"connectivity of the surface”, coherenca describes =sonmectivity of ondetying coatent ® Misty

wext Knguists, including De Besugrande aod Dressler {1951), have oversimplified this

relationship, viewing the two cancepts 83 being separaic. Steffenson (in Cabend 1997 113)

slalcs, for instance:
A distinciion exists betwesn cobesion and coherence. The Erner refers to the

refationshin of linguiitle elemnts withln a fexf, while the Iatter refery w the
[ (U Yt 4l [ 1] i;!! h Dﬂlﬂtl'l.lﬂld h_r 'h ﬁ“ﬂiﬂ'w

COPTRN TS P ¢ ff FrPRcwdrans oy 07203
reader.

Clearly, hommr.memftelhwuiﬂicelmmwilﬁnlmmﬂmhﬂﬂllwmc
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in fact inextricably intertwined, na Yang {in Carstema [997; 116) points oot

Cohesion... hdnﬁnduﬂwfbmdﬂtﬁmmmbmlm
i 10 give it wexture’. Coberence.., iy partly basod on the

im:monnmﬂumudmdnﬂnmmdpmhrnnlhnﬁndnfh“m

mnsﬂntiymlamﬁfteﬂmmmﬂm_mulmmﬂﬂm

{1976) regard coherence s arising mmmmm

However, mmhlmpmmmwh:dﬁmmmumnmm

- fact be cohesive without being caheront (Wite & Faigley |981; Markels 1983; Conter
1987). Crystal (in Carpiens 1997: 115) states: “Cobesive links po n loog way lowards
explaining hnwttm;mumﬁnfuunhnlmﬂhnhlhrhmnﬂ&m:ﬂ}ull

hmihhmmntlmmmﬁhW‘*w—*‘%Hmm-

As Carrell (in Corstens 1597 |19) says: =IF & reader doos oot heve, or Tkils 0 accem, the

appropriate hu:kgmmﬂuhﬂ:mlwdﬂ'lyiﬂlhmlﬂ the cobesive ties in the world wom't
help (hal text to cohore for the rader.”

Clearly, then, any discussion of cohesina should atw take cobafence imo acconus. Carsens
{ 1997: llﬂlil}wMWMMﬁ&WMHMHB
relatively casy 10 |mﬁﬁﬁs=m¢.mﬂﬂm“ﬂu!ﬂmm
Fmﬁfem:d.inmmnﬂlﬂﬂlhﬁlﬂwﬁmhﬂlmlm

determiner of textuality. [n B, it is only Doe of D Bosugmnde aod Dressler's {1981) seven

T R Y

principles of textuality, and should be frested & S




It is for this reason thal [ have chosen W use a model which does relale cohcsion back 1o
eoherence, Focussing mot on itenising the differcnt types of cohesive ties, but on how they
combine to organise text. To go even further, while a comparative text analysis on the level
of the surface patterning of ferminist texis and their tranzlations lerms an impaoniant fecus, il

% & fool and not an end in itsell, and must inevitably be relaled to the larger discoursc

processes sumounding the texts.

Cehesion In English

{1976), which examines locai ties in surface structure that link up sentences or propositions
in discourse. (Other meodels have of course heen proposed by vanous linguisis, such as Callow
f1974), Guiwinski {[976), de Beaugrande & Dyessler (1981).) For Halliday and Hasan, the

organisation of text (which they term fexipre] is made up {in large part) of relationships

amongst ilems in the lexl, some semantic, some grammatical, which they refer to as cofesive

prarmatical, the ather lexical. The four types of prammatical cohesion are reference,

substiiution, effipsis and confunciton. Reference indicates instances where a grammatical

deimeint becatize of h I R RO NPT PREPY S
glement beggise of sharad TELCIETIGE:, YUAREIRIECTE DCCIN:

'1\

R AN 1 S . P P Y I
UL IOTTS H MG WILN anone

where one grammatical clement can replace another pramumatical element in a sentenge

hecause of shared sense; effipciy refers to the omission of certain elements which can in any
case be inlerpreled from the context, and confunction refers to clements which link the

propivitions im two or more sentences on the basis of certain semantic relattons. The only class

of lexical tie identified by Halliday and 1lasan (1976} is fevica! cafigsion, defined as "the
cohesive effect achicved by Lhe seleclion of vocabulary, and embrac[ing] the two distinct
though related aspects of reiteration and collocation” {Halliday & Hasan 1976: 31B). In other

words, lexical cohesion 13 provided by several cccurrences of the same lexical item, or by the

4ﬁm—sﬂ1—aﬂ—lﬁ—dﬂmn¢cumncc iterns {gmiaticatly refate sense that they may belong to the same

Tosr!ical ooe BE-BIZA__. Hisan {1} AR TL —oTuis #hink
IEXICH 5E1. riaiLid 1 mnus 1y |' DI CARIN Ti ThiiL

Oy Y Y ==2
LRSI B

s

stmply a cover term for the cuhesion that resulls from the co-occurrence of

ll;.‘-h;“,d] lI.t]IIE I.Il-tll arc l[l HIFTTIR W-ll}' i '.H-l:l'.'-l l._'”“tﬂ-ll_‘r MMIHI‘LU WJI.IJ L B L
annther, bocause they tend to occur in similar environments,
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alae claiming that, while close proximity contribules most steongly to this phenomenor,

"lexical cohesion reguiarly leaps over 2 number of sentcnees to pick up an eloment thal has nut

-

These five types of cohesive devices enable the rescarchet to determine the nature of the

semnantic relationship between lexico-grammatizal clemenis, but in themseives Hcy are

nothing more than a pointer to (he texture’ of a lexl, of lext organisation.

2.3.2.2 Hucy 's Patterns of lexis in text (199 1}
Patierns of fexis in texi {1951}, Micheel Hocy draws on Halliday and Hasan's

n 1¢ hroanlk
RIS RARdRFr,

{1978} model of cohesion in general, and on one cAlcgory of cohesion in particular, fexical

corfesion, in ordet 0 investigate 1

Ioey's (1991) study from previous studiez of cohesion is that the focus iz not mercly on

lemising cohesive features, but on chserving how these leaturcs combine (o oryamse text

(Hoey 1991: 3. In his view, lexical cohesion 12 the most important contributer Lo cohesion in

B bexl®;
Lexical cohesion is the only type of cohesion that repularly forms multliple

T al™o e

relationships (though occasinnally reference does so toa). IF this iz taken inic
account. lexical cohesion becumes the dominant mvode of creating lexture. In
’ ater part of cohesion is the study of lexis, and

the atudy uI: cohesion intexlis to a considerable degree the study of pattems
of lexis in texL {Hoey 951 103
n's

R m Al anminnel
of anninnct

Hocy {1991 6} points out ihat with the exception
< that they are all ways of repeating, and (his is especially

n, what Halliday and Ha

(L9761 classes af cohesive tie shere |

irue af lexical cohesion, If one cxamines the two sub-claeses of lexical cobesion, namely

reiteration and collocation, more closely, it becomes ciear that it is ihe reliemiion sub-ciass
that is concertved with repetition, Reiteration covers a range of ways in which one

: -

lexical item may be understood ko conjure up the scnse of an earlier item. A lexical item mey

repcal anolher iem exactly, il may be in a relation of synonymy ot near-synonymy with an

i Lexical cohesion accounts fof more than forty per cenl of the cohesive lies found in the sample

is uscd by Hallidey aml WMHWWW of
T:::u:s;n scr::I arienthon cornparsd to other forms of cohesion.

al




caslicr item {e.g. book and volwme), it may be a more general reference by a speaker or writer

10 an eatdiey item, i.c. 2 repetition by supcrordinate (Sfamese followed by car), or a general

word may be reitcrated. In using Halliday and Hasan's (1976; defimition of reileration, Hoey

(1991; 6} acknowledpes thai { ween reileration by superordinate and reiteration

by general word is extremely fuzzy, but makes the point that is

for tex! analysia to distinguish them more clearly.

LY.
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V0L

e Aepand :I-'l-l.ll.l'\-—l-\——-.
FEcBY LTl TLE LI L] b

As regards eollocation, Hoey {1991 7) explains that for Halliday anl Hasan (1976; 285-6),

this includes a "ragbeg of icxical relations, many of which have no readily available name™,

such as bay-girl, wei-dry, arder-vbey, laugh-joke, Hi-doctar, iry-succeed, king-crown and siy-

ory of lexical cohesion, and includes within her sub-valegorics some lexical

M
-

[a}
W

celations that would previously have been hendled under the heading of collocation. Her

categories are as follows:

Categories of lexleal cobesion

A General 1. rerneni.iun leave, leaving, el
ii. synonytny leave, depart
iil. antonymy leave, arfive

jv. hyponymy Imvel, leave (including co-hyponyms, lesve,

BITIVED

v, meronymy hand, finger (including co-meronyms, finger,
thumnk}

B. Instantial i. equivalence the sailor was their daddy: you be the patieny, 11 be the
doctor

ii. naming  the dop was called Toro, they named the dog
Flufy

ili. sembiance the dech wias like & pool; all my plearires are
like vesferdeys

Thus, there appears to be a conneclion that warrants further investigation between lexical

repelition and certain kinds of patteming in text But in order v delermine how lexical

T Despite the facl (hat ||'u|||dav and Hesan's (1976) categanisalion of lexical wh:smn is
. at |zaa il bo the 10X 1= i
Ihuugh they m|gh: not be ehic to provide s precise <lassificotion of the types of

lexis, cved
lexical relationship ipuolved in orpanising 1ext. [n Hoey's view, banin's (1989 classilication

makes up for 1his deficiency.




cohesion actually contributes 1o lext orgamisation, lloey draws on a nuimber of other

approaches, which will brizfly be oullined below,

232111 Background 10 Hoey™s (15721) method ol analysiz

Haey's {19%i) method for the analysis of pailems of icx15 in non-narrative text draws upon
the nodon of cohesive harmemy (Hasan 1934), repetitlon-replacement relations (Winter 1974,

1979) and lowg-distance organizsation {Phillips 1935).

The nulion of a lexical chain, first menlioned in Halliday and Hasan {1974), i3 developed

further in Hasan (1984), who vonchudes that cohesion contributes o the recognition of

cohesion as being instantial’ (i.c. oot part of the language system, but dependent on the text

in which they occur), Hasan {1984} allows for o lextcal chain to occur when the members of

any passible pair stapd in any general or instantial relation to one another. "Chaits are thus nol

seen as merely leaical or grammatical, "but have a status by reference lo their potential
funclion in the text” (Hasan in Wessels 1993; 34), Whal is imporlant is not the careful

subcategorisalion of different kinds of ties, bul their function. She identifies two types of

chain, namely ldewtidy chaing and rimifarity chains, An identity chain consisis of cohesive ties

that all share the same referent, whether 1hese ties are pronominals, reiteralions or instantial

in parallel processes or descriptions. Hoey (1991 15} explains that if three cntities in a writer's

world are described as "litle”, thoere will be a chain of three lexical ties formed by the

pecurrences of *liltle”, despite the fact that "litie® refors not to one item. bt 1o (hree different

flems,

According 1o Hoey (19591: 16), Hasun (1484} mikes two valuable centributions (e the question

! Iiallldny and Hasan (I9?6] dlstmg.msh bclwcun twn mn,lor cuegorles nf mheslw. n:lajn;uns

semnnm: n.-lm-.-m ﬂm: are a fr:ulun: nfthn Ianguage szrsmm rr:ftrrmgl Jeulc.:l item

1 medition vmmmiuBg andoseiny spd meeoieey Ineendd ] ordest bonnd selatlioees e
u||u-uaal I.I'-Fl-'l.ll.lwl‘ FFUNUREFIAFF ) DSIARIIJIIAF Wilw ARSI FIAE P SRV SR A W WwH-ooUnG o IR [+

wortds celved through cquivalence, naming or semblance.




regarding the relationship between cohesion and coherence. Firstly, she demonstrates that

ramt ighy it wi e ha oehicwad (Fihe olaceifieatore view of cohesion i5 abandoned
ik v L LR LI P L Rebry s Y ew T O b

st Smatnls o ha ™
LIV llul' .'ab L WAL Wl

in favour of an integrated approach, and secondiy, she shtnws That what is sigrificant w the

caombinetion of tics, not their ocourrenee in (soletion,

But Hasan's (1984) work docs not provide any insight into the guestion of how cohesion
rclates to the ways sentences cotnect as whales, sinee it does not take jnto account that
senlentes TEIEE 1o fach OIDET A5 SeTiences b A te As Hhoey {19940 L) pats i, "the enfine

stratepy of describing text in terms af cobesive chains militates against considemtton of how

the sentences relate to each othet 15 sentences.” For this 1toey {199 1) draws upon the wark of

tition in eontext. Winter {1979)

£
o
¥
[
i

T
E
]

sezes (he fnction of moelition as ihal of coucentrating attention on what bus heon replaced. He
sces syslematic repetition not as the physical repliccment of one word by another, (¢.g. when

a pronoun 'replaces’ a noun}, but as the provision of new information in a context that has been

previously presented. (Winter 1979 calls this replucemend.) The repeated clause struciure

undergoes compulsory changes or additions which give it new mé¢aning as a clause. The

_ repeated aterial acts 05 4 framework for the imlerpretalion of the new material, 85 in the

following cxample:

Pressures buill up on all sides; his father, a ‘moderately successfil plumbing
codlractor' (said Time) demanded performance. Hes mother, whao left her
husband in Flerida and moved 1o Augtin to be near her son, demanded love,
Whitman could provide ncither. {Winter [97% in Hoey 199]; 18).

The itemts in bold are repeated and crcale an envitonment in whicl atllention can be given to
what is replaced: mother replaces fotfier, signalled by the posscasive bis, and fave replaces
performance, which is signallcd by the repetitien of the verb demanded. Thus, Winter (1979)
is able to inlerpret pairs of sentences by making use of the way in which cohesion and
grammar interact in conlext. Hoey (1991) himself findy Winter's (1979) emphasis on (he
imponance of conlext In ropetition significant, as welt us the notion that repetition retitions

 between seolences peed not be adjacent, may e multiple and also possess informational value.

One shorteoming of Winter's waork is that it is pased on examples which are rather short. It wiso

Ly
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[2ils vo provide an analytical technique for the examination of longer strelches of wext. For this,

Hoey {1991: 21} draws on Phillips’ (1983) netion of fong-distance organisation. Phillips

analyses the nature of ¢ollacation and its pawer to organise book-length texts using statistical

r that words oftan intercollocate ie that if word a coliocales with

¥
words h, ¢ and d, then word b would probabuy also cullocate with e and d, ete. This
intercollocation can be represented by drawing networks of connections between the words.
Phillips’ (1985} work intplics 2 fair amount of lexical repetition, and thus the coliocations in
3 text are "a crude measure of the interconnectedness of cobesive chains” (Hocy 1991. 220, In

addition, if collecation is seen as a function of co-oecurring cohesive chains, Lhen Phillips'

— {1985) findings could bo intetpreted as meaning that chaplers are connected by lexical

cohesion which, in turn, implics that cohesion plays an important rode in the organisation of

texts (Hoey 1991: 25),

To sum up, the implication of the work of Hasan, Winter and Phillips is that cokesion does

contribute 1o coherence, it is directly relevant to the interpretation of pairs of sentences, and
it does produce a form of lext organisation. What is therefore needed is a way of describing

cohesion that will reveal the cohesive harmony that Flasan discusses, the repetition-

replacement rclations that Winter describes, and the long-distance organisation that Fhillips
paints te (Hoey 1991: 25} In the next section, Hoey's (1991} own modcl to account for lexical
patterning in lext as informed by Hasan (1984), Winter (1974, 15979} and Phillips (19835) will

be dizscussed in more detail.

Ly o

£3.5.2.2 YPes 0
Hocy (1991} focuses on the types of lexical relation that permit repetitian, hut also ineludey

; r Hoey (£991)

a small number of grammatical cohesive devices thal permit repetition. He therefore uses the
lerm repeiition in a far broader sensc than do Halliday and Hasan (1976), abandoning the
sitictly laxonomic approach to cohesion, and concentrating on the funciion of items which

bring about coherence in a text. For Hoey {1991 69}, what is important is "the repetitiosn in

_ contextof the sense of one itern by another, whether the wording [is] the some or not”. He

non-lexical cohesive relations links, aterm he prefers to the term e used

calls both lexical

33




by Flalliday & Flasan [ §976), as the laiter term has a wider meaning than his use of the term
fimk (ife includes seolence conjunctions, collocations and certain types of relerence tlem and

seems to imply directionality more than fisk does).

TL. 1 bt a5 FTY] =1 PR |
1 LHlk

he links identificd by Hoey (1991) can be summansed as follows, The first calegory o
15 simple lexical repetition, which refers 1o (he repetition of an open-zet lexical item with no
greater alteration than is entirely explicable in terms of a closed prammatical paradigm (e.g.
bears—beary, Hoey (1991:53) excludes conncelions belween grammatical items such as

determincrs, prepositions, auxiliaries, ncgatives, co-ordinalors, subordinalors, sealence

conjunctions, sub-modificrs, or parlicles from this category which, he cxplains, 15 an analytical

their failure to contribute to the refatedness of sentences. The second type of link is complex
[exical repetition, where two items share a lexical morpheme, but are hot formally identical
fe.g. drug—+drugaing), or where ihey arc formaily identicai, but have different gramematicai

funclions (o.g. fAumanrs = Aurian {adj).

‘The third lype of link 15 classificd as simple parapbrase, where one Icxical item substitules

for another in context without loss or pain of specificity in meaning and with no discernible

change in meaning (e.g. progduece,. canves). This type of repetition therefore functions like
Hasun's (1984) synonytny, except that she sces il as a general relation, whereas Hoey (1991)
secs it a3 an mstantial relation. The fourth calcgory of link is complex paraphrase, where one

item includes the ollicr, although they share no lexical morpheme. Floey distinguishes three

types ol complex paraphrasa: fiestly, where anionyms occut which do not share a morpheme

= Y 5. (- Y - M R | PR, I SR P
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(e hoteol
another (e, writer; writings) and also a simple paraphraze or an antonym of a third llem
{writer... author). A vomplex paraphrase link exist between writings and author. This he terms
a "link triangle” {Hocy 199]; 65), since the presence of two types of link creates a thitd, The

third type of cumplex paraphrase sccurs when the mediating term is missing, but there is an

item capable of paraphrasing exacty in that context ong afthe ilems and of repeating the other

e eontext and which would form a repetition iink with fegcher, is mizsing,

fnsfrucifonin (h

L
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As regards superordinate, hyponymi¢ and co-reference repetition, Hocy {1591:70) states
that two items will be reated as repetitions if, and only if, these two ilems are inlcrpreted as

having identical referents - even if they ate unrelated lexically, as in co-reference (g

1HELRAfus —hhe Lmperor) Of TE1a

5
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relaling to different refarents in his model, for the reason that if this were the case, it would
lead to a proliferation of cohesive links whicl do not contibute sipnificantly o (he
organisation of texi. He gives the example of man and womrar appearing in the first sentonce
of 2 text and states: "if hyponyms were considercd o be rcpetitions, then cach and every

mention of human beings that Iollowed, whether by name, relation, or profession, would be

—repetitions of one or the other original itcms 2s long as there was some immediale shated

conlext.” (Hocy 19%91: 69).

from
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Substitution, uniike the other links, refers ¢ grammat LT B tnks dilter
lexical items in that they depend entircly on other itemns [0t their interpretation and have ng

definitional meaning in themselves. {Lexical iterns in Jexical repetition or paraphrase links do

not d_eptnd on each other for their mcaﬂing, althuugh l.]‘bﬂ}' share 2 dﬂpﬁrliiﬂﬂcﬂ on co=teXi [o

realise: their meaning poteatial). The function of these jtems is 10 substitute for lexical items,

which is why they are termed substitution links, following (uick ct al. {1972, cited in Wesacls

1993}. ltems included in this category are personal pronouns, demonstrative proncuns and
I as the class of items that Halliday and Hasan {1976) term subsiitules,

namely one, the other, {the) same. different and stmifar. (Hoey (1991} uses the term

subsiitution in a far broadet marfer tham do Halliday and Haszan {1976}, since he-also-includes

=v and Hasan {1976} lerm reference in this calegory,

' I 1] PSR

most of the ilems (hat Hallidza

A final category of links, ellipsis, is regarded as a means of crealing repetition only in thosc

cases where 8 senlence is grammatizally incomplete unless something fromn earliey in the text

is supplied.

H%%mmmmﬁhodﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂ!
The first step in Hoey's methed of analysis is 10 identify all the repetition links in a text,

57




according to the assumplion that all repetition is anaphotic only (Hoey 1991+ 41, A lexical

link is alse regarded as forming a repetition link with every previous occurrence, not only its

immediate predecessor in the text, thus ereating a network, ot ver, ol links (Hoey 1991: 813,

=%

types af repetition link secording to the following weighting {in ecreasing otder of
imporance):

- simple lexical repetition

- complex lexical repetition

- simple paraphrasc

- complcx paraphrase

. substituticn

- co-reference
Y ) -

- =l llphlﬁ-

Substitution amd ellipsis ure mnked far down the scale, as an investigation into the patteming
elfect of lexis should naturally give priority (o lexical links over grammatical links. Moreowver,

the complex interconnections of [exical tinks will be lost if preference is given to substitlion

links, in cascs where both types of links oucur.

Hoey {1971} then examines these typea of repetition link as they occur between sentences, ?

Although he admits thal links intemal to the senlence are siill links, he docs not record them,

ms of Jexis" in awxi (Hoey T 84). He
concentrates on the function of sentences as the "building blocks" of a text, and is therefore

not concerned with the internal structure of the sentence, This is an approach shared by
Halliday and Hasan {1976:9), who repard inter-sentence cohesion as "the ONLY source of

textare”, although they do identify intrasenientia] cohesive ties as well.

tHoey {1991 1-2) initially uses a topelogical diagram to indicate how lexical itoms link 1o

b The choice of the senicnee s the unil of analyas coubd be regarded ag being contentipys, and
will be discussed in more detail in my adaptation of Hoey's { [991) maodel.
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form a net. Each pair of sentences that form a cohesive link is joined by a line, no significance
being attached to the lengtlh, pusilion or (he angle of the lines. There is a direet relationship

between sentence order and the vertical axis of the diagram, links "higher in the disgram"
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Fipure 2: A "aer" af links

Thus a word such 25 reader repeated in seolence 16 of a text is repeated not only in senlence
|4 but also n senlences [, 7, 10 and 12 as well. And each previous instance of reader likewisc

rciterates its predoccasors, thus creating a weh-like net of links. [t is this basic method, which

clearly illustrates the cumalative patterning effects of lexis in text, that will be applicd in this

study to feininist texts and their translations,

However, il 15 important (e aale that only Hoey's (1991 categories of repetition links and his

nwmative teal. This procedure makes little sense in my study, firstly because bonding vcours
mainly in non-narative lexts, and sccondly because of the amount of intrasentential repetition
which vecurs in feminist texts {discussed in more detail in chapter 4), Nevertheless, | wilt

briefly explain how bonding operutes,

According 10 Hoey (1991}, every text conlains senlences that are linked 10 one another, b

some senlences nee linked to a number of other sentences, while others are linked only 10 a
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few other sentences or to no other sentences. As Hocy i1s mainly concerned with the text-
organising function of lexis, he concentrtes on those cases ol hinkage that show a significant

degree of connection within the twext. A mirimum of three links beiween sentences i3

all non-narradive texts produced by competent adult writers are made up of

medaemele ol el g bkt ac trees adisacst np wiall ne ndiacone oo
OEOWoTn T |L-|“'|1Ul|a b b PSR TFVRITHLL AL d L, B WPL ] phd BAL] AL A-REL L

that some af these will take the form of banded pairs (Eloey 1991 190}

==
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In order to count the number of intersentential links in o fext, Hoey {1991; 104} assigns <ach

sentence with a two-figure coordinate, the first showing the number of previous senlences to

sentences to which it is bonded. For example, sentence B0 in fig.2 above could be assigned

a coordinate of (2.3), which indicates that senience 1) is bonded o two carlier senteneas, and

indicated in terms of a repetition matrix 1hat bas as both its parameters the sentence numbers

of the 1ext, as follows;
k1l
2112

3213
40104
542115
62111586

[n figure 3, sentenee numbers arc indicated in bold, Horizontal rowy indicate a sentence’s
connections with its predecessors in a lext, while the vertical columny tell of its connectinng
wilh later sentences, Each ccll in the matrix reflects the number of links a particular sentence

makes with another sentenee in Lhe text. For instance, scntence 5 is shown by ils horzontal

o Hoey | L9911 makes the point thal o bond cannet be defined in terms of an dbsolule number
of links, bul that it will be secepood thal & band cannod exlst [T there are Eewer than three links.
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column to have d links with sentence 1, 2 links wilh senience 2, 1 link with sentence 3 aml 1

link with sentence 4. Its vertical column shows it to have | link with sentecnce 5 and | with

sentence &,
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What do Hoey's (1991 ) findings suggest for theories of ext in general?

Hoey (19%1) points out that for many linguists it is axiomatic that lext iy sérucdured (that is,
capable of being described in predictive tenns). [n his view, part of the motivation for trealing

text as having structure was the sometimes unconscious application of the analogy of the

extreme example of this approach:

Except in a (2w lypes of cazes, discourse can be treated as 3 single scntence n
isolation by regarding sentence boundaries ay senlentisl conneclives, As a
maiter of fact this 1¥ the nutural treaument. (Katz and Fodor in Hoey 1991 27)

Hoey's (1991: 193) own vicwpoint with regard to 1ext is that it is "impossible (o imagine that
the nets we have generated and the bonds of which they are formed conid ever be described
in terms 1hat could properly be reparded as strugtural.” The best that could be hoped For is a
systemn of descnption in which these non-structural Facts coexisted with other truly structural

_ fars (Such may indecd be the case with genre studies, where, as has already been pointed out,

the terms of the structure may be drawn in part friom outside the language). However, he does

net intend e imply that scuctural descriptions have no value whatsoover, merely that they

——emd R - R
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nave io
might vecur: "siruciural statements claim te say what is possible; organisational statements

claim 1o describe what is done.” (Hoey 1991: 193)" Hoey explains that whereas a sttucturl

1 Clear paraliels can be drvwn llere from wranslation siudles; wheceas translaion theories hased
on cquivalence are prescriplive, devising a theory and then epplying i {nod always

relationship berween two (or more) teals in u nod-evolutive way.
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deserplion altempts to predict all possible combinations and their circumstances, and must
mevitably fail in this endeavour, & Jeseriplion in ierms of patterns of organisation makes no

prescriptions, and simply tries to account for probabilities. "

Hanry (1001 armiiee that nhnﬂnlnq’u r r
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pussible to make predictive statements about these aspects of [anguage. But he maintains that

thiz iz not wue of either text or |exis:

Uselyl generalisations [aboul text and lexis] can certainly be madce, but there
are always inconvenienl excepltions (o be handled - ond more importanily the
certainty of further exceplions to come. As already noted, twentieth century
literature has been prolific in the production of 1ext that do not confomm w any
generalisalions made previously about text organization. Deviations rom such

crgantzalional principles may or may not bo noliced, but they rarely resull in
umintelligibility unless scvere and persistenl. Similarly, whoever invented the
words fav-fy ar wav-owd (1n its adjectival sense) demonstrated that in word
formation the consequence of 'mile’ breach is nol unintelligibility. {(Hoey 199];

the text contribute to the reader's assessment of the text #s being coherent, This is a viewpoint

shared by both Hasan ([984) and Hoey (1997), wilike many Jinguists. As Flasan meintains:
“an cxamination of coherence necessarily involves an examination of cobesion.” {Hasan 1984
184) in Wessels (1993; 22). Hoey (1991 222} states

The text-as-object supplics a lurge resource of potential semantic connections
at both the word and clause level, but ... it takes the reader to activate the

resource and sclech which connections o take note of. The reader's role, then,

iz rarcly a passive one and, [rom many perspectives, is a positively crealive
onc.

Fe goes on to explain that the mos relevant implication of this statement is that the reader has

the freedoin either to recognise o W ignote individual links, and thus Lthe possible variation

= Hoey (1991 287 also explains that while his approach to text is not entirely compatible with

the sironger claims made by structuen] ly-oricnied (g3 linguists, o

genre analysts Manlio (1985), Swales {1985) and Ventola (1957}, where ihe 'struciural
description derives as much from the context in which the teat is used &9 from the interal

features of the text itselF, are nol incompatible wilh his approach.
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amongst readers with regard 1o links recognised (or not) is almost lmitlcss. This in wen
implies that if readers vary in the relatively minor matter of recognising repetitions, this may

lead to diflerences in the way a text is inlerpreted, According to Hoey (1921; 2223, "[¢)his

supparis the view that readers derive different discourses from the toxt, without requining us

to abandon the notion kst the meamng is owad caiber then icposed by ihe reader.”
Meaning is clearly a crucial factor in an analysis of repetition in text, but a toe-inljexible
approach to meaning could alse be problematic in an examination of feminisy! deconstructive

exts which are constructed arpund incanstancy of meaning and the resultant "slippage of Lhe

signifier” . Rimmon-Kenen (in Hoey 1991 53} states: "[E]ven when the whole sign is repeated,

i.'l |15 . | | LI Lo | 1L} [ [} ] il L = [} | L1} bl dl 4 . ] LL T'n’
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it entails, and Lhe change effected by the different context in which it is placed." As Hoey
{1991: 33) points out, even in & standard conversalion belween 1wo parlicipants, the meaning
of a lexical ilem may be the subject of renegetiation betwern those participants. A speaker

may choose (o usc the same lexical ilem va his or her co-conversationalisi, but with a slipht

shifl in meaning. Hoey (1991: 53) comments that as a rhetorical ploy this presumably con
bardly be beltered, since it combines apparent acceplance of the other speaker's terms of

reference with a redefimtion of them m renlity, But even where 58 word is nol renegoliated, it

may he the subjeet of semaniic "dnft" - without speakers intending it, the sense of 2 word may
slowly shift in the course of a conversation such that its meaning at the end it slightly different
from 1hat it had at the begioning. Polysumy is a further indication of the slippenness and

mconstaney of lexis (Hooy 19%1: 34). Hoey {19912 34) acknowledges that the unstable nature

ol meaning is a potential problem for cahesive siudies:

Flow, it might reasonubly be asked, can one claim in the light of ihis that
repeated exical items mean the same? Drifi can only be described in tenns of
something held vonstant, and communication would seon break down if our

experience of lexis was thal it was unreliable and continually shifling.

Huey (1991) solves this problem by explaining that absoluie identity of meaning is not
required; no requirement is made thal the rems linked should have identical meanings.

However, a shared colipcutional environment is an important faclor in determining which

links should be taken inlo accounl.
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Thus, Hoey's {1991) method of analysis is broad encugh and nen-prescriptive enough to

accomrnodate Lthe FI.l'IFIl of fernanest texts which allem ipt 1o breach the known rulos of text

organisation. Hoey's ([991) text-linguistic approach also coincides rather neatly with the

approach to reading discourse outlined in the previous section. Together, they provide the
basis for the model of analysis of feminist’ deconstructive texts developed in this study and

disvussed in detail in Chapler 5.

24 Summary of chapter

[n this chapter, the concepis of discourse and discourse analysis were discussed in the context

of a bricf review of literature and then related to the specific types of discourse analysed in this

framework was then outlined for the analysis of the factors underlving the produetion of
discourse as well as for the analysis of written text, Aspects of polysystem theory, critical
discourse analysis and literary pragmatics provide thw framework for discourse as process,

discussed in chapters 3 and 4, and text linguistics provides the lramework for the analysis of

text as structure in Chapters 5 and 6,
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Chapter 3

Transiation as discourse

nl Introduction

In this chapter, | discuss translation studies as discourse, distinguishing between dominant and
peripheral positions which have a bearing on modern approaches to translation - linguisties-
based approaches, the 'cullural tien' in translation, and "resistive’ theories of translation - in

srder to place in context the origin and spread of iranslation as "difference’ as it pertaing to

[ o]
e ama

feminist translation.

3.2 Transiation and the possibility of transgres
Like any human aciivity, iranslation takes place in a specific social and historical context that
infbrms and structures it (just as it informs and structurcs other creative processes), But in the

case of tranclation, the operation becomes douwbly complicaled since, by definilion, two

languages and thus bwo cultures and two socicliey are invoilved. Because zanslation traverses

the boundarics between cuitures, by ils very nalure il represents the possibility of violating an

target culttre. As Anthony Pym {1992; 1541 so aplly puls it:

SRe k= wyra e SR =

[T|ranslators, ke spies, ¢an onty be employed in situations belween cultores
of which they have substantiol personal experience; (hey can only be cployed
in pluces where their loyalty is open to question {...} [3]lace they spoak the
language aml know the lands of 1he foreigner, since they share the cultural

teferences 0f real of potential enenries, transtators—will-never beable 1o

convince sceptical [cmployers] thal their inner suljective identification is

cntirely one-sideel.

This has interesting implications in practice, as Pym {1992 156) vbscrves, using wo
interpreters at high-tevel bilateral international summits as an cxample. Since summit-lovel
interproters are cOmpetent in (wo-way communication, it should strictly be necessary o use

valy one interpreler if one were only 1o take finguistic skills into account. But because neither

—side can trust only one interpreter 1o be frec of ideclogical bias, and weither side wanis the

other to have a power advanlage, two intcrpreters are used: 'ours' and “theiry’, which gives both
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sides the feeling of baving some sort of conlrol over the proceedings.

ILis precisely this ever-present danger of transgression on the part of translalors that translation

the reacon translation is s0 overcoded, 50 mrerrgﬁu!att_!r_l 15 that 1t threalens to

crase (he dilterence between production and rcpmductmn which i3 su cysential
to the cstablishment of power. Translations can. in short, masqucrade as
originals, thereby short-circuiting the sysiem.
S0 how should tmnslaiors wanslate? Translation theonsts themselves have never been able (o
agree as to which sirategies the translator should foltow, In fact, some theorists have cven

gone so far as to charactense the history of translation studies until Roman Jakobson as a

continual rehashing of the same theoreit ENnciion belwe
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would-be translalor is a good illustration of the contradiclions that emerge from this debate:

- A translation must give the words of the original.

- A translation must give the wdeas of the oniginal,

- A translation should rcad like a trenslation.

- A tranalation should rellect the style of the onginal.

- A translation should possess the style of the wansiator.

- A translation should read as a contemporary of the original

- A translation should read as a mntempnrary of the translator,

- A transiation may add (o or omit from the origingal,

- A translation may never add 1o or emil from the original,

- A manslation of verse should be in prose.

- A ranslaton of verse should be 1o verse. {Savory in Ingberg 19846: 2)

Each of thesc statements was once thought by its awlhor to reveal an cverlasting or unjversal
truth abouwt translation at different periods of history, But al] that we can really learn from this
[iat iz thal perceplions change s (o what constitules faithfulness, that the conditions required
to produce 'equivalence’ differ from period to period, and from lunguage culture to Janguage
eulture. A text witich functions as a translation wday may nol be called a translalion tomorrow
and may be called a "version', an “adaptation’ or a 'crib’ inslead; a wanslation strategy (for

example, tuning verse into prose} which was valid in the pust may not be seen to be the mosl

effective strategy of reflecting the original today (Heylen 19537 4). In other words, the anly
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terms of the prevailing historical and systeric translation conventions, As mentioned carlier,

one of the main requirements for a dominant discourse is that the discourse remain

unguestioned, accepted as the only alternative in a given stiuation. Translation theory or

neither the paturs of its object nor its exact name héve been clearly csiablished,

Cinlv in very recent years has thare heen vrowine avreement on cerdain 'Iu-u
b recent years has there been growing agreement on cerlain

arcas of whal I35 mure an.d more gencrally called "wanslation studics' { Huimns

1¥re, mury 1980 Lamb

4}.
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becarnes the object of general discourse shudies such as hermenentics, and experiemtial, which

intertwines trgnslation and philosophy or psychoanalysis. The vbjective-scctorial view of

translation i dominant; in general, translation theonsts are not wsed 1o reflecting on theory,

only on using theory o reflect on practice (although objeclive-peneral and experiential

discourses on Iranslation do cxist and will be discussed alonpside object ve-sectorial views in

— the following paragraphas)

3111 Translation and binarism

eaditionally, translation, like mosi bastions

overarching framework of binarsm. The 1w terms of a binary opposition logically imply and

presupposc one another on every occasion and cannot be escaped. (For instance,
structuralism's binary logic is based on the primary distinction between  idenily and
dffference, which is expressed in the distinctions between significe and sipgnified, langue and
parcle, synchrony and diachrony (Marshall 1992: 46)). In ihe casc of translation, discourses
on translation are generally characterised by n series of recurring and varyingly combined
thehotomies which arc important for translation studies, since il 13 on the basis of the

manipulation of these dichotomies that the specific p-DsilJ'Dn of translalinn within various

discursive praciices i determined (Lambert & Robyns 1932
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to be determined and compromised by these well-worn dichotomies.'

realisations. Since the ideal translation is supposed to be the integral transposition of every

feature of a given source text, this first dichotomy is generally combined with the source fexi/

target text dichotomy. In both cases, the first item serves as an absolute reference for the other.

Closz!y linked to this is the dichotomy between form and content, based on the traditional

epistemological postulate of communication: it is assumed that a fixed meaning, a

PR AAVVALRSANG: S

(cf Derrida 1972). The form/ content dichotomy legitimises the distinction between literary

and technical texts, which in turn leads to the opposition between translation as an art and

llow faithful translation provided that the target

vV & S . 151d
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translation as a skill. Whi
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languages possesses the necessary concepts, literary texts are characterised by the

inseparability of form and meaning, which makes them 'untranslatable.’

A third dichotomy operational in discourses on translation is the identity/ alterity dichotomy,

which appears in various forms (foreign vs receiving language, literature, culture, nation, state)

_ and has led to the identification of translation with the crossing of national borders. According

to Lambert & Robyns (1992: 2), this is a static view of translation which ignores the

ive systems and has proven insufficient for the

heterogeneous and dynamic character of discurs

¢ practices resulting

ween numerous, not necessarily homologous discourses. The

14 PYV Sl

identity/alterity dichotomy also gives rise to the age-old dichotomy between faithful vs free
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translation (also closely linked to the form/content r

binary relation in discourse on translation through the ages. Translation is generally seen as

They criticise binarism in translation as follows: .

"More generally, since the alterity of a discursive eleme o - .
codes/discourses, and since the acceptability of 2 potential translation is an acceptability for certain
individuals/group; at certain moments and in certain situations, a binary representation of the translator's

interpretation process is an unjustifiable reduction. Transforming dichot'omies? into.conti.nuu'ms, as some
scholars have attempted to do (e.g. Snell-Hornby 1988), is no solution, since it maintains the one-
dimensional presentation of a complex phenomenon.” (Lambert & Robyns 1992: 7).

ent to be translated always refers to several
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a series of cithcrfor decisions, of choices between the altenity of the source 12xt and the identity
required for the translalion te be considered acceptable in the target culture.” Two mere binaty

relations related to the faithful/ free relation and not mentioned by Lambert and Robyns are

versus domirance, Both these dichotomies often appear in metaphorical descriptions of the

refation between an original text and ils translation.
A charecieristic feature o
juxtaposition of binary relations is conceptional reductionism. As s clear from Savory's "how
to translate” list (in [ngberg 1986: 2) quoted carlier, wanslation theorists would seem to have

o make a series of either/or choices, in choosing to adhere cither 1o the source text or to the

target lcxt, cither to the form of the message or 0 the conlent elc. Many scholars also

explicitly limit the concept of ranslation 1o the written reproduction of a previous message in

a oiuen aoet we differanl lBrIC ars 1 nr aral and writen
a et luwry difteran lepmc roaral and written

E,J.Yw
transtation), and to entive messages, rather than text or senlence fagments. Strangely encugh,
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this reductionmism does mit $eerm (0 OCcur in more general discourse on iranslatiomn, where (he
metaphorical use of 'transiating’ and "translaiion’ {in the scnse of transformation, e.g. from

ancient into modern language vanants, from wntien inle oral, visual or other kinda of

cotrmunication) is quitc commoen in most languages and in many scholady theorics
{mathematics, semiotics, logics, deconstruclion, ele.). Lambert & Robyns (1992: 3) comment

as follows:

It may be assumed that a recurring feature of the translation concept in any
kind of cultural tradilion is preciscly this vagucness, hence openness to

metaphor and manipulation. The facl that fcanslation scholars 1end to define
their nbjecl of study exclusively in connection with the languape shifi therefore

is to be seen as a defensive reaclion against a general-semiotic view of
transiation,

in fact it would seem that many of the problems in current trunslation theory have resulted

According 10 Lambert & Robyns (1992: 6), alihough this dichatomy is especially problematic when eatire
texis are charscerized an 'Faithlul’ or ‘accepable’, this dichotamy ey abo be queaioned where individoal

discurgive clements are concerned, In their opinion, tanslanon 15 mrely 8 matter of binarcy choices only:
instead of choosing between othermeas and familiarity, for instance, A (ranslaior may well choose nen-

translation.
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from atlempts to isolate the concept of translation, wo reify it, and to establish it as a reality
indepcndent of other discursive aclivilies, These approaches tend o hypostatise trunslation,

to treat it as something different from reading and writing on the ene hand and imitation,

distinctions do not operate. Such a model, which would treat translation along with viher

discursive activities as practical aclivns performed in specific circumstances, may even have

implications for our understanding of the functioning of signifying processes in general,

Bul in grder to examine translation as a practical action performed in specific circumstanges,

- b simol e kinds of dichotomics which tvpicall o

translation studies. [t iz also important to examine how these dichotomies arc manipulated in

order to determing the position of trnslation within varous discursive practices:

In eifect, iv understand discourse, one must iy to position it, io scc it in iis
own terms, 1o deseribe s place within a network of ofther analytic and

theoretical concepts which are ‘weapoens’ for grappling with conlemporary

socicty and its hislory. {Bove 1992: 6)

For inslence, one pole of a cunceptual dichotomy may be positively evalualed or presented

This choice of one pole over another can be linked to dichotomies functioning in social
discourse al large as well as providing information about the position of lilertur: in the

culiural sysicm andfor about the posilion oF transiation in the fitetary sysiem,

33 Dominant and peripheral discourses on franslation

With the abeve questions in mind, and in order to place in conlext the origin and spread of
translation’ transformation as 'difference’ as it penains to feminist translation, I will distinguish
between dominant end peripheral positions which have a bearing on modern approaches (o
translation - approaches lo lranslation sinec the 1960z, the “cultural turn' in transtation, and
resistive” allitudes and theories of translation, What is termed pre-scicntific discourse on

translation, i.e. slalements on transiation made prior o the advent of the new discipline aiming

at a scientific diacussion ¢f translational phenomena (ca 1950-19605) will not be discussed
here, because it does not have & direct influence on modem ransiation discowrse or feminist
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translation discourse. Despite the heritage of rhetoric which influenced both theory and
practice in Western Europe until the 18th century, it is also very difficult to distinguish any
systematic or continuous trends through the ages of a coherent discourse on translation.
However, metaphors used in pre-scientific discourse on translation will be discussed later on

in this chapter as part of resistive translation approaches, which appropriate and re-examine

these metaphors. In this discussion I take into account the dynamic nature of discourse and the
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fact that continuous contact must exist between discourses in order for a discourse to

determine its position towards the 'other’. Relationships between discourses are constantly
PO, .y |

shifting; dominant discourses are relegated to the periphery, and peripheral discourses assume

the dominant position. Thus positions discussed are recognised as being transitory.

3.4  Linguistics-based translation thinking

It was the development of computers after the second World War and the dream of an ideal

language which could make machine translation a reality that gave birth to what is termed

approaches to translation is

hasis on the theoretical nature of the discussion, the implicit stance being that the
theory is infinitely complex, but that once a suitable theory has been developed, the problems
+L.

associated with translation practice will automaticaily be solved' (this might be ascribed to the

fact that in machine translation the notion of practical activity is marginal) Another

characteristic feature of these theories is the value placed on objectivity; it is assumed that the

isolation and description of the formal linguistic features of source and target texts will lead

to a clear, objective method of analysing translations.

Under the influence of Chomsky's transformational generative grammar, scholars such as

e United States, Wilss, Reiss and Koller in West Germany and

land, Nida in th
Kade, Jager and Neubert in East Germany used the concept of equivalence to formulate the

first 'scientific' theories of translation. In .

I, PRpipery-e Y

equivalence was seen as the replacement 0
language, a process which seemed easily applicable to machine translation. Lefevere (1992:

7) writes:




The dominant concept in this first phase of linguistics-based translation
thinking was that of equivalence, which was gradually to lose its authority over
the next forty years. It is not hard to see that any approach to translation
dominated by equivalence is likely to focus on the word as the unit of
translation, since words can be pronounced equivalent to other words more

easily than sentences can be pronounced equivalent to other sentences,
paragraphs, or texts to other texts.

Soon, however, equivalence in this extreme form proved unsatisfactory and linguists began

to broaden the concept to include phrases, sentences and texts. However, literary translation

was not included in these analyses, since literature was seen as a 'special case', characterised

by the inseparability of form and meaning, and therefore 'untranslatable.' *

Coupled with the distinction between form and content was an ongoing debate as to whether

" translation should be seen as an art or a science. One of the first scholars to attempt to—
translation should be seen as an art or a science. One of the first scholars to attempt 1o

elaborate a sound 'science’ of translation was Eugene Nida, wh

transformation grammar in elaborating a scientific theory of translation which was to become
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the most influential approach in the field for subsequent decades (Gentzler 1993: 52). The
success of Nida's theory is casily understandable when it is compared to the other linguistics-
based theories at that time. Where linguists such as Catford examined whether rule-giving was

in fact possible at all, essentially reducing the study of translation to translatability and a
ould be judged, Nida's
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of Nida's theory (which is still used by Bible translators thirty years a

could also partly be attributed to his reversal of the form vs content dichotomy. Whereas
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earlier theorists associated 'faithfulness' with adherence to form and designated as 'free' those

translations hat privileged content, Nida believed that faithfulness to content should take

3
Lefevere & Bassnett (1990: 4) comment:
It is not clear whether we are to understand by this that literature is not really written in

any language at all, or ina language so different from the language lmgulsts would like
to analyse that it is not worth the effort. The overall position of the linguist in translation

siudies would be rather analogous to that of an intrepid explorer who refuses to take any

notice of the trees in the new region he has dlscovered until he has made sure he has
painstakingly arrived at a description of all the plants that grow there.
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precedence. Nida's motivation is clear: he wishes to ensure that the message of the Bible is

translated 'faithfully' into other cultures. Of course, the style of the source text should be

ined if it is meaningful. This however depends on the structure of both the source an
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target language, the content receives priority over style, which Nida and Taber (1969: 24) call

dynamic equivalence:

Dynamic equivalence is therefore to be defined in terms of the degree to which

the receptors of the message in the receptor language respond to it in
enhqmntmllv the s<ame manner as the receptors in the source lan_m_lage This

response can never be identical, for the cultural and historical settings are too
different, but there should be a high degree of equivalence of response, or the

translation will have failed to accomplish its purpose.

Nida feels that the dynamic translator is able to be more faithful than the literal translator by
omehow perceiving "more fully and satisfactorily the meaning of the original text" (Nida

1964: 192). Thus, Nida and Taber (1969) and Nida (1964) redefine the notion of equivalence,

distinguishing between dynamic equivalence and formal correspondence. But although they

have attempted to redefine the principles used to govern and judge the accuracy of translation,
the fact that their theory relates solely to Bible translation severely limits its applicability. It

is true that the idea that cultures may differ has been taken into account; nevertheless, they

e - cquivalence in. i - hicl |

failure/success of a translation is still judged on the basis of equivalence with the source text,

and therefore with the source culture.

The fact th
led to the next phase of the linguistics-based thinking about translation which began in the late
1970s. The unit of translation for text linguistics is no longer the ideal contextless sentence but

the text as such. Text linguistics also sees the text not as an isolated verbal construct but as an

attempt at communication that functions in a certain way in a certain situation or culture and
may not work with the same degree of success in another situation or culture. Neubert &

Shreve (1992: 24) state:

the text-linguistic model differs from the linguistic model in its broader, text-based
conception of meaning and its more realistic formulation of the notion of translation
equivalence. It locates equivalence at a textual and communicative level, not at the
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sentential and lexical level.

Thus, in their view, translations are "text-induced text productions” (Neubert & Shreve 1992:

e H .:-ﬁ ,nana s on spect:

25). Translation theorists working within text IinguistiCs examine aspec
cwoherence and theme dynamics, attempting to examine not only the conceptual logic of how
atext is structured, which will often be reflected in surface cohesive devices, but also the
network of meaning relations both within the text and between the text and the real worid and

how these aspects are reflected in translation (Fawcett 1997: 98) (See for example Baker

(1992), a textbook for student translators which not only examines issues such as theme
lynamics, cohesion and coherence in translation, but also identifies translation problems at

entence and text level and discusses translation strategies which professional translators

word <
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have used to solve them.)
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translation process and the analysis of translated texts. Another important contribution was the

attempt to draw up text typologies, particularly on the part of Katharina Reiss (1976) and
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Juliana House (1977). Some interesting work has also been done In the held o

with think-aloud protocols shedding some light on how people's minds

)

psycholinguistics,
handle the linguistic process of translating (Krings (1986) and Lorscher (1991), Kussmaul &

Tirkh Condit (1995)). Another less obviously psycholinguistic approach is that of Ernst

Auoust Gutt (1991) who draws on theories of cognition and psycholinguistic communication
ST T ™ A2 =7 777 7

and adapts relevance theory to translation. But according to Fawcett (1997: 138), "this is

tunmalatar heha
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another theory about transiation and transiator behav

from a general principle rather than inductively from empirical data.
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While these contributions have been recognised as being signiicant oy other linguistically

inspired translation theorists, their more literary-theoretical counterparts have criticised them

for "not altogether freeing themselves of the normative mind-set that characterises Western

thinking about translation”. (Lefevere 1992: 9) Of course, like the first phase of linguistics-

based approaches to translation, the second phase had a pedagogical aim and was therefore

strongly prescriptive.

74




3.5 Hermeneutic approaches to translation

Running parallel but somewhat in opposition to linguistics-based translation thinking is the

hermeneutical inquiry into translation, which originated in the 1930s and continues today

(Lefevere 1992: 10). Even though translation scholars working in this vein use insights

acquired from linguistics-based thinking, they oppose the scientific ideal of objectivity
common to linguistic approaches to translation, and generally opt for a notion of translation
as art. To ars translation means interpreiation, and the transiator is not the finder

of equivalences, but the mediator between two texts (Lefevere 1992: 11). Hermeneutic

approaches therefore tend to choose to work with texts which are assumed to require more
elaborate interpretive procedures, namely literary texts. In their emphasis on art and the quest
for aesthetic norms, the concerns of hermeneutic approaches can, of course, be seen to overlap
significantly with those of mainstream literary criticism as guardian of values and of a literary
canon. Traditional humanistic values often provide scholars with a kind of norm, although

generally implicit, for hermeneutic discourses about translation. This norm, by virtue of being

tied to the tradition and the literary canon, is difficult to foreground or even to remain aware

Thus, in hermeneutic approaches, for which George Steiner is the most well known, the issue

of equivalence generally takes on an aspect different from its common formulation in

linguistic discourses. There is less emphasis on objectivity, but what appears to replace it is

the attempt to determine standards of adequation. And if linguistic approaches take for granted

the assumptions and methods of linguistics, hermeneutic discourses o easi i

judgements were more "natural”" and self-evident than others. Ingberg (1986: 71) also makes

the following point about the implicit adherence to the notion of equivalence by hermeneutic

scholars:

[W]hlle professmg sceptmsm about, or outrlght denial of, the theoretlcal posmblhty

'rough’, confessedly 'inadequate’, ‘literal’ or ‘idiomatic’ translations. The explicit
function of such manoeuvres is to demonstrate the difficulty or impossibility of
translation, while its implicit effect is almost the opposite.
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Thus. the two dominant modes of research in the field of translation through the seventies

were those focused on primarily literary concerns, rejecting theoretical presuppositions,

normative rules, and linguistic jargon, and those focused on linguistic matters, claiming a

any scientific linguistic analysis; linguists dismissed non-scientific literary analysis." (Gentzler

1993. 74). Despite the gradual shift from an equivalence-based view to a more functional

approach to translation, these theories all retained their normative or prescriptive nature.

3.6 The 'cultural turn' in translation studies
But, from the mid 1980s, translation studies began to undergo a shift in focus, which Gentzler
(1993: 185) describes as a "move away from looking at translations as linguistic phenomena

t translations as cultural phenomena". Bassnett (1991: 9) concurs:

to lookin

D

ga
the main impulse of Translation Studies in the last 10 years has been towards

_ anexamination of the language in its cultural context also as a reactionagainst
the work of linguistics in the 1950s and in the early 1960s which has been very
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neavuy formalist and focused on the text.

The change from pure linguistic-oriented research to approaches which view texts as elements
in a wider cultural context, and language as an expression and repository of culture, opened
up new perspectives for the field of translation studies. Whereas in the early post-war decades,
translation studies was considered to be a subdivision of comparative literature or of applied

inguisti i oncerned, from this period translation

studies gained recognition as an independent discipline in its own right - or, as one might more

aptly put it, given the large number of subjects with which it overlaps, as an interdiscipline.

Although it was Bassnett and Lefevere (1990: 4) who coined the phrase 'the cultural turn’ in

translation studies and themselves brought a strong cultural studies focus to translation, it is
important to remember that the cultural turn in translation in fact extended right across the
board - from linguistically inspired approaches to those originating from comparative

literature. Here it is important to distinguish between 'culture studies' and 'cultural studies'; the
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former has a very long history which spans a number of disciplines, including anthropology
and sociology, and has been part of the general intellectual climate since the 1950s

(influencing theories of translation from the 1960s), whereas the latter focuses specifically on

paradigm in translation (Bassnett, Lefevere and Venuti) as weil as more linguistically-based

approaches such as functionalism/ skopos theory (Reiss & Vermeer (1984) and Nord (1991,

1997)) and corpus translation studies (CTS). These approaches will be discussed in more detail

in the following paragraphs.

3.6.1 Descriptive translation studies
Intervening in the confrontational situation between linguistic and literary approaches to

translation in the late seventies were a handful of scholars mostly from the Netherlands and
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Belgium, who were interested in both linguistics (scientific) and literary translation (non-

scientific) and did not see why the two need be mutually exclusive: Ata “Literature and
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Transiation" symposium in Leuven in 1976, they coinea

Descriptive Translation Studies or DTS) to signal this new approach, which stressed the

:
: .
the term Translation Stud r

N

function of the translated text in a given sociocultural context:

Translation Studies began with a call to suspend temporarily the attempts to
define a theory of translation, trying first to learn more about translation
srocedures... Most characteristic of the new field was its openness to

;’nterdisciplinary approaches... Limiting distinctions such as right and wrong,
formal and dynamic, literal and free, art and science, theory and‘ prac'ti‘ce,
receded in importance. Translation as a field was no longer viewed as either
literary or non-literary, but as both...The object of study was...the translated

text itself. (Gentzler 1993: 76)

Lambert (1994: 18-19), one of the best known proponents of DTS, comments as follows on

the collapsing of the literary/linguistic opposition:

One of the most embarrassing consequences of the (re)discovery of the cultural
component is that the very concept of translation and all transiation theories, mine

included, are subject to cultural-historical circumstances. Until a few years ago it was

fashionable to classify those who stressed the cultural aspects of translational

phenomena within the so-called literary approaches and to distinguish them from the
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so-called linguistic ones. The fact that this binary opposition has become less common
indicates that the cultural component has been gradually redefined in more complex
terms.
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Instead of taking pre-existing theories about literature and linguistics and applying them to

translation, proponents of descriptive translation studies reverse the order of thought,
suggesting that the field first look at what is specific about translation and then apply that
knowledge to literary and linguistic theory. These theorists are of the opinion that the strongly

theoretical and normative approach of preceding theories had a restricted range of applicability

because they were limited to the concentration on norms for the establishment of ideal, optimal
translations. So, instead of trying to 'pin down' the notion of equivalence between source and
target texts as a yardstick in the evaluation of the quality and faithfulness of a translation,

descriptive translation theorists began to analyse the type of equivalence decided upon by a

particular translator, focussing om: "existing transtations rather thanomhypotheticatones;on————————

'translatability’ on the other." (Toury 1980: 7)

This approach had a number of impiications, particuiariy as regards the notion of equivaience,
which is seen not as an abstract ideal which translation can only aspire to but never reach, but
as the term used to examine the existing relationship between a translation and its original. In

other words, the researcher describes the specific characteristics of a translated text (or

multiple translations of the same original) in terms of constraints or norms reigning in the
target system at a particular time that may have influenced the translation method and the
roduct (Hermans 1985: 13). Thus, descri
practical examination of a corpus of actual texts and their translations and then attempt to
determine which norms and constraints operate on these texts in a specific culture and at a
specific historicai moment. The aim of descriptive transiation theorists is not to prescribe how

translation ought to be done, but to observe how translations have been done in practice. Their

approach is therefore functional and target-oriented: they accept any text as a translation if
it functions as such in the receiving cultural system. In other words, these theorists attempt to
account not only for textual strategies in the translated text, but also for the way in which the

translation functions in the target cultural and literary system (Hermans 1985: 13). It is this




