L I R |

THE PRAGMATICS
~ OF TRANSLATION

- E3iEAE b
‘ Edited by Leo Hickey

\lhj

ShEt
EBIMEHE HhRit




The Pragmatics
of Translation

Edited by

Leo Hickey

MULTILINGUAL MATITERS LTD
Clevedon e Philadelphia e Toronto e Sydney ¢ Johannesburg



BB ERESB (CIP) #iE

ERAEERE/ (30 FH (Hickey, L. ) 47, —BEIA. — i,
LHRAMEHCE HiRat, 2001

(HAMEHERF LA

P54 )6 . The Pragmatics of Translation

ISBN 7-81080-122-8

Loifee WA 1L WA - R R-BE-BRIT- U060 [V, HO59-53
o [H A BIHCIPE 7 (2001) 4513177

E=: 09-2001-024 =

HAREIT: LB INIEFIET S ARFL

CLESRR NP IiBgW: 200083

251 i, 021-65425300 ¢ @A) . 65422031 (#4FED
Hi 4. bookinfo@sflep.com.cn
13} HE. http://www.sflep.com.cn http://www.sflep.com

BIELREE: x|FY]

Ep Rl HE T ED R L)

=3 : BT AT T

FF 7S: 880X 1230  1/32 [k 8  FEL 287 T4t
B IR 2001 44 H{MN L AR 2001 4¢ 8 S5 2 i El
il 2. 5000 i

= =-. ISBN 7-81080-122-8 / H - 052

£ fr: 14.50 50

ASHR B A5 40 45 ENBE T R, T A LT



Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
The Pragmatics of Translation/Edited by Leo Hickey

Includes bibliographical references and index

1. Translating and interpreting. 2. Pragmatics. I. Hickey, Leo. II. Series
P306.2.P7 199%p

418’.02—dc21 98-21842

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A CIP catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

ISBN 1-85359-405-9 (hbk)
ISBN 1-85359-404-0 (pbk)

Multilingual Matters Ltd

UK: Frankfurt Lodge, Clevedon Hall, Victoria Road, Clevedon BS21 7HH.
USA: 325 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA 19106, USA.

Canada: OISE, 712 Gordon Baker Road, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M2H 3R7.
Australia: P.O. Box 586, Artamon, NSW, Australia.

South Africa: PO Box 1080, Northcliffe 2115, Johannesburg, South Africa.

Copyright © 1998 Leo Hickey and the authors of individual articles.

All rights reserved. No part of this work may be reproduced in any form or by an
means without permiss?on in writing from ti:e puinsher. ¢ Y

© 2000 Leo Hickey

The original edition was published by Multilingual Matters Ltd. , Clevedon, UK.
This edition is for the Chinese market only.

A4 B IER R AR PR TR L IS AME M B R R

LA e A R R BB A,



HOR Uk B

LR, B NIRRT BUS TR KR, A R EFH A At i
TEE. A, KUK, BRFIAERERBFEEERES, A0 5EH
RRGEZ TR 540, I BiF S L BT 50 A N BB &, X AR AR
DA BRETE B+ AR TR A BABIREAA BT, £TiH,
FHSNEHE B T 22 AN BERIRE AL E AT U
BRI HMESEPEEN SR, e EHITEE HF,
BATE THEE SR IEN B8 AR Y RHIRE 85 A, BE
AEM, WA AAKEREEME Y Z, A #ERROHR, &
HEEEBHIBIT . XENBH TR 0 2 BIR L B 70 80 F R
ZHRANERELEHRAITE

EHSMEHE B GLE LA RIS REBFEH .



MEEL =R RIS e & S a s

FHEERR

Bl AT 5
A
AR
# A

F2EH EZFX

(LI R Ny )

2 18 Xk

L% & R

KA KR

Z A (AGR R )

B2
) B
BR s Am
AT AL
AR AR
G
A

I T EIRH
)kt X Fe P
AL FNT R
K, Hueg
HNEF 5 4
1 HH £ Ex

*

x| & 1%

# 4
ik

IR
2 5 &
Fhat A
ML
KEF
¥ #
X R

EE %
FHE
FR4AIR

FEZ
& R A
F T 47
¥ 3 1%
K
KR
AR

F AR
¥ AR
W E

EX- &3
K 4E IR
E LB
¥ B4k
o
R & B
Bl —



& % A &
()

L SMEHE MBS LR — R ESMNEH T RN BN G
BEMOTEER. HAEMENRES T ER(EEFR SHRAERK)
HISNEH B RO T SRRACFREM BSH TEE, MG m 7%
PR ZIEM AL R P SORFISNSUR R AR ZE R, e iE S
FAT R RN AE T F AR RESCERIRIEA SNE SO
AA” RN SCERE AR M REFEEFTEA B URII AR R &
HE AR AR E ST E RS EE S SO U TE R E
Fo MTENBERRAMBRNBETRENTE, CLR T —HEFF
&R XN 5 WAMREL EFRE T B B ER S
M S LE, RUEERIMNENPRIZRESERMRURESRAS
BFR ST AN R AEE BA SR A REM. XRMER
A O EM®E .

BEE oSO T NIRRT LA 3 B B B3 A A 155
KO HIEE FMBIRFEEERERER TR AR, RE L AIE
HEal B OIMEIA L 5 EBTFTNT L5 B 7 1 1 27 A AR A T
BEZ, MAEBINHNBEREEA THIRARMABIFER(LRERD). @
SMET M 2 A B SO R A A SCHRL R AR L - DR
FapsEm O ERs, XMEERH AL ERI AT REZFNEFE
TR H R BBRESE. LEIMEEE AR IS X R
JER A B3R A 2 PL BB 5 28, (BB M W] PR 06 1% L3¢
BB E E ISR, Bl SUES TR A RANBETF R A 137,



XEN BB E NGB B, rE i s ks E R R
BAE B KA SRR T30 i AR, AT J2 i3 /9

XEABHHRE S AR EABFHF RS EHETFES
RO PRI , JC AT DLUE R 3 B B e 5 I T ST M N R . A2 ST
L XA R BT A A E A A - XX BB RGHNZ K, A
BB,

EEABHMERE TREAREHRE SR AR SRR R R, ¥
FERPRBRRBTHRAEE="HHBEAM TG G — X4
[ A B RO s R X AME 2 RO fE S PERR 7T s — R % B S B
MBFECEPH B REENR. RAX=ZERERNIFES
T AR SR TITELTHE R B AR R, Z=4
TP, BEFF B LK, EREEBE THRBFMRE, XEFH
e, BIRFERED T 20 L 80 F#ARE T ML AR MR
5,90 A T HHUR R, 3RS AR A R e AR R G 5 )
REA T EZMRT . KB REAEMPTABR, L8 HE L
AREATT I N RBE ST A7 B, X A BB AR £ B T R0 2 25T I
M, XEABRFABEREUEAEAR RN ERTRZ

Q

FEF R, STl (B & ERERAR) 2 2T HRER ANKK
AEAR, SEZRINRRESZAE, BBENRSELT X,
LM EIEA L HFRREERTREM. XMERRIEE THFRE
RBFR BN BRI LASE, 3 R+ 5> AR SE PR ACE #9355 37 0 %
FRBFR . A MM —E RN FiFE R R IR 5 B
R ERE

7=
HHERRERZRE
2001463 A 28 H



O AT S

i Rt I 2 E T RIS IS B BB T T &
HERGMIRANIR, AR T AVERRE . Rk, — B8 At
TR T EFREREHAMSY BT % a2 e O %%
2B I HTR R 22 57 (7 #0838 (] B3, A T IR T MR 0T 5 8 B TR A
IR

FIB - FEICHMIE SCRGE M5 5 8 B - T H A% (Susan
Bassnett) FIRE R - H 75 8 (Edwin Gentzler) £ 45 # “ B3 & BB 5% M
B2 — BBMNEHEX 2P0 A RIS B R IRE, S A
55 H-H —#7 -

EHAFRESFPHEIFRNBEAI LTI, R HTX—%F
IR LR ERATHESURES SIBEFSHEMAEZIEA R (8
BASEHREBMBEZHNMXR), ECERBERIIES IR
2B TR RHE S AT AR, RNt B B A PR A5 .

H b, BIRRI A 2 R R, B E B L PR VR A e A2
EHZ2E S B HRENH AT W, B4, % FFEIT A (speech
act) & FhiBEEEFI 7 2 A VERE T (the cooperative principle) F1+L 5 5 W)
(the politeness principle) . i# X F 2 (semantic presupposition ) 115 ] Bil
2 (pragmatic presupposition) . B FHIE B HHI 5 B EFFRHEZNEE, BT
BhiR R IR SRR ARST AR A 45 A0 B8 AR hT R R, AR - A
TS UL, SR KA R 0 5 R 2 Bl 18 R X 4E” (pragmatic equiva-
lence) , T 7E B A PR BE b {81 98 SC 13238 R A8 45 B S 3 [ 5 £ 3 ol 0
R,

(B A5 BPE) 2E UG 13 FA et 30 Ak & 50y 13



T, ERAREERIREE E S ARSI OEERE FH
B AT R SR 738 1 22 AL & 2304 B iF B s b
WL X ARFERAUE A BT, T B3R T A SR
BIRE, X TR ES IR RE R LEA L NEBE S E 5N
HPHCS BB S B R AR LR A A B BT S B R AR K
fEEMSEME



Notes on Contributors

Peter Fawcett is a Lecturer in French at Bradford University. He has written
on translation theory and practice and, as a practitioner, has translated a
number of books.

Ernst-August Gutt has taught in universities in Germany and Ethiopia. He
has published widely on translation including Translation and Relevance:
Cognition and Context (1991).

Basil Hatim is a Professor of Arabic Translation and Linguistics at
Heriot-Watt University. His major publications, including Discourse and the
Translator (1990), have been written in collaboration with Ian Mason.

Sandor Hervey was, until his untimely death in 1997 shortly after
completing his chapter for this volume, a Reader in Linguistics at the
University of St Andrews. Among his publications are Axiomatic Semantics
(1979) and Semiotic Perspectives (1982).

Leo Hickey is a Research Professor at the University of Salford. He has
translated many books from Spanish and his publications on pragmatics
include Curso de pragmaestilistica (1987).

Ian Higgins is a Senior Lecturer in French at the University of 5t Andrews.
Apart from his many literary translations from French, he is co-author, with
Sandor Hervey, of Thinking Translation.

Juliane House is Professor of Applied Linguistics at the University of
Hamburg. She is author of A Model for Translation Quality Assessment (1981)
and Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited (1997).

Frank Knowles is Professor of Language at Aston University. As well as
his translations from, and studies of, the Slavonic languages, he has
published widely on linguistic and pragmatic issues in Russian.

Kirsten Malmkjaer is Assistant Director of Research in the University of
Cambridge Research Centre for English and Applied Linguistics. She has
published on translation and has edited The Linguistics Encyclopedia (1991).

vii



Viii The Pragmatics of Translation

Ian Mason is Professor of Interpreting and Translating at Heriot-Watt
University. Among his publications is The Translator as Communicator
(1997), written in collaboration with Basil Hatim.

Bill Richardson is a Lecturer in Spanish at Dublin City University. He has
made a special study of deixis in literary translation, especially in the works
of Federico Garcia Lorca.

Christina Schiffner is a Lecturer in German and Co-Director of the
Institute for the Study of Language and Society at Aston University. She
has edited several volumes on language including her co-edition with
Helen Kelly-Holmes of Cultural Functions of Translation.

Palma Zlateva is an Assistant Professor of English and American Studies
at the St Kliment Ohridski University of Sofia. Her publications include her
edition of Translation as Social Action: Russian and Bulgarian Perspectives
(1993). '



Contents

NotesonContributors . . . . . . . . . . . . i

Introduction
LeoHickey . . .. .. .. .. ... .. ..

1. Speech Acts and IHocutionary Function in Translation
Methodology
Sdndor G.J. Hervey . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

2. Cooperation and Literary Translation
Kirsten Malmkjeer . . . . .. .. ... L

3. Pragmatic Aspects of Translation: Some Relevance-Theory
Observations
Emst-August Gutt . . . . ... ... Lo

4. Politeness and Translation
Juliane House . . . . . . .. ... .. . ... . ...

5. Text Politeness: A Semiotic Regime for a More Interactive
Pragmatics
Basil Hatim . . . .. .. .. .. .. . ...

6. ‘New’ versus ‘old’
Frank Knowles . . . . . . . . . . e e e

7. Presupposition and Translation
Peter Fawcett . . . . . . . .. ... e

8. Deictic Features and the Translator
Bill Richardson . . . . . . . . . . . . e

9. Verb Substitution and Predicate Reference
Palma Zlateva . . . . .. .. . . . .



Vi The Pragmatics of Transiation
10. Discourse Connectives, Ellipsis and Markedness

IanMason . . . . . ... 170
11. Hedges in Political Texts: A Translational Perspective

Christina Schéffner . . . . . . . ... .o 185
12. Translating the Pragmatics of Verse in Andromaque

IanHiggins . . . . ... .. ... 203
13. Perlocutionary Equivalence: Marking, Exegesis and

Recontextualisation
LeoHickey . . . . .« oo i i i e e 217



Introduction

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 their 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 involve
semiotic, linguistic, textual, lexical, social, sociological, cultural and psy-
chological 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 rewriting (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 packaged 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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2 The Pragmatics of Translation

the ‘meaning’, what might be termed the semantic import, usually survives
the process quite well.

Beyond these first impressions, what is it, then, if anything, that is
actually translated, transferred, between one text and another? Is it some
part, ingredient 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 it? And what happens to those elements which are not transferred? Are
they irrelevant, surplus to requirements, treated as of no importance 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, if not identical, are at least equivalent
to one another. For some time now the notion of equivalence, or rather
equivalences, has been debated with varying degrees of enthusiasm and
conviction (see Bassnett, 1991: 23-9). It may also be that translation is merely
an approximate, imprecise, procedure, and that any text has so many
dimensions that equivalence on one may be incompatible with equivalence
on some others. For example, linguistic 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 intended or simply what is expressed by the text?

Among the many approaches to research on translation which are
yielding 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 proc-
esses, rather than commenting on the product itself and asking how well
or badly any 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 receiving 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 living 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 including practice in
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various registers, gathering 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 impressionistic assessment of a first draft or a
teacher’s equally subjective, but perhaps more experience-based, com-
ments 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, is 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 kinds, 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 systems
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 intuitive reactions to the ‘readability’
of a particular translation or on academic investigations of contrastive
structural linguistics. 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 1959, when Rudolf Carnap
explained that pragmatics refers to the relationships between signs and
their users, the discipline has been developed with enthusiasm by
philosophers and linguists 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.



