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with the 'use’, only with the language. The emergence of semiotics and the French structuralist
approach to the study of narrative were also important influences in the early years, as was the

work of Hymes (1964) which studied speech in its social setting. Linguistic philosophers such

as Austin (1962), Searle (1969) and Grice (1975) were also influential in the study of language

as social action, reflected in speech-act theory and the formulation of conversational maxims,

i i 1983) and Leech (1 i i

study of meaning in context).

Discourse analysis in Britain has been greatly influenced by M.A K. Halliday's functional

approach to language (e.g. Halliday 1973), which bears relation to the Prague School of

linguists. Halliday's framework emphasises the social functions of language and the thematic
and informational structure of speech and writing. Also important is the Birmingham School
of discourse analysis as represented by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), who developed a model
for the description of teacher-pupil talk, based on a hierarchy of discourse units. Related work
has dealt with doctor-patient interaction, service encounters, interviews, debates, business
ions, monologues and intonation in discourse. British research has principally

followed structural-linguistic criteria, on the basis of the isolation of units, and sets of rules

defining well-formed sequences of discourse (Cook 1989: 7.

Also relevant to the development of discourse analysis as a whole is the work of text
grammarians, working mostly with written language. According to McCarthy (1991: 1), text

orammarians see texts as language elements strung together in relationships with one another

that can be defined. He mentions the contributions of linguists such as Van Dijk (1972), De

Beaugrande (1980) and Halliday and Hasan (1976) in this regard. Like spoken discourse

) . v i cture, but limits its enqui i

e. texts), examining the different ways in which texts are structured and

text linguistic research is text connectivity or coh

unity and homogeneity. Tthere are two basic approaches to the issue of text coherence within

text linguistics: the 'text as structure' and the 'text as process' approaches. In the 'text as
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structure' approach, coherence is perceived as deriving from the surface structure features of
the text. According to this view, discourse is coherent if there is referential or topic continuity,

semantic congruence or argument overlap between entities in the discourse. The concept of

cohesion (or local coherence) arose out of this approach, which was particularly dominant
during the 1970s and early 1980s. Cohesion may be broadly defined as the way certain words

or grammatical features of a sentence can connect that sentence to its predecessors and

successors in a text (Hoey 1991: 3). The most widely known work in this regard is Halliday

T

o .
propositions in

substitution, ellipsis, conjunctive and lexical relations.

Describing and explaining the surface features of discourse and their function is an important
area of research but it alone is not sufficient, since a text can be cohesive without being
coherent. Connectivity and unity do not simply derive from the sum of the structural parts;

__they may also derive from underlying semantic unity and from the inferences that are drawn

from the text. There is also a strong element of subjectivity which governs these inferences -

readers will each perceive the text differently, and not all of them will perceive the text as

t to construct a coherent interpretation of them. Readers themselves are able to perceive

and construct overt and underlying connectivity and unity in texts during the reading process.
Text coherence cannot therefore be abstracted away from its readers and from the mentai

processes involved in producing and perceiving texts, and cannot be viewed only as a product,

but must also be seen as a process (Brown and Yule in Pretorius 1993: 6). According to this
view, coherence derives from the semantic and rhetorical relations underlying units of
discourse. Although the explicit linguistic markers (e.g. the conjunctive elements of discourse)
that signal the different semantic and rhetorical relations between discourse entities form an
important part of this approach, attention is also given to implicit relations, since coherence,

being a cognitive construct, also derives from the inferences that readers make in the absence

of explicit signals. Important studies in this regard include Grimes (1975), Brostoff (1981),
Bamberg (1983, 1984), Fahnestock ( and Hu , 1993).




Discourse analysis which analyses the relations between linguistic and non-linguistic aclivity,
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point of view has been sirongly adopied in fields such as semiotics, sociolinguistics and
discourse analysis {Caldas-Coulthard 1993}. Hallidayan systemic funstional Jinguistics is one
theory which adopls (his approach, atlerpting ta relate lext structure in spoken or wrillgn fexis

to communicative function. Christie {in Halliday & !asan 1989: viil) defines systcmic

funetional linguistics as follows:

Such a linguistic theory is itsclfalse a social theory, for it proposes firsily, that

it is in the nature of human behaviour to build reality andfor cxpericnce
through complex semiotic processes, and secondly, that the principal semiotic

system available (o humans is their language, fothis sense 1o study fangwage

is 10 explore some of the most important and pervasive af the processes by
which human beings build their world.

Elatliday and Hasan (1989 vi) have sopght 1o establish a poineipled model of lanpuage which,

"secs language primarily as a ‘social semiolic’, and as a resource for meaning, centrally

involved in the processes by which human beings negotiate, constiuct and change the nature

af social experience”. According to Halliday {Halliday & Flasan 1989: 4), the teom ‘social

s & la Saussure. In other words, where Saussure employed a rather

aimply Lhe =lu d of 51
e

alomistic notion of the sign as existing primarily as an isolated entity before coming tw be

related 1o other 5.3:151 Hulllﬂa}' wishes 10 scC Iii‘lg'l.i-iigi:‘ BS LIE Aiong 8 namber of social

systems of meaning that, taken all together, constitute human culture. Texts arc thercfore seen

both as objcets in their own right and as inslances of social meaning in a panticular context of
situation. I Halliday and 1lasan's {198%) view, although a text looks as though it is made of

words and sentences, il is really made of meanings which ans coded in words and structures.

Thus, a Lext i5 SEen B3 @ SEMantic unit;

Because of ils nature 8% @ semaniic entity, a text, more Lthan other linguistic
units, has to be considered from two perspectives at ance, both as a product
and as a process.. The fext is a producl in the sense that it is an output,
something that can be recorded and studied, having s« cenain construction that

WW@MJ}MILE terms. 1L 18 a process in the scnse of a

continuous pracess of semantic choice, 2 movement lhmugh the network of
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a further set. (Halliday & Hasan 1989: 10).

In Halliday's view, the context of situation, the context in which the text unfolds, is

encapsulated in the text, “not in a kind of piecemeal fashion, nor at the other extreme in any

mechanical way, but through a systemic relationship between the social environment on the

to the other in a revealing way. (Halliday in Halllday & Hasan 1989: 11, 12).

Halliday and Hasan (1989: 49) have identified five periods in the cycle of text and context:

1. the text, as a metafunctional construct: a complex of ideational, interpersonal, and
textual meanings;

2. the context of situation: the configuration of field, tenor and mode features that specify
the register of the text;

3. the context of culture: the institutional and ideological background that give value to
the text and constrain its interpretation;

4. the 'intertextual’ context: relations with other texts, and assumptions that are carried

over therefrom;
5. the 'intratextual’ context: coherence within the text, including the linguistic cohesion

that embodies the internal semantic relationships.

In the preface to his 1985 systemic description of English grammar, Halliday (1985: xxix-xxx)

lists twenty-one possible applications of systemic theory, which include theoretical concerns

~11 \ __A._.___ Annsarms F1%A d o

(e.g. "to understand the nature and functions of language"), historical concerns {("to undersiand

how languages evolve through time"), developmental concerns ("to understand how a child

develops language, and how language may have evolved in the human species") and
educational concerns ("to help people learn their mother tongue... foreign languages"). What

all of these very varied applications have in common, however, is using authentic texts to

examine how people use language with each other within various cultural and social contexts.

Consequently, the most generalisable application of systemic linguistics is "to understand the

. whv a text means what it does, and why it is valued as it is" (Halliday 1985:

Thus, systemic linguistics attempts to capture t

functions of language and the forms language takes to express those functions. A second,
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related goal is the classification of both social meaning and linguistic forms in functional

terms, since "we have to proceed from the outside inwards, interpreting language by reference

to its place in the social processes" (Halliday in Geslin 1996: 15). A third very important goal

Any work on gender and text analysis has to take into account contemporary feminist work
in sociolinguistics, the major figures being Deborah Cameron and Jennifer Coates (Cameron
1985; Cameron 1990; Coates 1986; Coates and Cameron 1988). Both these linguists assume

_that there are features in language which can be explained only by reference to gender. Coates

has analysed discourse differences in women's and men's conversational styles, the identifying

features of all-female group discussions and how these discussions differ from those in mixed

or male-only groups. Another importan
pronunciation, syntax and lexis between men and women (Lakoff 1975; Spender 1980;

Cameron 1990).

Systemic functional linguistics is useful in its broadest sense in informing the theories of text

as process used in this thesis; in other words, in considering texts in relation to the cultural and
social context in which they are negotiated. But it does not focus specifically on one aspect
which is crucial to feminism, that of ideology. A branch of systemic linguistics, critical

discourse analysis, concentrates on this dimension, seeking to analyse how ideology

PEY-P-%

intersects with patterns of language use:

Critical discourse analysis shares the aims of discourse analysis and systemic functional

linguistics, which include an understanding of the text within its social and cultural context

and the production of explanatory categories for the description of textu

However, it also seeks to provide a critical dimension in its theoretical and descriptive
accounts of text. In critical discourse analysis, emphasis has been placed on how language

~reveals the ways in which people behave and make others behave (Caldas-Coulthard 1993).

It is based on the motivated relation of signifier and signified as an essential foundation and
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legitimation of critical reading. Critical discourse analysis therefore presupposes a study of the
relations between discourse, power, dominance and social inequality (always taking into

account the position of the discourse analyst in such social relationships). In other words,

oduction and challenge of dominance (which is defined as "the exercise of social power

by elite institutions or groups, that results in social equality, including political, cultural, class,

ethnic, racial and gender inequality” ( : :

In an article entitled "Principles of critical discourse analysis" (1993), van Dijk provides a
broad historical overview to critical perspectives in the study of language, discourse and

communication, explaining that these perspectives span numerous disciplines and, depending

on the orientation involved, may be traced back either to Aristotle, the philosophers of the
Enlightenment or to Marx and more recently to members of the Frankfurt School (Adorno,
nd others) and its direct or indirect heirs in and after the 1960s, among whom
Habermas plays a primary role. Another line of influence and development, also more or less

(neo)marxist, goes back to Gramsci and his followers in France and the UK. Likewise, first

11, TT

in France and later aiso in the UK and USA, we can trace the influence o

Althusser (1971), Foucault (1971 et seq.), Pécheux (1982), Derrida (1973, 1976), Lacan (1977)

and Kristeva (1981), theories which inform a range of theoretical positions termed
poststructuralist (e.g. the deconstructive criticism practised by American literary critics, the

radical-feminist rewriting of the meanings of gender and language in the work of French

feminist writers and the detailed historical analysis of discourse and power in the work of

Although often dealing wi ; ot di 1

wark does not Pvnhmtl and svstematically deal s
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pmlosopmcal ways;, most O

discourse structures. However, in the 1980s, a more socially and politically aware stylistics

began to develop, largely under the influence of a University of East Anglia team of linguists
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who published two seminal volumes in 1979: Language of fdeoingy (Kress & Elodge 1979)
and Longuave & Control (Fowler et al 1979) (The final chapter of Langnage & Conirnl is

entitled 'C‘rili::ul Linguistics', and this term has bexn used t0 deseribe the poals and

melthodology o volumes). In both volumes, the debt o Haliday's systemic-functiona

model lies in the general oricniation towards language rather 1
methad. The wrilers start from the ptemise that "the grammar ol » language 13 its theory of
reality” (Kress & Hodpe 1975 7), and argue that linguistic structurcs are neither nevtrai nor
arbittary: they arc selected according to the communicative purpeses [hal they serve, Language
is secn as a reality-creating social practice: language forms determine, rather than simply

refleet, reality for members of a communily. Henee, as these researchers see it, the aim of text

linguistic form, while at the same tme understanding how the linguistic forms themsetves

shape our perceptions (Geslin 1996: 39), According to Thompson (1984 98-9);

in recent years, discourse analysts have paid incrensing alivntion to the ways
in which lanpuage is used in specific sovial contexts and thereby serves as a

medium of power and control. 10 is this increasingly sociological tum which

has readered discourse analysm relevant to, though by no means inlegrated
with, some of ihe pl'l]'l.-l:lplu tasks in ihe 'uuu;r i Ldm;mb_-,r

ususlly did not aim o provide sophisticated sociopolilical analyses). Van Digk (1993: 251)

ulsu mentions wotk in German and Austrian seciolinguistics which takes Lhe same critical

approach, although from a different perspeclive, for instance language use in relation lo

immigrant workers, langusge barriers, faseism and anti-semitism (see for instance Wodak et
a] 1985). In the 19805, Van Dijk himself investigated the structures andd proccyses of news in
ocoghitive perspestive, and especially the production of ethnie prejudice

the press withina socio

and racizm in discourse and communication, €.8. in everyday conversations, lextbooks, the

press and partiamentary debates. His work in the 199035, which falls within an explicit ¢rtical

ised hiz previous rescarch 10 a more gencral analysis of the ro

paradigm, increasingly generaii
of Biscourse in the reproduction of power and dominance in society.
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Another branch of scholars who examing the relationship between lnguistic Structure angd

socially constructed reality, but from the point of view of the fictiona] realily renresented in

lierary (exis, are those who follow the tencts of literary pragmatics. Thesc schotars fowus on

questions about the pature of llerature and the process of maliing sense of llerary Iexts from

to or based on insights from linguistic

=5

the point of view of a theoreiical discipline relaic
theary (Pilkington 1991; 45} Sell and Verdonk (1994: 232) defing literary pragmatics as

foilowsa:

Litcrury pragmatics is not primarily concerncd with linguistic intcraction
Detsecun the characters portrayed in literary Lexis, but between the real wril:r.:rt

ot speakers of literary texts and their rea] readers or hearers. Bagically the aim

is to relale the wiriting and reading of fireraty texts to the finguistic and
so¢iocultural contexts in which thost processes have taken plive.

This epproach oripinated with the work of Enkvist (1973}, a stylistician who attcmpted to

bridge the language-literatore divide by developing a toxt Bnguistics which sees entire

processes of production and reception as specific to particular sociocultural, situational and

litcrature such as Pra's (1977) application of Grice’s Cooperative Principle to lilerature,

flakhtin's {19%1) sociological poetics and Fowler's account of litcrature us social discourse

within which they take place. Agcording o Sell {19%1; xiv), lierary prapmatics is wor
tasically a type of Yiterary seholarship which borrows theores and technigues from a separase

discipline of linguistics, and it is sot basically a type of linguistic scholarship which wses

literary texts 28 eXamples:
[t is, or aspires (o be, af one and the swmre dine, baeh literary and linguistic, Jt
ceptres on what we have come o call literary texts, bur i does na
fundamentalty distinguish the communication bewween literary writers and
their readers from any other type of communication (Sell 1941: xjv).

Representatives of this ficld include Fowler (1981), Engler (1582, 1990), Birch & O'Toole
{1987), van Peer (1958), Pettersson (1990), Stephens and Waterhouse (1990), Brédnniman-
Egger {19913, Sell (1991), S2b and Verdonk {1994} {Not all the reprcseatatives of this ficld

call themsclves literary pragmaticisis).
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discipline which finds its unity in the description of language above
interest in the contexts and cultural influences which affect language in use (McCarthy 1991:

2). This broad overview of some of the main players interested in discourse and brief

definitions of what constitutes discourse will now be followed by a discussion of the types of

discourse discussed in this thesis, namely feminist discourse and translation discourse, and the

translations.

I have used the term 'discourse’ deliberately in defining both feminism and transiation to

indicate the awareness that these domains are underpinned by ideological and cultural

tensions. Feminists in particular aim to expose the collusion between ideology and cultural

practices, as the following definition demonstrates:

[Feminist discourse is] a type of writing consciously structured toward a major
paradigmatic opposition between the woman and her vision of the world versus
patriarchy, often including a textual polemic with the patriarchal word,
together with a critique of language as a set of constraining structures imposed
by patriarchy (Diaz-Diocaretz 1985: 4).

Similarly, translation by its very nature takes place not only across languages, but also across

cultures and ideologies. Because it traverses the boundaries between cultures, by its very
nature translation also represents the possibility of violating an established social order by

introducing new ideas and new ideologies into the target culture. Although many translation

theorists present their work as objective, it is important to remember that theories of translation

can be seen as practice, subject to differing circumstances of production and reception.

Furthermore, discourse goes beyond text: it covers, to a iarge extent, the abstract structure as
related to the material conditions which are at the basis of the articulation of meaning. The
term discourse therefore not only refers to (literary) feminist writing and (literary) translation

practice, but to the 'real’ (written but non-literary) discourse of feminists, their attitudes to

society, etc. and to discourse about translation, 'theories’ of translation. Thus, in this thesis,
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bolh feminist discourse and translation discourse are hewrogeneous, being vomprised of both
real' and Jiterary' discourse, In other words, a distinction is made belween fictive wriling

which attempts 1o create a text world {literary discourse, whether it be feminist literary

dizcourse or lilerary translation practice} and writing which atiempts to cxplain & lext world

(theoties about feninism or aboul translation),

2.3 Discourse and text: theoretical framewark

As stated in the inireduction (o this
to usc discourse as 4 bridging p

the preccding overview of the various branches of discourse analysis, there ure a variety of

wiys (0 approach the question of discourse, The chief rcason for using discourse analysis to
axamine fertinist lexts and feminist translations is that it is 2 way in which o examinge more
than merc lexts; it is a method according to which it is possible to examine (he ideolngical and

cuftutal conditions of text (and translation) production. Recause feminist translation is a

W&hﬂi&ﬂ%ﬁb‘—iﬁﬂuﬂﬂﬁﬁi—wgi—nﬁl feminist texts and the theories expeunded

in thern and because ferinist translators in turn claim to have influenced translation theary,

it is important to be able 1o examineg not onky the theory and practice of feminiat translation,

hut also the citCumsianceEs surrounding the production of this phenomenen.

In order 1o be able o study discourse (lupguage in soeial action) as well as toxt {the writlen
siructure of language), it is important to be able to apply an analytical framework which ailows

the study not only of written wext hut also of the reasuns wnderlying its production. Aspects of

polysysiem theory, eritical discourse analysis and litcrury pragmatics provide the framework
for discourse as process, and text linguistics provides the Framework Far my analysis of 1ext
as strucinre, | have followed Fairclough (1996 55} in trying to develop a view of discourse
analysis which goes some way 0 bridging the diverse disciplinary and theorctical interests in
this (ietd, by bringing tugether a broadly Foucaullien conception of discoursca as differently
positioncd ways of signifyin doraains of practice and knowledge with the systemic linguistic

view of discourse as priLess wherein texts are products, In the following sections, | discuss

these theogies in more detail and explain their refevance 1o the present study.




2.3.1 Theoretical background for the analysis of discourse
13 ecis of polvsystem theory and narms

Polvsystem theory was developed initially by Itamar Even-Zohar (1971, 1978, 197%)in the

WMWWWWN
scholars at the Porter Instilule for Poetics and Semiotics at Tel Aviv uniy
of previous work by the Russian Formalists, Elemenls of the theory are also drawn from 1deas
presented by members of the Prague School of Structuralism and East Buropean and Soviet
comparatists and semioticians (such s Duridin {1974}, Nakitin (198]1) and Lotman {1973}}.

The theory ilself and the praxis inspired by it are compalible with, and cfien parallel to, those

conlemporary sociological upproaches (o hicrature which systematically study 'litecary life'

4 2 F S

vroach). Both the theory and its applicalion are also open to ideas
emanating from those involved in pragmatic reception studics (eg Karl Hosengren (1%68),

Gunter Bergee( 1 983)).

Even-Zohar (1990; 11) defines 'polysystem’ as:

a multiple systerm, a system of varions systems which intersect with each other
and partly overlap, using concurrently dlfferent uptions, yet functioning #s one

k b4 Lh-
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Fven-Zohar {1578, 1990) regards literalure as a complex and dynamic system rather than a

ion of indonendent texl arding to (hiz framawork, all texiz from o given

g e e FeLin !

lierature, from canonical centre Lo distant penphﬂr_-,r, enler inte a permanent situgele for

domination. Polysystem theory has devetoped a number of heuristic concepts such as 'model,
vepenioire’, ‘canonised” and ‘non-canonised’ iexts, primary’ and 'sceondiry’ systems, ‘periphery’
and “centre' to account for conlact and imterforence among syslems co-existing within a
designated macrosystem. The notiuns of canosised versus non-conenised literature and
primury Yersus secomdury Systems ure particularly important for deseribing the tension

belween official and unofficial cultural strata. At any given time and place, literature can have

more than one canon and centre, and the sub-systems ¢an be classified as primary ami




of new elements into a closed repetioire. A conservative system will have an established

reraroire wilh ﬂr-l"l'llElJ-lh! products, while an innovalory sysicm draws oh 2 new m[—“ﬂﬂ'-'-'iw-
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and thus primary aclivity is presumed to be the activity which takes the initiative in creating

new itcms and models Bor the repcrtmm. while the term sccondary implics & denvatory,

In Even-Zohar's vicw, translated literature is only onc of the elements in the strugple for
gomination, but it is an important one nevertheless - "no obsecver of the history of any

literature can avoid reeognising as an impertant fact the impact of translations and their role

inn the syachrony and diachrony of a cenain titerature” (Even-Zohar in Gentzler 1993; 116}

According 10 Even-Zohar {1978 124-53), the two bavic initial norms in wransiation will aften

comespand to Wwo specific sets of sysiemic conditions, When translated texts perform a

prirary af inngveling function, aiming to bring eboul a change in the dominating cenire of
a literary {sub)system, they can penerally be classified as adequare (source-oricnted)

translations:

[Als translational activity participales, when il assumes o primary posilion, in
the process of ereating new models, the translalor's main concern is not W look
for ready-made mode!s in his home stock, into which the otiginal texts could
be mansieeahle; instead he is prepared to violabe the home convenlions. Under

such conditions the chances that a (ranslation will be closc to the ongmal in
terms of adequacy {in other words a reproduction of the dominant lexiual

relations of the onginal) are greater than otherwise, {Even-Zohar (9787 T14-3)

Alternatively, translated texts may perform a secondary {conservative} function with regard

1o the dominant cenire of the hierary (sub-Jsystcm. When translaicd Hterstore wecupies 3
secondary position, it hehaves olally otherwise:

Since it 15 then the translator's main cffort o concentrate upon finding the best ready-

made models for the foreipn text, the result often turnms out to be a non-adequale

tanslation. (Even-Zohar 1678: 125)

In oiher words, in (his situation ihe teanslator will lend to produce an gecepsable ranslation,

lak
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which adapis the translation to the conventions of the Lacget system.

The view of Jiterature as a conglomerate of systems, as well as the growing intergst in Lransfer

and interference acrosy systems, has meant that guestions regarding the cquivalencs briween

JE get te A% Mar v1.

source and target lexts have become secondary to examination of ihe farget text ag part of the
target textual system, The most significant develupment in this regard is Gideon Toury's
{1980} notion of norms. Toury {19301 chserved that there was a systematle disparity between
what is theoretically possiblc in translation and what one observes in specific sociocultural
situations. In specific domains of translational aclivity and within certain sociocultural

paramelers, certain types of translation behaviour occur agein and again, (ranslators choosing

Tranzlatioh norms, which represent an mtemmediate level between competence  and

41184181 = it

performance, are a useful tool in explaining this phenomenon,

Toury {1995: 51} delines nornis as "the general values or ideas shared by & certain community

as to what is right and wrong, adequale and inadequate”, and classifies norms s falling
somewhere between formulated rubes and instances of idiosyneratic behaviour, In his view,

not only are some nemns more imporlant iban olhers, bul they are dynamic: near-rules may

easily fade and individual deviations may acquice the stalus of norm. Nomms are products of

a spe::iﬂ{: context and arc hierarchically refated 10 other nomms that regulate human behaviour.

ela ROoTINE W ¢15t with other norms within the zame feld of activity, by
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may also be in compelition with other norms, leading o conflict and a strugyle for dominance.

Translators may decide to [runsgress or ignore cxisiing nomms in producing a tranzlation atd
this nomm transgressien may be imitaled by oihers, eveniually leading to the Jevelopment of
an altemative norm. What also oftcn happens is that norns can be intemalised 10 such an
extent that it i§ claimed by those who adhere to it that the behaviour required by the narm
comesponds to some natural or universal logic and is the only type of behavioor possihle,

Teranslation norms are regarded as independent of differences between source and target

systemns, and arc not determined by the source text. The nolion thus rclates to the 1arget

L]
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Toury identifies thice levels of translation notms: prelfminry, inifiad and aperational.
Prelimingry norms relate (o cxtrs-textual issucs, such as gtiitudes 1o translation within a given

culture, and the choice of languages and lexts to be iranslated, wheteas operational norms wc

the constrainls directing the deeisions during the sctval transfer process. The fmitfad morsm

refers (o ihe indiial iniended translation polic
of reference for specific operational decisions to be taken. According to Toury {1280: 54), the
inilial nonm is @ usefl way in which o indicate the translator’s basic choice beween two polar
altcrnatives, adeguacy and acceptability. Either the translator subjects herfhimself to the

original text and the textual relations and the norms expressed by it and contained in it

{producing & source-oricnied or adequaie translation), or 10 the linguistic and literary noms

called hecause the (ranslalor strives to make the translalion acceptable to the target readership).
1nitial norms need no be verbalised or even conscious, and Lthey may even contradict explicit
intentions. Then tou, » particular ansiaiion need not be consistent in its adequacy or

acceptability - these are theotetical poles, and aciual ranslations are likely 10 be located

somewhere in between these extremes. The assumption is that initial norms may be revealed

through investigations of eperational morms, ie. lextual features.

According to Delabastita {19932 48):

As a resull of the intraduction of the ¢oncept of norm, translation studies will
hepceforth have to account for three levels on which translational relationships
tetween 5Ts and TTs may be established (Toury 19807 {i) on the level of
theorelical trapslation compefence a whole range of possible relationships
hetween o ST and many potential TTS can be envizaged; {ii) on the leve] of
translation rorms corlain of these polential ST-TT relationships are postulated
to consiiiuie veritable iransiailon cquivalence, whersas athers will o priori be
dismiszsed as invalid translational solutions; (i) on the empirical level of
translation performance, the wanslalion researcher may perceive which types
of translatienal relationships are acivalfy established by the translalors.

Thus, translators, consciously of unconsciously, follow certain translation norms in carrying
oul a translation. These translation norms are clearly intorrelated with other sets of norms

within the targel language, culiure, and text system. Noms can be identified oniy by reference

to a corpus of source and target lexts, a close examination of which would lead 10 the

Lrd
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recurding of strategies of translation rcpuatn:ulv epted for in preference (o other available

aie heeomes focussed not on an individual transkation and its faillure to

Polysystem theory provides the ideal framework for 8 siudy which examines
translation in Canada, since instead of being limited (o studying a static model of a text within
a given historical period, it becomes possible 1o examine shifls in models in terms of relations
within the period, and also relational shifts oulside the given histerical period - "Synchrony
stemic fagters, and one areives at heterogeneily by viewing

the syslem not a5 static synchrony, but as dysamic polycheony" (Even-Zohar [986: 1 465).

Pnlysystem thoory does however possess some shortcomings, (he first being that theorists tend
10 concentrate mainly on the fferaery sysioms underpinning texts and translaiions and nol o

ather types of systems, Clearly, the tencty of polysystem theory allow for the examination of
all types of aysiems; this shorteoming can be atiibuted to the way in which individual theorisis

WWWWE studies,

Another shortcoming ol pelysystem theory is its over-simplification of the contexl in which

lranglaliops ocour, A translation s notembedded ivunified clearky Jdentiable target systems;

it may be influgnced by a portion of 2 zystemn only. This point has alsa been voiced by

Lambert [1995; 98), who points oul that muny critics assume that literary traditions in the

“static and mainly curacentric principle of national literatures” coincide exactly with linguistic

 Araditions and that all linguistic traditions coincide with national boundanes. In fact, Lhe

silustion is not nearly as ¢lcar-cul, with borderline cascs being the rube rather (han the

CXCCption.

Then, 100, polysystem theory does not sufficicntly explore the influence of competing
ideclogies within a system;, ner is {15 framework for the description of the centact’ interference
[ 4
L L

between literary systems sufficient for the examination ¢ the struggle

sub-sysiem over another,

Toury (1995}, in line with other polysystem theorists, suggesis that the translation critic should
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start ftom observational faets, in other words from the transisted iext iiscli. Toury siaies:
" franslations are Facts of (arget cultures; vn oecasion Facks of 2 special status, sometimes even

constituting identifiable {sub)systems of their own, bul of the target culture in any cvent.”

 {Toury 1995: 29% While this is irue, it can also result in the productien of'a somewhat skewed

picture of reality, since a purely observations] approach does not allow for an examination of

the idealogical! culeural tensions underpinning 1he texl, nor of the marginal status of the

1 "y |

transiator. Then, too, more attention needs to be paid (o the influgnce o

=
;
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terary wriling, particularly w
theory ol norms also does not account for those Lranskutors who choose deliberately to deviate

{rom the norms and consteaints of the rget culture.

In my view, the term discowrse is a guoy alternative for the term syseerr. Using discourse
instead of system allows for the examination of units smaller than the system; it also
incorporates the idea of lension with the dominam, and makes the reader aware of the

differential specificidy of literary and culiural waditions, Ana]yses of discursive struclures can

- L

contexis, institulions, groups and over

'svmbolic' siruciures. Certain aspects of critical discowrse unalysis are very useful in (s

regaril,

2.3.1.2 Aspects of critical discourse analysis

Scholars working in critical linguistics recognise that whal is at work in discourse - a5 (0

power’, but in erder for the sims of desire and pewer 1o be realised, discourse must ignore ils

basis in them. As Fouceult (Selden 1985: 100) says: “clsims io objectivity made on behall of

Sle o o e i n R ———— I..
LU LD, uy

specific discourses are always spunious: thers are no e d

absoluiely "in
or less powerful ones™. Discourses are resislant to intemnal crilicism and self-scruting, since
uttering viewpoinls that serousty undermine them defines one as being outside them. The
discourse itself defines what couols as acceptable crilicism (Gee 1996 132}, In other words,

a discourse defines itsedlin relation, or rlher in opposition (o other discourscs, and at the same

time, in order to establish its primacy, a discourse must deny the cxistence of these conflicting
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discourses. It must [egitimate control or otherwise ‘aturalise’ the social order, and especially

retations of incquality {Fatrclough 1985), The discourse can then be called the dominant

discourse. Avcording to van Dijk {1993; 253), many more or less subtte forms of dominsnce

become so persistent (hat they seent natural until they begin 1o bechallenged, for instance, m——————

4 o - [ =X PE— :n;- ovor

the cage of male dominance over women, white over black, ricn ove

Whan thaes farmo
BT JIJEN LLFWL Ll d

pouT,
of domingnce become o prevalent that the dominated can be influenced to accept dominance
anal act in the inlercst of the powetful aul of their own iree will, one speaks of a Aegemony
{Ciramsei 1971}, Tn other words, power and dominance are organised and instilutionalised.

Social dominance of one gronp by another is nol only enacted by individual members of the

graup, but may also be suppuried hy legislalure and the courts, enforced by the police and

cultural oroanisation of dominance also implies a hierarchy of power: some members of
dominant groups and organizations have a special rale in planning, decision-making and

control aver the relations and processes of the enactment of power. Whai is interesting is {hat

they also have privileged access to discourse: they arc literatly the ones who have the most ©

Y

The tenets of eritical discourse analysis are clearly in kecping with the definition of feminism

s a social, histencal and cultural construct, For many feminists, women are particularly
subject to the effects of ideology. There is o ange of belief systems about women which do
nol fis wilh the reality of women's hives. These systems of beliel are nol simply imposed upon

wotnen, but wommen themselyves may actively take part in them, gppropriate them andfor resist

them. Here it is impaortant 1o note that Anglo-Amcrican feminist inquiry has historically
coneeniraied on coniEn
gencralised female self-identity and experience, rather than on analyses at the linguistic level
of texts. Because conlent analysis inevitably reduces a theorist 1o a subjective evaluation of
text (‘15 this text sexist?) and therefore assumes a single meaning (or the text, this approach
ig perhaps one of the greatest shortcomings of Anglo-American feminist eriticism. Thus, as

Mills {1995; 16) points out, those wishing (o conduct a gendered linguistic analysis of text

with the approaches formulated by eritical linguists and criticad discourse analysts, Like




critical linguists, these feminists believe that no chiscourse can cver be neutral; no discourse

or idevlogy can have one undisputed meaning which is recognised by all readers. Thus, instead

of praducing an uneguivocal reading of a text, Tinstead of fideliy 10 the assumption that

rescnt inoa fext, which can then he
interpreted in a variety of dijterent ways according to 1he set of assumptions which the reader

brings to boar on the interpretative process.

2.3.1.3 Aspects of literary pragmatics

Lilcrary pragmaticists provide some further insight into the way in which 'renl” and literary

_ discourses should he analysed and the question of whether in fagt a distinction should be made

hetween the two iypes of discoutse. In considering the difference between these types of

discaurses, between so-called ‘real’ discourses and the discourses found in literalure, one has

be s saTem g mmilmd meelimemd Tidiee—ibraere criaeh Lea awesd mo IH PR o
LEF CITLINE 11U YWIldl WSl L JIVCTALLL Y A LD gl RbE LFC LN 4
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Rager Sell (1994 27) sums the siuation up as lollows:

Scholars still inspired by the literary formalism of the Anglo-American New
Critics have tended te argue thal readers expericnce literature as a speciai,
acsthelic heterocosm, with its own kind of logic and beauly. There has also
been the strang Jakobsonian tradition of formalist work stermming from the

Fussian Formalists, which has seen the specizlngss of lilerafure as
differentially marked in detailed feaures of language and style. In recent
decades, however, scholars representing a wide range of approaches - feom
decenstruclion to discourse analysis, idcological critique and Bakhtinian

H ernnraal o Ba

sociolinguisic peetics - have suggesicd thal lilemiiite is not so special afier all.
In various ways they have argued that it is deeply rooted in pacticular cultural
configurations, and thet its language basically works in the same way as any

other language.

I amn in broad agreement with the seeond position, whose [oltowers arguc that a literary work
is a discourse like any other, an ideological exploitation of language which is sociully
constructed and should therefore be subjecied to critical analysis in the same way a5 viher
diseourses {op Fowler 1986). Eaplelon (in Widdowson 19G4; 33) states, for instance:

My own view is that it is most useful 10 see literature’ as a name which people
give from time 1o time for dilferemt reasons to certain kinds of writing within

a whole field of W ichel Foucault has called discursive practices!

1A




in other words, literature i whal a certain group of people at a centain Lime deeide o ireal 9s
biterature. | lowever, thete is something b be said for (the first position, in other wards for the

appreciation that literature is somehow 'special’, since this position allows for the suspension

drnes not deny his E}"l‘!‘.‘rﬂ!h}" with the formalist radition in

criticism and stylistics {but who docs not at thc same time believe in Lthe compleie

decontextualisation of Hteralure). He argues thal thers is a function which is peculiar o poetry

JER— 1

wlane. In his view, all other types of discourse arc designed to climinate particulars and o
abstract from the immediacy of individual experience in order to sustain more general

socivenliural beliefs and values, They serve the cause of vocial stability and conteol by

_ establishing conventiona] frames of reference (which 4o of course shift and change, bul always

at the same remove from the actuality of individual experience) (Widdowson 1994: 35). All
such discourse is normative and socially sanctioned, and its interprelation depends less on the
— =1 etV N s by bl Tha A

‘rrepiion” of & context than on a teal conteAt s TeCGnatiution, 1ne Gisting

on the other hand, lies for Widdowson in ity preaccupation, less with absiractions, than with

particular conlexts of ils own 'crcation’. By this means it represents types of possible
caperience which olher discourses, of their very natur, seek to suppress. He is (herefure

convinced that literature is best seen as a counter-discourse, which explores the fugitive and

unaccountable realities of a world that is not socially sanctioned, and in this resides its very

considerable value (Sell 19%4; 28).* For example, radical feminist writing could very eagily

i Another person whi believes strongly thet literature 15 3 speclal fogtn of discoorss is Siegfrisd
Schunidi. His notion of what constauies lilerary convention {which appears in his Foumdadine

Jor the Empiriced Sty of Liserature) s one which is not well known outside Continental
Europe, end was purticularly [nfluentisl an the polyayaiem theory devaloped by the aracli
Ttamar Even-Fohar (1978, 1990) (which in wm profeundly infuenced translation studizs).
Schmidi {in Pilkingien [994: 95} hypothesises the existenea of hwo conventiona which are
social and feaened: the E (for aesthene) coarvention and the P (e polyvalence conventica,
which nay be characlerised as fol lows:

The sesthetic convenlion: 'releases ihe reader from ihe ageepled moda of reality®, soapends the
need 10 Mx reference or determing prisctica] usefuloess; de-emphasises the Gt convenlion
Tha palyvalence convention: "allows the reader (o atribuie multiple moenings 1o & simple text,
repluces the monovalence convenlion; *Lext receivers have the freedom 1o produce different
Kommunikate (represeniationg of & (exth [rom the same text in different times and situations
{= weak wersion of ihe pelyvalence convention hyputhesis) or an he sane reading process (-
strong versien of the polyvalencs conveniion hypothesis).

According o Filkinglon [ 19%4: 94}, Schmidt suggests that the E and P conventlons inlght be
seapn a5 conventiona of the Gricecan and Scarlean type, being "special-usccusion conventinns
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b described a5 a counter-disceurse, since writers within this paradigni attempl o chalienpe
and subvert conventional ideas aboul womer, and about writing. They present a ulopian world

to the teader, by which means they hope to make that ulopian winld o reality.

ay be seen as a counter-discourse which Mouts the conventions

of naturally eccumring discourses, it does have its own literary convenlions, known as genre.

These literary conventions may in turn be Mlowed ta creale certain effccis on ihe reader, as is

the case it faminist writing ond postmodetnist writing. Accordingly, in the next section [

exarmine the concepl of genre in discoursce,

_ &inceclussical times it has been cuslomary 1o think of litecalure as consisting of different kinds

of works, and one funciion of A poctics from Aristolle enwards has been to try and classify

themn, From theoretical, sirueiural and also historical perspectives {Also Frye 1957). The

Al ta dlant

broadest and commonesi division is that of genre,

then be subdivided into sub-genres, c.g lyTic, epic, ode, ballad, sonnel in the casc of poetry.

.
iy, proac and drama which can

i

Even these arc broad types: the number of possible sub-genses is endlcss.  Bult the significant
point is thay, whatever (he level of abstraction. no literary work cxists i isolation: it is related

1o other texts, belongs to an intcriextual 'system' (Kristeva 1069y, and so cannot be

understood oxcept in selation 1o its place in that system.  Hodge (1990 27) makes

that require the suspenion of convenions tht opsmce Forr “redimial discourse.”™ Pilkingion then
asks whether it ia puasible for special conveions 1o aperale glone, if the conventional mexims
are suspevidbed: in caber words, is it 3 complebely distmet gt of conventiens {hewever defined)

thel guide the Interprettion of lierary effecs? {In Filkinguns (1994: 98} view, this is highly
unlikely, and he in fact argues that no reasonable case can be made for literary reading
conven lons i be code-like ar maxim-like.}

Intectextusatity, 8 notion comman 1o both texl linguistics and in |iterary theory, was furst
imteaduced ime French criiglsm in the Late 19605 iy Knisteva (1969) 30 her discnscion and
claboration of the ideas of Bakhiin, end his general dislogical principle in pamicular (Wales
L950; 259). Basically, it can be defined pa ueterancesiexis in relation o oher urerances/texla.
Even within 2 singhe texr there can be, a8 it were, a continual ‘dialogus” betwem the 12X givien
anid other 1exea! ptieranees that exisl outdie i, literary wnd non-litorary- cithey within that wame
pericd of compositian. of in previous centuries. Kristeva argues, in fact, that no 1exi is 'fres’
of ather texrs. For the reader, therzfore, inteniexivality funclions as an impostann frame of

reference which helpt in the interprecation of & texl (s Lea 19799 A et mey be a
sramcfnrmanion of asother, but burowing is 2 more obyious procezs, whedher in the fom of

NIRRT P = it

a phrase, a quodation o allusion. 1t les or structurn] meoskels.
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the peint that genres and domains are {undamentally Jifferent kinds of object from texis.

Texts have a matcrial existence, bul gences and domains de not exist in the
same direet material form. They ane a construct, 4 projection from specilie
riles and r:gularltlesa, th:mse]w_s ]Jruu:lu:::-tl atnd mamtamed b}r specific agr:nt:.
i L b 1 [ i 5 3 ¥ dlp [ sluals L 2

As 8 consegquence, genres and dnmnms can seem peculw;r]}" mwmh]e and
inacressible (o study, The kind of knowledge al issue is typically not in the tex

itself, but is implicit in the tendencies of many texts. In so far as genre and
Anealo aninil crearific nrnrhlr"hnn and receotion r-emmr:u which control

LLLFELEGRINT  rRJLLLE oFL e W LR ]

interpretation of texts, il is these categories rather than individual texts which
can seem decisive For the study of social meaning.

— R

Flowever arhitrary may appeat to be the boundary beiween one gons and @

distinguishes them, and what determines how genrey are traditionally defined, is usually the

set or cluster of structural and stylistic properties that have come to be assoriated with them.®
As Todorow (in Bex 1954: 114} has argued: "In a society, the recurrence of certain discursive
properties is institutionalised, and individual lexts arc produced and perceived in relation to

the nurm constituted by this codification.” Thus, although the basic genre divisions themselves

la op

A system of penres is (he product of an aet of clasyilication, and classificalion
is always a strategy of eontrol, What is classified and controlled is not just

¥

texts, The classifications of 1exts are also classifications of people - readers and

writets - and of what they write or read about and whai they should think and
mean. Clearly the concept of genre is crucial in undersinding how literature

is implicated in basic systems of control (Hodge 1530: 21}

A hroader definition of genre is provided by Swales (Bex 1994 1 5) who suggests that——————————

Heeryrse communities with shared

L

particular genres ariz¢ because of the existence of

communicative interests. He defines genre as 'a class of communicative evenis'
{0} with a shared public purpose

(b}  thal is recognised or recognisable by a specch community (sociclics
give genre-names (o types of events Lhey see as distinclive and

# Mot that the 'rules' for a wenre are glways slavishly followed: practice may differ from precept,
and liferary innovaion has always balinced contormity. The novel is the mest dilficalt gence
1o characlerise, and one preciscly in which formal experitenting is cquelly characteristic. And
there are se-cilled 'mixed penyes', which blend one variety with another, € g mock-gple, ragi-
comedy. {Walcs 1900: 206-7).
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recurTing).
fc)  that is {within varying deprees of frecdom} structured and standardised
{and thus imposes constrainis on allowable contributions in termis of

their positivning, form and intent).

In Pex's view {1994 115} this definition is useful breause it recognises three important
featurcs; firatly, that the exislence of a particular genre significs a purposc, and that the

nition of = text as belonging e a gencoic (ype is likely 10 influence ihe way in which that

text is interpreted. The second is that genres belong (o speech communities: i.c. the producers

us weil @ consumers of texts. And the third is that particular genecs cxhibit describuble

. 1. . T g e Fula dulEEFTIORES L I"Ie ..-I‘ FI.I'III'“I fealure h"ll'

fthowgh variable) formai characicrstics, Communicalive PUrposc i the defining fealure b

which a genre such as academic discourse cun be recognised - as opposed (o the 1se of penre

in literary criticism, where genres are distinguished by form.

Thus, if 4 gente is a model of writing, it also becomes a model of cxpectations for the reader.

We frame = lext within a genre from our general knowledge of reading, and so tolerate the

_ death of the herooin a tragedy, bul not in a comedy. Genre choice may thercfure he

legitimately regarded as one of the consteaining featurcs involved in intetpreting a text. But

what happens when our expectutions are thwarted by a new twist to the normal or typicsl

the reading of postmodernist or deconstructive teats. which aim explicitly to challenge

canventional notions of genre?

The process and expetience of reading es such is not available for discursive annlysis.
However, several literary peagmaticists argue thatl relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson 1986)

cany be used o necount for the way in which a reader interprets a toxit. The principle of

relevance can be summarised ay follows;

The speakers task is to make sure that the thought she intends to convey is
consistent with the principle of relevance: olherwise, she runs the risk of not
bemk_ propetiy understood. The hearer's task is to find the interpretation which
iz consistent with the principle of relevance, otherwise, he mns the nsk of

misnnderstanding the uttersnee er not-undersanding it at-all {(Sperber &

Wilson in Pilkington 1991 430,
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A convincing view ol language designed 1o account for indcterminacy, relevance theory

attempls to explain how hearers interpret verbal communications which are, by definition,

intendled to be relevant. They 1zke as axiomatic the
view that every act of verbal communicalion communicates the presumplion af its own
optimal relevance and secondly, that all verbal communication 15 an incomplete reprosentation
of a set of assumptions that the speaket wisties to make mutvaily manifest. Thus. Sperber d
Wilson assume that utterances require cxlensive pragmatic inferencing before they can be

interpreted successfully. The iollowing examplc illustrutes their theory of interpretation (Box
1954: 109-113)

Jere: S5 Peter around?

—

[ YR

= P .
O WFUE JPVE,

ny,
-

4 1.,
SLreddp.

Tn order to make sense of this exchange, the patrticipants would elearly have to identify the
referents and deal with the semantic ambiguity of eround. More interestingly, Jane would have

1o €5tablish a context in which Andy's reply nchieves optimal relevance. She would then be

able 10 understand the propositional form cxplicated by Andy's utterance, bul this would still
not provide her with a satisfaclory answer to her question, However, her knowledge that 3
o'clock Is regarded as the end of the working day would allow her to access some of the

implicatures of Andy’s statemnent, the (irst of which would be:

— S cfovk 5 wherremployees fike Peter-feave work

Feter ix mia fonger here,

This conelusion is likely o be the strongest assumption to be inferred from Andy s reply, and

it therefore achieves relevance for Janc. However, since Andy did nol simply respond with:

ffe's gone home,

_ Jane realises that Andy wished to communicate something more, Some possihle assumptions
might be: Andy rcpards Peter as a clock watcher; Andy thinks Peter is lazy; Andy 15 jealouws
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of Peter; Andy wishes to ingratiste himself by staying at work afier 5 o'clock, ete. Some of

these assumptions might be strongly implicated by the intonation of the ulierance, lor nstance,

whereas others might be more weakly implicated, However, the range of assumptions that arc

From this Bex {1594: 111-2) concludes that readers are not free to interpret works as they

wish, but arc constrained by varigus factors, some of which are inherent in the contexi of ieal

production {such as genwe) and some of which are inherent in the formal properties of the

lanpuage (such as synlactic form, which is an important detcrmining factor in the

although not sirictly format, serve to constrain interpretations equally powerfully, For instance,

conversation analysia suggests thal questions arc typically followed by answers even though

mav L e d Th.. o 2o 4L | p——

the ansWwers m ¥ oo deferied. Thus in the above cxamipe, the vai ig 0

a context such thal Jane is obliged to treat the responsc as an answet, Had Andy respondcd

with a siring ol nonsense, Janc would still have attempted 1o establish its relevance as an
answer, or failing thal, its relevance as a refusal to give an answer. If this should still prove

impossible, she would rghtly conclude that Andy was violating the rules of conversalion.

Inivist (i 9%4; 53 aiso beiloves that relevance ineory can

litetary 1oxts:

Oncc we agree that interpreting o text involves building a context, a scenatio,
a text world, a state-of-affairs sround it, relevance theory lells us something

about the principles we nge totestrict the-text-world and-to-choose the most

relevant from among sevetal possible lext worlds,

deconstructive texts. In his view, the only difference between these texts and more
convenlional texts is that in poststructuralist texts there has been a tendency 1o give the
reader’s imagination free rein: “lmespective of which side of the barricades i choose, I snll sce

no real conlrasl betweoen my suggestions of conlextualisation as interprelation, and the

poststructuralists” loss of definite single meanings in the jungle of potential ones" {Frkvist
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1994: 53}, In his view, those who find many meanings, including contradictions and denials.,

it 2 text have in fact built many text wotlds, which may be coherent in themselves but still

cantradict and deny each other, around the same text. So, the differcnue belween traditionalists

bent on single, or Fewet, meanings, would ex::lude.

But whut about writcrs or speakers? How can relevance theory account for t

production? Ascarding to Bex (1994 112), although Sperber and Wilsan do not discuss how

speakers construct ullerances in any preat detal, they do state thal similar processes apply,

~ possibly in reverse order:

Converzely, a cummunicator cannot dircelly prescnt an sudience with an
assumption. All a speaker can do iy present a stimulus, hoping that its

pereeplion by members of the audience will lead to a modification of their
cnanitiva envirnnmeanl and trioocr some cnu’ml‘lun nroceIees I"Qnﬂrhtr &

ReRFLERLI W R e A AR E Ry oy ve WAL o = | ittt

Wilson in Bex 19%4: 112}

This ilea is echocd, thowgh in rather different termas, by the feminist writer H.D..

My sign-posis are nat ¥ours, but if [ blaze my own trail, it may help 1o give
vou conflidence and urge you lo get out of the murky, dead, old, theusand-times

cxplor .
{Cieiffin 1994: 12).

In selecting a specific stimulus, speakers (or writcrs) pay altention nol only 1o such formal

fealurcs ol the language as syntax and semantics, but also to discourse features, Dex (1954;

asgmnpt iona that Jane haz computed, but he will also wanl his uwtlerance 1o be considered as

an answer o the question. Bex follows Dakhtin {in Bex 1994: 113} in arguing that the
construction of uticrances invoives the scicciion of specific grammatical forms associated with
the discursive ptactices that are taking place, This position iz not dissimilar to that of
Hallidayan linguistics, which claims that particular lextual functions are realised ultimatefy
by specific choices at the lexicogrammatical level. FFrom this perspective, spenkers choose

their uiterances deliberatel y W fulfil pathicular lunctions,
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For cxample, consider he first paragraph [rom bargaret Alwood's Surfaciag {1979
T can't 'cu:he'fr: I'm on the road again, twisting along past the lake where lh
rhas are dumg the discase 18 sm’ﬂﬂdmg up from the south, and |

wilais
wijite l|.u.|. CNE3

notice they now have sea-planes for hire. But this 15 5til] near the city-limits:
we didn't go through, it's swelled coough to have a bypass, thatl's success,

==l
-rmk a

This extract is not casy 1o understand, since it is d difficuld o

relevance relations belween one statement and another. Although cach clause is supetficially
related 1o the next by a comma or by ‘and’, the logical relations between the clauses are not
self-cyident - whal is the link between the narrator's concern about the spread of a disease
affecting birches and the face that there are sea-planes for hire? 'But’ doesn’t secm [ indicaie
a contrast, either, This passage might pechaps canse the reader Lo think the narmator is deranged
Wmmvmdmﬁﬂrﬁﬁgﬂ{mmmt or pethaps

enblems which will be resolved further on, Bul what is most likely

sammmnaE N ETT AT +]
[ap H’\-Lllg Fp Linim

.‘deambl- IE AL

s (hat the reader will assume that the author is attempting (o show how visual images are
fmman [ L%

tracing & path across the narralor’s awarencss in a siream-of-consciousiess

1995: 36). According to Mackenzie (Bex 1904; 1253,

when we are confronted b)' texis that might be variously classified as

expenimental or pﬂsmmucmm or metafictional, texts that at first seem to rosial

al] e interpeetative procedures, we might assume that our assunptions are
being intentionally chullenged by the text's i,

Hex (1994; |25) qualifies this by saying that although readers are being chaulienged, they are
being challenged within the limits of a recognisable getre, and that such challenges would

muke no sense il they had to be faced withoul some nssumplions as ko how a particular gence

—fnwwmﬁwﬂpekﬁkwmlmmm position from which they arc

be received (Fairclough 1989, 1992, Hodge and Kress 1983). In this sensc, all texts are also
about solidarily, that i3, the construction of the ‘right’ sorts of listeners and readers, on

sufficiently like the social identity the speaker or wi tiier has adopted for the construction of Lha
particular text, OF course, we can choose o he 'Tesistant’ hearers of readers, reading against
the grain of the toxt and disavowing solidarity with the (implied} speaker and/or wriler and

hizg'het Lext.

Clearly, therefore, the interpretation and processing ol text relics on the reader’s inpul, on the

14




associations existing in the mind of the reader. A texl becomes meaningiul discourse only at
the sirme when it is being read, that is, when the reader starts 1o build up interpersonal and

socia-cultural contexts by imagining plausible ¢ivcumstances and motives which could have
al identity - whether personal

-
Eﬂ
.
[
i
b=

I
L

following quote by Gertrude Stein:

When you are wriling beforc \here is an audience anything wriiten is @5
important us any other thing and you cherish anyihing and everylhing that you
have writlen. After the audience begins, naturally they create something, that
is lhey ureate you, and 5o not everything is 5o impottant, something is more
important than anether ing, which iz not true when you were you that is when
you were not you as your litlle dog knows you, (Slein in Griffin 1954 1)

Thus, {here are scveral aspects of critical discaurse analysis and literary pragmalicy which
may be of use in this stody. The aotion of discourse as prapounded in eritical discouns¢
plications in the present study. Firstly, it clearly underpins my

}"5=S bl a J LA N & F AR Lo LR L i L b kel

definitions of feminism and translation. Both feminist and translalion discourse are secn ds

social, cultural und historical constructs. Secondly, this notion of discourse is « patticutarty

wseful tool in promoting reflection on the puwer play Detwac n domineni and peripher

amlmer Lo
Ay DELWGSEN WLWITHIRITL BT EJEJ'-'I}HL%

discursive systems in the fields of translation und of feminiso. This aspeet forms the focus of

chapier 3, which aims to provide insight inte the choice of certain viewpoints and theories over
athers in both translation and feminism, which in tum led 16 the phenemenon of feminist

translation in Canada. Thiedly, this vicw of discourse allows for a description of the underlying

ideolagics]l assumplions in all texts. and is therefore useful in cxplaining why {eminist

as well ag providing insight inlo the paradigm within which readets understand feminist
teanslation and the possible implications of feminist translation for translation studies as a

while.

‘the view of itetalure not 28 an isolated sel of 'special texts bul as discourse influenced and
genetated by society which can be analysed by means of rignrous methods of test atplysis as

propounded by literary pragmalicists, is also paniculacly valupble and is implied in my

definitions of feminist discourse and translation discourse. Literary pragmatics enables
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w {exls
discussion of the linguistie interaction nwmgrmmeﬁp%akewoﬂm

of liteyary lexts can be related

LoaL - v
| L5

and theit teal readers or hearers, Thus ine writing and readi
to the linguistic and sociocultutal contexts in which those processes have taken place, What

i3 clearly also important is (he nolion that postmodlernist lexls, which challenge conventional

nolions of genre and language, can be understood in terms of relevance relations. Thus, while

of genre, language and meaning, readers do still have a schema within which to categonse this

type of discourse, Readers of fminww&beingchﬂlﬁﬂgcd bul within the limils ¢t a
Listinctive rules, which include the tefusal W reduce a ext W

JakbLLEwrkl

recopnisable genre with 15 0WR

one single moaning, and the espousal of the 'ree pla;-f of meanings, Put, as Enkvist {1994: 33)

= ainioby that of rel :
parts it, the difference batween these nalcs and roor traditional rules is sir nply that of relevance

— theesholds. Finding many textyal meanings in a lext simply means having a lower relevance

threshold than the convenlional rcader, constructing many fext worlds around a text and

- wer, meamings, would exclude.
accepling as relevant what readers bent on single, o fower, MEAnINgS,

" - i i ¥ tice are useful in informing my
itical discourse analysis and litcrary pragma B

discussion of discourse as process, they are less helpful for comparalive lext analysis. This iz

because of the narrow focus of anaiysi

the lack of an integrated model of langua

on the part of many critical linguists in particular -

ge use to underpin stylistic analyses, coupled with

the analysis of short fragments of texts from one angle only (2.E. rransitivity), white perhaps

NECCIsaty for the puthors' purposcs, maY prndui.':e unhaianeed and HATDW IREIproaidis, A 5

Gezlip (19946 47 remarks:

I §Re3
vide vaned angles i‘mm which to consider the proce
Bl e superficial bittiness apparent

of meaning making, but the price io be paid is the superiic
in tany of the critical linguistics analyses,

Thus. discourse anaiysis of 8 differcnt type, namely text linguistics, {which is a branch of

inguisti I Fin this study to-examine written discourse and text
systemic functional linguistics) will be used e

cantectivity in a defined corpus of four forminiat texts written by Brossard and their formimist

translations. Text connectivity is an aspect which clearly merils examinalion in texls and

itanslations which fall withiti the deconstragtive/ feminist puradipm, as [ shall briefly cxplain.

e mentioned inomy introductory chapter, in feminist texts such as those written by Nicole




Brossard, lextual rmeaning as we know it is deconsirucicd, and the only ‘meaning’ tesiding in
a (ext is reflected by wordplay, by lexical conneetions, The same applies to feminist

translations of those texts, where the faminist translator aims o ¢reate a 'different’ chain of

itgtead of

tranzlating for meaning, lor the llﬂnlﬁﬂd', as is wstal in ranslaton. {These stalemnenls are

motivated in detail in Chaptcr 3). This approach makes it impossible to camy out 2

PR,

conventionsl comparative analysis of the meaning transfer between source and iarget texis,

and the value of conducting a comparaiive text analysis based on the rept

relations in text, so vital to forminist texis wricen within & decenstructive paradigm,

immediately becomes apparent,

2.3.2 ‘Theoretical background for the analysis of text: text linguistics

[n the present section, | provide the theoretical text-linguistic framework underlying my
2!!_!\'1!(‘)!' Framewark for which is described in Chantcrd- {Text

l.lpv-ciq--\- L FAlERFD 3 A '!-ll'l' == TR e maa -v it

ag structure) and applied in Chapter 5 {Text analysis}. Az mentioned eatlier, text linguistics

can be divided milo two main appmaches: "lext as structure” (cehesion) and Text as process

(coherence), (he former angiysing the surface siruciure of texts, the laiter the semantic and

rhctencal relilions undeclying discourse. The text-linguistic focus here is on Lexl as siruciure,

or cohesion, with parlicular attention being paid o the concepts of reperition links, This
seclion is not an exhaustive litcrature review of (he various approaches to the study of
cohesion in text linpuistics, but rather a directed discussion which aims to use cobesion as a

taod, in order to show how cohesion relates 1o textual arganisation and, wltimately, haw it

2.3.2.1 Defining text linguistic terms
2z

The concepl of cohesion may be broadly deiined as the way certain words or grammatical

hi

3. Defining cohesion

foatres of o senlence can connect that sentence W ks predecessors and suceessors in o lext
{loey 1991: 33 Jackson (in Carstcns 1997: [ 10) statcs:

Cuhesion refers to the ways in which sentences of a text are grammeaticedfy and

fextcaily finked, A bond is formed bebween one sentence and another hecause
the interpretation of o sentence either depends on o is informed by some ilem
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in a previous - usually the previous - senience.

Cohesion scrves & humber of important functions, the most important of which is its

irr better Crutinunicale 1els,

textual connections explicil to & listener or reader. in order

writers must consider how best to make the text comprehensible; they must consider cobesion.

_ One of the key questions asked with regard 10 cohesiun is: What 15 the nalure of a cohesive

relationship? Is il synlactic of semantic? ]laltiday and llazan's (1976: 8) answer Is

unequivecal:
the taxt and some other

i s S RT

Y J L, P H
narmaE o .ﬂ-]epﬂlﬂnf s

Lohesion i..,"'; a sememiic Felgiica Bawwoonan @ niim s
clement that is crucial to the interpretation of i This other element is also to
be found in the text: but is location in the text 15 nir way determined by the

yrammatical structure, The two elements, the presupposing and Ihe
presupposed, may be structurlly related to each other, or they may nol; it

imakes no difference 1o the meaning of the coheaive relation.

Werth fin Carstens 1957: 112} confirms this:

Cohesion is usually regarded as a semantic process of inferconneciing

senfences in a text, and sure enough, the effccts of cohesion appear in the

linguistic forms of sentences. The linguistic forms invelved included pronouns,

definite noun phrases, cllipsis and emphasis. However, when we come 10
examnine such accounts closcly, we find that they are crueially conditioned By

the requtrements af semantic cORMECHviLYe.

Thus, cohesicn is a seeniie relation which is realised spmtacricalfly in the §
cd o £Xpréss Seman it

the lexico-grammatical system - in other words, syntactic means are us

relations between clements in a lext.

1.3.2,1.2 The relatlonship betwecn cohesion and coberence

*jkewf&iﬂg—mwwglaﬂmnd Dressler (1981: 1), whereas cohesion dascribes
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