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METAPHORICAL DISCOURSE AND IDEQLOGY IN TRANSLATION

Introduction

Translation is a rewriting of an original text. All rewritings, as
Lefevere (1992:31) states, whatever their intention, “reflect a certain
ideology and a poetics and as such manipulate literature to function in a
given society in a given way”.“Rewriting is manipulation, undertaken in
the service of power, and in its positive aspect can help in the evolution of

a literature and a society” (Lefevere, 1992, p. 31).

According to Lefevere (1992, p. 31), "rewritings can 1. *roduce
new concepts, new genres, new devices, and the his. >ty ol ranslation is
also the history of literary innovation, of the shapirg yawe of one culture
upon another”. But rewriting can also repre  "ir 1ovation, distort and
contatn, and in an age of ever increasing ma .ipu.ation of all kinds, the
study of the manipulative processes of *tevature as exemplified by
translation helps us towards a greater a_ areness of the world in which we

live" (Lefevere, 1992, p. 31).

In translating 1>etap .or, many scholars, like Nida (1964),
Catford (1965), Macan \19».), and Hornby (1988) believe that culture is
a main factor it. an-lating metaphor because it is quite relevant to the

nature of metapia: On the other hand, Dagut (1976: 32) in his article
entitled “Can Metaphor Be Translated?” states that:

There is no simplistic general rule for translation of metaphor, but
that the translatability of any given source language metaphor depends on
(1) the particular cultural experiences and semantic exploited by it, and

(2) the extent to which these can, or cannot, be reproduced non-



anomalously in target language, depending on the degree of overlap in

each particular case.
Furthermorehe (1987:82) states:

“What determines the translatability of a source language
metaphor is not its boldness or originality but rather the content to which
the cultural experiences and lexical matrices on which it draws are shared

by speakers of the particular target language.”

Regarding cognitive metaphors, linguists like. _akoff and
Johnson (1980, P.3) believe that they exist in “everyday L.». 1t just in
language but in thought and action,” and they <is¢ u. nticned that “the
conceptual system is fundamentally metaphoric!”. 1 ‘aresver, Lakoff and
Johnson (1980, P.7) state that metaphori~2! uircou.ses are derived from
metaphorical concepts. ‘Time is mons; ™ is . metaphorical concept and
‘you are wasting my time,” ‘{ don’ he e th: time to give you’ or ‘I have

invested a lot of time in her” are 1. - .apuorical discourses.
Also Steen (1994, 2.« -5) suggests that:

Cognitive v=m has had three significant consequences. First of all,
metaphor has had its notorious stigma of abnormality or deviance
removed T.e o° ond consequence of this new situation is less fortunate.
For with me.aphor’s conquering of the social sciences, it has lost its
comfortably clear character as an apparently well-defined problem within
thetoric and poetics. The third consequence of the revaluation of
metaphor is the framing of a question which is the result of the other two

consequences.



METAPHORICAL DISCOURSE AND IDECLOGY IN TRANSLATION

The notion  that  all literary languages are
metonymic/metaphorical is not a new subject, and it had been advocated
by many creative writers and literary translators. Literary critic Richards
is quick to point out the connection: Richards for example, devotes two of
six chapters of The Pﬁilosophy Rhetoric (1936} to the subject. Not
limiting his findings to literary language, Richard views metaphor as a
fundamental property of human thought, connecting the metaphor to
“transference”. Metaphors, according to Richards, thus crezie 1. anings,

or provide the means for thinking, thereby shaping our very lives.

In Iiterary investigation, the view of metap. v is undamental
rather than an embellishment on language. The Y ey Urifics, echoed the
view of the formalists; indeed for them the traiis, “lio. vetween words and
things could Iead to a fusion yielding no juit = decoration added to an

object, but an entirely new and orga. ‘ca lv umined object.

While the contributicas of post-structuralist thinkers to
translation practice have kaen S, negligible, some recent thinking on
metaphor seems usefi’.. D awing on work by linguists like Jakobson,
many post-structui it inkers tend to view metaphor as something
alwaf,/s present € :¢i.t. the most common words. Indeed, post-structuralist
scholars tend to aigue that culture’s view of “reality” is dependent on the
metaphorical process. Language ceases to be viewed as something
reflecting reality and instead becomes understood as the medium by

which an individual’s conception of reality is formed.

The double constitution of metaphﬁlr is perhaps best elaborated
by Derrida, who in “White Mythology” ( 1972), translated in 1982; argucs

that “while metaphors are invariably encounter with an older canonical



system of associations, they also displace those associations, during
which process the possibility for a semantic wandering is opened”. Many
of the terms Derrida uses for talking about metaphor are the very same he
uses about translation. For Derrida, both translations and metaphor open
up a space between non-meaning preceding language and meaning/truth
embedded in language. For Derrida, every word functions as a metaphor,
or better said, every word functions as a metaphor of a metaphor, thereby

involving the reader/translator in the unlimited semiotic chain.

According to Encyclopedia of Literary Traasla on, perhaps
the “postcolonial” approach to translating metaphor comes ~on. a group
of modernist literary translators from Brazil. \arolac and Augusto de
Campos (1990), who have articulated, a translai 1 sutCgy that questions
the transparent, self-effacing role of the ‘‘ans’ato’ who tends to reduce
metaphor to simpler and easy to undrssic ad . ims, and instead advocate
emphasizing differences and «dive gei. = “rom the norm. Translation is
viewed less as a medium to car._ a unified and fixed meaning across
cultures and instead as ~ m.diui: that does not necessarily correspond
with religion, music,%.cerramuc fields of the original. Indeed, translation
becomes another . u.d of original writing, just as inventive, inspired and
spontaneous. he [dal, according to the de Campos brothers, is fo
translate. no. licrally, but metaphorically, with the aim of producing
analogues eftects by different means. The goal is less a version, more
reversion; less a reconstitution of the signs in another language, more a
reconstitution of the movement of the signs in language, even at the risk

of adding phonetic, syntactic, or semantic connotations.
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