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3 TRANSLATION OF METALI

3.1 The paradox
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theory. To prove how neglected this field of study is Dagut (1976:21)
lists various principal texts on translation which all devote either less than
3 % of their space to metaphor or none at all! He goes on to argue that
the astounding proportions of this neglect become even more glaring when
contrasted with the close attention paid to metaphor by literary t  rists
and literary critics down the ages. In defence of the random (tention
attributed to the pivotal issue of metaphor by translation theorists it v be
fair to say that the blame can presumably be laid at the door of an
"intuitively subscribed and generally accepted inadequacy of ng =
generalisations about the translatability of metaphor " (Vi den -oeck,
1981:23). Yet all this evidence on the neglect of metaphor in the _« 1 of
translation, and the fact that a translator cannot afford himself the luxury
of pronouncing something untranslatable suggest one thing. It has become
increasingly important to initiate a more thorough and a more systematic
discussion and investigation on the translation of metaphor.

But in order to deal adequately with the translation of metaph - it is
essential to recognise that two separate and distinct issues are at stake,
namely:

1 Metaphor. _
2 Translation (Mason, 1982:140).

Van den Broeck (1981:74) supports the idea of taking into accot t both
these separate fields of interest. He goes further to state that for a
systematic discussion of the implications of metaphor in translation to take
place, the theorist should have the following specifications at his disposal
as a starting point: |

1 A suitable definition of metaphor. (I believe that this shoul
include an understanding of the purpose of o :aphor iad an

ess of the various types of metapho )

2 An exposition of possible modes of translating metaphors. (There
are perhaps more ways in translating metaphors that there a  types
of metaphors.)

3 An outline of the different contexts in which metaphors can occur.
(A metaphor within poetry requires a different emphasis than a
metaphor wit*~ a newspaper article.)
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..." (1975:10) and Soskice who says: "Credit is customarily given to
Aristotle for the first discussion of metaphor ..." (1987:1). It is not
surprising, then, that most contemporary analyses return to Aristotle's
account of metaphor in an attempt to resolve any problems and
ambiguities that arise from investigating this issue. It has n doubt
influenced almost all subsequent discussions of metaphor. I believe
Aristotle's definition of metaphor is more important than many v uld like
to admit and that is probably why, despite Dagut's (1976:22) advocating a
redefinition of the term "metaphor", he conversely warns that it does n
mean that doubt is to be cast on the validity of Aristotle's definition.
Bate's summation of the relevance of the material in the Poetics amply
illustrates the profound effect of, among other things, Aristotle's
discussion of metaphor, on Literary Theory today:

Many of the issues it [the Poefics|] raises have a [ ‘ennial
importance - an importance that results from the range and
penetration of Aristotle's own mind, and also from the ren rkable
success and fertile creativity of the Greek approach to art upon
which the Poetics rests (1959:24).

Although the term "metaphor" is found in many of Aristotle's writings,
the primary texts dealing with metaphor are the Poetics (Chapters 21-25)
and the Rhetoric (Book III). The former text defines and systematically
develops the term "metaphor"” while the latter is an elaboration on the
issue and also contains more explanatory examples.

As Aristotle's discussion of metaphor in the Rhetoric is not done with the
purpose of clarifying the language of poetry, this study will only focus on
Aristotle's general definition and analysis in chapter 21 of the Poet s:

Metaphor is the application [transferred use] of a stra o

t properly belongs to mething e '] either red
from genus and applied to the species or the species applied to the
genus, or [from one species to another or else by analogy (Fyfe,

1953:81).
1 (Poetics 1457b,7).
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that studies metaphor". Van Gorp 1984:191-192) goes as far

categorically state that metaphor is t : most important figure of speech
and form of imagery with metonymy Park (1983:261), too, reflects on
the importance of metaphor in Scriptu : by pointing out how even Biblical
metaphors, generally, enhance both tt  form and the content of Scriptural
narrative because although "... the worth is diminished by certain
deficiencies, their strengths, more th | compensate for their weaknesses

. I wish to point out in subsequen liscussions that the primary reason

for the importance of metaphor lies i.. its being more than an expendable
and cumbersome ornament. It is essr—tial for description and successful
communication in not only literary t¢ ts but also texts of a less artistic
nature such as scientific texts and relig ius texts.

Metaphors are indeed easy to trace ir exts as various as advertisements,
articles, sermons, scientific as well as philosophical writings and in
literary works. Mooij (1976:1-2) lis these examples to point out just
how widespread metaphor is:
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In the long run she drove a wed e between the two families.
Without any ado he brushed the¢ jbjection aside.

Her behaviour was quite transp-~ent.

He used the text only as a peg fc his own ideas.

I was flooded with relief.

Ours is an over-ripe ¢ silisation.

The death of art.

The layers of society.

The machinery of the state.

Stream of consciousness.

"A dance to music of time" (. ny Powell).

"If error is corrected wheneve s recognised as such, the path of
error is the path of truth" (Ha richenbach).

" ... in the beginning all the w ~vas America ..." (John Locke).
"Thi we "1ll have rid ours of c—~ more part of philosophy
T orev sV be pler left) - only way v 1 £
philosophy, by kicking it upsi..... (J.L. Austin).

"All the world's a stage and all the men and women merely
players" (Shakespeare).

"A weed from Catholic Europe, it took root,"
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101 (et ecially metaphor in poetry),

a definition will merely provide a label rather than enhance observation












reaction of the disciples reflec
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communicates truth leaves us extren
to be as thoroughly complete as
imagination to take its own flight.
r taphor which forms a resistance i
(1988:20-38) confirm the obscurity «
aiguing that creative metaphors are a
the metaphor takes a risk in that
impenetrable, too bizarre and even
metaphor maker consequently "... tre
traversed, rewards him with a great
v >n unsuccessfully attempted, pun
incoherence" (Nair er al., 1988:28
poem simply titled "Metaphors":

I'm a riddle in nine syllables,

An elephant, a ponderous hous.
A melon strolling on two tendri
O red fruit, ivory, fine timbers!
This loaf’s big with its yeasty ri
Money's new - minted in this fa
I'm a means, a stage, a cow in
I've eaten a bag of green apple

very much our 1
ideterminacy with which Jesus
y uncomfortable. We rather seek
ssible.  No room is left for the
Yet there is a great economy to
telling the reader all. Nair er al.
ntral to the nature of metaphor by
orm of risk-taking. The creator of
is metaphor may be judged
> implausible by the reader. The
s a tightrope which, if successfully
intersubjective understanding but,
hes with an ignominious fall into

Sylvia Plath recognises this in a

ng.
wurse.

uf.

Boarded a train there is no gett'g off (Benton & Benton, 1981:26).

The poem is a construct of metaphoi
aspects of a pregnant woman, her siz
the inevitability of her transformatic
metaphors form a maze and a riddle
unravel. If the reader fails to ferret
n only to be attributed to the write
The responsibility for understandin
consequently a matter that is to be ¢
(The role of the reader is discussed
Lai s words: "It [metaphor] insist
reciprocal” (1986:490). Conseque

always basic to the success of a meta

Each metaphor emphasises some
shape, ungainliness, fecundity and
. Y¢ the risk is obvious. These
1at the reader may fail to solve or
ut meaning, the lack of success is
but to himself as the recipient too.
what is said by a metaphor is
1ally shared by writer and reader.
more detail in chapter 4.) To use
on a hermeneutical process that is
ly a certain inconclusiveness is

“or because it is finally fulfilled - if

at all - in the imagination of the ai,;ive or participating reader. Lane
(1986:490) stresses the importance of 1e reader's role in this way:






¢ "1gs are sorted and applica

interpretation where a metaphor op

3.2.3 Theories of metaphor

There appears to be a lack of gene
of theories of metaphor.  First
metaphor theories is presented

thoroughness. It does not complete
reflects theories of metaphor in a

purpose of metaphors. Mooij's sct
follows:

s are made. This is the level

2s in its most creative way.

agreement on the division and number
[ooij's (1976:36-37) classification of
ause of its comprehensiveness and
atisfy, however, since his classification
7 that fails to explain the function and
e can diagrammatically be presented as

1 Monistic theories

Dualistic theories

If a word is used as a
metaphor, it loses its
nomral capacity but it may
get another reference in-
stead.

“a word is used as a
1etaphor it still keeps its
ormal referential capacity
nd thus retains a reference
) elements of its literal
xtension.

1.1 Connotation theories

.1 Comparison theories

The meaning of metaphor can
be explained on the basis of
part of its literal meaning

Examples: RJ Matthews, A
Reichling, MC BEardsley,
Jean Cohen.

xample: P Heanle.

1.2 Substitution theories

.2 Interaction theories

The meaning of a metaphor
can be explained on the
basis of other features of

l literal use.

‘here i & two subjects in
1etaphor, one of which is in
;rms ¢ the other.

xamples: W Stihlin, K Biih-
:r, IA Richards, M Black.

arve —*-nce theo—

mning of a metaphor
' cannol ve explained.)

Example: M Foss.
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same example of "Benjamin is a ravenous wolf", the three elements can be
elucidated as follows:

1  Topic - Benjamin.
2 Image - wolf.
3 Point of similarity - ravenous.

It is clear then that although Beekman and Callow (1974:127) use different
terminology than De Waard (1974:110) and Loewen (1975:228), ¢ cept with
regards to image, the terms designate the same aspects. Larson (1984:24
opts for a more comprehensive breakdown of metaphor but sticks t
terminology of Beekman and Callow (1974:127). Larson also agrees that a
metaphor has a topic, an image and a point of similarity b adds a
nonfigurative equivalent as a fourth element (1984:247). She defines s
latter element as being the comment on the topic when it is an "event
proposition”. The example she uses is "The righteous judge will give you the
crown of life". The four elements are then set out as follows:

Topic - God, who judges rig " “eously.

Image - officials. '

Point of similarity - receiving a reward for doing well.
Nonfigurative meaning - will give you eternal life.

N S S N

She warns that not all metaphors can be divided into four parts but only th ¢
in which the metaphor consists of a sentence which is encoding an event
proposition. I disagree with Larsons' division in that I believe that the
¢ .mple, "The righteous judge will give you the crown of ife actually
contains two metaphors which each has only three elements. The one
metaphor can be set out as follows:

1 Topic - God.
- 1dg
3 Point of similarity - righteousness and justice.

The other metaphor can be explicated as follows:

1 Topic - eternal life.
2 Image - victor's crown.
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usually previously unaware. As this insight becomes commonplace, however,
the metaphor (epiphor) fades and dies and becomes part of ordinar language.
A diaphor, on the other hand, suggest new possible meanings by « 1phasising
the dissimilarities between referents rather than expressing the similarities.

MacCormac (1985:39) suggests that no pure diaphors exist because if there
were no similarities between the parts of a metaphor, the reader would not be
able to understand it as intelligible at all. The converse is also t e. There
can be no pure epiphor because if a metaphor had no suggestive quality, it
w . _1d not only notshock the reader, but would also be an explicit comparison
rather than a metaphor (MacCormac, 1979:407). It is interesting  note that
some metaphors might begin as diaphors, become epiphors when e dence or
experience confirms their suggestion as plausible, and finally become part of
ordinary language as dead metaphors. Yet not all metaphors follow this route
(MacCormac, 1985:42; 1979:408). Since all metaphors are to some degree
both expressive and suggestive, this distinction of metaphor types made by
Wheelwright (1962:72) is not useful for the purposes of translation.

Both Larson (1984:249) and Fields (1981:194) distinguish between live and
dead metaphors only. Although this is a step in the right direction 1 terms of
translating metaphors this oversimplification of the types of metaphors is
inadequate for the purpose of this study. A description of what live and dead
metaphors entail is done fully when a more complete division of 3 types of
metaphors is discussed. Dagut (1976:23) and Van den Broeck (1981:75) both
give a more complete division of the types of metaphor. Dagut (1976:23)
distinguishes between forgotten, stock and embalmed metaphors, while Van
den Broeck (1981:75) distinguishes between lexicalised, conver ional and
private metaphors. Although their terminologies differ, they me: the same
thing. A "forgotten" metaphor is a "lexicalised” one, a "stock" metaphor is a
"conventional” one, and an "embalmed" mx

meee ey ™ 0 (1976:22) insictt Y it no

1 staphors on the one hand

elaborates on the fact that metaphor can be divided into three categories
(Dagut, 1976:23). I agree with Van den Broeck (1981:75) on the necessity of
distinguishing between the major types of metaphors.



In order to give an explanation of eacl
the classification made by Newmark (
to be the most satisfactory on two acc:
not over-exhaustive. There are five
stock, recent and original. Newmarl
"adapted metaphor” (1988:106) in a
basically an adaptation of a "stock" ;
the five above-mentioned types only.
type of metaphor which she teri
explanation of what she means by
becomes clear that this ty e of mx
personally would categorise this type

lifferent kind of metap! r I turn to
88:106-113; 1980:93) which I find
nts, namely, that it is complete yet
/pes ¢ metaphors: dead, cliché,
loes add a sixth category, namely
er published work, but since it is
staphor, this study will work with
Tason (1982:141) also adds a sixth

permanent metaphor. In her
ermanent metaphor, however, it
phor is very limited. In fact, I
f metaphor under dead metaph

Mason (1982:148) suggests that our “time and space"” talk constitutes a
case of permanently original metaphc-, in so far we cannot avoid using
metaphors to discuss it. T: e for exa ple "a long time", "a short while"
and "the distant past". Yet it is errc.eous to claim that these examples
are "original" since they are dead, cli~h€ or stock, rather than unique and
innovating creations.

Before discussing the types of metap..ors it might also be useful to take
cognizance of the fact that the v~-ious poets of the OT express

metaphorical perceptions by means of
are many ways in which metaphoric.
(1970:81) suggests four useful techn:
analysed in terms of the types of r

arious techniques. Although there
techniques can be analysed Good
nes. All of these techniques are
ttions between tenor (object) and

vehicle (image). As a result of this a lysis he comes up with four types
of metaphors:

1 Metaphors in whic vehicle domr*ates.
Metaphors in whi« the tenor dc 1inates.
3 Metaphors in which the vehic.. is used selectively to bring out
aspects of the tenor.
P s vt .' ) I

Since this clas *“cation is useful in analysing the techniques used in
constructing metaphor in terms of its respective elements (tenor and
vehicle) and not in identifying a class or type of metaphor as a whole
(regardless the relationship of its elements), it is not as useful as the
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classification this study works with. The types of relationships between
the elements of a metaphor do play their role in creating difficul :s for
the translator and their problems are discussed under 3.3.1.

3.2.6.1 Dead Metaphors (Forgotten, Lexical)

Van den Broeck (1981:75) points out that despite various objections which
can be raised against the use of the term "dead", the idea of "deadness"
gives insight to the idea that this is a metaphor that has gradually lost its
uniqueness and originality. A dead metaphor is indeed part of e
forgotten metaphors of literature and journalism. The reader is usu y
hardly conscious of the image, for example "to harbour evil thoughts",
"in the field of human knowledge" or "in the face of adversity".
Consequently Larson (1984:249) defines a dead metaphor as being part
the idiomatic constructions of the lexicon of a language. Many de
metaphors are indeed idioms but not exclusively so.

3.2.6.2 Cliché metaphors

Newmark (1988:107) defines cliché metaphors as "metaphors that have
perhaps temporarily outlived their usefulness, that are used as a sul titute
for clear thought, often emotively, but without corresponding to the facts
of the matter". An example of cliché metaphors is: "The County School
will in effect become not a backwater but a breakthrough in educ: o1 |
development ..." (Newmark, 1988:107). It appears as if the pheno: znon
generally viewed as a cliché is seen as a cliché metaphor. Cliché
metaphors are those metaphors which lie in the shady area between dead |
and stock metaphors. Newmark (1980:94) is a little more hely 1l 1
explaining that a cliché metaphor usually consists of two kit 5 f
stereotype combinations: '

1 F:~—rative adjective plus a "“eral Hun - """y lucre".
2 Figurative verb plus a figurative noun - "leave no stone unturned"”.

Before continuing with the discussion of stock metaphors (the next type)
one must take care to note that there is a very fine line between clicl] a
stock metaphors. The distinction is in fact at times so fine that Newma
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1 The image is invariably left out

For example, in a translation of a poem by Luttsiin, "An Autumn Night",
where the expression "the laugh of the midnight silence was to be ea "
is replaced simply with "somebody laughed".

2 The image is often destroyed by explication

For instance, when Nezval says in one of his poems "He listens to a lay
played on a flute by a child hidden behind the echo of the cliffs” and it is
rendered "He listens to a lay echoed by the cliffs".

3 A worn and banal image is given in the place of fresh a1 | new
one

For example Nezval's forceful image "In each of us slumbers an ape"

which is translated less expressively as "In each of us there is a ravenous

savage".

This does not imply that the right of translators to employ technic es of
substitution and compensation is to be denied, but to use complicating
situations as well as the difficulties and problems in translating met >hors
as an excuse to dismiss outright the possibility of a literal transla )»n, is
possibly falling prey to a little premature arguing.

It is felt that Loewen (1982:238-240) argues along these lines w :n he
issues four examples of possible misinterpretations that may follow the
literal translation of a figure of speech:

1 The translation will sound like nonsense

The people will understand the separate words but the message

For examp _ when Hosea 4:19 ("a wind has a
in its wing") was translated literally in a certain language the n ther-
tongue speaker of that language found it to be nonsense because the wind
did not have wings! The image flatly contradicted their view of reality
because either the image used is unknown in their language or theirs is
language that does not easily incorporate new metaphors (Larson,

34:25( '51).







112

1 In all the above-mentioned cases the reader belongs to a culture that
does not have a long and rich literary history or a rich heritage of
written literature. In fact most of those ethnic groups are illiterate
and they have to be taught to read and write while the I »sle is
translated into their language.

2 No distinction is made between the types of metaphors in question.
Choosing a translation procedure (equivalent) depends in the first
place on the type of metaphor the translator is dealing with.

3 No mention is made of the type of text (Informative, Vocative,
Expressive) in which these metaphors occur. The translator has to
realise, for example, that metaphors play a more pivotal le in
Expressive and Vocative texts than in Informative texts, which
implies that more care should be taken to retain an image in an
Expressive or Vocative text than in an Informative text. Van den
Broeck (1981:78) explicitly writes that metaphors, particularly
daringly private ones, are more functional in an Expressive (artistic)
text than in an Informative text.

Beekman and Callow (1974:137-143) as well as Larson (1984 ’2)
mention an extra number of problematic issues that complicate the
translation and the interpretation of metaphors. The difficulties that arise
can be related to the three parts of the metar ™ or (the image, the object and

sense) as well as to the peculiarities of the TL in question. ‘'hese
problems in translating metaphors can be listed as follows:

1 The image may be unknown in the TL

Obviously, the original author usually draws on his own culture 1 - the
images he uses and those images may be strange in the TL  hich
represents a different culture. For example, a metaphor based on snow
would be meaningless to people who live in some parts of the South
Pacif wt snow is unknown. Likewise a metaphor b: L
would be meaningless in Greenland where this animal is unknown. To
translate a metaphor in terms of the unknown image is to let it implode
unless the phenomenon is explained in a footnote.
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and at the other, that there is no problem (i.e. metaphors an be
quite 'simply’ translated word for word)" (1976:25).

I believe that the situation is not necessarily as critical as it usually is
made out to be since the translator always has a few pointers (sitt tional
constraints) to guide him. The first pointer (situational constraint) is to
determine the type of metaphor at hand. A second important siti tional
constraint is the type of text the metaphor is situated in. Finally, the
translator must take into account all the other elements witl 1 the
communicative situation as is outlined in chapter 2, which implies the
consideration of factors such as the reader, culture and the pum  se of
the translation. inese elements constitute the situational fra work
which in its turn aids the translator to set up a translation fran work
(deciding upon a translation procedure or equivalent).

One last problem with regard to the identification of types of metaphor is
one of historicity. Beekman and Callow (1974:133) rightly ass¢ : that
although a native speaker of a living language can generally tell which
metaphors are live and which metaphors are dead, it is another atter
when it comes to identifying types of metaphors occurring in documents
written in a language approximately 2000 years old. This is the case with
the classical Hebrew of the OT which is extinct in its classical form.
Since no native speaker of the classical Hebrew is alive today it m: well
be that what might have been a dead metaphor for the original : thor,
may strike the translator as a live one today or vice versa. Apart from the
history and background information of the Hebrews and their langt gze to
assist the translator, Beekman and Callow (1974:133) suggest lool 1g at
the following contextual factors to determine with reasonable certainty
whether a metaphor is dead or alive:

1 The number of images used in the metaphors

When a metaphor consists of several related images it is a clear indication
that the author is using these images to convey his message in the form of
a live metaphor. The example referred to by Beekman and Callow
(1974:133) is that of Mark 3:21-22 where Jesus uses a series of
interrelated images to convey the same object, namely sewing a new piece
of cloth on an old garment and the new one t -ing loose as well as
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uring new wine into old wineskins which results in the ]
bursting.

2 The order of the images

If the order for the images is chronc'»gical or logical this also indicates
that they are live metaphors. The ex_mple used by Beekman and Callow
(1974:134) to illustrate this point are these four lines from the poem
"Bereft" of Robert Frost:

Where had I heard this wind be” re
Change like this to a deeper roc. ?
Leaves got up in a coil and hiss 1,
Blindly struck at my knee and n sed.

7 ere are four metaphorical items, n nely "coil”, "hissed”, "struck" and
"missed" which are all appropriate t or suggestive of a snake although
the object that is used is that of lea' :s. Because the sequence of these
words are the logical and chronolog..al sequence a snake would follow,
this is alive metaphor.

3 The nonfigurative items in e context closely related to the
metaphors

The last thing that is indicative of a | re metaphor is when in a particular
context there are non-figurative items which stand in a close relationship
to the metaphorical image being used. An example given by Beekman and
Callow (1974:134) is when the w er deliberately calls the reader's
attention to an image chosen from a <etting of non-figurative items as in
Mark 1:17: "I will make you fishers )f men". The immediate context or
setting refers to the sea, fishermen nets, ships and fishes. Since the
whole setting is indicative of fishiny one can conclude that a metaphor
ich ¢ "fishers of men" is a live one.

Although these guidelines given by Beekman and Callow (1974:133-134)
are useful they not only fail to give = lidelines concerning the other types
of metaphors, namely stock, cliché and recent but they also neglect to
mention the necessity of closely considering historical clues and
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background information in this regard. Acquainting oneself with the
foreign culture and historical setting of the language in which one v nts to
translate metaphors in particular is of vital importance.

3.3.2 Translation procedures (equivalents)

It has become clear from the previous section that translating metaphors is
no si_ple _atter. The translator cannot simply opt for translating every
metaphor literally (word for word) (Dagut, 1976:32), and neither can he
entirely dismiss the idea of using a literal translation at all (Loewen,
1975:437). In this regard Martindale (1984:47) warns that the ar; ment
that literal translations are useful primarily as props "... is seriously
misleading"”. This suggests that literal translation has a serious role to
play in the rendering of TL equivalents for SL elements although not
exclusively so. Although it is true that not all metaphors can be dealt with
in terms of literal translations, Newmark (1988:68) is unequivocal in his
support of this phenomenon as a legitimate translation procedure
(equivalent). In fact, he goes as far as to write that since an original
metaphor has both an expressive and an aesthetic component, it has to be
preserved literally in translation (Newmark, 1988:43). The converse is
also true. Because many metaphors are culturally bound and n y be
misinterpreted by the TL readers when transferred literally, other
translation procedures, such as cultural equivalents, should be consi :red.
The first task of the translator is naturally to determine a situational
framework. He has to analyse the conditions and circumstances in ‘hich
the metaphors occur (Van den Broeck, 1981:77; Newmark, 1988:81) and
then choose a suitable translation procedure (equivalent) in order t d |
with the metaphor successfully. Newmark (1988:81-93) discusses ¢ ite a
number of translation procedures (equivalents) in general which ange
from literal transference, synonymy and cultural equivalents to
modulation, paraphrase and glosses. All of these are not irily
applic ble to the translation of metaphors and cor :
investigation into the opinions of various theorists and how they deal with
the translation of metaphor is undertaken for the establishment of a
translational framework for metaphors.






speech.  Although the advantage may be that the metaphor is clearly
explained there is also a disadvantage involved. The dangers are 1at the
resulting TL expression rises to the level of commentary rather than
translation, and that the paraphrase may not only lack the full suggestive
and explorative nuances of the original metaphors, but will definitely also
lack its impact and vigour. Finally it is felt that Van den I oeck’'s
(1981:77) scheme of possible procedures in the translation of metaphors is
fairly adequate as it covers the most basic and general possib ities. There
are more possible procedures, however, as will be seen in the discussion
of Newmark under 3.3.2.6 in particular.

3.3.2.2 Fields

Fields (1981:197) opts for a hierarchy of principles which is si ply a
number of procedures placed in order of importance. His princij :s are
set out as follows:

1 Formal equivalence

If a metaphor in the SL causes no idiomatic anomaly in the TL 1 :n its
formal equivalent should be used. If there is no formal equivalent (word
for word translation) then the second option must be taken. An example
of when an idiomatic formal equivalent is available is taken from James
1:6 where James writes that a doubter is "like an ocean wave, blown and
tossed". Although this is a literal rendering of the original Greek, it is
understood by most English : eakers who are familiar with the fickle
nature or the sea. This procedure (equivalent) is the one labelled "sensu
stricto" by Van den Broeck (1981:77).

2 Substitute with simile

I t nec ry to replace SLn Dl -witha )
ensure that the reader understands the meaning. The example referred to
is that of Acts 2:20 quoted from Joel 2:31 and it reads: "The sun will be
turned to darkness and the mo« to blood ...". Fields (1981:197) argues
that the examples "the sun will become like darkness” and particularly
"the moon will become like blood" are better renderings of the original
Hebrew. Because much of the translator's choice depends 1 the sit ition
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- of which the TL of the reader is ne factor - I disagree that e >
: ernatives posed by Fields are ne ssarily better options. Yet Fields
seems to realise this fact as he mak( this ¢ alifying statement about I
two choices: "This may be more iecessary in languages other than
English ..." (1981:198). So perhap without readily admitting it, Fields
himself generally favours a literal re~1ering when faced with a metaphor.
His major weakness seems to lie in uie fact that his translating principles
relate to dead metaphors only and he ~ppears not to realise that translating
into the TL with a long and rich lite ry and translation heritage requires
different procedures (equivalents) the— translating into a TL with a limited
or no such heritage at ¢ .

3 Recasting

This means that a SL metaphor is t 1slated by a different TL metaphor
which conveys the same meaning or essage. Although this might appear
to be a risky undertaking, Fields (C 31:199) comes up with worthwhile
suggestions. He argues, for exam 2, that to translate Luke 24:32 as
"Were not our hearts burning witt us ..." is certainly not idiomatic
English. Moreover, it can be r arded as a poor or unsuccessful
translation since it unconsciously eve 3s another English idiom which has
an entirely different meaning name;  "heartburn" which of course a
description of the burning sensation i__ the oesophagus and stomach caused
by excess stomach acidity. He th¢ continues to give four alternative
suggestions: "Didn't a tingle go up »ur spine?”, "Didn't it : nost take
our breath away", "Didn't our hear ilmost stop?” and "Wasn't it like a
fire burning in us?" (Fields, 1981:1 3). I zel that using the metaphor
"Were our hearts not on fire?" woul 10t only retain the object and image
of the original metaphor but also th sense in spite of its being forged a
little differently. Moreover, the allt on to "heartburn" is also removed!
This translation procedure (equivale ) is labelled "substitution" by Van
den Broeck (1981:77).

4 R TR o |
This term (potpourri) implies that it may be necessary to combine any or

all of the above-mentioned procedures in order to arrive at a succ
translation. Although Fields ( 981:199) does not elaborate on this point



with examples he does have this to say about the translation of live
metaphors: "In general it is easier to translate live metaphors and similies
directly into English, but each case must be considered on its own
merits”. This strongly suggests that the type of metaphor very much
determines which translation procedure (equivalent) should be ap; ed and
confirms the fact that live (original, private, embalmed) metaphors should
be translated literally ("sensu stricto").

3.3.2.3 De Waard

De Waard (1974:114-116) suggests that there are five proce« res in
dealing with the translation of metaphors and he too places them . order
of priority. There are two basic principles which form the basis of these
procedures and they counterbalance each other. The first principle is that
in spite of historical and cultural differences between the SL and the
Biblical form should be respected and retained without mod ion
wherever possible. Modification should only be allowed in rare and
special cases. The second basic principle is that no translation into the TL
should read in such a way that it is different from anything the TL speaker
would spontaneously say or write. These principles simply reiterate what
is said about a successful or qualitative translation in chapter 2 under
2.2.4.

1 Retention of form

First of all an attempt should be made to retain the form of e SL
metaphor in the translation. This is only possible if there is a certain
identity in form and meaning between a SL metaphor and a TL me phor.
Probably the two best-known examples are Psalm 23:1, "The Lord is my
Shepherd" and John 6:48, "I am the Bread of Life". A metaph - that
might defy such a retention of form is the one that appears in Genesis
‘ 1. 77 “ar is a rawboned donkey". The Heb: 7 n
indicates "bony" or "rawboned" in the sense of "strong-limbed" or
"strong". Whether the reader of English would experience the same sense
and impact as was originally intended is doubtful since neither "bony" nor
"donkey" should strike the average English or Afrikaans reader as
representative of a pillar of strength!
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equivalents) were done in the translation of the Bible into Bamiléké. This
procedure (equivalent) is labelled "recasting” by Fields (1981:199).

5 Replacing the metaphor with a non-figurative expression

This is to be the last resort taken by the translator and only when tl re are
no other alternatives left. Only in the case of dead metaphors is this
procedure not a last resort. An example of such a procedure : when
"The spirit of man is the Lord's lamp" (Proverbs 20:27) is rendere in the
TEV as "The Lord gave us mind and conscience”. De Waard (1974:116)
also implicitly recognises the importance of considering the f pe of
metaphor being worked with when he argues that dead metap] rs or
idioms should be translated as non-figures (paraphrased) if > TL
equivalents can be found. Thus far it would appear then, that the first
option for original metaphors is literal transference (sensu stricto) while
for dead metaphors it is paraphrase (prose explanation) if no « ltural
equivalent is available.

3.3.24 Larson

Larson (1984:252) commences her discussion on the translating of
metaphors by identifying the necessity to determine whether a meta 10r is
live or dead in the SL. This fact reiterates the vital role played vy the
type of metaphor in the translation of this phenomenon. The seco

important issue Larson (1984:252) mentions is that the translator should
recognise that the S metaphor should be analysed to determine its three
parts (elements); object, image and sense since such an analysis facilitates
the interpretation of the metaphor. The aim of interpreting the metaphor
is also to prevent a wrong or ambiguous message from getting conveyed
to the TL reader. Larson (1984:254) consequently identifies five
procedures (equivalents) in the translation of metaphors and takes the

)y "nor nisanisland" as an illustrative :an : .

1 The metaphor may be kept if the TL permits it. This implies that
the directly and literally transferred metaphor will be natural to the
TL readers and understood correctly by the TL readers. In this
case the example: "No man is an island” will remain intact.
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in the ST, however, the same ambiguity must be retained in the TT
(Beekman and Callow, 1974:144). Beekman and Callow (1974:144) also
place emphasis on the importance of distinguishing between dead : d live
metaphors and analysing a metaphor according to its elements: object,
image and sense. Analysing the metaphor enables the trans! or to
determine where a possible breakdown in successful communication with
the TL reader may occur, while identifying the type of metaphor, irgely
determines the translator's choice of translation procedures. If it is a live
metaphor, literal transference is to be favoured and if it is  dead
metaphor, the figure may be dropped. A range of four possibilities are

iggested to cope with SL metaphors (Beekman and Callow, 19" : §-
150).

1 Retaining the metaphorical form

This procedure is also first on the list of all the other theorists me1 ioned
so far. Beekman and Callow (1974:145) éxplore another aspect of this
procedure by indicating how the metaphor can be retained in three ways,
namely making only the image explicit, making the image and the bject
explicit or making all three elements explicit: object, image and sense. In
the latter case the result will be more than a metaphor since the sense will
be explicitly stated (paraphrased). When the translator is confronte with
a dead metaphor or idiom the only metaphor that can be justified in the TL
a culturally equivalent one, if it is available. An example of . ch a
translation is: "Your hearts are hard" (Matthew 19:8) as "Your ears are
hard" or "Your stomach is hard" (Beekman and Callow, (1984:147).

2 Using the form of a simile

This procedure is also furnished by Fields (1981:197), De ' 1iard
(1974:115) and Larson (1984:252) but rc_irded as of secondary
) " nan and Callow (1974:147) argn & th re

one of the simplest adjustments that can be made to the form of a
metaphor as it makes the implicit comparison explicit. The weakness in
this argument is that a metaphor does of course not necessarily always
contain an element of comparison or analogy. Dissimilarities and
contrasts too, are central to the nature of metaphor. (See discussion under

3.2.) An example of this procedure given by Beekman and Callow
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b3

(1973:147) is to translate "He shall -eceive the crown of life" (James
1:12) as "He will receive life as peop.. receive a crown".

3 Using a nonfigurative form

This is also a procedure mentioned by all the theorists mentioned so far.
The example given by Beekman and Callow (1974:149) is to translate
"Tell that fox" (Luke 13:22) as ™ :ll that sly man". Although the
disadvantages of this procedure is mentioned under 3.3.2.1, it must be
kept in mind that this is probat s the best translation procedure
(equivalent) for dead metaphors or lioms especially when no cultural
equivalent is available.

4 Combination

Like Field (1981:197), Beekman a..d Callow (1974:149) too, give a
procedure which can be regarded as combination of any two or three of
the previously mentioned procedur-s. Since this is not really an
independent and new procedure (ec ivalent), the only advantage there
really is in mentioning it, is the fac' ‘hat it highlights the flexibility and
sensitivity of the translator's task ’ith regards to the translation of
metaphor,

3.3.2.6 Newmark

Not only is Newmark (1988:104) th¢ only one of the translation theorists
discussed so far to explicitly point out the illusory and deceptive nature of
metaphor (as is mentioned under 3.2.2), his suggestions of possible
translation procedures (equivalents) ~~e also the most exhaustive. Since
metaphor is often used to conceal (a 1 not only explicate) all attempts at
total illumination in the translatic of metaphor might as well be
summarily abandoned. In view of the fact that cliché metaphors belong to

- shady area between dead and s*~ck metaphors, and a neologism is
more a phenomenon of ~ : twentiet century than of the Biblical era, I
will only consider the translation procedures related to dead, stock and
original metaphors.
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Although Newmark (1988:106) argues that a dead metaphor defies literal
transference, he does not quite give a clear indication of how to tr¢ t it in
translation, other than using a TL cultural equivalent if it is available,
deleting it if it is unimportant enough or translating its sense (paraphrase).
It is essential to note, however, that his view is still consistent v h the
notion that literal transference is to be reserved for original metaph: s.

In Newmark's (1982:82) discussion of original metaphors v ich,
incidentally, he considers to be "the name of the game", he is ge :rally
immovable in his stance that they should be translated by literal
transference. = This view is firmly reiterated in a later publication
(Newmark, 1988:112), where he goes as far as to say that if an ¢ ginal
metaphor appears in an expressive (artistic) text then it most definitely has
to be transferred literally and it does not matter if it is a universal, a
cultural or a personal ("obscurely subjective”) metaphor. He tak ; this
view because he considers an original metaphor to have the fol wing
characteristics (Newmark, 1988:112):

1 Although it contains cultural elements it also contains the core of an
important writer's message, namely his personality and his
comment on life.

2 It is a source of enrichment for the TL and the many original
Shakespearean expressions which have enriched German because
they were transferred literally, are excellent examples of this fact.

But Newmark (1982:92) admits that there are several factors whic may
influence the translator in the translating of an original metaphor. The
three major factors are: the text in which the metaphor is us  the
cultural factor in the metaphor, and the reader (his knowledge and e

extent of his commitment to poetry). The cultural factor is per of
lesser importance since an original metaphor is likely to hawe 'er
iltural ass ‘iations that a dead metaphor or idiom (Newmark, 1¢ 3).

It is consequently safe to assume that when the translator is confronted
with an original metaphor that appears in an expressive (artistic) text, of a
personal (subjective) nature, and is to be translated for a reader that is
fairly intelligent and educated and belongs to a TL with a rich literary
heritage, then there is no other option than to transfer it literally (sensu
stricto). This implies that for the purposes of this study, it can then be
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1 metaphors are to be transferred
'S) is poetry (expressive or artistic),
nt in Afrikaans and English. 1
age and the reader is also fairly
to poetry and imagery.) The only

“ill be considered is that of stock
Newmark (1 82:88-91; 1988:108-111) discusses

seven possible translation procedures when stock (standard) metaphor is

involved.

1 Reproducing the same image

Newmark (1988:108) argues that this is the most satisfying

procedure if the metaphor

as "a comparable frequency and

currency in e appropriate TL register”. This is easier with simple

metaphors of a universal nature.

The moment that it becomes

extended and culturally specific this procedure is an unfortunate one

to use.

2 Replace SL metaphor with T

metaphor

This is a popular procedure and Newmark (1982:89) differs from
Fields (1981:197), De Waard 1974:115), Larson (1984:252), and
Beekman and Callow (1974:148) in that he places it second on his
list of priority as Van den Broeck (1981:77) does. I feel that this
should be the translator's seco..d option too. The other theorists opt
for translating a SL. metaphor by a TL simile as their second choice.
Owing to the illusory and complex nature of a metaphor and owing
to the differences there are b ween a simile and a metaphor, it is
felt that translating by cultural equivalents should take precedence
over translating a metaphor with a simile.

3 Translation of metaphor by simile

Although the image is retained much of the impact of the metaphor
will be lost. This is a procedure to be considered particularly if the
metaphor appears in a communicative or vocative text and if the TL
reader has not been exposed enough to figurative language.
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4 Same metaphor combined with sense

Using this procedure is to suggest a lack of confidence in the
metaphor's power and clarity but it is instructive and may be useful
if the metaphor is repeated. More of this procedure is mentioned in
the discussion of the next procedure.

5 Translation by simile plus sense

This is a compromise procedure mentioned by most of the other
theorists. Newmark (1982:90) says that this procedure 1 ; the
advantage of addressing both the uninformed reader and the xpert
reader, particularly if the metaphor is transferred literally p s ¢
sense (previous procedure) rather than a simile plus the sense. He
writes: "[The procedure] has the advantages of fulfilling M rart's
classical formula for the piano concerto, pleasing bo  the
connoisseur and the less learned” (Newmark, 1982:90).

6 Conversion of metaphor to sense

Although this procedure is sometimes necessary for the uninformed
reader the translator should rather try to find a cultural equivalent
that is not too far removed from the SL metaphor. When it is
reduced to sense a careful analysis of its different elements mu
first be made to ensure that the sense is fairly accurate. The
disadvantages of this are pointed out in 3.3.2.1.

7 Deletion

When the text is not expressive (artistic) and the metaphor ap; ars
to be redundant or otiose, then it may be deleted. Generally the
or must be careful before resorting to this proc

Finally, it is vitally important to realise that any single generalisation
about the translation of metaphor "must fail to do justice to the great
complexity of the factors determining the ontology of metaphors” (Dagut,
1976:32). Each occurrence of metaphor must therefore be treated in
isolation (Mason, 1982:149). Tentative hypotheses can, however, be put






