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PREFACE

This book is a revised version of the author's PdiBsertation and has
been developed for all those who embark on theystod literary
translation and have little or no prior backgroungragmatics. It is also
intended for the general reader in linguistics &adislation. Because of
this, technical terminology has been kept to a mimh. Where specialist
terms have been introduced, they are explaineakeiretxt.

This book focuses attention on pragmatic aspedisaslation such as
speech acts, implicatures, presuppositions, peligand deictic expressions.
It falls into five chapters. The first chapter eoqas the different models of
translation and the features of literary transtatitt provides some facts
that are relevant in the subsequent analysis irlwftcus is given to the
importance of examining pragmatic principles imsiation. The second
chapter explores the translation of speech acte fhird chapter is
concerned with translating implicit meaning suchpassupposition and
implicature. The fourth chapter explains the tratishs of politeness
expressions. The fifth chapter presents the trdaslaof deictic
expressions. The book explores the pragmatic pnmblavolved in an
English translation of Naguib Mahfouz's Trilogy. & hrrilogy, namely
Palace Walk, Palace of Desire and Sugar Sreet, has been translated by
Hutchins et al. This translation is compared wiitl source text. The book
tries to figure out whether the translation of thkogy as a literary text is
pragmatically equivalent to the source text or not.

One forever owes a debt to one’s professors. | dvtikk to express
my gratitude to Prof. Ibrahim Maghraby for his effand academic
guidance. | am also very grateful to Prof. Ahmed&&oo Abdel-Hafiz
whose remarks and suggestions contributed to tesept outcome of the
book. His ideas and advice were momentous. | alg® & great debt of
gratitude to Dr. Nabil Abdel-Fatah, Prof. Laila A#deRazig and Prof.
Mustafa Riyad for their help in the structure aede&lopment of the book.
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CHAPTERONE

THE PRAGMATIC APPROACH

Translation plays an important role in bridging tjegps between the
different cultures and nations. Literary translasion particular help these
different nations reach a universal culture on mmon ground. A good
translation is not simply concerned with transfagrithe propositional
content of the source language text (SLT), but @ismther pragmatic
features. The attention given to pragmatic factd aninciples in the
course of translation can enhance the understandfnthe text and
improve the quality of translation. The main comcef the study can be
elaborated in the following questions:

1- Does the illocutionary force of speech acts iliterary text such as
Mahfouz's Trilogy differ in their translation?

2- Do implicit meanings such as presuppositions iamglicatures in that
literary text differ in its translation?

3- Do politeness expressions in that literary titer in their translation?
4- How are deictic expressions rendered in thestagion of the Trilogy?

Although the study is concerned with the transtatad a particular
work of Naguib Mahfouz (i.e. the Trilogy), it doemt claim to have
exhaustive enquiry into the problems that the tedos has encountered in
the process of translating the Trilogy as a litgr®ixt. Since few studies
have dealt with all nuances of pragmatic meaningjtémary translation,
many aspects of this area may still need furthegstigation. The present
study is an attempt to attract translators’ attanto the pragmatic features
of a text. The study will probably fill the gap the literature concerning
pragmatic translation.

The major concern of the study is to examine tlagmatic meanings
involved in literary translation. Therefore, a pmagic approach is the
appropriate framework for the analysis presentedthis work. Put
differently, in order to look into the way the pragtic meanings are
handled in the translation of the source text, dhéhor relied on some
pragmatic models and principles for the explanat@nspeech acts,
inferences, politeness and deictic expressions. folewing steps show
how the analysis of the translation is conducted:
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1- Analyzing the SLT

2- Examining the TLT

3- Comparing utterance meaning in both the SLTthadlLT

4- Back-translatiohis sometimes given to help in the process of aimly
and comparison.

5- Evaluating the pragmatic equivalents that arbaatied in modifications,
additions, and deletions in the TLT

1.1 Literary Trandation: Different Approaches

Translation plays an important role in increasinga@ness and
understanding among diverse cultures and natiateraky translations in
particular help these different cultures reachmmmmise. The increasing
interest in the literature of other languages leapiired a more studious
regard for the problems of literary translation.trAnslator deals with a
text which involves linguistic, pragmatic and cuétli elements. Such
factors often pose problems to target readers. Maften than not,
translators pay more attention to linguistic anttucal elements than to
the pragmatic aspects of a source text. Blatantegiisd for these
pragmatic features should result in pragmatic @woisl in the target text.
Thus, the target text is doomed to a complete failuanders (2001: 7)
argues that

Literary translation, at least in the English-spegkworld, faces a
difficulty that texts originally written in Englisko not: resistance by the
public to reading literature in translation... In egcal translation, for
example, style is not a consideration so long asirfformational content
makes its way unaltered from SL to TL... In literargnslation, the order
of the cars — which is to say the style — can nthkedifference between a
lively, highly readable translation and a stiltedgid, and artificial
rendering that strips the original of its artistiod aesthetic essence, even
its very soul.

Literary translation is a type of translation whihdistinguished from
translation in general. A literary translation mustlect the imaginative,
intellectual and intuitive writing of the authorn Ifact, literature is
distinguished by its aesthetics. Little concern hagn devoted to the
aesthetics of literary translations because theseslations are popularly
perceived as unoriginal (Devy 1999: 183). Belhd®p7: 20) summarizes
the characteristics of literary translations

- expressive

- connotative
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- symbolic

- focusing on both form and content

- subjective

- allowing multiple interpretation

- timeless and universal

- using special devices to ‘heighten’ communicagffect

- tendency to deviate from the language norms
Moreover, literary translations must reflect ale thiterary features of the
source text such as sound effects, morphophoneatécton of words,
figures of speech etc. (Riffaterre 1992: 204-205).

Gutt (1991) stresses that in translating a literengrk one should
preserve the style of the original text. In accomawith Gutt,

this wider, stylistic dimension of communication & course, of special
interest to literary studies, and so it is not ssipg that theorists
concerned with literary translation have paid cdesable attention to the
preservation of the stylistic properties of texts991: 123).

A writer's style is known “from the words he chessor the way he
constructs his sentences” (1991: 123). Accordin§dwory (1957), literal
translation of a literary work does not reproduee éffect of the original.
Because literature allows multiple interpretatitirere should be freedom
in literary translations to consider a wide randeirplicatures. Thus,
rendering the equivalent effect of the originaluiegs freedom to explore
different interpretations. That approach is meanacthieve relevance in
translation (1991: 156-157).

Basically, translation consists of transferring theaning of the source
language into the target language. That proces®rg by changing the
form of the first language to the form of the setdanguage. Thus, it is
meaning which is being transferred and must be befdstant. But what
type of meaning a translator should transfer! Galher linguists
distinguish different types of meaning. When iatebk language to events,
entities, etc., it is called referential / denatatmeaning. When it relates
language to the mental state of the speaker, italfed attitudinal /
connotative / expressive meaning. If the extradintic situation affects
the interpretation of text, it is called contextddlinctional / interpersonal
/ situational meaning (Crystal 1997: 237). Larsdi®84: 36) adds
organizational meaning to the list to refer to gh@ammatical structure of a
text such as deictics, repetition, groupings, arfdrmation organization
that form a coherent text. Any level in languags ha own significance
because it plays a role in the total meaning, e@lgponetic, lexical,
grammatical, semantic and pragmatic meanings. masécs the word
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"mean” can be applied to words and sentences isghse of ‘equivalent
to’ (Hurford and Heasley 1983: 3). In pragmaticcdén be applied to
speakers in the sense of "intend". This study icemed with pragmatic
meaning in literary translation. Pragmatic meaniisg the utterance
meaning or the speaker meaning as opposed to titense meaning.
Grice (1975) distinguishes those two types of mmgras non-natural
meaning and natural meaning (Levinson 1983: 16).

The attention given to pragmatic facts and priresph the course of
translation can enhance the understanding of tkieaed improve the
quality of translation. A good translation is namply concerned with
transferring the propositional content of the seulnguage text (SLT),
but also with its other pragmatic features. Thedgtéibcuses on such
neglected aspects of translation as speech actssuggositions,
implicatures, politeness and deictic expressionditarary translation.
Those features will be explained below in a simpigy. Abdel-Hafiz
(2003: 230) stresses that ignoring such pragmabblems may contort
the translation and lessen the pleasure of theifngeader. El-Zeini
(1994: XVI) states that those pragmatic problensdpce an inaccurate
translation. She clarifies that the English reagleBsponse is different
from that of the Arab reader because of the diffetenguage systems of
Arabic and English (1994: 45).

The main objective of a translation is to “commuaécthe meaning of
the original accurately and clearly to the readefrdranslation” (Gutt
1991: 66). Meaning with all its various respectswdtl be preserved. To
judge the similarity of meaning a translator hasxperience the target
language text (TLT). S/he should acquire the sehsthe other meaning"
(El-Shiyab et al 2000: 283). If there is vagueniesthe target language
text (TLT), s/he has the license to modify. Tratistais defined as “a
movement in the words used to make language almngdntext in which
words or sentences are used" (2000: 283). Thdtiskiklled "the verbal
art" according to (Bakhtin 1981) (2000: 283). A dowanslator should
find a way in which the desired meaning can be esged in the receptor
language even if the TL form is different from t&k form.

Darwish (1989) points out how meaning is conveyedhe target
audience. He explains following Catford (1965) — that meaning belongs
to language and concepts belong to the mind. Timesning cannot be
translated unless we transfer concepts. Arabic mgas translated into
English meaning through transferring concepts. Eptgare universal.

In addition to the pragmatic approach to transtatibere are other
approaches to translation that may involve othpeets such as structural,
cultural, functional etc. However, recent translatiapproaches can be
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divided into linguistics-based approaches and calltapproaches. On the
one hand, linguistics-oriented approaches have la@ensed of being
limited in their explanation because they do natsider the social cultural
values in translation. They have been also créitifor being directed to
specialist linguists. They are repressive (Ven@9&: 1-26). Yet, Venulti
does not suggest abandoning those approaches. &regnis also
criticized for its individualism and its idealismiindividuals are not
usually free to manipulate language to achieve tials, but that they are
constrained by social conventions” (Fairchlough 9498ted in Cutting
2002: 119). On the other hand, cultural approadhigslight cultural
differences between the source text and the tamgdt In fact, both
linguistic and cultural studies of translation amportant. “Translation is a
kind of activity which inevitably involves at leasto languages and two
cultural traditions”(Toury 2000: 200).

The trend of unifying meaning is opposed by a caltiapproach
which has underscored the differences of languagds/iewed translation
as“a locus for the celebration of difference”(May ¥#9%2). The cultural
approach has stressed the cultural turn in trdosla(Bassnett and
Lefevere 1990). Then, translation is defined asdaing cultures not
languages (lvir 1987: 35; Pym 1992; Lefevere 1992en-Zohor 1990;
Snell-Hornby 1990) (Tymoczko 1999: 21).

In fact, translation is a complex entity, which ahwes a large number
of variables other than reproduction of meaning.this regard, in the
process of translating a text the translator shduidw not only the
languages involved, but also their cultures andtorieal traditions
(Enkvist 1991: 14-15). Being receiver and produnfetext, the translator
“has the double duty of perceiving the meaning pidé of particular
choices within the cultural and linguistic commuyriff the source text and
relaying the same potential, by suitable linguistieans, to a target
readership” (Mason 1994: 23). Baker believes thatdpproach, however
sophisticated, can provide the answer to all thestjons raised in the
discipline” (2001: 280). She views the different pegaches as
“complementary rather than mutually exclusive”(20@B0). Newmark
(1982: 12) argues thdh general theory cannot propose a single method
(e.g. dynamic equivalence), but must be concerniéd tive full range of
text-types and their corresponding translatioredat as well as the major
variables involved”. Thus, the study does not pmesegeneral theory of
translation. Rather, it introduces a pragmatic apgh to translation.

Different theories and models can be counted irfighe of translation.
Bell (1991: 23-24) distinguishes between the theamg the model. He
shows that a theory explains a phenomenon anchisnemicated to others



6 Chapter One

in the form of a model. A model is “an attempt atescription rather than
an explanation” (1991: 26). The term "approach"hhlzge more appropriate
(1991: 27). Vinay and Darblent (1958: 84) recognize® types of
translations:

1- Direct translations where the linguistic featuod the SLT are replaced
by their equivalents in the TLT, and

2- Oblique translations where complex methods aeglto render certain
stylistic effects.

According to Jakobson (1959: 114) there are differkinds of
translation. He differentiates three ways of inteting a verbal sign:

1- Intralingual (rewording): a verbal sign is imested to another within
the same language

2- Interlingual (translation proper): a verbal sigrinterpreted to another
in a different language

3- Intersemiotic (transmutation): a verbal signingerpreted to a non-
verbal sign.

Nida (1976) distinguishes three theories of traimta

1-Philological (Belloc 1931, Cary and Jumpelt 1963 Brower 1966)
2-Linguistic (Catford 1965)

3-Sociolinguistic (Nida and Taber 1969)

Two centuries ago Tytler (1791) set up a serieday and don’ts —
which act as general laws of translation that teaahslators what they
ought and ought not to do (Bell 1991:10). Thengliistics emerged with
its descriptive type. According to Bell (1991:16jost translation theorists
except Nida, Catford and few theorists follow thresgriptive thinking of
the past. The sociolinguistic theory differs frohe tlinguistic theory in
that it adds a communicative dimension and a foneli perspective to
translation (Shaheen 1998: 27-28).

According to Nida (1964b: 127), the nature of thessage determines
the types of translations. A translation dependshendegree of focus on
the form or the content. Two types of translatiars distinguished:

1- a formal equivalence translation in which thenfcand content of the
original message is to be preserved, and

2- a dynamic equivalence translation which focuses creating an
equivalent effect in the TLT.

Nida and Taber (1969: 12) direct the attention tolwahe receptor of the
message not the form of the message. In other wohésrelationship
between the TL receptor and the message shoulgrzeic to be similar
to the relationship between the original receptat the message.

According to Larson (1984), there are two typesafslations:
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1- form-based or literal translations which transthe form of the SLT,

and

2- meaning-based or idiomatic translations whiclonicnunicate the

meaning of the SL text in the natural forms of teeeptor language”
(1984: 15). This type of translation has been dmed by Beekman and
Callow (1974) (Gutt 1991: 68). Then, Newmark (1988sents a pair of
terms:

1- a semantic translation in which the SLT semardiw syntactic

structures are rendered in the TLT, and

2- a communicative translation which creates anvedgnt effect in the

receptor language.

It seems that Nida’s formal translation, Larsotiterél translation and
Newmark's semantic translation focus on the form tbke text.
Nevertheless, literal translation ignores cont8itilarly, Nida’s dynamic
translation, Larson’s idiomatic translation and Meavk’'s communicative
translation seek one goal; that is, finding an egjent effect. This fact has
been affirmed by Gutt (1991: 68). Gutt finds tha dynamic translation
resembles the idiomatic translation. Both conveg thessage of the
original text to the receptor audience and arevedgent to the original text
in a dynamic way.

According to Neubert (1991: 17-26), four approaabfesanslation can
be distinguished out of seven:

1- Linguistic

2- Communicative/functional

3-Psycholinguistic

4-Sociocultural

Abdel-Hafiz (2003: 229) differentiates 3 approaches

1- Linguistic

2- Pragmatic

3- Cultural

Christiane Nord (1991: 72-73) adds two new terntctumentary” vs.
"instrumental” translations. Documentary transkagipreserve the original
exoticizing flavor of the SLT. An instrumental tdationconveys the SL
message in a nhew communicative action in the TLrdNodifference
between documentary and instrumental translatioas &lready been
utilized by House (1981) when she differentiatedwieen "overt" and
"covert" translations. Literary translation is seena type of documentary
translation (Nord 1991).

By and large, types of translation are radicallyedse but depend
mainly on a central concept, that is, equivalentberefore, many
translation theorists define translation in ternfisequivalence relation;
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relation between the SLT and the TLT. The translaitobjective and the
text type determine the type of equivalence usedhm process of
translation. Equivalence is a relationship of efuddetween the SLT and
the TLT. In fact, the concept is encompassed byeagss. Historically, it
was perceived in terms of accuracy and fidelitygg3al997: 25). Vinay
and Darblent (2000) deal with the methods of crggtquivalent texts
(2000: 90). Jakobson (2000) also identifies eqewed as “the cardinal
problem of language and the pivotal concern ofdists” (2000: 114). As
Hartman and Stork (1972) summarize the concepkts'ten different
languages can be equivalent in different degreeldy (br partially), in
respect of different levels of presentation (eqi@mgin respect of context,
of semantics, of grammar, of lexis, etc.) and #edént ranks (word-for-
word, phrase-for-phrase, sentence-for-sentenc&721713 cited in Bell
1991: 6). With regard to equivalence, translatibeorists range from
proponents thatlefine translation in terms of equivalence (Catfa@b5;
Nida and Taber 1969; Toury 1980; Pym 1992,1995]e£dl995 cited in
Kenny 2001: 77) to opponents that reject equivagsnell-Hornby 1988;
Gentzler 1993 cited in Kenny 2001: 77). Accordirg $ager (1997),
pragmatic equivalence and functional equivaleneeveidely used in the
recent time. Sager points out that pragmatic edgivz is used to modify
the content (addition and reduction) while funcéibequivalence is used
to preserve the purpose of the original; “a writéention” and “a reader
expectation”. Thus, both constitute a dynamic vigwranslation (1997:
32).

It is worth pausing for a moment to wonder whicpetyof equivalence
should be given priority. Translation theorists wesed this question
differently. Vinay and Darblent (1958) believe thdt there is no
synonymy in the bilingual dictionary, the translalas to resort to what
they called “situational equivalence”; creatingeawrsituation in the target
context (Vinay and Darblent 2000: 91). Then, Jakob@959) introduces
the term “equivalence in difference” (Jakobson 2Q004). It depends on
his semiotic approach to translation; it “involues equivalent messages
in two different codes” (2000: 114). Leonardi (20@) notes that both
(Vinay and Darblent 1958) and (Jokobson 1959) “gaize the limitations
of a linguistic theory” because they licensed tlse wf non-linguistic
methods such as loan-translation and neologisms.

Nida (1964) introduces two types of equivalencemia and dynamic;
the former focuses on the form and content of teesage while the latter
on producing equivalent effect. Then, Catford ()9differentiates between
formal correspondence and textual equivalence. fierso“departures
from formal correspondence” because of the granualataind lexical
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shifts that occur at the different levels and ir tthifferent categories
(Catford 2000: 143). Widdowson (1979) presentsetiypes of equivalence:
structural, semantic, and pragmatic. The first aot® for the formal
similarity between surface forms of sentences. S¢wnd relates different
surface forms to a common deep structure. The thlates surface forms
to their communicative function (EI Menoufy 1982382252). Then,
Newmark (1977) distinguishes a semantic equivalerfem a
communicative equivalence which concerns an eqeitaffect on the TL
reader. According to El Menoufy (1982: 243), ituseless to choose
between semantic and communicative equivalenceaimstation because
the translator first starts with the semantic @eplg in the TLT the
invariant core of the SLT), then resorts to the mamicative.

According to Baker (1992: 5), equivalence is soutibt the sake of
convenience”. A certain type of equivalence is gipeiority to other types
in a certain situation. She comments, “the ultingita of a translator, in
most cases, is to achieve a measure of equivalgrtest level, rather than
at word or phrase level’(1992: 112). She advoc&tziial equivalence.
Baker emphasizes that the job of the translatdo ibe concerned with
“communicating the overall meaning of a stretchamiguage” (1992: 10).
Baker's view does not mean that equivalence at Wev& should not be
sought in some contexts. But at the morpheme ldkele is no
equivalence (Halliday 1967 cited in Newmark 199%).6The more a
translator seeks equivalence at a higher levehtbee successful s/he is.
One has to move from lower levels (micro levelshigher levels (macro
levels). That has been approved by Halliday (2084§ termed “a
principle of hierarchy of values” (2001: 17 citedZequan 2004: 9). On
the contrary, there is a recent trend that denigsvalence. It defines
translation not in terms of equivalence, but inmerof difference. While
equivalence works to reduce linguistic and cultuliffierences, this trend
elevates the notion of difference between the wailgand the translation
(cf. Venuti 1998).

1.2 Literary Trandation: Aspects of Pragmatic Meaning

The pragmatic approach to translation (PA) haseghiprominence in
the 1990s. It is sometimes classified as one of tédw linguistic
approaches to translation — along with registerlyasis and discourse
analysis (Fawcett 2001: 123-124). However, it salassified under the
heading “discourse analysis” (cf. Munday 2001: 8®hile text analysis
has been more concerned with the organizationxts,teiscourse analysis
aims at describing social relationships and int@acthrough texts.
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Pragmatics is mainly concerned with infereficéspragmatic inference is
produced by the communicative situation (Chernow11927-28).
Obviously, the pragmatic approach (PA) utilizes $iteational meaning,
which plays a decisive role in understanding amy. fEhe message is only
interpretable in a given communication situatiomother important issue
in pragmatics is the relation between a senderaamteiver of a message.
This issue is important in the PA because it wifeet communication.
The participants’ cultural background, the presgitpans that each brings
to communication and the other extralinguistic infation are employed
in the PA. The PA goes beyond the syntactic andaséimcode of the
text. It is concerned with the use of code for camioation.

Traditionally, pragmatics was classified as a daisof semiotics.
Morris (1938) distinguishes pragmatics as “the rsméeof the relation of
signs to their interpreters” (Morris 1938 cited ktorn 1988: 116). In
modern linguistics, several conflicting definitiohave arisen. According
to Crystal, pragmatics is

the study of LANGUAGE from the point of view of thisers, especially of
the choices they make, the CONSTRAINTS they en@uirt using
language in social interaction, and the effect thee of language has on
the other participants in an act of communicatid@97: 301).

Leech (1983: X) defines pragmatics as “the studiiaf utterances have
meanings in situations”. Levinson (1983: 1-35) exe$ other definitions.
He criticizes restricting pragmatics to the gramo@taspects which are
formally encoded in the structure of language. ts® &riticizes Katz's
definition (1977: 19) of pragmatics as concernedhwinterpreting
linguistic forms in a contetLevinson also criticizes Gazdar (1979: 2) for
defining pragmatics in terms of those aspects odinimgy not covered in
semantics because the scope of pragmatics willrdeppon the kind of
the semantic theory adopted; general semanticsruth-¢onditional
semantics (Levinson 1983: 12). Levinson also dds#ne idea of defining
pragmatics in terms of appropriateness adoptedvViay Dijk 1976: 29;
Lyons 1977: 574; Austin 1962 and Searle 1969), bezat may cause
overlapping with sociolinguistics and requires ftdtagrally homogeneous
speech community” (Levinson 1983: 25). Finally, lmson defines
pragmatics as the study of language use (1983).532ker (1992: 217)
advocates that definition. Bach and Harnish (18719103) consider that
definition so broad that it includes areas as d$ogaychology,
sociolinguistics, cultural anthropology, and rhatom hey restrict the term
to the aspects of use that are involved in comnatiois. Green (1989)
defines pragmatics as “natural language undersighdiPragmatic
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information is described as the “speaker’'s and eski#re’s mental models
of each other” (Green 2000: 1). However, Staln§k6i72) determines the
major topics of pragmatics: “deixis..., implicatuggesupposition, speech
acts and aspects of discourse structure” (Levid€&3: 27).

According to Crystal (1997: 301), there is no celnérpragmatic
theory in the present time because of the variopgs it has to explain.
The problem is that pragmatics deals with both eéxtrtiependent aspects
encoded in a language structure and principlesainjuage use that are
irrelevant with linguistic structure. Context-depent aspects that are
encoded in the language structure are deixis, ppemition and speech
acts (cf. Levinson 1983: 9).

Levinson (1983) recognizes the boundaries of préigmadt is the area
between semantics and sociolinguistics. He arrateygeguage areas as
follows: syntax and phonology/semantics/pragmag@sblinguistics
(1983: 27). Semantics/pragmatics distinction wi# Hiscussed below.
Pragmatics/sociolinguistics distinction is clearhey feed each other
(1983: 374). Gregerson (1980: 14-16) shows thagmadics and rhetoric
share one goal: a speaker tries to influence fehtwarers.

Drawing a division line between semantics and pi#gs is necessary
to understand the nature of pragmatic informatidre distinction reflects
the difference between linguistic and extra-lingjaisyformation, meaning
and use, context-invariant and context-sensitivearmimg, saying and
implying, literal and nonliteral use, and contenddorce. Understanding
the distinction, linguists can avoid the ambiguity the semantic
representation through pragmatic alternatives (Morg975 cited in Green
1989: 106).

At the present time linguists disagree about thandary between
semantics and pragmatics. Some linguists view therdifferent aspects
of the same general study. Both concern meaningidier 1998: 18-19).
Other linguists see pragmatics as an independeml lef language
analysis. Whereas semantics relates meaning to &gl truth (linguistic
meaning), pragmatics relates meaning to contexuttdrance (speaker
meaning). Others do not consider pragmatics to bevel of linguistic
theory but a way of linking language to social aspeThen, pragmatics is
“more akin to sociolinguistics than semantics” (lrson 1983: 33).
Levinson (1983: 33-53) proves that pragmatics i gacompetence and a
component of linguistic theory. Different approash® semantics /
pragmatics distinction are explored briefly in gtedy.

Austin draws the distinction by contrasting locagoy and
illocutionary acts (1960: 93-101). Later, Grice 189 advocates a unitary
semantics supplemented with conversational implieatGrice and his
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followers, like Atlas and Levinson (1981) and H¢®89), presume that
default implicatures play a role in the interprigtat of the semantic
representation. It is claimed that implicatures anéversal principles of
rationality which are rarely lexicalized (Levinsal®96: 192). Leech
(1983: 229) depends on the difference between geanamd rhetoric; and
between sense and force to explain the distinction.

Bach (1999a) presents an underdetermined semaiticsvhich
pragmatic aspects of meaning contribute to whataig. In case of an
utterance which is semantically underdeterminedgmmatic processes
contribute to reach a proposition. He illustratest the notion of context
cannot be depended upon to formulate the semaiitipgagmatics
distinction because “context plays a role in semantas well as
pragmatics” (1999a: 6). He differentiates betweentext in a narrow
semantic sense that is restricted to few variablsach as the identity of
the speaker and the hearer; and the time and pfaae utterance — and
context in a broad, pragmatic sense that is thakgrs communicative
intention. He acknowledges that understanding séoally incomplete
sentence requires pragmatic supplementation. Thisagnmatic
supplementation explains the relationship betweamasitics and
pragmatics. Context can be used to explain howrpatigs complements
semantics (1999a: 6). Bach proposes the concepnplicature which
includes expansion and completion of what is s&i@. claims that
"pragmatic information concerns facts relevant taking sense of a
speaker’s utterance of a sentence" (1999a:8). éumitre, he emphasizes
that understanding utterances is achieved throbhghGQricean notion of
reflexive communicative intention.

Later, Carston (1999) assures that pragmatics t@wicsemantics.
Semantic entailments are enriched pragmaticallyeteh a proposition.
Enrichment is achieved either through explicatutdctv is derived by
inferentially developing the logical form or impditire which is derived
only by inference. Carston’s approach is built ba televance theory of
Sperber and Wilson (1986) which replaces ratiomsthrmunication with
innate principles of cognitive processes and infiiiom processing; it
maximizes contextual effects at a minimum of preoegcost.

Jaszczolt (1999) proposes an unambiguous defambirgées in which
intention intrudes to exorcize the ambiguity of #emantic representation.
Jaszczolt's approach is built on a dynamic view sgfmantics and
pragmatics in which they are interwoven. Thus, ¢hé& no division
between semantics and pragmatics.

In conclusion, whether pragmatic factors supplemeemantic
representation as Bach (1999a) proposes or theydmtinto semantic
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representation, semantics and pragmatics areatigsérand complementary.
The relationship between them is that of feedinghether. Levinson

(1983: 34) explains that “neither semantics nogpratics is autonomous
with respect to each — information provided bydhe component must be
available to the other”. Belhaaj (1997: 14) comreghtt “a marriage of

convenience’ must be established between semaatidspragmatics”.

This intermarriage, in the terms of Yus (1999: i8)necessitated by two
facts: “(a) that semantics cannot find purely seimaanswers to purely
semantic questions, and (b) that pragmatics cafimsbipurely pragmatic

answers to purely pragmatic questions.”

1.3 Relation between Pragmatics and Trandlation

A translation should be primarily pragmatic becapsagmatics and
translation share common features. They are semitature, aiming at
increasing understanding and facilitating commutisoa Semiotics is “the
science that studies sign systems or structurgs, iocesses and sign
functions” (Bassnett 1991: 13). While pragmatics baen recognized by
Morris (1938) as a division of semiotics (the rielatof sign to user),
translation is a kind of semiotic interpretatiomkdbson (2000) defines
translation as an interpretation of verbal signsother verbal signs in a
different language. Levy stresses that “[as] almisdic processes,
translation has its PRAGMATIC DIMENSION as well’q@0: 156).

Both pragmatics and translation are communicative, using
sentences appropriately to achieve communicatioid@son 1979). In
the Gricean model, pragmatics deals with interpgethe communicative
act. El Menoufy (1982) stresses the contributionthef communicative
approach in translation to guarantee effective camioation. Many
translation scholars such as Bell (1991: 8) ando&ilf1996: 9) consider
translation as an act of communication (decodimgnamitting and
encoding) and translators as participants in conication. In Gutt's
terms, translation is placed within the sphere @fmunication (1991:
22). Moreover, both pragmatics and translatiorizati functional view of
language. Functionalism is a mode of explanatiomeligrence to external
factors. In pragmatics, “some linguistic featuramstivated by principles
outside the scope of linguistic theory” (Levinsd@83: 40). In translation,
a functional view should be adopted to compensatettie lack of a
similar cultural convention in the TL (Bassnett 1992).

Bell describes pragmatics in terms of situatiogalibtentionality and
acceptability (1991: 209). Thus, the pragmatic apph (PA) can be said
to apply these three important features in traimsiatSituationality refers
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to the appropriate use in a particular situatiomentionality to the
intention of the producer, and acceptability to #ffect of the TL text on
the TL receptor. The PA was used before by Widdowd®73) to refer to
the communicative use-value of utterances (Al-Zoabid Hassnawi
2001).

The PA is characterized by a distinctive orientatib represents extra-
textual or external factors. Those factors in therow sense of the word
refer to place and time of communication (situadidy) and in its broad
sense to the relationship between the producerexeptor (intentionality
and acceptability) (cf. Wilss 1977; Koller 1979;i8% 1974). The PA
focuses on three aspects: the context of the Eityahe writer’s intention
and the reader’s response. As given above, thesR#haracterized with
three different features: situationality, intentdity and acceptability.
Each feature will be explained below.

(1) Situationality

Understanding an utterance involves not only itgudistic meaning but
also its appropriate use in a particular situa@hMenoufy 1982: 239).
The use of context is part and parcel in the PAd@Hafiz 2003: 230).
Abdel-Hafiz stresses the importance of context etrigving meaning.
Without a contextual situation an utterance coufd he interpreted.
Understanding or comprehension is fulfilled by a&ssting or connecting
the new information verbalized in the text with #tr@wledge of the world
or of a particular situation (Nord 1991: 88-89).i9 process of “concrete
occurrence in a context” is called “actualizatigh&wis 2000: 266).

(2) Intentionality

Intention means the purpose of communication. Irccessful
communication the sender must have intention irdpecing the message
and the receiver interprets the message. The exteiinterpretation
should coincide with the sender’s intention (Sat@97: 27). Even if the
form of an utterance does not correspond to thended function, the
receiver recognizes the sender’s intention. Thisus because the sender
and the receiver know each other. They share combueukground
knowledge. In translation the writer and the TL dea rarely share
common background knowledge. Therefore, the roleftranslator is to
mediate between the writer and the reader. Ho (1888eves that the
intention of producer is important because semiatits are performative
in nature. Being performative means specifying aertpurposes.
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“Translations could not be regarded as synonymigs@rving mappings
between texts....[but] as purpose-preserving transition of expressions
or utterances” (1998: 4). The PA confirms that mtien should be
preserved in translation.

(3) Acceptability

When a reader receives a text, s/he associatestht ver or his
background knowledge. The impression the readerwleén s/he reads is
defined as effect (Nord 1991: 130). Nord commeimas t

the recipient builds up a certain expectation asthe intratextual
characteristics of the text, but it is only whemrpugh reading, he contrasts
his expectation with the actual features of the that he experiences the
particular effect the text has on him" (1991: 37).

Many translation scholars such as (Wilss 1977; [Thé&¥4, 1978,1980;
Cartellieri 1979; Reiss 1980; Koller 1979) pay atiten to the recipient
(Nord 1991: 51). In fact, the focus on the receptas been studied by
Benjamin (1923: 16). The intratextual informatiomdathe reader’s
extralinguistic information may not coincide. Therthe reader's
expectations will not be fulfilled. Then there wilé effect loss. The effect
of the target text on the TL reader should be egjaint to that of the
source text on the SL reader. Therefore, equivalaiceffect should be
achieved in a pragmatic translation. Nida (19649 &ewmark (1977)
discuss effect equivalence in their dynamic and roomicative
equivalence, respectively.

Effect loss may destroy the whole text. If a wofol;, example, is
intended by the writer to be polysemous or ambiguatuthe source text it
will seldom have an equivalent in the target lamguaThis effect loss
results in what Blum-Kulka (1986) calls "a shift aoherence" (Baker
1992: 250). Baker suggests that achieving coherentiee text requires
translators to “minimize discrepancies between rtiedel of the world
presented in the source text and that with whiehtéinget reader is likely
to be familiar’ (1992: 253). Sager (1997: 27) claithat the SL reader is
guided by the writer’s intention and the readekpeztation. In translation
there is no writer's intention to help the TL read&hus, preserving
intention is important in translation.

The solution of effect loss lies in the strategishe PA. They are
strategies of modification (Nord 1991: 51-52). Tsfators have license to
cut details presupposed to be known to the readeéroaerstretch other
parts, which are not known to the reader. The Prategjies of
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modification will be discussed below. Focusing be &ffect of the text on

the receptor, the PA guarantees “comprehensildilithe receiving culture

(Koller 1979: 186-91; Koller 1989: 99-104)" (Ven@&D00: 121). The PA

has a universal prop because contrastive pragmetéstes common

universal understanding. Levinson (1996: 141); Gernpand Levinson

(1996: 227); and Ochs (1996: 425-429) believe phatciples of language

use have a strong universal basis, though therteak variations among

languages and cultures. Equivalence in transldtasbeen considered to
be built on universals of language and culture (fie2000: 121).

What matters here is the role of context. To reaghivalence in
translation translators should consider the coraégte target culture. The
first real insights into the theory of context wéne works of Malinowsky
(1923, 1935) and those of Firth (1935, 1951) (Toogh1997: 5). The
notion of context has been described by vagueri@sss (1979: 1) and
Bar-Hillel (1970:80) admit that the scope of comtexnot clearly limited
(Levinson 1983: 23). It includes both linguisti@afares and non-linguistic
features. Lyons (1977: 574) lists the following téas to determine the
scope of context:

-"knowledge ofrole andstatus’ of participants in the utterances
-"knowledge of spatial and temporal location"

-"knowledge offormality level"

-"knowledge of thenedium"

-"knowledge of appropriataubject matter”

- knowledge of "domain determining thegister of a language" (Levinson
1983: 23)

In fact, there are ntuniversally applicable criteria” to determine "wha
does and does not belong to context" (Wilss 19%}. Gutting (2002)
determines four main types of context:

- situational context

- cultural context

- interpersonal knowledge context

- co-textual knowledge context (2002: 3-14)

Green (1994, 1999) argues that context repres@ntgposition(s) that
the speaker believes or intends” (1999: 3). Thusjual beliefs and
reflexive intentions between the participants aoatextual factors In
fact, context is “a complex multi-dimensional pheremon” (Wilss 1994:
37). Kreidler (1988: 23) argues that

[suppose] we hear an utterance, know the langlagay the meanings of
the words and the sentences formed with the wakgsmay still not fully
comprehend what is said because we don't know wh®tutterance is
about.
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Meaning is partially dependent on context. Gumgernd Levinson (1996:
225) recognize that both the semantic theory aadpthgmatic theory of
meaning have emphasized the role of context. Thmastcists gave
priority to indexicals and the pragmaticists foais& counting contextual
information. Hanks (1996: 232) emphasizes thagtlistic meaning arises
only in context”. He explores opinions that advechtontext dependency.
Thus, not only can conversational meaning arisenfttthe fusion of
language form with context", literal sense can aB (£996: 232).

Understanding pragmatic meaning requires identifrcontext which
makes sense of an utterance. Green (1999: 15)rmmthat the meaning
of a lexical item in an utterance is not fixed byirguistic system. It is
entertained with the help of the context. AccordiogGeoff Nunberg
(1978), word meanings are more cultural than listiti(Green 1999: 15).
Green concludes that it is impossible to infer arécliteral meaning”
(1999: 15). In other words, the idea of “null cottds not applicable. The
role of context in understanding utterances reauthe various different
pragmatic phenomena. Thus, context helps to uradetsspeech acts,
implicatures and deixis (Grundy 2000: 72). Speechcantext helps to
determine the speaker’s intentions. Implicaturetexinhelps to determine
what is conveyed implicitly. Deictic context helfzs determine reference
(2000: 72). Context also helps to resolve ambiguitd to interpret
metaphors (cf. McCabe 1998). Nida (2002) argues‘ffae real clues to
meaning depend on contexts” (2002: 29 cited in W20@R: 1-2). Context
“actually provides more distinctiveness of meanitltan the term
analyzed” (2002: 31 cited in Wang 2003: 2). Steifi&73) confirms that
“[no] grammar or dictionary is of very much usett® translator: only
context, in the fullest linguistic-cultural sensertifies meaning” (1973:
19 cited in Wang 2003: 2).

1.4 Recognition of Pragmatic Problems

Pragmatic problems appear when the SL and TL haffereht
pragmatic principles. Different languages employfedént pragmatic
principles and maxims in the same communicationabtien. Leech
illustrates that languages have different pragngaiistic structures and
norms and transferring “the norms of one community well lead to
‘pragmatic failure(1983: 231). Thus, a principtef politeness in one
community may be impolite in another. A cooperatprnciple in one
community may be uncooperative in another. Faw¢2@0l: 124)
considers this pragmatic difference as part ofttameslator's competence.
S/he has to identify the areas of pragmatic interfee between the two
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languages. S/he should recognize how the two |layesuabserve a certain
pragmatic principle. Pragmatic competence is ddfi “the ability to use
language effectively in order to achieve a speciigrpose and to
understand language in context” (Thomas 1983: &tl¢n Cutting 2002:
159). Thomas (1983) argues that pragmatic failuceuss when an
utterance fails to achieve the sender’s goal.dtlte in misunderstanding
and cross-cultural communication breakdown. Pragnpeaibblems will be
evident in case of applying pragmatic principleshsias speech acts,
presuppositions, implicatures, relevance, deictjgressions and politeness
formulas to translation.

First, preserving the force of speech acts may beblpmatic.
Mistranslating speech acts is due to the differdretsveen the sense and
the force of utterances; in other words, locutigrand illocutionary acts
(Hatim 2001: 179). Literal translation of speecisawill not produce the
desired effect. Translators are invited to repredlocutionary acts and
preserve illocutionary acts to achieve the samigpation (effect) in the
target language (Blum-Kulka 1981). Furthermore, itleeutionary force
of the whole text should be paid attention to areberved in the TLT. In
fact, the global organization of the text has bestently highlighted in
translation. The text is viewed as a whole. Teldciltionary force is
assessed in the sequence of the whole speech radtse itext. The
hierarchical organization of speech acts in thelevtext is called text act.
Translators should render "this overall picture’spéech acts because this
illocutionary structure of the whole text is pafttext coherence (Hatim
2001: 180).

Second, translating implicit meaning may be prolsierfor translators.
Implicit meaning include presuppositions and imgiices. Presuppositions
depend on shared knowledge between the writer &mrdréader. In
translation it almost happens that the writer amel TL reader does not
share this sort of knowledge. El-Gamal (2001) satgy¢hat translating
presuppositions as assertions will distort meanirgsuppositions should
be preserved in the target text. Translating ingpli;es may also be
problematic. The concept of implicature is built deliberately flouting
one or more of the cooperative maxims. Some impiiedning is inferred
beyond what is said. The problem lies in the fhet the target language
may employ a different maxim to produce the SL icgilre. Baker
(1992: 236) stresses the importance of being avedrehe different
cooperative principles employed in the SL and Th.ifplied meaning in
the original should be matched by an equivalentliesdpmeaning in the
TLT (Hatim 2001: 181). Blum-Kulka (1981) proposdst implicatures
should be compensated for in the TLT. Thus, présgrwhat is implied
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will increase the effectiveness of the TLT. If axima is flouted in the

SLT, an equivalent or different maxim is floutedthre TLT. The most

important is the equivalence of effect, which ikiaged by preserving the
intention of the writer and the function of theenttnce, not the form of the
utterance.

Translating figures of speech is also importarthim PA because they
are considered forms of flouting or exploiting tbeoperative maxims.
Translating metaphors, irony and other forms ofifégg of speech pose
problems for translators. Larson (1984: 21) arghas

translators who want to make a good idiomatic tetim often find
figures of speech especially challenging. A litérahslation oblind as a

bat might sound really strange in a language where dbeparison
betweena blind person and a bat has never been used as a figure of
speech.

Translators either relay the sense of the utteramcereproduce an
equivalent figure of speech in the TLT. In factjsttproblem is the
predicament of translators. Translations are eifhghful without being
beautiful or beautiful without being faithful.

In a pragmatic translation, the effect and functainthe original is
retained. Transferring the message of the origiizalnot enough.
Translators have to find an equivalent figure otesxph in the target
linguistic community and preserve the sense ofottiginal as possible as
they can. Thus, the same figure of speech as wele full sense of the
original is retained. A pragmatic translation shibldeep the sense and
effect of the original message. To reconcile tHendima of faithfulness—
beauty contrast Lewis (2000: 268) suggests thgbtal translation should
be a double interpretation, faithful both to langekmessage of the
original and to the message-orienting cast of it81 danguage". That
solution benefits in literary texts. In other cadsvmark (1988) suggests
other solutions. He argues that

conventional metaphors and saying...should alwayscdmeventionally
translated...but unusual metaphors and comparisomddshe reduced to
their sense if the text has a mainly informativachion (Newmark 1988:
15 cited in Gutt 1991: 388).

If there is mismatch between the source languagettentarget language,
a figure of speech should be explicated.

Metonymy, malapropism and irony are good exampfesviich the
pragmatic approach can be used in translating th&mnanslating
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metonymy could not be achieved with the help ofléxécon. Interpreting

the meaning of a metonymic utterance is achieveduth linking the

lexical form with pragmatic information (Lascaridasd Copestake 1998:
389). Malapropism is intended to generate fun mgeln the readers. A
word may be intended to be polysemous or ambigirotise SLT to arise

a certain effect. It should be rendered with itgioal effect. Irony is best
translated with the help of the PA because it igekevance-based
approach. Relevance, as intended by Gutt (1991pnse“achieving

maximum benefit at minimum processing cost” (Hat201: 182).

Applying relevance to translation means creatirfgrantial resemblance
i.e., the target text should resemble the sourkkimgerpretively (Hatim

2001: 182). A translation is relevant if the TLTader adequately
interprets it as the SLT reader interprets the cotext. The TLT reader
associates intratextual information with backgroundwledge to produce
various contextual effects. The more contextuaaff a translation offers
the more relevant it is. In other words, the lesecpssing effort a
translation involves the more relevant it is (Hafi601: 182).

1.5 Strategies of the Pragmatic Approach

Obviously, translators have to avoid pragmaticufalin translation.
Translating the explicit meaning is not enough todpice pragmatically
successful translations. Translators are requiced¢anvey the implicit
meaning of the original (EI-Shiyab et al 2000: 2¥&#). They resort to
modifications, additions, deletions and other sgas (Chernov 1991:
29). These shifts are recommended to achieve “amuem of effect with
a minimum of effort” which Levy (2000: 156) calla ‘minimax strategy".
Baker (1992: 250) illustrates that

anything that is likely to violate the target redslexpectations must be
carefully examined and, if necessary, adjustedrderto avoid conveying
the wrong implicatures or even failing to make sealsogether.

These adjustments are lumped together under tegargtof modification.
The PA strategies of modification lie between twgpasite extremes:
mere preservation and adaptation. However, adaptasi a broad term
which means changes made in the target text wheendhtext referred to
in the SLT does not exist in the target culturestiBa2001: 5-8). The aim
of adaptation is to preserve the function of thginal text, if not the form
as well. As Bastin (2001: 8) comments, "it is oftegued that a successful
translation is one that looks or sounds like armginal piece of work,
which would seem to imply that the translator ipeonted to intervene



