’ does not mean 'to bring back together'. presupposing a
previous union, but simply 'to bring together'. This is clear from the context of the sentence but that does not prevent student
translators from producing a literal and therefore wrong translation. And there are cases where the pre&uppus;ltmn dlﬂﬂ:ppﬂﬂ:t’ﬂ
or becomes retrievable by other means because the target language uses a different collocation. The 're-' morpheme agam
provides an example: the French expression ‘powr reprendre le terme des experts' conveys the conventional presupposition
associated with 're-', whereas the English translation equivalent ('to use the experts' terminology") does not.

This area of collocation or selection restriction. the semantic rules which allow words to cohabit with some but not others, is
one of the main sitnations in which nguistically tnggered presuppositions may not survive, although Palmer (1981: 170) is
unhappy at the idea of including selection restrictional meaning under the heading of presupposition, unlike Leech (1981: 286),
who admits that the kind of information imparted in such cases may not be 'earth-shatteringly novel but is still bonafide
presupposition. Smilarly_ if, as some experts claim, connotational meaning can be inchided under the heading of
presupposition, then cross-language transfer may well have the results of des.trmmg that kind of prezuppamtmnal Meaning ofl a
large scale, but this is an area where much more research is needed, especially since there is still no universally accepted
definition of what constitutes connotational meaning.

Nida's famous example (1969: 4) of 'white as snow' being translated as 'white as the feathers of whatever bird happens to be
readily accessible in the target culture lies at the boundary between connotational presuppositions of 'good’bad’ etc. and the
presuppositions associated with definite descriptions, which probably form the vast bulk of problems a translator is called on
to deal with, and which take the problem of presuppositional meaning across the border between lexicon and encyclopedia.

Outside of a restricted geographical area, few people will be able to make any sense whatsoever of the sentence "We need

Mohacs', with the definite description of the proper noun, because they do not share the cultural knowledge presupposed by
the author. It is for that reason that the English translator wrote "We need defeat’ instead (Rado, 1979: 191), even though there

1s consitderable loss in the translation.

Similarly, a literal translation of .Aforce de voir des Budapest sur nos écrans de télevision [By dint of seeing Budapests on
our television screens] can safely carry the presuppositions about television ownership, viewing habits and
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the existence of a place called Budapest, but will overlook the fact that most of those reading it are unlikely to know without
research what Budapest symbolises in this particular case, j'l.lSt as the student who produced the translation 'He "dies without a
sound” like Alfred de 1*1gmr s wolf was daringly presupposing a fair cultural baggage on the part of the reader: who was

Alfred de Vigny and what exactly was his relationship with wolves (not to mention the question of why and how the wolf died
and why part of the sentence is in quotation marks)? Such pragmatic problems assume increased acuity when the text to be
translated includes deictic references to 'we' and 'us' Wi Deutschen haben immer geglaubt', 'Notre attitude en tant que
Francais'which presuppose an mvolvement which the targetlansnage reader will probably not have or feel.

Very few texts will not be affected by this kind of presupposition_ which is perhaps best handled by the concept put forward in
German translation theory, by people like ReiB, Vermeer and Nord. of a text as an Tnformation-sangebot’, an economics-
based viewpoint which sees a text as a supply of information for which there is presumed to be a demand. The point of
presupposition is that you save time by not supplying information for which there is no demand, since you believe it to be
shared. This approach also covers situations in which knowledge which could have been presupposed is made explicit
because the situation demands it, as well as the linguistic act of provocation in which the speaker unilaterally assigns
presuppositional status to knowledge in an act of power over the listener. We need presupposition, of course, because without
it we would not get out of the house in the morning_ but it poses acute problems in translation. Most Hungarians do not have to
be told that Mohacs was the site of a military defeat, just as most French people do not have to be told about a certain minor
difficulty at Alésia. A writer in these languages can call up powerful complexes of knowledge and feeling very economically.
Transfer these to another culture, however, and the presupposed supply of information mav not be there. The problem then

becomes one of assessing the likely state of affairs and the possible solutions, with each step of the way franght with
difficulties.

As a first question, we have to ask whether the translator shares the presupposed knowledge or not and, if not. how he or she
is to find it. The answer to this question is not necessarily obvious, since so much presupposed knowledge is not included in
the reference books (how far would a person have to look to find the information needed to understand Vigny's wolf?). Nor
are native informants always reliable, since they may not in the event possess the presupposed knowledge that the author of
the original assumed them to have, a point made by a number of writers on translation
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theory in the argument against the 'equivalent effect’ concept of translation. The present author once attempted to find the
meaning of an unfindable acronym by telephoning the author of a book he was translating, only to find that he had himself long
forgotten. Another related question is whether one actually agrees with Durieux when she says (1990: 671) that 'the translator
must_ in any event, possess the knowledge which the author presupposes his readers to have', even though a lot of translation
is done without such knowledge. Does a translator need to know, for example, that the sentence 'Offrez-vous le luxe d'une
journée beauté-calme-voluptré' may be intended to presuppose familiarity with the work of Baudelaire?

If we cannot be sure that the readership of the original possessed the presuppositions required to make sense of the text, then
how can we begin to be sure to what extent the farger andience is likely to share it”7 This is a difficult ndgement to make
except in specific instances when the translator can know with some precision just who will be reading the translation. If it is
assumed that the presuppositions are #of shared, that will lead to the need for a delicate balancing act. Either the translator will
patronise the target andience by treating them as if they know nothing and lack the means to find out, or the translator leaves
them in the dark by not supplying what is needed to make sense of the text in a situation where the target reader is unlikely to
have the means or the inclination to pursue their own research.

If the target andience is assumed not to have access to the presuppositions which will enable them to understand what is being
talked about and if the translator decides in consequence that they need to be told. then the next question becomes: what is the
best way, in other words the optimal translation technique, to pass on the information with a minimum of disruption if at all
possible. Katharina Reil (1 97"1 79} would relate this to the type of text being translated. so that footnotes, for example,

would not normally be used in the translation of literary texts in order to avoid the kind of frustration experienced by people
attempting to read an annotated classic.

Sometimes, the presuppositional knowledge forming the background to a text may prove to be problematic, conveying, as it
does. information of a 'sensitive’ nature which may possibly even require suppression, or some other radical srruption into the
text as a translation strategy. As a trivial example, take the word 'April' as a homophoric reference which may begin to pose
problems if vou have to translate the words of a popular song such as 'Though April showers May come your way, They bring
the flowers That bloom in May' for a culture where April presupposes anything but rain. In cases like this. it is the axp&n:ted
function of the translation in the target culture which becomes paramount in deciding strategy.
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As a non-trivial example take the case of the translation of an Inuit legend (Ireland 1989) in which the translator decided to
translate a word meaning 'skins from seals less than a vear old' as simply 'sealskins’ because the seals in question were being
killed for food and because the idea that the Tt ﬂ:ught kill and take the skins of baby seals would put them in a bad light with
a Western andience which selectively sentimentalises the natural world. This is where the translator needs to know not just
what presuppositional information may be lacking in the target culture, but what presuppositions exist in that culture which
may 'proactively’ mfluence the translation.

A case where the original text was altered for the target-language culture with rather less sinister motives is quoted by Ehrman
(1993: 165) in relation to a translation of the theologian Paracelsus. The 16th century philosophies behind the argument were
considered by the translator not to convey the intended presuppositions because the philosophy was no longer prevalent and
so not known in the 20th century. In this case also, the translation technique used was one of omission rather than rewriting or
annotating.

Even when the translator has identified possible problems of a presuppositional nature_ they may still get the translation wrong;
or they mayv decide that there is no problem but go ahead and make changes anyway. Thus, the economics textbook by
Samuelson (one of the best known in the world) uses the image of a tennis ball and a wad of gum to make a point about
economics: 'Like a tennis ball (and unlike a wad of gum), [emnnmin: gmwt‘tl] is likely to bounce back from the full-employment
ceiling into a recession’ (1970: 246-7). Presumably judging that 'wad of gum' was less obviously comprehensible (or perhaps
an example of cultural imperialism) to nations for whom the substance was not a part of national identity. both the French and
German translators decided to replace it, but they both got it wrong: neither the French object (ball of w unl} (1972:373) nor
the German object (medicine ball) (1973: 328) display quite the same habit of sticking to the ceiling as does a wad of chewing
gum.

In the same section, the translators had to deal with the cultural reference to 'policy makers in Washington'. The German
version assumed, no doubt rightly, that "die Wirtschaftspolitiker in ‘iﬁr'aslﬁngtnn would pose no problems of presupposed
information, although one might wonder about the effecr of the allusion in a textbook which, in every other respect, reads like
a German Dﬂgﬂlﬂl targeting a German andience. The French translator presumably also realised that the reader ship would have
no problems with a literal translation, but thought either that the effect would not be right or wanted to combat cultural
dominion and so omitted "Washington' and inserted a specifically French allusion to 'the hero in René Clair's film C'est
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arrive demain’ (Samuelson, 1972: 374), which presupposes a different knowledge set.

Conchusion

Presupposition is a complex phenomenon for which there is still no widely accepted and adequate account, especially if the
term is taken in the extended meaning of the word, but also even when the concept is taken in the restricted sense imposed by
the linguists in thewr attempt to create an area in which there is some hope of brmgmg order. Ironically, however, from the point
of translation it would seem that most of the phenomena delimited in this way are uninteresting because mrpmblamahn: while
the interesting elements are those which the linguists would like to put bevond the pale.
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Chapter 8
Deictic Features and the Translator

Bill Richardson

Pragmatics and Deixis

Deixis appears to be a universal feature of human communication (Kivk, 1990), linking utterances to the contexts in which
they are produced via the three fundamental deictic dimensions, viz_, the spatial ( Beethoven lived here') the temporal ( They
went to Paris) and the personal (7 love Jane"). Although there is great variety in the approaches adopted to analysing the
theoretical underpinnings of this area of language study (see, for example, Rauh, 1983; Levinson, 1992; Jarvella and Klein,
1982; Green, 1993), deixis is generally interpreted as being a subcategory of reference (WNuyts, 1987),. and one which, in the
words of Levinson (1992: 33) 'straddles the semantics/pragmatics border'. Deixis is frequently treated as one of the core areas
within pragmatics (Levinson, 1992; Nuyts, 1987; Parret er al,, 1980; Hickey, 1993); at the very least, in works on
pragmatics, deictic notions will be implicit in discussions of context and language use, even if these are subsumed under
headings other than deixis itself.

Thus. a consideration of deixis leads us to focus on the variety of ways in which texts interact with their contexts, both
exophorically (in terms of referring to the features of the situation in which utterances are produced) and endophornically (1.e._,
with reference to features of the text within which the utterance is produced). This chapter is aimed at exploring such

interactions and their relevance to the area of translation. The examples given are drawn from instances of translation between
Spanish and English .

While deixis may be principally a pragmatic phenomenon, its relationship to translation can be percerved through at least four
domains of language: the morphosyntactic, the semantic, the pragmatic and the discourse domains. For example, at the
morphosyntatic level, deictic reference may, on occasion, give rise to changes in word class in translation (for instance, when a
Spanish pronoun is rendered in English as a noun which has been mentioned previously in the text); at the semantic level,
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basic lexical distinctions between two languages, for example, can bring about differences in the patterns of expression of
similar concepts. as is the case with the lexicalisation of expressions of motion in Spanish and English; pragmatic differences
between languages can result in differences of usage, as, for instance, in the distinction between formal and familiar pronominal
address patterns in languages such as French, German, Spanish etc_, when this distinction does not exist in English; finally_ at
the level of discourse, the arrangements of features of the text which bear deictic information may need to be altered in the
transition from one language to another: such is the case, for example, with the organisation of personal and spatial information
comveyved in a business letter in Spanish and English respectively.

The area of deixis implicates all four of these domains to such an extent that separating one from the other is often mpossible,
and the mere fact that one is likely to encounter discussions of deixis in the literature on areas as diverse as semantics,
ﬁucmhngmﬂtu:ﬁ dis course analysis or literary theory is an indication of how the notion of defxis can fuse different strands of
]mgm&tu: inquiry in an attempt to achieve adequate E;}Lplﬂllﬂhﬂﬂﬂ of how language functions. Such a catholic approach to demxis
is the one adopted here, although the fundamental emphasis is pragmatic. in the sense that is ]Iﬂp]lf_';d by Verschueren's
definition of the task of pragmatu:g as 'tracing the dynamic construction of meaning in language use' (Verschueren, 1995: 16).
Such a definition highlights the immportance of under&tandmg the role of context, and deixis, which is concerned with the w ays in
which lnguistic utterances point to their contexts, is a fundamental factor in that process.

Deictic Perspective

Following Verschueren, we may summarise the translator's task as being the creation of a linguistic representation in the target
language (TL) of the construction of meaning achieved in a particular instance of use of the source languaga (SL). One
consequence of this process is that the deictic perspective which pervades the TL text must be structured in such a way that it
is deemed coherent by the TL reader.

At the most basic level, the macro-pragmatic features associated with the production of the text will mean that the spatio-
temporal parameters implicit in that text must be made to cohere. In a translation, as in most written texts, prototypical
indexical items such as I, now or here do not imply reference to a personal, temporal or spatial origo congruent with the
reader's encounter with the text; there is, rather, a deictic projection made from the situation of production of the text to the
reception of that text by
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the reader. Bevond this normal projection, however, in a translation, a transformation is required which will lift the message
away from the SL deictic perspective and orient it in accordance with the deictic necessities of a TL text. At the most
fundamental level, such a deictic transformation is frequently achieved by the facts of the extra-textual context: the TL reader is
often aware that the text being encountered is a translation, that its provenance is 'foreign' to the culture of the langnage in
which it is written. This need not necessarily be the case: many everyday texts (for example, the instruction leaflet
accompanying a tov or a bottle of Tippex) are produced in several languages, and no particular relevance attaches to what the
‘'original’ language of the text may have been; but, probably, the majority of texts are clearly the product of a certain culture
and need to be adaptedthrough translationfor the culture in which they are intended to circulate. One basic level on which such
adaptation occurs relates to the spatio-temporal deictic features of the text.

Many types of text, not just translations, can operate transpositions on the spatio-temporal characteristics of the messages they
contain. For instance, a newspaper article written on day X may make mmplicit reference to a temporal origo which is day X +
1. so that temporal references to day X, made on day X, will be couched in terms of day X - 1. on the basis that it is on day X
+ 1 that the reader encounters the text: "Y esterday, the Minister for Tourism announced . . ', although, as Nord (1991: 64)
points out, the strategy adopted for dealing with this task will vary from one culture to another. The translator may indeed need
to make adustments of this type to particular items that actually appear in the text. or may need to add to the text information
which serves to contextualise it for the target reader. Thus, a phrase in a Spanish text 5u|:h as en este pais [in this country]
may well refer unequivocally to Spain in an original text, but may need to be translated as 'in Spain’ in a translation destined for
a foreign readership. Even a reference such as 'el ministro Vargas' however, may require more than mere translation to
Whnister Vargas' in Eng]iih since the allusion may not be clear without expansion to something like 'the Spaniﬁh Minister for
Defence, Mr Vargas'. Clearly, not all texts require such adaptation: decisions about how much adaptation is needed. ff any,

will dep&nd on a variety of factors, such as the purpose of the translation, the intended readership or the characteristics of the
text being translated.

In a literary translation, there will often be a tendency to avoid such contextualisation: the reader mayv be expected to make the
necessary imaginative leap and to understand allusions which the SL reader would understand. Such a translation, more literal
and less 'communic ative' (in the sense of being adapted to the TL reader's perspective) may be felt to
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comvey something essential about the author's construal of his or her message and about the uniqueness of the 'world-view’
which is being communicated. Even in non-literary translations, however, it may be the case that no explicit adjustments of this
sort are made, an e:!-:ample being the everyday business situation where letters are being translated and where references to the
spatial and tampnral Dﬂglﬂﬂ of the text are left intact. As was suggested earlier, it could be argued that. in these cases, the
transposition is still occurring but is invisible: it is the very context of presentation of the translated discourse which achieves the
adjustment of the deictic perspective. Often, indeed, it is the overt 'foreignness' of the resultant text in itself which signals the
shift being made, and the macro-level pragmatic parameters of the source text (ST) are 'translated' by means of other macro-
level pragmatic parameters at the point of reception of the target text (T1) (see Hatim: this volume). The difference may
usefully be viewed as a difference in emphasis relating to the respective roles of the translator, on the one hand, and of the
potential readers of the text, on the other. In the former case, the translator plays an actrve role in transposing the text, in
making it amenable for the readers; in the latter, the readers play the more active role and perform the necessary
transformations at the moment when they encounter the text.

Detiis and Re-Translation

Classic literary texts require re-translation for succeeding generations for reasons related to this phenomenon: the older
translations themselves become outdated and can appear no less 'foreign' than the Dﬂgﬂlﬂl text. In a contemporary, early 17th
century, translation of Don Quixote, for instance (reprinted as Cervantes, 1923). the inn-keeper's wife expresses her pleasure
at her husband's obsession with listening to tales of chivalry as in example (la):

Example (la)
[ never have anv quiet hour in my house but when thou art he aring those books, whereon thou art so besotted that
then only dost thou forget to chide, which is thy ordinary exercise at other times. (Cervantes, 1923: 315)

[s the system of person deictic markers evidenced here, with second-person reference indicated by 'thou' and 'thy', a reflection
of the patterns of 1 7th century Spanish or of 17th century English? The Spanish oniginal reads as in Example (1):
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Example (I)
nunca tengo buen rato en mi casa sino aquel que vos estais escuchando leer; que estais tan embobado, que no os
acordais de refiir por entonces. (Cervantes, 1964: 234)

Clearly, the mark of the 17th century is on this text, in particular in the use of the verb-forms emploved for addressing the inn-
keeper (estdis, os acorddis).

The following extract (Ib) is from a twentieth century translation by J. M. Cohen:

Example (15)
[ never get any peace in my house except when vou're listening to the reading. You're so fascinated then that vou
forget to scold for once. (Cervantes, 1950: 278)

This translation is written in an English which is recognisably 'modern’, not just in terms of how it handles deictic relations but
also in respect of syntax, vocabulary etc. The very fact of its mndemih' is itself part of its deictic quality: a langu age ev obves
over time, varies dialectally from place to place and has different characteristics according to who the speaker/ writer and the
intended hearer/reader are. Again. however, a projection from one deictic context to another may be necessary or desirable:
in the case of literary texts, the author may vary the deictic perspective, so that the tempnral parameters of the work, for
instance, may appear to place it in a time frame which is not that of the period when it is written. Deliberate archaisation, while
uncommon, is not unheard of, so that a modern work such as Antonio Buero Vallejo's play Las meninas (Buero Vallejo,
19835), set during the life of the painter Diego Velazquez and written in 17th century Spanish, would presumably be given a
translation which emploved appropriate archaic English forms.

Each of the two Cervantes translations cited here is appropriate to the time in which it is produced. The author of the 20th
century translation (Ib) makes no attempt to approximate 17th century English on the grounds that this would be
contemporaneous with the Spanish in which the original work was written. Rather, as Vladowva (1993: 13) suggests, what
readers normally require of the translator is that the work be 'situated’ temporally for them by the maintenance of references in
the text to archaic forms and artefacts which evoke the atmosphere of the historical setting, but that this should be done using
the language of the period when the translation is written, thus emphasising the outdatedness of these references. Normally,

therefore, a form of language which is contempo-
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rary with the reader 1s used, in order to 'help the reader of the translation to expenience a reception of the text that
approximates the reception of the original as closely as possible’, and archaisation should only be emploved in translation when
the original author writes in an archaic form (Vladova, 1993: 13).

Spatio-Temporal L ocation

The contextualisation of the three basic deictic dimensions of time . place and person can present a translation problem such as
that presented by the use of the expression nmuestra peninsula’ [our peninsula] in a chapter on prehistory in a standard
textbook on the history of Spain (Ubieto ef al., 1977: 4). It is worth pausing to consider what the possible translations of this
phrase in such a context might be. The relevant chapter sets out the major phases i the prehistory of what is today called the
[berian Peninsula, and the paragraph in which this expression occurs deals with the locations in the peninsula where a type of
prehistoric axe has been found. These locations include sites in Soria, Madrid and Lisbon. A literal translation of the sentence
in which the phrase occurs would be:

Example (Z2a)
The Acheulian period has symmetrical axes, with more regular edges. On our peninsula, they have been found in

Torralba (Sora). in the terraces of San Isidro (Madrid) and in the proximity of Lisbon.
The original paragraph reads as follows:

Example ()
El achelense tiene hachas simétricas, con bordes mas regulares. Aparecen en nuestra peninsula en Torralba (Soria),

en las terrazas de San Isidro (Madnd), v en las cercanias de Lisboa. (Ubieto ef al., 1977:4)

A translation such as (2a) would not be unacceptable, but our attention is likely to be drawn to the use of the possessive: in the
context of the detached tone emploved in this academic text, we may find that its use here represents an unwarranted intrusion
of an overly personal voice into the discourse. In English at least, the phrase seems more personalised than we would expect,
especially as it occurs i a university-level text m a chapter which is dense with technical scientific fact and archaeological
terminology. It is true that part of the explanation lies in the fact that there is, in general, a difference between Spanish and
English usage in such instances: first person phiral reference appears to be more common in Spanish academic writing than in
the equivalent English register. Thus, references
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to nosotros [we] and to nuestro [our] are found more frequently in Spanish academic writing, a phenomenon probably
associated with the less frequent use of passive voice forms in Spanish; first person pharal references are considered to be

modest references to the author in Spanish and are far less pompous than the use of the 'roval we' in English (Butt &
Benjamin, 1994: 127).

Nonetheless, there is a further, more concrete, explanation for the use of nuestra here, and it relates to both the semantics and
the pragmahn:ﬁ of the term. Consider that the most obvious alternatrve strategy for the author would be to daplm an
expre&muﬂ such as Peminsula Ibérica [Iberian Peninsulal. gnen that such alternatives as 'in our country', 'in Spain’ etc. would
Iy be maccurate, since (1) the dmision of the pemnﬁula into Spain and Portugal is srrelevant in the context of 150,000 vears
ago: and (2) the sites reported on include a location in what is now Portugal In a sense, however, even the use of' Iberian
Peninsula’ would be anachronistic: the peninsula did not become 'Tberian’ until the arrival of the Iberians, over 100,000 years
after the Neanderthal period being discussed in the paragraph we are considering; although we may decide that we are simply
going to use the geographical term which is current i modern times for naming the pemnsula, the effect of such atermin a
sentence such as (2a) would be infelicitous, given that the interpolation of 'Tberian’ in this sentence would set it in a context in
which several archaeological terms are being emploved (in this paragraph and in others occurring before and after this one).

The question is worth asking, however: to whom does the 'our’ in 'our peninsula’ refer? A semantic interpretation of the term
would offer us two alternatives: an 'exclusive’ interpretation would have it refer to 'those [Ubieto er al.] who are the authors of
this book' (or, given the conventions of academic usage, 'the one of usUbieto himself, as it happenswho wrote this particular
section'); an 'inclusive' reading would interpret it as referring to 'writer(s) + reader(s) . Pragmatically, it can be said to
contribute to the sense of a shared mheritance between writer and reader, i.e. to a kind of solidarity between writer and
reader. But what if the reader is Portuguese, for example? Does the reference to 'our’ inchude him'her, on the grounds that
what is being discussed is archaeological findings in places that include Lisbon? This, however, would not sit easily with the
fact that the volume in which the phrase occurs carries the title rroduccion a la historia de Esparia. On the other hand,
readers from outside the Ibenian Peninsula are presumably meant to feel a kind of pseudo-solidarity on their encounter with the
term.

What this example suggests is that deixis in its fullest sense embraces
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more than the mere abstract 'locating’ of an utterance or text within spatial, temporal or personal parameters. Here, we have
not only the interplay of these three dimensions, but a hint of the possible ramifications that the use of this particular deictic has
on the cultural, social or political levels. To state this another way, the fact of being located’ according to the three basic
deictic dimensions carries with it implications about a diverse range of aspects of being human and about the identity of
participants in an act of discourse. It also relates, in an important way, to the very nature of the verbal interaction taking place.
If we reduce deixis and deictic centring to a simplistic summary of the spatial, temporal and personal parameters as they relate
to an origo which is neatly identifiable with the ego of the speaker/writer at the moment of utterance, we fail to do justice to
the richness of experience related to those parameters. In a very real way, we are where we are: our multifaceted selves relate
in different ways to different circumstances. As Jones (1995: 27) suggests. discussions of deixis have often emphasised the
'egocentric’ aspects of the concept to the detriment of the social, as if a speaker (or writer), from a position of glorious
isolation, mmposed a set of reference points on his or her discourse, which the reader then has the task of decoding. A more
adequate analysis would see the 'deictic field', not just as a shared spatio-temporal context, but as an area of common purpose
between speaker and hearer, between writer and reader. The two share knowledge of the situation of the verbal mteraction, of
its purpose and context, so that the 'shared, situated "business' of the communicants' (Jones, 1995: 41)) contributes to the
accomplishment of the communicative act. Thus, texts with different purposes display different deictic characteristics; as
Hosenfeld er al. (1995 419) poimt out, detis is an area of language that is particularly sensitive to context, including the
discourse genre in which it appears. Consider, for example, how markers of person deixis in a 'persuasive’ text such as an
advertisement differ from those used in a narrative text such as a novel, and how each of these would be different from, say. a
formal business memorandum; in turn, all of this would vary ﬂgmﬂn:anth from one culture to another. In each case. however.
the selection of one rather than another option from the range of personal deictic terms (for example, the use of the mformal
mode of second person address using i rather than the formal mode with usted in Spanish, or the use of 'we' rather than 'the
company' etc.) is made as much on the basis of the writer's view of what the reader expects as on the basis of any
characteristics we could attribute to the writer himself or herself. Thus, deictic perspective can best be viewed as the
structuring of a relationship between writer and reader, a dynamic relationship between the multiple sebves of each participant
in the discourse.

< previous page page 131 next page >



< previous page page 132 next page >

Shifting Deictic Perspective Within Texts

The deictic perspective not only varies from text to text and from genre to genre but can also shift and alter over the course of
the encounter between reader and text. What we are suggesting, then. is that, on a macro-pragmatic level, contextual features
constrain the markers of deictic perspective in translation, but also, on a micro-pragmatic level, deictic perspective changes as
the discourse progresses. This has been well demonstrated for narrative texts in the development of what has come to be
called 'deictic shift theory' (see Duchan er al., 1995; Zubin & Hewitt, 1995; Segal, 1995), where the aim is to develop a
cognitive science perspective on (mainly fictional) narrative. In the approach adopted by these authors, the existence of a dual
perspective is posited for narrative, viz. a 'focalising perspective’ or origin which is a shifting localisation in time , space and
person from which the story is exposed to the reader, and a 'focalised perspective’ or content which is the objective of the
focalising perspective as it moves along its spatial, temporal and personal coordinates through the story world ( Zubin &
Hewitt, 1995: 132). In other words, a mental model is constructed at the moment of the reader's reception of the text: 'the
reader tends to witness most events as they seem to happen [ . . . ] The events tend to occur within the mental model at the
active space-time location to which the reader has been directed by the syntax and semantics of the text' (Segal, 1995: 17).

What the speaker/writer does, then, is attempt to get a hearer/reader to 'build one, rather than another, mental representation
of incoming information' (Payne, 1992: 2). The syntactic, semantic, cognitive and pragmatic domains are all relevant to how
this 15 achieved, as all of these dimensions of the text impact upon the representation constructed by the reader. The
translator's task in this regard can be illustrated for the case of Spanish-English translation by the following examples:

Irivenir versus come/go

Although the usual translation for the Spanish verb i is the English 'to go'. and for the verb venir is 'to come’, the way in which
these verbs are used makes them sufficiently different from their English counterparts for i» to often be translated as 'come’.
The perspective adopted by the Spanish speaker in relation to motion is such that, almost invariably, venir will only be used in
reference to motion fowards the speaker. Thus, an utterance such as (3). gleaned from the speech of a Spanish teenager,
would have a literal translation along the lines of (3a), but would be more likely to have as an actual equivalent in English an
utterance such as (3b):

< previous paqge page 132 next page >



< previous page page 133 next page >

Page 133

Example 3

Ven alafiesta. Estoy seguro que te divertiras si vas.

(2) Come to the party. I'm sure you'll enjoy yourself if you go.
(b) Come to the party. I'm sure vou'll enjov vourself if vou come.

Now the over-extension in English of 'come/bring’ to uses which might strictly be said to belong to the area of 'go/take’ is a
widely recognised phenomenon (see, for example, Abkarian 1983) and Indo-European languages other than English also
show a tendency to over-extend the equivalent verbs. The point illustrated here, however, is that the degree to which such
over-extension operates will vary from one language to another, with less of a t&nde;nm towards such over-extension in
Spanish than in English. The translator has the task of ensuring that he or she avoids bemg influenced by the source text to the
extent of adopting the pattern presented by it and employing such a pattern in the TL; in other words, the translator of (3)
needs to produce (3b), not (3a).

The 'historical present’

The use of present tense forms to make reference to past events is a phenomenon common to both Spanish and English. The
degree to which this device is emploved, however, seems to vary from one language to the other, with Spam&h showing a
greater facility for emploving it than English, 1 e. it is likely to occur in a range of contexts and ahle levels i Spanish where the
most likely English translation would employ a past verb form. On a pragmatic level, its use can be said to have the effect of
making past events and past states seem more vivid and more 'real’ by actualising them. This explanation is EDﬂ:lplEtﬂE:ﬂtEd by
the account given by a semanticist such as King (1992). who speaks of the Spanish 'presente histérico' as causing a situation
which belongs to the past in real time to be "brought or 'pulled' into the present perspective of the speaker’ (King, 1992: 22).
Although the events may be past in the real world, they are 'simultaneous to (included within) the speaker's perspective of the
present, becanse tense as temporal perspective allows the speaker to associate realized events with the present and so to
afford these events a status as accomplished fact: '[T]o include a past situation within the present perspective is simply the
association of the occurrence in the past with the perspective of "fact” ' (King, 1992: 23). Thus, in the following simple
example (4), a statement made in the present in Spanish alludes to a past reality, but the use of the present tense makes that
reality more vivid or more 'actual’ to the reader:
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Example (4)
Iberia o Hispania [ . . . ] es un pais de caracter muy desigual desde todos los puntos de vista . . . (Temprano, 1988&:
19)

A relatively literal translation, using the corresponding present tense in English, would be:

Example (4a)
Iberia or Hispania [ . ] is a very varied country, from every point of view . _ .

But, as the names '[beria’ and 'Hispania' suggest, the country being referred to here is not modern Spain, but the Iberian
Peninsula as it was thousands of vears ago; thus, normal English usage would prompt us to write:

Example (4D)

Iberia or Hispania [.. | was a very varied country, from every point of view . _ _

Agam both Spanish and English allow the speaker/writer a choice of par&pe::m ethe present historic is used in English alsobut

in many cases where the present temporal perspective would appear in Spanish, the English option, for reasons of stvle or
appropriacy to the discourse context, would be to favour a past perspective.

Entitativity and spatial concepts

There is a significant difference between the way movement is expressed i Spanish and English respectively, and there are
clear distinctions observable also with regard to the related issue of how these two languages establish the entitativity of spatial
concepts. In Talmy's discussion of the lexicalisation of movement in Spanish and English (Talmy, 19835), it is suggested that the
basic elements of the expression of movement are motion, manner, path, direction and location. In a development of this work,
Slobin (1993) has shown how English tends to pay more attention to the concepts of path and direction than Spanish. Slobin

(1995: 11) offers the following sentence (3) as typical of an English expression of movement, with its relative richness of path
description:

Example (3)
[ ... climbed up the path over the cliffs towards the rest of the people. (du Maurier, 1938: 236)

The published Spanish translation (3a), influenced presumably by the English original, reflects this concern with the details of
trajectories to some
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degree, although it does not contain the same number of path expressions as the English:

Example (3a)
Tome el sendero que conducia al ngar donde estaba la gente. ['] took the path which led to the place where the
people were.'] (du Maurier, 1959: 318)

Examination of original Spanish works, however, shows that nothing like the same degree of path elaboration occurs there,
and Slobin concludes that "Spanish writers do not seem to make full use of the devices that are available in their
langnage' (Slobin, 1996: 12).

Thus, English has a greater facility for concatenating a series of statements about path and direction ('up the hall', 'along the
corridor’, 'down the stairs’ etc.), while directionality in Spanish is normally expressed within the verb itself (subir, [to go up];
entrar, [to go in]. etc.). Slobin and Bocaz (1988: 21) found that Spanish speakers tended to devote more effort to
establishing static locations of objects and participants, and to the elaboration of circumstantial description, while English-
speakers attend more to the elaboration of trajectories. On the basis of this evidence they suggest that 'there seem to be clear
differences in the ways in which one's thoughts are mobilized., moment-by-moment, for purposes of speaking in one language
or another' (Slobin & Bocaz, 1988: 6). Sebastian and Slobin (1994: 265) illustrate this contrast in the patterns of expression of
motion with the following pair of utterances (from the speech of children who are native-speakers of Spanish and English
respectively):

o He tips him over a cliff mto the water.
e [ o tiro. Por suerte, abajo, estaba el rio. El nifio cavo en al agua.

As all these anthors suggest, the choices made in the two languages respectively represent general trends. not absolute rules:
more than one option is often available in each of the languagﬂi The translator, therefore, may have to choose between
following a pattern which is typical of Spanish, or re-arranging the spatial concepts to arrive at a pattern typical of English. As
an illustration of this, let us compare how the movement of encroaching flames is expressed i the following two published
translations (6a and 6b) of part of a sentence from J. L. Borges' story 'The Circular Buins' (the oniginal is given as 6):

Example (6)
el mago vio cernirse contra los muros el incendio concéntrico. (Borges, 1971: 68
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(a) the wizard saw the concentric fire licking the walls. (Borges, 1993: 44)
(b) the magician saw the circling sheets of flame closing in on him.
(Borges, 1973: 42)

We would suggest that there is a clear contrast here between the relatively 'static’ image conveyed in (6a) and the more
dynamic character of (6b). Not only does the latter provide more specification of path details than the former by employing a
phrasal verb and two prepositions in the expression 'closing in on', but it also conveys a sense of movement and direction
through the use of the participle 'circling'. The original Spanish (6) would appear to have influenced the author of (6a) towards
a more explicit statement of the relatively static ralatmnshrp between the fire and the walls. The author of (6b), on the other
hand. eschews any reference to the walls themselves in this sentence (thereby omitting some scene-setting detail) and focuses
instead on conveying more information on path and direction.

In a similar vein, the same pair of translations of this story offer an interesting contrast in their respective representations of the
spatial concept contained in the Spanish word recinro. This word is difficult to translate but normally refers to 'premises’ or
'space’ usually percerved as enclosed or surrounded. In the context in which it occurs in the Borges story, it refers to an open
area within a wood or forest where the 'muns' referred to in the title are found. Again, there is a clear difference between the
two translations as regards the perspective which is implicit in the respective versions. The original sentence and the
translations read as in (7-7a-7b):

Example (7)
se arrastro . . . hasta el recinto circular. (Borges, 1971: 61)

(a) crawled . . . up to the circular enclosure. (Borges, 1993: 39)
(b) dragged himself . . _ to the circular opening. (Borges, 1973:37)

The spatial concept conveyed in (7a) implies the notion of a closed area, with the emphasis being on the limits set to that area
by the surrounding forest; the concept in (7b), on the other hand, emphasises the notion of opennessan area which is a
clearing, an area free of trees. The former (7a) is a more direct translation of (7): as suggested, the recinto notion normally
implies spatial hmits; the latter translation { 7b), however, is probably a more acceptable translation in English_

This suggests that the translator's task, therefore, is to apprehend the message conveyed by the communication as it is
construed in the original text. and to then re-create in the TL a similar message using a deictic
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perspective which is appropriate for the TL, avoiding (usually) the influence of the deictic patterns evident in the original.

Deictic Equivalence and Styvle

How are we to achieve this re-creation of the message contained in the ST7 One answer to this question is the despairing one
which suggests that true re-creation is impossible, that absolute equivalence cannot be achieved. Given that there will always
be differences between the ways two languages operatedifferences which are either inherent in the grammatical system or the
consequence of stylistic preferenceit is self-evident that a degree of 'miscommunication’ will always take place in mterlingual
translation. But the fact is that translation (sometimes) succeeds, and the explanation of its success is the same as the
explanation for the success of any communication. No two speakers of the same language bring to bear exactly the same
cognitive_ semantic . syntactic or discursive factors on an utterance in any one language which they supposedly 'share'. Some
slippage is inevitable in any communicative act. The pragmaticist's classic response to this dilemma is to seek to achieve
‘equivalent pragmatic effect’, i.e. to make the translation 'do the same things' as the original text. But, of course, the purpose of
the translation is fre quently different from the purpose of the original, so that the context has changed and the characteristics of
the participants and of other relevant aspects of the situation have also changed. As Eobinson (1991:134) suggests, the
success of translation defies logical analvsis; language is too fluid, too slippery, for it to be effectively simplified or reduced.

What we can seek to do is to bear witness to the complexity of the factors mvolved and to the reality of the pragmaticand
deicticfactors which impinge on the text. Pierre Menard. the character in the Borges story 'Pierre Menard. author of Don
Quixote'. which George Steiner has called 'arguably . . . the most acute, most concentrated commentary anyone has offered
on the business of translation’ (Stemner, 1977: ?D} recreates (or translate&} Don Quixote by creating it for the first time: he
imbues himself with knowledge of the historical period Cervantes lived in. and dev elops sensibilities appropriate to that time, to
such an extent that the words he produces are identical to those of Cervantes. Borges' tongue-in-cheek comment, however, is
that the e_ﬁecr (of the identical words) 1s different from the effect achieved by the Cervantes text, becanse the production of
those words in the twentieth century conveys a series of ideas which are revolutionary to the 20th-century mind. The change
described in this fiction is a I:,hange of deictic perspective; at a fundamental level, it is not unlike the shift in 'meaning’ that
occurs when the word 'now’ is pronounced once and
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then pronounced again five seconds later. In line with deconstructionist approaches to text (cf Tabakowska, 1993: 15) we
can adopt the view that the meaning of the text, like the meaning of the word 'now’, is instantiated at the moment of its
reception by the reader, at which point the text enters into a complex network of relatmnshrpﬁ with other acts and entities (and
other texts, and parts of texts) which contribute to the realisation of its meaning_

Such relationships are neither static nor merely physical: they exist as factors influencing the mental act that occurs when the
text is read; they are fluid and dynamic, in the sense that the reader of the translation, like the reader of the original, 1s acttvely
taking meanings on board and altering and adjusting interpretations of messages as these unfold. The reader, then, is
constructing a 'world' in which the text will live; rather, a diffuse ser of worlds emerges as congruent with the perspective
adopted by the anthor's voice in the test. A Spanish text triggers relationships to a 'Spanish’ world; a translation of a Spanish
text triggers similar, but by no means identical. connections; a text on taxation or biology evokes connections with the relevant
'worlds' of economics or science that provide a context in which their meaning is fully realised. As Werth (1995 points out,
such worlds exist as part of the real external world (for example, what we refer to in everyday speech as 'the world Df high
finance"), but are as much a pmc’mn:t of our mental processes as part of that P ysical world Werth defines 'world' as 'a
conceptual domain representing a state of affaws’ (Werth, 1995: 78). Deixis, in this view, is itself a mental construct; it 'defines
the conceptual space appropriate for the processing of a particular discourse' (Werth, 1995: 79).

In translating from Spanish to English, then, we first apprehend the context-dependent conceptual space of the original Spanish
text, as it relates to a Spanish 'world-view' and to a set of 'worlds' associated with various textual parameters such as text-
genre, sublanguage . field of discourse etc.; we then initiate the process of constructing an English-language text with its
attendant world-view and its relations to another set of 'worlds' which we deem to be equivalent to those of the original.

The new conceptual space created in the course of translation is necessarily different from that of the original but must
somehow contribute to the achievement of 'equivalence’ in the text. Some of the decisions made by the translator with regard
to deictic features will be of an elementary nature and relatively unn:nﬂ:rph:ated_ as we have seen; others, however, are quite
subtle and affect precisely those qualities in the text which help to give the text an identity as a 'Spanish' or 'English' text. Thus,
although the selection of appropriate deictic termschoosing the right pronoun or the right tense. for examplemay frequently be a
straightforward matter of
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drawing on knowledge of the linguistic system of English, it is also often the case that the selection of the appropnate item is
not a simple matter. In other words, deictic feature selection is often a stvlistic decision rather than a grammatical one. The
use of demonstratives in anaphoric reference is a case in point, as it represents a commeon problem in translating between
various languages, even within language families. Note, for mstance, how demonstratives and determiners are utilised
differently in Spanish and English in the following sentences (8)-(10) and their translations (8a'b)-(10a'b), and how the choice
of demonstrative can be less than straightforward, as the two alternative translations offered in each case illustrate:

Example (5)

Hay que mowilizar las bases pulmonares a fin de que el aire alcance Jos abveolos libres de secreciones.

() The bases of the lings must be moved so that the air can reach the alveoli which are free of secretions.
(b} The bases of the lungs must be moved so that the air can reach those alveoli which are free of secretions.

Example (9)

Del siglo v a 1800, Europa no consigue tener une poblacion mayor de 180 millones. De 1800 a 1914 asciende a mas
de 460 millones. El brinco es unico en la historia humana. (Ortega Gasset, 1956: 164)

(a) From the fifth century to the vear 1800, Europe's population managed to reach only 180 millions. From 1800 to
1914 it rises to more than 460 milions. The ump is unique i human history.

(b) From the fifth century to the vear 1800, Eumpe s population managed

to reach only 180 millions. From 1800 to 1914 it rises to more than 460

millions. This jump is unique in human history.

Example (I0)

El que solemos llamar pais extranjero tiene que ser lejano, pero no demasiado, porque en esfe caso pasaria a ser un
pais exotico. (E! Pais, June 1986))

(a) What we call a foreign country has to be far away, but not too far away, because in this case it would be an exotic
country.

(b) What we call a foreign country has to be far away. but not too far away, because in that case it would be an
exotic country.

Thus, stvlistic considerations are a significant factor in the translation of demonstratives and anaphoric referents_ as they are in
the deployment of
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metaphors for spatial representation and the representation of movement alluded to earlier. The practitioner of the art of
translation is therefore operating with a series of factors which are bound up with the nature of linguistic representation in the
mind. Varving the deictic perspective from language to language mplies establishing a focus on the material being translated
which is coherent with a world-wiew that the reader can identify with. In subtle but mmportant ways, deixis and anaphora are
aspects of that operation which touch on the very limits of translatability.

Notes

1. Some authors (e_g. Levison, 1992; Asher. 1993) discuss what they consider to be a separate category of demis called
'social demus', focused on the use of markers of social status in languages, especially in oriental languages such as Japanese,
with its system of honorifics.

2. Laurence Venuti (1996) advocates having the stvle of the target text reflect the fact that the text is a translation and not an
original (cf Hickey: this volume). The translator, in this view, has the task of valorising the language and culture of the original,
as part of a democratic agenda, aimed at promoting an appreciation of other cultures in English and counteracting the
ethnocentricity and cultural hegemony of English language and culture.

3. Even then, presumably, the peninsula was not 'Iberian’, either in name or in reality. The Iberians occupied certain parts of

the South and East of the peninsula during the First Millennmmm B C and shared possession of it with the Celts.

4. The complete paragraph in which this sentence occurs reads as follows: Iberia o Hispania, escribe don Julio Caro Baroja,
es un pais de caracter muy desigual desde todos los puntos de vista: los pueblos del Mediterraneo Ornental v Menidional
establecen colonias desde muv antiguo en sus costas v grandes extensiones se hallan pobladas por grupos étnicos de distinto
origen. con lengua, cultura e instituciones distintas. Unos viven muy aislados, como los del Norte; otros muy influidos por las
grandes civilizaciones mediterraneas, como los del Sur v Levante . (Temprano, 1988: 19)

5. It is perhaps not surprising that the second alternative is a superior translation, given that Borges himself collaborated with
N._T. di Giovanni on the work of translating the version published in Borges (1973).

6. The origin of this (anaphoric) usage of the Spanish definite article clearly relates to its etymological connection with the Latin
demonstrattve ille, from which it 15 dertved (cf. Penny, 1991: 128).
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Chapter 9
Verb Substitution and Predicate Reference

Palma Zlateva

Analyses of translations from English into Bulgarian and Russian (and vice versa) suggest that some of their inadequacies result
from insufficient und erstanding of the mechanism of substitution of whole utterances (or some of their parts in the text), or of
referring to non-verbalised elements of the comunicative situation and/or the shared (background) knowledge of its
participants. This substitution or reference is achieved by means of a set of pro-forms. to which belong language units,
usuallythough somewhat arbitrarilvclassified mto the various traditional parts of speech (or classes of words): pronouns
(this/that, it, which) numerals (one) adverbs (5o, such, thus) nouns and verbs with a very general meanings (thing, fact,
happening, deed, do, act) as well as modals and auxiliaries. These linguistic items, mostly deictic in origin, have a peculiar sign
character (Bloomfield, 1933; Pewrce, 1960; Benveniste, 1966; Lvons, 1977; Paducheva, 1985 etc.). They comprise a system
of imitants, of secondary ]mgmatu: SIgNs, W hich reflect the existing system of full-notion words in that their constituents are
shaped like them (i.e. like nouns and ﬂd]&l:t['ir es. like verbs and adverbs. etc.) and can function like them. These signs of signs.
however, are only filled with meaning in a speech siuationthey are 'brought to life' in the speech activity of generating an
utterance (cf. Benveniste, 1974, quoted in Paducheva, 1985: 42), 'thewr only content is to serve as a means of identifving the
referent [through its relation with the contexts of the speech act or its participants] and. having performed this function, they get
off the stage' (Paducheva & Arutyunova, 1985 15-22). In other words, the deictics, or gesture-words, are somewhat like the
dummy symbols, imitative signs, models which reflect [all] the formally relevant features of the word signs, but not their
notional meaning. This allows them to fluctuate in their various functions between the poles of the full-notion words and the so-
called 'prop-words', or purely
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functional elements , following Halliday's 'cline of delicacy’ (Halliday, 1961).

Deixis is a reflection in language of the physical act of pointing, done by people m the process of face-to-face communication.
It can safely be assumed that even as far back as the pre-language stages of their development, human bemngs used pointing in
order to include into the field of vision or attention of thewr mterlocutors various objects, as well as certain of thewr
characteristics such as distance (close/far), size (big/small), s ber (single’non-single), guantity (much/ little), etc. They
could also express and communicate to others various actions (walking, hunting, crving etc.), and the manner in which they
were performed (quickly/slowly etc.) by simply imitating'mimicking them, and even whole situations, by enacting them, thus
combining various gestures of pointing with mimicking All these various gestures, as well as imitating'mimicking in general, are
peculiar tvpes of pre-verbal signs which were, and still are, universally understood. With the appearance and the gradual
development of verbal signs and human speech in general, the pointing gestures were also verbalised, and different sounds and
graphic symbols were assigned to them in the different languages. Thus they lost their universal character in terms of
understandability, although they fully preserved therr oniginal function of drawing the object of speech mto the 'index field' (cf.
Bithler, 1934), and even enriched the ways of achieving it, due to the various text functions with which they are loaded. All of
these functions, however_ have the imnvariant feature of binding an utterance to the concrete situation in which it is generated, of
grving it 'its pragmatic meaning in a referential context of person, place and time' (Mey, 1994: 92).

So the basic function of deictics (also referred to as 'indexicals") or the word combinations of which they are (also referred to
as 'mdexical expressions') is to enable the speaker/anthor of a text to point to the object of his EpEEEh text, in order to draw
the attention of his/her intetlocuter/reader to this object, to help them identify it and then keep it in their field of vision/attention
for as long as it is necessary for him'her for the fulfilment of his’her communicative intention, hence for the fulfilment of the
communicative function of this speech/text. Normally, the first phase of this processthe introduction of the objectis done by
pointing at it by means of a deictical item, and then naming it with a full-notion lexeme (e_g. this student, [fozi student/etot
student]; that sea, [tova more/eto mare] etc.). This non-autonomous way of pointing has the highest degree of definiteness
for both the speakers and their interlocuters. and is therefore the most reliable way of non-ambiguous identification of an
object. (More on some
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of the pragmatic problems for the translator when rendering such expressions in an entirely different index field can be found in
Richardson: this volume )

In this chapter I would like to focus, in a somewhat more systematic way, on another textual function of deictics, that of
pointing at the object of speech, not as an entity and in combination with its verbal sign in the text, but only at some of its
features which are relevant grammatically (e.g.. gender and number or tense). and which will prove to be sufficient for its
correct identification in the text, thus substituting for its [repetitive] verbalisation. By means of this autonomous use of deictics
we can refer to an object or situation which has already been mentioned in the text, or to an object or situation which has not
been explicitly mentioned, but exists in the framework of the communication act. common to its participants or in their common

index field.

There exists a genealogical connection between the deictics which function non-autonomously (1.e. definers, or determiners,
accompanying the name), and those which function autonomously, substituting for it (the various pro-forms, or prop-words, or
‘pronouns of laziness' etc.) A number of historians of language point to this connection and give convincing evidence in favour
of it (cf. Galabov, 1946: 146; Velcheva, 1963: 130-1 etc.) In other words, the linguistic expression of definiteness and the
mechanism of substitution are closely connected, and the elements by means of which they are achieved serve as the mortar
which binds together the bricks of the full-notion’ words, thus allowing the speakers to fulfil their communicative intention by
building up [svstems of] utterances_ or texts, that are both cohesive (cf Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 29-30) and coherent (cf.
T'sui, 1991 111}, i.e. meaningful

Lingumists are more or less unanimous in their understanding of substitution as the use of grammatical elements with completely
or partially lostfaded semantics in the position of meaningful elements of a sentence or utterance, for the purpose of achieving
a complete structure. The structural function of substitution, howewver, is not the only function of these elements. They have
another application. which was first mentioned by L. Bloomfield (1 933} and which many contemporary scholars of this
mechanism tend to everlook. This is the use of substitutes to refer to an object which has not been verbalised in the text. This
function is characteristic not only of analytical languages such as English and Bulgarian but also of synthetic languages such as
Russian. I think that we can distinguish at least two cases of such non-structural use of deictic elements:
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Case 1
When the speaker, before formulating exactly and unambiguously what he has to sav, expresses it as if in a nutshell, e g

Example |

Tol'ko va, efo . . Ne kurvu. Vot. Luchshe ne predlagaite.

Chahotka. chto li?uchastlivo sprosil starshii.

Sportom zanimayus'. Ero. Legkava atletika

Govoril Artyvom skverno 1 khmuro stesnvalsva. Emu muchitel'no ne

hvatalo slov, i spasitel'noe 'eto’ zvuchalo v ego rechah chashche vsego ostalnogo.

(B. Vasil'ev)

This use of the Russian demonstrative efo [this] resembles cataphoric reference, but its motivation is pragmatic rather than
structural, and the author of the text leaves no doubt about it, by stating explicitly the reason for the excessive use of efo in his
character's speech. The English equivalent of such a pragmatic function would belong to a class of words different from the

deictics or gesture-words, but no less ancient and 'pre-speech’ in originthe onomatopaeic e». Hence, a possible translation of
this excerpt into English would be: 1

'Tt's just that I, e». .. I don't smoke. So, vou'd better not offer me [a cigarette].'

'How come? You ha‘i. en't got tuberculosis, have yvou?' the sergeant asked compassionately.

"No, I am going in for sports. E» . . . Track and field events.'

Artyom was not a good speaker, and this made him somewhat orim and nervous. Words kept escaping him, and the
blessed 'er' came to his rescue more often than anvthing else.

The Bulgarian pragmatic equivalent in similar situations is a deictic too, but an adverbial one: . . _az . . . Nepusha . .. . .
Sportuvam. Takova . . . Leka atletika . . . etc.

Case 2

When the non-structural, pragmatic substitution is a short-cut for a possible lengthy explanation (cf. 'non-syntactic anaphora' in
Gensler, 1977: 326), as in the following excerpt from M. Bulgakov's White Guard:

E;r:c;rmpfe( )

[Vasilisa is talking animatedly with the village girl Yavdoha about the

price of the milk she is selling, taking his time so as to enjoy her company ]
S kem eto ty”byistro shnyirmrv glazom vverh, sprosila supruga.
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S Yavdohot ravnodushno otvetil Vasilisa predstay’ sebe, moloko segodnya pyat'desyat.

There is no verbalisation of the wife's jealous suspicions in her question, but the husband's answer comes as a prompt reaction
to what was signalled rather than explicitly asked. The Bulganan equivalent of this function will also be takova: Ti s kogo
takova . . . but in English we shall have to explicate the 'missing’ element by using at least one predicate, e.g.

Who are vou tallong with?', asked his wife, shooting a quick glance upwards.
'Oh, it's only Y avdoha,' Vasilisa answered with feigned indifference.
'Can vou imagine, the price of milk's gone up to fifty today'.

Similar functions are characteristic of deictics in English too, and, in such cases it is the Bulgarian and Russian translators who
sometimes resort to explication. For example: 2

Example (1)

['Do vou suppose Jesse could have been listening” Maggie asked. . . .
'Jesse? At this houwr? He's doing well if he's up before noon.']

Maggie didn't argue with that, although she could have. The fact was

that Jesse was an early riser and anvhow he worked on Saturdays. (A.
Tvler: B)

(B) . . . Magi reshi da ne osporva tazi vavna nespravedlivost, makar che bi
mogla. Vsushtnost Djesi ne obichashe da spi do kusno, pritova v
subota raboteshe.

(R} . . . Magi reshila ne sporit' s nim, hotya mogla byi, poskol'ko Djesi
vsushtnosti lyubil rano vstavat', prichem po subotam rabotal.

As we can see, the Bulgarian translator has rendered that, referring to Maggie's husband's words, as tazi vavna
nespravediivost [this obvious injustice], thus intemreﬁng and verbalising what Maggie left unsaid. on the basis of her following
statement of the fact that her son was actually an early riser, which was quite contrary to what his father had said about him.
The Russian translation changes the [ante::ed&nt of the] reference in the original from the previous statement (that = what her
husband had just said) to its utterer (ne sporit’ s nim > not to argue with him, i.e. with her husband) Compare also:

Example (4)

Yet another view explained the entire matter by regarding the stranger
as a harmless lunatic. Thar had the advantage of accounting for
evervthing straight away. (H. Wells: 143)
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(B) Treti smyataha. che nepoznativat strada ot nyakalova ttha lndost. Tova mnenie imashe predimstvoto, che
otvednazh obyasnyvavashe vsichko. (p. 34)

(R} Drugie schitali, chto neznakomets stradaet tihim pomeshatel stvom. Etor vzelvad mel to preimushtestvo, chto
razom obyasnyal vse. (p.95)

The English that refers to the essence of the view, i.e. to the attitude of regarding the stranger as a harmless lunatic, which
had the advantage of accounting for evervthing. This attitude is rendered into Bulgarian and Russian by the verb in the
main clanse smyataha'schitali (considered), followed by a subclanse stating the atttudeche nepoznativar strada ot
mvakakva ludost/'chto neznalkomets stradaet tihim pomeshatel'stvom [that the stranger suffers from some kind of lunacy].
The reference in the translations is achieved by a non-autonomous use of the demonstrative, remntroducing the previous
predication which has been summed up in a noun: fova mnenie/etor vzglvad [this opmion].

This type of pragmatic or situational, rather than structural, reference can also be achieved in Bulgarian by means of the
symmetrical autonomous use of the demonstrative fova (this) i its various gender forms. For example:

Example ()

'How many more subs can they throw at us now?”'

'Perhaps as many as thirty additional boats, Admiral '

'THIRTY? Baker hadn't liked anything he' d been told for a week now.
He especially didn't like this." (T. Clancy: 163)

(B)Oshte kolko podvodnitsi mogat da hvurlyvat sreshtu nas sega?
Verovatno ne po-malko ot oshte triiset, Admirale.

Triset k7! Veche tsyala sedmitsa nito edna ot novinire, koito
poluchavashe Beikar, ne mm beshe haresala. No tazi beshe osobeno
neprivatna.

The translator could have rendered c;rma.‘hmg he'd been told . . . n exactly the same way, 1.e. as nishto, koeto mu byvaha
kazali, and then preserved rova [this] in the next sentence. But such a use of zova would have coincided with the syntactic
anaphoric use of tova [this/it] to refer to the immediately preceding predication. and would thus have changed the author's
intention by narrowing the scope of his reference. This is the reason why the translator is more explicit and renders arthing
he'd been told as nito edna ot novinite [lit. none of the news), referring then by [the structural anaphoric] tazi[novina)
through novinite in the preceding sentence, back to the contents
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of the last. and particularly nasty, piece of newsthat perhaps as many as 30 additional subs may be thrown at A dmiral Baker's
fleet.

The Bulgarian demonstrative fova [this/that] can also function as a translational equivalent of other English substitutes_ deictic

in origin and performing syntactic prop-up functions, and/or referning to contextual situations or to compound predications
from the preceding co-text. For example:

Example (0)

"Were vou ever gay”' she asked, she thought now's the time to hit him
with some of the big questions.

Mel laughed, he liked ir. Now I'll ask vou one,"he said. "What had vou
rather: that I'm gay or that I'd rather drag vour mother out of the
supermarket some morning and fuck her.' (L. McMurtry: 154)

(B)Ti bil ki si nvakoga pedal?popita momicheto, kato misleshe, che momentat e podhodyasht 1 mozhe da go
tsapardosa s nyakoi ot golemite vaprosi.
Mel se razsmyarova mm haresa.

A sega az shte te popitam neshtokaza toi Kalovo bi predpochela: da sam pedal, ih nvakova sutrin da izmukna maika ti
ot supermarketa i da va nachukam?

Bv means of the structural element it the author refers to both the question itself and to the fact that the girl (whose mind Mel
can read only too easily) has decided that the situation puts her in a position to ask such a question. This twofold reference is
achieved in Bulgarian by fovawhich would also have been a perfecily normal use of that instead of if in both as a structural
element. and as a referring one in the English original as well

Sometimes this twofold function of iz (cf. Zlateva, 1980; 1981; 1987) both as a structural element (which is a more
sophisticated use) and as an anaphoric expression (which is the more common one) can canse misunderstanding, as in

Example (7)

"Why did you faint”' he said.

T didn't. Somebody was making an aw'fly boring speech so I went to sleep.
Tt was vou,' he said.

What was”

"You were making the speech.’ ( P. Marshal, The Raging Moon, 1967)
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The misunderstanding is caused by the misinterpretation of the purely syntactic function of the mtroductory it as an anaphoric
substitute. This pragmatic effect has to be preserved in the translation. The Bulgarian structural equivalent of it is 7o, but it
cannot be used for achieving the emphatic word order of the phrase in the original. A possible way of reproducing the
pragmatic effect of the English text, though on a different basis. is by using fova, i.e. fozi nyvakoi [this somebody]. Compare:

Ti zashto pripadna?popita go toi.

Ne sam pripadal. Nvakoi iznasvashe uzhasno skuchna rech i me
prispa.

Ama rova beshe ti_

Koe tova?

Rechta iznasyashe ti.

From what we have quoted so far it becomes clear that the non- structural substitution and deictic reference, although a
universal mechanism of speech, often calls for various translational transformations in interlanguage communication, where we
have a different index field and discourse framework. Translators . however, sometimes resort to such transformations even
when a symmetrical structure in the target language is perfectly plausible. It often happens in Bulgarian translations when
rendering the relative which when it is not used as a simple connector but refers to a previous predication. This function is also
characteristic of koeto, the Bulgarian structural equivalent of which. For example:

Example (§)

"Well, people will always need houses to lve n!"which turned out not

to be true. Houses were not built, half-built houses stayed half-built, until
kids pillaged them or the weather itself beat them down. (J.C. Oats: 18)

(B) "E. horata vinagi shte imat nuzhda ot dom!" A fova ne izleze istina.
Kashti ne se strovaha, stroyaha se napnlmma_ ostavaha si nedos-
troeni. dokato detsata gi razgrabvaha i dazhdovete gi razrushavaha.

(p- 19)

Instead of introducing fova [this] in a new sentence, preceded by the conjunction a [but], the translator could have preserved
the English way of referring to an opinion that proved to be wrong, namely, by koero [whiu:h] Compare: 'E, horata .

'koeto ne izleze vvaro. A possible check about the necessity of mh’nducmg a change in the translation is to see whether the
author herself could have used a different construction. In this particular instance it would have been perfectly possible for her
to say ‘dnd this turned out not to be true’, instead of which turned out not to be true. She probably
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made a point of preferring the second construction to the first, and the translator should have respected her choice. Thus she
would have achieved the same pragmatic effect by preserving the structure of the original, without interfering with the syntactic
norms of the target language.

Here is another example of a inear reference to a preceding predication by means of the relatvve pronoun which in
combination with the verb substitute do:

Example (9)
And after the stranger had gone to bed, which he did about half past nine, Mr Hall went aggressmvely into the parlour .
. (H. G Wells: 135).

(B) I kogato nepoznativat se pribra v stayata si, foeto stana kam devet i
polovina, Hol vleze napereno v priemnata . . . (25)

(E) I posle togo kak postovalets ushel v svoyu spal'nyuero bylo okolo
poloviny desvatogo mister Holl s ves'ma vyzyvayushchim
vidom voshel v gostimryu . . . (89-90)

The Bulgarian translation preserves the structure of the original. changing only the substituting verb did to stana [happened],
while the Russian translator refrains from using the functionally equivalent chto sluchilos'chto bylo/chto on sdelal, and opts
for a somewhat different wording, which is also possible though not required by some structural restrictions in the target
language. Compare also:

Example (I10)
It occurred to me that if the book were a success, which I couldn't doubt, this might smooth my way considerably in

the literary world. (I. Murdoch: 64)

(B) Pomislih si, che ako knigata ima uspeh (v foefo ne se samnvavah), patyvat mi kam literaturniva svyvat shteshe da
bade znachitelno izgladen. (p. €1)

Sometimes translational transformations when rendenng which are necessary, and it is usually when the reference achieved by
it 1s intentionally twofold, rather than purely syntactic. For example:

Example (I11)

[ think they felt that if they hung on to me they'd be in for an entertaming evening, of which they were loath to be
cheated. (I. Murdoch: £89)

(B) Sigurno predpolagaha, che v moyata kompaniya shte prekarat zabavna vecher i v nikakav shichai ne iskaha da
propusnat takav sluchai. (p. 114)
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The syntactic reference of the relattve which is to the preceding noun group, namely an entertaining evening, but the
pragmatic reference is broader and includes the whole situation, i e. also the pre-condition of hanging on to the speaker, the
fulfitment of which would have guaranteed them having an entertaining evening. The translator has achieved this pragmatic
effect by referring to both the pre-condition and to its eventual result by the combination takav sluchai [such an event], which
is perfectly plausible. If she had preserved the reference by means of the relative pronoun, it would have had to be in the form
of the feminine kovato, in order to agree with the gender of the headword vecher i the preceding noun group. This would
have narrowed the scope of the reference, for in Bulganian we can only refer by koefo to whole predications if it is in the
neuter form. Thus, the syntactic function would have been fulfilled at the expense of the pragmatic one.

Another deictic, used with a variety of functions, inchuding that of rafam'ng to predicaﬁnni (states, situations), is so. So mitially
verbalises the speaker's gesture of Ehmvmg the way something is, or is being done, i.e.. it is a secondary/shadow adverbial of
manner. In its function of referring it is sometimes mtaru:hangeable with this/that, and its structural equivalent in Bulgarian is the
deictic adverb faka, but in actual speech this equivalence 1s only apphed very rarely, for example:

Example (12)
"You have put me in danger,' chuckled Socrates. "Your enemies blame me for making vou the way vou are '
Wy friends blame you for not making me more so." (. Heller: 204)

The function of so here is to substitute for an unnamed quality or, rather, set of qua]iﬁe& attributed to Alcibiades and
de&n:ﬂbmg him as a person at the moment this dialogue takes place: the way vou aren Bulgarian, rakav, [fkakavto si] His
enemies do not like him 'the way he 1s', whereas his friends do, and would like him to have these [unnamed] qualities to a
greater extent. to be more the way he is', more soin Bulgarian, po-takav. Hence:

Vragovete ti mi se sardyat, che sam te napravil fakav.
A privatelite mi ti se sardyat, che ne si me napravil po-takav.

Of course, other translations are also possible, but they would be more wordy and would say more than the anthor had
intended, so in this particular instance the adjectival deictic fakav seems to be an adequate functional equivalent of so.
Compare also:
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Example (13)
[But in the absence of law in the state, there is still the law of honor. It is what nations live by, because] honor is
nothing but adherence to a code, and those who agree on the code are a nationthey define themselves to be so.

(W Holland: 124)

(B) [ . . . ] chestta ne e mishto poveche ot pridarzhane kam nvakatak kod. i tezi, koito priemat tozi kod, sa natsiyate se
samoopredelyat kato takava.

(B) [ ... ] chest'eto prosto priderzhivanie k kakomuto kodu 1 te lyudi, kotoryve primmmavyut etot kod, vavlvayvutsva
natsieioni defininuyvut sebya kak fakovor.

50 is often used in such referring functions in combination with verbs of saying, thinking, seeing etc., to substitute for a whole
subordinate clanse or for a whole presupposition which would specify a certain attitude or opinion. For example:

Example (14)
'Foundry work is heavy work, dirty work' 'So I noticed." (D . Lodge: 134)

(B)R.abotata v leyarnata e tezhka i mrasna rabota.

Zabelyazah rova.

(R)Rabota v litemnoigryvaznaya i tyazhelaya rabota.
Ya erogo zametila.

Example (13)
'She would never do anything to hurt him ' 'So I thought.

(B)Tva nikoga s nishto ne bi go naranila_
Taka siimisleh.

(R} Ona by nikogda ne obidela ego.
Ya tak 1 dumal.

But:

Example (16)
"Will he be coming tonight”' 'T think so'

(B)Toi shte doide ki dovechera?
Mislva, che da. [lit.: I think yes.]

(R)On segodnya vecherom pridet?
Dumayu, da.
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As can be seen, Bulgarian and Russian vary from English mn the units they use for achieving this type of reference. The
prevailing equivalent of so can be said to be faka'tak, and it seems to be a regular correspondence in the rendening of the
referring combinations think so, notice so and the elliptic if so. Compare also:

Example (I7)
' ... You never know, something may turn up later in the vear. [f so, perhaps vou should go in for it. (D. Lodge: 64)

(B) . . . Ne se znae, sled nyakoi 1 drug mesets mozhe neshto da izleze.
Afko stane taka, tryabva da opitash.

(R} . . . Mozhet, cherez nekotoroe vremyva chto-nibud' 1 povavit'sya.
Esli tak, tv dolzhna poprobovat'.

Example (15)
"What's in Izvestiva?' Rollie wondered. 'Anvbody getting into Raisa's knickers?”
If so, they haven't reported it.' {(W. Holland: 33)

(B)Kakvo novo v Izvesiva? < . . . > Nyakoi da e svalyal gashtichkite na Raisa?
[ da e taka, ne e otrazeno vav vestnikca.

(R)A chto tam novogo v 'Tzvestii'? < . . . > Kto-nibud' zabiralsva v Raisinih trusilcah?
Esli i rak, nikto ob etom ne pisal.

When used with referring function that do not imply comparison, so embodies the copula be as well, and is more or less
synonymous with the anaphoric expression this/thart is so. For example:

Example (19)
Neither would authorize approach to the next higher echelon until the entire proposal had been sifted. costs worked
out, market potential mapped. specific recommendations made.

And rightly s0. Otherwise hundreds of crack-pot schemes would clog the policymaking process. (A. Haily: 316)
(B) Nikovy ne bi otoriziral dostap do sledvashtata instantsiva, dokato ne ogleda vnimatelno predlozhenieto, ne izchish

razhodite, ne pretseni pazarniva mu potentsial 1 ne napravi neobhodimite preporaka. [ tova beshe savsem razumno. V
protiven shuchai protsesat na vzimane na strategicheski resheniva bi bil zadrsten ot stotitsi immprovizatsi.

(B) Nikto by [ . . . ]. I ete bylo vpolne rezonno. Esh b ne fak, . . .
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Both the Bulgarian and the Russian translations explicate the copula and mtroduce the demonstrative fova‘efo [this] to refer to
the process described in the preceding sentence. Tak fisures in the Russian translation in the following sentence, as part of the

equivalent of orhierwise, in order to refer both to the process and to its rightness. (Orhierwise can be paraphrased as if it
were not 50.)

5o can also be rendered into Bulgarian and Russian by sashro/fozhe [lit. the same].

Example (20)

['Then why did she write you all those letters? She asked us to'She didn't. Can't vou see that?] They were forgenes
and we've been framed.

And so's she. (T.Sharpe: 199)

(B) [ . . . ] Te sa bili falshifitsirani. za da ni zlepostavyat. Nevya sashto.
(R [ . . . ] Ih poddelali, chtoby skomprometirovat' nas. Ee rozhe.

Sometimes 5o . . . as, is used in English to refer to a previous predication which denotes a state/quality, attributing the same
state/quality to a new object of speech. There is again a cognitive process of comparison involved in this mechanism, and the
sameness established. but only implied in the original, is explicated in the Bulgarian and Russian translations, as was the case
with (18). Compare:

Example (21)

They were shaken by what had happened to thewr ship. .45 was he. [Toland's mind kept coming back to the image of

the four-inch-thick flight deck steel bent into the sky like cellophane, . . . ] (T.Clancy: 285%)

(B) Morvatsite byaha potreseni ot shachiloto se s tehniva korab Toland sashto. [Umat mu neprekasnato se vrashtashe
kam . . ]

(R} Morvaki byl shokirovany tem, chto sluchilos' korablem. On tozhe. [V ego pamyat' to 1 delo vozvrashchalas' . . ]

5o is often used in combination with verbs of saying like say, rell, warn, etc., which may at times be the antecedent of
a further reference by the auxiliary do.

Example (22

' .. _we'll make out we've lost the way'
'Bit odd, considering we've got maps and compasses. . . . Still f vou sav so.’
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T do," said Glodstone grimly and heaved himelf to his feet. (T. Sharpe: 94)

(B)Shte se prestorim, che sme se izgubili.
Nyama li da e stranno, pﬂ tolkoz karti 1 thEl‘pﬂEl . Ama shtom taka kazvate . . .
Da. taka kazvamzayavi mrachno Glodston i se Epfﬂﬂ na kraka

(E)My budem vesti sebya, kak budto poteryali dorogi
Pazve eto ni stranno, imeva vvidu, cho u nas planshety 1 compasy . . . Hotva, esli eto vy tak govorite . . .
Da, va menno fakgoboryuhmuro skazal Glodston 1 podnvalsya na nogi.

Example (23)
T assure vou I feel her loss very keenly'
‘Probably. But if you will excuse my saving so, you don't sound as though you do.' (A. Christie: 121)

(B)YUveryavam i, useshtam mnogo silno neinata zaguba.
Verovatno. Shte me izvinite, che vi go kazvam, no s nishto ne go pokazvate (103)

(R)Ya vas uvervayu, mne ochen' ne hvataet ee.
Vozmozhno. Vy uzh ne serdites’, chto va vam erfo govoryu, no po vashemu golosu efogo nikak ne skazhesh'.

so i (22) refers to Glodstone's suggestion that they malke out thev've lost the way and. despite the boy's doubts whether
this would be convincing, he emphatically confirms his words by J do. The first reference is achieved in Bulgarian and in
Russian in exactly the same wavby faka/tak whereas the confirmation is rendered by repetition of the verb for sav, rather than
by substituting for it by an emphatic auxiliary, which is only characteristic of English. In (23) we have an instance of cataphoric
reference by so, and the amiliary refers not to the immediately preceding verb but to a predication from the words of the
previous speaker. Both references in Bulgarian are effected by go, which is the accusative form of o [it]. and in Russian they
are done first by efo, and then by its case varant efogo.

50 often performs its referring function in combination with the substituting verb do. For example:

Example (24)

'Get your hands on vour heads and don't move'.
But the woman had already done so. She was off down the drive running as fast as she could. (T. Sharpe: 172)

(B)Ratsete na glavite 1 nikakvo dvizhenie!
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No zhenata veche se beshe razdvizhila.
Tva tichashe s vse sili nadoln po alevata

(R)Ruki vverh 1 chtob nikto ne dwvigalsyal
No zhenshtina uzhe efo sdelalaona begala izo vseh sil vniz po dorozhke.

Downe so i the original refers to the verb move in the previous utterence. The reference, however, becomes more clear after
one reads the following sentence, which specifies that the woman had not only movedshe was running asfast as she could,
The Bulgarian translation renders the order don't move with the elliptic nikalve dvizhenie [lit. no movement), and then
explicates the entecedent of done so by using the verb se beshe razdvizhila [had already moved]. In Russian there is a
structure parallel to the English one: dvigalsya is substituted by eto sdelala [did this]. and what she actually did comes as an
explanation, connected to the substituting phrase with a dash. rather than separated from it in a following sentence.

Another combination of a deictic and the verb of most general meaning do, often used in exactly the same way as do so, is do
this/that. For example:

Example (23)
She stared back and he dropped his eves. That done, she decided to have a little read of her book. (M. Drabble: 20)

(B) Tva vtrenchi pogled v nego 1 toi navede ochi. Karo svarshi i fova, Fransis reshi da prochete neshto ot knizhkata si.
(p. 21)

The translator has rendered that done in Bulgarian by a symmetrical 5ub51:ituti11g combination of the demonstrative fova [this]
and the verb svarshi [Emahed] which has a very general meaning and is sometimes used as a synomym of pravya [dn] but
still has a very active semantic component of physical doing. That done actually refers to both predications in the previous
sentence, so she probably decided that since the man dropped his eyes after (and as a result of) Francis's staring, both actions
are her own doing, as the translation kato svarshi i tova [having finished that, too] suggests. [ would have preferred a
somewhat different way of rendering this into Bulgarianeitherby sled karo postigna tova [after she accomplished that], or by
sled kato tova stana [after this happened]. becaunse the verb varsha has a rather strong semantic component of physical
activity, which is out of place in this situation.

The verbal substitute do often performs its referring functions in c ombination with if. For example:
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Example (26)
She had married, she had given birth cheerfully, and produced it seemed cheerful children. Maybe she shouldn't have
done it? (M. Drabble: 102)

(B) Beshe se omazhila, beshe razhdala bodro i beshe rodila, kakto 1 se stiirvashe, vedri detsa. Mozhe bine e
tryabvalo? (p. 94)

Bv means of done it the author refers to the whole sequence of predications verbalised in the preceding sentence. The
Bulgarian translator only renders the modality ne e frvabvalo [shouldn't have], without using any prop-expression in the
position of the verb. That this position be filled is not required by any syntactic rules of structuring the Bulgarian text.

When i comes first in the combination with do, it may be the final stage in a longer chain of reference, involving other
predicational references as well, for example:

Example (27)
'T'm not interested in what yvou think. I'm in charge and those are mv orders.' And without waiting for an answer,

Glodstone went back to the lookout. Thar ought to keep the stupid bastard quiet, he thought. Iz did. (T. Sharpe: 107)

That in the second sentence of the excerpt refers to Glodstone's words to Peregrine, and to some extent also to his following
action of leaving the scene abruptly, without grving him a chance to react. It in the substituting combination, comprising a
separate sentence, refers to that, while id refers to the predication that follows the deictic subjectThar oughs fo . . . fwe
were to explicate the antecedent of did, however, we would have to use the verb in the predicative group in a different form_
namely it did kceep [the stupid bastard quiet] where did performs not only the grammatical function of marking a different
tense for the verb, but also the pragmatic function of emphasising the correctness of Glodstone's assumption, expressed in the
preceding sentence. So did does not simply fill a slot in the syntactic structure by representing the verb mechanically, it also
performs the pragmatic functions of changing the time parameter of the index field and of confirming emphatically the truth
valie of the speaker's proposition. In Bulgarian and in Russian we do not have structural substitution, so we cannot render
equivalently both functions of ir &id as used in (27). The Bulgarian and Russian translators can render either the realisation of
the action as foreseen by the speaker and i the new time parameter, e g by Taka i stana / Tak ono i vishio [lit. it became
s0), or they can explicate the fact that the speaker proved right, e.g. by i se okaza prav/d vishel prav [and he proved right].
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The verb do can function as a substitute on its own too: in fact, due to its very general meaning of 'performing an action’, it is
the most widely used verb substitute in English. Even as a purely structural element or as an auxiliary verb, however, it almost
always pEIfDI’tElS some pragmatic function of refen’mg as well. It can be seen clearly in the fn]luwmg example, which illustrates
a very interesting blending of the notional meaning of the verb and its structural functions:

Example (28)
'Oh, my God. Someone do something!’
Peregrine did. [.. | He found the door and shot into the cormidor. (T. Sharpe: 119)

The first do here is used in its notional meaning. whereas 4id in the second sentence is used to refer to it, and also in a way to
signal the coming in the next sentence of the explicit statement of what it was that Peregrine actually &id. As in the previous
example, if we were to repeat the antecedent of did, the full version might be Peregrine did do Jamerhmg ie._ it would
contain did both as a tense-switching and as an emphatic marker. Again we have to apply transformations in the Bulgarian and
Russian translations . opting for either repetition of the equivalents of the first do in the second sentence as well, e.g Peregrin
napravi neshto/Peregrin chto-to sdelal [Peregrine did something), or for something like Peregrin reagiva
nezabavno/Peregrin srazu vypolmil pryzyv [Peregrine reacted immediately/ Peregrine immediately obeved].

Unlike the grammatical meaning of marking a switch of tense of the antecedent verb, the emphatic pragmatic meaning of do
when functioning as a substitute, though very common, is not an invariant part of the refernng mechanism. Compare:

Example (29)
"Then I'll drink the toast alone.' Osch said. And did. (A. Haily: 100)

(B)Togava sam shte vdigna tost kaza Osh. I go napravi
(R)Togda va sam vypyu, skazal Osh. I sdelal ero.

The Bulgarian and the Russian translations refer back to the predication which renders I'll drink the toast alone by means of
a combination of a deicticgo/efo, and a verb of most general meaning napravisdelal, semantically equivalent to do, which
bears the new tense-marker for the switch of the time parameter in the narrative's index field. In other words, the Bulganan
and Russian translations apply the mechanism of reference by do it/do that which we discussed in connection with (25) and

(26).
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Peculiarities of the structural substitution by the auxiliary do are that: (a) its antecedent predicate need not immme diately precede
it; and (b) the auxiliary substitute can serve as a link in a referring sequence and can be referred to in its own right, thus fulfilling
the pragmatic function of keeping the notional predicate in the field of the reader's attention, without repeating it. For example:

Example (30)
'Did vou know before vou came to see me that afternoon? asks Annie Callendar. 'T can't remember,' says Howard.

'Of course vou can remember.' savs Annie. 'vou did.' T may have done, ' savs Howard. (M Bradbury: 229-30)

(B) 'Znaeshe ki predi da doidesh da me vidish onzi den” pita Ani Kalendar. "WNe pomnya,' otgovarva Hanard.
'Pomnish, razbira se.' kazva Ani, znael si!" ‘Mozhe i da sum znael,’ suglasyava se Haunard.

(B)Ty znal [ . |Konechno pomnish', zrnallMozher, i znal[ . . . ]

In the Bulgarian and Russian translations the verb for foiow has to be repeated, since knowing something is not reallv an
action, and it cannot be substituted by a verb of even the most general meaning like pravya or virsha'delat’, since these all
have in their semantic structure the component of action or doing. Znaya, the Bulgarian equivalent of know, in its second use
bears a different tense marker, and in its third use is accompanied by the modal mozhe | da, whereas the Russian znal is in the

same form for the past tensethe only possible one in that languagein all its three applications in the Russian text.

Do is used i the structure of English texts to refer to verbs that have not even been uttered. for example:

Example (31)
'Obwviously, the police have made a stupid mistake '

"Thev ain't made a mistake.'

My wife would never . . '
Smokey cut in exasperately. "Your wife DID, Will vou get that through vour head? And not only &id, she's signed a

confession.' (A . Haily: 396)

(B)V politsivata vavno sa napravili ghipava greshka.
Ne sa napravili greshka.

Zhena mi nikogane bi . .
Zhenavi go e napravila,prekusna go Smoki, izgubil tarpenie Molya vi. nabiite si tova v glavata! I ne samo go e

napravila, ami e podpisala samopriznanie.
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The unuttered verb, to which did refers both as a substitute and emphatically, is steal. The woman not only stole a bottle of
perﬁn:ﬂe: but signed a confession for the police when caught in the act. Smokey, however, refrains from using this verb, for
even in his exasperation he does not want to hurt the husband's feelings more than he can help. So he only emphatically
confirms that she did what she did. and not only &id she do it. but even signed a confession to that effect. Since structural
substitution is not functional in Bulgarian syntax, as we have already mentioned, the translator has resorted to its pragmatic
equivalent, using in place of did the verb napravila with the general meaning of doing in combination with the deicticgo [it].
and then repeating the same combination. The same approach would be acceptable in Russian tooona efo sdelala . . . i ne
tol'fco sdelalafor exactly the same reasons.

The next example illustrates an mperative use of the auxiliary do in an utterance, aiming to prevent one of the interlocutors
from using a specific verb, and not, as is in (31). to substitute for a verb the speaker himself refrains from using. Compare:

Example (32)

[' .. .lay off the feeling part’

"Yes,' said Glodstone, not too sure if he'd been wise to raise the issue in the first place ] 'All the same . . '

Don't,’ said Botwyk menacingly.

['Twas going to say . . . "] know what you were going to say. And ['ve answered that one already.'] (T. Sharpe: 126)

The quﬁ!, alent of this function in Bulgaria.ﬂ both structural and pragmatic, would be that of the :Dﬂ:rpnund lexeme for fnrmjng
the negative imperative nedei, which is fully equivalent to its Enghih counterpart don'r also in that it contains the same semantic
components: the negative particle ne, and the verbal morpheme in the imperative form -dei, deriving from the old Bulgarian
verb delati [do]. Compare also:

Example (33)

['where do vou think you're going?

‘Back to Calais.' said Glodstone.

'>0 why are we on the road to Spain™']

T just thought . _ . ' said Glodstone, who was too exhausted ro.

'From now on, don't," said the Countess. 'Leave the brainwork to me_' (1. Sharpe: 182)
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This example presents an interesting sequence of references to the predicate think, first by the infinittval particle fo, then by
don't, which is further in the utterance supplemented by the paraphrase the braimwork, synonymous with the thinking: I just
thought < too exhausted to [think)] < don't [think] < leave the brainwork [thinking)| to me. The closest pragmatic
approximation in Bulgarian to this chain of reference, taking into account the structural restrictions for formal syntactic
substitution, would be: Prosto si pomislih < tvarde iztoshten za tova [da misli] = nedei [da mislish] < ostavi umstveniva
trud [misleneto] na men. Or the slightly more explicit: Prosto si pomislih < tvarde umoren za podobna deinost (too
tiredfor such an activity) < nedei da mislish < ostavi tova na men [leave that to me].

The verb that do refers to may be mplied rather than explicitly mentioned in the text. For example:

Example (34)
['ve been rotten bad mfluence. And worst of it. [ did it on purpose. (E. O'Neil: 165

(B) Uzhasno sum ti povlival I nai-uzhasno ot vsichko e, che go napravih narochno. (p. 205)

I've been rotten bad influence mplies that this influence has been exerted, so do refers to this implied activity of exerting
bad influence. The Bulgaran translator has used the active verb poviival to render I've been [rotten bad) influence, and
then, in order to avoid repetition, refers to it in the next sentence by napravih go [I did it], which is a perfectly adequate
reference. Compare also:

Example (33)
That gesture of hers with her hand was her habit, he supposed. Yet he had seen somebody else do ir quite lately. (A
Christie: 237)

(B) Tova dwvizhenie s rukata tryabva da i e navik. Savsem neotdavna be vidval 1 nyakoi drug da pravi sashroto. (p.
206)

If the gesture . . . was her habit, that mples that she often did it. 5o do it in the second sentence refers both to the gesture
itself and to the act of doing it. Pravi sashtoto performs the same twofold reference in Bulgarian, since sashtoro [the same],

being neuter, agrees with the Bulgarian renderning of gesture as dvizhenie [movement]a noun in the neuterand can also refer to
the whole implied predication of doing this gesture. Compare also the function of kovate discussed in connection with (11).

The predication, or even a group of predications which can be derived from the context, can be referred to by means of an
elliptical do-construction,
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represented by just the negative particle not and the fo which signals the appearance of the do-mfinitrve, although do itself may
not be verbalised. F or example:

Example (36)
'he looked round with angry disappointment at his I:hanged roomthe pDSlhDﬂ of everything a little altered and the whole

place swept and clean and tidied. He condemned her, 'T told vou not fo” 'T've only cleaned up, Pinkie ' (G. Green:
213)

Such a structural substitution is not possible in either Bulgarian or Russian, so in rendenng [ told vou not to into these
languages the translator would most probably have to supply a verb in place of the missing do in the referring expression, e.g.
Kazah ti da nepipash nishto/Ta tebegovoril nichego ne trogat’ [ told vou not to touch anything].

Very often the substituting function of do is combined with yet another pragmatic functionthat of pmtaposition. often
accompanied by emphasis as well

Example (37)

Still, they pay well Or did. (T. Sharpe: 169)

(B) Vse pak. te plashtat dobre. Il pone faka beshe doskoro.

(E) No oni po krainei mere horosho platyat. Tochnee, platili do sih por.

Example (35)
The ethic of total possession of the woman vou're married to runs very deep. Or did. (M. Bradbury: 25)

(B) Razbiraneto za totalna sobstvenost varhu zhenata, kovato e tvova supruga. e zalegnalo mnogo dalboko. Ili po-
tochno beshe zalegnalo.

(R} Kori etiki total'nogo pritezhaniva suprugi ee muzhem uhodyat ochen' gluboko. Tochnee, whodili.

Example (39)

Tl order yvou a pot of coffee.’ I velled in to him_ 'Tt'll fix yvou up.' But it didn't. He took it, but it didn't even take time to
make itself at home. (R. P. Warren: 93-4)

(B)Shte ti porucham kafeizvikah az To shte te opravi. No ne go opravi. [ ... ] (109)

(R)Ya zakazhu tebe kofe kriknul va ono tebyva vzbodrit. No ono ne vzbodrilo. [ ... ] (p. 107)
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Example (40)
T still don't remember.’ Misha shook his head. but Arkadi knew he did. (M. Smith: 264)

(B)YVse oshte ne moga da si spomnvapoklati glava Misha, no Arkadi beshe siguren, che si e spommil,

(B vse zhe nikak ne vspommyupokachal golovoi Misha, no Arkadi pochuvstvoval, chto na sammom dele on
vspommil,

As can be seen, the opposition of what used to be the case with what it was at the time of the narration in (37), (38), of an
expected situation with the actual one at that same time in (39), and of a stated fact with the actual one in (40), are all achieved
in Bulgarian and in Russian by repeating the verb from the first predication, marked for the changed time parameter. The
difference has at times been enhanced lexically too, by adding the lexemes po-tochno/fochnee [more preciselv], pone [at
least] and the phrase na samom dele [in actual fact]. or by rendering the more neuter verb fsew by the emotionally stronger
beshe siguren [was sure].

A reference by means of the substituting do can signal a change not only in the time parameter of the predicate, but in its
modality, too. For example:

Example (41)
'As we all know ' said the Professor, 'in 1968 she discovered . . . 'and he proceeded | politely, to recap what theyv all
ought to have known but undoubtedly didn's. (M. Drabble: 32)

(B) 'Kakto znaem wvsichki, prodalzhavashe profesorat, v 1968 g. tya otlkeri . . . ' 1 prodalzhi uchttvo da rezyumira tova,

koeto te bi tryabvalo da znayat. no bez samnenie »ne znaeha. (31)

Example (42)
And vet anvone could tell vou it must have some effect. It's obvious that it does. (M. Drabble: 99)

(B) A vseli mozhe da vi kazhe, che tova ne mozhe da ne dade otrazhenie. Yavno e, che viivae. (p. 91)
As in (37)-(40), the previous examples we discussed, there is juxtaposition in the first of these two examples as well:
something ought ro be kmown, but isn't kmown. Rather than repeating the whole predication, the author of the English text
just signals the change in its time and modal parameters by means of the substitute did. The Bulganan translator has no choice
but to repeat the verb, marked in its second use for the new time and modality: bi frvabvale da znavar . . . ne znaeha.

Instead of repeating the verb in the second instance, the same translator
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uses for the new time and modality parameters a synonymous verbne mozhe da ne dade otrazhenie . . . [vavno e, che]
viivae. Similar choices will face a Russian translator.

Do can also be used to reject the modal component of the predication.

E:mmpfe (43)
. Lennie is right [ have to get out of here’

N o, vou don't," he protested.
Yes. I do.’ ([ Collins: 176)

(B) . . . Leni e pravaz tryabva da se mahna ot tuk.
Ne, ne rvabva./Ne e vvarno
Da. mabva Fvarno e.

(R)Leni pravya dolzhna vybrat'sya otsyuda.
Net. ne dolzhna.
Konechno, dolzhna.

Once again, as in almost all cases of structural substitution, Bulgarian and Russian have no syntactic alternative to repetition of
the contrasting elements of the predication. Of course, as the Bulgarian translation suggests, it is also possible to reject the truth
vale of the whole proposition signalled by do by using ne e vivarno [it's not true]. In fact, this is the only choice of the
translator in the next example, where the function of didn't s exactly that: to reject the truth value of what the previous speaker

has said. Compare:

Example (44)
'How about YOU bein' a proper daughter? Bunnin' away from school? Screwin' anything in pants. Gom' from'

T dicn't," she mterrupted, furiously. 'And even if [ &id, so what?' (J. Collins: 62)

(B)Ami ti shto za dashterya si? Byagash ot uchilishte. Shibash se s vsichko zhivo v pantaloni. Minavash ot
Ne e vyarnolprekasna go tya. pobesnyala No dazhe i da beshe, kakvo ot tova?

As in the previous example, there is a chain of reference here: first the girl rejects the truth of what she has been accused of,
then she adds that even if it were true, it wouldn't make much difference. The Bulgarian translator explicates the rejection by
ne e viarno [it isn't true], but at the next stage of reference drops the full-notion adverb vvarne, and represents the whole

predication beshe vvarno by using just the auxiliary beshe.
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Finally, I would like to mention one more type of referring substitution by the use of did, sometimes classified as idiomatic:

Example (43)

"Mind if | smoke?

T'd rather vou didn't," said Robyn. 'Could I have Radio Three on™

Td rather you didn't," said Wilcox.The rest of the journey passed in silence.

(D. Lodge: 207)

(B)Mozhe i da pusha?
Po-dobre nedeitekaza Robin Mozhe li da poslisham malko radio?
Po-dobre nedeitekaza Uilkoks. Ostanalata chast ot patya izmina v malchanie.

Example (46)
'Let me photocopy them, it won't take a minute.’
T'd rather vou didn't, ff vou don't mind.' (Z. Tomin: §)

(B)Daite da gi fotokopiram, shte stane za nula vreme.
Predpochitam da ne pravite tova, ako nyamate nishto protiv.

In the first of the two examples, the translation is more idiomatic and contains the elliptic nedeite, standing for the whole
compound predicates nedeite da pushite and nedeite da slushate muzika, so the translation preserves both the pragmatic
and the structural peculiarity of the original (compare also (31).) The second translation 1s less idiomatic and renders more
explicitly all the pragmatic presuppositions of the oniginal: predpo chitam da ne pravite tova [lit.: | prefer you not to do this].

Summary

There are various other ways of effecting predicate reference and verb substitution not just by means of the deictic elements
this/that, it, which, so/as and by the [auxiliary] verb of most general meaning do and their Bulgarian and Russian functional
equivalents, but also by means of the [copula] verb be, by means of the auxiliaries have, shall, mﬁ the modals etc. [ have
gathered material and I am currently working on a comparative study of these with a view to translation. Here, I have just
touched upon some of the problems that the very mechanism of such substitution and reference poses in the interlanguage and
intercultural communication, achieved by translation and mterpret ation. Indeed. some of the more subtle peculiarities of this
mechanism, for which there is a common cognittve basis in the various languages, can only be demonstrated
andhopefullyaccounted for through mterlanguage transformations. The mtricacy and the scope of
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application of this mechanism are closely connected with the level of analvticism that the corresponding language has attained.
In this respect, English as a typical analvtical language. Bulgarian as a language that has gone the finthest of all of the Slavic
languages in its development towards analyticism, and FEussian as a typical synthetic langunage, present a good ground for
comparison. As [ have tried to show, the system of substitutes and the mechanism of structural substitution are best developed
at Eng]iih and it is there that we witness the best conditions for economy of inguistic means of E;}:pfﬂiﬁiﬂﬂ This economy of
expression, however, often requires much more effort in the process of decoding or understanding, since the scarcity of
explicit overt markers often causes ambiguity and can only be compensated for by mmuch background knowledge. For this
reason, the translators often have to help their readers and supply for them part of the implied information from the original
text. They achieve this by applving various translational transformations, namely:

o repeating the 'economized' tems or chunks of the author's message, as in (220, (28), (300, (37), (38), (39, (40), (41

& introducing synonymous expressions or paraphrases m place of other structural substitutes, as m (23), (33);

® textualising or explicating parts of the non-verbalised lingmistic or pragmatic information_ as i (2), (3), (4), (24). (36).
The detailed study of the different aspects of reference, which are at the basis of the creation of coherent and cohesive speech
products, will also help the development of machine translation and the creationfor good or illof artfficial inteligence. At this

point, however, we who work in the field of translation studies will be happy to have aided, at least to some extent, the natural
intelligence of those who are involved in the art of literary translation.

Notes
1. The translations of all examples after which there are no specific page mumbers quoted are mine.

2. Examples preceded by (B) are in Bulgarian and by (R are in Russian.
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Chapter 10
Discourse Connectives, Ellipsis and Markedness

[an Mason

This chapter takes as its starting point the assumption that translating is an act of communication, mvolving texts as sets of
mutually relevant intentions. in which users (including translators) pre-suppose. implicate and infer meaning. From this
perspective, we propose to investigate (1) cases of ellipsis of junction (or suppressed connectives) as an interactive feature in
French counter-argumentative texts; and (2) translators' responses for particular communicative purposes. Through a
qualitative (rather than quantitatrve) analysis of data drawn from a corpus of examples, the study seeks to show the importance
of markedness as a pragmatic variable in relaying meaning in translation and identifies reader-inmvolvement and politeness as
contextual effects to be relayved. Thus, the approach has implications which apply, bevond the specific issue of relaying
adversattve or concessive junction, to the perception and translation of source-text rhetorical purposes.

Explicit and Ellipted Junction

The counter-argumentatrve text format (or 'straw-man gambit’) is a well established textual phenomenon in French, as it is in
English. Intertextually, it is so deep-rooted that a Certes or an Of course serves as a reliable indicator of subse quent
development of a text: a concession in argument, followed by an opposing view which is then argued with greater conviction.
Text fragments (1) and (2) are characteristic examples.

Example (1)

Il faut sans doute tenir compte des traditions locales et des sensibilités nationales. Mais on ne saurait, an nom de ces
considerations, revenir sur
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une législation communautaire existante. . . _-P. Cot, Ewr. Parl, 14 Febmary 1996)

Example (2)
Certes, une tres forte majorite trowvent normal que les femmes accedent désormais aux plus hantes fonctions et la
lupart se sentent de ['ambition. Mais plus des deux-tiers estiment que les femmes peuvent s'épanouir en restant chez

elles. (C. Mital, L'Expansion, November 1995)

The full text structures of counter-argumentation in French and English are identical and may be stated (following Hatim, 1987
1991} as consisting of the following obligatory and (optional) elementsy{ Tone-setter)

¢ Thesis cited

* Opposition

¢ Substantiation
¢ (Conchision)

Given the close resemblance in this respect of French and English (and other Western languages), it might be assumed that

there is no particular problem imvolved in the translation of the counter-argumentative format and that, consequently, it is not an
issue of concern to the translator.

While this structure constitutes the norm. however, another recognised phenomenon in French (and, for that matter, other
languages) is a departure from the norm, in which the same structure occurs but the marker of opposition is ellipted, as in

text fragments (3). (4) and (3) below.
Example (1)

C'est de la bonne administration. Gouverner consisterait a . . . (Le Nouvel Economiste, 20 October 1989)

Example (4)
[1 pourrait donc paraitre urgent de . . . transformer ainsi tout le systeme. Ce serait faire bon marche de 'importance
des obstacles et de la faiblesse des ressources. (Rapport Crozier sur l'évaluation des universités, June 1990)

Example (3)

Daniel Bell avait predit I'éclosion rapide d'une societé post-industrielle. De la a voir les usines disparaitre a 'honizon
familier et les entreprises de services fleurir sur le terrain conquis, il n'v avait qu'un pas. Il n'est pas pres d'étre franchi.
(P. Drouin, Le Monde, 21 August 1986)
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The point about these examples is that, althnugh thev do not conform to the norm (cf. (1) and (2)). the occurrence of this
ellipsis of junction is sufficiently frequent in French for it to be a recognisable text strategy. The markedness of the structure
constitutes no problem for the French reader. In translation into English, on the other hand, straightforward transfer of the
ellipsis may create problems of coherence for target-text readers and consequently, as will be shown, there 1s a tendency for
translators to restore explicit unction.

For evidence of the relative incidence of this phenomenon, we may look at what has been said about junction in French and
Eﬂg]iﬁh in studies which view translating from a contrastive linguistic perspective. [s there a regularity of language: behaviour
involved here? Guillemin-Flescher (1981: §2-3), among others, suggests that there is_ referring to a tendency in English
towards explicit coordination of clauses and a preference in French for junction-less juxtaposition. Ballard (1995) notes that
this general phenomenon is by no means universally accepted and quotes other studies (e.g. Delisle, 1980: 198) which suggest
that juxtaposition is more characteristic of English and owvert linkage more characteristic of French. He also notes, however,
that quantitative empirical studies are few._ In this respect, his own detailed distributional study of and and its translation into
French charts new territory.

Apart from this, the main sources of empirical observation are Guillemin-Flescher (1981) and Chuquet and Paillard (1987
1992). Thewr approach is based on Culioli's theorie de I'énonciation, applied contrastively to French and English. This

approach

by defining the types of markers and utterance choices at work in both languages, contributes to a contrastive analysis.
This analysis in turn serves to throw light on the choices made mbtutively in the transition from one language to the other
and to guide translators in their work. (Chuquet & Paillard. 1992: 257; my translation)

Guillemin-Flescher (1981: £§2) draws evidence from an extensive corpus of translations from English into French and from
French into English to show, as mentioned earlier, that propositions which are coordinated in English are often juxtaposed
without junction in French. The explicitation du marqueur de disjonction [adversative junction)] in English is seen as one
category within this general phenomenon, as in (6) and (7):

Example (6)

elle apercut la vase. Elle n'v voulait pas croire.
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She saw the mmd. bur would not believe her eves . . _ (Flaubert, Madame Bovary, quoted in Guillemin-Flescher,
1981: 189)

Example (7)
Je l'ai attendu pendant deux heures. II n'est pas venu.

[ waited for two hours bur he didn't come. (Chuquet & Paillard, 1987: 150)

Gallagher (1995) prcdeE ample further evidence of the contrast in French-to-English and English-to-French translations.
Tracing the Eu]}pI'EESJDﬂ of such connectors in French back to the 17th century, he distingnishes the adversative ‘temporal
function (as in (7)) from the concession-in-argument function, citing as e:!-;a.mplei of the latter:

Example ()

Certes tout homme est une totalisation qui se temporalise et rien ne peut hn arriver qui ne l'affecte, d'une facon ou
d'une autre, dans toutes ses parties. L'essentiel est que, dans les sociétes mtegrées, I'élement psychonévrotique, s'il
existe, ne se prend jamais pour le but de l'artiste et moins encore comme la régle de son art. (J.-P. Sartre_ cited in

Gallagher, 1995: 210)

Example (9)
Un personnage? Oui, certes. La personne se révéla moins brillante. (A Maurois, cited in Gallagher, 1995: 210)

Gallagher cites published German translations of these examples, reproduced here as (10) and (11), to show the need for
explicit junction in that language.

Example (I10)

Zwar ist jeder Mensch eine Totalisierung, die sich verzeitlicht, und nichts kann thm passieren, was ihn nicht so oder so
in allen seinen T eilen beeintrichtigt. Wesentlich jedoch ist in den integrierten Gesellschaften, dalh das
psychoneurotische Element, wenn es existiert, sich niemals selbst zum Ziel des Kinstlers oder gar zur Regel seiner

Kunst macht. (trans. T. K.&nig, cited in Gallagher, 1995: 210)

Example (11)

Personlichket? Ja, bestimmt. Als Person allerdings zeigte er sich als weniger glanzend. (trans. E. Sander, B. Berger,
cited in Gallagher, 1995: 210}

In a similar way, he (1995: 213) claims:
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the translator working into English will have to make explicit and to disambiguate relations within and between
utterances by the use of adversative and concessive connectors. (My translation)

There can be no doubt that this contrastive regularity is well founded; taken together, the studies cited here provide evidence
from a vast corpus of texts and translations, both French-source to English-target and English-source to French-target. They
constitute by far the best empirical evidence available to us so far and provide a foundation for firther investigation of the
phenomenon. There are, however, substantial differences of approach between these works and the present study.

First, although the contrast is between enoncés (or utterances), the norms are presented as somehow being properties of the
two languages concerned rather than norms of translator behaviour. Thus, Chuquet and Paillard (1992: 257) speak of the
'‘types of markers and utterance choices at work in both languages' (my translation and emphasis) while Guillemin-Flescher
(1981: 189}, commenting on the example from Flaubert quoted earlier, suggests that 'm English it will be necessary_ first of all,
to malke the relation explicit’. This would appear to imply an unconditional rule of language-to-language transfer. Our concern
here, however, is not to contrast the properties and potential of language systems but rather to investigate what text-users (in
general) and translators (in particular) seek to do and what choices they make in order to fulfil thewr goals; in other words, to
investigate textual strategies, an exercise in the pragmatics of translation.

Second, the evidence adduced in the studies reviewed so far, valuable though it is, is considered almost without reference to
context. Consideration of users' motivations in responding to context and the socio-textual practices they adopt is largely
absent. For example, marked use of explicit junction may correspond to particular purposes of a particular user, as in example
(12) rather than to universal tendencies of a language.

Example (12)
He swung it once and twice and again. He heard the tiller break and he hinged at the shark . . . (E. Hemingway, The
Old Man and the Sea, cited in Guillemin-Flescher, 1981: §3)

Ower-reliance on instances from a single source may, in this respect. be a pitfall and Gallagher (1995: 18} is constrained to
admit that it would be dangerous to formulate gmerah&ahnn& concerning the frequency of ellipsis of junction in French. His
corpus shows that while some writers (e .g. A Maurois), display a strong trend towards the implicit, others, such as J.-P.
Sartre, tend towards the opposite.
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Thirdand perhaps most importantlvit is often hypothesised in translation studies that exphlicitation is a universal tendency of
translating, wrespective of language pair. Blum-Kulka (1986: 19) refers to an 'explicitation hypothesis', which posits that there
will often be 'a rise in the level of cohesive explicitness in the target-language text . . . regardless of the increase traceable to
differences between the two linguistic and textual systems involved'. Baker (1993:243) also refers to 'a marked nise in the level
of explicitness [in translations] compared to specific source texts and to original texts in general' and further notes a tendency
towards simplification and 'conventional grammaticality’. Thus, evidence of the behaviour of (particular) translators may not
always be a reliable indicator of non-translational language behaviour. Although, in principle, the contrastivists' consideration of
English-to-French, as well as French-to-English, translation examples overcomes this problem., it is revealing that far fewer
examples of the former, involving remowval of explicit adversative junction, are cited.

Ellipsis of Junction as an Interactive Feature

T'o account for the phenomenon under discussion in terms of textual strategy, we need to adopt a 'cooperative’, rather than a
'conduit’, model of communication (Green, 1989: 10). According to the (widespread) conduit view, meaning is transmitted as
a definable entity from producer to recemver via the conduit of spoken or written nguistic expression and recovered by
listeners/readers exactly as it was sent. From the point of view of a more radical pragmatics, on the other hand. meaning is
something which is negotiated between producers and recemvers of texts (including translations) according to communicational
norms such as those elaborated by Grice (1975).

Now, under standard Gricean analysis, a salienti e. markedomission creates an implicature, thmugh apparent mfringement of
the maxim of manner (be perspicuous; avoid obscurity of expression; be orderly etc_). That is, the omission (offering less than
maxirmmm clarity) creates the need for inferencing on the part of the text receiver. In other words. it creates reader
involvement. Thus, ellipsis of the kind we have been considering is an interactive feature. Fowler (1986: 67) comments on the
frequency of implicit cansative relations in the novels of Raymond Chandler, suggesting that the writer uses this device to
imvolve his readers in constant inferencing 'to retrieve unstated assumptions'.

Sample texts A and B (see Appendix) may now be studied in the light of these considerations. Both exhibit the characteristics
of counter-argument. The intertextually established structure of this text type may now be illustrated by application to the

French source text of Sample A (see Table 1.
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Table 1 The counter-argumentative text structure of sample A

Tone-setter Sentences 1-3:  France's intervention in Lebanon is
A SUCCEess.

Thesis cited (to be opposed) Sentences 4-6:  USA is the main actor; nothing has
changed.

Opposition Sentence 7: USA made no financial
commitment.

Substantiation Sentence 8: It is Europe which will have to
pay.

Conclusion Sentence 9: French imtervention makes
SENSE.

Among many examples in my corpus, this text is useful in being close to the prototype of counter-argument except for the
ellipted mais at the beginning of sentence 7. In our earlier cases of ellipted adversative junction, the marker of the thesis cited
(normally certes, sans doute, bien entendu, 11 est vrai etc) was also absent, making the whole structure an mplicit one.
Here, the thesis cited is explicitly marked by bien siir (sentence 4), creating the strong expectation of an opposing view, to be
argued as the text develops.

From a pragmatic perspective, three questions now arise in relation to cases of ellipted junction such as these:

(1) What motivates the ellipsis?
(2) How do recemvers retrieve intended meaning?
(3) What are the implications for the translator?

The questions are_ of course, interrelated. Indeed. some (e.g. Gutt, 1991, following Sperber & Wilson, 1986) might suggest
that the single principle of relevance provides the key to all three problems. Text-users (producers and recetvers ﬂ]jl-:e} are
motivated by what they percetve to be L‘rphﬂ:lﬂ]l‘-' relevant (providing 'adequate contextual effects at minimal processing cost")
to the situation and to each other's communicative needs. In turn, the translator is guided by the same principle within a new
situation of communication.

It may, however, be possible to arrive at a more detailed explanatory hypothesis of what is involved. With the assistance of
our two sample texts as illustrations, I shall suggest that there are two prime motivations for ellipsis of junction within the
counter-argument. They are (1) informative markedness and (1) politeness.
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Informatrve Markedness

It was suggested earlier (in connection with the ellipsis of cansative relations in the style of Raymond Chandler) that implicit
causative relations may be prefmed to explicit ones to encourage inferencing on the part of the text recerver, who is motivated
'to retrieve unstated assumptions'. The ellipsis of adversative junction, by the same process of creating reader involvement and
encouraging inferencing, actually serves to heighten the contrast which the producer intends the reader to perceive. As
observed earlier, the ellipsis constitutes a departure from the norm within the conventions of this text type. The markedness of
this feature creates a dynamism (Hatim & Mason, 1997: 28), which draws attention to itself and sets up a search for intended
effects. This may best be illustrated from text sample B, in which the device is recurrent. The sample is extracted from another
Le Monde article, this time on the subject of British attitudes towards the policies of the French president, Jacques Chirac.
Here, following a tone-setter about Britain's hopes that Mr Chirac might modify his stance, the thesis cited (sentences 2-5) is
that Britain was not disappointed by Mr Chirac's policy since it had not entertained any hopes that the policy would change in
Britain's favour. The transition is reached in sentence 6: Foire ('Indeed'), which casts doubt on the tenability of the thesis cited.
The rest of the sequence (sentences 7-13) constitutes the opposition (Britain had indeed entertained hopes) and its
substantiation. It is within this unit of text structure that the text producer deploys ellipsis repeatedly to heighten the contrast
between hopes and reality. Thus, a series of texts-within-texts is created, piling up evidence and tacitly imviting readers to
compare, contrast and draw thewr own conclusions, as in Table 2

Table 2 Elipted junction and heightened contrast in text sample B

Hopes Reality

la Grande Bretagne officielle . . . a sans conteste . . . caresse I'espoir Elle constate, comme tout le monde, que
que la poliique ewropéenne de la France subirait . . . de sensibles  la continuité I'emporte de beaucoup sur le
inflexions. changement.

Pour Londres, les positions franaises sur la monnaie unique ont . . . Elles suscitent anjourd'hui, outre-Manche,

valeur de test.
deésenchantement et inquietude. La Grande Bretagne guettait une

défaillance de Jacques Chirac: elle v croit de moins en moins.

Elle espérait que le marasme de |'économie francaise et I'ampleur des elle observe, a regret, depuis quelques
sacrifices budgétares . . . obligeraient le président francais a mois, que Jacques Chirac v puise une
demander un report de ['écheance de jamvier 1999; nouvelle énergie européenne.
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