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Linguistics has long been reco_{nized to be a r,ital component of a transla-

tor ' 's  t ra in ing.  In  th is  chapter .  we u, i l l  examine a number of  subdisc ip l ines

of the fielcl that seertr particularly relevant to translation. especiall l , those

that have undergone major development over the past f-ew decades. Though

the subdisc ip l ines deal t  wi th doubt less ref lect  the specia l  in terests of  the

author, there has been an eflbrt to achieve as rnuch breadth as possiblc

wi th in the avai lable space.

We will not consider fbrrnal t lreories of l inguistics, since their direct

contr ibut ion to t ranslat ion theory and pract ice seems to be min imal . r  Most

formal approaches draw a pretty tight circle around what they cc'rnsider

Iegitirnate l inguistic inquiry. They are primarily concerned with sentence
grammar, concentrate on competence t() the exclusion of performance.

assign nreaning to only one cor.uponent of the gramular and disregard the

eff-ects of context on structure and meaning. This suggests less lruitful

ground fbr people who are looking to l inguistics fbr help in dealing with

the t r i rns la l ion o l -  texts.

4.1 Universalism versus relativity

One of the issues that most divicle the field of l inguistics today is that of

universulism versus relutit ' i ty'. Universalism assumes that thl underlying

structures of  a l l  lan-quages are pret ty  muclr  a l ike,  cut  f rom the same

mould, as it were. One approach posits universal principles that explain

I  Thanks to Citr la Jara, Torn Payrre lnd Jcanina Umrna fbr thcir rnct iculoLrs t 'eaci ing
of an ear' l ier dlalt  of thrs paper and tbr thci l  nurnelous hclpful sug-eestions lrrd corn-
ments. Thanks also to thc United Bihle Socict ies t irr  thcir perrnission to rcproducc
Sections 4.5 and;1.6 f iom another art icle by the author t i t led 'Linguist ics and Trans-
f at ion' and pLrbl ished in I) i .st 'over thc l l i l t lc (ed. Ro-ccl Omanson). 2002.
r  Chonrsky  (  lg l l l J :  l80 t  exprcsscd the  r  i cw '  the t  l ingr - r i s t i cs  hud l i r t l c  t r>  o l ' l c r  pcop lc
involvcd in p1xc1icn1 cndeavours such as translat ion:,rnd langr-ragc tcaching in tcspotrsc
to a qucstion put to hirn while dcl ivering his Managua Lectures, and was prcsttr.nably
r e l c r r i n g  t o  g c n c r u t i v c  l i n g u r s t i e s .
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the general alikeness of languages and describes the ditfbrences as slm-

ply  lan-r luage speci f ic  paranreters or ' levers ' that  must  bc pul led by the

language learner  when acclu i r inu a speci f ic  nat ive lan-euage.  I t  is  assurned

that  language st ructure in  the main is  acquired genet ica l ly  and that  a l l

languages share a universal  senrant ic  s t ructure and under ly inu syntact ic

st ructure. r  Whatevercan be said in  one lan- tuage can be said in  rLny other ' .

Regarding the lex icon,  Chonrsky (1987 221 c l iL ims that  " there is  no c lear

a l ternat i . , 'e  to  the assl lurpt ion that  the acquis i t ion of  vocabulary is  gr- r ider l

by a rich and invariant conceptual system which is prior to any experience".

Relativists ar-{ue that langua-rles differ far rnore than universalists con-

cede and that  they ref lect  grammat ica l ly  and lex ical ly  manv of  thei r '

speirkers' assurnptions about the world ar<luncl them. In its strclnger \rer-

siorrs. i l  is assurred that Ianguages datenrrirrt, to solnc degree the conccptual

system of  a l inguist ic  comnrul . r i ty  by leading thei r  speakers to pereL' i \c

some aspects of their reality. while concealing others frorr-r thern. This rs

in essence what Boas. Sapil and Whorf' believed and tau-uht cluring thc

flrst half ot' the twentieth century. and the idea that concepts are lar'-ucl1

language detelnrined goes lrack at least as l 'ar as Hurnboldt. in the earlr

n ineteenth century.

With the death - in the space of f ive yeirrs of Boas, Sapir and Wholl

and the birth of generative grammar, l in-cuistic relativity 1'ell upon harcl

t imes.  Chonrskv was bent  on tLr ln in- t  l inguist ics in to a 'hard '  sc ience.  ar t t l

sc ience was sLlpposecl  to  be a gener ' . r l iz ing r i r t l rer  t l ran a par t icu lar iz ing

enterprise. The quest was firr uttiv'ersal gr(tnttnur (UG), and to fbcus ott

var iat ion.  especia l ly  at  the level  of  cogni t ion.  was considered i r responsi -

b le scholarship (Lakof f  1987:3021).  L inguist ic  re lat iv i ty  could scarcely  be

ment ioned in pol i te  company.

Late ly .  l inguist ic  re lat iv i t l , '  I tas heen rnaking u cor t teback.  ancl  h l ts  hcet l

c losely associated wi th cogni t ive l inguist ics.5 l r r  a  recent  issue of  Lt tn-

' Scc ,  l b t ' e xan tp l e .  Kayne  
' s  (  l 9 c ) . 1 )assc l ' t i on  t ha t  a l l  o t  t hc  q ' o r l d ' s  l anguagcs  havc  an

S Ivp  VOI  s t l uc tu r c  unde l l y i ng l y  t c i t c t l  i n  Van  Vu l i n  an t l  LaPo l l a .  ( 1997 ) ) .
' The  g l ounc i *o r k  f i l  t h c  t h r - t r l v  o t  l i n -gu i s t i c  l c l l t i v i t y  wus  l a i c l  h r  Boas .  b t t t  i t  u i r :

dcvclopcd l i r l thcr  by Sapir  arr t l  Whor l ' .  I t  u 'as Whor ' f  r r ,ho cxprcssccl  thc strongcst

ve rs i on  o1 ' t he  t heo l y  and  ca l l cd  i t  t he  t hco ry  o l " l i ng t r i s t i c  r e l a t i v i t y '  ( Luey ,  1992 ) .
'  Pal lner '  (  1996) suggcsts that  cogni t ive l inguist ics could be v iewed i is  the 

' r rodcr l l

r ev i va l ' o1 ' t he  Boas ian  app roac l r  t o  l i ngu i s t i c s ,  c xccp t  f o r  i t s  l essc r  i n t e r cs t  i n  cu l t u t ' c

and  t hc  e thnog raphy  o l  spcak ing .  Scc  a l so  Du ran t i  (  l  9 t ) 7 )  and  Fo ley  (  1  997 ) .
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guage ,,,one of the main articles and tw() of the book reviews had to do

w i th  l i ngu i s t i c  re la t i v i t y .  L i ngu i s t s  sL rch  as  S teven  Lev i l son ,  John

Guruperz, John Lucy. Elinor Ochs, Will iam Foley, Dan Slobin and George

Lakotf are among those who have lent their names to the cause. Today's

linguistic relativity is not necessarily a carbon copy of the Sapir-Whorf

hypothesis. Much greater ernphasis is norv placed on empirical research,

and some of those whu rjo research in this area would not agree that lan-

gua-ges tletertnina aspects of a cotrttt.tLttt ity's perception of their reality'

preferring instead to talk in terms of itr.f luence. Sti l l  others would argue

that it is culture that impacts language. Whichever way it is - and it may

be both ways - there is a growing body of evidence that languages diff 'er

in intriguine ways that reflect equally intrigLring diff 'erences in how peo-

ple sec arrd c l l ts : i lv  thc i r  wor l t l '

The posi t ion one sdopts wi th respect  to  the l inguist ic  universal isn l

versus l inguist ic  re lat iv i ty  debate wi l l  u l t imate ly  in f luence one's  posi t ion

rega rd ing  e ruc ia l  i s sues  i n  t r ans lu t i on  t hc ( ) r )  u \  we l l .  The  i t ssu lnp t i on  l h r t

languages ditter widely to reflect widely dift 'ering cultures and world views

Seems hellristically more procluctive for a tritrtslation thetlry than the as-

sunpt ion that  a l l  languages are under ly ingly  very s i tn i lar  and share a

comlllon semantic structure. Needless t0 say, this does not imply that lan-

guage diversity is totally free fiorn constraints. a clearly untenable position.

since there are nurnerorrs l inguistic universals.

4.1.1 Metaphor
one popular example of the relativist approach is Lakoff and Johnson's

(1980) Metaphors We Live Br., in which they nrgue that metlphor is more

than a rhetorical device employed in l iterary art fbrms. Rather, important

concepts that people use t0 organize theil wot' ld are conceptLlalized meta-

phorically. The autlrgr's are not talking ltbtlut isolated rnetaphors. but rather

entire networks of metaphors ur metopltor themes, and they glve numer-

ous examples such as the tr, le is ntttne\ metaphor, comlnon in Western

civil ization. We can spentl t ime, wuste Iime, lt),\ 'e t itttL', i tr lc.st t itna, .sat'e

time, give somebotf' out' t i t)re, l i t,e on horrott 'etl t i tne, elc. Artcrther exanl-

ple is the \t-p,uttr(nt 0S t\ 'or txetaphol. When we ell-Cilge in arguiug, t|c

6 Septetnber l99l l .  volunlc 74'  num. 3.
7 See Lakol l  (1987:3051' f )  lbr  an cnl i -ehtcning rcview ol 'd i f - tbrent  concepts o l ' rLnLI

approachcs to l inguist ic  re l i r t iv t ty '
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tukc di.fterertt positions, \ 'e uttd( k.\otneone',s ideas, trc t l ln, lo.;e, rctrettt.

wc de.feut or sltoot t lotttt sotner)ne's ursrtttt{,n1.f, etc. For Lakoff and

Johnson.  the very essence of  nretaphor is  exper iencing one th ing in  terrns

of alrother. Arrd metaphor thel'nes such as tinte i.s ntortet or dt'guntent (t.\

l |t lr coustitute I 'rames that lend coherence to a large nurnber ol ' lexicil l

co l locat ions that  would otherwise have tc l  be v iewed as except ional  or '

h ighly  marked cases of  lex ica l  i tcrns.  The authors argue fur thel ' that  rnctu-

phor themes al'e not arbitrary, but rather ret' lect the way that speakcrs

perceive and exper ience the wor ld around them: " ln  actual i ty .  u 'e f 'ec l

that no rnetaphor can ever be cornprehended or even adequately replc-

sented independent ly  of  i ts  exper ient ia l  basis"  ( ib id:  l9) .

To affirnr that metaphor thernes are not arbitrary in no way implics

that dif l 'erent cultures share the same ones. Certainly the rnen'rbers of dif-

f 'erent cultures perceive and experience the world around them in dissirnilur'

ways, and come up with their own peculiar rnetaphor themes. Lakofl 'anrl

Johnson ask us to consider  a cul ture in  which argument  is  v iewed as u

dance. In such a case, the participants would not be seen as at war", but

rather as perfbrmers. They would have to execute their pertormance itt r.r
'balanced and aesthetically pleasing way'. It would not look l ike an ar-qLr-

ment to us at all, and we may assume that they are engaged in some other

k ind of  act iv i ty .

Translators have always known that metaphors fiom one culture otierl

do not work in a tfanslation fbr another and dealing with metaphors rLnd

figurative lan-ruage in general has always been a part of Bible translators'

training. What is interesting in Lakoff and Johnson is the pervasiveness

of metaphor and the existence of metaphor themes, whose representatlon

poses a greater challenge to translittors than that of metaphors in istl latton

(cf .  the d iscussion of  archetypes in  sect ion 6.1.3) .

4.1.2 Spatial orientation
An area of particular interest to l inguists working within the realnl trt

l inguist ic  re lat iv i ty  or  cogni t ive l inguist ics is  that  of  spat ia l  or ientat lon

(e.g. Foley 1997; Levinson 1996; Peclerson et ut. 1998). Apparently all

lan-guages have uhsolLrte spatial orientation, based on cardinal directiolls.

whatever forn.r these may take in a given language (north, east, v'hert' t l tt

sun ('onle.r up, tott'ttnl the mrtL.nttoins, dov.'rt river, tovr'(lr(l the oceun).Mat'ty

languages, but by no lneans all, have relatit 'e spatial orientation as well '

based on positions relative to the human body, usually the speaker's. In $

1,. Ronald Rtts's 1 1 7

such languates. locations are often expt'essed as being beli ltul or itt.frrtnl

o/the speaker or to thc speaker's rigli or /t ' / i . This is especially t lt le when

the location is nearby. The point of ref'erence nced ntlt be the speaker. It

can be projected onto soltteone or sonlething else (be fi irtt l  l l te tuble, ttt tf ie

right o.l ' t l te tnk tree).

In lan-guages lack in-c re lat ive spat ia l  or ientat ion.  a l l  locat ions are ex-

pressed in ternrs of  card inal  d i rect ions.  This,  of  course.  i rnpl ies thal  thc

speakers of such languages t 't. lust hitve nearly perf'ect hearing at all ( i lres'

and indeed th is  has been shown to be the case.  Pederson et  u l .  (1998)

carr ied out  a ser ies of  nonl inguist ic  exper in lents to detc ' r rn ine whcther  a

speaker's cognitive frarne ol'reference corresponds to his l inguistic f larne

of  reference.  ln  other  words.  they wanted to test  whether  or  not  the

speakers of languages that differ in the categorization o1'spatial orienta-

tion differ in a corresponding way with respect to their perception of space

and resultant behaviour. Spatial orientation is an important testing -tround

for l inguistic relativity because space is something thirt presumtrbly all

human beings experience in the san're way, so diff 'erences cannot be at-

t r ibuted to d iss i rn i lar i ty  in  cul ture or  envi ronmetr t .  Pederson and h is

colleagues (ibid:-5,57) believe their research demonstrates a language-to-

conceptualization directionality :

The lindings fiom these expcriments clcarly demonstrate that a

communi ty 's  usc of  l inguist ic  coding rc l iab ly  corre lates wi th the

way the individual conccptualizes and memorizcs spatial distinc-

t ions for  nonl inguist ic  purposes.  Because we f ind l inguist ic

relativity effects in a domain that seems basic to human experi-
ence and is  d i rect ly  l inked to univers i r l ly  shared perceptual

mechanisms, it is l ikely that sirnilar correlations betwcen languagc

and thought wil l be fbund in other domains as well.

Clearly such correlations have irnplications fbr translation theory. For
instance, the biblical languages have both absolute and relative spatial
orientations and both commonly occur in the biblical text. Therefbre. nu-

merous passages would prove problernatic fbr translation into a language
such as Tzeltal (Mayan, Mexico), which does not have relative spatial
orientation (Foley 1997, Levinson 1996, Pederson et al. 1998). Take, fbr

instance, Ezekiel 's description of his vision of the fbur winged beings all

havins four faces:
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Each living creature had lbur difterent l 'accs: a humarr face irr front.
a l ion's face at the right, a bull 's lace at the lefi, and an caglc's face
at  the back.  (Ezckie l  1 .10.  TEV)

People lVho lack re lat ive spi t t ia l  or ientat ion use absolute ternrs a\

i r t :  "Plss lne the sal t .  I t 's  r )vef  there.  just  east  of  the catsup bot t le . "  One

could sav solneth ing l ike.  "Thev had a hurnarr  face to the nor th,  a l ion 's

face to the east. a bull 's f irce to the west and an eagle's fhce (presurnabh,)

to the south."  But  the Ezekie l  text  does not  ind icate which card inal  d i lec-

tion the loul beings \4'ere facing, so one would be tbrced to make arbitrary

choices. And what does 'facing' nean when a being has firur faces ail

looking diff-erent directions. One could even ask if i t rnakes nruch sense

to talk about cardinal directiclns referring to a dream. Probably the best

option would be to undertranslate and put something l ike "each had lirur

faces on its head. On one side they had a human f'ace. on another. a l ion's

face ... ." This is utdertrctnslttt i tt,g because it gives us no real idea ol'the

orqanization clf the fhces on the head. whereas the Hebrew text does.

Ref-erring specifically to translation problems. Lakoff ( I 987:3 I I f i)

says essentially that the possibil i ty of translation between two langua-lcs

depends on the existence of comrron conceptual systems (the cornnrensur-

abi l i ty  pmblern) .  Probably no languages have tota l ly  d isparate cc lnceptuul

schemata.  so t ranslat i< ln is  possib le,  as we know. But  of  course t ransl l t -

t ion problems arise at those points where there lre rnismatches. Folel '

( l ' 997 : l 7 l )  obse rves :

Because translation requircs moving thc categorie's of the alicrt
system into those of <lur own, this in.rposes constraints on how radi-
cally dilferent the alien system can be. If conrplctely incornpatible.
evcn partial translation should bc irnpossible. The t 'act that a fair
degree of translaticln between conccptual schcmes across languages
and cul turcs does seem possib le inc l icatcs that  at  least  some tn in i -
mal  comtnunal i t ies (s ic)  c lo cx is t .  But  th is  shoulc l  not  b l ind us t t . r

the rvide gulf betrveeri thern. Quine cntphasizes that languages arc

systems: we arc not trying to match the meanings of words across

the systems, but the conceptual schentcs these belong to - a much

ta l ler  order .  as th is  impl ies a l ign ing the systcms as wholes.

Mismatching conceptual schernata between source and target languages

ale a source of problems for the translator that need to be addressed in

7. Ronald Ross

a n y t h e o r y o f t r a n s l a t i o n . A n d l e a r n i n g t o i d e n t i f y t h e m a n d d e a l w i t h

them should be a par t  of  any t ranslator 's  t ra in i r lg '

4.2 TYPologY

Linguistic typology attempts tt l lutrlp lan-euages into types tln the basis of

stru-ctural comlnonalit ies. Norvadays typology is concerned with practt-

cally all aspects of language. even at the discottrse level'

4.2.1 Constituent order tYPologY

oneo f themos t t rac l i t i ona l conce rnso f l i ngu i s t i c t ypo lo .evhasbeen the

order of constituents at the clause level or words irt the phrase level' At

the clause level. the overwhelming rna.it lr ity of the worlcl 's l irnguages haVe

one of the fbllowing three basic (i.e. unmarkecl) constituent orclers: Verb

Sub jec tob jec t (VSo) 'Sub jec tVe rbob jec t (SVo)o rSub iec tob jec tVe rb
(SOV).  This does not  mean,  lbr  exanrple,  that  in  a VSO language'  only

that order occurs. It rneatts that it is the unnrarked, ntott netlt l i i l .  most

expected order in that langr-rage. artd that wherr speakers deviate from it '

they are communicatin-e sornething of pragrnatic irnport to the hearer'

E n g l i s h i s n o w a n S V o I a n g u a . e e . b u t c e r t a i n l y ( ' | h e r m 0 r k e r l t l r d e r s a r e

possible and occur all the tirr-re. as catl be seen frotn examples la-b:

t l l  a .  I  l ikc guacarnole (SVO)

b.  Grtacar lo le I  l ikc (OSV)

These tw()  se l l tences arc setuant ic l l ly  ident ica l '  but  pragmi l t ica l ly  d is-

tinct zrnd would be used in diff 'erent contextual circutnstances. It would

behoove il translator who is trlrnslating l iom arl SVO language like Span-

ish into, say, a VSO language like Garifuna (Araw.k, Honduriis) to be acutely

aware of this typological dif l 'erence. Garifuna pertnits SVO when there is

a pragmatic neecl to confer speciirl prorninence on the subject. However,

it is easy to irnagine the clisastrotls consequeltces of a Garifurta tl 'ansla-

tor's ingenuously reproducing the rtnrnctrketl SVO order of Spanish as a

marked SVO orcler in Garifuna. As she tt 'anslates, it is unlikely that any

single instance of this mistranslaticln rvould sound very wfong to her. But

the overall i ' tpact on the cliscourse would he calarnitt lus. Ancl when she

reviews her work. it woulcl no doubt sound strange to her, though she rnay

not know how to correct the problem. certainly to ensure as high a degree

iil
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of  pragmat ic  s i rn i lar i ty  as is  possib le between the soulce text  and thc-  tar-

get  text .  workshops should inc lude t ra in ing wi th respect  to  the unmarkccl

const i tL lcnt  orders of  both the source and target  languages and the k inc ls

of trxagrnatic changes that occur in cacl.r r. l 'hen rnarked urders are cl.rosen.

Care shoulc l  be taken to t ranslate unmarked orders wi th urrnrarked orres

and rnarked orders with rnarked ones of sirnilar pragnatic effbct.

The cc lnst i tuent  c l rc ler  of  c lat rses of ien corre la tes wi th other  aspects of

a language."  Forexanrple,  i f  a  lan- tuage has a VO order .  one can [ ' re  f  a i r l r

conl-ident that it also has prepositions. whereas OV langua-ues wil l rrolc

l ike ly  have postposi t ions.  This is  not  too helpt i r l  -even i f  the source lun-

guage ancl  the target  langr"rage are typological ly  d i f ferent  in  th is  regarr l  -

since f-ew translators are l ikely to start tacking prepositions onto the encl

of  nouns in the target  language just  because the source l i rnguare hus

postposi t ions.  However,  au awareness of  other  typological  in tbrrnat ion -

preclicted by word order - can be crucial. because tlre dittbrences tht-'1

s ignal  are nowhele near ly  so mechanical  nor  so easy to deal  wi th as

adpositions. Basic word order also gives us clues as to what the markcd

and unrnarked order of nouns lncl rnodifiers wil l be ancl recogrrit ion of

this can help to avoid translating unrnarked orders u'ith rnarked onL-s or

vice versa.

In current l inguistic theory. the term heud reters to the element that

determines the syntact ic  character  of  a const i tuent .  So the head nf  a not t t i

phrase is the noun. the head of a verb phrase. the verb. etc. Theo Vett-

nemann (c i ted by Clomrie,  1989) not iced a universal  tendency fb l  VO

languages tobe heutl-irt it ial . ( i.e. ttrr the heacl to be the first elenrent irt thc

phrase) and tbr OV langua-tes to be lteutl-. l inul (i.e. for the head to bc the

final element in the phrase).')

Roberts  (1991),  a speci i t l is t  in  the langui tges of  Papua-New Guir rcr t .

shows jLrst  how i rnpor tant  th is  typology can be to t ranslators.  Hc is  u 'o lk-

' P l ed i c t i ons  l ega rd i ng  t l r c  p l cscncc  o r ' ahsencc  o fa  spec i f i c  l i ngu i s t i c  p l u ' an re t c r  h r scd

on  o thc l  l i n r : u i s t i c  p l f l u r l c r c r \  r r c  Kno \ \ ' n  a rn ( )u r s t  t ) ' po l ( ) g i s t s  i , t s  i n l p l i c i t t i ( ) l l i t l

u n i v e r s a l s .  T h i s  k i n c l  o l ' l i n c u i s t i c  u n i v e r s a l  u i t s  d e v c l o p c d  i n i t i a l l y  h \  J o r c p h

Glccnherg.  An exatnple would bc:  I f  a langua-uc has a t r ia l  nutnbet ,  i t  a lso hrs a t lual :

l l ' i t  has  a  dua l .  i t  a l so  has  a  p l u ra l .

"  The  t c l n r s ' head - i n i t r i r l '  l nd ' head - t i na l '  wc t ' c  no t  t t s cd  by  Ven t t r ' r nan t t ,  who  l l r t ' -
fcrrcc l  thr '  nrorc technical  te l .nrs 'opcrar)d-()pcr i l to l '  lar tguages- i rnd 

'operator '  
opcl ' i l l l t l

languagcs'  rcspcct ivL- ly .

L .  R t t t t d l t l  R t t t s

ing wi th b ib l ica l  Greek ancl  Amele.  Cleek is  a VSO language.r"  and there-

fore heacl-init ial. Amele is SOV and therelbre a head-final language. lt

happens that  the heacl - in i t ia l /head-f  i l ra l  contrast  l tas pro l i r t rnd conse-

quences because i t  p lec l ic ts  l . t t lw la l tg t rages wi l l  ordel '  c lauses expressi r tg

uariout kinds of lo-9ical relationships. as indicated in Table 2 (adaptecl

from Roberts).

VSO (Grack)

RESULT-reason
RESULT-means
MEANS-purpose
MEANS-ncg ptr rp()sc

S0l ' (Atr re lc)
reason-RESULT
rncans-RESULT
purpose-MEANS
neg purpose-MEANS

[2] a. Greek: The crowcl ... was bewildered (RESULT) because (ftrrt l)

all the people hearcl thcrn speaking in their o\\ '11 languagcs (REA-

S O N ) .  ( A c t s  2 . 6 ) "
b.  Arr re le ' .  They a l l  heard ther l l  spcaking in  thei r  own ni t t ive lan-

guagcs (REASON).  so ( r r r r )  they were a l l  berv i ldered (RESLILT) '

l3l a. Grct,k: They evcn carricd the sick out into the streets. itncl laid

thern on cots and ntats (ME,ANS), scl that (/rinrr) Peter's shadtlw

might fall on some o1'then'r as he camc by (PURPOSE)'
(Ac ts  -5 .15 )
b. Amt'le'. Peter wil l come by antl his shadtlw might fall olt some

of thern (PURPOSE,), so (rrrr) thcy carriccl the sick ()ut into the

street and laid thcnl on mats.

Table 2: Cluu.se ttftlt'rittt! in a VS) kutguuge und tut SOV lutrgttuga'

Roberts lras tbund sufl ' icient support irmong his colleagues workirtg irr

OV languages in Papua New Guinea and elsewherre to su-qgest that this

mi-eht  be a l inguist ic  universal .  A l though in less deta i l ,  Larson (1984)

c i tes s imi la l  c lause-order  d iss i l r i lar i t ies betr . r 'een Engl ish and Upper

Asaro (cit ing tlata from Deibler and Taylor 1977) as well as some unnamed

r( '  Thc VSO status ol 'Ancicnt Crcck is i t . juclge ntcnt ol Roberts. Httnt 'rc-t ' ,  ( i rccrlberg

(1966)  a lso  c l l ss i l ' i cs  i t  thLrs  (assuming tha t  he  is  rc fc r r ing  tg  Anc icn t  C i rcek .  s rncc

Modcrn Grcck is widcly corrsidcrcd t11 bc SVO), as do Fribcr-u (1982) and Lcvinsohn
(2000). Wartcrs (20(X): l3l) bcl icves that verb and ob.icct ordcr in Gt-cc-k is t lctcr

mined more hy cl iscoursc pru-gl l l i - l t ics rather thal l  hy syntax.
r r  The g losses  ind ica tc  c lausL 'o rdc t ' in  Grcck  and At t le le ,  bu t  n6  a t te t l tp t  has  bcc l )

ntade to renrodttce the word or consti tuent t l rder in thcsc languages'
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languages in Arnazonia.  Stephen Levinsohn (personal  communicat ion to
Rober t s )  spec i f i es  I nga  as  one  such  Amazon ian  l anguage .  B r i b r . i
(Chibchan, Costa Rica) - also an SOV language - works the same way as
Amele.

A translator who was unaware of these typolo-tical differences anci
was translating verse by verse would l ikely fbllow the structure of the
ofien more prestigious source language. and wind up with a very unnatu-
ral soundin-t translation that would require considerably more processir.rr:
effbrt to comprehend.

Further on in his article, Roberts sug-qests that this typological distinc-
tion is related to many other differences between Greek and Amele.
inc luding the way in which speakers construct  an argument .  For  instance.
in Greek the approach is deductive: The thesis is given first and then the
supporting arguments. In Antele. the order is inductive: The supporting
arguments are given first, fbllowed by the thesis. When checking the trans-
lat ion,  the Amele readers would come to a thesis  and then backtr .ack
through the text in search of the supporting argurnents. But they werc
nowhere to be fbund because the translators had fbllowed the structure ol'
the source text, thereby placin-t the arguments afier the thesis and renclcr-
ing the argument impenetrable. Sr-rbstantial re\tructuring was requirecl to
enable them tcl grasp the arguntentation of the text. This would bc par'-
t icularly troublesorne in the case of the epistles. where there is considerablc
argumentation.

4.2.2 Grammatical typology
One of the interesting grammatical diff 'erences between languages is thc

way they orsanize their grammatical relations ur whether they even havc
gramrnat ica l  re lat ions.  Two of  the more comrnon types are ut ' t ' r r . t t t t iv t '
l i inguages antl ergative languages. Accusative languages treat transitive

and intransitive subjects the same. fbr example by putting thern in thc

nominat ive case.  Di rect  objects,  on the other  hand,  typ ical ly  go in  thc

accusat ive case.  Ergat ive langua-ees.  however,  t reat  the in t ransi t ive sub-

.ject and the direct object the same, puttir.rg them both in the absolutit c

case,  whi le  t ransi t ive subiects go a lone in the ergat ive case.r r

Lr Wc arc sorrrcwhat inappropr iate ly dcscr ib in-u ergat ive languages in terr ls  o1'accu-

sat ive languages l t r r  thc sake o1'brcvi ty  ancl  s impl ic i ty .  However,  in crgal ive langr-ragcs

l. Rttnttld Ros.s

Languages can be accusative tlr ergative in diff 'erent ways. For exam-

ple, a language is morphologically ergative if i t rnarks the core arguments

with ergative and absolutive cases. In an imaginary language thirt had the

same vocabulary as En-clish but was morpholggically ergative rve coulcl

expect  the fb l lowin-{  construct ions.  in  which the d i rect  obiect  in  - la  ant l

the intransitive subject in 4b har,'e the sarne form. that is, are in the sarne

grammatical case:

l4l a. He hit hitn. (transitivc subject/direct ob.ject)

b. Him ran. (intransitive subject)

Languages can also be ergative with respect to word order if intransi-

tive subjects and direct objects appear on one side of the verb, while

transitive subjects appear on the other. If the same imaginary language

had ergative word order. we would find constructions such as:

[5] a. Bubba scared Todd. (Preverbal transitive subject /ptlstverbal

direct object)
b. Fled Todd. (Postverbal intransitive subjcct)

We have syntactic ergativity if the intransitive subjects or direct t lb-

jects funct ion as the syntact ic  p ivot ,  whi le  t ransi t ive subjects do not .

Syntactic pivots are the nouns that interact with syntactic rules, such as

delet ion in  coordinat ion.  In  syntact ica l ly  accusat ive languages l ike Eng-

lish, the subject of the second of two coordinate clauses is normally deleted

if it ref-ers to the same person or thing as the subject of the first clause.

The only requirements are that both nouns be sub.jects (eithertransitive or

intransitive) and that they both have the same referent.

[6] a. The man hit thc dog. Thc man ran off.

b. The man hit the dog and Ithe manl ran off.

Sentence 6b would be understood dif terently by speakers of syntacticiilly

the propcrt ies o l 'sub. jects arc d iv ided bctween thc crgat ive and absolut ivc cases,  s()  i t

is  qucst ionable whcther . ru l t . iect  is  evcn a uscl 'u l  conccpt  when relcrr ing to crgi l t ive

language s.  This has tnovcd a nutnbcr o l '  funct ional  typologists and othcrs to prc l -cr

Dixon's n lore ncutra l  tcrm r . f /11. / (  f  l (  p ivot .  Lhc -u larnmat ical ly  most  ccntra l  noun ol -  a

c l ause .  See  D i xon  (1994 ) ,  F .  Pa lmc r  ( l 99z l )  and  Van  Va l i n  and  LaPo l l a  ( 1991 ) .$
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ergat ivr '  langLrages because they apply delc t ion in  coorc l inat ion only bc-

tween t\\ 'o itttrunsitit 'e subjects. tu,o ciirect ob.;ects or one of cach. Exanrple

7b is  norr r rL l .  however.  and herein l ies the Droblern to l  t ranslators:

l7 l  a .  Thc rnan h i t  the c log.  Thc dog ran of f .
b. Thc man hit the clog ancl lthc dogl ran ol' l '

A l though 6b and 7b are phonet ica l ly  ident ica l ,  they c lear ly  havc 'd i l -

f 'erent  nrcanings (F.  Pal rner  199- l ;  Payne 1997;  Van Val in  and LaPol l l

1997).  ln  a recent  workshop for  lnupiak speakers.  one par t ic ipant  brought

up a cont l ic t  she had not icecl  hetween her  I i i r . rp iak and l rngl ish New Tes-

tanrents.  The conf l ic t  was due to an E,sk imo t ranslutor  havin- t  read un

Engl ish sentence s imi lar  to  6b and having in terpreted i t  as 7b.  Another

student  in  the c lass,  who is  absolute ly  f luent  in  Engl ish.  repeatedly read

the English version and persistently misinterpreted it as though it had been

wr i t ten in  l i iup iak. r r

This t ranslat ion error ,  which could conceivably occurnvhenever thele

are coordinate clauses with deletion of the second clause's subject. sneakecl

past  the or ig inal  l f iup iak teanr  because of  thei r  unawareness of  the typo-

logical implication of the contrast between syntactic ergativity and syntactic

accusativity, and underscores again the need for translators and consult-

ants to be cognizant of the typological distinctions between the source

and target languages. It is not irnpossible to translate 6b into Ii iupiak; it

requires using the antipassive voice to alter the gramlnaticirl status of the

participants. But the danger is that the translators wil l misunc'lerstand thc

source language sentence and not realize the need to adjust the grarnmutt-

cal relations in the target langua-te in order to preserve the meaning.

There may be irnportant typological distinctions between neighbour-

ing dialects as well as between languages. The translators of one dialect
'dialect A' of Chuj, a Mayan larrguage spoken in Guaternala, were uslng

a Spanish t ranslat ion as thei r  base text .  but  were a lso re ly ing heavi ly  on

an already existent Old Testarnent translation in the neighbtluring dialect

B. Dialect B had only two gritrl l t l l t l t ical numbers, sittgulur ttrtt l  plurtt l.

whereas dialect A had three. .sin,gular, duul and plttntl. T'he plural of dre-

i l  According to Tom Payne (personal  col .nmunicat ion),  a Yup' ik  Eskirno assured hi t r t

that  the only possib le interpretal ion ot ' the Yup' ik  sentence Tom t te the bug und gol

sick wzrs Tom ute tlrc bug untl the bug got sick.

l. Ronuld Rtt.s.s 1 2 5

lect  B was c ler ived f rom a previousl l ,ex is t ing dual  and lgokecl  just  l ike

the dual of clialect A. The translators \\ 'cre unaware of this tact. They

bel ieved the p lu la ls  o1 'd ia lect  B were c luals ,  and t ransl r tec l  acctr rc l ing lv .

So  whe le r , c r t he  ex i s t i ng  t r ans la t i o r r  i n  d ia lec t  B  had  a  p l t r ; a l .  i n  d ia lec t  A

they put  a c lual .  This  typolo-e ical  r i l is rnatch was not  d iscoVet 'ed unt i l  the

f ianslat ion u 'as near ly  f in ished.  The resul t ing error .  which occurred thou-

sancls o1'times in the text. was t.tot amenable to a computer fix. So it had to

be corrected rnanually. thereby delaying the project several nlonths.

Garifuna has a rnorphologically ver'-v conlplex system of possessivt-'

markin-u in u'hielt possession is rnarkecl on the posses.\Ltttt fathcr t l lan on

the 7ros.sr,.rsor'. ' '  Noutts ret'erring to soll le things. I 'or cxalttple tlecs arld

animals.  ca l t l to t  take possessi te t t tark ing.  This does not  l l lea l l  that  thei r

referents cll l t ttever be possessed. lrttt rather that Garifuna granltnltr does

not  a l low such words to take possessive morphology.  To get  aroLlnd th is

problern. for instance ir.r the case o1'aninlals, they must use sotnc fbrnl ot

the word i l i ig i in i  ( r 'oughly 'pet ' ) .  which cdn take possessive morpholo- ty .

One does not say tnr t lo,e, in Gariftrna. but rather ttt.\ '  Pet r/og. Recently.

while working ort the book of John, u'e cltnle to the passage n'here Jestts

Says t0 Peter: Faeri tnt'sheep. Btrt.9f cotlrse. the Gariftrna l l 'ot 'd f ir l ' . thrt ' lr

cannot take possessive rnarking. l lrsertir lg a possessed fot'tn 9f the worcl

i l i igi ini belbre .s/le e7r caused raucolls laughter al.nol.ltst the translatot's. slnce

to do so precludes any possib i l i ty  of 'understanding r l retTr  mctaphor ica l ly .

Often difl 'erent gri i l l tmars sirrply transmit different inforrnatit ln. itrfor-

mation that cirnnot be crtnveniently apprtlr inrated - nluch less dLrplicated -

by the grarnrnar of another langua-tre. Casacl and Langacker ( 1985. cltrt lted

by Huclson lc)96:U3-81)  d iscuss the case of  two af f ixes that  are widely

used in Cora (Uto-Aztecr in.  Me.r ico) .  The r rse of  these a l ' l ' ixes is  f l r r  tocr

complex to c lescr ibc here.  but  the choice t l f  one or  the othc l  c lepetrds on

the posi t ion of  an object  wi th respect  to  the l ine c l f  v is i t tn  o i ' the speaker.

In readin-u the descripticln ol 'how these afflxes are usecl. it beconles clear

that they ret' lect a particular conceptualization of space that is clcterrnined

largely by the fact that the Cora people l ive or-rt in the opert. ttt lcl vet are

surrounded b,v rnc lunta ins.  Cuses such as these lead t ls  [o  c( ]nc luc le vu ' i th

Hudson t ib id: t t r l t  that  "e l 'en i f  u 'e  cor tcentrate on grantnrat ica l  construc-

tions, afl ' ixes and the l ike. we sti l l  f intl drarnatic diffbrences frorn language

$
ra Gar i l 'una is  a hcad-ntark ing languagc
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to language in the kinds of meaning that can be expressed". And we might
add that there are dramatic diff 'erences as well in the kinds of meunins
that ntust be expressed.

4.2.3 Typological semantics
In an important article published in l98-5, Talmy did some -troundbreakin-u
work in tt 'pological le.rirul semarttic.s. He deals with a large number of
aspects of verbal senantics any one of which could have irnportant in-rpli-
cations fbr a theory of translation. For the purposes of this chapter we can
consider only one of them, one that has often been a source of diftculty
fbr translators who are unaware of the issues involved.

Talmy points out a crucial typological dif ' ference in the ways that clif-
f-erent languages conflate semantic features in motion verbs. The central
feature of a motior.r verb would have to be MOVE. and let's assume that
by MOVE we mean move fiom point A to point B at least. In English. the
semtrntic f-eature that most f iequently combines with MOVE is that of
MANNER, and English has a veritable wealth of verbs in which this hap-
pens, a f 'ew of which would be'. crayvl (MOVE + MANNER: usirtg oll .fbur
lintbs), stumble (MOVE + MANNER: briefly losittg r:ontrol o.f one '.r legs),
vt'alk, stroll, w,under, neuncler, roum, drili, ttntble, hike, skip, suuntcr,
trcripse, trot, lope,.jog, rLut, bolt, t lart, du.sh, spt' irrt, .rcr1,'r\ ' , tLt((, ruslt,
suil,.f l t ' ,  t lr ive, sw'irt ' t, and cruise. All of these verbs express motion (pre-

sumably l ineirr) and the manner in which such rnotion is carried out. But

they alone tell us nothing about the trajectory, which Talmy and others
ret'er to as PATH. lf i t is necessary to express infbrmation about the PATH.

this can be done with a wide variety of .yatell i tes. which usually take thc

form of a prepositional phrase. (ln the fbllowin-q examples. the rnotion

verb appears in cursit 'e and the satell i te in bold face.)

f t i I a. Phil ip suuntered into the house.
b. Thc duck.l/ol up on the roof.
c. Thc castrlway cnrw'lad up onto the beach.

Engl ish has numerous other  verbs which -  whi le  not  essent ia l ly  mt t -

t ion verbs - can readily be called into service as such: pu.sh, shove,.jutn1t.

hop, roll, kick, ktux'k,.f lorfi, and even such non motion-like verbs as ldusll

and tlr ink. These verbs, l ike the others. tell us nothing of the trajectory
when used as bare verbs. but do so bv addins satell i tes.
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[9] a. The bollles flooted / rollecl into the cave.
b. They bounced / kttocketl the ball into the street.
c. They kicketl / puslted / luughed Nigel out of the pub.
d. O'Riley drank Murphey under the table.

The pattern of combining motion and manner lexically into the verb is

ref'erred to as the MOTION + MANNER CONFLATION, and is very

common alnong the Indo-European languages. It is not the prel'erred pat-

tern, however, in the Romance lan-quages,r5 Sernitic languages, Polynesiau

languages, most Bantu and Mayan languages, Japanese, Nez Perce and

Caddo (Talmy l99l ) .  In  these languages the prevai l in-e pat tern is  MO-

TION + PATH, and they tend to have a large nurnber of verbs that conflate

these two f'eatures.16 Spanish, for instance, has numerous verbs such as

entrar 'enter ' ,  sr rb l r  'move up ' .  bujur 'move down' ,  vo l r ,er ' rnove back '

and cruzur'move iicross' (Slobin 1999). But these verbs say nothing about

the MANNER in which the MOTION takes place and Spanish has noth-

ing l ike the sentences of 9 a-d. If in Spanish one needs to express the

MANNER. it wil l have to be done by adding a satell i te in the fbrrn of an

adverbial phrase of some kind, ofien a gerund, as in exarnples l0ir-c:

If 0] a. Las bolcllas enturon a la cueva flotando.
The bottle erttered the cavc floating.

b. El muchacl:'o cru:6 el rfo a nado.
The boy cro.iser/ the river by swimming.

c. Sacttntn a Juan de la casa a patadas
Thcy extracted John from the house with kicks.

Talmy ( 198-5: | 22) points out that one of the ways languages can ditf 'er
is  in  the "amount  of  in fbrmat ion they can express in  a backgrounded
way". For instance, the fact that English lexicalizes MANNER into the
verb means that  MANNER is ,  in  et fbct .  backgrounded.  Because Spanish
expresses MANNER by adding an adverbia l  phrase,  i t  is  necessar i ly
foregrounded. So a good Spanish translation of an En-slish movement sen-
tence may well not include any mention of MANNER.

' '  The Rourance lan-{ua-qcs seem to be the only branch wi th in the lndo Europcan
fami ly that  typical ly  conl l i i tcs MOVE and PATH.
'"Engl ish 

has a fcw ol ' thcsc vclbs,  nrost ly  Lut inate,  such as ent t ' r ,  e. r i t ,  e. t t ru( t ,  i r l t r ! ) -
r l t tca,  t tscent l ,  de.sccnd, t rererse (see Goddard,  1998).  Bccause of  thei l  Lat in orr-q in.
thcy sound st i l ted in contcxts in which thcy wor.r ld bc corrrp lete ly normal  in Spanish.

lr *
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Talrny ( 199 I ) considers PATH ol'movemenr core inform allort. Those

languages l ike Spanish that  map such core in tormat ion onto the verb i t -

self have li 'rr mirtg verbs and arc called le rb-/i 'arned languages. In contrast.

those langua-ses l ike English that rnap such core inlbrntation as the PATH

crf movement onto a satell i te have .f ' t 'uuting sutell i te,s and are said to be

sot e I I i t e -.fronring languages.

Slobin ( 1999). bLrilding on Talmy's work, takes the varb-.frarned lan-

guage / sutell i te-t ' i 'crnrerl language typology further, by studying how they

behave in d iscourse,  and by so doing.  r rakes th is  typology even more

re levant  to t ranslat ion.  Slobin and h is  col leagues have e l ic i ted spontane-

ous narratives based on a wordless picture book they call ' the fi 'og stories'

about  a lost  f rog and a l i t t le  boy and h is  dog who go looking fbr  i t .  S lobin

has used the book to gathel numerous narratives f}orn chilclren and adults

in Spain. Latin America and the tJnited States. The picture stoly is packecl

wi th act ion ( i .e .  rnovement)  and theref i l re  the uurut i res serve lLs lLn ic leal

database tirr a cotnparison of how a uerlr-f i 'atnad language. Spanish. ancl

a sutell i t( '-fnlricrl lansuage. English. dcal with all that movelnent.

The researchers d idn ' t  conf ine thernselves to thc spontanet tus descr ip-

t ions of  the events dcpictcd in  the storybook.  They a lso cctnrparecl  t l tc

way that  rnovement  was deal t  wi th in  a nuutber  of  Spanish and E,ngl ish

novels.  and cvcn analyzed the way r lo t io t t  events were t reated in  l ransl l r

t ion.  Slobin uses stat is t ics in  h is  analys is  and apprt laches the isst tc  t i r r r t t  l r

nurrber  c l f  d i f ferent  angles.  so i t  is  l to t  easv to suntntar ize here h is  cot tc l t t -

s ions.  But  th is  wi l l  be at tenrpted in  vet 'y  -qcneral  ter tns.

Dr-re to the t le tnendous d ivers i ty  o1 'MOTION + MANNER vctbs t r r

E,n-r r l ish.  the Engl ish-spcaking nan'ators used near ly  twice as lnany r l i \ -

t inct verb types in tl.tc' ir narration of the fiog stolies as the Spanish-speakirlg

n i i r r i i tors d ic l .  suggest ins that  the Engl ish narrat i l 'es are r icher  in  thct t '

descr ipt ion of  moventent .  Many t i rnes in  a nal t 'a t i le  there appear cxtendc( l

paths.  which Slobin cal ls . jounret ' . t ,  and which can be spread o l l t  ovcf

several clauses. The journeys are describecl in terrns of f igrrre.s arld grtlurlcls.

A  f i gu re  i s  t he  ob jec t  wh i ch  i s  n rov ing  ( i n  l l .  t he  dee r )  and  the  g round  i t

the rc lat ive ly  s table obiect  wi th lespect  to  which the f igure tnoves ( in  l l .

the clif ' f and the water). Perhaps to intensify the actiol. l of the moventent.

narrators ofien avail thetnselves of a strate-gy Slobin ref'ers to tts clttLtst:

comltut ' t ing,  in  which several  s teps of  a iourney are compacted into a s in-

g le c lause:

L. Rotrttld Ro.;.s

! l l  Thc decl starts running ancl he- throrvs hiru o1' l ' ,  ovcr thc cl i l ' l  .
i n t { )  l l l c  \  u t c t  .

Three pieces of infbrntation are packed into the second clituse of I l.

Slobin says that there is nothin-e about verb-liarning typology that should
preclude Spanish speakers '  use of  c lause compact ing.  Yet ,  though con-

structior.ls such as that in l l  I I are very colnrnon in E,n-elish. or.rly two cases
were lbund in the ent i re corpus of  60 Spanish f iog stor ies ( ib id:202-3) .

So Spanish speakers tend to use at l.nost one prepositional phrase fbr each
mot ion verb.  thus inc ludin{r  only  one p iece of  in lbrrnat ion about  a ground
per c lause.

To sun'r Lrp thlls far: in cornplu'ison with English speakcrs, Spanish
narrators usc a srnaller set of r] 'rotion i.erbs: t l 'rey l lention l-cwcr
grouncl elenrents in indir, ' idLral clauscs; ancl thcl' dcscribe f 'elvcr cl-
enrents o l -  a  journey.  Yct  thei r  narrat ivcs.  overal l .  scc ln to ' te l l  thc
same storv '  as I tngl ish accounts . . .  Howcver,  rnovemcnt  a lways
takcs p lace wi lh in a physical  sct t ing.  The two languages sccut  to
dil ' l-cr. l 'urther. in rclative allocation of attention to ntovernent and
set t ing.  Engl ish.  n, i th  i ts  r ic l r  rneans l i r r  path descr ipt ion.  can ot ' ter . r
leave sct t ing to he in l t r rcc l ;  Spanish.  r i , i th  i ts  sparser  possib i l i t ics.
olicn elaboratcs clcscriptions ol' scttirrgs. lell ing path to he int'crrcd.
(S lob in  1999 )

So i t  would seenr that  speakels of  Engl ish and Spanish have c l is t inct
rhetor ica l  s ty lcs.  Engl ish spcakers apparcrr t ly  pay lnore at tcnt ion to the
dynamics of  nrot ion in  a narrat i 'u 'e .  whi lc  Spanish speakers "secr l  (o be
led (or  constra incd)  by thei r  langua-te to c levotc less narrat ive at tent ion to
the dynarnics and perhaps someu, 'hat  ntore i l t tcnt i ( )n to s tat ic  sccne' -
set t ing"  ( ib id:20-5) .  S lobin (notc:20-5)  poi r r ts  out  that  these sante lhetor ica l
differerrces holcl tirl olher sutellitc-.f't'ttrtretl tLnd rcrb-.fi'turlcrl languases he
has studiecl.

Slobin leaches s imi lar  conclus ions f iorn h is  exarninat ion of  the cor-
pora of  novels.  and shows how th is  typological  d i f fb lencc is  deal t  wi th in
t ranslat ion.  Spanish t ranslat ions of  Engl ish novels reducc the level  of  de-
ta i l  r ega rd ing  pa th  g i ven  i n  t he  Eng l i sh  o r i - r i na l ;  p resun rab l y  t o  do
otherwise would resul t  in  a t ranslat io l l  that  would sourrd over  laden wi th
motion to the rnore setting-sensitive Spanish readers. Cclnversely. in Eng-
l ish t ranslat ions of  Spanish novels,  the antount  of  in fbrmat ion s iven about
the path is ol 'ten increased. Tcl refiarin fiom this would possibly result in a

I
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text that sounds unbearably static to the English ear.

Slobin ( ib id:2 l8)  bel ieves that  h is  s tudy of  mot ion events demonstratcs

that "typologies of grantmar have consequences fbr 'typologies of rhetoric'

land thatl the eff 'ects of such typologies on usage may be strong enough tc)
influence speakers' narrative attention to particular conceptutrl domains".

All of the exantples in this sectinn strongly suggest that typology has a
good deal to offbr a theory of translation, and that much of this transcencls

the sentence to affect the discourse in ntajor ways. It would seern that an
essential part of translator training should be raising the translators' awilre-

ness of the typological dif-fbrences between the source and target languages

and of the kinds of other dif l 'erences their respective typologies sl.rould

lead them to expect .  Wong (1997) points out  that  typology is  important

not only for the translators, but for the consultants as well:

. . .  typological  s tudies arc d i rect ly  re levant  to  the work of  con-
sul tancy,  especia l ly  for  those who rnay not  have an in-depth
knclwledge of the language involved. Typological studies across
kinds of languages can provide us with a mapping guide to the
'type' of language one is dealing with.

4.3 Cross-cultural semantics

If Chorrrsky (1987 22) is correct about our inherit ing genetically "a riclr

and invariant conceptual system prior to any experience", then we shor"rld

expect translation to be a far more straightfbrward undertaking than it

seems to be. Our problerns should be l imited mainly to the areas of grarti-

mar and syntax. Even there. the problems should not be severe, sirtee

Chomsky a lso presumes languages to have l ike under ly ing syntact ic  s t ruc-

tures.  Wi th respect  to  semant ie meaning.  s ince both the speakers o1 ' the

source language and those of the tarset language would share the satttc

invariant conceptual system. our only problern would be to match the lexl-

cal items of the source language with those of the target lan-uuage that

express the same invariant concepts. E,xperience in translation suggests

otherwise.

Wierzbicka,  who together  wi th her  col leagues has spent  decades

looking into this matter. agrees that some concepts are universal or nearly

so. But she disagrees sharply with Chornsky about the number of such

concepts. Quoting his assertion that "the conceptual resources ofthe lexi-

L. Rttnuld Ro.s.s

con are largely fixed by the language faculty, with only minor variation

possible", Wierzbicka (1992: l9) considers that "cross-linguistic and cross-

cultural variation are not minor but colossal". In her more recent wclrk

she assumes there to be in the neighbourhood of 60 very simple universal

primitives such as I, t 'ou, someone, something. w'cutt. tfutn't v. 'artt, this.

sa1,,.feel, think, bec'ctnte. gootl and batl. According to Dirven and Verspoor

(1998: l4r l ) ,  the number of  universal  semant ic  pr imes is  'a lmost  cer ta in ly

less than 100 words ' .  Languages take thei r  basic  s tock of  s imple unr-

versal  concepts and organize thern in to complex language-speci f ic

constellations, which are the source of the cross-linguistic variation.rT

ln her 1992 book entit led Sernuntics, Culture and Cosnition: Univt't '-

sal Hurnan Conceytt s in C ultu re - S pec if ic C onfi gu ruti r.tns, Wierzbicka

forcefully argues tbr the conceptual diversity of humtrn langua-tes and

proposes to demonstrate this to be the case by comparing cross-linguisti-

cally terrns such as soul, mirtd, heart, fote, de.stint', (ourage, bruver)',

recklessness,.fear, surprise, shunte, emburrassment, huntil i t l ' ,  ttrtd prit le.t"

However. these are 'folk' terrns taken fiorn English. and Wierzbicka sees

no reason whatever to assume that other languages, even closely related

ones, wil l have rnatching terms. To investigate this. she needs some way

of comparing lexicons that allows her to avoid the trap of ethnocentrism.

Obviously  one cannot  s i rnply  ask how to say 'shame'  in  Hausa and then

assume that whatever word is given means the sarne thing as 'sharne'. To

get around this, she has devised a Natural Sernantic Metalanguage (NSM )
based on very simple words taken from her stock of putatively universal

semantic prirnit ives. r ')

" Amon-g the vcry hasic conccpts that Wicrzbicka consrdcrs good cancl idatcs as sc
mantic primcs arc: l ,  vou. solnconc, pcoplc/pcrson. sorrcthing/thing, think, know.
want, leel,  say. hear' .  word. clo. happcn, ntovc, thcrc is, l ivc. cl ie. this. the srtrc, othcr.
one, two, sorr.rc. niany/much. good. bacl.  big. snral l ,  rvhen/t ime, now, belbrc, al j t-r ' .  rL
long t irne, a sholt t intc. lbr sonre t inre, where/placc, herc. above. belorv. I 'ar ' ,  ncar.
side, inside, because, i f .  can. vcry. more. kind of ' .  part ol ' .  l ike (Goddard, l998:5tt).
r t  Wierzbickr deals with many terms urganized into conccptul l  clonrains. rraking hcr'
t rea tment  more  usc fu l  than th is  chaptc r ' s  h r ic l 'descr ip t ion  rnay  susgcs t .  IHcr  (2001)
l i lhot Dit l  Jesus Meun.) rvas obtaincd too latc f irr  i t  to bc discussed in this nr-rbl icat ion
- Editor.l
[r  Wierzbicka reacl i ly acknowlcclgcs thc tcntat ive naturc of her l ist o1' scrr irnt ic prirni-
t ives, and in f 'act has nrodif icd i t  numerous t ir lcs. Br.rt  she assurres that vcry sirnple
conccpts i l lc morc l ikclv t0 hc unir"crsal and that. converscly, thc nrore scnlantical l) ,
complex a concept is, the more l ikely i t  is to bc culturc-speci l ' ic.

1_t1
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In  the santp les of  her  rvork that  wc have had acccss to,  the rneta lan-

-sua-rre is  based on Engl ish s i rnply  because she is  wr i t in_t  in  Engl ish.  but
presurnably one could base the NSM on any lan- tuage in the wor lc l
wierzbicka uses the rneta language to c lescr ibe the scmant ic  components
of  a lex ica l  i tem in a s iven language.  B-v then cornpar ing the descl ip t ion
with thlt of cognate u'ords in a diff 'erent langr.rage (or even the sanre lan-
gua-se). wierzbicka argues that we can fiee ourselVes fl 'orrr attenrptins t0
get at their rrreaning throu-oh the use of the culture-bound fir lk terrns cur--
rent  in  one-  of  the languages.r ' )

For  erantp le.  Wierz l r icka tnainta ins t l ra t  Enel ish l ras no rnoncl lexerr r rc
equivalent  fbr  the Pol ish tgshr i "  which ref 'ers to a par t icu lar  pol ish enro-
t ion.  How'ever .  i t  is  possib le I<t  e. rp lu in th is  f 'ee l ing in  Engl ish by breakinu
clown the c<lmplex Pol is l r  concept  " in lo par ts  whose nAmes do have srnr-
p le  Eng l i sh  ec lL r i va len rs "  ( i b i d : l 2 l y .  He r - c l esc r i p t i on  o f  psk t r i  l ooks  l i k c
th i s :

X tgskt t ido Y -+

X  th inks  so rnc th i r rg  l i ke  t h i s :
I urn far away t 'roni Y
r,"'hcn I was with Y I l 'clt sornething good
I w ant to be with Y nctrru,
i l- l ' ,rcre r.i ' i th Y nou, I wor.rld lccl sornethin! loorl
I  canno t  bc  w i t h  Y  now

bccl r . rsc of  th is .  X lcc ls  sorreth ing hacl

Her descr ipt i r in  of  /p iArr r  con jures up in  the r r ind o1 'an Engl ish spclker .
u'ords l ike lrrntre.sick, lorr,g, rtri,t.s, lt i tra, tto,sttt l,gil l , etc. Hou'ever. Wicrz[rickrr
mainta ins that  these u,ords a l l  d i f fer  f r r r rn the Pol ish word -  unt l  l lor l
each other  in  s igni f icant  \ . \ 'ays.  and she proceeds to arra lyze each o l
them to show how they d i t tbr .  ln  Chapter  4 of  her  book.  on 'Descr ib ing

the lndescl ibable ' ,  she tack les the descl ip t ion of  nunterous concepts s l tc

r "  W ic r zh i cka  i s  r r o t  t hc  l ' i r s l  t o  usc  cxp l i ca t i on  o1 ' t h r s  t r ' p c .  Fo r  a  so r r r cw l ra l  s i r n i l l r '
app roach .  sc r ' L rbov  an t l  l r unshc l  ( l t ) 77 ) .  Scn ran t i c i s t  Godda l r i  ( l 99 l i )  a l so  r r s r - s  t hc

Na tu t - : r l  Sc t t t i t n l i c  Mc la l angu i t g t -  i n  h i s  w r r r k . ' f hc  usc  o l  l h c  n r c ta l anguagc  t o  t l c l ' i n c
l cx i ca l  cn t l i c s  ( as  i n  t hc  I i r l l ou . i ns  pa ra -u l r r ph l  has  i n i t i a l l r  u r . nuscd  son l c  \ cho l l us
bcc i i usc  o l  i t s  s i r np le  vocabu la r v  and  syn ta r .  Bu t  obv ious l l  i t s  s i r np l i c i t y  i s  csscn t i r l
i f  i t  i s  t o  u ' o r k .

r"w
L. Rctnuld Ro.s.s 1 -l-r

holc ls  to be cul tLr le-speci f lc  taken f lom more 'exot ic '  cu l tures.  such as the

I longots in  the Phi l ipp ines.  Hcr  a inr  is  not  just  to  prove that  cu l tures vary

in thei r  concepts.  but  to  show how an analys is  of  such concepts can reveal

a great deal about the cultures themselves. Moreover, she suggests that

lex ica l  d i f fbrencc.s " lnay not  onlv  ref lect  but  a lso encourage c l i f ferent .  c t r l -

ture speci f lc .  r t rodes o l ' th ink ing and l 'ee l inu"  t  ib id:  l2 '1 t .

One of  the cascs she expl icates is  the conccpt  of '  ' f r iend ' .  She poi r t ts

out  that  ntany languages have a word resenlb l ing ' f l iend ' .  and that  we

blithely translate thern fl 'orn onc language into another by rleans of each

other ' .  assul l r ing a h i - th  degrec of  correspotrc lence.  However u 'hen the

meaning of  these words is  analyzed,  enorn. lor , rs  d iss imi lar i t ies appear.  For

instance.  to  Anglo Saxons. ' f l iend ' ref 'ers to sof i leone they are very fond

of .  want  to spencl  t ime wi th.  do th ings wi th and fbr .  go p laces wi th and

conf ide in .  The con'esponding Pol ish wold.  horvevcr .  r t teans sorneth ing

very dil ' f 'erent. It ref'ers to a person who dt'res the same thint you clo at t lte

salne place you do it. If you sell f ish at the market and there is a f 'ellou'

across the aisle ',vho sells carrots. and the two of you spend tnany hours

to-uethel  every du-v. '  ta lk ing,  cornpla in ing about  the governlnent .  and grous-

ing aboLrt  the lc lw pr ice o l ' f ish rnd can'ots.  thr 'n  you l t re t l ' ic r rds.  Btr t  i t

would never  oecur  to yol r  to  inv i tc  h i rn to youl  house or  s t t -g-ges[  that  y t l t t

go to the beach together .  That 's  what  the. / i r r r r i l r ' is  fbr .  The Pol ish not ion

of  ' f r iend '  is  s t r ik ingly  s imi la l  to  that  o l - t r tn igo in  cer ta in par ts  o1 'Lat i r t

Arnel ica.  She at t l ibutes the An-ulo Saxon concept  of  f i ienc l  to  th is  cul -

ture 's  havin-u repluced the extendcd l 'arn i l - r '  rv i th  f r iends.

In the sarne vc in.  Hr-rdson (  1996:82) .  af ter  prov id ing a nutr lb t ' r  o f  c-x-

antples of puti it ivr- untranslatubil ity between such closely related langua-ues

as French and E,ngl ish.  says.  "T 'he conclus ion to which exarnplcs l ike these

point  is  that  c l i f lc rent  lan-uuages do not  s inrp ly  prov ide d i f lercnt  ways of '

expressing the slme ideas. but they are also difl 'erent in the ntole funda-

mental  (ancl  in terest ing)  sense that  the ideas that  can be exprcssed d i l fer

f ronr  language to language."  Al ' ter  ex l r t t r in i t tg  tnore 'exr t t ic '  examples.

Hudson ( ib id:8- i l  adds,  " l t  is  hald tu avoic l  the concl i rs ic l r l  that  se lnant ic

re lat iv i ty  is  l i rn i ted only by the l i rn i ts  of  cu l t r . r ra l  var iat ic ln .  and i t  is  at  ar t l '

rate certain that there is rnucl.r more serrantic variation between languagcs

than most of us are aware ol'."

If i t is the case thaf the difl 'elences betwe'en semantic stl 'uctures cl 'oss-

l inguist ica l ly  are indeed colossal  as the analyses of  Wierzbicka and others

+1 suggest. then the in-rplicaticlns fbr a theory clf trar.rslation would appeal'
fr
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to be quite significant. This conclusion is bound to have an impact on
cer ta in core assumpt ions regarding the at ta inabi l i ty  of  equivalence in
translation and is doubtless partially responsible tbr the currently wide-
spread assumption among translation theorists that various c'legrees ancl
types of sinti larity - rather than equivalence - are what translators can
and do actually achieve. Even translators prof-essing to attain some kincl
of equivalence (formal, functional, etc.) chtrracteristically hedge by using
clubious qualifying phrases as in c' lo.re.sl rurturul eqrrivalent.

Horv is  a theory of  t ranslat ion to deal  wi th such colossal  sernant ic  van-
ation'l Hudson (ibid:84ff), though not ref-errins specifically to tlanslation.
proposes prototype theoryrr as a way to at least put some limits on the
differences. Semantic differences between lunguages seem to ciirninish
'if rneanings are examined in relation to prot()types'. Hudson rnentions
several  societ ies such as the Serninole Ltd ians of  Oklahouta and Flor ida
and the inhabi tants of  the Trobr iand Is lands in  which a s ingle rernt  (X)

ref-ers to all of these relations:

( I ) fathcr
(2)  fa ther 's  brother  (Engl ish r r r rc lz ' )
(3)  fa ther ' 's  s is ter 's  son (Engl ish coLt .s i r t )
(z l )  la ther 's  mother 's  s is ter 's  son (Engl ish '?)
( -5)  fa thcr 's  s is ter 's  daughter 's  son (Engl ish '?)
(6) tather's f 'ather's brother's son (English?.)
(7)  fa ther 's  fa ther 's  s is ter 's  son's  son (E,ngl ish ' l )

Where En-clish has a word fbr these relationships, they do not accurately
coinc ide wi th X except  for  nurrber  (1) .  So in the st r ic t  sense,  Ensl ish has

no term that wil l translate X in all or even most of its uses. X nray well

seem chaot ic  to the speakers ofc l ther  languages.  but  in  tact  a l l  o f the uses

of  X can be der ived bv rneans of  three re lat ive ly  s i rnple ru les. r r  Engl ish

also has sonre exceptional r"rses of the word lhtlter, such as when it rneans

prie.\t or step.titther. But if we ignore all of the derived fbrms and focus on

the prototypical meanings of both Xandlhthet'. we wil l see that they clo

in  l uc t  co inc i t l e .  Th i s  m l r y  impose  s ( )n le  eon \ t r i L i r t t s  on  scm i rn t i e  \ i t r i r t -

t ic ln ,  but  t ranslak l rs  can hald ly  fest r ic t  themselves to t ranslat ing at  the

r r  Developed br '  psycholo-uist  Elcanor Rosch.
r r  Thc  t h rec  r u l es  a re :  A .  A  mar r ' s  s i s t e r  i s  cqu i va len t  t o  h i s  mo thc r .  B .  S ib l i ngs  o f  t he
sa lne  sex  a re  eq r r i va l cn t  t o  cach  o l hc r .  C .  Ha l l ' s i b l i ngs  u r c  equ i va l cn t  t o  l i r l l - s i b l i n -es .

I .  Rottuld Ros,s

level of prototypes. Besides, Hudson readily admits that langua-tes differ

even in many of  thei r  prototypical  concepts,  so i t  seems that  t ranslat iqn

theory wil l l-rave to find another way to deal with the problellt of sernirntic

var iat i0n.

4.4 Pragmatics

A nurlber of philosoplrers of languitge itnd seltranticists calne to the reali-

zation that the logical formulation of the meaning of a prtlposition r. 'u'as

frequently at oclds with the meaning of the corresponcling utterance as

expressed in natura l  language.  Br i t ish phi losopher Paul  Gr ice 's  solut ion

to the problerl was fbunclational to the developil lent of the field of prag-

matics. He pointecl out ( 1975) that much clf the rneaning of naturirl language

was inf'erential in rrature. We ofien colnmunicate nlole thirn we actually

say and understand more than we actually hear. And the problern l ies not

in the semantic or syntactic rules of natural languages, but rather in the
' ru les and pr inc ip les of  conversat ion '  (Fasold I  990) .

4.4.1 The cooperative PrinciPle
The cornerstone of  Gr ice 's  approach is  doubt less h is  wel l -known Co-

ope ra t i ve  P r i nc ip le  (CP) ,  wh i ch  cons i s t s  bas i ca l l y  i n  mak ing  one ' s

contribution to a conversation as appropriate as possible at the juncture at

which it occurs. He clefines 
'cooperatiott '  i tt terms <lf tour general catego-

r ies under which appear one or  more t t rax i tns:

I ) Quantity
l. Make your c<lntribution as inli lrmative as is reqLrirecl (l 'ol thc

currcnt  purposcs of  the cxchangc) .

2. Do not tttakc ytlttt 'conlribtrt ion tl lol 'e it l ft lr l l l t l ive tlrall is

rcq u i red.
2)  Qual i ty

I . Dtt not say rvhat you believe to be fir lse.

2. Do not say that for which yotr lack adecluate evidencc'

3)  Relat ion (Be le levant)
J )  Martner

l .  Avoid obscur i ty  of  expt 'css ior l
2 .  Avoid ambigui tY
3.  Be br ief  (avoid unneccssary pro l ix i ty ;
zl. Be orderly
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Relevance theory,  which Gut t  uses to d iscuss Bib le t ranslat ion (see
sect ion 1.4.4) ,  contends that  a l l  o f  Gr ice 's  maxims can be rnelc lec l  in to the
th i rd  one :  Be  re levan t

According to Grice, there are five ways in which a speaker can reacl
to these maxims.rr The first one. of course, is to tbllow thern. The seconcl
way is tt 'r violate thern, as one would do if tell ing a cleliberate l ie. Thirclly.
a speaker can opt out of a maxim. This is infiequent. and wur.rlcl occur.. l irr
example,  when someone has in f i r rmat ion requi red by the speech event .
but  has been obl iged not  to  d ivu lge i t ,  as when a person says.  ,My I ips are
sealed. 'The f i rur th possib i l i ty  would be a maxinr  c lash,  as when tb l lo i i , -
ing one nraxi rn impl ies the v io lat ion o l 'another ;  for  exaurpre,  i f  a  persorr
is  unable to fu l f i l  the rnaxi r .n 'Be as in fbrrnat ive as is  requi rec l 'wi thout
violating the lnaxirn 'Have adequate evidence lirr what you say.' The lnost
in terest ing way to deal  wi th the nraxinrs is  to  f lout  onc of  them. when u
speaker f-louts a r.naxirn, he or she does not observe it. ancl yct cannot bc
accused of violating it bccausc the infiaction is su r-rtterly obvi<lr-rs that thc
speaker knows he or  she is  not  observ ins the maxim and knows that  erc-
rybody e lse involved i r r  the conversat ion knows r r  rco.

This takes us to the not ion o l "conversat ic lnal  impl icatL l l 'e ' .  conr . ,er .su-
tional implicatltres are what rnakcs it possible ltr a speaker to conrnrunie irtc
to the healer  more than what  is  actual ly  sa id.  Let 's  look at  one of  Gr ice 

's

exanrples:

f  l2 l  A is  s tandi r . rg by an obviously  inrnrohi l izec l  car  ancl  is  ap-
proacl.rcd by B ancl the lblktwing cxchange take s placc:
A:  I  arn out  o l 'petro l .
B: Thcrc is a garagc arour.rd the corner-.

L i tera l ly  spcakin-e.  B 's  rcsponse is  i r rc levant .  He s i rnply  te l ls  A that  u
cer ta in k ind of  business is  located a lound the corner .  a l though A h lLs not
asked h im that .  Yet  A would assurne that  B 's  contr ibut ion is  sorr rehou
relevant  and that  he is  indeed cooperat ing.  Bul  lb l  B 's  par t ic ipat ion to hc
rclevant, it is necessary that he beliel 'c that thc gal-age nray be open ancl
probably has petro l  to  sel l  (Fasold 1990).  The impl icarure is  rhat  A.  b1,
walk in-e a shor l  d is tance.  could solve h is  problern by purchasing pctro l  a t
the gara-uc around the corner.

r ' Faso l c l ' s  cxp lana t i on  ( i b i c l : 130 )  o l ' t he  f l v c  w ,avs  t ha t  a  spcakc rcan  responc l  t o  c j r . i ee - ' s
tnaxims is c losel l '  l i r l lowcd s incc i t  is  more rcader- f i ' icndly than Cr icc. 's  own.

[,. Ronttlt l  Rtts.s l ' ]7

t l3I A and B arc going out fbr dinne r and arc trying tt l decide where

thcy should go,  whcn the fb l lowing exchange takcs p lacc.

A: Shall we go fbr Chinese fbod'l

B:  I  have h igh b lood prcssure.

Looking at  B 's  response l i tera l ly ,  i t  does not  seenl  l ike tnuch of  an

answer to A 's  quest ion.  A has asked a yes/no quest ion abclut  what  k ind of

foorl they should go firr and B responds by giving A some information

about his health, thereby flouting the Il-raxim of relevance. However A

will normally assume that B is beit.tg coopet'ative and wil l therefbre look

fbr some way to make sense of what B has said. Both tlf thenr are aware

the Chinese lbod is olien high in sodiup and that sodium is to be avqided

by people with high blood pressure. The irnplicature then is that B f 'eels

that he shor.rld not eat Chinese fi lod; that is, his afflrrnative statement about

h is  heal th actual ly  const i tu tcs a negut ive l t l lswer to the quest ion.

In genelal. cgmmunication theorists itssul-ne today that cotnrnuniclL-

tion is vastly mole inf-erential than it was ever thought tt l be a t 'ew decades

ago.  But  the in t 'erent ia l  capaci ty  that  makes tnutual  understanding of

impl icatures possib le requi res that  the par t ic ipants in  a par t icLr lar  specch

event  share a large nurnber of  assurnpt ions.  In  exanlp le I  l3 l '  b t l th  par t ic i -

pants u lust  shale the assuntpt ions that  Chinese fbod is  h igh in  sodiurn and

that sodiurn is bad firr people with high blood pressure tbr the implicature

to be made and corlectly int'crred. And it is r"ery l ikely that one and the

same exchange between difterent sets of participants wil l -eenerate ctlm-

plete ly  d i f fbrent  impl icatures (Kempson 197-5) .

This br ings us to the cross- l inguist ic  appl icat ion o1 '  Gr ice 's  r rax i tns.

Let's presuppose that the original readers of a text share nlany assump-

t ions wi th the author ,  who was,  af ter  a l l .  wr i t ing to thern.  The author

adjusts the nessage to his or her audience and is aware of the kinds of

impl icatures they wi l l  be able and arc l ike ly  to process.  However,  the

readers of a translation clf the source text are in a different conlmunicativc

situation. Depending on how distant they are frorn the source text cultur-

a l ly ,  t .emporal ly  and l inguist ica l ly ,  they wi l l  share more or  less the or i -e inal

author's assumptions. And to the degree that they do not share the au-

thor 's  assurnpt ions.  they wi l l  be unable to correct ly  process h is  or  her

impl icatures.  Such cases would seem to necessi tate some benign in ter ' -

vention on the part of the translatclr to help the target readership rescllve,iir
S'
s'
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the unreachable implicature.rr The degree to which this shoulcl or evel.l

can be done in the t ranslat ion i tse l f .  as opposed to supplenrents to thc

translation, depends or.r i i  wide variety of communicative f 'actors.

The universal i ty  of  Gr ice 's  maxinrs is  debatable.  Is  i t  the case that  the
sanre Coopelat ive Pr inc ip le govelns c iv i l  d ia logue every l r ,here? Certa in ly
sonre scholars think not. Ochs-Keenan ( 1977) argues that Malagasy speak-
ers (Madagasclr) do not observe the rnaxim, 'Mlke your contribution lLs
infornrat ive as is  rec lu i red. 'She points out  that 'as in tbrrnat ive as is  rc-
qui red 'means according to Gr ice, 'as in fbrmat ive as is  rec lu i red by the
needs of the other person'. It is, after all, meeting the infbrmational neecls
of  one's  conversat ional  paf tner  that  makes one 'cooperat ive ' .  Yet ,  Mr i lu-
gasv speakers are regularly unintblntative. Ochs-Keenall suggests sonte
reasons for this. In Malagasy society, one's l i f 'e is an open book to other'
members of the comrnunity. They share a comm(ln history, carry out the
sanre dai ly  act iv i t ies,  go to the satne p laces,  and in general  l ive thei l  l i r ,es
under the unrelent ing scrut iny of  thei r  neighbouls.  This p laces enormou\
value on the pc lssession of  'new intbnnat ion ' ,  which therefbre is  not
quick ly  surrenderecl .  Let 's  look at  another  exarnple:

tl, l l  A cncounters B in the street rnd the lbllowing exchange takcs
place:
A:  Where is  your  ntother ' l
B: Shc is eithcr at the housc or at the ntarket.

Members of  a typ ical  Western society would assume that  B.  by not

observ ing the nraxi r r  o f  i t r format iveness,  is  making an impl ic l ture:  B c lor .s

not  know fbr  sure where h is  mother  is .  However.  Ochs-Keenan nta inta ins

that  no such inrp l icature is  assumed in Malagnsl 'cu l ture "becausc the

expectation that speakers wil l satist 'v intbrmationirl neecls is nclt a busic

nolu i "  ( ib id:258) .  That  is ,  Ochs-Keenan sug-sests that  the ntax i rn 'Be iu-

formative' is inoperative in Mala-tasy society.

Another reason given frlr the uninfirrnrativeness ol'Mala,uasv speakers

is their reluctance to cor.nnrit to the tluth of new inlbrmatiou. They 'do not

want to be responsible fol the infornration comlnunicated' because ol

possib le d i re consequences in ease i t  tL ln ls  out  to  l re fa lse.  Of  course.  i f  i t

I  Howcvc r  Gu t t  (  199  I : 89 )  I i nds  l i t t l e  r eason  t o  bc l i c vc  t ha t  "w long  i n rp l i ca tu r cs  ca t r
gencr l l ly  be rernedied by cxpl ic l t ion".

L. Ronald Rrt,ss

is the case that Malagasy speakers rvithhold intbrmatiort because they

genuinely f-ear it might turn out to be false, this would not suggest the

inoperativeness of 'Be informative' so much as it would a clash between
'Be infbrrnat ive 'and'Don' t  say th i t t  for  which you lack adequate ev i -

dence' .  I f  Ochs-Keel tan is  co l rect  that  B 's  response in I l4 l  does not

communicate to Malagasy speakers the implicature that B does not kllow

the whereabouts of his mother, then this would be an exalnple of an ex-

change that  would generate d i f f -erent  in tp l icatures for  par t ic ip i ln ts  of

different cultures.

Wierzbicka ( 199 I ) also disputes the universality of Gricean type max-

ims.  arguing that  they are based on a scandalously  Anglocentr ic  v iew of

what is 'norntal' in civil conversation. There is a need for l 'urther research

in this area. I lowever. should it turn out that people of different cultures

and languages operate with ditferent sets of principles governing conver-

sat ional  c iv i l i ty ,  th is  rvould c leal ly  have impl icat ions tbr  t ranslat ion.  For

instance,  in  Mat thew 26.63,4,  when Jesus is  appear in- t  before the

Sanhedrin, the high priest demands that Jesus state under gath whether he

is  the Messiah.  the Son of  God.  And Jesus '  response is  s in lp ly ,  St t  e iprr r

( 'You said'). Understood literally, this answer may l-lot seem to prtrvide

all of the infbrmation recluested. That is, Jesus seems to not be cooperat-

in-q in Gricean terms, ancl t lt is is dotrbtless what nloved the translators of

the NIV to expand the answer thus:  'Yes,  i t  is  as you say"  making i t  seern

more l ike a cooperative alfirmation. It also ntakes more explicit what the

translators presume to be the underlying speech xct. ltn l l \pcct of conlltttt-

n icat ic ln to be d iscussecl  in  the next  sect ion.

4.4.2 Speech acts
One of t lre rnain interests of pra-urnatists has been the anii lysis of speech

acts.  The phi losophers of  language Aust in and Sear le pointed out  that

when speakets use langttage, they do not just say things; they also dcr

things. ln English sotne of the things they do u'e ltntnist'. t l treatett. r ' tt-

qLtest, rr)(1rn. order, beg,, u.firnt, tlettt', strggc,sl, t'rtrnplairr, ttcknow'ladge'

admit, e.rpluin, rennrk, ultologi:e, critir-i:,e. stiprtlate, advise, clescribe'

irrlrre, and ('ensure. English has htrndreds of such verbs used to nitnle

diff 'erent speech acts artd ditf 'erent l inguists have classified them in nu-

merous diffbrent ways. For instance, Fraser ( 197-5) suggesls the fbllorving

soeech act taxonomv:
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I  l5 l  A.  Acts of 'asser t ing (accuse,  advocate,  af f i r rn.  c la int ,  cc l rn-
mcnt ,  concede.  concludc.  etc . )

B.  Acts ofevaluat ing (analyze.  appraise,  ce l t i fy ,  character izc.
estintate. f igurc. . j udge, etc. )

C. Acts reflecting speaker attitucle (acccpt. acclairr. admon-
ish.  agrec.  apologize,  b lame. etc. )

D.  Acts of  s t ipu lat ing (abbreviate.  character ize.  choose.
c lass i ty .  dcscr ibe.  def ine,  designate.  etc . )

E.  Acts o1 ' requcst ing (appeal ,  ask.  beg,  b id.  enjo in.  implore.
order ,  requcst .  so l ic i t ,  e tc . )

F.  Acts of  suggest ing (achnonish.  advisc.  advocatc.  cuut iun.
counsel .  exhort .  proposc,  etc . )

G.  Acts of  exerc is ing author i ty  (abol ish.  abrc lgate.  accept .
adopt .  approve,  b less,  condcrnn.  etc . )

H. Acts ol 'comn.ritt ing (accept, assumc. i lssure. commit. dedi-
cate, prornise. undcrtakc, swcar. ctc.)

There is no consensus regarding specific speech act categories or theif
number,  and there seems to be l i t t le  l ike l ihood o1 'coming up wi th any that
is  both universal  and has an acceptably smal l  number o1 'categor ies (e.g.

Goddard 1998:1,13) .  l t  is  c lear  that  there is  t re lnendous d ivers i ty  in  thc
number and k inds of  speech acts that  occur  cross- l inguist ica l ly .  Engl ish
has an inord inate ly  large col lect ion.  whi le  the Mayan languages seent  to
get by with very f 'ew (.rrlr ' , tell, usk).15 Kaclchikel seems to have no ."'et'bs

that are similar Io threutert, yrurrt, atkrutv'letlge. Of cclr.rrse lacking ltalltes
fbr speech acts does not necessarily rnean that a lanclulge cannot express
those speech acts.  Presurnably Kaqchikels  can warn others of  impencl ing

dangereven though they have no word l '<'tr yrunr. Br-rt it does seern l 'eason-
able to assume that a language wcluld have names lbr those speech acts
that are culturally salient. (Wierzbicka I 9c) | : I -50) Gurnperz ( 1912: I 7 lcited
in Wierzbicka 199 l l )  says,  "Menrbers of  a l l  soc iet ic- \  r 'L 'cosnizr-  eer la in

communicat ive rout ines which they v iew as d is t inct  wholes.  separate fnrr r r

other types of discourse". And he adds, "Tl'rese units often carry special

nanres". Hyrnes (1962 I l0). considers thilt. "one good ethno-cfaphic teclt-

niclue fbr getting at speech events ... is throu-qh the words which naruc

thern".

15 Howcvcr ' ,  i t  rnay bc the casc that  Mayirn langui iges s imply havc di l ' [crcnt  speech act
ve rhs .  Fo r  i ns tancc ,  acco rd i ng  t o  Ma r_ga rc t  D i ckcman  (pc r sona l  commun i ca t i on ) .

Jakal tek has a speech act  verb that  lcx ical izes ' to spcak sof t ly  next  to a r iver ' .

L. Roruld Rrtss

Wierzbicka considers speech acts to be rnini speech genres and the

names  g i ven  to  t hese  gen res  (ques t i on ,  wa rn ,  t h rea ten )  t o  be  fo l k

taxonomies per ta in ing to a g iven language and cul ture.  Probably no one

would clebate the language-specif ic nature of speech acts l ike christen-

ing, ubsolt ' irtg.fi 'otrt si l l  and prcposittg ntutrinrrnv. Wierzbicka is convinced

that speech acts such as promi.sirtg, orderin,g and v'untittg are no less

language-specific. In fact. Kaqchikel has n<l wold that corresponds closely

to proti l i .\e. The word they use to translate ;trttrnise is the sarne one they

use to transl ate offer and seenls to invttlve a lower level of colnmitment

than pronrtse.

Wierzbicka points out that speech ilct senres are described in tlne of

two ways: frorn without or f l 'om within. When they are studied from with-

out ,  she says,  researchers d iscuss issues l ike:  'B less ings and curses ln

Yakut ' .  When they are studied f rom wi th in,  we f ind topics more l ike

namakke and .sLurrnakkcr" in Kuna (Sherzer 1983:98ff). That is, the speech

genres of a given culture are viewed in their own terrls. The drawback of

the first approach is that it imposes the fblk taxonomy of one language

onto another. Words such as j lrrl,qing,, trcclointirrg and upologi:ing belong

to the fblk taxonomy of En-elish speech acts, and taxonomies of speech

act verbs are culture-specific. So to use thern to analyze the speech acts of

another culture is to look at the other culture's speech acts through a grid

of English speech acts. The drawback to the second approach is that terms

llke namakke or sunmukfte are not very accessible to outsiders'

An interesting exercise is to look through the dornain of 'Communica-

t ion '  in  Louw and Nida (1989,  sect ion 33) .  A surpr is ing number of  entr ies

are Greek speech act verbs that have no monolexernic English equivalent

and therefbre must be explained. For instance, the verb parodidomi means
'to pass on traditional instruction', often implying over a long period of

time. The English glosses that are given are simply 'to instruct, to teach'.

terms which obviously lack the features of 'traditional' and 'over a long

period of t ime'. The verb sophronid:o is defined as 'To instruct someone

to behave in a wise and becoming manner'. The -elosses are 'teach', ' train'.

The verb entreltho means 'To provide instruction and training, with the

implication of skil l  in sorne area of practical knowledge'. The suggested

26These terms rc{cr to spccit ic types ol 'ceremonial Kuna used only by pl icsts in com-

munity r leetings. Which one is used depends on thcrc bcing only one pricsl prescnt

or more than one.

1 1 1
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glosses are ' t ra in ' , ' teach' ,  as in  the previous case.  Al l  three verbs are
glossed' teach' .  Obviously  i f  we t ranslate a l l  three as ' teach'we are los-
ing a large part o1'their meaning. plus the f act that they are diff 'erent verbs.
Even i f  we explo i t  the g losses to the maxiu. tum and t ranslate thern as ' in-

st ruct ' ,  ' teach'and ' t ra in ' respect ive ly .  we are st i l l  nof  rnuch c loser  t t l
captur ing thei l  whole meanings.  Al l  we would have succeecled in  doing is
diff-erentiating them in the translation.

The Greek verb kttuchctomui is contrnon in the writ ings of Paul and is
usual ly  t ranslated in to Engl ish as brnst .  But  in  many contexts i t  sounds
forced at best (all citations are fiorn the ly'o.r Revised Stuntlunl Ver.sion):

f . You tltat houst in the lan' (Rorttuns 2.2-1)
2. ... trnd we boctst in oLtr hope (Romans 5.2)
3. ... we ulso boast in our sufJerings (Romttns 5.-J)
1. Lel the one yyho boasts, boast itt the Lord (l Corinthiutts 1.-l l)
-5. ... v.'e are voLu' bou,st even Lts vou ure our bousl (2 Corinthiuns I . I1)
6. ... .sirtca nrutt.t' boust according to lttrntcut sttuulurtls (2 Corinthians

I  1 . 1 8 )
1. [.] ' I rttust bou.yt. I yt ' i l l  boast of't l te t lt ings thut slutt nn v.cukne.ss

(2 Corirtt lt iuns I 1.30)

But because many translators have sirnply assumed that the Greek
speech act verb lneans essentially the sarne thing as the English verb bou.tt.
i t  has typ ical ly  been t ranslated thus.  Ho' , r ,ever .  unl ike boa. t r .  k t tu t -hu() t t rLt i
is  not  a lways sel f - fbcused.  and is  not  necessar i ly  a negat ive th ing to do.
Therefbre. to consistently translate it as boa.rl seerlls to distort the text.
George Davis.  author  of  a d isser tat ion on 'Boast ing in  the wr i t ings o l '
Paul', sitys that kuuchttomui is often associated with the theme of //.Ir.Tt.
and suggests that in Romans 5.2 we translate take tonfidence ll (personal

comnunication). The sense is quite diffbrent and the Greek's ref'erence to
a speech act  no lonqer ev ident .  David Baer (personal  conrr .nunicat ion)
points out  that  in  the Septuagint  th is  ver t r  and i ts  noni inul  der ivat ives f ie-
quentf y translate Hebrew words relitt ing to prui.se and, rt ' . joi<'irtg, though
they apparently did not have these meanings in Classical Greek. Son're
triuslators have. in fact. translated it thus in some contexts.rT Whatever

I  Fo r  examp le ,  Psa l r r  - 5 . I  l :
joicc' Cotttcnll)()nt r.\' Ett,ql i.;lr
h a p p y ' ( C E V ) .

exul t '  (Nz,x '  Rcyisci  Stutulunl  Ver.s ior t  (NRSV)):  ' re-

l / c r . t i o t t  (CEV) ) :  Psa l r n  t i 9 .  l 7 :  ' e xu l r '  (NRSV) ;  ' b c

L. Ronuld Rt>.s.s

kaur:huotnui  real ly  means,  Engl ish does not  seem to have a s i rn i lar  speech

act verb.

Languages not only do not coincide in the speech acts their speakers

perform, bul they ditfbr as well in t lre formulas they use ft l 'similar speech

acts.  Engl ish has i r t rperat ives and theletore the possib i l i ty  of  saying d i -

rect ly ,  
'Pass me the sal t . '  Hc ' rwever tnost  Anglo Saxcln Engl ish speakefs

are reluctant to use the imperativc in most situations. pref'erring instead a

less direct slrategy. There are nunlerous de-Qrees of indirectness: 'Can you

pass me the salt 'J' 'Could you pilss me the salt ' l '  'Would you ntind pass-

ing me the sal t ' l '  'The soup needs a l i t t le  sa l t .  don' t  you th ink? '  Wierzbicka

(199  l )  po in t s  ou t  t h i r t  wh i l e  i t  i s  poss ib le  t o  say , 'Can  you  pass  me  the

sal t? '  in  both Engl ish and Pt t l is l t .  i t  would be unclerstood as a request  ( )n l ) '

in English. A Pole who was learrl ing English would ltave to learn both the

propositional rneanin-u of this sentence and the fact that it is used to ex-

press an inclirect request. Poles clo not use questions to make requests,

and when Engl ish speakers do i t .  they sound wi lnpish to Poles.  Poles are

vastly more rnclined to use bare intperatives, and thet'efi l 'e come across

as puslty atrd overbeariug to English speaket's. Yet English speakers do

not sound wirnpish to each other, they sound polite. And Poles do ttt lt

sound pushy to one another ,  but just  appropr iate ly  asser t ive.

Translators would hirve to take this into consideration when translat-

ing between fwo such languages. An English translatit ln of a Polish text

would be clel 'ective if the Poles calle actoss as overbearing. And like-

wise.  a Pol ish t ranslat ion of  an Engl ish text  rvould nt iss the lnark i f  the

normal cliscourse cane across as wirnpish. Coulcl this be the reason that

Jesus' response to the Sanhedrin (cited in 4.4. I ) seenrs strangely evasive

to us and yet is apparently understood as an affinnation by his jud-ees'?

Translators should not only receive training in basic speech act theory.

but also with respect to the particular speech acts ancl fbrmulas of the

source language in contrast  to  those of  the target  lanuuage.  which they

should be taught  to ident i fy . rs

'n  For an in-depth discussion of  lhc sociocul tu la l  rcasons lbr  the degrec ol -d i rcct t tcss

with which a rcquest  is  lbrmulatcd,  scc Btoln and Levinson (  l9t i7) .  For an appl ica-

t i on  o l ' t hc i r  s t udy  t o  u  B ib l e  t r ans la t i on  p l ob l cm ,  scc  W i l t  1 l t ) 96 ) .
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4.5 Sociolinguistics

Advo tt t  e,s i  n Li r t  g ui.st i t '  Tltct t  r t

Socio l inguist ics can be broadly del lned as the study of  language use in i ts

socia l  context .  Socio l inguist ics can help us re late speakers tc t  contntuni -

ties, tease apart dil l 'erent registers and dialects, get a better glasp of the

mul t i l ingual  wor ld in  which the b ib l ica l  cu l tures co-exis tec l ,  seek solu-

t ions to the d i t f icu l t  issue of  inc lus ive language ancl  use language to bet ter '

reflect the nature ol' interpersonal relationships or sclcial deixis. Because

a sr . rbstant ia l  amount  l - ras been wl i t ten about  the appl icat ion of  soci t ' -

l inguist ics to t ranslat ion,r"  we wi l l  consider  only  one example of  i ts

rmp()rtance.

Social deixis is the -grarrmaticalization of the personal (sociall relu-

tionships that obtairr between interlocutors and eveu between a speaker'

ancl someone who is not present in the speech event but is being talked

about. This crucial area has often been ignored by Bible translators in

many par ts  ot ' the wor ld because i t  has no c lear  grat t rmi t t ica l  mark ing i r i

the biblical languages. In many lar.rguages such as Spanish. Portuguese.

Gernran and French there is a two-way split in the grammar between the

so-cal led ' for rnal '  and ' fanr i l iar '  f t r rms.r"  Brown and Gi l rn i rn (1950),  i r t

their serninal article 'Pronouns of power and solidarity', use V and T (fiorn

the French loa.s and rrr) to lepresent these- two fonlts respectively. The V

fbrm is used to reflect social distance and the T form to reflect social

c loseness.

In languages like Spanish all dyadic relationships betrveen interlocu-

tors must  be def ined as a symmetr ica l  V V or  T T re lat ionship or .

a l ternat ive ly ,  as au asymnretr ica l  V T re lat ionship.  in  the case of  in ter ' -

locutors of  unequal  socia l  rank.  There is  no neutra l  ground;  th is  is  an

inescapable fact of the grantrtrar. Yet. arnazingly, before the publiclt itrrt

of the Common Language Version, not a single Spanish translation o1'the

Bib le had ever  taken th is  socio l ingLr is t ic  tact  in to account .  render ing a l l

r "  Fo t  cxa rnp l c .  Lou* ' ( l 9116 ) .  c l e  Waa l c l  . r nd  N ida  ( l c )U6 ) .

" '  This is  real ly  an ovcr ' -s i r lp l i l ' icat ion,  s ince manl  socia l  l i r t 'ces cor le into p lay hclc.

In nrany lan-ruages the 
' fornral '  t i t l 'ms:rrc used wi th persons considcrcd to be socia l ly '

supcr ior  ( ) r  rn()rc porvcr tu l .  whi lc  thc ' l 'unr i l iar '  l i r r r t is  l rc  uscd t<t  dcnote socia l  in lc l i

o r i t y  o l  power l essncss ,  and  t h i s  i s  i ndeed  t he  uay  n l os t  o f  t hcs r ' s ys ten t s  bcgan .

Howcvcr ' .  as Brown ant l  Gi l r lan (1960) point  out .  such systcms tcnd to evolvc int t r

othels i r r  whic l r  t l re axis is  no longerpour,r /7tovt 'cr l t . ts ,  but  r l ther .v t l i lur i t . t / r t t t t r . to l i -

t lur i t t ' ,  and ot icn both axcs conrpctc dur ing a prot t 'acted per iod of  t ransi t ion.
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f irst/seconcl-person relationships as symmetrically T T, thereby giving the

erroneous intpression that  the par t ic ipants o1 ' r ' i r tu l r l ly  every c l ia lggue that

occurs in  the b ib l ica l  text  takes p lace between pefsons who are e i ther

socia l  ec luals  t l r  1 'eel  a h igh de-qree gf  n lutu l t l  so l ic lar i ty  (Ross 199- l ) ' ' l

This practice introcluces an ellormous amoutlt of distortion into the tt-xt' ' l

Translat ing t l .om a socio l inguist ic  perspect ive p laces the onus 0f  cor-

rect ly  assessing count less b ib l ica l  Ie l i t t ior tsh ips squale ly  on the shoulders

of the translator. Olien there are clear contextual cues. When Abraham ts

talking to his servatlt. there is ln obvious asvmmetrical rntster/servallt

re lat ionship that  requi res grautmat ica l  expression.  But  even in less appar-

ent  cases,  an educated guess is  1ar  bet ter  than s imply level l in-q a l l  the

re lat ionshiPs in  the uhole ter t .

Some languages pose even more chal lenging problems fbr  t ranslat ion.

For  instance.  Hi rdson (  1996:  l24f f .  c i t ing data f rom McGivney '  1993)de-

scribes rhe situarion fbr Mijikenda, a language spoken in Kenya. Mijikenda,

like a number of Western lalgulges. Ltses u silgular pronoull fbr T arld a

plura l  pronoun fbr  V.  However unl ike western languages,  the choice of

pronoun is determinecl by the respectiVe generations to which the spelker

and the addressee belong. lfthe addressee belongs tt l the satrle generation

as the parents of the speaker. then the speaker is obliged to use v. This

fact aloue corrld muke it seenl thirt ptlwer is a factor. But the speaker is

obligecl to use v also when speaking to persons of the same -qeneration as

his or  her  chi ldren ancl  the use of  T and v is  a lways rec iprocal ,  whi le  in

power-basecl  systems nonreciproc i ty  is  the norm'  What  happens when

the generation gap spiins more than one generation'? Speakers use T with

addressees of their granclpat'ents' -eeneration, V with addressees of their

great grandparents' generation. etc. Mij ikencla societies are close knit. so

typically people are aware 0f how 0thers fit into the generational schc-me

of  th ings.

Of  course the b ib l ica l  text  does provide substant ia l  generat ignal  in-

fornrat ion about  nutr terous b ib l ica l  characters.  BLr t  there are coul ) t less

r r l n  F r cnch  t hc r c  i s  s t i l l  no  B ib l e  t r ans la t i on  t ha t  r . nakcs  t h i s  c l i s t i r r c t i on .  a l t hough  t hc

use of  seconcl-pcl  son pronoLlns is  s imi lar  to that  of '  Spanish.  For d isct tss ion'  scc [ ' i ter-

Con tcs : c  (  l ( ) ( )  |  i r ) J  I ( ) ( ) l  ) .
t t  In some languagcs 0f  Southeast  Asia,  the exprcssiou t l l -socia l  deix is is  i r  grcat  dcal

mo re  comp lcx .  i nvo l v i ng  suhs tan t i a l  l e x i ca l  sh i l t s  a t r d  n l a t r v  mo rc  l c v r - l s  o l  r c l a t i v c

status.  For d iscussion.  see Hattotr  (  197- l  and 1979) '
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cases where the reader is  g iven no c lue as to the respect ive generat ions

of  two inter locr- r tors.  What  were the respect ive generat ions of  Jesus

and Nicodemus,  fbr  instance' l  I t  is  l ike ly  lhat  Nicodernus was o lc ler .  g ivr .n

his status in the Jewish cornmunity, but was he one generation older clr

two? Such infbnnation is not grammaticalized in the biblical langLrages.

ancl yet presumably must be known in clrder to choose the apprulpriutc
pfon()un.

4.6 Discourse analysis

Discourse analys is  deals wrth v i r tual ly  any aspect  of  language use (Fasolc l .

1990:2-5) .  The l le ld is  so broad that  i t  is  ot ien inc luded as an essent ia l

cornponent  of  other  subdisc ip l ines of  l inguist ics such as socio l inguist ics

and pragmat ics (e.g.  Schi f f r in .  1994).  I ts  source of  data are real  texts.
whether writtetr or oral, takeu as unified w,holes. This cltstinguishes it f l 'or-n

most versions ol'fbrmal l inguistics, the source of whose data is the ima_ui-
nat ion of  the l inguist ,  who makes up h is  own corpus in  the form of

senter lces designed to sui t  h is  par t icu lar  analyt ica l  purposes and depr ived
of any real-wol' ld context. Discourse analysts work with Lttteren((,,\ (genu-

ine acts of conrmunication carried out iu real contexts) and assume that
'meaning' does not stop with the semantic content of the words or even of

clusters of words arranged intc'r sentences. but is largely dependent upon

the context in rvhich the utterance is produced. Discourse analysts holcl

there to be functional diff 'erentiation in human langua-{e and they vrew

the st ructure of  speech as ways of  speaking and not . just  a grammat ica l

code l ib id:22f f ) .  They look at  c l iscourses of  any length and assunre thut

chunks of  lan_uuage larger  than sentences are granl rat ica l ly  re levant .

Cot tere l l  and Tr : rner  (  1989:230-I  )  descr ibe d iscourse thus:

. . .  d iscourse has a beginni r rg.  a rn iddle ancl  an end.  arrd the begin-
n ing could not  be confused wi th the end;  thc par ts  could not
randorrly bc interchanged and sti l l  have a reasonable cliscourse.
Discourse, in tact, is characterized by coherence, n coherencc ol'
supra-sentent ia l  s t ructurc and a cohereuce of  topic .  That  is  to  say
t l rere is  a re lat ionship between the sentences whic l r  const i tu tc  anv
discourse.  a re lat ionship which involves both grantr rut ica l  s t ruc-
ture ancl meaning.

More and rnore l inguists  are reaching the conclus ion that  sentence-
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level l inguistics is inadequate as an approach to the study of natural lan-

guage. One of the reasons tor this is the awareness that rnuch of what

happens in any real utteraltce of sentetrce length is determined by what

has been happening in  pre l ious sentences and even what  is  expected to

happen in fo l lowing ones.  The wi l l in-eness of  funct ional is ts  tc l  lo t lk  be-

yond the sentence and to tocus on the role clf grammatical structures rvithin

a context ntealts that the questions they ask ate velv different froll l  thtlse

that  a formal  l inguist  would ask.  For  erample.  whi le  Chomsky and h is

disciples are interested in how passive sentences i lre derived (i.e. what is

their underlying structure), ciiscourse anitlysts are more interested in dis-

covering why a speaker, given a choice of grammatical voices, decides to

use the passive voice in a particular context rather than some othet voice.

What work is the passive voice doing in this particulitr context' l  And the

answer wil l nearly always be found outside the sentence of which the

passive verb is a part. Therelbre, it seents clear that even to do good sen-

tence l inguist ics.  one must ,  as Gr imes (  197-5)  put  i t ,  'peer  out '  beyond the

confines of the sentence itself.

At least as irtrportant as accounting fbr sentence stluctul'e is ucctl ltnt-

ing fbr the myriad structural f 'eatures of the discoulse that cannot even be

seen at the sentence level. For example, participants need to be l inked to

events they participate in and also to other mentions of the same partie i-

pants (Gr imeslgT-5) .  and the ways par t ic ipants are t rackecl  through a

discourse vary considerably frorn one language to another. By grarnmati-

cal means participants are introduced ats topics, maintained fbr a while

and then lefi behind. often to be reintroduced later on. It is crucial that the

translator he aware of the strategies used by both the soulce langr'rage and

the target language fbr participant tracking.

Discourse analysts have long noted thitt in narrative discourse, the rnlt in

events of the story l ine are fbregrounded. while crucial supportive infbr-

mat ion is  backglounded.  Hopper 's  s tudy \1919) was aruong those deal ing

wi th the l inguist ic  mark in,v  of  groundedness.  He noted that  in  a number

of languages groundedness is marked by means of gramrnatical strate-

gies. For instance. at the beginning of Swahil i narratives. there is an init ial

tense nrarker. otien the pretcrit afflx -/ i-, which seer.ns to define the tense

for the fbllowing discourse. Frorn that point on, eveltts that constitute part

of the main story l ine are marked with the t 'ff ix -ka-, whereas other events,

such as explanatory or concLlrrent ones, arre marked by other verbal at:

f ixes such as -ki-. Similarly. Hopper pointed out that Rotnance lan-{uages
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nlark grounding bv means ofa contrast  in  r ,erbal  aspect .  the centra l  events

o1'a narrat ive heing in  the per l 'ect ive i tnd the backgrounded ones in thc

irnpert'ective.

But, Hopper noted, there are also non-srarnrnatical ways o1'distincuish-

ing foregroundecl t iorn backgrounded nratelial. For instirnce. lbregrounclecl

tert tends rnure towarcl actiou events. clften punctLral in nature, whelclrs

the  backg rounded  po r t i on  o f  t he  na r ra t i ve  i s  usua l l y  rno re  s ta t i r  e .

Foregroundcd events ale pronc to appeur in chronolo-{ical order. to thc

contrary of hackgrounded er,ents. Glarlnratical strate-uies and others such

as these help the l is tener  wend h is  or  her  way through the d iscourse and

are a key par t  of  the st ructure of  a d iscourse that  u,ould unquest ionably

have to be taken into consideration in translation with regard to both thc

source and target  languages.

Discourse analysts have also contributed fo the study of l iames arrcl

the f ranring of texts. Brorvn and Yule ( 1983: 139), fbr instance. sl 'tclw hclvr,

different t it les fbr the same text could lead to radically ditferent interpre-

tat ions.  Their  example is  taken f rom Andersen et  o l  (1911:312):

{  l6 l  Rocky s lowly got  up f rom the mat ,  p lanning h is  escape.  Hc
hesi tated a moment and thought .  Things wcre not  going uel l .
What bothered him most was being held, especially since
the charge against him had been weak. He considered his
present  s i tuat iorr .  The lock that  hc ld h im was st rong,  bul  he
thought he could break it.

This paragraph was read to one group of people fl 'amed by the tit le 'A

Prisoner Plans His Escape' and to anothel framed by the tit le 'A Wrestler

in  a T ight  Corner ' .  The two groups in terpreted the text  in  radic t l ly  d i f f 'er -

ent ways due to the diffcrence in framing. Granted. their sample text is

contrived, hence the extreme difference in interpretation. But it t i t le unde-

niably provides a frame for interpreting rvhat fbllows. Givin-q the fanti l iar

biblical parable the tit le The prutdigul sttrt wil l l ikely rn<tve the reader tcr

fbcus on the reprehensible behaviour of a son who leaves home ancl squan-

ders his inheritance. The same parable tit led The lost son wil l probably

lead the reader to associate this parable with the preceding ones about a

lost sheep irrrd a lost coin. Or, were the petrable to be called The.fbrgivitr,<

.t 'ather, t l.re reader would be rnore l ikely to fbcus on the father in the story

as a representation of a rnerciful God.

Zogbo ( 1988) has written a helpful article devoted specifically to the
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appl icat ion of  d iscourse analys is  to t ranslat ion.  There she deals wi th a

nuch wider variety of topics than can be considered here. and the inter-

ested reader is urged to see her article fbr a fuller view of one of the areas

of l inguistics that has the most to offbr a theory of translation. An impor-

tant  book for  t ranslators and consul tants a l ike is  Levinsohn's (2000t

Dist'ourse Feutures tt'New' T(stunent GreL'k: A Courst'book on it'r lttlitr-

mqtion Structttre untl Other l)evit:es.

4.7 Information structure

Space constraints and the inherent complexitl '  of the field nrake it irnpos-

sible to give this topic the attention it deserves. What can be done briefly

is to describe what the study of infbrmation structure is useful lbr and

why it should be taken seriouslv b1' translators. Intbrmation structure has

been studied fbr c;uite a long time by a nurllber of l inguists, though not

known necessarily by this name. But Lambrecht's Infrtrmution Structure

and Sentence Fornr (1994) has broken new ground and is required read-

ing by anyone interesfed in the field today. Larnbrecht's approach has

been adopted by Van Valin and LaPolla as an integral part of their mcltttt-

mental S1:nta.r (1991).

Every proposition can be expressed in a multiplicity of ways, and these

different ways are not in fiee vuriation, but ratlrer are deterl. l l ined by the

surrounding d iscourse and the perceived ct lmmunicat ic ln needs of  the

hearer. The speaker tailors the syntactic structure of the proposition to the

receiver, taking into account the l inguistic context, the hearer's presup-

positions, his presumed communication needs. etc. At the tirne of speaking.

is the ref'erent of a given noun phrase known to the audietrce or is it nerv

infbrmation'l If the addressee is able to identify the ret'erent it may be

because he has it in mind at the time, or he may have access to the ret'erent

because i t  is  present  in  the physical  envi ronment  or  because he knows the

referent, even thouglr he is not thinking about it at fhe time of the utter-

ance. The availabil ity of the lef'erent to the hearer is one ol'the marty

things that wil l have an impact on the structure of a sentence. because it

wil l determine the status of the ref'erent within the sentence. Can it be

considered the topic (old infornration)' l Or is it being introc'luced into the

discourse at the time of the utterance?

The fact that the speaker tailors his utterance to the hearer is a mujtrr

concern fbr the translator. Because the translator's audience is diff 'erent

t19
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f iorn that of the original author, there is no reason to assume that they

possess the same presuppositions, theories and communicative strategies

as the prirnary audience and therefore neither is there any reason to as-

sunre that they wil l be able to make the siime inf-erences. So translators

will l ikely need to adapt their text to their own audience in a way thut is
quite distinct from that of the source text.

The two key eleurents of lnttrrmation Structure are topic and foctt.s.
Lambrecht does not define thern in the traditional ways. seglnentationallv.

but rather relationally. Further. he does not really t ie them to the tradi-

tional concepts of old and new infbrmation. Topic, rather than being the

f i rs t  const i tuent  in  the c lause.  nrust  meet  the condi t ion of  'aboutness ' .

Focus is the piece of infbrmation with respect to which the presLrpposi-

tion and the assertior.r difftr. It is not sirnply the new infbrmation. nor is it

l inked necessarily to a certain seglnent ofthe clause, that is. the predicate.

Larnbrecht distingLrishes three dif-ferent levels of f ircr.rs and he r-rses the

following examples to i l lustrate them. The words with 'fbcus accent' are

in the upper case.  There is  'narrow fbcus '  in  which a s ingle const i tuent  is

in  fbcus.

Question: I heartl your motorcyclc broke down.
Ansrver: My CAR broke down.

There are two kinds of 'broad tocus'. The first is oredicate tbcLrs:

Question: What happened to your car'?
Ansr.r'er: It BROKE DOWN.

And finally, there is sentence fbcus, in which the cntire sentence is

fbcused:

Question: What happened'/
Answer:  MY CAR BROKE DOWN.

In sentence fclcr,rs. because the whole sentence tit l ls within the fircus

do rnu in .  t he le  i s  no  top i c .

Lambrecht compares the way that English, French, Italian nnd Japa-

nese hani l le  these d i f terent  k inc ls  of  fbcus,  and shows that  they a l l  do i t

difterently. Most use some degree of proscldic prominence, but they use a

variety of marked syntactic structures as well, such as clefting. The trans-
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lator would have to knou, which kind of fbcus he is dealing with and horv

it is encoded in both the source language and the target lan-tuage in order

to appropriately represent the source text. Because of the fiecluent use of
prosodic prominence as a rnarkel of tocus, this would alstt have irnpor-

tant implications fbr audio translations.
There is much more to infbrntation structure than can possibly be dealt

with here. Interested readers are urged to read Larnbrecht's rtronogrilph
themselves.  or  the shor ter  vers ion in  Van Val in  and LaPol la  (1997),  rnd
to explore the ways in which a study of infonnution structul.e can enricl 'r
our understanding of translation.

4.8 Conclusion

Linguist ics p layed an important  ro le in  Bib le t ranslat ion in  rhe twent ieth
century, the understanciing of its clourains and the tools fi lr analysis ever
evolving. Throu-{hout the century. increasingly sophisticated tools were
developed fbl studying languages from the sound to the sentence: pho-
net ics.  phonology,  morphology and syntax.  In  the last  decades of  the
century, the level of analysis was carricd even hi-eher enabling apprecia-
tion of the function of v;rrious lower-level structl lres in terms of the texts
and the comrlunicat ion s i tuat ions in  rvh ich they occur .  In  th is  chapter  we
have of ' fbred ev idence that  the newer subdisc ip l ines of  l ingLr is t ics such
as typology.  pragmat ics.  socio l inguist ics,  d iscourse analys is  and cross-
cul tura l  semant ics have an enormous contr ibut ion to make in Bib le
tralrslation, whether fbr the mother-tongue translator or fbr consultants
work ing wi th the t ranslators.  These d isc ip l ines enable thetn to bet ter
understand the par t -whole re lat ionships of  the source text  and how to
represent thent in the tar-qet language. They also increase the translator's
awaleness of fundamental clifterences between the source and tarset lan-
guages that .  when over looked,  can ser iously  skew the t ranslat i< ln.


