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Abstract

The primary thesis of the dissertation is that, contrary to
popul ar views, the translation of proper nanes is a non-
trivial question, closely related to the problem of the
meani ng of the proper nanme. The aim of this study is to show
what happens to proper nanes in the process of translation,
particularly from English into Hungarian, and to systenatise
and, within the franes of a suitable theory, explain the
phenonena i n question.

After a presentation in Chapter One of a selection of the
literature on the translation of proper nanes, followed by a
di scussion of the nmamin points of the research, Chapter Two
offers a detailed overview of the major issues in translation
and, through analysing the shortcomngs of the various
traditional approaches, cones to offer support for the claim
that translation is best studied within the frames of a
general theory of communicati on.

Chapter Three, in turn, introduces the general cognitive
and comunicative theoretical framework, mainly on the basis
of Anderson (1992) and Sperber and WIlson (1986), in which it
becomes possible to explain translation not as an isolated
phenonenon but as a special form of comrunication.

Chapter Four proceeds to present, based on Gutt (1991),
how translation can be characterised wthin this general
framework as an interpretive formof comrunication.

Wth the theoretical foundations |aid, Chapter Five takes
up again the specific issue of how proper nanmes behave in
transl ati on. First it examnes questions of definition,
I dentification, and neaning. It then noves on to consider what
probl ens proper nanes pose in translation and proposes a set
of translation operations, explained in relevance-theoretic

terns.

Vi



The case studies presented in Chapter Six attenpt to prove
t hat proper nanes, |ike any other expression, behave in a nore
or less predictable way in translation and that this behaviour
can be related not so nmuch with which traditional class the
nane belongs to as wth what it contributes to the
comuni cation in the particul ar context.

Chapter Seven sums up the nmjor findings of the study and
briefly discusses sonme inplications of the results concerning
transl ator education and the use of translation in teacher

trai ni ng.
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Osszefogl al 6

Az értekezés alapvets allitasa az, hogy a példaul Vendler
(1975) altal negfogal mazott nézettel szenben a tul aj donnevek
forditdsa egy nemtrivialis kérdés, anely szorosan 6sszeflgg a
tul aj donnév j el ent ésének probl émij aval. A dol gozat célja, hogy
bemut assa, m torténik a tul ajdonnevekkel a forditéas
f ol yamat aban, kul 6nos tekintettel az angol - magyar
forditasiréanyra, valamnt hogy rendszerezze és negfeleld
el mél eti ker et be hel yezve nmegnmagyar azza a feltart
j el enségeket .

Ennek érdekében sorrendben a kovet kezg kér dések
vizsgalatat veégzi el. A szakirodalm el szményeket és a
tanul many fsbb allitasait bemutatd el sg fejezet utan a nasodik
fejezet attekinti a forditasel mélet |egfontosabb problénmait és
ezek hagyomanyos negkozelitéseit, s ennek alapjan tanogatja
azt a nézetet, mel y szerint a forditas j el enségei
| egnegf el el sSbben egy  kommuni kaci 6- el neél et keretein bel Ul
vi zsgal hat 6k

A harmadik és negyedik fejezet bevezeti a kutatas
altal dnos kognitiv és kommunikativ elméleti keretét, anelynek
révén lehetsvé valik a forditasnak sajatos jellegzetességekkel
b
| ei rasa és magyar azat a.

—_

ro, de nem elszigetelt kommunikaci 6s folyamatként valé

Ezt kovet sen az 6t odi k fejezet kisérletet tesz a vizsgal at

t &r gyat képezd kat egori a, a t ul aj donnév f ogal manak
pont osi t asar a, €s részletesen vizsgalja a tul aj donnév
jelentésének a kutatas alapvets  kérdésével kozvet | eni

O0sszef iggs probl émaj at .

Szanos példan keresztiul benutatja a tul aj donnevekkel
kapcsolatban a forditds soran felnmerdl s probl émikat és a
forditdék altal al kal mazott negol dasokat, és javaslatot tesz

ezen negol ddsok rendszerbe foglaléasara. Az adott el nméleti

viii



keretre tamaszkodva négy kil 6nb6zs  forditasi mivel et et
azonosit, és vil dgosan defini alja azokat.

Ezen mivel eti nmeghat arozasokat al kal nazva a hatodi k
fejezet két konkrét mi forditasanak elenzésével megkisérl
bi zonyitani, hogy a tulajdonnevek |atszdlag rendszertelen
vi sel kedése a forditéasban val 6j aban a komruni k&ci 6s fol yamat
torvényszertiségei altal diktalt, szisztematikus jelenség, és
az adott elneleti keretben nagy pontossaggal el srejel ezhets és
magyar azhat 6.

Végezetil a hetedik fejezet 0Osszefoglalja a tanul many

| ényegesebb nmegal | apitasait, maj d révi den kifejti az
erednményeknek a forditok képzésével, illetve a forditasnak a
nyel vt anar - képzésben val 6 al kal razasaval kapcsol at os

| egf ont osabb i npli kaci 6it.



Chapter One
| nt r oducti on

1.1. The purpose of the study

When people ask me about the topic of ny research, nost of
them are surprised at the answer: “the problem of proper nanes
in translation”. “lIs that a problen?” they normally ask, which
makes one ponder a little. This reaction, | think, reflects
the popular view that proper names do not need to be
translated into foreign |anguages. Even nore interestingly,
the point is maintained not only by ordinary people but by
some scholars of |language as well, such as, anobng others,
Vendl er (1975), who wites that since proper nanes |ack
nmeani ng, they are not translated but sinply carried over to
the foreign | anguage during translation

Naturally, in this question nuch depends on (a) what we
regard as a proper nane, (b) how we understand the meani ng of
a proper nane or, in general, of a linguistic expression, and
(c) what we call translation. Consequently, the general aim of
this study will be to shed sonme |light on these three points in
order that we may subsequently attenpt a nore precise
characterisation of our initial question, which is what
happens to proper nanmes in translation, and especially in
transl ation into Hungari an.

In accordance with the general nethodol ogical requirenents
of scientific research (cf., for exanpl e, Anbar cumnj an
1980: 116, witing about the nethodology of cosnologica
research, and Henpel 1967:1) and, in particular, wth the
requi renents of adequacy as fornmulated by Chonsky (1965) for
|l inguistics, our study ainms at an adequate account of the
probl em on three |evels:



(1) Observati onal adequacy, which neans that t he
phenonena to be accounted for are properly
i dentifi ed;

(2) Descriptive adequacy, which nmeans that the phenonena
in question are properly described, characterised,
and cl assifi ed;

(3) Explanatory adequacy, which neans that the findings
are explicated in a general, econom c, and universa
theoretical framework, which enables us to nake

predictive statenents.

Consequently, ny specific ains are, first of all, to be able
to accurately identify proper nanes as they occur in specific
texts; second, to describe what translators do with them in
particul ar cases and to provide an account of how in genera
transl ators tackle proper nanmes, that is, what procedures or
operations are used; and finally, to explain which operation
Is selected in what situations and why.

It is hoped that, apart fromthe theoretical interest that
these questions hold, the study will yield results which can
be utilised in the actual practice of translation and of
transl ator education as well.

1.2. The prelimnaries

This section presents, in chronological order, a selection of
the precursors of this present study which have attenpted to
describe the behaviour of proper nanes in translation. One
general remark that can be nade about these attenpts is that
while they are all undoubtedly valuable either for the wealth
of exanples they bring in, for the elaborateness of the
description, or for the practical utility of the odd piece of
advice they provide for the translator, none of them is
consistently systematic or conplete, and they fail (or, as a

matter of fact, sinply do not go as far as to aspire) to place



the question within the franes of a suitable theory that could
provide notivation, and explanation, for the procedures
descri bed.

In the following discussion | shall focus nobst of ny
attention on J. Soltész’s 1967 article, a remarkably detail ed
i nvestigation of the area, for two nmain reasons. The first is
that she is nostly concerned with the translation of proper
nanes into Hungarian as the receptor |anguage, which is ny
specific concern, too; and the second is that she fornul ates

sone interesting clains which | would Iike to chall enge.

1.2.1. Tarnéczi (1966)

Wth reference to personal names and nanmes of |ocations,
according to Tarnoczi, the translator nay be faced with a
prelimnary question concerning the transliteration of nanes
in a text. He distinguishes between the transliteration of
letters and of phonemc values, suggesting that between
different scripts only the fornmer should be applied and that
the latter is also best avoided between |anguages using the
sanme script. Wiatever the translator’s decision is, he calls
attention to the inportance of being consistent throughout a
transl ati on.

Tarn6czi maintains that although personal names can
theoretically be translated, the nost appropriate solution is
to mrror theminto the target text, that is, preserve themin
the original form This advice also applies to geographical
nanes and titles of works of art.

Proper nanes in the translation may also need to be

explicated (e.g. Hungarian az eészak-franciaorszagi Haute-
Marne negye’ for French ‘Haute-Marne’) or, in other cases,
nodul at ed, which Tarnoczi defines as a nodification of content

(*Pablo Ruiz’ for ‘Picasso’).



1.2.2. J. Soltész (1967)

She begins with defining proper nanmes as expressions denoting
unique entities and states that they are part of the
|l i nguistic system of the comunity to which the denotation of
the nanme belongs. Wen the significance of this denotation,
that is, the possessor of the name, stretches over the
boundaries  of the given linguistic conmunity, foreign
| anguages are faced with the dilema whether to incorporate
the name into their own contexts unchanged or to attenpt to
translate it, using their own nmeans to preserve the neaning of
the nane. Translating a proper nanme, she wites, is nothing
but signalling the sane unique denotation by the neans of
anot her | anguage.

Wthout going here into matters concerning the use of the
term denotation, it is interesting to see that for J. Soltész,
contrary to many others, it seens evident that proper nanes
(may) have neani ngs.

She then goes on to distinguish between three main types
of proper names with respect to their nmeaning. The first (type
A) includes so-called sign nanes, like ‘Jéanos’, ‘Duna’, etc.
whi ch have no neaning in the way that a common nane does and
are non-descriptive, non-connotative (although later on, on
page 284, she herself remarks that since the frequency of use
of related nanes in different |anguages may be dissimlar,
their stylistic val ues may be different, t 00), and
unnot i vat ed.

The second type (type B), curiously enough, she calls word
nanmes and characterises them as notivated, connotative, and
nostly descriptive. Exanples are nanes like ‘Krem’,
‘Lanchid’, ‘Mnt Blanc’. It is noted here that wth the
passing of time nmany of these nanes have lost their
descriptive character and have becone opaque in this respect.
For exanple, nost famly nanmes, which originally directly

reflected the qualities of their bearers, like *Kovacs



(Blacksmth), ‘Veres’ (Red), or ‘' Nagy’ (Big), are not
notivated any nore in this sense.

The third type includes nanes which are conbinations of
sign nanes and elenents from the common word classes (type
AB). These elenents my be adjectives, suffixes or, nost
frequently, words nanming a higher-Ilevel conceptual category.
Exanpl es are names like ‘U pest’, ‘Ormansag’, ‘Erzsébet-hid’ .

For the different types of names J. Soltész offers the
following translation procedures: Names of type A nmay be
substituted by a corresponding nanme in the foreign | anguage or
| eft unchanged, nanes of type B and type AB may be partly or
wholly translated or substituted (in her wuse the term
translation includes, in a wder sense, substitution, too).
She namintains that the choice of operation is conditional upon
whi ch category of entities the denotation of the name bel ongs
to: whether it 1is a person, a geographical place, an
institution, a work of art, etc. and consequently proceeds
with her overview on the basis of traditional proper nane
cl asses.

She presents exanples from a wde variety of classes,
rangi ng from personal nanmes through geographical nanes, nanes
of heavenly bodi es, nanes of town districts, streets,
bui | di ngs, nanmes of ships, animals and institutions to titles
of works of art and newspapers. She is mainly concerned with
translation into Hungarian but provides sone exanples for
ot her | anguages as wel|.

Finally, turning to the question of the regularities of
the translatability of proper nanes, she states that there are
so many contradictions and exceptions that it is hardly
possible to talk about regularity or systematicity here. The
reason for contradictions, in her opinion, is a clash between
two opposing principles: the unalterability of names, which is
connected with their identifying function (for details, see

section 5.2) and, on the other hand, the requirenment of



intelligibility. Since the two principles cannot be satisfied
simul taneously, one of them has to be sacrificed in any
particul ar case. Wich one of themis sacrificed is dependent
on whether the requirenent of identification (as with personal
nanes) or the requirement of intelligibility (as wth
geographical and institution nanmes, or titles, which, as they
are common syntagns, she calls peripheral nanes) is nore
inmportant in the given case. As for the large nunber of
exceptions, she notes that these arise as a result of
conventions, traditions, and changes in ideals of linguistic
purity.

J. Soltész’s final conclusion is that all the Iinguist can
do is record the facts, but beyond that he/she can give very
little practical advice in this area. However, so nmuch can be
stated at least that it is appropriate and necessary to

i ncl ude proper names in bilingual dictionaries.

1.2.3. Elman (1986)

This study is another rich source of exanples from a variety
of |anguages, other than Hungarian, in this case. Through the
exam nation of these exanples Elman cones to reckon that
translators can choose from anong three techniques when they
tackl e proper nanmes: they can transfer, that is, carry over
the nanme into the receptor |anguage in the original form they
can translate the nane (in the ordinary sense of the tern), or
they can alter, or nodify, the nanme, which neans substituting
the nane by a receptor |anguage expression which is not in
direct correspondence with it.

1.2.4. Newnmark (1988)

Newmar k devot es one short section of a chapter to proper nanes
in his excellent textbook. He takes his exanples from three
cl asses of proper nanes: people’s nanes, nanmes of objects, and

geogr aphi cal terns.



People’'s first and surnanes, he wites, are normally
transferred (on the assunption that these have no connotations
in the text), whereby their nationality is preserved. In sone
exceptional cases, however, a personal nane nmay be translated,
as with nonarchs, popes, or saints, or with nanes which have
connotations in imginative literature. Yet other, mainly
classical, names are naturalised, that is, converted to norna
target |anguage spelling or pronunciation (referred to by
other authors as transliteration): English ‘Horace’ for Latin
“Horatius’, for i nst ance. Were both nationality and
connotations are significant, translation and naturalising
back into the original |anguage may be coupled, as M chael
Hol man did in Tolstoy’'s Resurrection, where the nane ‘ Nabatov’
(alluding to a state of alarm is turned into ‘Al arnov’.

Nanes of objects, including tradenarks, brands and
proprietaries, are normally transferred. Geographical nanes,
on the other hand, need to be checked for an existing
correspondent in an atlas or a simlar source. Finally he
remarks that we have to distinguish between two Kkinds of
contexts in which toponyns occur: as itens in an address they
will be transferred, but as cultural scenery in a brochure

for instance, they will be translated, partly at |east.

1.2.5. Schultze (1991)

This paper is concerned with the translation in plays of
personal nanes and titles functioning as parts of personal
nanes. Based on historical -descriptive studies, it offers five
different nodes of rendering personal nanes. (1) D rect
transfer, where the source language form is kept in the
translation, also including the transliteration of nanes
between different scripts; (2) adaptation, where the nane is
adjusted to the spelling and pronunciation rules of the target
| anguage (an operation nore comonly referred to in the

literature as a form of transliteration between |anguages



using the same script); (3) substi tution, where the
translation uses the target |anguage equivalent of the nane
(German ‘Hans’ for English “John’, for exanple); (4) semantic
translation, where the denotative neaning and perhaps sone
connotative meanings of the original are rendered in a target
| anguage form including cases of partial translation, in
which only one specific aspect of the neaning of the nane is
translated; and (5) transfer of an artistic device, where the
translator imtates the device by which the original nane was
formed (a telling nane, for exanple). To ne, this latter
operation seens nore like an instance of conbining the other
operations, as Newrark (1988) has shown with the ‘Nabatov’ to
“Al arnov’ exanpl e.

Wth regard to titles, this list is supplenented by three
further operations: (6) omssion, (7) addition, and (8)
repl acenent, neaning the use in the translation of a title
conpletely different fromthe original one.

This variety of solutions, in Schultze's opinion, reflects
the norm conflicts that translators are faced with in drama
transl ation. These conflicts are due to a nunber of factors,
ranging from meaning (denotative as well as connotative)
through function in the dramatic text and poetic qualities to
coherence within the context of the given play or within the
context of a group of plays (e.g. a playwight’'s collected
works). She stresses that the choice between the various
oper ati ons S cl osely connect ed to t he translator’s
understanding of cultural transfer and cultural identity (the

given cultural and intercultural context).

1.2.6. Heltai and Pinczés (1993)
Heltai and Pinczés enphasise that as the main rule in the
translation of proper nanes the accepted practice, or

tradition, of the receptor |anguage (Hungarian in this case



since this is a book witten for Hungarian candi dates of the
state | anguage exam is to be foll owed.

The names of streets and squares (wth some exceptions)
are not translated, they wite, nor are the nanes of
institutions, newspapers and nmagazines, conpanies, schools,
and uni versities, in general . Cccasional |y, however ,
transparent nanes nmay be translated (‘Nenezeti Galéria for
‘“National Gallery’). One major factor in the decision whether
to translate or not to translate a nane is the aim of the
translation: who it is for and for what purpose it is done. In
this light, the translator has several options. Wth nanes
conbi ning proper nouns and comon nouns, for instance, the
foll owi ng operations may be carried out. The proper noun-part
may be kept in the original form while the comon noun-part
may be kept, translated or left out (‘Salt Lake Gty both in
English and in Hungarian, ‘Mexikovaros’ for ‘Mexico City , ‘a
Ni agara’ for ‘N agara Falls’). On the other hand, a name may
al so be supplenented in the translation by an added el enent
(‘a Severn folydé for ‘the Severn'), or even explained in a
parenthetical note or otherwise (‘a Farners’ Wekly cim
nezégazdasagi hetilap’ for ‘Farnmers’ Wekly').

1.2.7. Kl audy (1994)

Klaudy in the second, practical, part of her excellent book
offers an elaborate system for classifying translational
operations. Her «classification is based on the technical
properties of the operations described, that is, on how they
are carried out and not on, for instance, the reason behind
them or the purpose they serve, or on the linguistic |evel at
whi ch they occur (although she does make a distinction between
| exi cal and grammatical operations). Since | am concerned with
| exical elements, nanes, | shall restrict nmy presentation to

| exi cal operations here.



El even main  types of these are described: (1)
concretisation of neaning, (2) generalisation of neaning, (3)
contraction of neaning, (4) splitting of neaning, (5) |exical
om ssi ons, (6) | exi cal addi ti ons, (7) transposition of
nmeani ng, (8) substitution of neaning, (9) antonynous
translation, (10) total transformation of nmeaning, and (11)
conpensation for losses in translation.

Proper names, in her understanding, are part of a
culture’s realia (in the wide interpretation of the tern), the
| ore of culture-specific expressions, which are alien to other
cultures. She provides a wealth of exanples for all the
different operations. Proper nanmes (as a particular Kkind of
realia) are treated under t he fol |l ow ng headi ngs:
generalisation, omssion, addition, and total transformation
of neani ng.

Generalisations (and concretisations) in translation
occur, according to Klaudy, because any two |anguages wll
segnent reality in different ways (this observation rem nds
us, of course, of the Sapir-Worf hypothesis). For exanple,
‘“Oreo crunbs’ in Hungarian translation my be generalised as
‘csoki .

Simlarly, omssions and additions in translation happen
as a result of the differences between the systens of
background know edge that source |anguage readers and target
| anguage readers possess. Thus, ‘Belgravia house’ may, in
Hungarian translation, beconme ‘nagy haz’ (omssion) and
‘Malteser’ may be turned into ‘ Maltai cukorka’ (addition).

Tot al transformati ons, in Klaudy’s opinion, ari se,
| i kewi se, because of extra-linguistic differences. She defines
total transformation as an operation whereby a source |anguage
nmeaning is substituted by a target |anguage neaning which,
aside from not being the dictionary equivalent of the
original, is seemngly conpletely unrelated to it in terns of

its logical inmport. For exanple, ‘Boxer’ and ‘Clover’ in
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Owell’s fambus Animal Farm are translated into Hungarian by
Szijgyartd as ‘Bandi’ and ‘ Rozsi’ .

One  of the nmgjor shortcom ngs of this otherw se
outstanding work seems to be that although its author “hopes
to serve one of the main objects of translation studies, the
di scovery of rules governing the seenmngly subjective
decisions of translators” (p. 383), which is a very agreeable
aspiration for a book of this kind, it does not actually offer
a systematic and explicit explanation for the use of the

above-descri bed operati ons.

1.2.8. Tellinger (1996)
In this article, the author analyses a German translation of a
novel by Sandor Marai, which depicts the “old Hungary” of the
times before the Comrunist reginme. This book abounds in the
cultural realia of those days, famliar to Hungarian readers
but conpletely alien to an average Cerman reader, which proved
a constant problemfor the translator throughout the novel.
Tellinger identifies three operations that the translator
used in tackling proper nanes. Personal names and sone
geogr aphi cal names are preserved in the original form
(interestingly, he also refers to this operation as
transcription), other geographical nanmes, where possible,
along wwth the nanmes of cafes, restaurants, streets, squares,
bridges and ceneteries are translated, while in the case of
titles of newspapers and works of art the translator had to
check for an existing German translation and, if he found one,
he had to use this in the target text.

1.3. The nmin i ssues of contention

First of all, contrary to clains such as Vendler’'s (1975), it
appears that al | the above-introduced authors regard
(implicitly at least, if not expressly) the question of the

transl ati on of proper nanes a non-trivial issue. As J. Soltész
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points out (p. 281), it is related to the question of the
nmeani ng of proper nanes; therefore one of the ainms of this
study will be to exam ne this question nore closely.

Secondly, despite the recognition of the significance of
nmeaning in this issue, all of these authors, wth the
exception of Klaudy (who is not primarily concerned wth
proper nanmes), approach the problem on the basis of the
traditional classification of proper nanes, in which the
structure of their neaning has no (direct) relevance. My claim
is that this kind of approach does not have much practical
utility and only serves to conplicate matters.

Thirdly, the eight authors offer us eight sets of
operations, which are only partly convergent, with shared as
well as partly overlapping categories, occurring in various
conbi nati ons (sunmarised in section 5.6). Naturally, the sane
set of facts can be classified in different ways, thus the
di vergence of these descriptions should not surprise us. Wat
Is nore inportant here is that all of them seem to be either
| acking in certain categories (wth the exception of Schultze,
whose classification, | think, covers all possible cases) or
otherw se, sonme of their definitions are inconsistent. Wy
should we regard, for instance, Schultze's transliteration
(between different scripts) essentially different from what
she calls adaptation (to a target culture’'s rules of spelling
and pronunciation)? Catford (1965) defines transliteration as
the replacenment of SL graphological units by TL graphol ogi ca
units, and describes three steps in the process: (1) SL
letters are replaced by SL phonol ogi cal units, (2) SL
phonol ogi cal units are translated into TL phonol ogi cal units,
and (3) TL phonological units are converted into TL letters
(p. 66). Cearly, this covers both of Schultze' s operations.

My task, then, will be to provide a non-conplicated (that

is, general enough), and (hopefully) transparent system of
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operations, which are precisely defined, and are defined in
terms of meaning inport.

Fourthly, it has to be seen that while any system of
operations nmay be wuseful as a tool of description and,
primarily, for purposes of instruction, it cannot be an end in
itself, since any classificatory scheme is fragnmentary in the
sense that it is by necessity a Procrustean bed for phenonena:
no classification can be so sophisticated as to be able to
exhaustively cover all phenonena.

Fifthly, if it was true that, as J. Soltész states, in
this question it is hardly possible to talk about regularity
or systematicity, there would be no point in mking a
descriptive classification. Then, as she suggests, all the
linguist can do is record the facts and stop at this point,
not being able to provide explanation or advice. | would,
however, |ike to say that the linguist can and nust go beyond
that, for eventually any description is merely a prerequisite
for an expl anati on.

Therefore, sixthly, if it is not to be an ad hoc
collection of odd operations but a guide for principled
solutions, revealing the regularities underlying the surface,
this system needs to be framed within a general theory of
translation, as part of the descriptive conponent of the
t heory.

Seventhly, and finally, as for the form of such a theory,
the following needs to be considered. According to J. Soltész
the lack of regularity is minly due to a clash between two
principles: the principle of identification and the principle
of intelligibility. In other words, since with proper nanes
the two cannot be satisfied at the sane tine, one of them has
to overcone the other in any particular case - but which of
them is nostly unpredictable. To conplicate the situation,
great nunbers of exceptional cases arise as a result of

conventions and traditions in a language. | would like to
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claim however, that on a nore general level, there is no
cl ash here between these two principles, rather (if we insist
on the existence of such principles), they are two
conpl enentary aspects  of a nore general principle of
comuni cat i on, whi ch can account for t he seeni ng
irregularities and exceptions, too. Wiat we are after, then,
is a theory of comrunication which can bring order into the

apparent chaos.

1.4. The structure of this study

Chapter Two offers a detailed overview of the major issues in
translation and, through analysing the shortcom ngs of the
vari ous traditional equi val ence- based and nor e recent
functi onal approaches, cones to offer support for the claim
that translation is best studied within the frames of a
general theory of communicati on.

Chapter Three, in turn, introduces the general cognitive
and communicative theoretical framework, mainly on the basis
of Anderson (1992) and Sperber and WIlson (1986), in which it
becomes possible to explain translation not as an isolated
phenonenon but as a special form of comrunication.

Chapter Four proceeds to present, based on Gutt (1991),
how translation can be characterised wthin this general
framework as an interpretive formof comrunication

Wth the theoretical foundations |aid, Chapter Five takes
up again the specific issue of how proper nanmes behave in
transl ati on. First it examnes questions of definition
I dentification, and neaning. It then noves on to consider what
probl ens proper nanes pose in translation and proposes a set
of translation operations, explained in relevance-theoretic
terns.

The case studies presented in Chapter Six attenpt to prove
that proper nanes, |ike any other expression, behave in a

| argely predictable way in translation and that this behaviour
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can be related not so nmuch with which traditional class the
nanme belongs to as wth what it contributes to the
comuni cation in the particul ar context.

Chapter Seven sums up the nmjor findings of the study and
briefly discusses sonme inplications of the results concerning
transl ator education and the use of translation in teacher

t rai ni ng.
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Chapter Two

Approaches to Transl ati on

This chapter introduces sonme basic notions and di scusses sone
of the pivotal problens that have been the concern of
translation scholars since ancient tinmes, and proposes that
the study of translation is best carried out in a general
comuni cative framework. The question of the specific form of
this franmework is left to Chapters Three and Four.

2.1. General gquestions

In this section | shall try to tackle three questions that are
at the heart of any thinking about translation. The first is
an existential one concerning the often-benpaned inpossibility
of translation, the second is a qualitative one concerning the
need for assessing translational decisions, and the third one

regards the formand range of a theory of translation.

2.1.1. The (impossibility of translation: translation,

| anguage and cul ture

Traduttore traditore, the translator is a traitor, says the
Italian proverb and, evidently, there is sone truth in it.
Anybody who has ever tried their hand at translation wll
renmenber the painful experience of not being able to render
sonme word or expression in a ‘perfect’ way. There are always
elenments in a text which defy the translator and, in the end,
get nore or less lost in the process. This is what nakes sone
people think that translation, in this sense, is an inpossible
endeavour, even though people have actually practised it for
t housands of years.

According to Nida (1959) the main source of problens in
translation is the msmatches between the grammtical and
| exi cal categories of the |anguages involved. Sone information
IS necessarily lost in the translation, for instance, when the
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original’s |anguage obligatorily expresses sonething that the
translation’s |anguage does not. This is the case, for
exanple, wth English and Hungarian third person singular
pronouns, where there is a gender contrast in English which
does not exist in Hungarian. But allowing for a nore dynanic
view of translatability, such problens can be sol ved by, anong
ot hers, a paraphrasing procedure since, as Roman Jakobson so
aptly wites, “languages differ essentially in what they nust
convey and not in what they can convey” (Jakobson 1959: 234).

Catford (1965) di sti nguishes two reasons for t he
untranslatability of sone elenent: one linguistic and one
cultural. In his view, sonmething may be untransl atabl e because
of the differences between the |anguage of the original text
and that of the translation, or because of differences in the
concepts that are used in the tw cultures to which these
| anguages belong. Linguistic and cultural wuntranslatability,
however, seem to be two aspects of the same thing, given the
intricate relationship between |anguage and culture, where
culture is wunderstood in a wde, anthropological sense,
explained in Tomalin and Stenpelski (1993), as including its
menbers’ ideas, beliefs, custons, |anguage, and material as
well as non-material products. The best-known (and nost
controversial) fornulation of this relationship is the so-
called Sapir-Worf hypothesis, naned after the |inguists,
Edward Sapir and Benjamn Lee Worf, from whom it is
originated. According to this hypothesis, also known by the
name of linguistic determnism the |anguage we speak
effectively determnes the way we nake sense of the world of
phenonmena, the way in which we understand reality. Worf,
witing in 1940, in his article ‘Science and Ilinguistics’,
expounded this idea in the foll ow ng words:

We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native

| anguages. The categories and types that we isolate from

the world of phenonena we do not find there because they

17



stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the
world is presented in a kal eidoscopic flux of inpressions
which has to be organized by our mnds - and this neans
largely by the linguistic systems in our mnd. W cut
nature up, organize it into concepts, and ascribe
significances as we do, largely because we are parties to
an agreenent to organize it this way - an agreenment that
hol ds t hroughout our speech comunity and is codified in
the patterns of our |anguage. The agreenent is, of course,
an inplicit and unstated one, but its terns are absolutely
obligatory; we cannot talk at all except by subscribing to
the organization and classification of data which the
agreenent decrees (Whorf 1997:213f).

One year later, in ‘Language, mnd, and reality’, he returned
to this question and argued again that every language is a
pattern-system with its own fornms and categories, ordained by
the culture of which it is part and, by using the |anguage,
the individual not only comunicates, but also perceives and
anal yses phenonena, channels his reasoning, and “builds the
house of his consciousness” (Worf 1997: 252).

The hypothesis in this form often referred to as
linguistic determnism entails that speakers of different
| anguages dwell in different ‘houses of consciousness’ and are
thus prevented from understanding each other, to a Ievel
proportionate to the degree of the differences between their
| anguages. And this would, of course, anobunt to accepting the
claim that translation is, depending on the |evel of
rel at edness between the | anguages invol ved, inpossible.

However, the extreme form of the hypothesis has been
rejected by nobst, on the ground of enpirical observations to
the effect that the nmutual understanding of people from
different cultures 1is far from hopeless, =even if nmade

difficult in certain cases by conceptual differences. One
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specific formof this process of understanding is the |earning
of foreign |anguages, the very existence of which serves as a
proof of the possibility of conceptualising in terns of
| anguages other than one’s own. In Hungary, for instance, we
do not have the kind of beer that the English call ‘stout’, we
can nevertheless grasp the neaning of the concept by
expl anati on or denonstration.

Thus the general view has cone to be that whereas
translation may be made difficult by linguistic and cultura
differences, it 1is never as difficult as to be utterly
i npossible. As Munin wites, “translation can never be
conpletely finished, which also denonstrates that it is never
whol ly inpossible either” (Munin 1963:279). There are even
scholars, like Pym who take the possibility of translation as
given, and use the notion of translation in defining culture:
“I't is enough to define the limts of a culture as the points
where transferred texts have had to be (intralingually or
interlingually) translated” (Pym 1992:26). Naturally, at this
poi nt nuch depends on what we think translation is, but as
long as we regard translation as sonme form of nediation
bet ween | anguages, and cultures, this point seens acceptable.

One could argue, of course, that such petty commonpl ace
exanples as the one above do not invalidate the thesis as a
whol e and, as a matter of fact, there is still an assunption
present in translation circles that cultural differences do
cause ‘losses’ or ‘mstranslations’. This view is voiced in
the followng lines from an essay on the translations of the
epi stl es of Juan de Avil a.

| f Spanish literature is indeed firmy rooted in the w der
European tradition, one would expect it to translate nore
or less seamessly into other European |anguages. I|f, on
the other hand, translations from the Spanish alter or

m srepresent the source material, this may be evidence
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that the translator is not sinply rendering the text from
one | anguage into another, but transplanting it from one
cultural context to another (Yamanoto-W I son 2000: 25).

In fact, here it is assunmed that mstranslations nay be used
as evidence for ascertaining cultural non-conpatibility. This
position crucially depends on the notion of ‘mnistranslation’
which, in turn, presupposes that we have at our disposal a
reliable tool for nmeasuring the quality of translations. This

point is examned in the foll ow ng section.

2.1.2. Translation quality assessnent
“Transl ation criticism is an essenti al [ink bet ween
translation theory and its practice” (Newrark 1988:184).
Essential, wites Newrark, and rightly so, since criticismis
connected to three activities which are doubtless anong the
chief practical concerns of the study of translation: the
eval uation of existing translations, the search for grips in
maki ng decisions during the translation process, and the
i nprovenent of translator educating practices. Holnmes also
names translation criticismas one of the crucial areas of the
applied branch of translation studies (Hol mes 1988a: 78).

One maj or question regarding quality assessnent is whether
It is possible to carry it out wth the necessary degree of
objectivity - otherwise it wll anmount to no nore than a nere
list of subjective inpressions. Translation scholars have not
been fully optimstic in this respect. House, for instance, is
sure that “translation quality assessnent is not likely to
becone objectified in the nmanner of natural sciences” (House
1981:64). The sanme scepticism characterises Holnes's (1988a)
and Newmark’s (1988) thinking, who, however, claim that “a
small elenent of uncertainty and subjectivity elimnates
neither the necessity nor the wusefulness of translation

criticism as an aid for raising translation standards”
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(Newmar k 1988:192), and that the aim of translation scholars
and critics should be “to reduce the intuitive elenment to a
nore acceptable level” (Holnmes 1988a:78). This can only be
achieved if quality assessment is based on explicit and
systematic criteria. As to the nature of these criteria, two
guestions ari se: (D) should they be prescriptive or
descriptive, rather?;, and (2) should they include only the
translation or, rather, a conparison of the translation wth
the original? In general, it could be said that the majority
of translation scholars today prefer a descriptive and
conpar ati ve approach, although the useful ness of conparing the
translation to the original has recently been brought into
guestion. Toury, for exanple, is afraid that it nay lead to a
mere enuneration of translation errors and an undue reverence
for the original (Toury 1978:26). Such an approach, scholars
i ke him would argue, fails to acknow edge the fact that the
translation is bound not only to the original text but also to
the conditions of the situation in which it 1is created.
Therefore, the quality assessnent of a translation can be done
in at least two ways: in ternms of its closeness, or
equi val ence, to the original and in termns of its
appropri ateness, or adequacy, in the context of the receiving
culture. As Shveitser wites, if the notion of equivalence
answers the question whether the translated text corresponds
to the original, “adequacy answers the question whether a
given translation, as a process, neets the requirenents of
given comunicative conditions” (Shveitser 1993:51). This
distinction, in this form originating, to the best of ny
know edge, from Komi ssarov (1980), entails that equivalence
and adequacy are not necessarily linked with each other: a
transl ation can be (to sone degree) equivalent to the original
and not adequate in the given situation or, vice versa, it can

be adequately perforned while not at the sane tine equival ent
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to its source. The questions of equival ence and adequacy are
given a nore detailed treatnent in sections 2.2 and 2. 3.

2.1.3. Translation theory

The criteria for translation quality assessnent should be
provided by a theory of translation. In this respect we are
first faced with a nmeta-theoretical question: what should this
theory be like? Holmes (1988a) argues that the study of
translation is an enpirical discipline and, as such, has two
maj or objectives: “to describe particular phenonena in the
worl d of our experience and to establish general principles by
means of which they can be explained and predicted” (Henpel
1967:1, cited in Holmes 1988a:71). In other words, the basic
requirenents are that its statenents should be (1) enpirically
testable, (2) predictive, and (3) general.

Accordingly, Translation Studies, as the discipline has
come to be known after Holnes (1988a), ains at (1) describing
the phenonena of translating (the process) and translations
(the result of the process), and (2) establishing general
principles by neans of which the above-nenti oned phenonena can
be explained and predicted. These two branches of the
di scipline are called by Holmes descriptive translation
studies and theoretical translation studies (Holnes 1988a:71).
He al so distinguishes an applied branch including four areas:
translator training, translation aids, translation policy, and
the one that has been discussed in the previous section,
translation criticism

Hol mes also points out that a conprehensive theory of
transl ation rmnust be “the product of teammork between
specialists in a variety of fields — text studies, linguistics
(particularly psycho- and soci o-1i ngui stics), literary
studi es, psychology, and sociology” (Holnmes 1988b:101). This
view of an interdisciplinary translation theory is shared by
many, for instance Bell (1991) and Bassnett-MGQiire (1991),
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but has also come under criticism in the past years, nost
notably by Gutt (1991), whose argunents will be presented in
t he concl uding section of this chapter.

What is certain, however, regardless of the dispute
referred to above, is that a theory of translation should be
an attenpt to answer two basic questions. Firstly, what is
transl ation?; and secondly, how does translation happen, or as
Bell reformulates it, for reasons that will become clear in a

nonent: what is a translator (Bell 1991:2)7?

2.1.3.1. What is translation?

Naturally, a theory of translation nmust be able to delimt its
domain of interest: it nust be able to say what translation
is. First of all, to avoid confusion, we need to clearly
separate three nmeanings of the term translation as a process
(translating), the product of the process (a translation), and
translation as an abstract concept, enconpassing both of the
above (Bell 1991:13).

Jakobson in his fanobus 1959 article distinguishes three
types of the translation process: (1) intralingual translation
(rewording a text within the same |anguage), (2) interlingua
translation or translation proper (rendering a text into
anot her language), and (3) intersemotic translation (the
interpretation of signs by neans of signs of another sign
systen). Exanples of the third type are reading the tinme off a
wat ch or turning a sentence into a Mdirse signal. (For the sake
of sinplicity, let us here disregard the problem of how to
di stingui sh one |anguage from another, Serb from Croat, for
exanple. A “working hypothesis” could be the follow ng
formulation, attributed to Stalin, whereby a |anguage is
defined as a dial ect which has an arny.)

According to the nedium of the process we al so distinguish
bet ween oral transl ati on, or interpreting, and witten

translation, which wll be referred to, from now on, as
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translation proper. These two, although not essentially
unlike, are sufficiently different in a nunber of ways and
have consequently been the subject of two different sub-
branches of the discipline. This study wll nostly be
concerned with witten translation of the second type:
transl ati on between different | anguages.

What we have to do now, then, is explicate the nature of
the process — but as will turn out, this is not as trivial a
problemas it mght seemat first glinpse. The question of the
nature of translation (as a process as well as the product of
this process) is discussed in nore detail in sections 2.2 and

2.3, and in Chapter Four.

2.1.3.2. How does transl ati on happen?

On the face of it, what happens is that the translator
receives the original text, or source text (ST), witten by
the source author in the source |anguage (SL) and turns it
into a translation, or target text (TT), witten for a target
reader in the target |anguage (TL). The translator’s role,
then, is that of a nediator between the witer of the ST and
the reader of the TT. Mre specifically, a translator is a
“bilingual nediating agent between nonolingual comrunication
participants in tw different |anguage communities” (House
1981:1). The translator’s role is different from that of a
nonol i ngual comuni cator in that whereas the latter’s task is
to produce a text wthin the given SL circunstances (the
primary communi cative situation), the translator first has to
make sense of the ST and then produce a TT, based on the ST
wi thin the bounds of the given TL circunstances (the secondary
comuni cative situation). W can thus divide the process into
two stages: the analysis of the ST and the synthesis of the
TT, both of which are nental processes taking place in the

m nd of the transl ator.
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A first approximation of these nental processes is found
in Robinson’s ‘shuttle nodel’ (1997), according to which
translation is not, as has been commonly assuned, primarily a
consci ous anal ytical process but one that involves two equally
i mportant nental states: a sublimnal ‘flow state and a
conscious analytical state, between which the translator
shuttles back and forth, as required by the specific
ci rcunstances arising during the translation process.

‘“Flow is wunderstood in the sense of Csikszentm halyi
(1995), as a state of mnd in which an activity is perforned
solely for the sake of the pleasure of doing it. This sort of
autotelic, or self-rewarding, experience “produces a very
specific experiential state, so desirable that one w shes to
replicate it as often as posible” (Csikszentm halyi 1995: 29).

In this nodel, the professional translator spends nost of
the time during work in the sublimnal state of mnd, doing
transl ation I n a rapid and nostly unconsci ous, or
subconsci ous, manner. Her actions in this nental state are
guided by habit which is the result of the sublimtion of
recurring experience sifted t hr ough hi ghly consci ous
analytical thinking. Wrk in this sublimnal nental state
i nvol ves the use of procedural nenory, which is that part of
menory specialised in performng habitualised activities
(Robi nson 1997: 95).

When the translator is baffled by a problemthat cannot be
solved in this rapid, unconscious processing node, her mnd
will switch over to the analytical state, enploying conceptual
menory for working out a solution to the problem at hand by
checki ng and exam ning things through painstakingly conscious
anal ysis. The particular solution chosen nay be the result of
intuitive guesswork or may be based on analogy with earlier
experiences of a simlar kind, which through recurring several
times have begun to form into an inductive pattern in the

translator’s m nd.
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Thus a vital element of this nodel is the view of the
translator as a life-long learner, where |earning takes place
as the result of repeated exposure to novel problens. Constant
|l earning is seen as a necessary condition for sustaining the
translator’s | ong-term i nt erest in her wor k. I n
Csi kszentm halyi’s terns, to maintain the flow experience “one
must increase the conplexity of the activity by devel opi ng new
skills and taking on new challenges” (Csikszentni halyi
1995: 30) .

Learni ng cones about as the outcone of a cyclic novenent,
in conscious and wunconscious ways, through the stages of
instinct (an intuitive readiness for the task), experience
(engagenent W th real -world chal | enges) and habi t
(internalised, or subl i mat ed, nodes of reacting to
challenges). This view of l|earning draws on the ideas of
Peirce, as explicated in his Collected Papers (Peirce 1931-
66:5.477-5.480). In these ternms the translation process is
seen as one where the translator brings in an unfocused
aptitude for working with |anguage and translating, which is
then tested and polished by a countless variety of experiences
with linguistic and other translational problens and, over
time, this experience wth specific problens is turned into
subl i m nal behavioural patterns, that is habits, which enable
the translator to work in very fast, sublimnal, largely
unconscious ways until a novel problem arises that falls
outside of the range of habitualised solutions. A crucial part
of the translator’s professional skill or conpetence is the
ability to switch from sublimnal processing to conscious
anal ytical processing in such situations, which is also one of
the habits that the translator has to internalise.

In Peirce’s terns, inductive pattern building begins with
an intuitive leap from a heap of unordered data to a
hypot hesis. This initial intuitive leap he calls abduction.

The hypothesis is then tested inductively through recurring
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experience and is subsequently turned into a generalisation by
deduction. It is this deductive generalisation which finally
becones sublimated by the translator as a habitual action and
out of the network of such internalised habits enmerges the
translator’s own theory of transl ati on. This personal
translation theory nmay remain partly, or even largely,
unconscious but in the end this is what is responsible for
what we call translational conpetence (Robinson 1997:105).

The shuttle nodel of translation also builds on Wick's
idea of the enactnent - selection - retention cycle in
|l earning. In translation, the enactnment stage corresponds to
maki ng specific translational decisions, selection corresponds
to editing the translation and reflecting on these decisions,
while retention corresponds to sublimating the results of the
previ ous stages. Translating, editing and sublimting work in
a cyclic manner: new experiences can always change old habits
and in turn these nodified habits wll give rise to new
solutions. The main point is that the translator’s conpetence
is not a stable, unchanging construct but an ever-evol ving,
dynam c system of know edge which, with every new cycle in the
| earning process, reaches higher and higher degrees of
conpl exity, thereby nmaking possible the sustainance of ‘flow
in the translator’s m nd.

What a theory of translation needs to explain then is
exactly what cognitive nechanisns are at work in the human
mnd during the above-described processes; in particular,
during textual conprehension and in using the results of the
textual analysis process in synthesising a text in a different
| anguage. The possible form of such a theory will receive its
shape during the discussions that follow in the rest of this

chapter and in Chapters Three and Four.
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2. 2. Equival ence-based approaches

2.2.1. Equival ence

Transl ation, as the etynol ogical source of the word, the Latin
expression ‘tanslatio |inguarum (transfer  of | anguage)
suggests, is a transfer operation and, as such, nust involve
the preservation of certain elenents: these elenents,
remai ning unaltered, are called the invariants of the process.
This notion is, in turn, bound up wth the notion of
equi val ence, which “presupposes a relationship between text A
and text B, or segnents thereof, in which a given invariance
has been preserved” (Shveitser 1993:50). Al throughout the
history of thinking about translation, the notion of
equi val ence has been used as a device for explaining the
phenomenon of translation. This has been done in two
characteristically different ways. In the one, it is used as a
definitive condition, in a normative manner: for a text to
classify as a translation it has to be characterised by some
form of equivalence to the original. Exanples of this type of
definition are not difficult to find in the literature. Here |
shall cite just a few of the nore typical of them

Translation [is] the replacenent of textual material in
one |anguage (SL) by equivalent textual material in
anot her | anguage (TL) (Catford 1965: 20).

Translation [is] the transformation of a text originally
in one |anguage into an equivalent text in a different
| anguage retaining, as far as possible, the content of the
nessage and the formal features and functional roles of
the original text (Bell 1991: XV).

Translation is the expression in another |anguage (or

target | anguage) of what has been expressed in another,
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source | anguage, preserving semantic and stylistic
equi val ences [Roger Bell’'s translation] (Dubois 1973,
cited in Bell 1991:5).

Translation is the replacenment of a representation of a
text in one |language by a representation of an equival ent
text in a second |anguage (Hartman and Stork 1972: 713

cited in Bell 1991:6).

In the other way, equivalence between the source and target
texts is not |ooked upon as a prerequisite but as a result to
be discovered after the translation has taken place. Thus
Toury, one of the first translation scholars to defy the
prescriptive paradigm distinguished between two uses of the
term ‘equivalence’ : a descriptive, denoting the relationship
between two actual texts (or utterances, in the w de sense),
and a theoretical use, denoting an ideal relationship between
the source text and the target text to be constructed (Toury
1980:39). In the first sense, equivalence is an evaluative
measure to be established after the translation has been
produced and the question is what kinds and degrees of
equi val ence can be observed to exist between the two texts. In
the second sense it is a definitional category: a target text
Is said to be a translation of the source text only if it is
equivalent to the original in sone previously specified way.
As Barkhudarov wites: “The translator’s goal is always to

achi eve equival ence, no mtter what type of text is
transl at ed” (Barkhudarov 1993: 46).
In ei t her case, equi val ence i mpl i es an assuned

rel ationship between the source and the target texts, a
relationship which is either to be reconstructed (by
approaching as closely as possible an assumed ideal) or
constructed during the translation process. This dichotony is

observed by several scholars - c¢f., for instance, what Levy
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wites about the double nature of translation as a process
I nvol ving constructive and reconstructive elenments at the sane
time (Levy 1969: 72).

What is inportant to stress here is that equivalence is
| ooked upon as a relation between two actual texts rather than
bet ween two | anguages, since the (partial) inconpatibility of
linguistic systens has |ong been recognised by linguists as
wel |l as by translation scholars. That is, in Saussure’ s terms,
it is a matter of parole rather than of |angue. Catford
(1965), for instance, uses the terns textual equival ence and
formal correspondence to distinguish between the two types of
relation. In his fornulation, a textual equivalent is a target
| anguage text or expression which, on a particular occasion of
use, is observed to be the equivalent of a given source
| anguage text or expression, whereas a formal correspondent is
any target |anguage category “which can be said to occupy, as
nearly as possible, the sane ‘place’ in the ‘econony’ of the
TL as the given SL category occupies in the SL” (Catford
1965: 27) . However, his nodel of translation is actually nore
concerned with structural differences between | anguages than
Wi th comunication between |anguages and his exanples are
sentences wthout a context instead of real contextualised
utterances. These shortcomngs are rightly criticised by Hatim
and Mason, who note that in this way translation theory
becomes a branch of contrastive linguistics and translation
problens are reduced to a matter of non-correspondence between
formal categories in different |anguages (Hatim and Mason
1990: 26) .

2.2.2. Normative approaches

Since the time of Cicero and Horace (1% c¢. BC) there has been
in the Wstern tradition of thinking about translation a
strong enphasis on prescribing to translators how to and how

not to translate. In the dassical Roman tradition there was a
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di fference nmade between two kinds of translation: faithful and
free, which is basically a difference between rendering the
text slavishly word-by-word or in a less rigid form which is
truer to the spirit of the original. The latter formis the
one advocated by both Ci cero and Horace and, as a mtter of
fact, Cicero used the expression ‘to wite like a translator’
(that is, in a word-for-word fashion) in a pejorative sense.
Later in the 4'" century AD, St. Jerome introduced the notion
of sense-for-sense translation, which defines a m ddl e-ground
between the two extremes, placing free translation outside of
the boundaries of translation proper. This trichotony has
survived in translation theory up to the present day in
various forms, such as the one between, for instance, litera
transl ation, conmunicative translation and adaptation (cf.,
e.g., Newmark 1988). Advocates of this school share the common
view of translation equivalence as a notion which is basically
built upon the notion of meaning, although they may differ in
the question of what kind or kinds of neaning. (The chief
t heoretical concern then, of course, is to define what neaning
Is.) This view is expressed in the following definitions of

transl ati on:

Translation is a process by which a spoken or witten
utterance takes place in one |anguage which is intended
and presuned to convey the sanme nmeaning as a previously
existing utterance in another |anguage (Rabin 1958:123).

Translation [is] rendering the neaning of a text into
anot her language in the way that the author intended the
text (Newmark 1988:5).

A different route of thought is taken by scholars who try to
characterise equivalence in terns of function of sone sort.

Nida (1964), for exanple, concerned primarily wth Bible
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transl ation, considers the linguistic sign, contrary to
Chonmsky (1957), not as a carrier of linguistic nmeaning in the
first place but as an entity fulfilling a certain function in
a given society. In this respect his approach draws on
Wttgenstein, who wites: “the neaning of a word is its use in
the [|anguage” (Wttgenstein 1958: par 43). He puts the
enphasis on there being a dynam c equivalence between the
translation and the original, by which he neans that the
manner in which the target reader responds to the target text
nmust be the sane as that in which the source reader responded
to the source text (principle of equivalent effect). W find
the antecedent of this in Tytler’'s definition of a good

transl ati on:

That in which the nerit of the original work is so
conpletely transfused into another |anguage, as to be as
distinctly apprehended, and as strongly felt, by a native
of the country to which that |anguage belongs, as it is by
t hose who speak the | anguage of the original work (Tytler
1791: 8f, cited in Bell 1991:11).

What is inportant to N da, as a result of his religious
concerns with the transm ssion of the word of God, is that the
target text should function in the same way as the source
text, and consequently the nore formal aspects of the text
(lexi cal and grammatical neaning) are relegated to a secondary
rank of significance. Equivalence is thus treated here as a
functional rather than a formal category but, as is clear from
the above fornulation, is still used as a defining, that is
normative, condition, focused on the source text and source
reader. The main problem with this fornmulation is that there
are no guidelines along which the reader’s reaction could be
determined since “every reading of a text 1is a unique,

unrepeatable act and a text is bound to evoke differing
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responses in different receivers” (Hatim and Mason 1990: 24).
This is especially true of creative literature, as “a literary
work of art is always open-ended, and the bigger the degree of
this openness, the better it is for that work itself” (Eco
1975:12, ny translation). In the light of this, the translator
can actually be expected “to preserve, as far as possible, the
range of possible responses; in other words, not to reduce the
dynam c role of the reader” (Hatimand Mason 1990:11).

Al exi eva (1993a) suggests that the solution lies in a nore
rigorous, cognitive definition of the concept of dynamc
equi val ence by the help of cognitive and experiential nodels
that operate in specific |anguages. In her fornulation, two
texts are equivalent if the functional content of the source
text is rendered in the target text in such a way as to fit
the cognitive and experiential nodels (types of cognitive
mappi ng) typical of target |anguage usage, thereby ensuring “a
reception by the target |anguage receiver of the functiona
content of the source text that is the same, or approximtely
the same, as the source text receiver's reception of that
functional content” (Al exieva 1993a:109). It is not difficult
to see, however, that this definition runs into the sane
problem of the indetermnate quality of receptor response.
Moreover, she talks about typical usage and, accepting
W ddowson’s distinction between usage and use, where the
former is a “projection of the |anguage systenf and the latter
Is nmeant as the actual wuse of |language in a particular
situation (Wddowson 1979:8), this neans that her definition
relates again nore to |anguage systens, that is, linguistic
conpetence, than to actual utterances, that 1is, linguistic
per f or mance.

In House’s (1981) nodel, on the other hand, the basic
requi r enent of a translation is that it should be
characterised by an overall functional equivalence to the

original, where function neans the “use which the text has in
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the particular context of situation” (House 1981:37) and the
quality of the translation is nmeasured by the degree to which
its function and textual profile correspond to those of the
source text. The textual profile of a text includes eight
|l i ngui stic characteristics: geographical origin, social class,
time, nedium participation, social role relationship, social
attitude and province (field of know edge), and these
determine the norm against which the profile of the target
text is conpared. House suggests that the adequacy of the
transl ation can be neasured in ternms of the nunber and degree
of msmatches on these paraneters, but even she recognises
that, because of the conplexity of possible matrices of
m smat ches, a hierarchy of errors needs to be set up, which,
however, in any individual case will depend on the objective
of the evaluation (House 1981:209), and thus, as CQutt points
out, “House’s nodel for quality assessnment provides a basis
only for systematic conparison — but not for value
judgenents”, which wll follow from the objective of the
eval uation (CGutt 1991:13, italics as in original).

2.2.3. Descriptive approaches

Breaking away from the restrictions that a normative approach
I nposes on the study of translation, a broadly descriptive
paradigm was fornmed in Germany in the 1970s under the nanme of
Uber set zungwi ssenschaft, that is, the science of translation.
While obviously influenced by N da's ideas, this school
reveals a shift of focus from normativismto descriptivism and
enpiricism The leading figure of the school was WIss, who
wor ked Wi t hin a basical ly Chonskyan f ramewor k wher e
translation is supposed to be carried out by the creation of
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic equival ence, nade possible
by the existence of wuniversal categories in deep structure.
Wlss (1977) ainms to construct a general sci ence of

translation in which descriptive studies of enpi ri cal
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phenonena may be carried out. This theory was also neant to
provide a framework for translation criticism and quality
assessnent, and for the training of translators, the applied
branches of the study of translation.

Based on the recognition that theorising often involves
unnecessary subj ective j udgenent s and attitudes, t he
Transl ation Studies approach of the 70°s and 80's, initiated
by Holnmes in Holland, reverses the order of theory building
and enpirical research. As Holnmes argues in his programatic
paper, ‘The Nane and Nature of Translation Studies’, first
presented at the Third International Congress of Applied
Li ngui sti cs, 1972, Transl ati on St udi es has t wo mai n
objectives: “(1) to describe the phenonena of translating and
translation(s) [.], and (2) to establish general principles by
nmeans of which these phenonena can be expl ained and predicted”
(Hol mes  1988a: 71). The third, applied branch of t he
discipline, in his view, tackles four areas: translator
training, translation aids, translation policy and translation
criticism He also voiced the need to include several |evels
of focus, from the product of translation (the target text)
through its function (in the context of the target culture) to
the process of translation (as a nental operation taking place
in the mnd of the translator) itself. This, of course,
entailed a very conplex nultidisciplinary effort, involving
linguists, literary scholars, sociologists, psychologists,
etc. As a result, the very conplexity of the task has becone a
maj or stunbling block in the way of creating a unified theory.

Al though Holnmes insisted that the focus of investigation
should be the translation process, in tine Translation Studies
becane identified, as Gentzler (1993:93) wites, nostly wth
the product-oriented branch, focused on the enpirical
description of translated texts. Researchers were intent on
establishing one-to-one relationships between source and

target text segnents, based on functional notions  of
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equi val ence. The general belief was that translators possess a
subj ective capacity enabling them to produce an equival ent of
the source text in the target |anguage, and that the target
text, as a result, exerts some influence on the cultural and

soci al conventions of the target culture (Gentzler 1993:107).

2.2.4. Problenms with the notion of equival ence

In recent years, the notion of equivalence has conme under
criticismon basically two grounds: problems with defining it
properly and with its use as an evaluative device. The first
has partly to do with the circularity of the concept: it is
used to define translation but then its very existence and
nature is dependent on the translation process (Pym 1992: 37).
But even if equivalence is thought to be given in the sense of
Toury’s equival ence postulate (Toury 1980:113), which states
that the exi stence of equival ence between the ST and the TT is
a corollary of the very existence of the TT, based on his
definition of a translation as any text that is considered as
such in the target culture, there remains the second problem
of how to characterise the nature of this relationship holding
between the two texts. Basically, discussions centre around
two oppositions: that of form versus content, and of neaning
versus function.

As for the latter, several proposals have been put forward
by different authors, sonme of them based on a conception of
| i ngui stic neaning of sone sort (e.g., Fyodorov 1958, Catford
1965, Kade 1968), all failing to account for the totality of
meanings that a given text may be intended to convey, while

others building on sone conception of function (e.g., N da
1964, Levy 1969, Koller 1972, House 1981), disregarding the
fact that the same text may fulfil several functions at the

same time; and yet others experinmenting with a mxture of the
previous two approaches (e.g. Popovi¢ 1970, Kom ssarov 1980,

Klaudy 1994). Thus, because of the inmense conplexity of
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textual neanings and functions, it seens alnost inpossible to
provide a sound definition of equivalence along these |ines
either prescriptive or descriptive.

As regards the question of content versus form it is an
unfortunate fact that Tytler’s (1791) requirenents of a
transl ati on, nanely that (1) it should be a conplete
transcript of the ideas of the original, (2) its style and
manner of witing should be the sane as those of the original,
and that (3) it should preserve the ease of the original
conposition, cannot be satisfied because the different
requirenents are often in conflict with one another. The
correspondence of the target text to the source text in any
respect is necessarily less than perfect — as Bell notes, “the
i deal of total equivalence is a chinera” (Bell 1991:6) - and
this entails that sonmething is always lost in the translation.
One may try to be faithful to the content as well as to the
form of the original in the translation but the often
conflicting nature of the tw wll generally exclude the
possibility of paying conplete homage to both. Mdreover, since
the style is also part of the nessage, when a formal elenent
is lost, an elenent of content will get lost along with it
too. Alexieva (1993a) suggests that the term equival ence
should be taken to nean, instead of ‘conplete identity’,
sonething like ‘optinmum degree of approximtion but then,
agai n, the vagueness of the expression ‘optinmm degree’ raises
doubts as to the usefulness of this fornmulation as a tool for
eval uati on.

Thus it seens that equivalence is a conparative rather
than a classificatory concept, in Carnap’s (1950) sense, where
a classificatory concept provides a necessary and sufficient
condition for class nenbership and a conparative concept is
one that is used to nmke conparative judgenents. Wile these
al l ow statenents about saneness and degrees of difference, as

GQutt notes, they “do not in and of thenselves constitute val ue
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judgenents: they can be turned into value judgenents - but
only on the further assunption that the nore ‘equivalent’ a
translation is, the better it is” (Gutt 1991:14, italics as in

original). Cbviously, if it happens that | take after Ernest
Hem ngway nore closely than another person, it still does not
mean that | ama better witer than he is, or that | am better

than he is, in any sense. A closer correspondence of ny facial
features to those of Hemingway's nakes ne better only if
cl oseness of correspondence is regarded valuable for sone
reason — for exanple because we are participants of a |ook-
ali ke contest. That is, equivalence is not a concept that can
in itself be used to evaluate translations — it needs to be
placed within a larger frame of values. The question, then, is
what this frame shoul d be.

In Nda's (1959) view, already discussed briefly in
section 2.1 above, the source of information Jloss in
translation is the non-correspondence of | exi cal and
grammati cal categories between different |anguages but this
vi ew obviously msses the point that linguistic itens need to
be considered in actual contexts, not in isolation. In other
words, we need to look at, first and forenost, the
comuni cative value they have in a context, rather than at the
abstract value they have in the linguistic system
Consequently, a text, for our purposes, is to be considered
primarily as a comunicative act, which takes place in a
social and cultural context, comng about as the result of the
witer's intention to fulfil a particular comunicative
purpose. In the process of translating, two such intentions
may be identified: that of the original witer’s and that of
the translator’s. Since any text is the function of the socio-
cultural context in which it is born, a translated text, too
is to be viewed as a conmmunicative transaction in context.
Thus the question of wevaluating a translation is clearly

relatable to the communicative factors that condition the
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process of its creation (of which the source text is but one):
a good translation is one that is successful in achieving its
communi cative purpose in the given circunstances. This is the
approach that will be |ooked at nore closely in the follow ng

secti on.

2. 3. Conmuni cative-functional approaches

In the past twenty or so years, as a reaction to the above-
outlined problens with using the notion of equivalence to the
original text as the basic concept in translation, the whole
i dea has been abandoned by some theorists in favour of an
approach that |ays the enphasis on the communicative purpose
or function of the target text in the given target situation

The view of translation as a comunicative event entails that
the translator is seen as a bilingual conmunicator in an
intercultural situation, who needs to be conpetent not only in
two |anguages, in the Chonskyan sense, but also in two
cultures, in Hynmes's (1972) sense, who defines comunicative
conpetence as the language wuser’'s ability to produce
utterances which, apart from being grammatical, are also
appropriate in the given socio-cultural circunstances.

Probably the nost notable theories of this sort are Even-
Zohar’s (1978) polysystem theory, several aspects of which
were adopted later by Translation Studies scholars, Holz-
Manttari’s (1984) theory of translatorial action and Reiss and
Vernmeer’s (1984) skopos theory. Al of them view translation
primarily as a process of intercultural comunication, in
which the translator’s forenost task is not to reproduce the
original along sone notion of equivalence but to produce a
target text which functions in an adequate, or appropriate,
way in the given target situation. Thus the concept of
functi onal adequacy replaces equival ence here as a result of a

shift of attention from the source text as the standard of

39



conparison to the role of the target text in the target-

culture situation

2.3.1. Polysystemtheory

The opposite of the views of the Translation Studies approach
of the 70’s occurs in the ideas of Polysystem Theory, inasmuch
as it holds that it is the norms and conventions of the target
culture that crucially influence the presuppositions and thus
the decisions of the translator. The term polysystem was
coi ned by Even-Zohar, an Israeli scholar, who used it to refer
to the hierarchical system of subsystens within a culture. One
of the conponents of this all-enconpassing socio-cultural
pol ysystem 1is the polysystem of literature, which is
characterised by a constant conpetition between the central
and peri pheral genres for the dom nant, or canoni cal,
positions, thus bringing about what we call literary evolution
(Even- Zohar 1990:91). Even-Zohar stresses the necessity of
including translated literature in the literary pol ysystem for
the apparent reason that translations may exert a significant
i npact on the evolution of the polysystem in the appropriate
circunstances (Even-Zohar 1978:15). The placing of translation
within this wider cultural context entails that it is viewd
as a dynamc process controlled by the nornms of the target
pol ysytem and that the adequacy of a target text is a function
of the existing cultural situation.

Toury (1978) defines a translation in a rather w de sense
as any text that is accepted as such in the target culture. It
was he who introduced the notion of norns in his nodel, based
on Even-Zohar’s polysystem approach to literature. The
expression ‘norm here is not neant in an evaluative sense but
is used to refer to the constraints that regulate translation
behavi our within a given socio-cultural context. Toury’s norns
are thus descriptive generalisations about what translators

typically do in particular circunstances. The translator’s
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role is seen not as a nere rendering of |inguistic expressions
into another |anguage but as involving the fulfilnent of a
social function, the norns of which are specified by the
comunity in which the translation takes place. Consequently,
the translator has to acquire these norns in order to be able
to function in an appropriate manner, and thus the acquisition
of these norns is a prerequisite to beconming a conpetent
transl ator, capable of produci ng adequate transl ati ons.
According to Toury, a translation can never be conpletely
equivalent to the original since it is the product of a
different cultural context, nor can it be entirely acceptable
to the target system since it wll necessarily contain
informative and fornmal elenents which are unfamliar to the
receiving culture. Thus the translator is torn between two
opposing points of reference and the translation can never
conform to both perfectly. To be able to determne the
position of the translation between the two extrenes we need,
in Toury's words, an “invariant of conparison”, which he
descri bes, strangely enough, as Gentzler notes (1993:132), as
a universal literary and linguistic form and not, as would be
expected within a theory of this sort, as something that is
culturally conditioned. This position seens sonewhat self-
contradictory since one cannot at the sanme tinme adopt the view
that each literary culture is different in its structure and
norns from every other and that behind each culture we find
the same structural wuniversal. Even so, polysystem theory
cannot be denied the nerit of directing attention, instead of
the wearlier exclusive focus on the source text, to the
cultural context of the translation and, consequently, of
redefining the role of the source text as that of “a stinmulus
or source of information”, in Baker’'s (1993:238) words (which
as will turn out later, is a mgjor point in the theory of

transl ati on advocated in this study).
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2.3.2. Skopos theory

One of the factors in this context is the function which the
translation is expected to performin the target culture, and
it is exactly this function which is in the focus of Reiss and
Vernmeer’'s (1984) theory of skopos, according to which
translation, as a form of human action, is determned by its
purpose, referred to technically by the Geek term skopos. So
the translation is determned not by the source text, or
circunstances of the source situation, but by the skopos of
the target text in the target situation. Translation, then, is
defined here as the process of producing a target text which
is functionally adequate in the given target situation

As the skopos of the target text is partly a function of
the target reader, it follows that (1) the skopos of the
target text may be different fromthat of the source text, and
(2) one and the sane source text nmay be translated in various
ways, according to the needs and circunstances of the target
reader. A corollary of the first observation is that
equi val ence between the source and target texts is only a
limting case of the nore general case of adequacy to the
skopos of the translation. The second one, in turn, entails
that before the translation process can begin, it is necessary
that the skopos of the translation, based partly on a
consideration of the target reader, is clearly specified.

It is this latter point which gave rise to sone of the
nore serious objections to the theory, especially as it
relates to literary translation. A comonplace of literary
theory now is that a work of literature is always open-ended
in Eco's (1975) sense, that is, it has a very conplex
hi erarchy of functions and to specify the skopos of a literary
text would amount to limting the nunber of its possible
interpretations. Therefore a simlarly conplex hierarchy of
pur poses would need to be set up for the translation but, as

GQutt points out, this raises “the question of what that
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further dinmension or principle is that determnes the
hi erarchical ordering of purposes” (CGutt 1991:17), and this
question is left open by skopos theory.

2.3.3. The theory of translatorial action

An approach of simlar vein is Holz-Manttéari’s (1984) theory
of translatorial action. In this nodel, drawing on action
theory and communication theory, translation is regarded as
part of a wder translatorial action, which involves the
translator in various purposeful activities, ranging from
negotiating with clients through researching to producing the
translation: a text which can function appropriately in the
specific target situation. Translatorial action, in turn, is
part of a nore conplex comrunicative action that is to take
place in a transcultural si tuation. Thus, eventual |y,
translation is conceived of as an action whose purpose is to
enable the achievenment of functionally adequate comunication
bet ween cul tures.

The main aimof the nodel is to provide a specification of
the different factors that have a bearing on translatorial
action and thereby helping the translator, an expert in
transcul tural conmunication, in making appropriate decisions.
Since, as is also enphasised by skopos theory, an action is
determned primarily by its purpose, the result of the action,
the target text, nust also be evaluated in ternms of its
adequacy for this purpose: its functional adequacy. The source
text has no, or very little, part in the evaluation process:
It nerely serves as source material for the action, which can
be radically nodified if the purpose of the action requires
so. This is because the translator is conmtted not to the
source text but to the overall aim of producing an adequate
target text within the superordinate process of transcultura
comuni cation. Unfortunately, while this requirenment is clear

enough, the nodel fails to explicate the notion of adequacy
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properly, and thus cannot provide the grips it prom ses: the
translator is presuned to be an expert who has the requisite
expertise enabling himor her to make the decisions leading to

the desired result.

2.3.4. Problenms with the conmunicative-functional approaches
The polysystem approach defines translation in a |oosely
enpirical manner as anything that is accepted as such in the
target culture. This is a culture-specific notion which could
in itself be accepted if it was not contradicted by the way in
which Toury formulates his measure of evaluation as a
uni versal linguistic/literary form

Skopos theory, on the other hand, relies on a notion of
t ext ual functi ons, which are ordered in hierarchical
conpl exes, but fails to make clear the criteria by which such
an ordering could be carried out and consequently falls short
of providing a useful evaluative device.

The action theory of translation avoids this problem by
positing that the translator is conmtted to the purpose of
the comunicative interaction and the task is to produce a
text which adequately neets that purpose — however, it is left
to the intuition of the translator to decide what adequacy
nmeans in this frame and thus the subjective el enment renains as
sadly enphatic as before.

One further common problem with these theories is that
while they very appropriately direct attention to the target
situation and the target reader, they relegate the source text
to a secondary rank of source of information and seem to
underval ue its inmportance in the process of translation. It is
dangerous, | believe, to separate the target side from the
source text to such an extent. Undoubtedly, any act of
comunication is carried out with a goal in mnd and the way
this goal is achieved is conditioned by the circunstances of

the communication (the secondary context), but translation is
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a special case in that the translation is tied not only to the
target situation but also to the original text. One my
guestion extreme views on the neasure of required source text
bias such as Nabokov’'s, according to whom in (poetry)
translation only the strictest form of literalism is
acceptable (cited in Steiner 1975/92:254), but one would never
want to deny that some degree of |inkage nust necessarily be
present between the source text and the target text for it to
qualify as a translation. The difficulty lies in determning
the necessary degree of this bond. And it is here, in ny

opi nion, where these theories are not explicit enough.

2. 4. Concl usions

W have seen that both the equival ence-based (that is source
text-oriented) and comunicative function-based (that 1is
process-oriented) theories fail on nore or less the sane two
grounds: their definition of translation either runs into
circularity or is left open at one point and they do not
provide explicit evaluative criteria which could be used
during the decision nmaking process and in the assessnent of
translation quality.

These problens can be traced back, as Gutt (1991) points
out, to the fact that the theories outlined in the above
sections are all based on a descriptive-classificatory
approach, which can categorise phenonena (be it textua
features or conmmunicative functions), nmake statenents about
the correspondences between phenonena in terns of these
categories, but beyond that “it has no other principle to

offer,” because “the value, significance, inportance etc. of a
phenomenon do not lie in its inherent properties, but in its
relation to human beings” (Gutt 1991:20). Wat is needed,
then, is a shift away from this paradigm towards an
expl anat ory t heory whi ch avoi ds t he pitfalls of

cl assification.
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As in recent years it has becone generally accepted that
transl ation IS best concei ved of as a process of
(intercultural) communication, it seens that the theory of
translation we need is a theory of conmunication. This is not
a new contention, even if its truth has been the subject of
debates until very recently, for reasons of the inadequacy of
particul ar conmunicative theories to translation. As far back
as 1975, Steiner wote: “Any nodel of communication is at the
sanme tinme a nodel of translation, of a vertical or horizonta
transfer of significance” (Steiner 1975/92:47), since “inside
or between | anguages, human communication equals translation”
(Steiner 1975/92:49). Consequently, if the phenonenon of
translation can be explained within the bounds of a genera
comuni cation theory, there is no need for a separate theory
of translation. As for the above-cited objection in relation
to specific theories, “the fact that a particular approach to
comuni cation is inadequate does not necessarily nean that any
comuni cative approach is inadequate” (CGutt 1991:22). The real
guestion is, which theory of comrunication is the one that is
nost suitable for our purposes. This question will be attended
to in Chapters Three and Four.

This theory, in accordance with the requirenents on
scientific theories in general, wll possess predictive power
and wll be testable by enpirical observations. Thus, as
Hol mes expounded, it wll have to be conplenented, as part of
the general study of translation, by a descriptive conponent,
which nust focus its attention on discovering specific
transl ation procedures (or nornms, in Toury’s words), based on
conparative enpirical studies of source and target texts. This
study, along these lines, attenpts to describe translation
procedures relating to proper names (Chapter Five) and then
use these as a testing ground for the particular theory of

transl ati on advocated (Chapter Six).
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Chapt er Three
M nd and Conmuni cati on

This chapter wll briefly present the cognitive and
communi cative framework in which the present study on the
transl ation of proper nanmes is carried out, to prepare the way
for a nore specific characterisation in Chapter Four of
translation as an interpretive form of comunication, as
expounded by Gutt (1991).

3.1. The translator’s m nd

3.1.1. The case of a |inguistic savant

In my discussions | wll assune that the human mnd is
structured in a way that is outlined in Smth and Tsinpli
(1995). This nodel is the result of their investigation of the
case of a wuniquely untypical autistic person, Christopher,
whom they group with those referred to in the psychol ogical
literature as idiot-savants or, less pejoratively, sinply as
savants. These people are characterised by sonme serious
intellectual (and often physical) inpairnment acconpanied by a
surprising talent in mathematics, arts or nusic. Christopher’s
case can be said to be unique in that in spite of his genera
i npai rment he has extraordinary linguistic abilities - he
clainms to be conversant with sone fifteen to twenty | anguages.
Cases like his illustrate what is called double dissociation:
a person with inpaired intelligence nmay none the |ess have
nor mal (or even enhanced) linguistic abilities and,
conversely, sonmeone with otherw se unaffected intelligence can
exhibit |anguage inpairnment (like sonme deaf people or
aphasics) (Smth and Tsinpli 1995: 3). However, wher eas
Christopher’s native |anguage conpetence is not essentially
unli ke that of any normal individual, sonme areas of | anguage
use are beyond his capabilities. H's vocabul ary and norphol ogy
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seem to be intact but he has difficulty in processing other
aspects of linguistic input. This is clearly manifest in his
transl ations, which, although renmarkably pronpt, reveal a
significant lack of sensitivity to contextual and linguistic
constraints: he has difficulty in integrating form
linguistic wth contextual information. This gap between
| exi cal and norphol ogi cal processing, on the one hand, and
granmati cal and pragnmatic processing, on the other, occasions
interesting inplications as to the place of the linguistic

faculty within the architecture of the m nd.

3.1.2. Smith and Tsinpli’s theory of the mnd
Smth and Tsinpli’s cognitive theory rests on three pillars:
Fodor’s (1983) nodul arity hypothesis, Anderson’s (1992) theory
of intelligence, and Sperber and WIlson's (1986) theory of
rel evance. The nodularity hypothesis assunes that the human
mnd has a conpartnental structure, in which the different
conponents are distinguished by their functional properties.
Basically, there are tw types of such conponents: perceptual
I nput systens and central cognitive systens, the forner being
responsi ble for providing environnental (in the w de sense of
the word) information for the latter, which is responsible for
t hought and storing know edge in, at | east partly,
propositional formin the nenory. The nodular (input) systens
are genetically det er m ned, domai n-specific and
informationally incapsulated, that is, the operations carried
out in the nodules are not subject to central control, the
flow of information is only from the nodules toward the
central systens, which are assumed to be non-nodular in
nat ure.

One such input system is responsible for |anguage. The
| anguage nodule <carries out phonological, syntactic and
semantic operations, and provides, as its output, input for

pragnmatic interpretation done by the central systens, which
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integrate the given linguistic representation with contextua

and general information.

Specific
,,,,,,,,,,, processors
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Processi ng Ver bal Vi si on
Mechani sm [ Pr opos-
I tTonaI Audi tion
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‘ Concept ual ’ LF \
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PF

Figure 1. Anderson’ s nodel revised
Source: Smith and Tsinpli (1995)

Anderson’s (1992) nodel (see Figure 1) was conceived of in
this Fodorian framework, attenpting to spell out the
properties of the central systens in some nore detail and
ascribing to them a quasi-nodular structure. In this nodel,
input from the nodules is either stored in the nenory (or
Knowl edge Base) or is processed by the Basic Processing
Mechanism (BPM, which is the faculty that inplenents
thinking, and is held to be responsible for differences of
i ntelligence, due to differences in its speed between
i ndividuals. Before any information reaches the Know edge
Base, however, it has to be evaluated for its relevance. This
process of evaluation is done by nechanisns that Anderson
calls specific processors (SP), having Turing machi ne power,
t hat IS, uni ver sal probl em solving capacity. Two  such
mechani sms are proposed: a visuo-spatial and a verbal-
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propositional one, the fornmer devoted nmainly to sinultaneous,
while the Jlatter to successive processing. These are
responsi ble for producing problem solving algorithnms, which
are inplemented by the BPM Thus the speed of thinking is
crucially dependent on the speed of the BPM whatever the
ef ficiency of the SPs.

Anderson’s nodel in addition contains sone further non-
Fodorian (non-encapsul ated) nodules called nodules WMark |1,
whi ch execute fetch-and-carry operations (e.g. retrieval from

menory) and over-learnt routines (skills).

Central system
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BPM [ spati al ‘\\\
Lot | SP1 RN
Centr al Y
nodul es q
Ver bal - ‘/////
proposit-
i ona
SP2 o
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Lexi con 0 N v
R T Conceptual
P E Lexicon |
S-structure H | | R I '
O||F ! KNOW.EDGE BASE
L A | :
(@) C |
LF G E Post - LF ! Et c.
Y |

Language nodul e

Figure 2. Smth and Tsinpli’s
(1995) nodel of the m nd

Smth and Tsinpli (1995) take Anderson’s nodel as a point of
departure but propose sone significant revisions (see Figure
2). The nost inportant of these are the following (Smth and

Tsinmpli 1995:188). (1) They ascribe a range of |linguistic
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functions to the verbal-propositional specific processor,
which was left inplicit in Anderson (1992). (2) They postul ate
an Executive and see the BPM as a faculty crossing content-
domains and acting as a constraint on the operation of the
ot her systens. (3) They propose that the |anguage nodule
intersects with the central system wth the norphol ogy
conmponent acting as an interface, which is in line with what
Chonsky wites about the non-input nature of |anguage (Chonsky
1986:14). (4) Wwereas in Anderson’s nodel the Theory of M nd
is an input system they claimthat it is a so-called central
nodul e.

Li ngui stic processing in this nodel takes place in the
following way. In conprehension, linguistic input from the
Vision or Audition nodule is analysed by the |anguage nodul e
and turned into the | anguage of thought (LoT) at the interface
via the verbal -propositional specific processor and is then
integrated into the know edge base in the way suggested by
Rel evance Theory (see 3.4). The specific processor is
connected with the I|anguage nodule via the BPM to nake
possible the interaction that is needed for the pragmatic
augnentati on of the output of the |anguage nodul e (enrichnent,
di sanbi guati on, strengthening, reference assignnent, etc.).

The interface 1is constituted by the norphol ogical
conponent between the grammar and the conceptual | exicon,
which is part of the central system The mapping of concepts
and conceptual structure onto words and argunent structure is
carried out by the norphol ogical conponent, which is
accessible to both functional and substantive categories. The
nature of the interface may be further specified on the basis
of a relevance-theoretic treatnment of concepts (see 5.2).

Speech production happens in the inverse direction: first
a representation in the | anguage of thought is generated via a
specific processor from the knowl edge base and is then

transforned into a |anguage representation via the interface
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and the BPM Thus the initiation of thought comes from outside
the specific processors, which have the task of encoding this
stimulus by generating an algorithm to be inplenmented by the
BPM This is what, for Anderson, thinking consists in
(Anderson 1992:17-8). This process inplies an Executive
function, which nmay be located either between the know edge
base and the specific processor or in the BPM (as suggested in
Smth and Tsinpli 1993:327). The Executive is a horizontal
faculty (in the sense of Fodor 1983): the flow of information
through it is not wunidirectional. Its function is to check
representations in the BPM and to pass them on to the output

pr ocedur es.

3.1.3. Translation

Normal |y, translation as a conmunicative effort involves the
interaction of lexical, linguistic and central processes.
Christopher’s translation is remarkable in that, for him it
seens to be a purely linguistic exercise, independent of
central control. He is characterised by outstanding | exical
and norphol ogical prowess but his syntactic and pragmatic
abilities are severely limted by problens of processing |oad
(Smth and Tsinpli 1995:188). The nost obvious difference
between him and normal individuals is that he is unable to
integrate his lexical abilities into his sentence structure
processing, which is aggravated by his ignorance of contextual
rel evance. In other words, he stops at the word recognition
stage and does not proceed to the integration stage, which
I nvol ves the wuse of contextual information and inferencing
(Smith and Tsinpli 1995:85-6, 163).

In the present nodel, Christopher’s flawed translation may
be explained in the foll owi ng manner. The vision nodul e inputs
a signal, which is transforned and transported via the verbal -
propositional specific processor into the |anguage nodule. The

lexicon is partly multi-dinensional: “the entries in the
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conceptual part are paired/tripled, or whatever, in parallel

wth cat associated with chat, Katze, billi,” (Smth and
Tsinmpli 1995:171) etc. Simlarly, sone norphenes correspondi ng
to functional categories nay have nmulti-dinensional entries.
However, Christopher’s translation is “partially insulated
from the normal nonitoring function of the executive, on the
one hand, and of access to the rest of the syntax of the
| anguage nodule on the other” (Smth and Tsinpli 1995:171).
What we find behind his translation problens, in the end, is a
di ssoci ation of the various conponents of his mnd, preventing
the successful performance, beyond the lexical Ilevel, of

transl ati on as a conmunicative activity.

3. 2. Communi cation: basic definitions

Communi cation may be defined as a process involving two
I nf or mati on- processi ng devices, where one of them nodifies the
physical environnent of the other, which as a result
constructs representations simlar to those stored in the
first device (Sperber and WIson 1986:1). Comunication can
thus be seen as the transfer of information between the two
devices. Since we are nmuinly interested here in human
comuni cation, from now on we shall identify these devices
wWith individuals, using the terns comunicator and audi ence

Information is neant in the broad sense, relating not only to
facts (true descriptions of the actual world) but to all kinds
of assunptions presented by the communicator as factual. An
assunption is a thought treated by the individual as a
representation of the real world. Wen an assunption is
entertained by the individual as a true description of the
world, without explicitly represented as such, we call it a
factual assunption. A thought, in turn, 1is a conceptual
representation (as opposed to other forns of representation

such as sensory or enotional) (Sperber and WI| son 1986: 2).
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As we have seen in 3.1.2, in the nodel of the mnd that we
are building on (Fodor 1983, Anderson 1992, Smth and Tsinpli
1995), the mnd consists of various specialised systens, which
are of two basic types. The input systens process perceptua
information (or, to be nore precise, stinmuli), turning sensory
representations into conceptual representations of a uniform
format. These are then processed by the central systens, which
integrate information from the input systens and from nenory,
and carry out inferential tasks (Sperber and WIson 1986: 71-
2).

Si nce concept ual representations are subj ect to
inferential processing, they nust possess |ogical properties
(apart from other, non-logical ones). These |ogical properties
of a conceptual representation will be called its |ogical
form To take part in logical operations it is sufficient that
the logical form should be well-formed; it is not necessary,
however, that it should be semantically conplete. Wen it is
semantically conplete, and can thus be assigned a truth val ue,
we wll cal | it propositional, otherwise it is non-
propositional (Sperber and WIson 1986: 72).

Non- proposi tional logical forns can be used in inferential
operations. Consider, for instance, sentence (1) bel ow

(1) He likes chocol ate.

It contains a pronoun which, until bound by a definite entity
in the world, makes the sentence semantically inconplete. Yet
It can be used to deduce at least the followi ng inplications:

(2) He likes sonething.

(3) Sonebody Iikes chocol at e.
(4) Sonebody |ikes sonething.
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The fact that (1) can logically inply sentences (2-4) follows

from the very notion of Jlogical inplication, which is a
| ogi cal -syntactic, that is purely formal, relation between
assunptions. In this sense, logical inplication nay be

considered a deductive rule, that is, one that applies to
assunptions in virtue of their logical fornms. However, a
deductive rule is different from other formal conputations in
that it is also a truth-preserving operation: the conclusion
stands in a semantic entailnment relation with the prem se.
Thus, an assunption that is logically inplied by another is
al so necessarily semantically entailed by it, whereas the
reverse relation is not necessarily true (Sperber and WIson
1986: 84) .

We see then that inconplete |ogical fornms can be of use in
i nformati on processing at the internmedi ate stages. They can be
used to derive valid inferences and can be stored in nenory as
assunption schemas. However, only fully propositional forns
can represent an actual state of affairs in the world and thus
assunption schemas nust be conpleted, on the basis of
contextual information, into full-fledged assunptions before
they can be said to contribute to the individual’s know edge
of the world (Sperber and WIson 1986: 73).

An i ndi vi dual ’ s encycl opaedi c menory cont ai ns
propositional as well as non-propositional representations
and, noreover, these are associated with various attitudes.
How mght these propositional attitudes be represented in
menory? When an assunption is entertained as a true
description of the world, we call it a factual assunption. For
i nstance, the nenory may contain the follow ng assunption,

treated as a fact:

(5) The Earth is round.
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In turn, this assunption may be enbedded in another, second-
order representation such as (6) bel ow

(6) I know that the Earth is round.

Li kewi se, any assunption P wth a certain propositional
attitude may be represented through a nore basic first-order

factual assunption as, for instance, in (7-9):

(7) | desire that P.
(8) | promi se that P.
(9) I regret that P.

It can be assumed, then, that the individual’s representation
of the world consists of a stock of factual assunptions, sone
of which are basic, others of the second order, representing
attitudes to enbedded propositional or non-propositional forns
(Sperber and W1 son 1986: 74-5).

The adequacy of the individual’s representation of the
worl d, however, is only partly dependent on what assunptions
he holds: it is also, in part, a function of how confident he
is in the truth (or Ilikelihood) of these assunptions:
“Inmprovenents in our representation of the world can be
achieved not only by adding justified new assunptions to it,
but also by appropriately raising or |owering our degree of
confidence in them the degree to which we take them to be
confirmed” (Sperber and WIson 1986:76). This degree of
confidence is a non-logical property of assunptions and is
nmet aphorically called their strength. The strength of an
assunption conmes about as a by-product of its processing
history and is conparable to its accessibility from nenory.

The easier an assunption is to recall from nenory, the
nore likely that it will be used in the individual’s efforts

to better his understanding of the world. In this sense, sone
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assunptions can be said to be nore manifest to the individua
than others. This notion can be extended to include not only
assunptions in nenory but facts in general. Sperber and W] son
(1986) define manifestness as follows: “A fact is manifest to
an individual at a given tine if and only if he is capable at
that tinme of representing it nentally and accepting its
representation as true or probably true” (p. 39). On this
notion of nanifestness is based the definition of cognitive
environment, which is the set of facts that are manifest to
the individual. If a fact is manifest to an individual, it is
perceptible or inferable by him Thus, his total cognitive
environment is a function of his physical environnment and his
cognitive abilities, including his perceptual, |inguistic and
inferential abilities along with information that he has
menorised. It contains not only the facts that he is aware of
at the given nonment but also the facts that he is capable of
becom ng aware of.

It follows that since the physical and cognitive abilities
of two people are never entirely identical, they can never
share their total cognitive environments; they can, however,
share a subset of them A shared cognitive environnent of two
people is the intersection of their individual cognitive
environments. A shared cognitive environment in which it is
mani f est which people share it is called a nmutual cognitive
environment. In this cognitive environment every nmanifest
assunption is, by definition, nutually manifest (Sperber and
W son 1986: 41-2).

Mutual mani festness is of course a nuch weaker condition
than rmutual know edge, which, as Sperber and WIson (1986)
have shown, cannot exist (p. 15-21). It is not strong enough
to guarantee a symetrical co-ordination in the choice of the
code and context of conmunication between the comuni cator and
the audience. This problem can, however, be avoided by

assumng that it is the responsibility of the conmunicator to
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make correct assunptions about the appropriate codes and
cont ext ual information the audience wll have at their
di sposal in the conprehension process and that break-downs in
comuni cation are likely to occur when the communicator fails
to make the correct assunptions (Sperber and WIson 1986: 43).
Eventual ly, communication means that the comrunicator
provides a stimulus (verbal or non-verbal), whereby she alters
the physical environment and, consequently, the cognitive
envi ronnment of the audience. (For the sake of ease of wording,
| will throughout the study refer to the comunicator as ‘she’
and to the audience as ‘he’, except where otherw se
indicated.) A stimulus is a phenonenon (a perceptible object
or event) which is to have sonme cognitive effect in the
audi ence. The comunicator provides the stimulus wth the
intention that it will make manifest to the audience certain
assunptions that she would like to share with him thereby
altering his cognitive environment and, at the sane tine,
extending their nmutual cognitive environnent, which is of
crucial inportance in bettering their possibilities of future
interaction. If she fails to achieve this aim it is either
because she has nmade the wong assunptions about what
assunptions are manifest to the audience and, further, what
assunptions he is actually naking or because she has failed to
provide an adequate stinmulus. Comrunication is a risky
enterprise. As Sperber and WIlson (1986) put it: “failures in
communi cation are to be expected: what is nysterious and
requires explanation is not failure but success” (p. 45).

3. 3. Coded conmmuni cati on and ostensive-inferenti al

conmuni cati on

3.3. 1. Coded conmuni cation
Sperber and WIson (1986) suggest that humans use two

different nodes of comunication: coded communication and
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ostensive-inferential comunication. In coded conmunication,
as described by Shannon and Waver (1949), the conmunicator
(or source) encodes her nessage, which is a representation
internal to information-processing devices, into a signal,
which is sent through a channel to the audience (or
destination), who receives the nessage by decodi ng the signal.
Unless the signal is seriously distorted by noise along the
channel, the success of comunication s guaranteed on
condition that the source and the destination share the same
code. A code is defined as a system which pairs nessages with
signals. In this nodel, which is often referred to as the
semotic nodel of  conmuni cati on, conmuni cation is nade
possible by the existence of an wunderlying shared code,
Wi t hout which the audience would have no way of deciphering

t he neani ng of the signal.

Traditionally, it has been assunmed that linguistic
comuni cation, |ike any other form of comrunication, can be
explained in terns of the semotic nodel. Saussure, for
exanpl e, believed that semotics (in his formulation,
sem ology) will conme up with such general laws that wll prove
applicable to |language as well. He describes |anguage as “a

system of signs expressing ideas” (Saussure 1995:15), that is,
as a code.

Now while it is true that |anguage is a code pairing
phoneti c representations (signals) Wi th semantic
representations, it is easy to see that the latter cannot be
equated with the nessages that are actually intended to be
comuni cat ed. Consider the foll ow ng exanpl e:

(10) Gerwyn: Shall we go out for a drink?

(11) Jean: 1t’s raining.

It is clear that Jean’s nessage is not sinply that the weather

is bad but rather that in these meteorol ogical conditions she
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does not feel like going out. Could it be said that (11)
sonmehow encodes this nmessage? Not in any reasonable way; what
It does encode, nore or less, is nerely that there is rain
falling. How then will Gerwyn be able to understand that Jean
does not want to go out? Sperber and WIson (1986) nmaintain,
in line with the Gicean tradition, that the gap between the
semantic representation that the utterance encodes and the

actual nmessage is bridged by a process of inferential
recognition of the communicator’s intentions” (Sperber and
Wlson 1986:9). In this, they say nothing nore or |ess than
what Gice and his followers did. However, they go further
than that and offer an ostensive-inferenti al nodel of
comuni cation that not only nakes it explicit what happens
when the gap is bridged by the audience but, nost inportantly,
al so explains how it is done. The next section will give an

overvi ew of this nodel.

3.3.2. Ostensive-inferential communication
The ternms ostensive and inferential describe two conplenentary
aspects of the same process of communication. It is an
ostensive process because it involves the conmmunicator in
producing a stinulus that points toward her intentions, and
inferential because the audience uses the stinmulus in an
I nferential process of conprehension as evidence for what
those intentions my be. GOstension, then, means maki ng
manifest to the audience an intention to nake sonething
mani f est (Sperber and WIson 1986:49), whereas an inferential
process is one which “starts from a set of premses and
results in a set of conclusions which follow from or are at
| east warranted by, the prem ses” (Sperber and WIson 1986: 12-
3).

This node of comrmunication can thus be defined in the

foll owi ng terns:
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Gstensive-inferenti al communi cat i on: the conmuni cat or
produces a stinmulus which makes it mutually manifest to
comuni cator and audi ence that the communicator intends,
by neans of this stimulus, to make nmanifest or nore
mani fest to the audience a set of assunptions {1} (Sperber

and Wl son 1986:63, italics as in original).

3.3.2.1. Ostension

Ostension, as can be seen from this definition, provides two
| ayers of information. First there is an upper |ayer of
information, which is the information that the comunicator
wants to comruni cate sonething and, second, there is a |ower,
basic, layer of information: the one that the conmunicator
actually intends to conmunicate to the audience. As wll be
seen, the upper layer has just as inportant a role in the
conmmuni cation process as the basic one. This basic |ayer of
information, which is “to make manifest or nore manifest a set
of assunptions {I}” is called the informative intention of the
comuni cator. The upper layer of information, “which nmakes it
mutually manifest to communicator and audience” that the
conmmuni cator has this informative intention, is referred to as
the comunicative intention of the conmunicator. In other
wor ds, the communicative intention is a second-order
informative intention, which is fulfilled as soon as the
informative intention is recognised, even if it is itself not
fulfilled (Sperber and WIson 1986: 29- 30).

Eventual |y, what nakes true communication different from
other fornms of information transfer is exactly the presence of
this comunicative intention: here we have a neans of
distinguishing, in the technical sense, between infornng,
where the communicative intention is mssing or is covert (not
mutual Iy mani fest) and conmmuni cation, where this intention is
overt (rmutually manifest). As Sperber and WIson (1986) put

it: informing nodifies the cognitive environnment of the
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audi ence, while conmunication nodifies the nutual cognitive
envi ronment of the conmmuni cator and audi ence (p. 61).

This can be inportant in a nunber of ways. First, in
certain situations the comrunicative intention may provide the
clue to unlocking the informative intention. Such cases are
di scussed in, for instance, Gice (1975), where the notion of
conversational inplicature crucially rests on the requirenent
that the communication is done overtly. Second, by extending
the mutual cognitive environnment of the communicator and her
audi ence the conmunicative intention also fulfils a social
function: it opens up new possibilities of further
conmuni cati on

But nost inportantly, ostensive behaviour provides the
audi ence with evidence to the effect that it will be rewarding
for him to engage in the conmunication process. Information
processing, as any other cognitive process, involves a certain
amount of effort that the individual is bound to invest in the
hope of gains. Based on the assunption that the human mnd is
an efficient information processing device, it seens that any
reasonabl e i ndividual wil | take part in an act of
communi cation only if he can expect that the gains of the
process will be worth the effort he nmakes. Sperber and WI son
(1986) suggest that ostensive behaviour provides evidence of
this in the form of a guarantee of relevance. It inplies this
guar ant ee because humans naturally look for information that
seens relevant to them that is, information that will inprove
their overall representation of the world. Their main thesis
Is that “an act of ostention carries a guarantee of relevance,
and that this fact [...] nakes manifest the intention behind
the ostention” (Sperber and WIson 1986:50). They call this
the principle of relevance and maintain that it is the key to

expl ai ni ng how i nferential conmmuni cati on works.
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3.3.2.2. Inference

Inference can be defined as the process of validating an
assunption on the basis of other assunptions. It contributes
to the fixation of belief, just as for exanple perception
does. Sperber and WIson (1986) nmintain that inferential
conprehension is a central thought process with free access to
conceptual nmenory. This inplies that conprehension is a gl obal
process in the sense that “any conceptually represented
information available to the addressee can be used as a
premise in this inference process” (Sperber and WIson
1986: 65). They also assunme that inferential conprehension is
non-denonstrative: the audience has no way of decoding or
deduci ng what the communicator’s intentions are; all he can do
is construct a hypothesis about them and then confirm this
hypot hesis on the basis of the ostensive evidence that the
conmmuni cat or provi des. Spont aneous non- denonstrative
i nference, they suggest, is not, overall, as nmuch a | ogical
process as a suitably constrained heuristic one. “Hypothesis
formation involves the use of deductive rules, but is not
totally governed by them hypothesis confirmation is a non-
| ogi cal cognitive phenonenon: it is a by-product of the way
assunptions are processed, deductively or otherw se” (Sperber
and W/ son 1986:69). Moreover, in non-denonstrative inference
no logical rules other than deductive rules are used, that is
such rules that apply to assunptions purely in virtue of their
| ogical form and “take account of the semantic properties of
assunptions only insofar as these are reflected in their fornf
(Sperber and WI son 1986: 85).

Conpr ehensi on invol ves explicating (anal ysing) the content
of assunptions and thus the deductive rules used in this
process nmust be interpretive in this sense. Therefore, Sperber
and WIson (1986) hypothesise that in spontaneous deductive
processing the mnd only has access to so-called elimnation

rules, which yield conclusions from which a specified concept
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that is part of the premses is erased. Two exanples, taken
from Sperber and W I son (1986:86-7), are given bel ow

(12) And-elimnation
(a) Input: (P and Q

Qutput: P
(b) Input: (P and Q
Qutput: Q

(13) Modus ponendo ponens
I nput : (1) P
(ii) (If Pthen Q
Qutput: Q

The conclusions that these rules yield are called non-trivial,
exactly because they are explications of the content of the
prem ses, and these are the only kind of conclusions that the
m nd generates when processing a set of input assunptions.

As can be seen above in exanples (12) and (13),
elimnation rules are of two formal types. (12) is an analytic
rule, which takes one single assunption as input; (13) is a
synthetic rule, taking two separate assunptions as input. A
set of input assunptions is said to analytically inply an
assunption when it is one of the conclusions in a deduction
which only involves the use of analytic rules. A set of input
assunptions is said to synthetically inply an assunption when
it is not an analytic inplication of the prem ses. Then,
conputing all the analytic inplications of a set of prem ses
is a necessary and sufficient condition for understanding the
content of the prem ses, whereas the synthetic inplications of
the prem ses offer inferential information that is the result
of a conbination of the input assunptions but could not have
been generated separately from the individual premses. In

other words: when the deductive device draws the analytic
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inplications of an assunption, it conputes the intrinsic
meaning of it; when the device <conputes the synthetic
inmplications of the assunption in conbination wth other
assunptions, it gains an understanding of what that assunption
means in the context of other assunptions that it already has
access to. This process is called the contextualisation of an
assunption and the resulting synthetic inplications are
referred to as contextual inplications. As Sperber and WI son
(1986) put it:

A central function of the deductive device is thus to
derive, spontaneously, automatically and unconsciously,
the contextual inplications of any newy presented
information in a context of old information. O her things
being equal, the nore contextual inplications it yields

the nore this new information wll I nprove the
i ndividual's existing representation of the world (Sperber
and W son 1986: 108).

But contextual inplications are not the only way to inprove a
representation of the world. A given set of old assunptions
can also be nodified by providing further evidence for, and
t hus st rengt heni ng, some  assunptions or by provi di ng
contradictory evidence against, and consequently erasing,
ot her assunptions from the context. These effects are called
cont ext ual st rengt heni ng and cont ext ual el i mnation,
respectively.

W have thus described three ways in which the
contextualisation of new assunptions in a context of old
assunptions may achieve some contextual effect: by adding new
assunptions to the context in the form of contextua
i nplications, by strengthening sone old assunptions or by
erasing others. Qherwise, if a contextualisation does not

nodi fy the context (because the new assunptions are found too
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weak and are consequently erased) or all it does is sinply add
some new assunptions to it, it will have failed to achieve any
contextual effect (Sperber and WIlson 1986: 117).

In an intuitive sense, an assunption which does not
provide any contextual effect in a given context of other
assunptions nay be said to be irrelevant in that context. In
the next section we shall take a closer |ook at the notion of
rel evance, which has a central role in the theory of

ostensi ve-inferential comruni cati on under di scussi on here.

3.3.2.3. Relevance

W have informally said that an assunption (or, in general, an
ostensive stinmulus) is relevant inasnmuch as it leads to an
i nprovenent of an existing representation of the world. But,
as we have seen, any such inprovenment cones at the cost of a
certain amount of effort that the individual has to exert in
the inferential process of conprehension. An efficient
i nformati on-processing device (such as a human being) wll
enbark on this enterprise only when the gains (the contextua
effects) can be hoped to cone about at a reasonable cost
(processing effort). This can be thought of as a manifestation
of the principle that ganme theory calls the mni-max strategy:
participants in an exchange will naturally strive to achieve a
maxi rum of gains at a mninmm of costs. Oherw se, when the
gains seem too small or the cost too large, the device wll
di srupt the process and the conmunication breaks down. These
two aspects of the process can be built into a conparative

definition of relevance in the follow ng manner:

Rel evance
Extent condition 1: an assunption is relevant in a context
to the extent that its contextual effects in this context

are | arge.
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Extent condition 2: an assunption is relevant in a context
to the extent that the effort required to process it in
this context is small.

(Sperber and W1 son 1986: 125, italics as in original)

The effort required to process a stimulus in a context is the
function of several factors. WIlson (1992:174) explicates the
three nost inportant of these: the conplexity of the stinmulus,
the accessibility of the context, and the inferential effort
needed to conmpute the contextual effects of the stinulus in
t hat context.

The human mind is assunmed to have the ability to assess
the relevance of assunptions through nonitoring the physico-
chem cal changes that are caused by the nental processes
involved in conprehension. Since nental effects and nental
effort are non-representational properties of these processes,
rel evance nmust be non-representational, too: it arises as a
by- product of nental processes and if it is ever represented,
it is represented in the form not of quantitative, but rather
of conparative judgenents (Sperber and WIson 1986: 132).

An individual will only pay attention to a stimnulus when
he can expect that it will prove relevant to him Thus, when a
comuni cat or produces a stinmulus with the intention to convey
a certain set of assunptions, she wll have to, in a way,
inplicitly promse the audience that, on the one hand, the
stimulus will lead to the desired effects and, on the other
it will not take nore effort than is necessary for achieving
these effects. This requirenent is at the heart of ostensive-
inferential conmmunication and is <called the principle of

rel evance:

Every act of ostensive comrunication communicates the
presunption of its own optiml relevance (Sperber and
W son 1986: 158).
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By optimal relevance we shall nean that the processing of a
stimulus leads to contextual effects that are worth the
audi ence’s attention and, noreover, that it puts the audi ence
to no unnecessary processing effort in achieving those
effects.

I mportantly, the principle of relevance is not sonething
that participants of a comunicative act nust be aware of and
must ‘obey’ in the way that Gice’ s co-operative principle and
maxi ns are mnutually acknow edged and observed (or flouted) by
them — it is a general characteristic that automatically
applies to every act of ostensive-inferential conmunication,
Wi t hout exception.

The task of the audience, looking for the informative
intention of the comrunicator, is to nake hypotheses about it
and pick the one that the communi cator can be thought to have
believed that it would confirm the presunption of optinal
rel evance. Such an interpretation is called consistent wth
the principle of relevance (Sperber of WIson 1986: 166).

Now, since the order in which the interpretive hypotheses
are processed also affects their relevance, the principle of
rel evance has the very inportant consequence that the audi ence
is entitled to accept as correct the first interpretation
which is tested and found consistent with the principle of
rel evance.

There is still one open question here. The success of the
communi cation process crucially depends on whether the
stimulus is sought to achieve relevance in the context
envi saged by the communicator. How the audience is able to

choose the proper context is the topic of the next section.

3.3.2.4. Context
The addressee of a comunication wll naturally aim at
maxi m sing the relevance of the ostensive stinmulus (and any

assunption that it makes manifest to him by trying to strike
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a balance between the effects it yields and the effort it
takes to process. Wwen such a balance is achieved, the
stinmulus is said to have been optimally processed (Sperber and
Wl son 1986:144). A stimulus can be optinmally processed only
if the audience is able to construct the context in which the
communi cator intended her stinmulus to achi eve rel evance.

The construction of this context can be imagined in the
foll owing way (Sperber and WIson 1986:139-42). It is assuned
that the initial context is nmade up of assunptions |eft over
in the nenory of the deductive device from the imrediately
precedi ng deduction. These are assunptions which have arisen
as synthetic inplications or have been used as prem ses of
these inplications, or have been strengthened in the process.
Al'l the other assunptions are erased and transferred to sone
short-term menory store. This imediately given context can be
extended in different ways.

First, the context my be extended by adding to it
assunptions derived or used in previous deductions, which can
still be retrieved from short-term nenory. Second, the
extension nmay be nade by adding the encycl opaedic entries (or
parts of them of concepts already in the context or in the
assunption that is being processed. This neans retrieving
information from encyclopaedic nenory. Third, it 1is also
possible to add to the context information about the directly
observabl e physi cal envi r onnent through the perceptual
faculties. These possibilities together determne a maxinm
context but it would be absurd to think that all these
extensions necessarily and automatically take place. What this
would entail is a mmjor increase of processing effort and,
consequently, a substantial decrease in rel evance.

How, then, is the actual context of the deductive process
determned? It is selected in accordance with the principle of
rel evance. When the audience presunes that the ostensive

stimulus is consistent with the principle of relevance, he
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wll look for a context that will support this presunption: a
context that enables him to maximse the relevance of the
given stinmulus. Cbviously, since context selection also
i nvol ves nmental effort, optimal relevance can be achi eved when
this effort is smallest: with a mnimal context. Thus, the
context of the deductive process is not seen as given, or
predetermned; it is constructed during the process as a
result of the audience’s natural search for relevance. It my
be interesting to note here that the idea of gradual context
construction is not new at all: it is expressed, for exanple,
by the principle of local interpretation, which instructs the
addressee of an utterance not to build a context any |arger
than necessary to arrive at an interpretation (Brown and Yule
1983:59); what is new is that the process of context
construction is explained as a natural consequence of a

general principle of communication.

3.4. Linguistic comunication

3.4.1. Language and inferential conmunication
A grammar, in the Chonskyan sense, is a code pairing phonetic
representations wth semantic representations. A |anguage,
then, can be seen as a set of well-fornmed fornulas, nade up of
conbi nations of itenms drawn from the |exicon of the |anguage,
whi ch are generated by this code, or grammar. |In other words,
a | anguage i s a code-governed representational system

In our cognitive framework, linguistic information is
processed by a specialised input system the |anguage nodul e,
whi ch automatically decodes any |inguistic stimulus perceived
by the individual, producing as output nmental formulas that we
call semantic representations. These representations, however,
are still too abstract in the sense that they are, normally,
semantically inconplete: they are not full-fledged assunptions

but rather assunption schenas, which need to be inferentially
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devel oped before they can represent a definite state of
affairs in sonme (actual or possible) world.

Li ngui stic communication thus involves two layers: a
codi ng/ decodi ng process and an ostensive/inferential process.
The former is subservient to the latter in that the output of
|l inguistic processing serves as the input for the central
process of inferencing, in which the audience uses senantic
representations as a source of hypotheses and evidence about
t he conmuni cator’s comuni cative intentions.

The audience of a linguistic comunication has a very
conplex inferential task. First, he has to assign a unique
proposi ti onal form to the utterance. This my involve
di sanbi guation, that is selecting one of the semantic
representations assigned to the sentence by the grammar,
ref erence assignnment and the specification of vague ternms. An
utterance, however, does not nerely express a proposition: it
expresses it in a certain nood. The second (but by no neans
the last) task of the audience is thus to identify the
comuni cator’s propositional attitude on the basis of the
| i ngui stically encoded nood of the utterance.

The commonpl ace case when an utterance conmunicates its
own propositional form that is when this propositional form
Is part of the intended interpretation, is called an ordinary
assertion. In such a case, when an assunption communi cated by
the utterance is a developnent of a logical form encoded by
the utterance, we call this assunption an explicature. The
situation is different, of course, with figurative or non-
assertive utterances: here the propositional form of the
utterance is not an explicature because it is not part of the
intended interpretation. Wen an assunption is conmunicated
otherwise, we call it an inplicature (Sperber and W]Ison
1986:182). Then, all the intended analytic inplications of a
| ogical form encoded by the utterance are explicatures, and

all the intended contextual assunptions (inplicated prem ses)

71



with all the intended contextual inplications (inplicated
conclusions) of that logical form are inplicatures. Wat an
utterance communi cates consists, thus, in its explicatures and

i mpl i cat ures.

3.4.2. Descriptive and interpretive | anguage use
In an ordinary assertion, all the analytic and contextual
i nplications of the proposition expressed by the utterance are
exactly the same as those that the comrunicator actually
intended to comunicate: this proposition is a litera
interpretation of a thought of the communicator’s. The
resenbl ance between a proposition and a thought, of course, is
normally less than literal. A proposition expressed by an
utterance will normally be only a partial interpretation of a
t hought, where they w Il share sone, but not all, of their
analytic and/or contextual inplications. W wll say that a
propositional form and a thought or nore generally, since a
thought is a nental representation wth a propositional form
two propositional forns interpretively resenble one another in
a context to the extent that they share their analytic and
contextual inplications in that context (WIson and Sperber
1988: 138).

Conpare, for instance, the followng tw propositions
(supposi ng that they are about the sane person).

(14) Janes is a father.
(15) Janes has a daughter

Clearly, both (14) and (15) analytically inply, anong other
things, (16a and b), whereas (16c¢c) is only inplied by (15):

(16) (a) Janmes is a parent.
(b) James has a child.

(c) James has a fenale child.
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Thus, we can say that the two propositions interpretively
resenble each other, while this resenblance is less than
conplete. An inportant point here 1is that interpretive
resenblance is a matter of degree: it nmay range from the case
of conplete, or literal, resenblance through partial to
mar gi nal resenbl ance.

This notion of interpretive resenbl ance can be extended to
cover resenblance between utterances, but certain problens
need to be considered, as Gutt (1991:39-44) points out. To
begin with, sone utterances (greetings like ‘hello or proper
nouns |ike *Janes’) have no logical forns and thus cannot be
devel oped into full-fledged propositions. They can, however,
still resenble each other in their interpretations. If Janes
says hello to ne, | can interpret his utterance through a
description of it in the form of ‘Janmes has greeted ne
informally’, which does have a propositional form

Secondly, two utterances wth identical propositional
forms (active-passive pairs, for instance) mnmy conmunicate
different things because the form of the utterance can also
constrain the way in which it is interpreted in the given
context. Conversely, the same utterance mmy convey different
I nterpretations because interpretations are rel evance-
dependent and relevance is itself dependent on the context,
and thus the interpretation of an utterance is a function of
the context in which it arises.

These problens are avoided if we generalise the definition
of interpretive resenblance in the following way: “two
utterances, or even nore generally, tw ostensive stinuli,
interpretively resenble one another to the extent that they
share their explicatures and inplicatures (QGutt 1991:44)".
This definition allows for stimuli that either have a
propositional form or do not and it is also context-sensitive

i nasmuch as explicatures and inplicatures arise in context.
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Now an utterance is a public representation of a thought
of the speaker’s. A representation with a propositional form
can represent things in two ways: either in virtue of its
propositional form being true of a state of affairs, that is
descriptively, or in virtue of a resenblance between its
propositional form and the propositional form of sone other
representation, that 1is interpretively (Sperber and WIson
1986:228-9). Thus, in a strict sense, every utterance is an
interpretation of a thought (which, in turn, may be a
descriptive representation of a state of affairs). It does not
necessarily have to be a literal interpretation - and in nost
cases it is not. The audience can judge the closeness of the
interpretation on the basis of the principle of relevance. A
thought, in turn, may be in an interpretive relationship with
anot her thought or in a descriptive relationship with sone
state of affairs. Sperber and WIson (1986:231) argue that all
the basic tropes and illocutionary forces can be explained in
this way: netaphor involves an interpretive relation between
the propositional form of an utterance and a thought; irony
involves an interpretive relation between the speaker’s
t houghts and thoughts or wutterances attributed to others;
interrogatives and exclamatives involve an interpretive
relation between the speaker’s thoughts and desirable
t houghts; assertion involves a descriptive relation between
the speaker’s thoughts and a state of affairs; and requesting
and advising involve a descriptive relation between the
speaker’s thoughts and a desirable state of affairs.

Sperber and WIlson (1986:233) <claim that since a
comuni cator ains at optimal relevance and since there is no
reason to assune that the optimally relevant expression is
always the nost literal interpretation of a thought, litera
| anguage use is to be considered a limting case rather than
the norm Very often, for exanple, it is in the interest of

the speaker to intentionally avoid literalness and in this way
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extend the range of possible inplicatures of her utterance,
t hereby reducing the anount of responsibility she has to take
for what she says. Poetic effects, |ike netaphor, are also
explained in this framework as the result of a w de range of
relatively weak inplicatures: the richer the variety of weak
cont ext ual ef fects and t he greater t he audi ence’ s
responsibility for constructing them the nore beautiful,
surprising and effective a poetic expression is. Poetry builds
on weak inpressions, while scientific |anguage, for instance,
tends to build on the use of explicatures. Differences in
style can thus be explained, at l|east partly, as differences
in the way that relevance is achieved: by greater or |esser

reliance on inplicature (Sperber and W son 1986: 224).
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Chapt er Four

Transl ation as Interpretation

In Chapter Two | argued that neither the equival ence-based nor
the comunicative function-based approaches can provide a
conplete and consistent answer to the question of what
translation really is. Wile we obviously have an intuitive
know edge of what nekes a translation a translation, if we
want to be able to provide a systematic and explicit
characterisation of the nature of the translation process, it
wll have to be done, | argued along with Steiner (1975/92)
and Cutt (1991), in ternms of a suitable theory of
comuni cation. Such a theory, Sperber and WIson's Rel evance
Theory, was outlined in Chapter Three. This chapter, then,
will show how the nature of translation can be explicated
wi thin the bounds of this theory, as presented in Gutt (1991).

4.1. Translation as interpretation: a first approximtion
Today it is conmmonly accepted that translation is nore than
just mere mani pulation of |anguage or linguistic utterances -
it is a form of interlingual or, in a wder sense,
i ntercultural conmunication. The essential question here is
how translation i's di fferent from other forns of
conmuni cati on

One specific characteristic of communication through
translation is, of course, that it involves, apart from the
original or source conmunicator, an extra comunicator who
medi at es between the source comuni cator and the target of the
translation process, the target audience. In this respect,
translation seens simlar to the situation where in a noisy
pl ace sonebody has to render the words of the person standing
on his right side to the one standing on the left (even though
they may all share a commobn |anguage). What nakes the
rendering of the nessage necessary here is the noise that
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bl ocks the channel of comunication between the source
comuni cat or and the target audience.

There are then other situations in which the signal, even
if famliar to the audience, does not seemto nake sense. This
reminds us of the case of sophisticated texts on el aborate
topics (linguistics or conmunication, for instance), where the
reader, although famliar with the |anguage, wll be puzzled
at what the |anguage conveys and wll ask for the help of
sonmebody who can explain or interpret the text for him

Transl ation, however, is different from these cases in
that the interference of a nediator is necessitated not sinply
because the signal needs to be anplified or because the
audi ence cannot make sense of it but nmainly because the signa
itself is unintelligible to the audience. Thus transl ation may
be seen as a form of conmunication where the translator, a
medi ator, interprets the source conmunicator’s nessage for the
target audience, as the audience is incapable of interpreting
it for hinself, either because for sone reason he cannot
identify the source signals or because he does not possess the
necessary background i nformation for making sense of them

Unfortunately, this definition of translation as an
interpretive communicative process is still too wde and
inprecise in that it allows for the inclusion within its
bounds of phenonmena which are not normally thought of as
I nstances of translation, such as herneneutic interpretation
or reading to a child. However, it puts into focus the notion
of interpretation, which may serve as the starting point of
the quest for a nore rigorous definition of translation.

4.2. Interpretation

W saw in Chapter Three that interpretation is an inferential
process whereby the audience infers from the stimulus the
i nt ended neani ng of the conmunicator. For this to happen, the

audi ence nust use the set of contextual assunptions envisaged
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by the communi cator, otherwi se the communication may fail. Let
us call the situation when this condition is fulfilled a
primary conmunication situation, and the second where the
audience uses a nore or less different set of contextual
assunpti ons a secondary comuni cati on situation (GQutt
1991:73). These notions are nore explicit formulations of the
ones introduced in section 2.1.3. 2.

A secondary comuni cation situation will often result in a
msinterpretation. An observation to this effect appears in
Sel eskovich (1977), where she notes that problens in the
process of interpretation arise when the translator |acks the
necessary know edge of the world and/or of the cognitive
context (of the text) which can enable her to work out the
non-verbal sense of the text on the basis of its linguistic
meani ng. @Qutt (1991) lists four kinds of msinterpretations
which may arise when a linguistic utterance is interpreted
against a context different from the one that was actually
i nt ended by the comruni cat or:

e The use of wong contextual assunptions can lead to the

choi ce of the wong semantic representation;

e A wong context may lead to the derivation of a wong
propositional form

e Wong cont ext ual assunptions can pr event t he
identification of a propositional form as an i ntended
explicature or as only a source of inplicatures;

e A wong context can also lead to the derivation of
I mplicatures not intended or, vice versa, to the |oss
of inplicatures actually intended by the comuni cator

(p. 73).

Transl ati on, of cour se, of ten occurs in secondary
communi cation situations. An inportant question here is
whet her a given nessage (set of assunptions intended by the
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comuni cator) can be comunicated in such a situation and to
what extent.

According to relevance theory an act of conmmunication can
only be successful if it achieves relevance in a given set of
contextual assunptions, and relevance is defined in terns of
contextual effects and processing effort. Now relevance is
clearly context-dependent: a given set of assunptions to be
comuni cated that yields an appropriate nunber of contextua
effects may fail to do so in a different context and thus the
comuni cati on may break down. Alternatively, it can break down
because the effort needed to work out these contextual effects
in a secondary context nmay be gratuitously great, leading to a
loss of interest in the conmunication on the part of the
audience. As Bell (1991) wites, this is the point, the
threshold of term nation, “where the reader has got enough out
of the text and/or feels that, in cost-benefit terns, there is
little point in continuing” (p. 213).

It is then a gross oversinplification of nmatters to say
that a given nessage can always be comunicated through
translation: it is only possible if the secondary context
makes it possible to conmunicate that nessage. And this is
exactly what Steiner says when he wites “not everything can
be translated now (Steiner 1975/92:262, italics as in
original). Some things may defy translation at a given nonent
but through changes of context and |anguage nmy becone
translatable in the future

Transl at or s, t oo, have |long been (even if only
intuitively) aware of this fact. This is mnifest in
translations which are addressed to an audience essentially
different from the original one, for instance when a great
classic of Anmerican literature |ike The Last of the Mhicans
by Janmes Fenni nore Cooper was rendered into Hungarian by Adam
Réz in such a way that long politico-historical descriptive

passages were elimnated for the obvious reason that the
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transl ati on was done for children, who would not be interested
in these or, rather, would not be prepared to interpret such
descriptions, all of which mght result in the child reader
|l osing interest and putting the book down. Thus in such a case
it may be a wise decision on the part of the translator to
| eave out these parts, in order to ensure that the
communi cation as a whol e woul d be successful .

In sum the primary question in translation is not in what

way a given nmessage can be comrunicated in the target | anguage

but whether it is communicable at all in the context of the
receiving culture, in the given conmmunicative situation, in
consistency with the principle of relevance; all other

considerations follow from the answer given to this
fundanmental question. Thus, as Gutt (1991) wites, the
translator, first of all, needs to clarify for herself whether
the original informative intention is comunicable in the
given circunstances or it needs to be nodified, and only then
can she start thinking about the question of exactly how her
conmmuni cative intention may be fornul ated (p. 180).

4.3. Translation as interlingual interpretive use

If, as is nost often the case, the sane informative intention
cannot be conveyed in the secondary context, then it wll need
to be altered in order to make it comuni cable, while ensuring
at the sane tine that only such changes are effected as
absol utely necessary to achieve this purpose. Translation can
then be seen as the act of conmmunicating in the secondary
context an informative intention that interpretively resenbles
the original one as closely as possible under the given
conditions. This entails that the principle of relevance in
translation is manifested as a presunption of optim
resenbl ance: t he transl ation is “(a) pr esuned to
interpretively resenble the original [..] and (b) the

resenblance it shows is to be consistent with the presunption
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of optimal relevance” (Gutt 1991:101). In other words: the
transl ation should resenble the original in such a way that it
provi des adequate contextual effects and it should be
formulated in such a manner that the intended interpretation
can be recovered by the audience wthout undue processing
effort.

The foll owi ng exanpl e, taken from Péter Esterhéazy’ s Hrabal
konyve (Magvet s Kiado, Budapest, 1990, p. 10) and its English
translation by Judith Sollosy (Quartet Books, London, 1993, p.
4) will perhaps elucidate what optinmal resenblance neans in

transl ati on.

(17) Volt cukréaszda, két konkurens kocsma, nelyet m ndenk
a régi nevén hivott, a Serhdz neg a Kondéasz...

(18) There was a café of sorts and two rival taverns,
whi ch everyone called by their old names, the Beerhall and
t he Kondasz...

The problem here is that the encyclopaedic entry of the

Hungari an word ‘ser’ contains an assunption to the effect that
the expression is old-fashioned, it is not used any |onger,
and evokes the atnosphere of “the gol den days” of the Austro-
Hungari an Monarchy. Since in this part of the book the witer
describes the Ilayering upon each other of the past and
present, this assunption definitely has sonme contextua
i nportance here. However, the English word *‘beer’ does not
carry a conparable assunption and this part of the context is
thus lost in the translation. On the other hand, it has a near
synonym in English, ‘ale’, which does contain in its
encycl opaedic entry the assunption, waking images of the past,
that this drink is brewed in the traditional way, wthout
adding hops. Mdreover, the related conmpound *alehouse’ is
further loaded with the encyclopaedic assunption that the
expression is outdated, old-fashioned, and its wuse in the
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translation would thus have resulted in the closest possible
Interpretive resenblance to the original. Here, in ny opinion,
the translator commtted a mstake: she let part of the
context be lost without a good reason, since the preservation
of the encyclopaedic assunption in question would not have
caused a consi derabl e i ncrease of processing effort.

W have arrived at, then, a definition of translation
which seens to provide all the necessary conditions to guide

the transl at or

They determne in what respects the translation should
resenble the original — only in those respects that can be
expected to nake it adequately relevant to the receptor
| anguage  audi ence. They determine also that t he
transl ation should be clear and natural in expression in
the sense that it should not be unnecessarily difficult to
understand (Gutt 1991:102).

These conditions, anong other things, seem to explain why it
is preferred that the translator translate into her nother
tongue (or her *“language of habitual use”, as is sonetines
allowed). The translator, on the one hand, has to be able to
predi ct what assunptions mght be present in the audience' s
cognitive environnment and this is nost likely when they share
a common culture. And, on the other hand, she has to possess
an ease of expression in the target |anguage which is normally
possible only in the nother tongue. That is, in nost cases the
translator will be famliar with the cultural context and al so
with the language to an extent sufficient to enable her to
satisfy the above conditions only in her nother tongue and
very rarely in a foreign | anguage.

The above definition also accounts for another interesting
problem nanmely that although +the degree of resenblance

bet ween translation and original can always be increased, for
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sone reason it often seens undesirable. W can now expl ain why
this is so: exactly because the increase in resenblance may be
acconpanied by an increase of processing effort which m ght
outweigh the gains in contextual effects. The two factors,
contextual effects and processing effort need to be carefully
bal anced by the translator, who has to accept the fact that
|l osses in contextual effects are sonmetines unavoidable in
order to keep the processing effort at a reasonable |evel,
thereby ensuring the overall success of the comunication.
Rel evance, it needs to be kept in mnd, is always a joint
function of contextual effects and processing effort.

Having defined translation as an act of conmunication
ainmed at optimal resenblance to the original, it seens in
order that | clarify certain points here. First of all, how
should we understand the phrase “the translation optinmally
resenbles the original”? The ternms “translation” and
“original” are certainly not neant here as the translated and
the original text (a text, in the narrow sense, is a
collection of printed marks) but as the set of assunptions
they give rise to in the secondary and the primary contexts,
respectively.

Second, what is the specificity of translation (as a form
of Interpretive |anguage use) conpared to nonolingual
comuni cation? In nonolingual conmmunication the conmunicator
communi cates (that is, provides evidence, for the audience,
for) her own thoughts, whereas a translator comunicates
(provides evidence for) the assunptions conveyed by the source
text, which she has worked out in a different context and
| anguage, built on a conceptual system which is likely to be,
at least partially, different from that of the secondary
context (including the target |anguage). Thus the uniqueness
and the difficulty of translation lies partly in the fact that

it involves second-order interpretation and partly in that it
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may (and nost often does) necessitate a shift between
conceptual systens.

4.3.1. Direct and indirect translation

Alimting case of translation as interpretive use is when the
interpretive resenblance between the translation and the
ori gi nal is purportedly conplete: t hat is, when the
translation “purports to allow the recovery of the originally
intended interpretation interlingually” (Gutt 1991:163). In a
way, this is simlar to direct quotations, which nay be
enployed to allow the recovery of the original interpretation
intralingually, on condition that they are processed in the
original context. Cenerally speaking, two stimuli my give
rise to the same interpretation if and only if they are
processed in the sanme context, because any interpretation is
causally dependent on the interplay between stimulus and
cont ext .

This kind of direct translation, consequently, is only
possible if the translation is processed in the original, or
primary, context, otherwise the contextual differences wll
result in differences in contextual effects. Technically, the
followi ng definition can be adopt ed:

A receptor |anguage utterance is a direct translation of a
source |anguage utterance if and only if it purports to
interpretively resenble the original conpletely in the
context envisaged for the original (Gutt 1991:163).

Naturally, in interlingual (intercultural) situations it is
very rare that the original context should be available in the
target culture. It is possible perhaps in circunstances where
di fferent | anguage comunities have shar ed t he same
geographical, political, and economc environnment for a |ong

enough time to elimnate major cultural differences but in
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nost cases the secondary comrunication situation wll be
substantially different to exclude the possibility of direct
translation. This, then, inplies that the default case is not
direct but indirect translation, which covers various grades
of interpretive resenbl ance.

Consider, for an illustration of the exposition above,
exanple 19, taken from an interview with dint Eastwood by
G nny Dougarry (The Tines Magazi ne, 28 March 1998, p. 19):

(19) In the early Fifties, during his two-year stint in
the US Arny, he had a casual relationship with a
school teacher in Carnel. Wen he attenpted to end the
affair, she turned violent. Did it frighten hin? “Yeah, it

gave nme the spooks,” he says. “It wasn’'t a homcide -
soneone trying to kill nme. But it was soneone stal king ne
and threatening to kill thenself.”

What is interesting here is the use of the pronomnal form
‘“thenself’, when the referent is clearly a fenale person.
Naturally, anyone famliar wth the present-day Anmerican
cultural context will realise that this is probably the result
of a sonewhat exaggerated effort to conply with expectations
of political <correctness. Thus (19) conveys the follow ng

i mpl i cature:

(20) dint is trying to be PC.

Now what could a Hungarian translator do wth the |[ast
sentence? Let us first suppose she assunes that her average
Hungari an reader knows nothing about what PC neans in Anerica
and she does not consider it possible to introduce this notion
within the limts of the given translation task. In this case,
assunption (20) wll, nost probably, be conpletely lost, and
the result will be an instance of indirect translation, since

85



the interpretive resenblance between the original and the
translation is | ess than conpl ete.

Let us now suppose that the translator assunes her reader
to be famliar with the concept of PC, that is, she assunes
that the translation operates in the sanme context as the
original does. Then she could try to |look for a solution that
will convey assunption (20) in the Hungarian text, thereby
achieving conplete interpretive resenblance, in this respect
at least, between (19) and the translation, which can thus
said to be an instance of direct translation.

Parenthetically, ny guess is that in this particular case
the assunption is likely to be |ost because the difference
concerning pronon nal gender cont r ast between the two
| anguages would probably make the preservation of the
assunption too effort-consumng and would thus threaten the
optimal rel evance of the translation.

Therefore, it seens that here the translation is dooned to
be sonmewhat indirect but, regarding that (20) is a relatively
weak inplicature, no serious damage occurs - unless, of
course, (20) wll later be needed as part of the context.

4.3.2. Conditions and corollaries of direct translation
The notion of direct translation, however, sheds light on sone
| mpor t ant poi nt s. First of all, conplete interpretive
resenbl ance can only be ainmed at if the translator herself is
capable of performing a thorough interpretation of the
original (CGutt 1991:164). If this condition is not fulfilled
then the translation cannot even purport to be direct, in the
true sense of the term Wat this entails is the requirenent
for the translator to be thoroughly famliar with not only the
two |anguages but also with the tw cultures (cultural
contexts) in question.

Second, direct translation may serve as a useful means of

famliarising the target audience with the source culture by
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communi cating to him the original informative intention. On
the other hand, the originally intended interpretation, as we
have seen, is only communicable in the original context, which
entails that the target audience needs to have, or seek,
access to all of this contextual background information. This
nmeans that the translator has to | ook for ways to provide such
information and it also points to the fact that direct
translation in many cases requires sone extra effort on the
part of the audience as well, in the hope of gaining a full

under st andi ng of the original nessage.

Thirdly, as Gutt (1991) points out, in such circunstances
a crucial requirenment, in order that the comrunication does
not fail, is that the audience be explicitly nmade aware by the

translator of the intended degree of resenblance between the
original and the translation in a translator’s forewrd or
ot herw se (p. 183).

Finally, the translator, as any communicator, has to nake
sure that her conmunicative intentions are in accordance with
the expectations of the audience. If she thinks that the
i ntended target audience will not be able or willing to exert
the extra effort demanded by a direct translation then she
will be bound to choose another approach to the given
translation task, in order to ensure the success of the
comuni cation (Gutt 1991:185).

4. 4. Concl usions

The notion of translation as interpretive |anguage use is
based on the view that translation is a form of comunication
and, as such, can be accounted for in terns of the relevance
theory of communication. This inplies that the theory of
translation is a natural part of the theory of conmmunication
and that any translation principle, rule or guideline is an

application of the principle of relevance and “all the aspects

of translation [.]}, including matters of evaluation, are
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explicable in terms of the interaction of context, stinulus
and interpretation” through this principle (Gutt 1991:188).
O course, the inportance of the context had already been

realised by the communicative-functional approaches to
translation as well. Polysystem theory, skopos theory, and the
action theory of translation all pointed out that a

translation is always the product of a specific context,
including various factors such as cultural conventions, the
ci rcunst ances and expectations of the target reader, or the
i ntended purpose of the translation and thus the content of
the translation is effectively determ ned by these factors. As
a consequence, in these theories the source text is rel egated,
fromthe status of the absolute neasure of evaluation, to that
of a nere stimulus or source material and the success of the
translation is neasured by its functional adequacy in the
target context. In this, these approaches can be regarded as
the forerunners of relevance theory. Wiat | see as a mmjor
advantage of relevance theory is that, contrary to them it
actually explicates what adequacy neans in a context: a text
Is adequate in a context inasnmuch as it achieves optim
resenblance in it. (W could even redefine the notion of
equi valence, as a limting case of adequacy, as the instance
of conplete interpretive resenblance of the translation to the
original — in the primary conmunicative context, of course.)
This sort of explicitness is not offered by any of the
previ ous three theories.

As for the objection to the application of relevance
theory to translation, voiced anong others by Tirkkonen-Condit
(1992), concerning the vagueness of the criteria by which the
translator can decide what is relevant in a context, the
answer is that, on the one hand, no other theory has ever cone
close to providing nearly as explicit a definition of what
rel evance neans in commnication and, on the other hand,

eventually the success of an act of translation, as of all
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comuni cation, is the responsibility of the translator-
comuni cator - it depends on how well she assesses the
cognitive environnment of the assuned target reader

Another critical observation concerning GQutt’s theory is
that he does not try to link his statenents to the notions and
categories of earlier, nor e tradi tonal, t heori es of
translation. This, | believe, is not a shortcomng but the
natural result of his intention to break away from the
descriptive-classificatory approach. QGutt’s theory is not a
translation theory in the traditional sense but, rather, the
application of a general comrunication theory to translation
As such, it is not in the strict sense part of what we may
call the traditional literature on translation since, instead
of using concepts worked out specifically for describing
translation, it attenpts to refine an already existing
conceptual apparatus in order to nmake it nore general in
scope, enabling it to handle an even wder range of
conmmuni cat i on phenonena.

Havi ng now established the general theoretical franmework,
| shall nove on, in Chapter Five, to provide on the basis of
the theory a descriptive account of the processes at work in
the translation of proper names. The chief concern of this
chapter will be to show that the handling of proper nanes in
translation is not in any way special: it 1is governed
basically by the principle of relevance, just |like that of any

other linguistic expression. Chapter Six, in turn, wll
present two enpirical studies, which will serve as a testing
ground for, in particular, the findings of Chapter Five and
in general, the claims of the theory of relevance as it

relates to transl ati on.
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Chapter Five

Proper Nanes and Transl ati on

5.0. Introduction and outline
In this chapter | shall |ook at sone of the typical problens
that the translator is likely to face when encountering proper
names in the text she is working on. At first glance it may
seem that nothing is easier than finding a satisfactory
solution to these problens, or that, in fact, there is no real
probl em here to resolve at all.

The transl ation of proper nanmes has often been considered
a sinple automatic process of transference from one | anguage
into another, due to the view that proper nanes are nothing
but mere | abels used to identify a person or a thing. This is
exactly what Zeno Vendl er purports when he wites that *“proper
nanes have no neaning (in the sense of ‘sense’ and not of
‘reference’), which is borne out by the fact that they do not
require translation into another |anguage” (Vendler 1975:117).
To reinforce this statenent he argues that we do not find
proper nanes listed in dictionaries, which also shows that
they are not part of our know edge of the language. In his
view, then, proper nanes are to be treated as |abels, which
are attached to persons or objects and the only task of the
translator is to carry them over, or transfer them (I wll
return to this concept later in Section 5.6), from the source
| anguage text to the target |anguage text. Basically the sane
is maintained by Sciarone (1967), who argues, in a nuch
simlar vein, that the view that proper names have no neaning
(from the point of view of the I|anguage system) is
corroborated by the general practice of |eaving them unchanged
in translation (p. 86).

It has been shown, however, by authors like Searle (1975)
or Strawson (1975) that this view is mstaken: proper nanes,
beyond their identifying function, may also carry °‘senses’.
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The fallacy of this view thus lies in the incorrectness of the

background assunpti on: not al | pr oper nanmes are nere
identifying labels — in fact, nbst of them turn out to carry
meani ng of one sort or another. This will entail, then, that

the translation of proper nanmes is not a trivial issue but, on
the contrary, may involve a rather delicate decision-nmaking
process, requiring on the part of the translator careful
consideration of the function the proper nane fulfils in the
context of the source |anguage text and culture and, also, of
the function that it is to fulfil in the context of the target
| anguage text and culture. In relevance-theoretic terns we
woul d say that the translator needs to carefully consider the
contextual inplications of the meanings the nane has before
she can decide how best to render the nanme in the target
| anguage.

After it has been clarified, in section 5.1, what we nean
by the term proper name, in section 5.2 | wll show that the
view of nanes as nere labels is based on faulty assunptions,
as wWll beconme clear from contrasting Vendl er’s observations
with those of Strawson and Searle. W shall see that proper
nanes are not sinple identifying |abels but may al so have sone
sort of meaning, or neanings, of their own, which wll, of
course, have significant consequences in the process of
transl ati on.

These consequences, follow ng a discussion of the neaning
of proper nanes in a relevance-theoretic franmework in section
5.3 and issues concerning the traditional classification and
recognition of proper nanes in section 5.4, are examned in
section 5.5. Exanples from the different classes of proper
nanmes wll be drawn to denonstrate the various kinds of
problens that the translator has to face with regard to proper
names.

Section 5.6 provides a sumary of the possible techniques

that can be applied to solve the various problens. It is
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suggested that in translating a proper nane the translator has
f our basic operations at her di sposal : transference,
transl ation proper, substitution and nodification, which are
here systematically defined and explained in relevance-
theoretic terns.

In the final section | shall conclude that the translation
of proper nanes is not at all a matter of course, but that it
is a subtle decision-naking process involving a nunber of

factors ranging from elenents of the primary conmunicative

situation, including the SL culture and |anguage, to the
secondary comunicative situation, including the TL culture
and |anguage, and requires careful consideration of all of

these factors on the part of the translator.

5.1. What is a proper nanme?
Before | turn to the question of neaning, | wll have to
clarify first what a proper nane is. So far | have been
content with an inplicit understanding of the concept but a
detailed characterisation of the problem as a whole requires
that the definition is made nore or |less explicit.

Let us begin our search for a suitable elucidation of the
term by quoting sone definitions from various English and

Hungari an sources.

When we wuse proper nanes we utilize words for the
denotation of specific objects (Sciarone 1967:81).

Proper nouns are basically names, by which we understand
t he desi gnati on of specific peopl e, pl aces and
institutions [...]. Mreover, the concept of nane extends
to some markers of tinme and to seasons that are also
festivals (Mnday, WMrch, Easter, Passover, Ranmadan)
(G eenbaum and Quirk 1990: 86-7).
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A proper noun (sonetines called a ‘proper name’) is used
for a particular person, place, thing or idea which is, or
is imagined to be, unique (Al exander 1988: 38).

Nouns that are really nanes are called proper nouns.
Proper nouns usually refer to a particular, naned person
or thing (Hardie 1992:122).

A tul ajdonnevek szemantikailag cinkék, amelyeket egyedek
azonositasara hasznalunk. A tul ajdonnév jelentése az az
egyed, anelyre a tulajdonnév vonatkozik (Semantically,
proper nanes are |labels, which are used to identify
entities. The neaning of the proper nane is the entity
which the nane refers to) (Ki ef er 2000: 140, ny

transl ation).

A tul aj donnév el sédl eges funkci 6) d&ban azonositd jellegu
egyedi negjel 6l ésre hasznalatos nyelvi jel [.] (Proper
nanmes in their primary function are |inguistic signs used
for individual designation of an identifying nature)
(Bal 4zs 1963:52, ny translation).

[ A tul aj donnevek] a sok hasonl 6 kézul csak egyet neveznek
neg, és ezt az egyet negkul 6nbdztetik a tobbi hasonl 6t 4l
([ Proper nanmes] nanme one from anong many of a simlar kind
and distinguish this from all the other simlar ones)
(RAcz and Takacs 1987: 122, ny translation).

Later on they give the followng types of proper nanes:
personal nanes, aninmal nanes, geographical nanes, nanes of
institutions and organisations, titles of pieces of art,
periodicals and newspapers, and brand nanmes. This list is
probably not nmeant to be exhaustive — it is still interesting
to note that while in the English-speaking tradition the

concept is generally supposed to include the names of days,
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nont hs, and seasons, it is not so in the Hungarian |inguistics
tradition.

There seem to be sone inconsistencies in these
definitions. First, they do not mneke clear the difference
between a proper noun and a proper nane. Proper nouns |ike
‘M chael’ or ‘Exeter’ form a subclass of the grammatical cl ass
of nouns, whereas proper nanmes are sinple or conposite
expressions fornmed with words from any of the comobn word
classes. In Huddleston's terns, a proper nane is “the
intstitutionalized nanme of sone specific person, place,
organi zation, etc. — institutionalized by sone formal act of
nam ng and/or registration” (Huddleston 1988:96). A proper
nane may of course be constituted of a single proper noun, but
it can also be formed with the help of words from any other
word class. For instance, an adjective like ‘Fluffy would
make a good nane for a dog, or a noun phrase |ike ‘The G een
Dragon’ mght well be used for a pub nane.

Then, it is also somewhat unclear what these definitions
mean by saying that proper nanes denote, designate, nane, are
used for, refer to, or identify particular entities. It
appears that these sources base their definitions on the
typical function of these linguistic expressions, which is to
refer to, or single out, a unique object or class of objects
in the act of conmunication. However, as we shall see later in
the next section, a nane need not always be used to refer to
particular objects. Just to give one exanple here, it 1is
absolutely acceptable to wutter sonmething like “l1’ve never
known anybody called Donald in ny life”, where the nane is not
in a unique relationship with any individual but is rather
used to attribute a property to a group of entities. In the
next section | now turn to the question of the ‘senses’ and

functions of proper nanes.
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5.2. Do proper nanmes have senses?

When we hear the word ‘flower’, it imediately conjures up in
our mnds certain sensual inmages: we think of an attractive
fresh, colourful, and nice-snelling thing. Wen, on the other
hand, we hear a proper nane |like ‘Stewart’, very probably no
such sensual images are awakened — we nerely think of sone
person we know whose name is Stewart (if there is anybody at
all whom we know by this nane). Thus it would seem that, as
Vendl er put it, proper nanmes |lack ‘nmeaning’ in the sense that
they do not have connotations, in contrast with comobn nanes,
for exanple, which do.

What happens, however, when you happen to hear about sone
person whose nane is ‘Flower’? In this case, you w Il perhaps
t hi nk, even though you may not know that person, that such a
nice name nust belong to a nice woman too. (O, as was pointed
out to ne, that her parents nust have belonged to the flower-
power generation of the 60’s.) In this exanple, then, the
mentioning of the nanme has invited sone expectation on your
part as to the personality of the bearer of that name (or to
the personality of her parents, for that matter). In other
words, it has evoked certain connotations. You mght argue
that the proper nanme ‘Flower’ coincides in form with the
cormon nane ‘flower’ and it is only by virtue of this
coi nci dence that the proper nane has a ‘neaning’ . Let us not
go further with the exanple now, I will return to it later in
section 5.5.

Nevert hel ess, this exanple shows that the question posed
as the heading for this section may not be as sinple as it
first seened. It nmay not be enough to say that proper namnes
sinply denote a person or an object, or that they refer to, or
identify, that person or object w thout having anything else
to do with it. In order to be able to answer this question we

nmust first have a | ook at the various other types of referring
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expressions which are used to identify objects in the world
around us.

As we read in Strawson,

The | anguage contains expressions of several celebrated
kinds which are peculiarly well adapted, in different
ways, for use with this [identifying] purpose. These
i nclude proper nanes, definite and possessive and
denonstrative descriptions, denonstrative and personal
pronouns (1975: 88).

W can thus distinguish three classes of such expressions:
proper nanes, identifying descriptions, and pronouns. As to
this latter class, it contains grammatical words, which are
clearly only tools for referring and thus bear no rel evance to
the problem But what can be said about identifying
descriptions and proper names? To be nore precise, what
rel ati onship holds between these two classes of expressions?
If we can establish that proper nanmes are in sone way simlar
to identifying descriptions, this will prove that they do not
nerely refer to, but also provide some sort of description
about the referent, which anobunts to saying that they do have
‘senses’. Searle puts the problemthe follow ng way:

‘Do proper nanes have senses? Wat this question asks, as
a start, is what, if any, simlarity is there between the
way a definite description picks out its referent and the
way a proper nane picks out its referent. |Is a proper nanme
really a shorthand description (1975:134)?

As a first step to answer this question we nust introduce the
principle of identification, which nay be formulated as

foll ows:
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A necessary condition for the successful performance of a
definite reference in the utterance of a description is
that the description nust be an identifying description or
the speaker nust be able to produce an identifying
description on demand (Searle 1975:134).

In accordance wth this principle, Searle argues, when
sonebody uses a proper nane, he nust be able to substitute an
identifying description of the referent of the proper nane,
otherwise he would violate the principle of identification
and, consequently, would fail to performa definite reference.
These considerations |lead Searle to say that “a proper nane
must have a sense, and that the identifying description
constitutes that sense” (1975:138). This is very nuch like
what Frege proposed when he identified the nmeaning (sense) of
a proper name with a description of what it designates (its
denom natum (Frege 1990: 191).

Searle’s conclusion, then, is that even though proper
nanes are not descriptions thenselves, they are in a “loose
sort of way” connected wth the characteristics of the
referent (1975:139). Thus a proper nane can be said to have a
sense, but this sense is radically different from that of
definite descriptions insofar as in the latter case the sense
Is definite and precise, whereas in the case of proper nanes
it is inprecise. Moreover, this inprecision of sense is a
necessary criterion for proper nanes, otherw se they would be
not hi ng nor e t han shor t hand descriptions and woul d
consequently lose their pragmatic convenience in enabling us
to avoid having to provide a precise description of the
characteristics of the object we are referring to when we do

not want to. He finishes:

They function not as descriptions, but as pegs on which to

hang descriptions. The | ooseness of the criteria of proper
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names is a necessary condition for isolating the referring
function from +the describing function of | anguage
(1975: 140).

This point is also nade by Balazs (1963), stating that, of
necessity, every proper name may be associated with a
definition-1ike synonym Mreover, a nanme can also have a
particular stylistic value (p. 51).

It can be said, then, that proper nanes are not enpty
marks for reference, but they may also carry certain added
nmeani ngs and that although these mneanings may be inprecise,
they are nonetheless an inportant and inalienable property of
the proper name. To quote Searle again, the “utterance of the
nane comunicates a proposition to the hearer” (1975:140).
This has to be kept in mnd during translation, because this
wi Il have a bearing on the decisions concerning the treatnent
of proper nanmes. These consequences will be exam ned in detai
in section 5.5.

Anot her rel ated point concerns the possible uses of proper
nanes. A question arises here with regard to the specificity,
or uniqueness, of the entity that bears the nane. Wat do we
do with stock nanes like ‘Enma’? There may be thousands of
people with this nane at any particular tine in history. For a
solution, we have to clarify what it neans that a nanme refers
to an entity. The term reference is comonly taken to
characterise the relationship betwen a variable 1in a
propositional representation and the value which is assigned
to it on a particular occasion of use. Thus the referents of
the nane ‘Emma’ on two different occasions of utterance may
well be two different persons. Wrds, as such, “do not have
reference, but may be used as referring expressions or, nore
commonly, as conponents of referring expressions in particular
contexts of utterance” (Lyons 1995:79). Reference as a

vari abl e, cont ext -dependent relationship 1is then to be
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differentiated from denotation, which 1is not utterance-
dependent but invariant within the |anguage system (It wll
be interesting to note that some authors, such as J. Soltész
(1979), use the term denotation when they nean reference. J.
Soltész actually identifies the meaning of a proper nanme with
its ‘denotation’ (p. 32), which is definitely not a fruitful
approach.) Thus we find that while the denotation of an
expression is part of the semantics of a |anguage, reference
belongs to the realm of pragmatics. A nanme, on a particular
occasion, may refer to an entity w thout denoting it.

This is in correspondence with what Donellan (1975) wites
about the attributive and referential uses of definite
descriptions: “In the attributive use, the attributive of
being the so-and-so is all inportant, while it is not in the

referential wuse” (p. 102). In effect, here he is naking a
di stinction between describing sonething as such-and-such and
referring to sonething by using a certain description, in the
act of which “the speaker may say sonething true even though
the description correctly applies to nothing” (Donellan
1975:110). For exanple, we may successfully refer to sonebody
at a party as ‘the man drinking Martini’, even if the person
in question is in fact drinking sonething else. The
interesting thing, then, is that proper nanmes and definite
descriptions are not essentially different with respect to
reference: both can be used to refer successfully wthout
providing a truthful description (Donellan 1975:113).

Probably the only difference between these two kinds of
expression is that proper nanes are used primarily (though by
no means exclusively) for referring, while other definite
descriptions may just as often be wused attributively, in
Donellan’s  terns. However, a nane can also be | used
attributively, less often but entirely legitimtely. Consider
the following exanple. In an utterance of the sentence “That

boy is a real Pele”, the nane ‘Pele’ is used not to refer to
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any unique entity (the world fanmous footballer) but to
attribute certain flattering qualities to the referent of
‘“that boy’, concerning his skills in football. This use of
proper names is normally signalled by the presence of either a

definite or indefinite determ ner.

5.3. The meani ng of a proper nane

W have seen that a proper nanme can be used referentially and
attributively, and in both cases sonme neaning has to be
assigned to it. The question is, what sort of neaning, or
meani ngs? Lyons’s (1995) view 1is that names have no
descriptive content (denot at i on) but may have shared
associ ations (connotations) (p. 295). My position is that this
view is too sinplistic. It may be true of stock nanmes but it
is certainly insufficient, for instance, with nanes which are
based on descriptions. This seens to be supported by the fact
that a descriptive nane mght be changed when the underlying
description is no |longer appropriate. Along these lines Lehrer
(1992) argues that it is difficult to draw a dividing line
bet ween descriptive nanes and pure descriptions and, further
that nost nanmes provide sonme sort of information about the
referent, that is, they may serve as the basis for nmaking
reasonabl e i nferences about it (p. 127).

Let us first take a |look at what the neaning of a word in
general may be. A word is the nane of not an object in the
real world but of a concept. (Is the word ‘werewolf’ related
to an object in the world? Mst people today would probably
agree that it is not.) The descriptive content of the concept
may be broken down, in the analytical view, into its intension
and extension, which are recognised by Lyons (1995) as two
conpl ementary aspects of the denotation of the concept. By its
extension he nmeans the group of entities the concept
signifies, whereas its intension, as the classical theory of

categorisation goes, is thought to be the set of defining
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properties that delimt this group. The concept my also be
| oaded wth various kinds of expressive (non-descriptive)

content, which will be referred to as the connotations of the
concept.

This seenms quite straightforward with categories Ilike
‘circle’. A circle is a continuous |line on the plane whose

points are at the same distance fromthe centre. If this holds
of aline, it is a circle; if not, it is not. (Although, even
here we m ght wonder whether a circle has to be a continuous
line or could perhaps also be broken.) But |let us take another

seenmngly sinple case: the category of ‘dog . Everybody knows
what a dog is. It is a donesticated four-legged furry ani nal
But then, is a poor creature that has lost a leg in sone
accident not worthy of the nane any |onger? Mst would
probably say it still is. Can a dog living in the wild not be
called so any nore? Mbst would probably say it can. Then maybe
sonething is wong with our definition. W could |ook one up
in a dictionary. For instance, The Oxford Encyclopedic
Dictionary gives us the following: “any four-legged flesh-
eating aninmal of the genus Canis, of nmany breeds donesticated
and wild, kept as pets or for work or sport”. But this is not
much help, either. W see that this definition runs into the
sane problem concerning the denotation of the concept: the
list of defining properties is not conplete and, consequently,
the class of entities it signifies is not clearly delimted
The definition could be amended to include nore and nore
specific properties - there would still be an odd dog
somewhere that would escape being caught up in that
definition.

An ideal definition would be one that breaks down the
descriptive neaning of the word into a finite set of nore
basic, or primtive, conponents that would together account
for all the logical properties of the concept. This sort of

conmponenti al analysis (Katz and Fodor 1963) may work well with
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certain types of concepts but is notoriously problematic with
others, including natural kinds |ike dogs, because while they
may well have logical properties, these do not anmount to a
proper definition.

One possible solution could be to say that there is no
need at all for such a definition. Instead, we mght assune
with Wttgenstein that nenbership of an entity in a specific
category is deternmined on the basis of a partial resenblance
to other nenbers of the same category. Thus there is no need
for a set of comon properties that all nenbers of the
category would have to share: they are tied together by what
Wttgenstein (1958) calls fam |y resenbl ances.

This idea was taken further by Rosch and her co-workers
who observed that in every category there are certain nenbers
whi ch are sonmehow felt to be better exanples than others. They
found that humans have in their mnds a nodel of what, for
instance, a typical dog is like and that particular entities
are assigned to the category on the basis of resenblance to
this prototype, serving as a cognitive reference point (see
for instance, Rosch at al. 1976). It is inportant to note,
however, that Rosch’s prototype theory is not, in the strict
sense, a theory of neaning. As she herself wites:

Prototypes do not constitute any particular processing
nodel for cat egori es. [...] What facts about
prototypicality do contribute to processing nodels is a
constraint — processing nodels should not be inconsistent
with the known facts about prototypes. [...] As wth
processing nodels, the facts about prototypes can only
constrain, but do not determ ne, nodels of representation
(1978:40-1).

Sperber and WIson (1986) suggest a nodel of conceptual

structure that can accomobdat e exanpl es underpinning both the
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classical theory and the theory of prototype effects. In
certain cases a purely logical definition can be given in
terms of primtive sense conponents while in other cases, in
the lack of such a definition, a nental nodel, for instance a
prototype nmay do the job. These, however, are only two
extrenes of a whole spectrum of possibilities including
vari ous degrees of logical and prototypical (or other inmge
schemati c) speci fications. In this rel evance-theoretic
framework the neaning of the concept is nmade up of a (truth-
functional) logical entry, which my be enpty, partially

filled or fully definitional and an encyclopaedic entry,

cont ai ni ng vari ous ki nds of (propositional and non-
proposi tional) represent ati onal i nformation about t he
denotation and, as | wunderstand it, possible connotations of

the concept (e.g. cultural or personal beliefs), stored in
menory. The concept nmay also be associated with a |exical
entry, which contains |inguistic (phonological, norphol ogical,
semantic and categorial) information about the natural
| anguage itemrelated to it (Sperber and WIson 1986: 83-93).

In relevance theory, then, the neaning of a nane, |ike
that of any lexical item consists in a logical entry and an
encycl opaedic entry. The three different types of information
(lexical, logical and encyclopaedic) are stored in different
places in nenory. The logical entry contains a set of
deductive rules making up, in Lyons’s terns, the intension
(I ogi cal properties) of the |exical I tem while the
encycl opaedic entry contains information about the extension
of the item (the group of entities it stands for) in the form
of assunptions about it, among which we also find culturally
shared and personal associations. The major difference between
the logical and the encyclopaedic entries is that the former
is finite and holds conputational information, whereas the
|atter is open-ended and holds representational information
(Sperber and W1 son 1986: 86-9).
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In this nodel, understanding a linguistic utterance, or in
fact any other kind of assunption (defined as a structured set
of concepts), involves the use of a set of deductive rules as
part of a process of non-denonstrative inferencing (Sperber
and W1l son 1986:65-71). It is suggested that the content of an
assunption is the function of the logical entries of the
concepts that it contains and the context in which it is
processed is, at least partly, drawn from the encycl opaedic
entries of these concepts (Sperber and W1l son 1986: 89).

Prototypical proper nanes (that is nanes wthout a
descriptive content) are handled by associating with them
enpty logical entries. In other (less prototypical) cases a
nane may also have a logical entry (or, in the case of a
conposite name, it may include several |ogical entries which
conbine to nake up the logical content of the nanme) which is
partly or fully definitional (Sperber and WIson 1986:91-2).
Thus nanes seem to be not essentially unlike any other kinds
of expression in ternms of the structure of their neaning.
Rat her, what we find here is a continuum of various sorts of
proper nanmes, ranging from the prototypical (with a primry
referential function) to the non-prototypical (with a stressed
attributive function), which are practically indistinguishable
from other non-referring definite descriptions. The fact that
| here wuse the terns prototypical and non-prototypical
however, is not neant to inply that prototypical nanes are
nore frequent than non-prototypical ones.

To sum up, in ny understanding the category of proper
names includes a wde range of expressions — in fact, the
difficult thing would be to tell where the list of nenbers in
the class ends. At one end of the scale we find the nost
prototypi cal nanes, proper nouns, which supposedly I|ack any
| ogical content but may carry several assunptions in their
encycl opaedic entries. At the other extrene we have conposite

nanes nmade up of words from any of the lexical and granmatica
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word cl asses: nouns, adj ecti ves, adver bs, even verbs,
prepositions, articles, auxiliaries, and so on. These nanes,
which | call phrasal nanes, are no different in terns of
|l ogical content from any ordinary phrasal expression. Wat
makes them nanmes, eventually, is that they are used as such in
the given context. It turns out, then, that a name is nore of

a pragmatic category than a semantic (or grammatical) one.

5.4. Classification and identification of proper nanes

One further question that remains unclear about our initial
definitions is what sort of entities may be referred to by a
proper nanme. Here, of course, there seens to be no reason to
exclude any possible class of referents, living or inaninmate,
concrete or abstract, real or imaginary. The point is that a
nane, in a given utterance and context, singles out one unique
entity or one unique class of entities which is to bind the
variable represented by the name in the propositiona
representation of the utterance. In theory, we may distinguish
as many types of proper nanme as many classes of entities we
can discern in the world. For instance, at first glance it may
seem wei rd that conputers should have names but in actual fact
they do, since the dawn of conputer networks (not to nention
that in the days when the first digital conputers were
constructed, each of those huge machines was ‘christened’ ).
Thus, if we find it necessary, why not set up a category for
t he nanmes of conputers?

The classification of proper nanes, then, seens to be not
so nmuch of a theoretical as an enpirical matter and, as such
a function of the particular task at hand. As for the use of
such classification schenes in the study of translation, it
woul d appear that it has sone relevance only inasnuch as this
kind of <classification my be shown to reveal systematic
correspondence with the nmeaning structure of nanes. Lehrer

(1992) argues that in some way it does: “speakers of any
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| anguage nmake judgenents about the appropriateness of nanes
for things that are anal ogous to judgenments of grammaticality,
semantic well-formedness, and pragmatic acceptability” (p.
126). Such judgenents are nade on the basis of rule-schenes,
whi ch are characterised as different fromlinguistic rules “in
being less conplete, |less permanently a part of |anguage, and
nore discretionary from a speaker’s point of view (Carrol
1985:16, cited in Lehrer 1992:127). Eventually, it seens that
i f traditional nane cl asses bear some relevance in
translation, it is only inconsistently and indirectly, through
meani ng structure, that they do and thus they can be excluded
froma theoretical account.

A nore interesting question for us is how we can recogni se
proper names in a running text. The distinction between conmon
nanes and proper nanes is normally signalled in English
orthography by the use of initial capital letters in the case
of proper nanmes. As G eenbaum and Quirk (1990) note:

Nanes reflect their uniqueness of reference in witing by
our use of initial capitals. This device enables us, if we
so wish, to raise to the uniqueness of proper nane status
such concepts as Fate and Heaven, including generics such
as Nature, Truth, and Man (p. 86).

In this fashion, | wll regard in ny study (of translation
from English into Hungarian) as proper nanes any expressions
which are capitalised in a running English text (wth the
obvi ous exception of the first word of a sentence — unless it
turns out to be a uniquely referring expression at the sane
time). As for the classification of these nanes (solely for
descriptive reasons), | will follow a purely practical path:

will set up as nmany classes of them as seenms necessary and

reasonabl e for ny purposes.
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5.5. Problens in translating proper nanes

In this section we shall see that the fact that proper nanes
may carry various neanings will pose a nunber of non-trivia
and interesting problens for the translator, and that these
problens require a lot of attention and consideration from her
in order to be able to find a good solution. | shall select
some typical exanples from three different classes of proper
nanes (without claimng that the list is in any way conplete).
The traditional «classification schene is wused here as a
starting point only, unlike in nore conventional approaches,
to make the denonstration easy to follow for the reader, but
it will have no role in the systematic account of the facts.

Let us begin with the nanes of persons. Four cases stand
out here as possible sources of problens: (1) nanes of fanous
historical figures; (2) markers concerning the gender of the
person; (3) markers of famly relations; and (4) nanes in
I magi native literature.

Sonme fanpbus historical personages have a constant epithet
attached to their nanes, e.g. ‘Richard the Lionheart’, or
‘James the Lackland . Here the epithet 1is clearly a
description of some characteristic of the person and is to be
treated as such: it needs to be translated into the TL. (Let
us, for the tine being, use the termtranslation, in a general
sense, with the neaning ‘a translational operation of sone
sort’.) Accordingly, in Hungarian we talk about ‘Oroszl anszivd
Ri chard’ and ‘ Fol dnél kili Janos’. Conventionally, these kings’
first names are also substituted by their closest Hungarian
correspondents.

Anot her case is when a historical figure is so well-known
in the TL culture that his nanme has becone naturalised:
‘“Martin Luther’ nust be translated into Hungarian as °‘Luther
Marton’, because this variant has established itself as the
standard form but Martin Luther King is never referred to in

Hungarian as ‘Kiraly Luther Mrton’.
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In certain |anguages the gender of the person is

represented in the nanme by a particle. For example, in
Vi et nanese ‘ Nguyen-van-An’ is the nanme of a nman, whereas
‘“Nguyen-thi-Tuet’” is the name of a wonan. The infixes -van-
and -thi- are markers for the male and fermale sexes,

respectively (exanples taken from El man 1986:27). Thus, in a
way, they are simlar to the personal pronouns of |anguages
| i ke English, where these are marked for gender. Wen these
pronouns are rendered into a |anguage |ike Hungarian, which
| acks gender distinction in the pronoun system translators
usually do not bother to preserve the reference to gender,
unless it is mnmde necessary by the context. Simlarly, the
nost reasonable solution in the case of such nanes would
appear to be to |l eave themas they are, since the context wll
probably provide clues as to whether the person in question is
male or fermale. Alternatively, as Heltai and Pinczés (1993)
suggest, the translator may remark in a footnote or otherw se
on the structure of nanes in Vietnanese if she feels that an
explanation is in order.

An endl ess nunber of exanples could be drawn of markers of
famly relationships in the different | anguages. Her e,
however, we wll be satisfied with tw of them In the
| cel andic | anguage, ‘daf HlImrson is the nanme of daf, who
Is the son of Hlmar. The father, Hlmar, is the son of Vigus,
so his name is ‘Hilmar Vigusson’ (exanples from El man
1986: 27). The consequences of this case are very nuch Iike
those of the above nentioned Vi etnanese exanple. Here, too, it
IS up to the translator to choose from anong the possible
sol utions, depending on what infornmation seens relevant in the
gi ven cont ext.

Furthernmore, it is a well-known fact that in nost (if not
all) |Indo-European |anguages the given nane cones before the
famly nanme. In sone other |anguages, however, this order is

reversed, as in Hungarian or Japanese. The translator has to
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be aware of this in order to avoid the msinterpretation of
some situation

It could be suggested here that nobst of the exanples
menti oned above have nore to do with reference than wth
denotation. | would argue, however, that knowi ng the gender of
the person, or knowing what sort of relationship that person
has with others is nore than just knowi ng that he or she is
the referent of a certain name. In fact, it is stating
somet hing or conmmuni cati ng sonething about that person: it is
giving a description of some characteristic of that person. W
are certainly not claimng that this sort of information about
a person is relevant in all contexts; there nay, however, be
cases when disregarding such information wuld lead to
unnecessary losses in the TL text.

And we have not yet touched on the field of inmaginative
literature. This is an area where the translator can really
exhibit his creative abilities. Telling nanes offer thenselves
as the nost obvious exanple. Now we can return to the exanple
given in section 5.2. If sonebody in a work of art bears the
nane ‘Flower’, it may well be that it is not by pure chance,
but that the author intentionally chose this name for that
figure because he wanted to comunicate sonething about this
character, and the translator has to consider this
possibility.

A very good exanple of this is found in Shakespeare’'s A
M dsumrer Night's Dream The craftsnen’s nanes in this play
all make reference to the bearers’ profession or to their
personal characteristics, or to both at the sane tinme (Nadasdy
1994:38). Here the translator had to face a rather difficult
problem in sone cases he had to nake a choice as to which
segnent of the connotations of the nane he should preserve
The name of Bottom the weaver, for instance, is a double-
bottonmed reference to a part of the loomand to a part of the

human body (with obvious inplications). In this case Nadasdy
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translated the nane as ‘Tonpor’, which makes reference to the
af orenenti oned body-part but not to the tool of the trade. The
tinsmth's nane, ‘Snout’, is again a simultaneous allusion to
the spout of a can and to the size of the character's nose
Here the nane is rendered as ‘Lavor’, which sinply nmeans
‘washbasin’ .

In this play, then, nanmes are not nere tools of reference
(in the technical sense of the tern), they also convey
i nformati on about the referents’ characteristic features. In a
non-i magi native text, of course, the chances for this state of
affairs would obviously be far fewer. Al this goes to show,
then, that the type or function of the text is also an
i nportant factor in making decisions about the rendering of
proper nanes into the TL.

Anot her exanple, which is probably one of the npbst fanous
ones in the Hungarian literary tradition, is the nanme of the
teddy bear protagonist of MIlne's classic children’ s book,
‘W nni e-the-Pooh’, which was translated by Frigyes Karinthy as
‘“Mcimacké’ . In the technical sense of the word, it is not a
translation of the original at all. Wat the translator did
here was change the original SL name into a TL nane which is
not a literal equivalent of the SL item but evokes the inmage
of a funny and | oveabl e teddy bear just as the SL nane does in
the SL text. Furthernore, the translation also preserves the
contradiction which arises fromthe fact that although Pooh is
a male teddy (or, at least, considered as such by Christopher
Robin), the names he bears (‘Wnnie' and ‘Mci’) are girls’
names i n both | anguages.

I shall now nove on to consider a few problems in
connection wth geographical names. One is that they are
subject to alterations due to the ever-changing political and
social situations, and therefore the translator has to be
extrenely careful in selecting the appropriate TL item It is

(or at least it used to be) very much a nmatter of taking a
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political stand, for instance, whether a translator chooses to
render the Slovak nane ‘KoSice' into Hungarian as ‘Kassa' (the
original Hungarian nane, which is burdened wth allusions
concerning the past) or decides to leave it in its original SL
form O, to take another infanobus exanple, it is not the sane
if we wite ‘Auschwitz’ or ‘Oswiecinmi (exanple taken from
Newmar k 1988: 216), although both refer to the same location in
Pol and, since the two words are |oaded with very different
connotations. Then there are also geographical nanmes which
have become naturalised in the TL, like *Bécs’, the Hungarian
equi valent of the German nane ‘Wen . Here the translator has
usually no choice, unless for sone very good reason concerning
the socio-cultural halo of the word, but use the formthat is
conventional in the TL.

Finally, let us consider the nanmes of objects. These
include nanes of institutions, periodicals, ©proprietaries,
etc. These, according to Newrark (1988), are generally left in
their original SL fornms. CQccasional exceptions can be
justified on the ground of the connotations a particular SL
word nmay evoke in the TL culture if left unchanged. Newnmark
mentions the interesting case of ‘Mst’ hairspray (p. 215),
the name of which translates into German as ‘filth’. Not a
really lucky name for a hairspray, one would think. In this
case, therefore, it would seem desirable to change the nane
when introducing the product in Germany. The irony of the
exanple is that in actual fact the hairspray was introduced in
Germany with the original nane ‘“Mst’ and yet it is alleged to
have been a success. In another case, however, failure to
reali se the unfavourable connotations of the original nane in
the TL culture did lead to financial loss. In the 70's, the
Chevrol et Nova was a successful car in the United States. It
came as a surprise, therefore, that it did not sell nearly as
well when it was introduced into the Mexican mnmarket. The

reason was sinple: ‘va’ is a form of the Spani sh equival ent of
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the English word ‘go’, and thus ‘no-va’ would suggest that the
car does not go (or is ‘no go’'), which is not what is normally
expected of a car.

Parent hetically, another interesting situation arises when
a brand nanme is turned into a commobn nanme by nmeans of a
met onym ¢ process, or when this sane nane further cones to be
used as a verb by the process of conversion. This is the case
in English with nanes |ike ‘Hoover’, ‘Xerox’ or ‘Kleenex'. The
problem is that in the TL, for reasons of cultural
differences, the same process(es) nmay not have taken place.
So, for instance, whereas it 1is possible ‘to hoover the
carpet” in English, it is inpossible to ‘kihaverozni a
szsnyeget’ in Hungarian.

Many nore exanples could be listed, of course, but the few
mentioned here will suffice to illustrate the vast range of
potential problenms with regard to the rendering of proper
nanes into another |anguage. The next section wll give a
short account of the techniques, or operations, t hat
translators enploy in dealing with these probl ens.

5.6. Operations for the translator

The authors introduced in section 1.2 offer, altogether, eight
different operations (although sone of those which are given
under the sane heading here are actually only partly
overl apping). These are briefly sunmari sed bel ow.

(1) Transference, that is leaving the nane unchanged
(all, except Klaudy);

(2) Substitution of a conventional TL nane (J. Soltész,
Newmar k, Schul tze, and Tel linger);

(3) Transliteration, or nat ural i sation (Tarnéczi,
Newmar k, and Schul t ze);

(4) Translation (all, except Kl audy);
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(5) Modification, or total transformation (Tarnoczi
El man, Schultze, and Kl audy);

(6) Leaving out the name or part of it, or omssion
(Schultze, Heltai and Pinczés, and Kl audy);

(7) Supplenmenting the name by an added elenent, or
addition (Tarnéczi, Schultze, Heltai and Pinczés, and
Kl audy); and

(8) Generalising the nmeaning of the nane (Kl audy).

Transference, as Newrark (1988) puts it, is “the process of
transferring a SL word to a TL text as a translation
procedure” (p. 81). This is essentially the sane as Catford’'s
definition: “an operation in which the TL text, or, rather,
parts of the TL text, do have values set up in the SL: in
other words, have SL neanings” (1965:43, italics as in
original). In sinple words, this is when we decide to
I ncorporate the SL proper nanme unchanged into the TL text;
ei ther because it only contributes its referent to the neaning
of the wutterance, or because any change would make the
processing of the utterance too costly, in a relevance-
theoretic sense. For exanple, if a translator decided that in
a particular case ‘New York’ should be rendered in a Hungarian
translation as ‘Ujvaros’, this would probably make the reader
stop and think hard where this city is (probably in Hungary?)
or, if the location is clear from the context, what is the
rel evance of the translation. It can be inmagined, of course

that this translation achieves relevance in sone way in a
specific context but normally, | think, one would refrain from
sel ecting such a solution here.

By substitution | wll refer to those cases when the
source |anguage nane has a conventional correspondent in the
TL, which replaces the SL itemin the translation. As we have
seen, this applies to a |arge nunmber of geographical nanes
for exanple. In such a case when there is a conventional
correspondent available in the TL, this would seem to be the

113



translator’s first and natural choice: the one that cones to
m nd al nost subconsciously, and | could alnost say that the
translator (in an ordinary translation situation) is nore or
|l ess obliged to use this conventional correspondent in the
transl ation (Hungarian ‘Anglia’ for English ‘England ).

This does not nean, however, that no other solution is
ever possible, but any digression from the nost obvious
solution would need to be supported by serious reasons. In a
rel evance-theoretic framework we would say that a translation
using a conventional correspondent is the one that requires
the | east processing effort and any digression, increasing the
anount of processing effort, would need to be justified by a
substantial gain in contextual effects.

Substitution, in ny understanding, also subsunmes cases
where the graphological units of the SL nanme are replaced by
TL graphol ogical wunits, based on conventionally established
correspondences (Hungarian ‘Mszkva' for Russian ‘Mckba or
Hungari an ‘ Csingacsguk’ for English *Chingachgook’), where the
TL form makes explicit the phonol ogical value of the origina
expression). The inclusion of graphological substitution
traditionally called transliteration (cf., e.g., Catford
1965:66), within this operation is justified, | think, partly
by the conventional nature of the correspondence between
gr aphol ogi cal units and partly by the fact t hat its
application is notivated nmainly by considerations  of
processing effort.

Translation, in turn, wll nean “rendering the meani ng of
a text into another language in the way that the author
intended the text” (Newmark 1988:5). In relevance-theoretic
terms this nmeans rendering the SL name, or at |east part of
it, by a TL expression which gives rise to the sanme, or
approximately the same analytic inplications in the target

text as the original name did in the source text. This was the
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case, for exanple, with the epithets attached to the nanes of
hi st ori cal personages.

Modi fication | understand as the process of choosing for
the SL name a TL substitute which s logically, or
conventionally, wunrelated, or only partly related to the
original. O again, in a relevance-theoretic framework this
nmeans replacing the original nane with a TL name which
involves a substantial alteration in the translation of the
form and of the analytic inplications (if any) that the nane
effects. One exanple for this was the case of ‘Wnnie-the-
Pooh’ and ‘Mcimackdé’ . Another is when a |lowprestige
Christian nanme in the SL is not rendered by its imrediate TL
equi val ent but by another nanme which has simlarly |ow social
prestige in the TL. For exanple, the dimnutive form ‘Maris
in Hungarian is conmmonly associated with maids. In the English
translation of a short story by Géza Csath this name is
rendered by Kessler as ‘Rosie’, which is not the closest
equi val ent, but probably gives rise to simlar associations
(that is, simlar contextual inplications) in the reader of
the TL text (exanple from Kl audy 1994: 144).

Fornmulated in such a way, nodification seens to be an
unbrella term which covers the neanings of om ssion, addition,
and generalisation, too; therefore, these wll be taken as
sub-cases of nodification and will not be treated separately.

W thus have a relatively sinple set of four clearly
defined operations, which are defined generally enough to
allow for (hopefully) any possible cases. By way of a quick
test, I will bring sonme exanples from a Hungarian translation
of Shakespeare’s A Mdsunmmer N ght’'s Dream by Adam Nadasdy,
di scussed in Nadasdy (1994). In this play, the craftsnen al
have telling nanes, alluding to the character’s craft and/or
to sone characteristic of his, at the sanme tine. In every case
(except for ‘Snug’ who does not have a first nane) the first

nanes are substituted by a correspondi ng Hungarian first nane
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(and consequently, in Hungarian style, the famly nane is
pl aced before the first nanme). The famly nanmes, in turn, are
treated in the followng manner: ‘Bottomi is sinply translated

into *‘Tonpor’; ‘“Quince’, originally neaning ‘carpenter’s
wedge’ is nodified into ‘Tetosfi’, playfully mxing the
allusion to the craft wth the hint at the character’s
poeti cal aspirations. ‘“Flute’, ‘ Snout ', and ‘ Snug’ are
likewise nodified into ‘Sipak’, ‘Lavor’, and ‘“Vinkli’,

respectively. ‘Starveling provides the nost interesting case.
It is rendered in the Hungarian by conbining the operation of
translation into ‘Ehenkordsz’ with the nodification of this
forminto ‘Korasz’. W also find instances of transference in
the translation, wth sonme classical G eek nanes |ike
‘Herma’, while other classical nanmes, ‘Pyranus’ and ‘ Thi sbe
for exanple, are (graphologically) substituted by °‘Pyranusz’
and ‘ Thi szbe’ .

In general, +the wuse of the first two operations,
transference and substitution, seens to be notivated nmainly by
considerations of processing effort, while the second two,
transl ation and nodification, seemto occur mainly for reasons
of ensuring adequate contextual effects in the target text.
This is remarkably in Iline wth Sperber and WIlson' s
definition (introduced in section 3.3.2.3), whereby an
assunption is said to be relevant in a context, on the one
hand, to the extent that it has adequate contextual effects in
this context and, on the other hand, to the extent that the
effort required to process it in this context 1is not
unnecessarily great (Sperber and WIson 1986:125), insofar as
both processing effort and contextual effects are taken into
account by our operations.

Qobvi ously, which of the four operations the translator
enploys in a particular translation situation wll depend
primarily on what neanings the proper nanme has in the given

target |anguage context (in other words, what contextual
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effects it gives rise to in this context) and which of these
meani ngs she thinks inportant (and cost-effective) to retain
in the TL text in consistency with the principle of optinal

resenbl ance.

5.7. Concl usions

In the light of all that has been denonstrated in this
chapter, | can now assert that the translation of proper nanes
cannot in all cases be regarded as a sinple automatic process
of transference, as was suggested by Vendler (1975). On the
contrary, it is a subtle decision-making process, which is
influenced by a conplex array of factors. The first, and
forenmpbst, of these to take into consideration is, of course
the role (the neanings, referential as well as conceptual) of
the proper nanme in the SL culture, and in the SL text. The
transl ator has to exam ne which of these neanings are rel evant
in the context of the SL culture and the SL text and then she
has to decide which of them wll have to be preserved in the
context of the TL culture and the TL text. In this, the
treatment of proper nanmes in translation is not in any way
different from +the treatnent of any other linguistic
expression: it is governed by the presunption of optim
resenbl ance, which is the manifestation of the principle of
rel evance in transl ation.

Then, based on the above considerations, the translator
has to nake a decision as to which of the possible devices at
her disposal will be the nost suitable for her purposes; in
other words, she has to decide whether she wll use a
conventional TL correspondent (substitution), keep the nane in
its original form (transference), provide an ‘equivalent’ TL
form (translation), or nodify the original SL formin order to
ensure that it fulfils its function in the TL text in an

appropri ate way.
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In this process there are no automatic solutions, in the
sense that each translation situation requires an individual
solution, which is always the outcone of a (conscious or
unconsci ous) decision, necessitated by a non-trivial need for
choice. The decisions nade are the result of a careful
wei ghing of the circunstances, needs and expectations of the
three individuals co-operating inside the translator’s mnd
the author of the SL text, the reader of the TL text, and the

medi at or between them the translator herself.
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Chapter Six

Proper nanes in translation. Two case studies

This chapter presents two case studies, which are an attenpt
at explaining the treatnent of proper nanmes in the Hungarian
transl ations of Kurt Vonnegut’'s Slaughterhouse-Five and J. F.
Cooper’s The Last of the Mbhicans. The analysis is carried out
in a relevance-theoretic franmework, based on the assunption
that translation is a special form of comrunication, ainmed at
establishing interpretive resenblance between the source text
and the target text, governed by the principle of optimnal
resenbl ance (cf. Sperber and WIlson 1986, and Gutt 1991). The
findings seemto confirmthe view that proper nanes behave in
a largely predictable way in translation: the particular
operations chosen to deal with them are, to a great extent, a
function of the semantic content they are loaded with in the
primary context and of considerations of how this content may
be preserved in the secondary context in consistency with the

principle of rel evance.

6.1. Case Study 1

The first case study is ained at showi ng that the treatnent of
proper nanes in translation reveals certain regularities. This
is certainly not a new contention, as is clear from the
di scussions of earlier analyses by various scholars in section
1.2; the novelty of this attenpt is that it tries to provide
expl anation for these regularities, along with the exceptions,
and it does so in a theoretically grounded manner.
Additionally, | hope that the data and the exposition wll
| end support to ny claim that the four operations identified
in section 5.6 are well-defined and are sufficient to describe
what translators do with proper nanes.
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6.1.1. The hypothesis
It is expected that nanmes with an enpty logical entry (stock
nanes |like *‘John’, for instance) are normally sinply
transferred, wunless the encyclopaedic entry contains sone
assunptions that may be needed as part of the context, in
whi ch case the nane is likely to be nodified, depending on the
options available in the secondary comruni cative situation.
Nanes with a filled-in logical entry would normally
undergo translation, wunless the encyclopaedic entry again
contains sone assunptions that may be needed as part of the
context, which would make necessary the nodification of the

nane in the TL.

The existence of an established conventi onal TL
correspondent will, for reasons of optimal processing effort,
general ly pr e- enpt any ot her opti on, requiring t he

substitution of this correspondent for the SL nane, but may be
overridden by the other processes if the translator considers
It inadequate in the given context.

6.1.2. Materials and nethod
In this study | used a recent British edition of Kurt
Vonnegut’s Sl aught er house-Five and a Hungarian translation by
Laszl 6 Nenes (see Primary sources). First all the different
proper nanes were |ooked up in the original text and nmatched
with the corresponding expressions in the translation. For
each nane, only the first occurrence in the text was recorded.
The original nanmes were then sorted out into four groups
according to the operation the translator used in dealing with
them The four operations distinguished (as explained in
Chapter Five) are: transference, substitution, translation and
nodi fication. By transference we shall nmean the process of
rendering the name in the TL in the original form
Substitution is replacing the SL name by a conventional TL

correspondent. Translation nmeans rendering the SL nane, or at
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| east part of it, by a TL expression which gives rise to the
sane, or approximately the sane analytic inplications
(explicatures) in the target text. Finally, nodification
consists in replacing the original name with a TL one which
invol ves a substantial alteration in the translation of the
form and of the analytic inplications (if any) that the nane
effects. For further clarification the reader is referred back
to section 5.6.

Subsequently, the nanes in each group were assigned to
various traditional cl asses. The classes used are the
followi ng: names of persons; geographical nanes; nanes of
institutions and organisations; titles of paintings, books,
peri odi cal s, newspapers, etc.; brand nanes; nanes  of
nationalities; nanmes of events; nanes of tenporal units and
festivals; nanes of abstract ideas; names of aninmals; names of
species; and the remaining few were collapsed under the
headi ng other names. A full list is given in Appendix 1, wth
the nanmes presumably having an at least partially filled-in
| ogical entry italicised.

The validity of the hypothesis was checked by exam ning
under each operation the occurrences of names with or w thout
afilled-in logical entry (Table 1).

Then, under each operation, the nunber of occurrences in
each class was wei ghed against the total nunber of occurrences
in the given class. This was done to determ ne whether there
are characteristic differences in the treatnent of the various
cl asses of proper nanes (Table 2).

Then the data were rearranged under each operation in
descending order of the percentages in the different classes
of nanes to check the extent to which the different operations
apply to the various classes (Table 3).

Finally, individual cases which seem in sone sense

exceptional were considered with the aim of finding an
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explanation for the seem ng idiosyncrasies within a rel evance-

t heoretic franework.

6.1.3. Results and di scussi on

6.1.3.1. Inplications of the nunerical results

The nunerical findings are summed up in Table 1. The results
seemto confirmthe validity of the hypothesis: nanmes with an
enpty logical entry are mainly transferred, while those wth
at least sone logical content are to a great extent
translated. The large nunber of substituted items in both
groups should cone as no surprise: it is sinply due to the
fact t hat sever al SL nanmes have their est abl i shed
correspondents in the TL, any departure from which would
result in an increase in the effort required to process the
given utterance. According to the requirenent of optina
rel evance, this could only be done in special cases when the
gains on the effects side would be greater than the |osses on
the efforts side.

LOG CAL ENTRY TRANSFER | SUBST. TRANSL. | MCOD. TOTAL
No. : % No. : % No. : % No. : % No.

EMPTY 109: 61. 6 [46: 26 0:0 22:12. 4 177

FI LLED- I N 34:21.2 59:36.9 (55:34.4 (12:7.5 160

Table 1. Primary nunerical findings

What needs some further consideration is, on the one hand, the
relatively high nunber of transferred itens in the group with
filled-in logical entries (21% and, on the other hand, the
causes for the nodification of 22 and 12 itens in the two
groups, respectively, since nodification apparently does not
depend solely on the presence or absence of a filled-in
| ogi cal entry.
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6.1.3.2. Discussion of the transferred itens
Anmong the 28 transferred cases in the second group we find 14
personal names. O these, sone (‘'Stephen Crane’, ‘Harry S
Truman’, and ‘Norman Mailer’) belong to real persons and woul d
not therefore be normally translated in the target | anguage
(Hungarian), nmainly because over tinme such famly nanes, as J.
Soltész wites, have becone opaque in terns of their
descriptive meaning (p. 282) and today they only serve as
tool s of reference.

Among the others, belonging to fictitious persons, we can
di stingui sh between those (like ‘Maggie Wite' ) that have no
obvi ous connotations (contextual inplications) in the context
of the story and those (like ‘Billy Pilgrimi) wth rather
obvi ous connotations evoked in the given context by the
| ogical or encyclopaedic entry of the expression. Wat seens
surprising, then, is that the names in this latter subgroup
are transferred and not translated (or nodified), since these
are telling nanmes in the nost apparent manner, which do
contribute sone assunptions to the context of the story. For
instance, Billy Pilgrimreally is making a pilgrinmage in the
story through time and space, Roland Wary really is a
nui sance to everybody around him Kilgore Trout is an
unpl easant person (cf. the English idiom ‘an old trout’), and
Mont ana W1 dhack is a porno star (one neaning of ‘hack’ is ‘a
horse let out for hire’). 1In such cases, as Coretity
(1997: 491) not es, the translator finds herself in a
particularly problematic situation. If the name is transl ated,
It may produce an effect which is inconsistent with the basic
concept of the work. On the other hand, if it 1is not
transl ated, the nmeaning of the nanme is |ost.

The translator’s decision not to translate these nanes can
be explained here in the following way. Vonnegut creates his
unique artistic world by mxing real and inmaginary events and

persons. In the context of the story (in this particular
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fictitious world), however, all the persons are thought of as
real. Therefore, translating a nane like ‘Billy Pilgrim as
‘Zarandok Billy’', for instance, would be inconsistent with the
practice of transferring the great mjority of the other
personal names and would probably cause an unwarranted
i ncrease of processing effort that would not be justified by
the achieved contextual effect, which is rendering nore
perspicuous by the nane the role of the character in the
story. Addi tionally, the nanes thus translated, whi |l e
preserving the assunptions inplicated by their originals,
would be narkedly different in that the original nanes,
exactly because they are in line with the other nanmes in the
story, inplicate these assunptions in a relatively weak
manner, whereas the translations would result in nore manifest
i nplicatures, as a result of their deviation from the pattern
exhibited by the rest of the personal names. Consequently, the
translated nanmes would generate a different stylistic value
since, as Sperber and WIson (1986:217-224) show, stylistic
value is partly a function of the range and strength of the
assunptions inplicated by an utterance.

W could argue in a simlar way in the case of ‘Eliot
Rosewater’ and ‘Kilgore Trout’, adding that the possibility of
a desired neasure of contextual effects is |essened further by
the fact that these characters play no significant role in the
book. Moreover, they also appear in other novels by Kurt
Vonnegut, in the Hungarian translations of which their names
are transferred and thus translating them here would be
I nconsistent with the general translation practice in this
extended fictitious world, resulting in an additional increase
of processing effort with readers who are famliar with it.

Thus the translator’s nove seens to be justified here on
the following grounds. Believing that the 1loss of the
assunptions carried by these nanes is not vital in the story

(because they are relatively weak) he decided to transfer the
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nanes, and thus he avoided putting the TL reader to extra
processing effort by being consistent both within the world of
the given text and wthin a wder universe of discourse
including this and related texts. This then goes to show that
calculations of contextual effect and processing effort
i nvolve, apart from the imrediate context, considerations of
the wider context, including textual and intertextual factors
as well, extending as far as prevailing translation practices
in the TL (or norns, in Toury’s sense), since these, too, my
have a role in the interaction of stimulus and context as
possi bl e conponents of the context of interpretation.

The other transferred names in the second group (with a
filled-in | ogi cal entry) i ncl ude 12 geogr aphi cal , 3
institutional and 1 brand nanme, 1 title, and 2 animal nanmes
These are transferred, in the lack of a conventional Hungarian
correspondent, because neither their | ogi cal nor t he
encycl opaedic entries contain information relevant in the
context. For exanple, the two animal names, ‘Princess’ and
‘Spot’, are probably not translated in order to avoid
incongruity (an increase in processing effort) wth a
fictitious world predom nantly containing English names in the
Hungarian translation, which is all the nore |ogical since the
two dogs do not have any significant role to play in the
story.

6.1.3.3. Discussion of the nodified itens

Now |l et us turn our attention toward the nodified itens. 22 of
them have an enpty logical entry, and 12 an at |east partly
filled-in one, which suggests that the translator’s decision
to nodify the expressions could not have been based on the
presence or absence of sone |ogical content alone. W find
four personal nanes here. ‘Mitt’ and ‘Jeff’ are rendered in
the TT as ‘Zoro’ and ‘Huru' . The reason is obvious: in the SL

‘“Mutt’ and ‘Jeff’ have in the encycl opaedic entries associ ated
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with them the assunption that they form a comc couple and
since it is not present in the TL, the names had to be changed
for ones that will carry a conparable assunption. A simlar
explanation would go for ‘Joe College’, rendered as
‘ Tudosj &anos’ (that is, Scholarly John) and possibly for ‘WId
Bob’, rendered as ‘Félelnetes Bob’ (Frightful Bob), because
the literal Hungarian correspondent, ‘vad’, was not felt to be
‘l oaded’ enough with rel evant encycl opaedi ¢ assunpti ons.

O the nine geographical names, ‘Stanboul’ occurs in a
small poem and is turned into ‘Tordkhon (Turkey) sinply to
make two lines rhynme, under the assunption that the change
does not cause any noticeable loss in contextual effects. A
simlar exanple is the nationality expression ‘Polack’ , which

is explicated in the TL as ‘lengyel ng (a Polishwoman). It
appears in the last line of a ditty, cited in the book, and is
probably used instead of the literal translation °‘Iengyel’

purely because of reasons of rhyne and rhythm again. Another
geographical term ‘Russia’, becomes ‘az orosz front’ (the
Russian front) in the translation, explicating in the |ogica

entry what was part of +the encyclopaedic entry of the
original. Wiy this change had to take place is not entirely
clear. On the one hand, the TL expression nmakes it explicit
what was inplicit as part of the context in the SL, thereby
reducing the inferential effort required; however, it does
this at the cost of increasing the effort needed to process
the linguistically nmore conplex phrasal expression in the TL.

Thus it would appear that what is gained at one end is |ost at
the other. The only obvious justification for this nove would
be if it was difficult for a Hungarian reader to evoke from
encycl opaedi ¢ nmenory, as part of the context, that Russia was
one of the mmjor scenes of the Second Wrld War, which it is
not. Eventually, we could resort for a possible explanation to
the idea that translation (as communication in general or, in

fact, any human activity) is also to a certain extent a matter
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of subj ective judgenent and personal taste: when two
alternatives seemto be identical in efficiency the translator
wll neke the decision on the basis of her (or his) persona
preferences. For this reason, sonme degree of unsystematicity
in translation is not only not surprising but even to be
expected; however, | do not believe, with J. Soltész (1967),
that this fact nmakes futile any attenpt at explanation.

The rest of the nodified geographical expressions, wth
the exception of ‘New York City', (‘Chio’, ‘New York’, ‘New
Jersey’, ‘Wonmng', ‘Illlinois’, and ‘Mssachusetts’) are all
nanes of American states. This fact is explicated in the
translation by supplenenting the nane with the word *allanm,
clearly for the reason that the translator thought his
Hungarian reader was not Ilikely to have this assunption
available in his encyclopaedic nenory. Interestingly, ‘New
York City is nodified into ‘New York’ possibly on the basis
of a simlar underlying assunption to the effect that, since
the Hungarian target reader is not famliar with the fact that
‘New York’, besides being the nane of a city, of which he is
nost likely to be aware, is also the nane of a state, and thus
the change will not lead to confusion while it does save sone
processing effort by introducing a nore famliar and
linguistically | ess conplex form

Among the institutional names we find one (‘' Departnent of
Ant hr opol ogy’) wher e t he transl ation (* antropol ogi ai
fakultds’) nodifies the original for no apparent reason: the
English nane does not carry any culturally bound assunption
whi ch  m ght necessitate the change and nor does the
transl ation provide any additional assunption that would seem
relevant in this context. In ny view, then, the nodification
here is wunnecessary and unjustified - it seens to be a
m st ake, although with no serious consequences.

Anmong the other institutional nanes we see two different

cases. In the one an acronym is turned into the ful
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expression: ‘AP becones ‘Associated Press’ in the TL, "UP is
changed into ‘United Press’, and the ‘Illium YMCA "' into
“ilium Keresztény |fjak Egyesulete’. The reason in all the
three instances is the same: the acronym has no neaning
whatsoever in the TL and would consequently nake the
processing unbearably costly (or even inpossible) if [left
unchanged. The explication in the third exanple is rather
sel f-evident but how could the first two cases be justified?
Probably the translator thought the full name is nore likely
to “ring the bell” in the TL reader than the acronym — that
is, it wuld put the reader to less processing effort.
However, there seens to be a better solution to this problem

which is applied in the followng three exanples: ‘Holiday

Inn® is rendered as ‘Holiday Inn-szallo6’, ‘Harvard  as
‘Harvard egyetenmi, and ‘Holt, Reinhart and WIlson” as ‘Holt,
Rei nhart és W Ison kiad6'. Here, for reasons of cultural

differences, the SL expression does not give rise to the sane
encycl opaedi ¢ assunptions in the TL as in the SL and therefore
this part of the context needs to be explicated in the |ogica
entry of the TL name. The procedure is simlar to what
happened to ‘Russia’, explained in the previous paragraph, the
difference being that here the explications seem to be better
notivated than in the Russia-exanple.

Exactly the sanme takes place in the case of the four brand
nanes, the tenporal expression ‘Gay N neties', in the case of
‘Ceorgian’ and ‘Ferris wheel’ in the other nanmes group, the
speci es nanme ‘Dobernman pinscher’, and with one of the titles,
the “Ilium News Leader’. The other title, ‘Gdeon Bible is
simlar in that it contains encyclopaedic informtion not
available in the TL, but here the explication of this content
woul d have been very costly since it should have included an
expl anati on of what the G deon Society was and why a Bi bl e was
placed in the witer’s notel room and therefore the

transl ator decided to cancel this part. This results in the
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| oss of sone encycl opaedic assunptions but, since these are
not essential for processing the utterance in which the nanme
occurs, this loss is not fatal and is conpletely justifiable.

W still have two nationality nanes to discuss and one
nane in the other names group. ‘The British® is rendered in
the translation as ‘angolok’ (the English), instead of the
logically closer ‘britek’. Wwy? The reason is very sinple: the
word ‘brit’ does not have wide currency in Hungarian, except
in a historico-political context. By wusing this term the
transl ator would have deviated from standard Hungarian usage,
t hereby increasing the processing cost of the utterance, which
he wi sely avoided, applying the admttedly |ess precise but
nore conmmonly used term ‘angol’. A sonewhat different case,
the slang expression ‘Jerry’ is used in English, especially in
a mlitary context, to refer to Germans and since in such a
context in Hungarian, with a simlar derogative overtone as
part of the encyclopaedic assunptions attached to the nane,
the word ‘Fritz’ is normally used, the translator’s decision
to apply this form here can be explained basically along the
sanme |ines.

Finally, *The Febs’ is the name of an amateur vocal
quartet of men in the book and is turned into ‘a NOK (The
WOMEN). It is difficult to see what encycl opaedi c assunptions
the translator sought to preserve here; the only one that
seens apparent is that the nane was neant to be jocular in
sone way.

In summary, it appears that the nodification of an itemis
generally made necessary by the absence of sone encycl opaedic
assunptions in the TL which the nane carries with it in the
SL, and the absence of which fromthe target text would result
in the loss of sone relevant contextual inplications in the
given context. W have also seen two exceptional cases where

the nodification takes place for prosodic reasons.
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6.1.3.4. Frequency of use of the four operations with the

vari ous classes of nanes and expl anati ons

Finally we shall check out whet her there are any
characteristic differences in the frequencies of use of the
four techniques with the various nane classes, with the aim of
establishing whether and how the traditional classes have an
effect on the selection of an operation in particular
situations. The relevant nunbers and percentages are given in
Tables 2 and 3.

CLASS TRANSFER SUBSTI TUT. TRANSLAT. MODI FI CAT.
NUMBER NUMBER : % [NUMBER : % |NUMBER : % |NUMBER : %
CEOCGR. 102 52 : 51 39 : 38.2 2 2 9: 8.8
PERSONAL 97 |71 73.2 19 : 19.6 3: 3.1 4 1 4.1

I NSTIT. 48 9 : 18.8 11 @ 22.9 21 . 43.7 7 : 14.6
TI TLE 31 2 : 6.45 8 : 25.8 19 : 61.3 2 : 6.45
BRAND 18 7 : 38.9 2 11.1 5: 27.8 4 @ 22.2
NATIONAL. 9 |0 : O 6 : 66.7 0:0 3 : 33.3
EVENT 8 0:0 7 : 87.5 1: 12.5 0:0
TEMPORAL 7 0:0 6 : 85.7 0:0 1: 14.3
OTHER 7 0:0 0:0 4 @ 57.1 3 : 42.9
ABSTRACT 6 (0 : O 6 : 100 0 : 0: 0

ANI VAL 2 2 : 100 0:0 0 : 0: 0
SPECI ES 2 0:0 1: 50 0:0 1: 50
TOTAL 337 143 : 42.4 (105 : 31.2 55 : 16.3 34 : 10.1

Table 2. The data are arranged in descending order of the
nunber of occurrences of the different classes. This nunber is
taken as 100% in each case; the percentages in each |ine under
the various operations are relative to this.

Table 3 shows the same data arranged under each operation in
descendi ng order of the percentages relating to the frequency

of use of the operation with the given class of nane.
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TRANSFERENCE | SUBSTI TUTI ON TRANSLATI ON MODI FI CATI ON
CLASS : % CLASS : % CLASS : % CLASS : %

ANI VAL : 100 |ABSTRACT : 100 (TITLE : 61.3 SPECIES : 50
PERSON : 73.2 |EVENT : 87.5 OTHER : 57.1 OTHER : 42.9
CEOGR. 51 TEMP. 85.7 I NSTI T. 43.7 |[NATION : 22.2
BRAND : 38.9 NATION : 77.8 |BRAND : 27.8 BRAND : 22.2

| NST. 18.8 |SPECIES : 50 EVENT : 12.5 | NSTI T. 14. 6
TITLE : 6.45 |GEOSR 38.2 PERSONAL : 3.1 |TEMP. 14. 3
NATI ONAL. O |INSTIT. 22.9 |GEOGR 2.15 GEOR 8.8
EVENT : O TITLE : 25.8 ANIVAL : O TITLE : 6.45
TEMPORAL : O PERSON : 19.6 NATI ONAL. 0 PERSONAL : 4.1
OTHER : O BRAND : 11.1 TEMPORAL : O ANI VAL : O
ABSTRACT : 0 |ANIMAL : O ABSTRACT : O EVENT : O
SPECIES : O OTHER : O SPECIES : O ABSTRACT : O
TOTAL : 42.4 |TOTAL : 31.5 TOTAL : 16.3 TOTAL : 9.8
Table 3. The data, taken from Table 2, are presented in

descendi ng order of the percentages under each operation.

W find that while, for instance, personal nanmes are nostly
transferred and geogr aphi cal names characteristically
substituted or transferred, institutional nanes are

predom nantly translated. These findings are easily explicable
what

any

on the basis of has been said above. Personal nanes in

nost cases |ack |l ogical <content and are therefore

transferred, geogr aphi cal names are either wthout an

and are transferred
t hus

cont ent
the TL and are

identifiable or relevant | ogica

or have established translations in

substituted, whereas institutional names characteristically
contain elenments with sone | ogical
t he
transl at ed.

title

information relating to the
institution and

Titles

function of or or gani sati on are

consequent |y are nostly transl ated,
its
Br and

namnes

obvi ously, because a is normally descriptive of

referent and nust therefore carry i nformation.

t ypes:

| ogi cal

nanmes are of two nmmjor either they are fancifu
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with no relevant logical content or they are in sonme way
descriptive of the product they stand for: in the fornmer case
they will be transferred, in the latter, translated. (I nust
note here, however, that in ‘real life this picture may be
conplicated by several other factors |ike assonance, cultura
dom nance, etc.) Nationalities have their established names in
every culture, so these names are nornally substituted. The
same is true with nmjor events, tenporal units or festivals,
abstract ideas and species. The other nanmes group includes
nanes of objects (‘the Iron Maiden of Nurenmburg’), a style
(*Georgian’) and a vocal quartet (‘The Febs’). They either
contain sonme descriptive information in the logical entry, in
which case they are translated or build on associated
assunptions contained in the encyclopaedic entry, not present
in the TL, in which case they get nodified. The two aninmal
names are transferred in this book because neither the | ogical
nor the encycl opaedic entries contain any relevant information
in the present context.

Finally, it nust be noted here that while the statistica
data are characteristic of this particular translation, they
may be substantially different with others, since the choice
of operation in any particular case is dependent on the
context (of the text as well as of the communicative
si tuation) and the intentions of the translator. \%%
expl anations of individual cases above hold only as far as
they seem to be systematic and consistent in the context of
this translation, while it is not wunlikely that 1in other
contexts very different solutions may have been picked. This

guestion is exam ned in the next section.
6.2. Case Study 2

Data collection was carried out here applying the sane

procedure as in Case Study 1. A full list of the data is given
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I n Appendi x 2,
filled-in |ogical

Conpari ng

W th

the nanes having an at

entry italicised.

the primary nunerica

results

Table 4) with those of Case Study 1 (Table 1),

surprising proliferation of nodified itens, which make up nore

than half of the tota

nunmber of cases.

| east

partially

(summed up in
we find here a

LOG CAL ENTRY TRANSFER | SUBST. TRANSL. | MOD. TOTAL
No. : % No. : % No. : % No. : % No.

EMPTY 26:21.5 [27:22.3 |0:0 68:56.2 (121

FI LLED- I N 2:4.1 6:12.2 16: 32.7 |25:51 49

Table 4. Primary nunerical findings

Wth regard to the various individual nane classes, we also

find that nodification is the operation that applies to the

majority of itens in al nost every case.

CLASS TRANSFER SUBSTI TUT. TRANSLAT. MODI FI CAT

NUMBER NUMBER : % [NUMBER : % |[NUMBER : % |[NUMBER : %

PERSONAL 66 |17 : 25.7 11 . 16.7 11 16.7 27 : 40.9

GEOGR. 48 8 : 16.7 9 : 18.7 0: 0 31 : 64.6

NATION. 33 |3 : 9.1 10 : 30.3 1: 3 19 : 57.6

ABSTRACT 10 |0 : O 2 : 20 1: 10 7 : 70

INSTIT. 4 0: 0 0: 0 1: 25 3: 75

TITLE 3 0: 0 0: 0 1: 33.3 2 : 66.7

EVENT 2 0: 0 0:0 1: 50 1: 50

TEMPORAL 2 (0 : O 1: 50 0:0 1: 50

BRAND 1 0:0 0 : 0 : 1 : 100

SPECI ES 1 0:0 0 : 0 : 1 : 100

TOTAL 170 28 : 16.5 32 : 18.8 17 . 10 93 : 54.7

Table 5. The data are arranged in descending order of the

nunber of occurrences of the different classes.
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What may be the explanation for the stunning difference
between the two translations? The answer has to do, in great
nmeasure, | think, with the question of the communicability of
sonme informative intention (nmessage) in particular contexts.

As we have seen in Chapter Three, an act of commrunication
can only be successful if it achieves relevance in a given set
of contextual assunptions, and rel evance is context-dependent:
a given set of assunptions to be comruni cated that provide an
appropriate nunmber of contextual effects in one context nay
not do so in a different context and thus the conmunication
process nmay fail. Alternatively, it can fail because the
effort needed to work out these contextual effects in a
secondary context may be gratuitously great, causing a |oss of
interest in the communi cation on the part of the audience.

Therefore, when The Last of the Mhicans, this great
classic of Anerican literature, a dramatic depiction of the
conflicts of early Anmerican history, was rendered into
Hungarian by Adam Réz, long politico-historical descriptive
passages, containing several proper names (for instance, ‘Sir
WIlliam, ‘Horican’, and ‘ Hudson’ on page 156), wer e
elimnated for the obvious reason that the translation was
done for children, who lack the necessary background
assunptions that would enable them to interpret such
descriptions, which mght result in the child reader 1|o0sing
I nterest and putting the book down. In such a case it seens a
w se decision on the part of the translator to | eave out these
parts, in order to ensure that the comunication as a whole
shoul d be successful.

O her names (like ‘“Apollo’, left out in the translation)
are nodified in the target text, simlarly, because the
encycl opaedi ¢ assunptions that the nane carries (that Apollo
in ancient Geece, was the patron god of nusic and poetry) are
not likely to be present in the encyclopaedic nenory of the

young reader of the translation and thus the inclusion of the
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name could have caused an unnecessary increase of the anount
of processing effort needed to work out the interpretation of
the utterance in which the nane occurs.

Yet other nodifications in the translation nmay be
justified on the basis of considerations of the limted
processing capacity of children. For instance, sever al
characters appear in the original under various nanes, which
in the translation are rendered in a (nore or less) uniform
way to make it easier for the reader to retrieve from nenory

the character, or other entity, that the nanme refers to in the

given context. (For exanple, ‘the N nble Deer’, ‘Bounding
Elk, and ‘Le Cerf Agile are all translated as ‘Filrge
Szarvas’; ‘lroquois’, Maquas’, ‘Mngo’, and ‘Huron’ all becone

‘irokéz’.) In other cases, sone nanmes are left out in the
translation (e.g. ‘Muntcalm, ‘Sir WIIliam Johnson’, ‘Canada’
and ‘Six Nations’ on page 113) because the translator wanted
to sinplify a description, again for the very reason of making
the processing of the text l|ess effort-consuning for the
assunmed young target reader

One might raise here the question whether such a rendering
as this one is still to be thought of as a translation or,
rather, as sonmething that is outside of the boundaries of this
concept - an adaptation, perhaps. My position is that, as |ong
as we accept a definition of translation as interpretive
| anguage use where the interpretation is consistent with the
principle of optimal resenblance (see section 4.3), there is
no reason to say that such renderings are beyond what we call,
in this sense, a translation. This, of course, is quite a W de
concept but | think the difficult thing would be to narrow
down its boundaries in such a way that cases like this one
representing a relatively extrene degree of i ndi rect
transl ati on, coul d clearly be del i neat ed from cases
representing a |ess extrene degree. Eventually, one would be

forced to claimthat only direct translation is to be called
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translation, which is a possible but, in ny view, not very
attractive standpoint, in view of the fact that contextual
I dentity between cultures, at the present stage of history at
| east, is the exception rather than the rule.

Accepting this, it becomes clear that the first question a

translator has to answer is not how a given nessage can be

communicated in the target |anguage but whether it s
comuni cable at all in the secondary comrunicative situation
in consistency with the principle of relevance; all other

guestions concerning the details of how to fornulate a
translation are consequent on the answer given to this

fundanment al questi on.

6. 3. Concl usi ons

One of the interesting results of these case studies is the
confirmation of the fact that contrary to what Vendler said,
nanely that proper nanmes do not require translation into
anot her |anguage (Vendler 1975:117), they often do or, in
several other cases, they get nodified. This is not surprising
in view of our assunption that proper names have basically the
same semantic structure as any other kinds of expression,
conposed of a logical and an encycl opaedic entry, which may be
filled to various degrees.

As regards the choice of the appropriate operation in
dealing with a particular name, several factors nmay contribute
to the final decision. One, of course, is the semantic
contents of the name. My hypothesis appears to be confirned by
the statistical results: nanes with an enpty logical entry are
nostly transferred, whereas those with an at |east partly
filled-in logical entry are largely translated — unless a
conventional TL correspondent pre-enpts these options or the
encycl opaedic entry of the nane contains some relevant
assunptions which necessitate the nodification of the name in
t he TL.
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These findings are easily explained on the basis of our
initial assunption that translation 1is a comunicative
process, governed by the principle of optinmal resenblance. On
this assunption, the choice of a particular translation
operation in a given situation is made in line with the need
to preserve, as far as possible, the range of contextual
effects that the semantic contents of the nanme contribute to
in the source text. Thus, when the logical entry contains
rel evant information, it is preserved by applying the
operation of translation proper; when the encyclopaedic entry
contains sonme relevant information, it may be preserved by
nodi fying the name in the translation. On the other hand, the
relatively large nunber of substitutions is explicable by
evoking the notion of processing effort: the use of a
conventional correspondent is clearly the solution that
requires the |east amount of effort from the audience.
Therefore, a reasonable translator wll consider a different
solution only when the gains in effects would probably
outweigh the I|osses caused by the increase of processing
effort.

How (and whether) this balance is achieved depends, of
course, on what the translator-conmunicator presunmes to be
relevant for her audience. This requires that she nake the
right assunptions about the audience’s cognitive environnent,
that s, about what facts are manifest to him and
furthernore, about what is nmutually manifest to both of them
At this point an elenent of subjectivity inevitably occurs:
since one can never be certain about what exactly another
person’s cognitive environnent contains, there is always sone
risk involved in comunication. Thus, | think, to say that the
translator’s decisions are, to a certain degree, subjective is
sinply to accept the fact that inferential comunication is a
risky enterprise, where the possibility of failure cannot be

excl uded.

137



Anot her factor in the decision to apply a particular
operation, as we have seen in several exanples, is the need to
mai ntain consistency in the translation on three different
planes: with prevailing practices (standard usage, norns) in
the TL, with characteristic solutions across texts and wth
solutions within the given text. This train of thought, again,
| eads us straight to considerations of the balance between
contextual effects and processing effort.

One further observation we can nake is that although the
traditional proper nane classes (personal nanes, geographica
nanes, etc.) are in fact treated differently, in statistica
terms, as regards the operations which are characteristically
applied to them the traditional classes are relevant in this
guestion only as i nternedi ary cat egori es, si nce t he
differences in treatnment boil down, in the end, to differences
in semantic structure — and the traditional classes may be
seen as categories enconpassing typical semantic structure

configurations (cf. the notion of rule-schenes, Carrol
1985: 16, introduced in section 5.4).
In summary, | would maintain that the pragmatic theory |

have chosen to couch ny examnations in, relevance theory,
appears conpletely adequate for the given purpose: it has
enabled ne, | believe, to explain in lucid terns how and why
the particul ar operations were applied in particul ar cases.
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Chapt er Seven

Concl usi ons

7.1. The main results of the study

In Chapter Two | have shown, through a discussion of the
cardinal issues in translation (of translatability, quality
assessnent, definition, and the nature of the translation
process), t hat t he vari ous descriptive-classificatory
approaches all fall short of providing a conplete and
consi stent account of translation phenonena, either because
they fail to recognise that translation is primarily a
comuni cative process, taking place in an inter-lingual and
intercultural situation, or because they fail to make explicit
the characteristics of this process.

Chapter Three has introduced a theory of comrunication,
rel evance theory, which overcomes these shortconings by
explicating the principle which governs the comrunication
process (the principle of relevance), and is noreover
consistent with recent developnents in the cognitive theory of
the human mnd (Fodor 1983, Anderson 1992, Smith and Tsi npl
1995).

In Chapter Four | have denonstrated, on the basis of Cutt
(1991), how translation can be accounted for within the bounds
of relevance theory. Translation theory thus becones an
integral part of a wuniversal theory of conmunication, and
constituents of translation theory are applications of nore
gener al principles of conmuni cat i on. The process of
translation is explained in this framework in terns of a
presunption of optimal resenblance, which is the application
to the specific circunstances of translation of the principle
of relevance. Wat | see as the mmjor advantage of relevance
theory over other conmunicative approaches to translation is
t hat , contrary to these, it is able to «clearly and
unanbi guously define the nature of the relationship between
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the source text and the target text (which is nothing else
than the ancient question of what equivalence neans in
translation): the translator’s aimis to achieve the optimnal
resenblance of the translation to the original in the
secondary conmuni cative situation

Beyond this, however, it seenms that translation theory
cannot be of much help in providing precise rules for the
translator (in this, | nust to sone extent agree wth J.
Soltész (1967), who rather pessimstically wites that the
| inguist can hardly do nore than record the facts); what it
can do, however, is offer guidelines along which translators
may decide what to do in particular situations, by way of
facilitating a description of translation operations, that is,
possi bl e solutions, and explaining why a particular operation
was picked in a particular case by a particular translator -
on the basis of the principle of relevance.

Chapter Five has been concerned mainly with proving that
proper names in translation behave in a non-trivial way, not
unli ke any other kinds of expression. Since this question is
linked with the question of neaning, it had to be shown, first
of all, that proper nanes, |ike other |inguistic expressions,
have various mneanings and that the structure of their neaning
Is essentially the sanme as that of other types of expressions.
I have found that proper nanes can be seen as formng a
conti nuum of cases, ranging from ‘prototypical’ proper nouns,
which lack a logical content but may be endowed wi th various
associ ative neanings, to ‘non-prototypical’ phrasal nanes,
which are no different, in terns of nmeaning inport, from other
conposite expressions. Wat does make them different is the
fact that in the given context they are used as nanes - that
is, their status as proper nane is a function of the context,
a matter of pragmatics, and not of semantics. Seen in this

light, it is of no surprise that the treatnment of proper nanes
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in translation is just as conplex an issue as that of other
expr essi ons.

| then identified four operations which are applied to
proper names: apart from transference, they are also subject
to substitution, transl ation, and nodi fi cati on. These
operations have been defined in relation to the meaning inport
the name contributes to the given utterance, and their use has
been explained in terns of the principle of rel evance.

The first enpirical study in Chapter Six, in turn, has
been carried out to test the predictions, nade on theoretica
grounds, <concerning the predictability of the handling of
proper nanes in translation. | have found that they are in
fact treated in a regular manner, and that this regularity is
related primarily to the structure of their nmeani ng;
traditional proper nane classes are pertinent here only
indirectly, inasnmuch as they reflect neaning structure through
sem -regular patterns, or rule-schemes in Carrol’s (1985)
termns.

The second enpirical study provides further evidence for
the claim that the decisions nade by the translator in
particular cases are a function of —considerations of
rel evance, and considerations of relevance are conditioned
on given occasions, apart from calculations of contextual
effects, by considerations of processing effort, which are
partly related to questions of consistency wth various
factors, ranging from target culture context (including
| anguage), through conventions of translation in the given
target culture (or norns, in the sense of Toury (1978)),
inter-textual relations, and textual function (intentions) to

t extual context.
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7.2. Sone thoughts on questions of education

In this section | would like to briefly touch on two partly
rel ated areas: translator education and the use of translation
in the training of |anguage teachers.

As for the first one, probably the nost inportant point is
that would-be translators need to be made aware that
translation is not nerely a linguistic exercise: first and
forenpst it is an act of comrunication and, consequently, they
need to acquire thorough insight into the nature and working
of communi cati on.

As a conmunicative process, translation involves the
translator in a nulti-faceted transaction of information,
whi ch extends from the source author to the target reader. One
of the nost inportant things a translator nust never forget is
that any act of communication is ainmed at a receiver, and that
the circunstances, needs and expectations of the receiver wll
crucially influence the form and outcone of the process. This,
in a way, is comon sense but ny study has perhaps been able
to spell out how assunptions about the receiver, or in fact
any other participant or factor in the conmunication process,
exert their i nfluence as el enent s of the secondary
comuni cative situation, through the interaction of stinulus
and context.

As regards the training of |anguage teachers, the
significance of translation, in ny view, lies primarily in the
fact that translation, as a comunicative exercise, can be
used to raise the level of not only linguistic but also of
pragmatic and cultural consciousness in teacher trainees.
During translation we do not sinply reproduce the ideas of the
source text but, in a way, re-produce them first we
internalise them and then conmunicate them alnost as if they
were our own, in the context of a different |anguage and
culture. W can only claim to understand a |anguage really

well if we are able to translate it. “Translation [.] is an
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I ndi spensable form of under st andi ng” (Hel l 1996: 65, 1Y

transl ation).

The linguistic consciousness of teacher trainees, of
course, is also developed by courses in theoretical and
practical linguistics; these, however, are primarily ained at

the system of |anguage and are |less concerned wth the
consciousness relating to the circunstances of |anguage use,
the pragmatics of the language. And it is exactly this area
where translation possesses unrivalled nerits. VWhat is
translation, after all? On the one hand, you have to be able
to make sense of the source |anguage utterance and, on the
other hand, you have to be able to transmt +this sense
(inasnmuch as it 1is possible) in the nmedium of the other
culture. This is only possible if the translator is in conmand
of the pragmatics of both the source and the target |anguage
and is, noreover, aware of the differences between them
Practice in translation, therefore, provides the trainees with
a kind of bilingual pragmatic consciousness, which is not
of fered by other subjects in the curriculum
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Appendi x 1

Tr ansf er ence
PERSONAL NAME

@Quggenheim 1: 9

Bernard V. O Hare 1:9
Gerhard Miller 1:9

Yon Yonson 2:10
Harrison Starr 3:11
Edgar Derby 4:12

Paul Lazarro 5:14

Sandy 6: 15

Nancy 9:17

Nanny 10: 19

Al lison Mtchell 10:19
Mary O Hare 11:20

Frank Sinatra 12:22
John Wayne 12: 22
Char | es Mackay 14: 23
Mary Endel | 15:24
Francia 15: 25

Geor ge Washi ngton 16: 25
Walt Disney 16:25
Seynmour Law ence 16: 26
Theodor e Roet hke 18: 28
Eri ka Ostrovsky 18: 28
Céline 18:28

Billy Pilgrim19:29
Barbara 21: 31

Robert 21:31

Mont ana W | dhack 22: 32
Johann Sebastian Bach 27: 37
Rol and Weary 29: 39
Louis J. M Daguerre 35:45
André Le Févre 35:45
WIliam Bradford Hui e 39: 49
Eddie D. Slovik 39:49
Val enci a 40: 50

Wl liam40:51

Earl Warren 49: 61

Jean Thiriart 50:61
Mona Lisa 50: 62

Htler 64:77

Sir |Isaac Newton 69: 82
Jacquel i ne Susann 75: 89
St ephen Crane 85: 100
El i ot Rosewater 87:101
Kil gore Trout 87:101
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W liam Bl ake 90: 105

Val enci a Merbl e 92: 108
Lance Runford 104:121
Cynthia Landry 104:121
John F. Kennedy 104:121
Bertram Copel and Runford 104: 121
Howard W Canpbel |l 111:127
Mar garet 128: 145

Li onel Merble 133:150

M ke 134:151

Werner d uck 136: 153

Resi North 142: 160

Maggi e White 146: 165
Reagan 157:176

Lily 158:178

Theodore Roosewelt 159:178
Harry S. Truman 159: 179
David Irving 161: 180

C. Eaker 161:180

Sir Robert Saundby 161:181
Lucretia A Mtt 171:192
George Jean Nathan 172:193
Lance Corwin 176: 197

Nor man Mail er 178: 200
Robert Kennedy 182: 202
Charles Darwi n 182: 202
Adol ph Menj ou 183: 203

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAME

Dayton 1:9

W sconsin 2:11
Cape Cod 3:12
Pennsyl vania 3:12
Hall e 5:13
Boston 7:15

New York 7:15
Schenect ady 9:18
Al pl aus 9:18
Balti nore 9:18
Del aware 10: 19
Hudson 10: 19
London 14: 23
Koni gstei n 15: 24
datz 15:25
Hanburg 17: 27
Sal zburg 17: 27
Hel si nki 17: 27
Frankfurt 17:27
Phi | adel phi a 18: 27
[1ium 20: 30
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Vi et nam 21: 31
Montreal 21:31
Vernont 21: 31

Tral famadore 21: 31
Canden 27: 36
Pittsburgh 30: 40
Pennsyl vani a 30: 40
Santa Fé 33:43

Pi ne Knol| 38:48

M ssi ssi ppi 55: 67
Cody 58: 70

Cicero 72:86

Bri ght Angel Point 76:90
G and Canyon 76: 90
G oucester 102: 118
Cape Ann 102: 118
Newport 104:121
Rhode Island 104: 121
Hyannis Port 104:121
Pal m Springs 111:132
Dakto 117: 134

Chi cago 123:139
Chemitz 129: 146

Pl auen 129: 146

Pear| Harbor 159:179
Buchenwal d 161: 181
Coventry 161: 181

Ti mes Square 172: 193
Zircon-212 174:195
Apponmat ox 178: 199
Tobruk 184: 205

NAMVE OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON

Luftwaffe 5:14

Ceneral Electric 9:18
Kreuzki rche 15:25
Frauenki rche 15: 25
Ceneral Mtors 16: 26
Luft hansa 17: 27

Lions Club 43:54

Sears & Roebuck 66: 79
Schl acht hof - f tinf 132: 150

TI TLE

Ilium Gazette 142: 161
‘'l vanhoe’ 146: 165
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BRAND NAME

Coca-Col a 12: 20

Cadil lac EIl Dorado Coupe de Ville 49:60
Lei ca 50:61

Tast e- Freeze 53: 65

Bui ck Riviera 54: 66

Bui ck Roadnaster 103:119

Mer cedes 157:176

ANI MAL NAME

Pri ncess 45: 56
Spot 53: 65

Substitution
PERSONAL NAME

Pope I nnocent the Third: I1l. Ince papa 14:23
Friedrich: Frigyes 15:25

Lot: L6t 19:28

Zo-ar: Coar 19:28

Lord: Ur 19:29

Martin Luther: Luter Marton 27: 37

God Al mighty: M ndenhat6 Uristen 30:40

Jesus: Jézus 41:53

Three Musketeers: Harom Test ér 42: 53

Adam Adam 46: 57

Eve: Eva 46:57

Croesus: Krézus 53: 65

Ci nderel l a: Hamupi pske 83: 98

Feodor Dost oevsky: Fjodor Dosztojevszkij 87:102
Christ: Krisztus 94:109

Scheher ezade: Seherezadé 104: 121

Bl ue Fairy Godnot her: Joésagos Tundér 110: 126
Oz: Oz, a csodak csodaja 129: 146

Abr aham Li ncol n: Lincol n Abraham 139: 157

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAME

Drezden: Drezda 1:9

El be: Elba 5:13

Eur ope: Eurodpa 5:13

France: Franci aorszag 6: 14

Lake M chigan: Mchigan-t6 7:16
Hi roshima: Hrosima 9:17
Germany: Nénetorszag 14: 23

North Africa: Eszak-Afrika 14:23
Pal estine: Pal esztina 14: 23
Cenoa: Genova 15:24

147



Silesia: Szilézia 16:25

West Berlin: Nyugat-Berlin 17:27

East Berlin: Kelet-Berlin 17:27

Vi enna: Bécs 17: 27

Leni ngrad: Leningrad 17: 27

Earth: fold 19: 28

Sodom Szodoma 19: 29

Gonorrah: Gonora 19: 29

Lake Placid: Placid-té 21:30

Sugar bush Mount ai n: Sugar bush- hegy 21: 31
South Carolina: Dél-Karolina 26: 36
Luxenbour g: Luxenburg 27: 37

the Tuileires Gardens: a Tuileriak kertje 35:45
Ausabl e Chasm Ausabl e- szakadék 49: 60
North Vi etnam Eszak-Vi et nam 52: 63

Engl and: angliai 63:76

United States of Anerica: Anmerika 64:77
Paci fic: csendes-o6ceani 72:85

West: Nyugat 77:91

Car |l sbad Caverns: Carl sbad-barl angok 77:91
Lake CGeorge: George-to6 90: 105

Dunki rk: Dunkerque 91: 106

California: Kalifornia 115:132

Gol got ha: Gol gota 119: 135

Switzerland: Svajc 140: 158

Far East: Tavol -Kel et 160: 180

Forty-fourth Street: Negyvennnegyedi k utca 172:192
San Pedro Bay: San Pedro-06b6l 177:198

The Big Apple: a Nagy Alma 179: 200

NAMVE OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON

Uni versity of Chicago: chicagdi egyetem 7:15

Fire Department: tdzoltdsag 7:16

Coast Cuard: parti drség 7:16

Air Force: |égiersk 10:18

University of lowa: |lowai Egyetem 16: 26

Green Berets: Zol dsapkasok 21:31

the French Acadeny: a Francia Akadém a 35:45

Nati onal Guard: nenzeti garda 51:62

the Marines: tengerészgyal ogsag 51: 63

International Red Cross: NeneetkOzi Voroskereszt 79:93
United States Air Force: az Egyesilt Allanmok Légiereje 104:121

TI TLE

‘Baptismof Christ’: Krisztus nmegkeresztel ése 15:25

Bible: biblia 47:58

‘The Red Badge of Courage’: A batorsag voros kokardaj a 85: 100
‘The Brothers Karamazov’': Karanazov testvérek 87: 102

New Testament: Ujtestanmentum 94: 110
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Gospel : Evangélium 94:110
Statue of Liberty: Szabadsag-szobor 173:193
“Uncl e Tonis Cabin’: Tamas batya kunyhdja 178: 200

BRAND NAME

Coke: Coca-Cola 12:21
Colt .45 automatic: 45-6s automata colt 28: 38

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Anericans: anerikai ak 51: 63
Yank: Jenki 82:96

Jews: zsidok 83:97

Gypsi es: ciganyok 83:97

Chi nanen: kinai ak 123: 140
Maori: maori 184: 205

NAMVE OF EVENT

Second World War: nasodi k vil d&ghaboru 2: 10

New York World’ s Fair: New York-i vilagkiallitas 10:19
Battle of the Bul ge: ardennes-i csata 28: 37

the Great Depression: a nagy gazdasagi vil agval sag 33: 43
VWorld War Three: harnmadi k vil &ghabora 50: 61

World War Two: nmasodi k vil aghdboru 50: 61

Wrld War One: el sé vil aghabora 168: 189

NAMVE OF TEMPORAL UNI T OR FESTI VAL

St one Age: kdkorszak 52:63
Decenber: decenber 60:73

May: maj us 60: 73

Chri stmas: karacsony 61: 74
February: februar 123:139

Fat hers’ Day: Apak Napja 150: 169

NAME OF ABSTRACT | DEA

Conmuni sts: konmuni st 4k 51: 63

Third Law of Mdtion: a dinam ka harmadi k al apt 6rvénye 69: 82
Christianity: kereszténység 94: 109

Heaven: Mennyorszag 129: 146

Nazi sm néaci znus 141: 159

Provi dence: Gondvi sel és 160: 180

NAME OF SPECI ES

Eart hli ngs: foldl akok 92: 106
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Transl ati on
PERSONAL NAME

Captain Finn: Finn kapitany 8:17

The Son of the Mst Powerful Being in the Universe: a
Vi | Agegyet em Leghat al nasabb Lényének a Fia 94: 109

The Son of +the Creator of the Universe: a Vilagegyetem
Terent gj ének Fia 95:110

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAME

Peace Lagoon: Békeliget 51:63
Hill 875: a 875-6s magaslat 117:135

NAMVE OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON

Bel | Tel ephone Conpany: Bell Tel efon Tarsasag 3: 12

Chicago City News Bureau: Chicago Varosi Hirszolgalati Iroda
7:16

The Committee on Social Thought: Tarsadalm  Lel kiisneret
Bi zottsaga 9: 17

Dut ch Reforned Church: Holl and Refornmegyhaz 9: 18

United World Federalists: Egyesult Vilag All anszovet sége 10: 18

Ford Motor Car Conpany: Ford Gépkocsi Tarsasag 16: 25

Witers Wrkshop: Iro Mihely 16:26

General Forge and Foundry Conpany: Altalanos Vasontdé és
Vasgyar Részvényt arsasag 21: 30

[1'ium School of Optonetry: ilium optonetriai fdiskola 21:30

John Birch Society: John Birch Tarsasag 49: 61

The National Union of Belgian Opticians: Belga Optikusok
Nenzeti Szovetsége 50: 61

Eur opean Optonetry Society: Eurépai Optonetriai Tarsasag 50: 61

Il'ium Governnment Center: |liumkdzi gazgatasi kodzpontja 51: 63

Pavilion of the Arts: micsarnok 51:63

Better Business Bureau: Viragzébb Uzleti Elet |roda 54:66

Four-fifty-first: négyszazotvenegyesek 57:70

German Association of Prison Oficials: Nenet Fegydr Tisztek
Tarsasaga 111: 127

[lium Merchants National Bank and Trust: ilium Nenzeti
Kereskedel m Bank és Hitelintézet 123:139

The Free Anerican Corps: Szabad Anmeri kai Hadtest 139:156

Royal ton Hotel: Royalton-szallo6 172:192

Popul ati on Ref erence Bureau: Néepességigyi Hivatal 184:204

TI TLE

‘The Children’s Crusade’: A gyernekek keresztes hadjarata
13: 22

‘Extraordi nary Popular Delusions and the Mudness of Crowds’:
Kul 6nl eges népanitasok és a tonmegsril et 13: 23

150



‘Dresden, History, Stage and @Gllery': Drezda torténete,
szinhazi élete és képtara 15: 24

‘“Words for the Wnd’': Beszéd a szél hez 18: 28

‘“Céline and his Vision: Céline és | atonmasa 18: 28

‘Death on the Installment Plan’: Halal hitelre 19:28

‘The Execution of Private Eddie D. Slovik’: Eddie D. Slovik
kozl egény kivégzése 39: 49

The Review of Optonetry: Optonetriai Magazin 49:61

‘Contenporary Problems in Wstern CGvilization': A nyugati
civilizaci é mai probl émai 72:85

‘Valley of the Dolls’: A babdk vdél gye 75: 89

Pirates of Penzance: A penzance-i kal 6zok 80: 94

‘“Maniacs in the Fourth Dinension : Orultek a negyedik
di nenzi 6ban 90: 105

‘The Gospel from Quter Space’: Evangélium a tavoli vilagudrbdl
93: 109

‘“The Spirit of “76": “*76 szellenme” 129: 141

‘“Wait Till the Sun Shines, Nelly' : Varj, nig kisut a nap,
Nel |y 134: 152

‘The Destruction of Dresden’: Drezda pusztul dsa 161: 180

‘Official History of the Arny Air Force in Wrld War Two': A
| égiersk hivatalos torténete a masodi k vil aghabordban
165: 185

‘The Big Board': A nagy jelzdstéabla 173:194

‘M dni ght Pussycats’: Ejféli Ci cababak 177:198

BRAND NAME

“Magi ¢ Fingers”: “Varéazsujjak” 53:66

M I ky Way: Tejut 95:110

Royal Danish: Dan kiralyi 96:112

Ranbl er Rose: Futorodzsa 96: 112

Col oni al Moonlight: Gyarmati hol dvil ag 96: 112

NAME OF EVENT

“National Prayer Week’: Nenezeti |madsadg Hete 174: 195
OTHER NANE

I ron Maiden of Nurenburg: “Nirnbergi Vasszidz” 31:41
Purple Heart: Bibor sziv 163: 183

Silver Star: Ezlist csillag 163: 183

Bronze Star: Bronz érdenmeérem 163: 183

Modi fi cation

PERSONAL NANE

Mutt and Jeff: Zoro és Huru 4:12
Joe Col | ege: Tuddsj anos 32: 43
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W1 d Bob: Félelnetes Bob 57: 70
GEOGRAPHI CAL NANME

Chio: Gnhio allam1:9

St anboul : Tér 6khon 2: 10

New Yor k: New York allam 9: 18

New Jersey: New Jersey allam 27: 36

Wom ng: Wom ng &l lam 58: 70

I[llinois: Illinois &allam 72:86
Massachusetts: Massachusetts allam 102:118
Russia: az orosz front 129: 147

New York City: New York 171:192

NAMVE OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON

Depart ment of Anthropol ogy: antropol 6giai fakultas 7:15

AP: Associ ated Press 7:16

UP. United Press 7:16

[lTiumY. M C A : ilium Keresztyén |fjak Egyesilete 37:48
Holiday Inn: Holiday Inn-szall 6 53: 65

Harvard: Harvard egyetem 104: 121

Holt, Reinhart and W Ison: Holt, Reinhart és WIson Kkiado

161: 180
TI TLE
G deon Bible: Biblia 19:28
[lium News Leader: ilium News Leader cimi | ap 27: 32
BRAND NAME

Pall Mall: Pall Mll cigaretta 2:10

Three Misketeers Candy Bar: Harom test dr nevid csokol adészel et
8:17

7-Up: hig linmonadée 65:77

Xerox: fénymasol 6gépen készilt pél dany 159: 179

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Jerry: Fritz 83:96

British: angol ok 125:142

Pol ack: | engyel n& 134:151

NAVE OF TEMPORAL UNI T OR FESTI VAL

Gay N neties: a miult szazad bol dog kil encvenes évei 97:113
NAMVE OF SPECI ES

Dober man pi nscher: dobernman kutya 146: 165
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OTHER NAME
Georgi an: georgiai stilusd 53:65

Ferris wheel: a vursli 6riaskereke 65:78
“The Febs”: a “NOK” 148: 167
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Appendi x 2

Tr ansf er ence
PERSONAL NAME

Mont cal m 10: 9

Webb 11:9

Heyward 17: 14

Cora 17:14

Duncan 17:15

Alice 17:15

Ef fi ngham 40: 35

Magua 43: 37

Le Renard Subtil 43:37
David Gamut 63:53
David 112:95

Munro 148: 124

Cora Munro 183: 150
Duncan Heyward 184: 151
Ali ce Graham 184: 151
Tamenund 345: 265

Nat hani el 347: 267

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAME

New York 8:5

Jamai ca: Jamaica 14:12
Bost on 24: 20

London 37: 31

Quebec 179: 148

Abr aham 209: 173

Hudson 247: 200

Mohawk 247: 200

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Mohawk 37: 32

Hur on 39: 32

Onei da 228: 186

Substitution

PERSONAL NAME

Davi d: David 23: 20

Handel : Handel 25:22

Chi ngachgook: Csi ngacsguk 28: 24

Uncas: Unkasz 32: 27
Chi ngach: Csingacs 49: 43
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Menowgua: Menovgua 123: 105
Wassawattim e: Vasszavittim 123:105
The Lord: az Ur 168: 139

St. Louis: Szent Lajos 196: 161
Mani t ou: Manitu 355: 272

Goliath: Goliat 382: 288

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAMES

Nort h- Aneri ca: észak-anerikai 7:5

France: Franciaorszag 7:5

Engl and: Anglia 7:5

Europe: Eurédpa 7:5

Canada: Kanada 8:5

Hori can: Hori kéan 8:6

the West Indies: nyugat-indiai szigetek 184: 151
t he Canadas: Kanada 215:177

Arabi a: Arébia 247:200

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Mohi can: nohi kdn 30: 25

Del awar e: del avar 32: 27

| roquoi s: irokézek 33:29

| ndi an: indi an 33: 28

Frenchman: francia 192: 159
British: angol 194: 160

English: angol 197: 163

French: francia 201: 166
Frencher: francia 238:194

Dut chmanne: hol | andusok 357: 273

NAME OF TEMPORAL UNI T OR FESTI VAL
July: jualius 26:23
NAVE OF ABSTRACT | DEA

Jesuit: jezsuita 8:6
Provi dence: Gondvi sel és 94: 81

Transl ati on
PERSONAL NANME

Hawkeye: SOl yonmszem 28: 24

Bi g Sarpent: Nagy Kigydé 63: 54
Serpent: Nagy Kigydé 110: 93

Great Snake: Nagy Kigyo 89:76
Killdeer: Szarvasol & 134:113

The Long Rifle: Hosszu Puska 105: 87

155



The N nbl e Deer: Furge Szarvas 106: 88
Boundi ng El k: Flirge Szarvas 106: 88
Open Hand: Nyitott Kéz 232:189
Reed-t hat - bends: Hajl 6 Nad 284: 224
Hard Heart: Kenmény Sziv 339: 262
TITLE

Hol y Book: Szent Konyv 14:12

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Engl i shman: angol enber 192: 159
NAMVE OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON
Fort Edward: Edward-erdsd 11:9

NAME OF EVENT

The Massacre of WIlliam Henry: a WIIliam Henry-i neszarl as
209: 172

NAVE OF ABSTRACT | DEA
Geat Spirit: Nagy Szellem 31: 26
Modi fication

PERSONAL NAME

Apollo: -- 22:19
Heywar d: Duncan 22: 19
Le Renard Subtil: Ravasz Rbka 43: 37

Renard: Rbka 44: 38

La Longue Carabi ne: Hosszu Puska 98: 83
Renard: Ravasz Rbka 101: 87

Le Cerf Agile: Furge Szarvas 105: 88
Le Gros Serpent: Nagy Kigy6 105: 88
Le Subtil: Ravasz Roka 111:93
Montcalm -- 113:96

Sir WIliamJohnson: -- 113:96

D eskau: -- 156:130

Sir Wlliam -- 156:130

Elsie: -- 168:139

Bur goyne: -- 170: 140

M ss Munro: Cora 173:143

Louis de St. Véran: -- 191:158
Saganore: Csingacsguk 213:176

David Gamut: Ganmut 259: 209

Satan: -- 301: 236
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Bal aam -- 314: 244

Prince of Darkness: -- 332:258

Le Coeur-dur: Keneny Sziv 339: 262
Al mghty Creator: -- 380:287
Hawkeye: -- 380: 287

Jacob: -- 381:288

The Lord: -- 381:288

GEOGRAPHI CAL NAME

Hudson: Hudson folyd 7:5

du Saint Sacrement: A tariszentség Tava 8:6
Chanpl ai n: Chanplain-t6 8:5

Al | egheny: Al | egheny—hegység 8: 6
Israel: bibliai 14:12

Thanes: -- 14:12

A d England: -- 14:12

d enn: denn-vizesés 52: 46

| srael: -- 66:55

Horican: Ceorge-t6 84:71
Canada: -- 113:96

Nor t hanpton: -- 136:114

Narr angansett Bay: -- 140: 116
Province Plantations: -- 140:116
Al bany Patterson: -- 147:119
Horican: -- 156:130

Hudson: -- 156: 130
WIlliamHenry: -- 170: 140

The States: -- 170: 140

Mount Defiance: -- 170:140

Ti conderoga: -- 170: 140

Geat Britain: -- 176:143

Lot hian: -- 175:143

Salique: -- 179:145

Cape Dianond: -- 179:145

OGswego: -- 209:173

Hori can: Hori kéan-t6 235:191

The States: Egyesilt Allanpk 247:200
St. Lawrence: Szent Ldrinc-folyd 247: 200
Tartary: tatar 247:200

Scaroon: Scaroon folyd 249: 201

NAME OF | NSTI TUTI ON OR ORGANI SATI ON
The 60'" a 60. ezred 39: 32

Royal Anericans: -- 39:33

Royal Anericans: angol katonak 228: 186
TITLE

Scripture: Szent Konyv 14:12
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The Psalns, Hymms, and Spiritual Songs of the Ad and New
Testaments; faithfully translated into English Metre, for
the Use, Edification, and Confort of the Saints, in Public
and Private, especially in New England: Az O és
Uj szévetség zsoltarai, himmuszai és dalai, melyek az Uj-
angliai ko6zonség hasznal atara és épul ésére kozzététettek
Bost on véarosaban, az Urnak 1744. Esztendej ében 24:20

NATI ONALI TY NAME

Alligew : alligew indianok 31:26

Maquas: -- 31:26
Maquas: irokézek 31:26
Six Nations: -- 35:29
Mohawk: -- 39:32

M ngo: irokéz 39: 32
| ndi an: nohi kdn 66: 55
Huron: irokéz 138:116

Tuscarora:. -- 138:115
Onondaga: -- 138:115
Scotsnman: -- 170: 140
Jewi sh: -- 205:

Huron: Magua 249: 201
Yengeese: angol ok 357:273
Shechem tes: -- 381:288
Mengwe: -- 385:290
Lenape: del avar 400: 295
Wapanachki: -- 403: 295
Utawa: -- 403: 296

NAMVE OF ABSTRACT | DEA

Provi dence: -- 139:116

Christian: -- 205:167

Christian: a fehérek 228: 186

Omi potence: -- 260: 210
Christiandom -- 261:210

Jesuit: -- 261:210

Geat and Good Spirit: -- 265:213

NAME OF EVENT
Revol ution: -- 170: 140

NAME OF TEMPORAL UNI T OR FESTI VAL

Novenber: -- 210:174
BRAND NANME
Wolw ch Warren: -- 176: 143
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NAMVE OF SPECI ES

Narragansett: -- 22:19
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