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This article outlines some conceptual and methaglodt issues regarding
the analysis of translated literary irony. In thesf part it is argued that the
TS scholar's adherence to a specific conceptioritefary irony is not

value-free and entails programmatic consequencesTf® research on
translated irony. Only a dynamic approach to ironyhere irony

“happens” rather than “exists"—allows us to embradbree relevant

orientations in descriptive empirical TS resear¢h} target-side functional
investigations, (2) historical-descriptive orientednalyses and (3)
translational interpretive oriented analyses. Threcand part focuses on
three issues regarding the comparative ST-TT praegdhamely (1) the
unit of comparison, (2) the degree of the diffeemntooked upon and (3)
the specific traits on the basis of which the défifees and similarities are
identified. The paper winds up with remarks on &ivel of normativity

inherent to the comparative procedure.

1. Introductory note

The translation of irony is rarely the explicit ebj of studyin TS (see
Fehlauer-Lenz, 2008 and Chakhachiro, 2009 for teerceptions). Most
often, this kind of inquiry is included in research related phenomena,
such as the translation of humour, parody or iextuality (see Lievois,
2006 for an overview). There are at least two reasghy relatively little
attention has been given to the translation ofdite irony so far: (a) the
lack of consensus regarding the definition and epha@l scope of literary
irony and (b) the fact that investigating irony hiit a product-oriented
methodology entails a number of thorny questioganding the procedures
of comparative microtextual analysis.

These two questions will be outlined further beldivst, the lack of
consensus regarding the definition of literary yromill be discussed and
exemplified by means of a short analysis of theustaiven to both the
ironist and the interpreter in two canonical woiks literary irony (2).
Second, it will be shown that the adherence toammeept or another is by
no means value-free and entails programmatic comsegs for TS
applications. In my opinion, a dynamic pragmatipraach to literary irony
is epistemologically superior in that it allows fbree kinds of orientations
in TS applications (3). Finally, attention will beaid to a series of
problematic issues concerning the way ST-TT corspas can be carried
out. More patrticularly, | concentrate on (a) theywa establish the unit of
comparison, (b) the degree and the nature of tiereinces looked at and
(c) the specific traits with regard to which thdfeliences and similarities
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are identified. Then a heuristic construct, finenic, is proposed and
illustrated by examples. | conclude with some fireharks regarding the
inherent normativity in comparative procedures #me way these can be
converted into indicative factors when procedurdiynalized (4).

2. Thelack of consensusregarding the definition and conceptual scope

TS scholars could overcome the first problem—ibe. lack of consensus
regarding the definition of irony—by stating thaficing irony doesot
belong to the strict domain of TS. They could tregopt an existing
definition from literary analysis and remodel itr fpurposeful use in TS
research. However, things are not that simple far fundamental reason:
the profoundly incompatible philosophical backgrdwmderlying different
definitions of literary irony. The best way to #lmate this divergence is by
examining the status given to both the ironigttentionand the interpreter.
In order to typify these variancethe present inquiry will be restricted to
two canonical critics, because their investigatians comparable in goal
and scope but clearly reveal different conceptuadeupinnings. Both
Booth (1974) and Hutcheon (1994) aim at understandithe
(mis)interpretations of irony in artistic manifetitas® The fact that |
comment on these two specific works reveals my autogical
preference: even if research on the clausal orsphiavel has provided
very useful analytical toolkits, it does not, in mpinion, suffice for the
comprehension of more sophisticated forms of irtingt are displayed
through contradictions or incongruities on aboveaph level. This is the
main problem with (psycho)linguistic or cognitivepmoaches (see Gibbs &
Colston, 2007 for a general overview) which tenddous too closely on
the verbal make-up of isolated ironic utterancdseyTare less convenient
for those types of irony brought about by strudtaraeven genre-related
factors (for a similar viewpoint, see Ballait994, p. 266), nocan they
account for the numerous “hermeneutic helpers” ¢hieon, 1994, p. 141)
formally present but textually distanced. | am #fere convinced that
literary irony cannot be investigated without aterpretation of the literary
work in its entirety. This of course does not mélaat (psycho)linguistic
empirical research on verbal irony cannot provebéo very useful: it
provides us with better insights into the logicaahanisms at the basis of
irony and the processing of iroriybut it also supplies fine-tuned analytical
instruments for the textual analyses.

Let us now return to our two critics. The first pfB®ooth, does not
provide a straightforward definition of irony butuggests a rather
traditional rhetorical definitions@ying one thing and meaning another
when he elaborates the first of four steps in tbai¢ reconstruction: the
reader is invited to reject the literal or surfaceaning (1974, p. 26)
because s/he becomes aware of certain inconsistefitiese are suggested



Some methodological issues 27

by incongruities either in what is read or betwadrat is read and what is
known. For Booth, interpreting an ironic messagendshing more than
deciphering correctly those messages intendedcatipi The interpreter
first rejects what is expressed and then recortstaucovert, real, superior
meaning. The task for the interpreter, then, iatietly easy: if s/he is a
competent reader —i.e. if s/he does not suffer oneseveral of the
“crippling handicaps” (1974, pp. 222-229) standinghe way of a proper
reconstruction of the ironic message— then theyiraill be interpreted
correctly. This way of reasoning leaves little marfpr the interpretive
pole: literary discourse is static and unidirecéipit proceeds “from author
to text to reader” (Newton, 1995, p. 65). All altative readings are, as one
critic has put it, “the product of a reader's beasd self-interest” (Dane,
1991, p. 62). Booth theorizes within a traditiongdion that considers
literature as a conscious act of communication eineganing is transferred
from a sender to a receiver. As Susan Suleimanpliast, for Booth
“proper reading” essentially entailinferring meanings implied by every
aspect of the text” (1976, p. 15).

The second approach, typified here by Hutcheongstainto
consideration the more dynamic and complex intemastbetween ironist,
text and interpreter. Hutcheon does not abandoiiréhést's intention, but
limits its exclusive and central role by statingttthe issue of intentionality
should be considered from both poles onwards,the.ironist'sand the
interpreter’s. Irony is not necessarily somethirgpabited in the message
by an intentional author bitappensoy the ironic attributions made by an
active interpreter: “the attributing of irony to taxt or utterance is a
complex intentional act on the part of the intetgreone that has both
semantic and evaluative dimensions, in additiothéopossible inferring of
ironist intent (from either the text or statemebis the ironist)” (1994,
p. 13).

What opposes the two critics is the exact natur@nttion and,
intrinsically linked to this issue, interpretatiand meaning. Booth adheres
to an essentialist notion of intentionality. In actance with the true nature
of the author’s intention, the reading of ironiccespts consists in the
pursuit of the ironist's intention to communicatarething more than the
explicitly stated. Irony, then, is a rhetorical @&vby means of which one
rejects a surface meaning (1974, p. 22) to recacisa real, covert one.
Hutcheon, on the other hand, approaches intenti@hinypragmatic
dynamics: although she does not abandon the idsikeation altogether
because it is one of the few mechanisms enablirig distinguish between
lying and irony (1994, p. 118), she does, neveedgglbroaden the limited
scope of the unilateral intentionalist theories imfy. This pragmatic
approach to irony has an effect on her definitidnirony being “a
discursive strategy [that] depends on context andthe identity and
position of both the ironist and the audience” @99 178).
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Interpreters of ironycreate ironies because they attribute an ironic
intention to specific utteranced&/hetherthey identify irony andvhat kind
of irony is created will be determined, not so mbgtthe author’s intention
as by the discursive communities to which integnetof irony belong
(1994, pp. 85-96). For Hutcheon, irony does notateregroups—for
instance the privileged public which has fully ursleod the irony as
opposed to the victims of the irony—it is rathecéase of the existence of
a plurality of discursive communities that someeipteters create some
kind of ironies whereas others do not.

3. Programmatic consequencesfor TS applications

By no means do | want to suggest here that oneepbion is ontologically
more valid than the other: both are different medet interpreting irony in
literature and reflect the specific cultural badkgrds in which they were
developed. What | do want to put forward are thpiogrammatic
consequences for the TS scholar. Working with thretB conception
forces us to stick to the original text, for it lkere that the author’s
intentions lie and have to be reconstructed by mmeah the formal
footprints left behind. Hutcheon’s proposal agrease with the general
conception of translation ever since the CulturalrmT of the 1980s
dethroned the sacred, original source text and reeldelars abandon it as a
normative yardstick in the comparative proceduree({SHornby, 2006,
pp. 47-67). Hutcheon's dynamic approach to ironyhent is
epistemologically superior for TS applications hatt it allows for three
orientations in descriptive, target-oriented enggiriresearch: (1) target-
side functional investigations, (2) historical-déstive oriented analyses
and (3) translational interpretive oriented analysihat | call here
translational interpretive analysiss loosely based on the proposals of
Koster (2000, p. 28) and Naaijkens (2002, p. 46)p wlefine this kind of
analysis as the specific vision that a translass ¢n the SBs is apparent
from the TT?

This third kind of research becomes irrelevant & adhere to the
Booth conception. If, as Booth suggests, the lafuseaning is situated in
the text,” and in the text only, for it is there that stytistraces left behind
by an intentional author can be—asttbuldbe—correctly interpreted by a
competent and willing reader, then meaning is stald unchanging,
encoded in the text and awaiting decoding fromrézaler. If, however, as
Hutcheon suggests, iromappensnot exclusively by means of the ironist’s
intentions encoded in the text but also, or rathsran attribution of ironic
intention on behalf of the interpreter, then weigrsa much greater role to
the translator. S/he is an active agent and mitfet ian ironic meaning or
define the particularities of the ironic meaning@cling to the discursive
community from where s/he acts, i.e. “the norms beliefs that constitute
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the prior understanding we bring to the utteran¢dutcheon, 1994,
p. 137).

The way translated irony is investigated depenéigoarse, on the
reasons that underlie the analysis. It is my firglidf that one way—
perhaps the only one—to overcome the untransl@tatdogma often
related to irony is to work within a descriptiveradigm, i.e. taking the
existing and empirically observable texts as thertisig point for the
analysis, without having previously adopted fixedtecia and minimum
conditions according to which a given text is cdesed a translation of
another text. From that point of view, translatiépibecomes a dynamic
and historically variable concept: nothing is unsiatable if we are ready
to accept that not all texts are translated acogrtlh the same guidelines.
Among the factors intervening in these changinglelines, | will cite only
four: space, time, text types and individual tratwsis. Investigating these
factors can be done by means of the three kindssafarch stated above. |
will only briefly mention the first and second typ€&investigations because
the main interest here is to discuss the methodmbgsues related to the
third kind, the translational interpretive orientathalysis.

Target-side functional investigations may investgaow theskopos
of the text affects the translation product. In specific case, this kind of
research may be useful when analysing how ideddigicharged ironic
texts are modified when translated for a completedyfferent
communicative environment or by means of a diffestructural make-up
(e.g. when the text-type has been modified). Dpseé-historical oriented
investigations may focus on geographical and heb T features in the
manipulation of ironic texts within new political and ideologic
environments. Research into the reader’s horizaxpéctations on the one
hand and into the marketing strategies and budgjatigs of the editorial
apparatus on the other, may reveal why some iritei@ary works do not
find their way into a specific TT market. Conveysethe kind of irony
displayed in the literary work may explain why somegnarkable works
have not been translated. This may particularlyheecase in instances of
ironic satire: being anchored in time and spaceftén requires annotated
versions and/or runs the risk of being dated allstoon.

All these are very interesting research lines botndt provide
insight into one last fundamental element of thadfation process, namely,
the translator him/herself. Translators are “cleandt detached observers
and neutral carriers of meaning across textual thaties” (Crisafulli, 2004,
p. 29) and they interpret texts according to presioeadings, the target
reader’s horizon of expectations, their own idemabconstructs and their
own explicit and/or implicit views on translatiomhis inevitably produces
an effect in the translated text. Regarding the teagbserve and describe
this interpretation, my position is in keeping wittoster’'s, according to
whom the translator’s interpretation in a retrosiec product-oriented



30 July de Wilde

analysis can only be described by means of an sialy the displacements
and similarities observed between ST and TT (2002).

4. Thorny questionsregarding ST-TT compar ative procedures

There are, however, some urgent questions regatd@égay comparisons
between STs and TTs should be carried out. Thetliattseveral scholars
have underscored the lack of systematic refleatiomow to carry out ST-
TT comparisons (Koster, 2000, pp.24-25, Naaijke2602, p. 45,
Tymozcko 1999, p. 287) is, in my view, an uneaspseguence of the
unilateral focus on the cultural and social functif translation that has
dominated TS research over the last three dechdespect that at least
part of the success of exclusively (or radicallgfget-culture oriented
analysis is due to the fact that it avoids a seoesjuestions regarding
comparative procedure Even though | agree on the fundamental
importance of metatexts and contextual analysiémnlalso convinced that
even small-scale linguistic choices may be extrgnmabortant. It seems
therefore impossible to “bypass close textual aisily(Tymozcko, 1999,
p. 287) in descriptive translation studies.

Any comparison is partial by nature (Toury, 19958@): when we
compare two (or more) excerpts we necessarily fookimilarities within
two different entities (Rabadan, 1991). This is however not ecifip
characteristic of translational comparison but mekein all comparative
practice. It encompasses three central problerfeditres, already pointed
out by Halverson (1997, pp.209-210) in an artide the various
philosophical underpinnings of the concept of eglgmce in TS. It is
fundamental for any comparative procedure to refb@cand, if possible, to
agree on (1) the terms between which the comparisibibe realized, i.e.
the unit of comparison, (2) the nature and the elegf the differences and
similarities that will be identified and (3) theteria according to which the
comparison will be carried out. Relocated in thetert of analysis on
translated irony, these three elements include reesseof interrelated
problems. As for the first issue underscored byveldon, the unit of
comparison, it is clear that, at the top level, ¢benparison of the texts in
my corpus could not be any easier, given that tietwf departure is that
of empirically observable texts where one textrisspnted paratextually as
being a translation of another texthe problems, however, are situated on
every rank below this level. Should we considemeets of structure or of
content? Even if we agree on the beginning of exdity text as a fairly
reasonable unit for the start of any analysis, tilled® not know if “one [is]
supposed to begin on the level of morphemes, odsyoor phrases, or
sentences, or [if one should] look initially at tiead, rather than linguistic
features, and with respect to form or to functigkbster, 2000, p. 101).
Then, what about the directionality of the comgaeaprocedure: should
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the textual analysis be carried out first on thel&7El or on the TT level?
Or should the units of comparison be established the two texts
simultaneouslyas was proposed by Toury (1995, p. 89) with higpted
pair of replacing and replaced elements. Last lmitleast, we have the
guestion of comparative systematicity: should ca@pathe repertory or the
distinctive feature method? Koster, drawing on Hzdni1l976 [1988], p. 89,
guoted in Koster, 2000, p. 98) suggests that tipertery method—i.e.
establishing beforehand a required repertory otufea always to be
analysed—agrees better with the establishment oftedium set
independently and separately for both the ST andPUr in other words,
when we identify distinctive features—arposterioriactivity—thetertium
is based on one of the texts under comparison, hwhieans that “as a
consequence, the comparison is always undertakem thie point of view
of one of the texts” (Koster, 2000, p. 160). Evéough the repertory
method does not automatically ensure research wpidbritizes the
relation between textsather than jusbne text(be it the ST or the TT),
Koster still claims it suits the heuristic purposéshe tertium better in that
“[a] tertium should not be used to determine the conditionsnfgariance,
but should provide for a level of comparison. Arpuise-text dependent
tertiumis bound to be linked with a preconceived notibineariance, and
as a consequence procedurally formalizes normgtii2000, p. 161).
Crisafulli puts into perspective Koster's obserati and points out his
tendency for rigorous taxonomy. According to Crdlaf the repertory
method “might be a useful point of departure far tomparative study of
source and target text. But it is simply not fekesiio ascertain in advance
what textual features are relevant to all litersyts” (2004, p. 88). Even
though Crisafulli does not expand much on the iskaeightly underscores
the incompatibility between “neat categories oflgsia” ® (2004, p. 88) or
rigid taxonomies on the one hand and the intenwefactor proper to
hermeneutics on the other.

| too subscribe only partially to the heuristic pibdity—or even
requirement—of absolute, fixed and exhaustivelggatized taxonomies. |
am fully aware that this might be at the expensbath systematicity and
interpersonal comparability but | remain convindbat the interpretive
factor inherent in irony prevents me from conclggdotherwise. Therefore,
a list of ironic clues (Booth, 1974, pp. 53-76)formal markers signalling
“the possibility of ironic attribution” (Hutcheori, 994, p. 154) functions, in
my method, as a point of departure and as nothimgnThis is as close as
one can get to a repertory method. Such a listalillays be deficient in
that it cannot account for the relevance, or inafee, of certain formal
clues for the ironic interpretation of a literarprk in a specific discursive
community (Hutcheon, 1994). Even Booth, who strif@sinterpersonal,
univocal interpretation through strict formal arsdy admits that ironic
clues are there only to invite us to recognize rami¢ meaning (1974,
p. 49). In accordance with her pragmatic approddheironic happening
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Hutcheon stresses the fact that ironic markerserdhan constituting irony
in themselves, merely “signal the possibility afriic attribution” (1994,
p. 154). Let us not forget that “irony signals dasignalirony until they are
interpreted as such” (1994, p. 151). Moreover, isbists on one final, but
extremely important issue for research in TS, rfadirkers, of course, are
more than likely culture- and situation-specific:hat may function
ironically in one social context might well gravebffend in another”
(1994, p. 155).

So, the features that | will include in my (incoef@ and
provisional) list will also determine the level of my unit of roparison.
Since irony cannot be easily delimited in isolagalhguistic units (such as
the ones determined by phonological, lexical ortagtical structure), it
seems more workable to include a superior textaséll triggering —
potentially—the ironic happening of the literaryxtte For the sake of
practicality, then, this textual level is consid&tgerarchically superior and
includes a series of variable linguistic meanssTiillustrated here with a
relatively straightforward case of stylisticallyoiic signalling through
hyperbolic and antiphrastic language. The examgldaken fromThe
Invention of More(1940/1964) by Bioy Casares (1914-1999). In thigeho
an anonymous fugitive reaches what he takes farsertiisland, but soon
realizes that he shares it with strange people sd®mm to consciously
ignore him. It is only towards the end of the notrelt the protagonist will
discover that these characters are nothing more theee-dimensional
images, projected by a machine that works accorttinthe rhythm of the
maritime tides. The I-character desperately fall¢ove with one of them,
Faustine, and tries to observe her when she swdaththe rocks reading a
book. What he does not know is that her presencalfsence) is totally
dependent on the sea tides required to make thbaineawork. When he
arrives one afternoon and finds no sign of heilist@rofoundly annoyed by
his lack of punctuality and utters a series of rmlittory evaluations of his
birth city, Caracas:

(1) (Mi impuntualidad me exaspera, jpensar que_en es® de los
vicios llamada el mundo civilizagdaen Caracas, fue un trabajoso
adorng una de mis caracteristicas mas personales!) (Basares,
1940, p. 137, my emphasis)
= [My unpunctuality exasperates me, to think thmathat court of
vices called the civilized world, in Caracas, theds a laborious
ornament, one of my most personal characteristics.]

My lack of punctuality exasperates me—to think thdhe civilized
world, in Caracas, | was always late deliberatelyat was one of my
most personal characteristi)gBioy Casares, 1940/1964, p. 31, my
emphasis)
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The ironic signalling through the disharmonious atliggion of Caracas
makes us aware of the negative judgmental stanagliidon, 1994, p 37)
of irony, inferred through a tone of mockery or twnpt. What the |-
character suggests here is that Caracas mightrimdeoed by many as a
civilized place, but his paradoxical evaluationaclg indicates the contrary:
his evaluation of Caracas is far from positive. Tlay the English
translation omits the antiphrastic paraphrase tecde los vicios’ literally
translated as “that court of vices”) clearly eliaies all the ironic
happeningof the excerpt. The impression the reader of thgligh text is
left with is a coherent one: it is no longer Carmea the urban centre of
paradoxical human nature which is being criticizeather, it is the I-
character which is criticized for being irrespoiesibThe absence of the
paradoxical language no longer invites the Engligh reader to make
inferences about the I-character.

The analysis of this excerpt shows the possibleaiatdges of an
analysis which starts off with a list of textualaferes always to be
analyzed: by including above-unit level, textualatfees such as
antiphrastic, paradoxical or hyperbolic language, uke problem of the
unit of analysis has been solved. If the comparisaro longer made on the
level of a specific linguistic unit but on whatev&rguistic means are used
for the expression of, let us say, the antiphraptitadoxical or hyperbolic
language use, the unit of comparison is delimited fairly systematic way.

Nevertheless, the repertory method cannot pos$iblyperational
for the identification ofeveryironic instance. In the example above, the
reader's emotional response was triggered relgtivedsily by the
paradoxical expressions used by the I-charactemwie puts his home
town in a negative light. It is however impossilite predictall possible
triggers of emotive responses able to generate the peocemf the
evaluative edge or axiological nature associated isony in almost all the
literature on irony (see for instance Ballart, 19%uecke, 1969,
Schoentjes, 2001). This would lead to “unwieldy algdive models”
(Crisafulli, 2004, p. 89) where elaborated preliamy) descriptive analysis
of both ST and TT would in the end prove useless.

Apart from the feasibility problem, the repertongtlis limited
methodologically in that it@ priori nature pinpoints irony to concrete
linguistic or textual manifestations without beiable to account for more
interpretative processes. There is little doubtydwer, about the question
of irony being a complex cognitive process (Kaufé81, p.1983)
determined by the discursive community in whichisit produced and
interpreted (Hutcheon, 1994). Put in other worlde atpriori nature leaves
little or no margin for the reader’s interpretatitniggered by elements
previously processed, whether intra- or intertelkfua

Let us consider an example where irony is triggenddhtextually.
The excerpt is taken from Vargas Llosa’s novaint Julia and the
Scriptwriter (1977/1982)a semi-autobiographic novel relating the story of
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the 18-year old Marito, a law-student with aspoa$ as a writer. He
desperately falls in love with his aunt-in-law, iduUrquidi, and engages in
a passionate relationship. Due to the increasiffigculties of their secret
relationship—Julia is his political aunt, a divadceroman, fourteen years
his elder, unable to marry him because he haseaathed the legal age of
21—he suffers from insomnia and arrives early atkwea thing very
unusual for him. This is how he informs the readerhis professional
activities:

(2) Estuve en mi altilo de Panamericana mas temprane de
costumbre y cuando llegaron Pascual y el Gran teallilas ocho,
ya tenia preparados los boletines y leidos, anstgdmadriculados
(para el plagio) todos los periédicos. (Vargas &]d®977, p. 309)
= [l was in my attic at [the radio station] Panaitena earlier than
usual and when Pascual and Great Pablito arrivezdght o’clock, |
had all the bulletins prepared already and | had ,rannotated and
marked (for the plagiarism) all the newspapers]

If we analysed this excerpt according to the repgnnethod approach, this
passage would not even stand duituated in the overall constellation of
the narrative, however, things are quite differa@iis is mainly because the
reader knows how the mature narrator evaluatedoniser professional
activity: a job with a “pompous-sounding title, adest salary, duties as a
plagiarist, and flexible working hours: News Dimct of Radio
Panamericana” (Vargas Llosa, 1977/1982, p. 3). fitleedoes not square
with the job’s content, which consists in “cuttingt interesting news items
that appeared in the daily papers and rewritingntlséightly so that they
could be read on the air during the newscastst.jir retyping “news
items from El Comercio and La Prensa, changingctiggs and adverbs”
(ibid., p. 10). Neither does the title convey tt@pquality of his editorial
staff, composed of Pascual—who selects news itenfariction of their
bloody crime rather than their informative relevareand Big Pablito, a
complete illiterate. Marito’'s material working cdtidns are in as poor
condition as his editorial staff: he is stuck ifillay shack, his desk is taken
away to give to the accountant and his typewritethe author of popular
radio shows. All the above certainly foregroundse tibsurdity of the
narrator's working situation or, at the very leaininishes its importance.
Let us first return to the passage mentioned alamdecompare it with the
US and the Dutch target texts:

I was at my desk in the shack at Panamericana ezattian usual
that morning, and when Pascual and Big Pablito wed at eight, |
had already written the bulletins, read all the mpapers, and
annotated and marked in red all the news itemsdqlagiarized
(Vargas Llosa, 1977/1982, p. 237, my emphasis)
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Ik was vroeger dan anders in mijn dakkamertje veaadia

Panamericana en toen Pascual en grote Pablito orht awr

kwamen, had ik de bulletins al klaar en alle krantkoorgelezen,
van aantekeningen voorzien en aangestre@ph plagiaat te
voorkomep (Vargas Llosa, 1977/1981, p. 263, my emphasis)

= [l was at my shack at Panamericana earlier tlsraluand when
Pascual and Big Pablito arrived at eight, | haéaay finished the
bulletins and read all the newspapers, annotated naarked (to

avoid plagiarism)]

Both translators have textually manipulated thera®text's ambiguous
reference concerning the plagiarism: in both catbese is a shift towards
more explicitness. The way they have done thisugho clearly indicates
that they have interpreted the irony in a differemty. The US translator
highlights the causal relationship between the mgrlin the newspapers
and the plagiarizing. Marito prepares the newspapgmarking in red the
relevant news items which will be plagiarized bys&el afterwards.
Interestingly, the Dutch translator's textual mandgions lead to a very
different reading. Having arrived early, Marito tedseady prepared several
bulletins. That is: he has already plagiarized sdveews items, retyping
them by modifying some adjectives and adverbs. &uttrary to what
happens in the US text, the Dutch Marito marks nba/spapers so that
Pascual would not plagiarize his own work when prifg the other
bulletins. These textual modifications have alstecéd the evaluative
dimension. Both the US and Dutch readings areesdidly but the target of
the negative judgment is different: in the US tetkie mature narrator
exposes the illicit character of his former profesal activity. In the Dutch
text, though, the mature narrator mocks his yousg#rand highlights the
absurdity of the situation insofar as he wantsvimidathat others plagiarize
his work which is itself full of plagiarisms. Thiast reading would be odd
if it did not square with so many other textual péa where the younger
self's pedantry is harshly exposed by the matureat@. The fact that this
reading was privileged only by one of the two tfates's clearly indicates
the interpretive component of irony. On a methodial level, it is a
reminder of the limits of pre-established listscaferia for the selection of
literary ironic fragments.

Example (2) marked the limits of a repertory list fnstances in
which the reader’s ironic attributiomappens as a consequence of
information gathered in other parts of the novédstual space. Example
(3) will point out the same limits but for instascehere ironic happening
depends on an intertextual mechanism. The exampddén from the novel
Tres tristes tigre$1967) by the Cuban writer Cabrera Infante (19205).
| will not get into all the details of this extremdragmented novel. Suffice
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it to say that the author juxtaposes different nelaracters that compete
with each other. Their central activities are oemtron women and
language. Silvestre, a writer who seems to havte liick—both with
women and writing—tries to seduce a young but wkmnb blonde. She is
accompanied by a girlfriend with whom she has hidsrelationship, as
suggested more than once in the chapter. Whens8#vesalizes he is not
making any progress at all, he mocks his own cardiby manipulating
the words of a very popular Cuban saying. He redabe well known
“perro huevero, aunque le quemen el hocico, sigaeiendo huevo”, -
meaning literally “an egg eating dog will always eags, even when he
burns his snout’- combining the first part of theyieg “perro huevero,
aunque” with “esté entre avestruces”. Translategtdily, this means as
much as “an egg eating dog, even when” combinet titing among
ostriches”. Only the original excerpt will be lidtbere; the two translations
analysed (French and Dutch) will be inserted below.

(3) Perro huevero, aunque esté entre avestruces (@dhfante, 2005,
p. 424)
= [an egg eating dog, even when being among oss]ch

The contrast between what is mentally activatetthénreader’s mind on the
one hand—necessity obliges hungry dogs to continbalrn their mouths
—, and what is stated literally by the referencethte ostrich’s habit of
putting its head in the sand in order to consciplighore danger on the
other hand, is what triggers the mocking self-prtive irony of the
character, a sort of “expression of [...] wisdom invarld full of snares”
(Muecke, 1969, p. 234). The manipulated sayingagto the reader the
character's daring attitude—as stated—but its glarépetition and the
ensuing mental echoing of the original saying pre® the unhappy
consequences the protagonist will have to face wieeburns himself once
more, i.e. when once more his sexual hunger doegatsatisfied. It is the
partial repetition that makes the reader interBibtestre’s attitude as both
verbal wit and self-irony. The manipulation of the saying alsduoes a
second reading: for the reader relying on the tablintertext Job 39:13-
18), the image of the ostrich points to the women’s latktelligence, to a
person without wisdom or understanding. This secoatling is very
plausible, particularly if we take into consideoatithe exact timing of
Silvestre’s comment: he has tried several timemaie the women laugh,
but his intellectual humour inevitably falls on femrs. When he tries to
make them laugh once again, this time with a perfjrially realises that it
is no use trying and makes the dog-comment. Sikwastobservation
therefore not only conveys a good dose of selfyirbnit also severely
criticizes the women'’s lack of humour and intelfige.

Even if it were possible to include in arpriori repertory list all the
features that could possibly account for the evaleasignalling or
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intertextual framing, and provided that identifyitigese features in both ST
and TT were feasible on a descriptive level, thisild still only solve one
part of the threefold problem inherent in compaefprocedures. As has
been suggested above, two more problematic featdhes degree of
difference and the specific traits according to akhthe comparison is
carried out, are still to be dealt with. This |l&stue concerns thalueto be
attributed to the shifts and similarities estaldidhthrough comparative
procedure. Koster rightly underscores that estaibijs shifts is not
tantamount to identifying normative practicesslhbt so much the shifts in
themselves but the way they are put to use thasilggsmakes them
normative. If the ST is regarded as the sole paiimomparison—i.e. when
shifts identified between the ST and TT are considl@s deviations of how
a translationshould be realized —, then the ST is used as a normative
yardstick. If, however, shifts are considered adéwiation from gotential
rendering, rather than a deviation from a maximabptimal rendering”
(Koster, 2000, p. 159) then dissimilarities (orfshibetween texts are even
“essentially positive in that they become highlyamiagful” (Crisafulli,
2004, p. 238) for the way in which individual tré&ters carry out specific
readings of the ST. As Koster suggests (2000, @), e way of deriving
the invariant relative to which a shift will be alslished is by working with
more than one translation of the same ST: eithéménsame or in different
languages. Koster’s convincing reasoning does olweghe problem that
the interpretive nature of irony makes it difficuti define the relevant
qualities in terms of which dissimilarities have be defined. Let us
analyse this in the light of the former exampleg thanipulating of the
Cuban saying which triggers the reader’s interpiggiaof Silvestre’s self-
irony. In French and Dutch respectively, this hasrbrendered as follows:

Le criminel revient toujours sur les jeux de soimer (Cabrera
Infante, 1967/1970, p. 404)
= [The criminal always returns to the games ofdhisie. ]

De vos verliest wel zijn haren maar niet zijn tek€abrera Infante,
1967/2002, p. 389).
= [The fox does loose his fur but not his ticks.]

Let us say | establish the shifts relative to arairant such athe ironig a
rather elusive literary effect but, as suggestex/approbably the only way
there is to merge fundamental elements in the drdw@ppening: formal
signalling which is, ifirony happenscombined with a series of emotive
responses generated through framed interpretiveepses. In our example,
the ironic in the ST operates through a distancing contrasivdéen the
stated and the mentally activated ironic repetitigfrom a textual
perspective, it animates Silvestre in that it pinpohim as a self-conscious
and witty character who compensates his lack ok imclove with self-
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irony. Even though he knows he will once again betnt (dog), he
consciously ignores the danger or unpleasant fastsich). We have also
suggested a second possible reading, triggeredhby ostrich image
symbolizing the woman'’s stupidity.

In the French text, the mechanism underlying tbayiris no longer
the accumulation of meanings through what is stared what is merely
suggested by means of mentally activated echoietitem. Rather, the
accumulation of risky behaviour and self-knowledgi@ctivated jointly in
the image of the criminal and no longer operates Mans of a
“simultaneously double ironic meaning” (Hutcheo®94, p. 60). Above
the level of the simple sentence, though, it gtilfils a similar textual
function in that it animates Silvestre as a salfiic character. The Dutch
case is different in that it puts forward Silvesrslyness through a very
funny manipulation of a well known Dutch saying walthi might be
translated as “the leopard cannot change its @)paéthat is evoked here is
the unchangeable nature of Silvestre: womanizing @t succeeding in it)
is indeed one of his most frequent activities. Big fox image does not
combine the inclusive meaning of both consciouglyoring danger and
getting burnt. Its cutting edge is oriented diffahg in both the ST and the
French TT Silvestre mocks his negative qualitiesabiicipating ironically
his imminent failure to seduce. In the Dutch teke fox-imagery merely
communicates Silvestre’'s unchanged habit but da#sgive away the
character's negative self-judgment nor does itcigdie his failure. It
should also be noted here that neither the Freoclthe Dutch text allows
for the second reading that | have suggested akibeecriticism of the
woman’s stupidity has been completely erased.

Let us now return to the discussion regarding tevant qualities
which will enable us to distinguish and evaluate #hifts. If, as | have
stated above, we evaluate accordinght® ironic then both TT excerpts —
the French and the Dutch—show shifts. They are,elvew of a very
different nature. The displacements can be optimgtasped only if |
artificially isolate three criteria included in thestablishment of the
invariant as a heuristic construct: (1) irony’'s satics, (2) its cutting edge
and (3) its formal markers and framingiaking the irony come into
existence (Hutcheon, 1994). Both the French andtiteh excerpts, then,
show major shifts regarding the irony’s semantiosthat there is no
superposition of the said and the unsaid. It is that the French excerpt
accumulates both meanings through connotationdrbthiglar imagery, but
this is not done by distancing a stated and aratetstmeaning through the
manipulation of a saying; it is triggered by théenences we make about
the possible consequences for a burglar returniribet scene of his crime.
In the Dutch excerpt, there is no inclusive meanitgtsoever. Regarding
the cutting edge, | have shown the Dutch excemdtift towards a much
less evaluative stance: the I-character’s selfyirohthe ST has evolved in
praise of his own sly tricks and unchanged halbiss brings us to the third
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element, the formal signalling of irony, where #hés no shift at all. Both
the French and the Dutch translation’s comical malation of an original
saying makes the reader aware of possible iromytriggering mechanism
works in the same way. However, only in the Fretett does the exact
choice of the saying, i.e. its lexical-semantiaoserve the character’s self-
irony in that it conveys his attitude towards hisnostupidity. The fox in
the Dutch excerpt does not arouse critical selffjment but merely
satisfaction with one’s own sly tricks.

5. Inherent normativity

Summarizing these elements, one is tempted to ¢latrthe Dutch excerpt
is no longer ironic, whereas the French one tillThis evaluation should,
however, be put into the right perspective: it edgeno judgment on the
part of the scholar whatsoever, but is merely uasda comparative
technique. It does disclose, though, the inherenmativity in the way |
have organised my methodology. Let us state fiat the normativity | am
talking about is not a consequence of source-aibrdss: by positinthe
ironic as the invariant for the comparison, this obsthake been dealt with.
In fact, there are numerous examples showing amcifbT excerpt for an
un-ironic ST excerpt. The uncritical stance, thstating that source-text
oriented analysis isnecessarily normative whilst target-orientedness
automaticallysafeguards against it, does not hold. In my vieere is only
one reason why target-orientedness should be pedfén (or combined
with) translational interpretive analysis and tisats epistemological added
value. Indeed, complementing ST-TT comparisons witgearch into
target-side contextual features is necessary ihitlgives us access to a
series of “factors impinging on translation behavio(Crisafulli, 2004,
p. 24). It is highly regrettable though that mueldical target-side research
has inevitably led to an excessive “predilection &bstract patterns and
regularities of behaviour, which inevitably obfutesa single translators”
(Crisafulli, 2004, p. 328).

The inherent normativity mentioned above, thenpfisa wholly
different nature and has, though differently, beewlerscored by Koster
(2000, pp. 155-157). This kind of normativity, whidés unavoidable is
related to the nature of comparative procedurdf.itSince, as he argues,
any comparative procedure “one way or another,ileraa evaluation of
actual choices against a range of possible choi¢2800, p. 156), the
decisions regarding what does and what does ndattitie a shift will
always be dependent “on the describer’s views efrétationship between
the two linguistic, literary and/or cultural systeinvolved” (2000, p. 157).
The only way to avoid normativity, then, is by “&iging from translation
comparison altogether” (2000, p.157). He comesteions with this
pessimistic reasoning by arguing that the compaggtrocedure between
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whatis (the translated) and whabuld have beeffthe range of potential
renderings) is in fact “not different from any pess of signification”
(2000, p. 157) and that, in that sense, “the ndwitatof translation
description is inherent to the status of Transtaudies as an academic
disciplinetaking cultural products as its obje@ince the study of cultural
products and practices is itself a cultural practit is bound to be
interpretivé (2000, p. 157, my emphasis). | fundamentally agnéth this
argument but would like to expand on the exact icagibns that this has
for my methodology. By narrowing the scope of mge@rch—the ironic—
and by identifying shifts according the ironic | will necessarily focus
first and exclusively on the way the ironic hasrbaffected, be it in the ST
or in one of the TTs. | will always look upon myngales with analytical
lenses that prioritize the way relevant formal fees or emotive and
intertextual framing making the irony happen, hadveen translated.
Looking at translations in a retrospective way waitth a particular research
aim means that, inevitably, | restrict the possibleidence of other
elements having interfered in the translator'smétie and definitive option.
There is, however, one fundamental difference betwthe translator’s
practice and the scholar's analysis: the translaoforced to prioritize
between multiple variables and will decide whetlerprioritize certain
features at the expense of others. The describdegest and conceptual
lenses will always be guided by his or her reseaiofs and objectives.
Even though his concern is mainly the translatioh lwumour,
Zabalbeascoa’s warning can be adaptedatis mutandidor the case of
irony:

[...] when translating humor, we need to know where husteomds
as a priority and what restrictions stand in they whfulfilling the
intended goals [...]. The complexity of translatitimen, arises from
the range of possible combinations of so many kbeta Priorities
and restrictions may change considerably from tagios to
translation and even between the translation andoitirce text. [...]
If a certain feature is perceived [by the transla&s a top priority it
must be achieved at all costs, middle range pigsriire highly
desirable but share their importance with othertuigx features.
Marginal priorities are the ones which are onlgipted as long as
more important priorities are fully accounted fostf Priorities that
are prohibited should not appear in the text atadtthough they may
be perfectly legitimate in other circumstances &Qip. 201-202).

The discrepancy between the scholar's microscompicud and the
translator's general one will necessarily have afluénce on the
evaluations regarding the ironic. The only way ¢aldvith this discrepancy
is by formalizing it throughout the way the irorshifts will be evaluated.
Therefore, the shifts looked upon must not be fdated in evaluative
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terms: a shift irthe ironicdoes not entail a better or inferior translatian b
can reveal indicative factors of the way(s) a tlaos has interpreted a
specific (un)ironic excerpt.

6. Conclusion

In the first part of this paper | have highlightethy the adherence to a
specific conception of literary irony is by no mearalue-free and entails
programmatic consequences for the TS scholar. @mynamic approach
to irony—whereby irony happens rather than existbewa us to embrace
three relevant orientations in descriptive empirit& research: (1) target-
side functional investigations, (2) historical-d@stive oriented analyses
and (3) translational interpretive oriented analybi the second part of the
paper | have focused on this third kind of reseabdtause it involves a
series of thorny questions regarding the compa&8V-TT procedure. |
have organised these difficulties around threerakigsues: (1) the unit of
comparison, (2) the degree of the differences Idokpon and (3) the
specific traits on the basis of which the differemcand similarities are
identified. | have illustrated why the repertorythed can only function as
a point of departure: the interpretive and evalgathature of irony is
incompatible with exhaustive taxonomies pinpointthg analysis to strict
linguistic or textual features. That is why | hgu®posed as an invariant
the ironig a rather elusive literary effect which enablestmenerge three
fundamental elements in the ironic happening: @mantics, its cutting
edge and its formal markers. This methodologicaktoict offers a double
advantage: by considering an invariant such agdé, | can (1) establish
the unit of comparison on whatever (linguistic,tte, intertextual) level is
necessary and (2) account in one single concepefgrdivergent elements
such as formal signalling, interpretive/evaluatipgocesses and the
semantic mechanisms underlying the ironic phenomenohave not,
though, overcome one fundamental issue inherenthé& comparative
procedure: the discrepancy between the scholartewaconceptual lenses
and the translator’s final decisions deriving fraganeral considerations.
This is an essential issue which must be taken @woount when we
evaluate the identified shifts. | conclude thatstlaspect, rather than
constituting a limit for the analysis, can be esisérin that it reveals
fundamental aspects regarding the specific wayhithvcertain features of
the ST have been interpreted.
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1 Warm thanks to Andrew Chesterman, the editorshef present issue and an anonymous
reviewer for their helpful comments on earlier vans of this article.

2 Unlike Booth, the illustrative examples givenlytcheon are not restricted to literary works.
Her examples come from a varied range of mediai@mapera, film, visual art, performance,
etc.), which is motivated as follows: “[T]his cheicepresents my recognition of the fact that
irony “happens” [...] in all kind of discourses (vatpvisual, aural), in common speech as well
as in highly crafted aesthetic form, in so-calléghhart as well as in popular culture” (1994,

p. 5).

3 | will develop elsewhere these factors thatemsential in the argumentation of the three key
notions at the basis of my methodological consttiet ironic.

4 The exact quote by Naaijkens is: “Vertaalintetptie wordt begrepen niet als de in het proces
van het vertalen zich ontwikkelende zienswijze maeal de speciale zienswijze op de
brontekst zoals deze uit het vertaalproduct bliji@002, p. 46). | will come back to the
methodological implications of this issue lateriorhis paper.
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5 Suleiman very rightly identifies the imbricatomf meaning and intention: “the notion of
intention is a necessary, if embarrassing, comptoofeany critical theory that locates meaning
in the text: necessary, because if the text reptesar contains a stable meaning, then that
meaning must have been “put there"—uwilled, interedég someone; embarrassing, because it
threatens to lead back to the bogs of biograptidsicism and to the Author as ultimate
authority and guarantor of the meaning of his t¢x876, p. 16).

6 Like Delabastita (2001), Crisafulli uncovers {sradox in Koster's critique of the Adequate
Translation (Toury, 1980) as a form of tertium camgtionis on the one hand and Koster’s
own, equally positivistic, purpose on the other:o$ter's totalizing, all-encompassing
framework for the description of poetic discounséranslation, which should supposedly yield
an invariant semantic skeleton of the source teat tan serve as a tertium comparationis, is
tantamount to endorsing a positivistic-structutatienception of the Adequate Translation”
(2004, p. 54).

7 Unless, of course, we were to include in thethe use of brackets as a possible trigger of
irony. Once again, this would lead to extremelyolaius preliminary analyses. If, in my
repertory list, | were to include brackets as aeptiél trigger of ironic attributing, | would have
to list all instances where brackets were usedthad verify whether they allow for ironic
inferences or not. This would of course be extrgrtiele-consuming.

8 | have slightly modified Halverson’s suggestamto the way she formulates the problematical
issue. Since she discusses equivalence, it isurptising that the “third component of the
concept of equivalence which [...] has been [...] theus of conceptual debate is the quality
in terms of which the samenasdefined” (1997, p. 210, my emphasis). | thinkwlkver, that,
provided some slight changes (i.e. differencesatsibf sameness), it very rightly summarizes
the three fundamental issues of comparative praeedu

9 My term is inspired by Hutcheon’s (1994, pp.14B) who herself draws on a warning by
Culler suggested in Framing the sign: “[s]ince gienomena criticism deals with are signs,
forms with socially-constituted meanings, one migfyt to think not of context but of the
framing of signs: how are signs constituted (frajnéy various discursive practices,
institutional arrangements, systems of value, seeimechanisms?” (1988: ix, quoted in
Hutcheon 1994, p. 145). Hutcheon's use of framedganore margin to the interrelatedness of
context and frames: “in fact, frames change costesd the notion of context is not so much
supplanted by as supplemented by the theory ofifigin1994, p. 145). Context, then, is not a
“positivistic entity existing outside the utteranteit rather is itself constructed through
interpretive procedures. And these proceduresurn, thave been formed through our prior
experience with interpreting other texts and castefd 994, p. 146).



