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NOTES TO THEREADER

1. The following abbreviations are used for the satkeonvenience:
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CED Sinclair, John, ed. 1995Collins Cobuild English
dictionary. London: HarperCollins Publishers.

Webster’s Gove, Babcock Philip, ed. 1998ebster’s third new
international dictionary Cologne: Konemann.

BBC Drive Publications Limited, eds. 198Book of the
British countryside. Great BritairDPL.

BM Blamey, Marjorie, Richard Fitter, and Alastdtitter.
2003.Wild flowers ofBritain and Ireland London: A &
C Black.

JAK Aniot-Kwiatkowska, Jadwiga. 2003.Wielogzyczny
stownik florystyczny Wroctaw: Wyd. Uniwersytetu
Wroctawskiego.

KCz Czekierda, Krzysztof. 1998townik ekologiczny polsko-

angielski Warszawa: Terra Sana.

Czekierda, Krzysztof. 1995.Stownik ekologiczny
angielsko-polski Biatystok: Wyd. Ekonomia i
Srodowisko.

Other than publications

BAP Biodiversity Action Plan

CORINE Coordination of Information on the Environmiiethe
international programme owing to which the PHYSIS
(not an acronym, to my knowledge) database of ahtur
habitats has been created.

EUNIS European University Information Systems (L&elow
to identify one of the databases of natural hagitat
NBN National Biodiversity Network

NVC National Vegetation Classification



X Notes to the Reader

2. The analysed sources are often bilingual pubbicatiwhere the original
text may be placed a) on the same page as itslatamsb) on the
neighbouring page c) a number of pages later ifbduk. In the first case,
the page number is given only once, rather thagr afte quote and its
target language version. The same applies to oner gource: Kossak
(2001), which is not a bilingual publication butgeanumbers exactly
correspond in the Polish and English editions.

3. The original texts are quoted with all the errthat they contain.
Corrections are suggested only for those mistakasdistort the view of
the natural world. The remaining ones, no mattev kerious, are largely
ignored.



INTRODUCTION

This work has been inspired by the lack of puliticest on the difficulties the

translator faces when confronted with texts ricmature terminology. The

other source of inspiration was the simultaneowdbgerved increase in

popularity of bilingual and multilingual publicatie about nature, whose
reliability left much to be desired. | then askegseif what made so many
translators distort the image of the world in #érget language so often (in the
texts | analysed the target text was either EnglidPolish). The search for the
causes led me to an attempt to find solutions aedmmendations, both

general and specific, which would sensitise traogao the problem and help
them take decisions in particular translation psses. Hence the basic
objectives of this book are to show that:

1. the main hindrance in the translation of naturenteology is
differences in the categorisation of the worldamieus languages.

2. another obstacle is the multitude of ways in whtol world can
be categorised within one language, which is browdfout by
the existence of numerous scientific disciplinesha®ls of
thought, changeability in time, overlap of spesialand folk
categories and by the resultant necessity of intralingual
translation.

3. awareness of these facts helps translators aviadser

4. this awareness can be raised, e.g. by the texysisddased on
cognitive linguistics, in which equivalence is ddished on the
level of imagery. This means that potentially eqléwt terms are
compared in respect of the degree of their congratisation and
dimensions of imagery: salience, schematicity ardpectivé

! Despite voices calling for making a distinctionafiajska 1996: 223) between
classification, as referring to scientific activitgnd categorisation as connected
with the folk experience of the world, this workegonot confirm the existence of
clear-cut boundaries. Following Jolanta ddi@wicz, a Polish scholar particularly
interested in scientific and non-scientific catégmion (see Méiewicz 2004,
1996, 1992 and 1991), | will be using both terntsrichangeably.

2| use Langacker’s terminology, presented in a kfrag manner in 1.3.1. below,
pp. 15-16.
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5. up-to-date extralinguistic knowledge is of greagn#ficance for
the translator. It is indispensable to determinetivér potentially
equivalent terms are really equivalent and whethercategories
they name have similar borderlines, membershippaatbtype.

6. itis imperative to approach dictionary equivalentth caution. It
concerns both general and specialist dictionargethay contain
errors and offer a range of possibilities withouty dndication
which are obsolete or rejected as inadequate iw vid
progressing research.

7. specialist texts include non-specialist terminolagyl vice versa,
therefore it is important for the translator to mae terminological
equivalence on the level of imagery irrespectivetha type of
text in which they appear. Errors in the use ofirmterminology
are visibly ignored, especially in belles-lettr@ghere, though
sometimes irrelevant, they equally frequently letal the
distortion of the world presented in the book (evhen a birder
claims that he can hear a moorhen on the canaln(iherhen
cannot swim), or when the translator makes zoadiedmok for
sousliks (which live in open landscapes and ardlen climb)
up in a giant tree in the rainforest.

Following Putnam (reported in Muszski 1996: 40), | have assumed
that scientific terms concerning nature comprise mere precise
‘description’ of reality and as such they deserveppgating, as opposed
to folk terms. While this assumption does not séerhe controversial in
reference to informative texts, in belles-lettréssi valid in the cases
justified by the context. In each case | try toyard in my analyses.

| have also assumed that in order to show the cexit@s of
categorisation it is necessary to collect a largealohse. The choice of
terms stems from the analysis of the greatest nurobePolish non-
specialist publications translated into Englishavé managed to find,
specialist texts mainly on phytosociology, espégitdose concerning the
EU Natura 2000 programme, and translations of mowvahd other
narratives written by several Polish and Britishhaus (e.g. John Fowles,
Gerald Durrell, Czestaw Mitosz, Jarostaw Iwaszkiezyj which abound in
nature lovers and experts, so also in relevantitediogy. My analysis has
yielded a rather diverse set of terms that seenatse translators a lot of
trouble. They all concern the natural world undmvdtas both animate and
inanimate nature affected by forces independemiuafian beings as well
as by human activity. In my search | have beentdichby my personal
knowledge and verification abilities — hence fawngrphytosociological
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and ornithological questions. All comments are Hdaset only on my

intuition but also on almost eighty specialist sm& and consultations
with specialists — biologists and environmentalfsten the University of

Warsaw and the Institute for Land Reclamation angs&land Farming at
Falenty. Although | have not carried out questioreneesearch into what
images readers of the original and the translatgo to have behind the
terms examined, my interpretations of their possileiception stem from
the fact that the dictionary definitions reflectetfirequency of usage
research, and that the data | have gathered gsighininto typical images
in the mind of numerous translators.

| concentrate on lexical problems, mentioning gramnly where it
is difficult to separate both of them without endering confusion. | do
not intend to study ‘fundamental concepts goingthiie heart of our
conceptual systems: space, time, causation, eveottige, aspect,
evidentiality, fundamental classification of obgc{Lakoff 1987: 329),
but ‘superficial conceptual differences [such astabulary, specialized
terminology, words for obscure concepts’ (ibid.:8329). Although we
can agree that ‘concepts that are spontaneousnatito and unconscious
[those that are grammaticized or metaphorised] mpli have a greater
(though less obvious) impact on how we understaretyday life than
concepts that we merely ponder’ (ibid.: 335), sfipt, i.e. lexicalised
conceptual differences, pose enough translatiohl@nts. Besides, among
concepts that we ‘merely ponder’, such as thoseresgpd through
vocabulary, a gradation of spontaneity, automatiaitd consciousness in
use is observed. Short words can be juxtaposetstdang cumbersome
labels. The existence of a single word to denotmreceptual category
bears evidence to the importance of a categorg fanguage community
(see Makiewicz 2004a: 53 or Dougherty 1993: 163-164).

In Chapter One:Terminological and cognitive approaches to the
categorisation of naturé come to the conclusion that terminology is a
product of categorisation, which is context-depemddn translation
context-dependence is particularly obvious, thesefib is necessary to
analyse terminology within a cognitive frameworkhex than within the
methodology used in terminological studies. Thenitbge approach is
adopted for a number of reasons: 1) finding thedhidvay between
extreme universalism and relativism; 2) seekingliminate the oppositions
dictionary/encyclopaedia and synchronic/diachratiglies (the appreciation
of context, not just co-text); 3) ascribing an intpat role to categories in
our thought organisation; 4) viewing categories ratative entities
organised around prototypes rather than having afsehared properties
which are sufficient and necessary for a membéetmcluded.
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One of the reasons is given more prominence: ceteggare proved to
show prototypical effects and are characterised (& Rosch’s
nomenclature):  background framing, fuzziness, d#ila and
stretchability. Such a view of categories allows tasaccount for the
observation that boundaries between specialist ah-specialist
categorisation are blurred. Three cognitive thécaktframeworks for
translation studies are analysed: Hejwowski's, Guhd Tabakowska's
with a view to applying them selectively in my ovanalysis of nature
terminology in translation. Combined with theseaisother theoretical
framework — the linguistic vietvof the world developed by Bartfrsiki,
Tokarski and others. Unlike them, | do not try tayde multi-faceted
descriptions of the view of the fragment of the Ildobut rather
concentrate on what interpretation or image a @agr term projects in a
given context.

In Chapter Two | present the categorisation of meafin Polish and
English specialist texts. Contrary to all recomnaimhs and idealistic
visions' features of categories resulting from their prygetoriented
structure (see Ch.1.3) remain true for specialigtings, too. They are
pinpointed as the main cause of translation probkleffhe role of
background framing is enhanced since terminologhéped by the author’s
(the interpreter’s of the reality) scientific anthgtical interests and his/her
cultural perspective. For instance, if a habitantisrpreted asmechowiskan
the Polish documentation, it is possible to traesiinto the Natura 2000
category montane and lowland alkaline fens in tmenfof flush vegetation
sedge beds and moss beds, which guarantees istint If it is classified
asturzycowisko (szuwar wysokoturzycowy)cannot be matched with the
above Natura 2000 category and is stripped of giote The chapter
discusses intralingual and interlingual translatiasf woodland habitats
(such aswierczyna na torfie, gbrowa swietlista, alder swamp forest, bog
woodlang and non-forest habitats (such awmrawy napiaskowe,qki
trzeslicowe, raised bog, fen) from the language of foresters ti‘e language

3 This is one of the three possibilities for the Estgname of the framework. The
others | have met are: ‘image’ and ‘picture’. Wittgard to Grzegorczykowa'’s
definition of jezykowy obrazwiata: ‘the conceptual structure characteristic of a
specific language with the help of which people vepeak this language classify/
interpret the world’ (2004: 45) it seems that ‘vieiw the best choice. Since,
however, the English summaries of the articles iphbtl in the volumdezykowy
obrazswiata (Bartminski ed.: 2004) consistently use ‘image’, | follokem when
referring to this source. Sometimes | write ‘piefuas it appears frequently in the
relevant literature (cf. Bartmski and Tokarski (eds): 1998 or Zinken: 2008).

4 See e.g. Szujecki (1998: 29-30), Felber and B(B84: passim).
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of nature conservationists as well as attemptotelate names of species
which vary regionally, historically and according tlifferent taxonomic
systems. | also present controversies within tmesdiscipline over such
terms as mire, which some authors consider a sdpmat of peatland, while
others as a category superior to it.

Chapter Three details the categorisation of natuRpolish and English
texts for non-specialists. It is observed and exdieg that non-specialist
texts include a lot of specialist terminology ahdsidifficult to determine
the boundary between what is specialist and whabis The view of the
world emerging from them never has just one petsgecExamples
(baré, bor/las/puszcza, gd, feg, ostoja, szuwary, wrzosowiskauntings,
copse/coppice/grove, game birds, midges, waterbiedsrfowl/wild fowl,
etc.) are analysed in terms of a degree of demartur similarity of
category members from the prototype, encapsulate@n equivalent
expression in English and Polish at the level 9f:cdnventionalisation
(unequivocal imagery, gestalt perception vs. visadibn with effort); 2)
salience; 3) schematicity (schematic presentatien instantiation); 4)
perspective. According to Tabakowska, who follovemgacker, these are
components of the level of imagery at which alinfilations should be
analysed in order to aim at the best qualifihe shifts of imagery are also
considered for onomatopoeia (mainly the notatiomramal calls) and in
the case of puns using nature terms.

In Chapter Four the concept of ‘linguistic viewfpie of the world’ is
called upon again in order to show how translagars give a distorted
linguistic view of the world. Firstly, an attemjstinade to use Hejwowski's
typology of errors for various examples of misttatesi nature terminology
(among the types are: unjustified borrowings anthektication, calques,
overspecification, underspecification (using hypers), etc.). This is
followed by an error analysis based on abuse df &mtures of categories
as stretchability or fuzziness with regard to dipalar background framing.
In each case the result is the wrong image. Thelewvkeries of wrong
images contributes to the distorted view of thelgvor

The whole work aims to enhance the significancéhefdidactic mission
of translation, in this case reflected in promotgnore scientific view of
the natural world through terminological accuracitanslators must
remember that there is nothing degrading in assyithiait the readers of the
target language text expect the natural featuréiseo$ource language world

® In contrast to the application of Langacker's apts in Tabakowska (1993), in
this book it is sketchy and subservient to its ptiigectives.
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to be different and therefore worth learning abdosofar as gradual
learning about the diverse world around them ighvitreir effort.

Thus, translation must be used to ‘teach’ new cptsceor new
categorisations of concepts to representatives d&breign culture by
applying correct lexical labels. Eva Hoffman's enipace seems to
validate such a claim. Ibost in Translationafter describing the pains of
learning to rename objects she knew from Polandthia language
supposed to become her new ‘mother tongue’, stadtird a sigh of relief
when taught names of flowers that she had not fdramy concepts of in
Cracow. She natices ‘[flor now, there are no Plat@zaleas, no Polish
hyacinths against which these are compared. Thguége of this is
sufficient. | am here now’ (Hoffman 1998: 280) sk, and if we take into
account the fact that modern people are increasiegk familiar with the
surrounding animal and plant life, it becomes seifient that when a
publisher decides to release a book or an albwvhioh nature is given a
degree of prominence, the chance to be truly ethmadt cannot be
disregarded by the translator, who happens to tattagre value to, for
example, high technology or literary theory. Unforately, as the corpus
collected for this study shows, the chance to fledknowledge-hungry
readers is often ignored. Postulating the transktodidactic
responsibilities, | have a sense of educationakimis myself, which in
this book acts as a stimulus for including rich rapéfication in the
chapters dealing with the images of the naturalldvoiet, in my
proposals of corrections for mistranslated passtges belles-lettres | am
never guided by orthodoxy, primarily looking aftére text’'s logic and
coherence rather than terminological precisionngt@st. Suggestions of
practical solutions are meant to help translatoss lasubscribe to
Newmark’s opinion: ‘Note that translation theory @®ncerned with
choices and decisions, not with the mechanics tieeithe source
language (SL) or the target language (TL) ... . Athwiuch literaturé
thése the examples are often more interesting than thesis itself’
(Newmark 1988: 19).

However, the ensuing pages are not simply throngddexamples for
the purpose of impressing or distressing the reatimat at first glance,
especially in Chapter Two, may seem an exaggeyadeable exemplification
of but one problem is, actually, an elucidationtsfinnumerable aspects.
It must be immediately noticed that these are miotly linguistic aspects,
as they can barely be separated from extralinguisties. If the data
provided give an impression of overabundance, oust mealise that they
touch upon a mere fraction of possibilities. Oveelafing diversity and
perpetual changeability underlie the categorisatainthe world. As
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categories need to be translated from disciplinaliszipline and from
language to language, the same, unavoidably, pdage translation
process. A study of translation cannot responsilaim that such complex
matters do not require detailed, often interdiscgly, exposition.






CHAPTERONE

TERMINOLOGICAL AND COGNITIVE
APPROACHES TO THECATEGORISATION
OF NATURE

1.1. A non-terminological approach to terminology

While the bulk of the work concerns terminology, i& not strictly
terminological. Translation problems cannot be axmd only through the
tools offered by terminology, understood as a g@igwé investigating
relationships between terms and concepts. Thisdause:

[tfranslators and terminologists work in quite diffint modes,
[tiranslators generally attempt to match the largesssible units of
meaning as they arise in a specific text; termigishs have no interest in
temporary and casual collocations of concepts aeg #ne brought into a
particular relationship by a writer. Translators rkwavith concepts and
terms in context; terminologists isolate terms froomtext and fit them
into an abstract system of concepts. (Sager 1%8): 2

It must be immediately stated, though, that tertoigical studies come in
handy as they explain why so much intralingual dtaion must be done
before interlingual transfer begins. Besides, wagretheoretically
translators ‘move from the linguistic item to thencept in order to find a
corresponding linguistic realization in anotherdaage’, in practice, like
terminologists, they often ‘need to establish idgramong the concepts’
(ibid.: 259) first, and having done so, find orateethe matching linguistic
item. The terminologist’s role consists in tryirgdchieve an ideal by an
adequate formulation of terms and imposing starsdfmdeveryone to use.
The translator should help impose standardised steton the degree
contexts allow them to do so. But s/he does notkwwithin the ideal
world. All the time confronted with a messy realigd a wide variety of
recipients, they have to make compromises oveouarexpectations. As
Sager, observes ‘[t]he greater the differences éetvwspeakers the greater
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the need to use a higher proportion of definitiopgraphrases and
circumlocutions rather than standardized termsd(it258). What is more,
there must be an agreement among recipients owmlghieability of the
relaxation of ‘the aesthetic, emotive and other-imformative requirements
of language in order to enjoy the greater efficiecireated by standardized
reference’ (ibidem). Terminologists draw our attemtto certain facts of
significance to the translation process:

1) there is general language and special langueqes to
the number of scientific disciplines;

2) main differences between these two occur inrthei
lexicon;

3) scientific disciplines assign diverse conceptthe same
objects and classify concepts according to varied
criteria, which give rise to rich terminology;

4) concepts hidden behind superficially identicasionilar
terms can be different across languages;

5) there are terms which function in specialisttests as
well as general ones, but have acquired differesatnimgs
in each;

6) such terms in general language tend to be polgss;

7) there are international norms and requirementsearning
terms and nomenclature specifying, for instanceemih
is better to assign a new concept to an alreadstiegi
name, or that new names should be short, othettivise
will be abbreviated anyway, engendering ambiguify (
Felber and Budin 1994: 150-51).

From the translator’'s point of view it is not impemt whether we
ought to talk only of specialist terminologies dr gpecialist languages
(sublanguages of the general language). Neitherdlsdhe worry at what
point general language becomes specialist lang(efgePienkos 2003:
258-263). For practical purposes it suffices to earther that there are
texts, which J. Delisle calls pragmatic, and whselve mainly to inform,
with an aesthetic aspect assigned a secondaryafoleienkos 2003: 271).
In such texts terminological precision cannot berifaed so as to satisfy
the recipients’ taste for stylistic or aesthetiplsstication. Nevertheless,
the translator should remain alert to features padicular specialist text
type such as conciseness, preference for nomitiahisand passive voice,
etc. The translator cannot forget that s/he stamdghance of escaping
terminological issues even if s/he is preoccupieth Welles-lettres. In
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fact, the division between literary and speciatestts is artificial since
terminological problems concern literary texts t@md there they are,
actually, most difficult to solve (cf. Pikos 2003: 242-43, 91 or
Hejwowski 2004a: 249). Although some translatioradtfists, like Gutt,
seem to justify the use of imprecise and errongerrsinology if for the
projected recipient it does not seem to be optynedlevant (Kasprzak
2008: 181), others support terminologists in ts&inggle for terminological
order. For example, Rikos (2003) advocates a thorough and comprehensive
education of translators because they are resgerfsibkeeping the best
standards to the degree that they should corrgts e which ‘linguistic
and terminological anarchy coupled with unclear amtoherent
argumentation rule’ (2003: 282-84). Hejwowski (2604.42) condemns
errors made by translators who have failed to irgabout certain general
or specialist facts, notably names of animal speci® his book,
Translation: A cognitive-communicative approache includes two
guotations, which best summarise the attitude esgdbiin the present
work. The first comes from Lehrer:

If the typical readers do not have aspens or elheravthey live, should a
translator select a different tree? | would say ‘foo these texts and for
other works of fiction, since a literary translatishould be aimed at an
ideal reader — one who is knowledgable about thecsoculture, rather
than a typical, less sophisticated ‘average’ reagtejwowski 2004a: 107)

In the second, by R. T. France, the word ‘authan de easily replaced
with ‘translator’: ‘It is a poor author who aims t@mmunicate only with
the lowest common denominator of his potential eegitip’ (ibid.: 109).
Attention that translators ought to pay to botlestifically defined and
folk terms inevitably guides them to the term’serehts in the shape of
concepts. Remarkably, most problems originate = lével since, as
Wilhelm von Humboldt underlined, ‘each language cdibgs and
expresses, in a way peculiar to itself, the wortbwle, creating their own
image of this world. Therefore each language pitssets own
interpretation of the world’ (Pikos 2003: 232, translation mine). In
effect, translators often fall into a trap tryirgrender a term in the target
language, while the real issue is to find ‘a lirggigi equivalent of a
concept or phenomenon’ (ibid.: 285). Pilegaard {19%5) puts the same
idea in the following way: ‘... in practice, transtes should always check
the comparability of the concepts at issue “by Inglkclosely at the words
people use” and stresses after Alexander and IS(4887) that it is ‘the
common fallacy that scientific discourse in genenadl medical discourse
in particular is subject to straightforward objeitti’. An important related
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guestion is that languages determine a term’s déinatin different ways.
For instance, Frenabutillage covers the meaning of the English ‘tool’ and
extends beyond it, embracing also measuring andingpldevices (Felber
and Budin 1994: 86-7) or the Germ3nhlagballand the English ‘cricket’
share the equipment used in the game but havemilissirules (ibid.:
118). Pi&kos adds that each word (term) has its own ‘usamee’z
‘sometimes different in a literary text than in @estific one, where the
boundaries between zones are fuzzy and move hdrehare from time to
time’ (2003: 277). He emphasises that terminoldgiliierences, though
to a lesser extent than in the social scienceshanthnities, ‘exist within
exact sciences and engineering, but they are egsus and more subtle’
(ibid.: 270). He also warns that translators magoamter ‘terminology,
which is nothing but the author'ad hoc creation bearing features of
professional jargon’ (ibid.: 244). This is somethion which conscientious
translators waste a lot of their time, looking &stablished equivalents of
what has not been established yet at all.

The most interesting aspect of the terminologistisk, with implications
for translation, is the examination of ‘denotatibmelationships within
scientific vocabulary, which occur simultaneousiymany disciplines and
often outside them, i.e. in general language [whictording to Knobloch
and Schaeder (1994) are between]: 1) a word aedng R) the meaning
of the word and the concept 3) the language ofhiegcand the scientific
language and 4) the encyclopaedia and the dictjgn@ajewska 2003:
31). Pajewska goes on to enumerate such exampl@slsh words as
analogia, kompleks, model, proces, struktura, systetc. As they
resemble English words, no translation is neces$#owever, it must be
stipulated that their senses and usage do notapvéml both languages.
Apart from such extremely multi-purpose words thexea much wider
range of those with a narrower usage but explaitedughout general
language and one or two sublanguadegno, uroczysker teg, which
will be discussedh extensan Chapter Three.

The complex relationships sketched above resuah phenomena as
synonymy, homonymy, polysemy, false friends, etwhich plague
translators. Terminological studies assist in owgting them through the
publication of good specialist dictionaries. Howeveuch dictionaries
usually present the ideal, context-free optionsorhtically, in contrast to
general language dictionaries, they understandrgyms as terms that can
be substituted for each other in the same conté&xtactically,
inconsistencies can creep in and synonyms may becamords with a
similar meaning’. In general, synonymy is regardsdundesirable in them.
Whatever the wishes, such postulates of terminsiegis unequivocality
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of meaning and contextual autonomy of terms oftemain postulates
because of the multiple naming of the same concapts focusing on
different features of the same referent in différspecialist texts and
because of conflicts between everyday uses andiadipecuses (see
Pajewska 2003: 110-111).

Pienkos goes as far as to talk about pathology in teohogy.
Consisting in ambiguity, it stems from ‘the [uncdimrated] creation of
concepts and their systems in different civilisasilband cultural circles’
(Pienkos 2003: 227) and ‘the lack of unanimity amongfgssionals’
(ibid.: 316). Robinson illustrates this situatioitiwhis search for a Finnish
equivalent of ‘flip-off seal’ needed for a transtet of instructions for a
pharmaceutical product. He obtained three veryedifit but confidently
formulated answers from three medical doctors, lottv one sounded too
colloquial and one overextended in meaning. Upoahsfindings he
reflects: ‘This is a good reminder that even sgietfabelong to more than
one community; and even within one community thigromaintain two
or more registers, one technical and “official’,eoar more slangy and
informal’ (1996: 201).

In conclusion, for translation purposes terminologyst be studied in
context: ‘The understanding of terms relies noyani familiarity with the
definitions of concepts that they stand for bubaté the texts they are
used in. ... [T]erms function differently in stiictscientific texts, or in
popular science or didactic publications’ (Pajewgk@3: 52, translation
mine). However, the context cannot be limited metel the co-text. It
should be the broadest possible, encompassing shesuknowledge,
experience, views and any mental processes likeliake place in the
minds of both the author and the recipient of the that comprises terms.
This necessitates looking for a cognitive approactranslation — in our
case, to the translation of nature terminology.

1.2. The cognitive approach

A cognitive model has been chosen to account fmstation problems
primarily because, as Hejwowski puts it: ‘Producengext, translating a
text and reading a text are all basically mentatesses. Therefore in our
opinion they should be dealt with by a cognitivedty, and not by one
which limits its scope of interest to texts onliAgjwowski 2004a: 258).

Another concisely formulated set of reasons canrdpeated after
Tabakowska:
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CL [Cognitive Linguistics], with its objective tostablish probabilistic
tendencies rather than deterministic rules, ant st pragmatic rejection
of the economy of description and reductionism asidomethodological
principles, opens new perspectives. It offers arttical framework for a
more adequate definition of translation equivalereed thus makes it
possible to formulate some normative principlestfanslation assessment.
It provides additional evidence for the claim thdttheory of translation”
does not, and cannot, exist as an autonomous ,antiyy absolute sense.’
(1993: 32)

More specifically, cognitivist research has throgome new light on one
of the mental processes of great significanceawstation — categorisation.
Principles of categorisation are placed among g@énerinciples of
cognition. It also explains why translation is pbks even when
conceptualising systems of two languages are vifigreint by enhancing
a role of universal basic experience and humanejgnelising capacity.
In other words, it enables us to draw optimistiei@asions concerning
translatability, impossible with the adoption ofetlextreme version of
Whorfian relativism. This version leads to a cosam, protested by many
authors, that translation is impossible — which runs ceuamo facts. At the
same time, over-optimistic universalism is cut dawrsize. As Wierzbicka
points out, Whorf exaggerated, because for effectommunication we
can always resort to paraphrases and circumloaitiortranslation. But
she hastens to underline that it can only be dare @st — by ‘using
longer, more complex, more cumbersome expressiwas those which
we can use relying on the habitual ways of speaéiifered to us by our
native language’ (1997: 7). Besides, cognitivisns heed to lift the
opposition dictionary/encyclopaedia, placing emphasn context-
dependence and the role of extra-linguistic knogteith linguistic studies,
which underpins the line of argumentation on theegéiveness of reliance
on dictionary knowledge developed in the presentkwdhe opposition
between synchronic and diachronic studies has kedistoo, which
enables explanation of certain difficulties in hation, like those with
gajowka(see pages 60 and 137 below)aatta/swierl? (Zi6tkowska 1983:
139). In both oppositions staking out demarcation linss virtually
impossible. The futility of looking for the limitsf knowledge that the

! See e.g. Hejwowski (2004a: 14-15), Korzeniowskgogt 71), Newmark (1988:
72-73).

2 |In 19" century Poland, north and east of Warsaw, th§ditta) bore the name
which is today given to the sprucénierk). In turn, the spruce was called fir'.
Frequent mistranslations of these names can bedtfaack to this historical-socio-
linguistic fact.
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translator should possess is most vividly illugtdate.g. in Tabakowska
(1999: 54-60). In turn, the inevitability of intefhing synchronic and
diachronic, linguistic and extralinguistic datacianfirmed in a number of
works on specialist languages and linguistic imagésthe world.
Pajewska concludes that derivational processesemugncies observed in
them as well as the representation of given themeaticabulary are
connected with the changes which occur outsideuagg. Although in her
work she focuses on diachrony, she notices thé fiecessary to take into
account aspects of synchronic description, beckumgiage changes, i.e.
diachronic phenomena are eventually a result of fimectioning of
language — synchrony, which is always a start-offip) (Pajewska 2003:
215, translation mine).

Cognitivism as depicted by Lakoff is optimistic whé& comes to
translation in that it separates understanding fi@mslation: ‘Translation
can occur without understanding, and understancimgoccur without the
possibility of translation’ (Lakoff 1987: 312). This connected with the
relativisation of the commensurability of conceptisystems. Unlike
Whorf, who claimed that if conceptual systems ob tlanguages are
radically different, they cannot be compared in amay, Lakoff is able to
distinguish five criteria by which the systems ¢@ncompared. If they are
incommensurable by one criterion, they may be consmeble by
another. All depends on the formulation of the tjoas Commensurability
is a gradable category (ibid.: 322). The main icgtion for translation is
that translation is possible to a greater or lesbegree, or if it is
impossible to translate one language (let us keepe ho Lakoff's
formulation, acknowledging Hejwowski's (2004a: 11@3istence that one
does not translate languages but texts) into ans#r@ence by sentence,
preserving truth conditions, we can rely on theéecion of understanding
or use, or framing, or organisation. To put it irmare straightforward
way, language is not everything, it does not reftaa thoughts fully and
equivalently. It is ‘a convention which may, butedonot have to, be an
instrument of our thoughts’ (Lewandowska-Tomaszczi®96: 67,
translation mine). It is only a choice of certalrepomena, a huge mass of
which escapes human cognition (cf. Anusiewicz 20P42). In other
words, our language offers only an approximationvbft our conceptual
systems store and so do translations from one &geinto another. Once
it is realised, demands concerning equivalence rhecmore realistic.
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk calls cognitivism, as repred by Lakoff,
Langacker, Fillmore and others, ‘enlightened’ reisin, which is universalist

% E.g. Makiewicz (1991), Marczewska (2002) or Pajewska (3003
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in their attitude to the cognitive base of all pegpbut assumes the
existence of concepts specific to a particular legg. Lakoff notices that
in the case of concepts such as ‘the basic levelepdon of physical

objects’ or ‘ “kinesthetic image schemas”: struetlirexperiences of
vertical and horizontal dimensions, balance, ingidd outside, and many
others’ translation ‘is often possible, if not imdiete’ (1987: 312). But

then he turns to concepts which pose difficulties tianslation and

describes their range as ‘enormously wide’. Thisngsoout to a more

pessimistic side of cognitivism — a tendency todfircases of

untranslatability. However, as elaborated in sectia3. below, the same
cognitivist premises can give rise to more optimistews on equivalence
and translatability.

Analysing nature terminology within the CL frameworequires
acknowledging that human categorisation is organh@eund prototypes.
As Lakoff points out, ‘most of our concepts concerategories not
individuals’ (1987: 370). A single word does ndbéha single concept but
a category of concepts within which there are moreless typical
members. Our lexicon is organised in the same wayowar general
cognition. There are basic-level categories, wisich not indivisible, like
semantic primitives, and have a complex structtiteus ‘dog’ is more
basic than ‘dachshund’. Paradoxically then, whatstisicturally more
complex is cognitively simpler, perceivable as gkst— overall shapes.
Categories do not objectively exist in the world &re most often ‘a result
of human imaginative capacity’ (Lakoff 1987: 30Bakoff (1987) devotes
a lot of space to explaining why the objectivistwiof categorisation is
erroneous. Most simply, the idea that there isnglsiright taxonomy is
contradicted by the very abundance of taxonomieke Tlassical,
objectivist (Aristotelian) view stems from the folkonception of the
world, according to which there exist natural kirdsategories of things
objectively existing in the world. Lakoff admitsathmany folk natural
kinds superficially have well-defined boundariesdaseem to be
unquestionably real — fish, goose, horse, etc. tBatproblem emerges
when the objectivist criterion for being in the saoategory is considered
— members of a given category must share commagpepies. There are
certain necessary and exhaustive conditions thest meet to belong to
one category, otherwise they are excluded. Evidefnom biological
taxonomy demonstrates, however, that the decistunhwproperties are to
count is not made according to a standard, ‘indég@enof human interests
and concerns, that can choose between them anitiprawnique answer’
(ibid.: 189). Due to three different views on widata should be taken into
consideration to determine the division into spgadiepresented by cladists,
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phenetisists and evolutionists, this division caa different. If we
accepted, following the objectivists, that there dely one correct
categorisation scheme, and that this is the onecaded by cladists, such
categories as zebras or fish would have to be déere-existent. There
are species which phenetisists group under the @mtkind’ zebra, or
fish but cladists, using ‘historically derived cheteristics’ rather than
‘overall similarity’ criteria, put into separatetegories. Mayr’s ‘biological
species’ concepttries to combine the two standpoints but it is not
unanimously accepted, either. His findings confiwhat in the field of
cognitive psychology was discovered by Rosch, Kempton and others
— that categories show prototypical effects. Thayehno homogeneous
internal structure and clear-cut boundaries ang #ne defined relative to
other groups. Certain folk categories regardedlgsctively existing in
the world correspond to scientific classificatiobsit some others do not
correlate at all or they do only to some extent.

That categorisation is not uniform is easily insteth What remains
debatable is whether the world is objective in d@syanisation but
humanity has no access to its objectively existiategories or whether
some categories objectively exist in the world, lestothers are formed
subjectively by people in different ways dependorgtheir perspective.
On the assumption that we have no access to olgecttegories, the
diversity of taxonomies is explained as the outcoafeour various
attempts — not infrequently unsuccessful — to discand name them. The
world is well-structured irrespective of our efforto make sense of this
structure, which are reflected in all sorts of sifications and the resultant
labels. Lakoff takes the second stand of thoseapoded above. He opts
for, what he calls, experientialism, underpinnedbagic realism, which
acknowledgesinter alia, ‘the reality of a world existing independent of
human beings’ and ‘constraints on our conceptuatesys due to the
nature of that reality’ (1987: 266). This allowsmhito reject total
relativism, at the same time preserving essentiglgtivist views. He
seems to bridge relativism with objectivism suctigdsg’. Although an
admittedly attractive proposal, it does not appeaveryone. Muszski
dismisses it as ‘trying to join opposite river bankvith a bridge
constructed along one of them’ (1996: 38, transfathine). In the present
work, taking one of the two positions describedvab@s not necessary.
Interest here lies in the fact that people do caieg in different ways
across cultures or social divisions, and that éaagiven person may hold

4 For more information see Chapter 2.4.
5 See e.g. Grzegorczykowa 1996: 11-26.
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one or more folk theories and one or more expartribs in areas like
medicine or economics or physics. It is commonplacesuch idealized
cognitive models to be inconsistent with one anotfiekoff 1987: 121).
Such diversity poses enough down-to-earth probienmged to be solved
by the translator.

Putting philosophical deliberations aside, attentill be paid here to
the palpable reality of prototypical effects in egdrisation. These have
been confirmed in many studies, four of which argcussed in more
detail below. Dougherty (1993: 160-185) emphasdisasthe basic level in
a particular classification depends on the sigaifie® of a given life
sphere to a specific group of people. In the sphetk little cultural
significance the basic level is moved towards ngeeeral distinctions.
More general categories become most relevant, wihidse more specific
cease to be widely recognisable ‘gestalts’. Americdy dwellers draw
distinctions at the level of life forms (‘bush’ véree’) rather than at the
level of genera (‘pine’ vs. fir’), let alone spesi (‘ponderosa pine’ vs.
‘lodgepole pine’). Native American tribes, for whofalk botany is a
matter of everyday interaction and, in fact, ofval, establish the basic
level of classification lower in the hierarchy. Rbem it comes naturally
to distinguish a vast number of particular spediEsigherty goes as far as
to imagine human communities settled somewhere utetOSpace for
which the basic level of botanical classificatiamald shift upwards even
in relation to American townspeople. Potentiallge tcontrast bush/tree
would become abstract enough for them not to beeidiately perceivable.
Instead, they would limit themselves to plant/adicifferentiation only.
All in all, the basic level of categorisation isrelative issue rather than
stemming from the objective structure of the wantdund.

Likewise, Hunn (1993: 73-96), also analysing thdk footany of
Native American tribes, concludes that only sonfie lorms are natural
entities, distinguishable by morphological resembé& Most of them,
however, are grouped under common names for readbasthan overall
similarity. These are usually very practical andienstood by outsiders
only when questions such as: who, when, why and?hare answered. It
happens that certain plants, morphologically siméad scientifically
classified in the same taxonomic unit, belong fedent categories in folk
botany because, for instance, one is gathered byimspring with the
help of a hoe in order to be eaten raw, and therathcollected by both
sexes in summer with bare hands and then baked gaghen oven for
three days. Moreover, folk taxonomies are full apg— a lot of organisms
bear no names, being referred to as ‘somethindgasina ...". They form
an artificial periphery, existing for a given humaommunity, not in
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nature. They are residual species without praciicglortance and thus
without specific names. Scientific taxonomies apé complete either but
they try to classify organisms within a hierarchistructure based on
morphology and genetics rather than on the corpipery opposition
derived from a mixture of morphological observatioand associated
cultural practices (or lack of them).

American observations have found confirmation inligho studies
reported in: Szczekocka-Augustyn, Wereshckg, and Zagrodzka (1996)
and Habrajska (1996). Szczekocka-Augustyn, Wergégka, and
Zagrodzka (1996) examine fuzzy categories. Havesietd 500 students
and 300 lexemes of the Polish language, they cdedluat the boundaries
of higher-rank categories arbitrarily created bymam beings, such as
those of artefacts (tools vs. devices vs. instriumes. machines) are least
clear-cut in comparison with the higher-rank catezo of animals
(mammals vs. birds vs. reptiles, etc.) or plantge@ vs. bushes vs.
flowers). In some cases such categories even lggical exemplars
constituting their centre. Although statisticallyimals and plants tend to
be grouped under the same categories more corbisteaif of the people
tested confuse reptiles and amphibians, and & libteon liberally mix up
fruits and vegetables. Habrajska describes a testhich testees drew a
list of 310 lexemes denoting plants and were theked to arrange them in
categories. In effect, a large number of categoviese created, for
example, cultivated plants, pot plants, cerealshd)egarden plants, field
plants, edible plants, weeds, root plants, vegesalilowers, fruit plants,
etc. They were characterised by free profiling, ompleteness and
inconsistent criteria of selection, so they oftarertapped. These folk
categories were compared with scientific ones, tviiave a hierarchical
structure and whose sets are supposed to be exeaastd mutually
exclusive. Most importantly, the author postulates introduction of
separate terms for folk and scientific ways of campentalising the
world, the first — categorisation, the second ssifecation. As shown later
in the present work, mainly in Chapters Two andeEhrthis is an ideal
situation, contradicted by reality, in which sciéntcategories become as
subjective and fuzzy as the folk ones due to aitadi of scientific
classifications in circulation and efforts to adtptm for non-professional
uses.

Generally, both early cognitivist psychological ekments and later
linguistic studies indicate that categories showtgiypical effects and,
following E. Rosch’s nomenclature (reported in Kead1996: 23-24), are
characterised by:
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- background framing
(category formation depends on the encyclopaediowladge,
experience and views of a language user)

- fuzziness
(there are no clear-cut boundaries of the meaningvards or
terms, categories denoted by them are perceivgdsalts)

- gradability (even when the boundaries are wethdecated there

are better and worse category members bound by what

Wittgenstein calls ‘family resemblances’, with héglor lower ‘cue
validity’, to use Rosch’s term)

- stretchability (a category can include elemenitsaocompletely
different category)

In this work, these properties — valid for both kfohnd scientific

categorisation — serve as a start-off point foristussion on what the
translator can do in order to avoid mistranslatdénature terminology. In
other words, how s/he can detect cases of ‘overiagz’ or

‘overstretching’ in the original, and how to prevesuch cases from
permeating into the translation.

1.3. Translation within a theoretical framework

1.3.1. Cognitive accounts of translation:
Gutt, Hejwowski and Tabakowska

According to Hejwowski (2004a), within the cogné@iframework three
theories of translation have been developed: G{i©9(1] 2000),
Tabakowska (1993) and Hejwowski (2004a). They difegnificantly.
The newest of them is by Krzysztof Hejwowski, wiagknowledging a
number of merits the other two have, identifieth@m various drawbacks,
which have inspired the elaboration of his own tie@dlthough Gutt's
relevance-theoretic account of translation giveg deeight to mental
processes involved in translation, it aspires to rbductive. Neither
Tabakowska nor Hejwowski believe one can explaiohsocomplicated
processes as communication — and, consequenthsldteon — with the
help of a one all-encompassing principle. Gutt midi translation as
‘interlingual interpretive resemblance’ (2000: 196hderstood not as ‘an
exact duplication of thoughts in communication’ last ‘enlarging mutual
cognitive environments’ (ibid.: 213). This can behi@ved with ‘the
guidance provided by the search for optimal releeataking into account
the specific contextual background of the audiesite is working for’



