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Abstract

The present study tackles “Rationality and Gricean inference” in English and its translation
from English into Arabic. Inference can be defined as a logical conclusion that is drawn from
a premise and it is used to describe that process which the reader (hearer) must go through
to get from the literal meaning of what is written (or said) to what the writer (speaker)
intended to convey. Rationality can be defined as thinking, speaking, reasoning, making a
decision, or acting in a way that is generally reliable and efficient for achieving one’s goals.
This study aims at (1) specifying and studying a number of different patterns of inferences
in books of Pragmatics and some Pragmatic periodicals in order to grasp their nature and
role in the process of communication, (2) giving a comprehensive coverage of inferences in
English and, (3) testing the translatability of the inferences in question which are
linguistically, culturally and genetically different and (4) showing the realizations of the
inferences in the TL (Arabic) and (5) showing that inferences in English cannot be
successfully translated into Arabic without grasping cultural values, and linguistic variation.
To achieve the above mentioned aims the study hypothesizes that: (1) inferences in English
cannot be successfully translated into Arabic without grasping cultural values and linguistic
variations, (2) multiplicity of inferences that can be concluded from every utterance results
in different renderings by the subjects, (3) taking Grice’s maxims of conversation into
consideration enables the translators to arrive at how inferences in the utterances under
investigation can be deduced and (4) inference cannot be deduced without the premise. The
study is based on a corpus of (16) English examples involving inferences derived from
various written speech situations in books of pragmatics. These examples are translated by
5 subjects (M. A students in the Department of Translation /College of Arts/University of
Mosul). The utterances involving the respective inferences with their Arabic renderings have
been analyzed in terms of “type of inference”, “what is said” (natural meaning to use Grice's
1975 terms), what is inferred (non natural meaning), and method of translation (semantic
or communicative). Each text analysis is supplemented by pragmatic interpretation and
translational discussion. As for the proposed rendering, the most appropriate one will be
chosen. In case of subjects’ failure, a new rendering will be suggested. The main findings
the study arrived at is that inference is regarded a problem in translation in the SL is
different from that of the TL and it depends on many elements such as the context which
specifies the situation, the speaker’s observance of Grice’s Maxims.
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1. Statement of the Problem

Much effort has been exerted on the study of inference. Inference is regarded as one of
the most problematic fields of pragmatics, linguistic philosophy and translation. No
doubt, the way that each culture uses its own language depends upon a variety of
elements as customs and traditions, philosophical thinking, religious practicing, daily
activities, social system and texture, etc. However, using language for shaping the
world differs from one language to another, particularly, the use of inferences. Hence,
the problem develops since each utterance is filled with more than one meaning and
translators are reluctant whether to translate what is said or what is inferred. The main
problem in our thesis is how to deduce the inference since participants are required to
decide whether or not the conclusion follows necessarily from the premises (or in a
variant of the task in which no conclusion is provided, to indicate what, if anything,
follows from the premises). In addition, inference poses a problem in translation since
the inference in the SL is different from that of the TL and it depends on many factors
such as the context which specifies the situation, and the speaker’s observance of
Gricean Maxims, etc. Thus this thesis is a simple attempt to solve these problems.

2. Aims of the study
The present study seeks to achieve the following aims:

(1) Specifying and studying a number of different patterns of inferences in books of
Pragmatics and some Pragmatic periodicals in order to grasp their nature and their
role in the process of communication.

(2) Testing the translatability of the inferences in question which are linguistically,
culturally and genetically different.

(3) Showing the realizations of English inferences in the TL (Arabic)

(4) Showing the areas of differences between the types of inferences in English and
Arabic.

(5) Specifying the method of translation that has been used by the subjects.

(6) Choosing the most appropriate rendering in case of subject’s success and proposing
a new rendering in case of subject’s failure.

3. Hypotheses
In the current study, it is hypothesized that:

(1) Inferences in English cannot be successfully translated into Arabic without grasping
cultural values, linguistic variation and genetic affiliations.

(2) Multiplicity of inferences that can be concluded from every utterance results in
different renderings by the subjects.

(3) Taking Grice’'s maxims of conversation into consideration enables the translators to
arrive at how inferences in the utterances under investigation can be deduced.
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(4) Inference cannot be deduced without premise.

4. Procedure and Data Collection:

The study is based on a corpus of (16) English examples with their inferences derived
from various written natural speech situations in books of pragmatics. These examples
are translated by 5 subjects ( some of M.A. students in the Department of
Translation/College of Arts/University of Mosul). The utterances having the respective
inferences with their Arabic renderings analyzed in terms of “type of inference”, “what
is said” (natural meaning to use “Grice's 1975 terms”), what is inferred (non natural
meaning), method of translation (semantic or communicative). Each text analysis is
supplemented by pragmatic interpretation and translational discussion. As for the
proposed rendering, the most appropriate one will be chosen. In case of subjects'

failure, a new rendering will be suggested.
5. The Concept of Rationality

It is generally accepted in philosophy that the concept of rationality is difficult to define.
The most common definition is an appeal to the contrast between rationalism and
empiricism. Roughly speaking, empiricism holds that sense experience is the key to
knowledge, whereas rationalism denies the role of sense experience, and promotes
reason as the basis of knowledge (Davies, 2000: 19).

Grice seems to accept the basic dichotomy between rationalism and empiricism. In
Grice (1975: 48) he rejects the ‘dull’ empirical explanation in favour of his preferred
approach: “A dull but adequate answer is that it is just a well-recognised empirical fact
that people do behave in these ways.” And this stance is reiterated in Grice (1986: 80),
where he dismisses the empirical approach as “relatively unexciting, and not
unfamiliar”, and chooses to “set [his] sights higher” on ulterior principles which are
based on some “rational demand”.

Grice’s attitude was probably linked to his general ethical views, therefore, Davies
(2000: 20) suggests, that the cooperative principle ought to be a governing principle
for rational agents on Kantian grounds. Thus, for rational agents of the kind he
envisioned, they would follow the CP on moral not on practical grounds.

This view has some support, in that Grice’s maxims are derived in name from the
categories in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (Sarangi and Slembrouk 1992: 118). Grice
(1989: 48) himself refers to the maxims as “moral commandments” in his discussion of
implications in the epilogue to Studies in the Way of Words: “Somewhat like moral
commandments, these maxims are prevented from being just a disconnected heap of
conversational obligations by their dependence on a single supreme Conversational
Principle, that of cooperativeness” (Grice, 1989: 370).
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However, it is hard to find other explicit references to a moral motivation. Grice’s
appeal to the modal "should not abandon" (emphasis in original) when denying the
adequacy of the empirical approach, could be interpreted as an appeal to morality. But
this could equally be seen as a general appeal to the importance of rational behaviour
(Davies, 2000: 20) In his later work (e.g. Grice 1986, 1989), the terms favoured are
‘value’ and ‘evaluating’. In their general overview of Grice's work, Grandy and Warner
(1986: 20) show the link between rationality and evaluation. “On Grice’s view, a person
has ‘evaluative principles’ that can not change. Not because they are programmed in;
rather, they are principles a person cannot abandon if he is to count as rational.”

“..What a word means in a language is to say what it is in general optimal for speakers
of that language to do with that word; what particular intentions on particular occasions
it is proper for them to have, or optimal for them to have” (Grice, 1982: 238).

Rationality in our view is believing the believable, or believing something fathomable,
and having a perfect knowledge of the maxims observing, and applying the maxims in
an accurate way.

6. Rationality in the Thought of Grice

In this section we will begin by what Grice (1986: 65) states about the notion of
rationality.

Grice (1986: 65) believes that it might be held that the ultimate subject of all
philosophy is ourselves, or at least our rational nature, and that the various
subdivisions of philosophy are concerned with different aspects of this rational nature.
But the characterization of this rational nature is not divisible into water-tight
compartments; each aspect is intelligible only in relation to the others.

The view portrayed here is "a belief that the rational action is at the core of all human
behavior, all types of action should have a rational explanation. It is therefore
unsurprising that rationality is given such a high profile in the discussion of the CP. For
Grice, even the process of philosophy is one of “rational enquiry" (Grice 1986: 87).

Warner (1989: 529) states that the concept of rationality can be seen in all the areas of
Grice’s work in philosophy: metaphysics and ethics as well as language.

Grice (1982: 235) argues that the process of the recognition of intentions and
alterations in belief on the part of a hearer can be seen as rational behaviour. Grandy
and Warner (1986: 2) make" the argument that as we can, speaker-meaning, then it is
rational for us to do so; this position is supported in Grice’s response to this argument
"(Grice 1986). Avramides (1997: 25) also supports the link between intentions and
rationality.
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From what have been said so far, we can say that rationality is the essence of our
behaviour and we cannot communicate without it since it is thinking, speaking,
reasoning, deciding and believing in a way that is generally reliable and efficient for
achieving our goals in conversation.

7. Inference: Preliminary Remarks

Reading between the lines has become the standard definition for inference, but this
has never been clear enough or concrete enough for the reader to understand.

Marr states that inference is the heart of visual perception from the structure of an
image to the structure of the real world outside (cited in Recanati, 2004: 50).

Levinson (1983: 103) notices that semantic inferences are not implicatures but rather
inferences based on both the content of what has been said and some specific
assumptions about the cooperative nature of the ordinary verbal interaction.

Sperber and Wilson (1986: 22) argue that inference is any conclusion that one is
reasonably entitled to draw from a sentence or an utterance. Let us look at the
following example:

(1) All human beings are rational. (premise)
(A) Peter is a human being. (premise)
(B) Peter is rational. (conclusion)

Dole, et al (1991: 250) mention that inference is the heart of comprehension process,
however, Chikalanga (1992: 697) defines inference as the cognitive process a reader
goes beyond to obtain the implicit meaning of a written text on the basis of two origins
of information: the proposition content of the text (i.e. , the information explicitly
stated) and prior knowledge of the reader.

Yule (1996: 69) states that inference is the listener’s use of additional knowledge to
make sense of what is not explicit in an utterance whereas Schwarz (1996: 7) points
out that Grice (1975) refers to inference as a conversational implicature that goes
beyond the semantic meaning of what is being said by determining the pragmatic
meaning of an utterance.

AL-Sulaimaan (2011: 183) defines inference as the process of deduction which listeners
characteristically employ in interpreting utterances, let us consider the following
example:

(2) I cleaned the house today. My mother in law is coming.

The speaker cleaned the house since his mother in law was coming.
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To sum, one can deduce that inference is the meaning that is suggested rather than
directly stated. Inferences are implied through clues that lead the reader to make
assumptions and draw conclusions, or the act of passing from one proposition,
statement or judgment considered as true to another whose truth is believed to follow
from that of another, or is a logical conclusion that is drawn from a premise.

8. Inferences and Meaning

In Logic and Conversation, Grice (1975: 42) makes a very general distinction between
what is said by a speaker and what he means or infers. Let us begin with one of his
famous examples:

“Suppose that A and B are talking about a mutual friend, C, who is now working in a
bank. A asks B how C is getting on in his job, and B replies, Oh quite well, I think; he
likes his colleagues, and he hasn’t been in prison yet” (Grice 1975: 43). Now what is
interesting is Grice’s comment: "I think it is clear that whatever B implied, suggested,
meant, etc. , in this example, is distinct from what B said, which was simply that C had
not been in prison yet” (Grice 1975: 43). In his commentary, Grice used the words
implied, suggested and meant to describe what the speaker intended to convey. The
important point is that Grice distinguishes between what is said and what is meant.

Grice (1975:44) sees a link between implicated and conventional meaning when the
concept of conventional implicature is introduced. For the moment, however, it is
important to state Grice’s first criterion for distinguishing between what is said and
what is implicated. As what is said must be understood in terms of what philosophers
define as meaning, that is, sense and reference, what is said is "the result of a linguistic
computation implying the description of a full proposition with a truth value"
(Strawson,1971:180) .According to philosophy of language, reference is not a property
of linguistic sentences, but instead, as Strawson explicitly states, a property of
utterances: “Mentioning, or referring to, something is a characteristic of a use of an
expression, as ‘being about’ something, and truth or-falsity, are characteristics of a use
of a sentence” (Strawson 1971: 180). This implies that Grice's idea of what is said
cannot be restricted to a merely linguistic notion of logical form: it is a full proposition
with a truth value, as implied in the work of Searle in his seminal article on literal
meaning (Searle 1979: 90), when he stated that the notion of literal meaning of a
sentence only has application relative to a set of contextual or background
assumptions.

Moeschler (2010: 6) says that this is a crucial step in the comprehension of non-natural
meaning: one part of non natural meaning is what is said, which can be reduced to the
truth-conditional aspect of meaning, while the other part is the non-truth-conditional
aspect of meaning, known as inference and implicature.
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From what have been said so far, one can say to achieve a successful inference,
listeners/readers need to, accurately, identify the entities to which speakers/writers
refer.

9. Conclusions

Inference can be defined as the logical conclusion that is drawn from a premise or as
the cognitive process a reader goes beyond to obtain the implicit meaning of a written
text on the basis of two origins of information (1) the proposition content of the text
(i.e. , the information explicitly stated) and (2) the prior knowledge of the reader .
Inference is the final result of the following elements which are lexis, grammar, layout
and punctuation, thought, knowledge of context, experience, expectations and beliefs,
knowledge of communication conventions. Rationality can be defined in our perspective
as believing the believable, or believing something fathomable, and having a perfect
knowledge of the maxims observing, and applying the maxims in an accurate way or it
is the essence of our behaviour and we cannot communicate without it since it is
thinking, speaking, reasoning, deciding and believing in a way that is generally reliable
and efficient for achieving our goals in conversation, and we found in this study that the
Gricean Maxims are the unique ways to be cooperative and they help us to be rational
and tacit in our conversation and they are not rules. We have to learn, suggest that
they may only come to our intention when we encounter speech which is hard with the
assumption that they are being observed. For this reason, Grice's Maxims will be
adopted as our inferential model for the analysis of the data under investigation.

SL Text (1):

(A) : How many people should I ask to get a good sample ?

(B) : You should ask 10 people (Spenader, 2004: 29).

Context: The speaker asks the addressee about the appropriate number to get a good
sample.

Inference: 10 is the minimum.

TL Texts:
Gas die e Jpanll aliaa) g jiall (alislae o L() .1

coaladl e et of s ()
e syie g am Al o Jpeanll GBI Jaeall aly 1V Y
fam zisai o Jsmanll aglle) of oslhad) (alisl) sae sy o< (1) .2

ua\;.:j syde Jlud ui Qaa (u)
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AN e syde sV )
s due o Joeanll alle] Cislladl) Gulil) 3o ge uisnd (1) .3
coaladl e juasi ol s ()
o3 JanS 5 ye YY)
fiaie die o Jpanll Giaal (alasS Culiall sl jliaa] ge il i) clile ally () 4
coaladl syte jumat ol s ()
o Y i syde jloaaly 8 Yl
Gas due o Jpanll Ay anjlian) Cslhaall (aliddl ulidl aaall sy £ (1) .5

ual;.:j Bydic juiasd ‘_'j et (a_:)

.ij JuaS 3 )de  juasl 1 JY Y

Pragmatic Interpretation

10 is the minimum. If 5 is the minimum, A would be breaking the maxim of Quantity.
This is a bridging inference based on the contrast and understanding new expressions.

Translational Discussion

Subjecting renderings to the scrutiny one can say that the semantic translation is used
by subject (2) since the inferred meaning is conveyed literally,however subjects (1,3
and 5) have used the communicative translation since the subjects are not confined
with the words of the text itself they add and omitt the words in accordance with its
suitability with the inferred meaning.. All the subjects in this table refer to the positive
inferences in both the SL. and TL, but the fourth translation could be considered as a
case of failure since it contains many utterances and it could be considered as a case of
redundancy in translation and we are with the principle of economy in translation. Thus,
one can illustrate this discussion by the following table:

Text Analysis (1):

Title No. | Typeof | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
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SLT Bridging Good
English
TLTs 1 Bridging Good +
Arabic 2 Bridging Good +
3 Bridging Good +
4 Bridging Good failure failure
5 Bridging Good +

The Proposed Renderings

The most appropriate renderings are (2 and 3) since they are regarded as more
suitable equivalents in the TL. Text as the inferred meaning has been conveyed more
accurately and naturally from the SL into the TL.

Cam =3sai e Janll agllel of Collaall (alas¥) ase aly £ (1) .1
coaladl syie Jla of ey (@)

R e pse s YY)

Sam A o Jpanll Ales) slhaall il sae oo i () .2
coalasl syde st of s ()

e JaneS 3y8e YY)

SL Text (2):

I dropped the glass.

Inference: It broke. (AL-Sulaimaan, 2011: 184)
Context: The speaker informs the addressee that he dropped the glass to notify him.
TL Texts:

ol e L1

(L) i) 7ot i)

o ke .2

ol sl
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Bpioa Gl ) @l dsas
M (s 2l Calaid L4
Ba ehal ) 72 ades
R S L5

e Slisa Gom 2 G Gu ol

Pragmatic Interpretation

Most inferences are derived automatically from utterances and are part of the way in
which consecutive utterances are assumed to be coherent.

Translational Discussion

Regarding translation, one can figure out that subjects (1, 3, 4 and 5) have used a
communicative translation because they are dissident from the standard. Subject (2)
have used a semantic translation since the inferred meaning remains as it is .Subject
(1) has conveyed the good connotations of this utterance (he/she translates the
utterance from a normal English utterance into Arabic proverb, the rest of the subjects
have conveyed the inferred meaning in bad connotations. However, this discussion can
be illustrated by using the following table:
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Text Analysis (2):

Title No. | Type of What is What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic Communicative
Meaning Meaning
SLT Bridging Good
English (proverb)
TLTs 1 Bridging Bad +
Arabic 2 Bridging Bad +
3 Bridging Bad +
4 Bridging Bad +
5 Bridging Bad +

The Proposed Renderings

Applying what have been said to the renderings, one can say that subjects (1 and4)
have conveyed the inferred meaning more appropriately and successfully to the TL
culture. As a result, we propose them

3 il L1
() ) L2l sl

-l (g - 38l cilaadd L2

Bysea shal ) 23l ades

SL Texts (3):

John: Where is Meredith?

Elizabeth: In the control room or the science lab. (Grice, 1975: 47)
Inference: Elizabeth does not know which of the two places Meredith is.
Context: John asks Elizabeth about Meredith’s location.

TL Texts:

caslal) it & WSaill dae Bl

caslal) it ol WSaall e B Gape aagl Al Y Gl o) sV SLY)
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P

fune bl 10 (2)
csball it b ) WSSl 55e 8 L) Caange 2l tull)
Giapie dgas O panilly Ganlill alas Y Y 0LY)
e 25 ol 10sn (3)
cpslall Dise b Gl 355e L e a0 galiiad il
e O ABal) 4 Ao Gl Gy Y YY)
e 2alsu ool 105 (4)
cpstel) Dite A ) WSl 30 B Ll sl
caslal) it o) WSl 3 3 de Gape aalg G Gl Gapan Y VS
Sl e lSa alel ¥ 3t (5)
caslal) yide & ol WSl jie b L) Sgmge 4l sl sl
cosball it b ol oS3 550 G Ja e aalg o Jasalls ol Y Cai) s Y 5

Pragmatic Interpretation

Flouting a maxim (major violation) to create a conversational inference clearly and
obviously violating a maxim, one can imply something beyond what one says.

Maxim Violated: Quantity; Elizabeth did not give as much information as John wanted
(Meredith’s exact location), but instead gave a weaker statement (giving two possible
options).

Translational Discussion

Concerning translation, one can mention that semantic translation is used by subject
(1). The rest of the subjects have used communicative translation since it is the
suitable method to translate such a type of inference (conversational inference) which
is created as a result of violating Grice's Maxims. The following table will explain what
have been said in this discussion:
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Text Analysis (3):

Title No. Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Conversational Normal
English
TLTs 1 | Conversational Normal +
Arabic 2 | Conversational Normal +
3 | Conversational Normal +
4 | Conversational Normal +
5 | Conversational Normal +

The Proposed Renderings

As a result one can suggest the following two renderings (2 and 5) since the inferred
meaning is conveyed more accurately and naturally from the SL into the TL:

Sl e OlSa alel ¥ il rgsn (1)

costad) it ol aSal) ie B L) dsmge 4d) sl sl

csball ida b ol oSl 550 s i 2als G Jasalls sl Y Cadial s JY 5y
& i 1osm (2)

] alall Hide (8 ol WS 355 L) i 2l

e 3 Ole amally i) las Y YY)
SL Texts (4):
If he went fishing then he had a fish supper. (Byrne, 1989: 62).
Inference: He went fishing.
Context: The speaker tells the hearer about the fishing.

TL Texts:

leddl Shatinn o aall cad 13) (1)

Luall cald t YY)
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celdall 8 el Jslian Waes aal) Al cad 13) (2)
cnall gl caad r YY)
el lany cdatae aall Jgb 13 (3)
cland) aval Lew cad t YY)
cojlie dlendl (5K dall L hLal) aad 13 (4)
cland) anay S cad gV

selend) dnal cad 13 O el Jslis (5)
colead) aval caad Yy

Pragmatic Interpretation:

The hearer inferred that the speaker had a fish supper. However, the hearer tended not
to draw this conclusion with the addition of certain conditional premises, such as the
following:

If he went fishing, then he had fish for supper.
If he caught some fish, then he had fish for supper.

He went fishing.

Translational Discussion

A close look at the example reveals that the semantic method of translation is used by
subject (1) .However, the rest of the subjects have used the communicative method of
translation since there is an illusory inference in this utterance, so no suitable
translation to satisfy this purpose but the communicative one. In these translations, the
subjects add, omit and paraphrase the sentences in order to reach the appropriate
meaning. This discussion can be simplified by the following table:
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Text Analysis (4):

Title No. | Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Illusory Good
English
TLTs 1 Illusory Good +
Arabic 2 Illusory Good +
3 Illusory Good +
4 Illusory Good +
5 Illusory Good +

The Proposed Renderings

From what has been said so far, one can suggest the best renderings are (1 and 5)
since they convey the inferred meaning in the SL in a more suitable and approximate
way into the TL.

celiiad) L cland) Jslin ey anal) Al caad 13 (1)
canall Wghial caad s YY)
clandl sl (il 13 SL claud) Syl (2)
celend) anal cad s Y sy
SL Texts (5):
Ren left the town and fell in love.
Inference: Ren fell in love. (Irmer, 2009: 14).

Context: The speaker tells the addressee that Ren left the town and fell in love.

TL Texts:

.&_\;J\ ‘.ﬁ ui) Qﬁ} :Luﬁuy‘

.a_xaj\ A;A Q.qu;} Bﬂ,\l\ O:') QJJL(; (2)

call 4 gy cla Y )
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(€)

el 8 oy Candg Al CSp ol aa

(4)

()

NUEEN | STy R L P EETIO FLIPENY O 2

cehal) il 8 oy Candy s YY)
Pragmatic Interpretation:

Grice’s conversational implications have two crucial properties: they are inferences in a
narrow sense in that participants are aware of them and can draw them consciously and
they are post-propositional: they are drawn on the fact that a speaker has said a
proposition. However, these two properties do not hold for the following cases, which
nevertheless are widely acknowledged to be cases of conversational implicatures and
inferences.

Translational Discussion

From a translational perspective, one can say that the semantic method of translation is
used by subject (1), however, the rest of the subjects have used communicative
translation. The utterance in this analysis has a conversational inference and all of
these renderings express a good idea in the SL culture (love) where as in the TL culture
the idea is not quite appealing. In order to grasp this discussion let us see the following
table:

Text Analysis (5):

Title | No. Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Conversational Good
English
TLTs 1 | Conversational Bad +
Arabic 2 | Conversational Bad +
3 | Conversational Bad +
4 | Conversational Bad +
5 | Conversational Bad +
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The Proposed Renderings

Applying what has been mentioned to the renderings, one can say that the subjects (3
and 5) have conveyed the inferred meaning more appropriately and successfully to the
TL culture.

RO TP RUEE: PR E IR UITENY o ans (2)

SL Text (6):
I entered the room. The ceiling was beautiful.
Inference: Rooms have ceilings. (Al-Sulaimaan, 2011: 184)
Context: The speaker entered the room and described the ceilings.
TL Texts:
Slaan Lt IS 28530 clas (1)
call (B Qg aag r YY)
DA L Ciaag A al) cilas Laie (2)
a8 AR st dag s YY)
Shen e cudll 282l 4 iy @3 a8 (3)
Alea Cighu Capall A Yoy
Dee L Camg A jall WL sles g Lvie (4)
all b Abea Cigiu aag of el (e YY)
L ldia o gk aBs Al e calas ) dlall) & (5)
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Pragmatic Interpretation

This example is of automatic, or routine, inference is what linguists call “bridging
inferences”. These occur in sentences where speakers rely on general or background
knowledge to fill in the gaps. In these cases, because it is a matter of general
knowledge that rooms have ceilings and that tides occur on beaches, the listener is able
to draw the appropriate inference linking the two sentences.

Translational Discussion

The example under investigation reveals that semantic translation is utilized by subject
(1) as the intended meaning is conveyed literally. However, the remaining subjects
have used communicative translation since they add and omit words in accordance with
the suitability with the inferred meaning, since this type of inference (bridging
inference) depends on the shared knowledge between the speaker and hearer. So
communicative translation is used more than the semantic one in order to make the
inferred meaning easier and more understandable to the hearer. The following table is
suggested to illustrate this discussion:

Text Analysis (6):

Title No. | Typeof | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Bridging Good
English
TLTs 1 Bridging Good +
Arabic 2 Bridging Good +
3 Bridging Good +
4 Bridging Good +
5 Bridging Good +

The Proposed Renderings:

Applying what has been said to the renderings, one can say that subjects (1 and 4)
have conveyed the inferred meaning more suitably and naturally to the TL culture.

Shaea lede OIS Al clia (1)
all (B Cagh aag r YY)

e L Camg A jal) WL sles g Lavie (2)
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Al b Alea Cishu aag Of gl et JY Y
SL Text (7):
Katie's father did not give her any supper.
Inference: Katie got no supper. (Al-Sulaimaan, 2011: 184)

Context: The speaker informs the hearer that Katie got no supper since her father did
not give her any supper.

TL Texts:

cliall slals (ol Ldany o € ally o (1)

Gl G ot Y Y,
sliall el (of i) g ol u€ o ) (2).
slaall dang € Jslim o 1 gV ),
eliall Llaks 4l o allg Jaay o1 (3).
eliiall doay Ao o hant ol 1YY,
sliall iy B Sl S lly aakey o (4).
cliall Liny e cuS Joant ol i Y 5,
sliall iy g il S lly o352 A (5).
sliial) duny 8 cu€ S Le s gV Y,

Pragmatic Interpretation

We can say that inferences are conclusions that one is reasonably entitled to draw from
sentences or utterances. Inferences refer to the process of deduction which listeners
characteristically employ in interpreting utterances.

Translational Discussion

Subjecting renderings to the scrutiny, one can say that the semantic translation is used
by subject (3) since the literal meaning remained as it was. However, the rest of the
subjects have used communicative translation since it succeeds in expressing the status
of Katie as her father did not let her eat in the supper. In this translation, the subjects
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take the words in terms of their intended meaning, not their literal meaning since the
literal translation takes the words from their literal level not their literary level and this
is not useful in this work as the subjects contain a bridging inference type, so the
subjects in the TL have used the imperfect +: and W +the perfect to express the
negation in the past. Let us take a look on the following table to understand this
discussion:

Text Analysis (7):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Bridging Bad
English
TLTs 1 Bridging Bad +
Arabic 2 Bridging Bad +
3 Bridging Bad +
4 Bridging Bad +
5 Bridging Bad +

The Proposed Renderings

Applying what has been said to the renderings, one can say that subjects (2 and 4)
have transmitted the meaning more appropriately and naturally to the TL. The
proposed renderings are:

celiall plada (of amil (g ) € o o) (1)
celiall Laa g cu€ Jslim o) s YY)
celiiall By 3 4my) uS )y aaley o (2)
celdall dany o € Jiaas o) 1V Y
SL Text (8):
Some of the students failed i the exam.
Inference: Not all the students failed the exam. (Spenader, 2004: 30).

Context: The speaker tells the hearer about the results of the exam.

TL Texts:
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SRV 8 AL e J (1)
LAY 3 A S (o) sV s

L) Akl ey i ol (2)

LY 8 Al e JAY) (aed) eas s Y S
oY) & Qi) dags DU e (32 (3)

Loy 8 Jadl) dags QO JS (hag A sV YY)
o) & OOl (s (3831 (4)

Loaia¥) b DU en sy A 1YY
O] b DU (e ) (5)

oY) 8 Akl IS g o YY)

Pragmatic Interpretation

This is a bridging inference based on the contrast and understanding new expressions.

Translational Discussion

In the example under discussion, it could be said that the subjects (2 and 3) have
rendered the utterance communicatively by the use of the Arabic negation article (&)
that precedes the verb plus the Arabic scalar particles (JS,z<>) which infer and assert all
the other forms higher are than the lower on the scale of values .The rest of the
subjects have rendered the utterance semantically since they convey the inferred
meaning literally without any addition or deletion. Finally, what has been said can be
illustrated by the following table.
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Text Analysis (8):

Title No. | Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Scalar Not all
English
TLTs 1 Scalar Some +
Arabic 2 Scalar Not all +
3 Scalar Some +
4 Scalar Some +
5 Scalar Some +

The Proposed Renderings

Applying what has been said to the renderings, one can say that subjects in (1 and 5)
have conveyed the inferred meaning more appropriately and naturally to the TL text.

AERY) 3 Al ey L (1)
kaaY) b Akl JS Jads ol s gy )
Ol b DU ey ) (2)
colaiaY) 8 Al S qay Al sV )
SL Text (9):
I am out of petrol. (Brown and Yule ,1983:32)

Inference: There is a garage round the corner.

Context: Grice invites us to imagine a person A “standing by an obviously immobilized

”

car.

TL Texts:

cd agdsl ai (1)

Gl QB 2 )S aa g 1Y Y
gl e ai Al (2)

RENIRIY S WO JE FHE N Y
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ol Dl e 2 a1 (3)

+ Cilanidl) die (e clllia 1Y)
e 38l slail Dlas i (Sl (4)

- 4o gl 293l SBISal Ayghll Jsn e lilia 1YY
L35l Aaas 3daaa s Lilly 1) (5)

Ashll Jase Slyall Clige 2alsy 1 YY)

Pragmatic Interpretation

Grice observes that B’s utterance allows A to infer that, as far as B knows, the garage

in question is open.

Translational discussion

Subjecting renderings to the scrutiny, one can mention that the semantic translation is
used by the subjects (1 and 3) because the literal meaning remained without any
changes .Consequently, communicative translation is used by subjects (2,4 and 5)
.However, the fifth subject is failed to translate this utterance as the inferred meaning
is not conveyed accurately .In this example , all the subjects have conveyed a normal
concept ,their main concern is to convey the pragmatic inference from the SL into the
TL in an appropriate way, and thus to illustrate what has been said. Let us consider the

following table:

Text Analysis (9):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n. nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Pragmatic Normal
English
TLTs 1 Pragmatic Normal +
Arabic 2 Pragmatic Normal +
3 Pragmatic Normal +
4 Pragmatic Normal +
5 Pragmatic Normal Failure Failure
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The Proposed Renderings

Applying what has been mentioned to the renderings, one can say that subjects (1 and
2) have conveyed the inferred meaning more appropriately and successfully to the TL.

e ol s (1)

cBptall f Z))S aag Y NLY)
L8 gae s A (2)

ol e Gyl Aaae b elle YY)
SL Text (10):

I went to a French restaurant. The waiter was very sexy. (Clark and (Haviland, 1974:
514).

Inference: There was a waiter in the French restaurant.

Context: the speaker informs us that there is a handsome waiter in the French
restaurant.

TL Texts:

A Loy Jalll G b aadas ) cad (1)
gl prladll b ol amp QYY)

sl aadad) 3 Llda Yol ey (2)
sl prlaall  Clda Jab sl s YY)
w3l ) il andadl) 8 LW3s Lasla oy (3)
coill prlaall 3 laa Job elilia: QY|
lassy Joll) cadll i pdl) aadadd) ) cund Lexie (4)
sl aadadl) ) a3 13) Lo Yals (gt JY Y
comil prlaall b€ Lavie Glda Jab e (gl b (5)

clia Llis Yol (g uiidll aadaall L cand 13 2 JY5)
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Pragmatic Interpretation

In this utterance the bridging assumption would be “there was a waiter in the French
restaurant to which the speaker went to. This type of inference is called “bridging
inference”, and has been suggested that the process of bridging inference making is
“time consuming”.

Translational Discussion

Considering the renderings, one can figure out that subject (1) has used semantic
translation as the inferred meaning is conveyed literally without any changes . The rest
of the subjects have used the communicative translation since the translator is free to
add, omit and paraphrase the utterances in accordance with its suitability with the
inferred meaning. All the subjects have used the Arabic definite article (JV) in their
renderings that denote a specific country (France) .Here the renderings adhered to the
maxim of quantity by the use of the Arabic definite article .Inaddition, this utterance
conveys a good inference that transmits the notion of admiration which is an ordinary
concept according to the culture of the SL on the contrary of the TL culture which
considers this notion as a bad idea and the words and expressions expressing this idea
are regarded as a taboo expressions, so the translator must be careful in translating
such a concept. The following table will illustrate this discussion:

Text Analysis (10):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Bridging Good
English
TLTs 1 Bridging Bad +
Arabic 2 Bridging Bad +
3 Bridging Bad +
4 Bridging Bad +
5 Bridging Bad +
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The Proposed Renderings

It could be suggested that the appropriate renderings are (3and 5) since they convey

the inferred meaning more appropriately and successfully from the SL into the TL, the
proposed renderings are:

cill paladll b i€ Lavie Glda b e (gl ads (1)
clla Llaa Yol (g oawipdll padadll ) cand 13 Y 55
o3 G il aadadl) B Llda Yol ey (2)
cbil) padadl) b Glda Jals elllia : QYY)
SL Text (11):
John ate some of the cookies. (Irmer, 2009: 19)

Inference. John ate not all of the cookies.

Context: The speaker tells the addressee that John does not ate all the cookies.

TL Texts:
c el alab e Ly s JST (1)
AelS ) adad sa S AT YY)

el e Ly 0a ST (2)
A el s JSG A gy )

Sl aldl e sl G dls (3)

eSS Kol adad sa Jsliy ol Y 20
cSlinadll adad (g pandl Goa Jsls (4)

NelS Clinaall adad G5a sl ol s YY)
Aol adad (e Liany O a6l (5)

IS (glall s (s il o 1YY
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Pragmatic Interpretation

Inferences are mostly scalar and clausal implicatures. Scalar inferences involve a scale,
an n-tuple of expressions with related meanings, which is partially ordered in such a
way that each element logically entails its successors. Examples of scales are <hot,
warm>, <all, most, some>, or <know, believe>, or <and, or>. If a weaker expression
is used then the Q-implicature arises that the stronger expression is not valid.

Translational Discussion

As far as the renderings are concerned, one can mention that the semantic translation
is used by subject (3), however, the communicative translation is used by the rest of
the subjects as they are not confined with the literal meaning of the words themselves,
the main concern in this analysis is to convey the inferred meaning in an elevated way
all the utterances under discussion convey normal inferences, During translation, the
meaning of the source text is preserved and presented according to the target language
grammar, style, vocabulary and phonology. So the appropriate translation is the
translation of meaning, both semantic and pragmatic, and nothing else. However, the
fifth subject could be considered as a case of failure since the translator has conveyed
the inferred meaning in a negative way and does not adhere to the original meaning of
the SL text since the text contains the word (eat) not (devour) to translate it in this
way and so, here we inferred the implications and hidden meanings which are intended
by the writer of the source text or the speaker. Let us look at the following table which
illustrates this discussion:

Text Analysis (11):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What s Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
n nn. Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Scalar Not all
English
TLTs 1 Scalar Not all +
Arabic 2 Scalar Not all +
3 Scalar Not all +
4 Scalar Some +
5 Scalar Some Failure Failure

The Proposed Renderings

Applying what have been said to the renderings one can suggest the following two
renderings since they have conveyed the inferred meaning more appropriately and
naturally from the SL into the TL:
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cuSd) adad (e Gl O Jsli (1)
LelS Sl adad Goa Joli ol s Y 1Y)
ccasSal) e Ly 053 U1 (2)
Al cu Kl e IS A YY)
SL Text (12):
I saw some of your children today. (Daniell, 2009: 3)
Inference: The speaker did not see all of the hearer’s children
today.

Context: The speaker told the hearer that he saw some of his children.

TL Texts:

(sl e an) asdl cadl (1)

AN e pand) o sl cugll (2)
elS gLl Y Al Al s Y )

Akl e ) sl oy (3)
cagmaen gl ikl Al Gl Y )

AL (e Gand) ) 2l (4)
Aasea il Jlikal alSiall ol 1 gV 5Y)

LAl e pand) o sl iad (5)

Pragmatic Interpretation

This inference from the quantifier some to some but not all relies on the idea that there
is a semantically stronger alternative all which not uttered.
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For Grice, this is where Game Theoretic Pragmatics comes in. The project is to try to
assess the extent to which pragmatic inference can be modeled using other ideas about
rational human action.

Translational Discussion

A close examination of the renderings shows us that the semantic translation is used by
subject (3) as the literal meaning does not change at all; however, the remaining
subjects have used the communicative translation since the subjects have taken Grice's
maxims into consideration. All the subjects in the utterances discussed above express
normal connotations in both the SL and TL text. This discussion can be illustrated by
the following table.

Text Analysis (12):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Pragmatic Not all
English
TLTs 1 Pragmatic Not all +
Arabic 2 Pragmatic Not all +
3 Pragmatic Not all +
4 Pragmatic Not all +
5 Pragmatic Not all +

The Proposed Renderings

From what have been said so far, it could be suggested that the suitable renderings
are: (1 and 2) since the intended meaning have been conveyed more appropriately and
suitably from the SL to the TL.

LT o pmadl a5l el (1)

cpgran aalud) Ukl ol Giaatiall YY)

AN e Gand) o sl cudll (2)

S Ll VG Gl s YY)

SL Text (13):

Could you pass the salt ? (Grice, 1975: 49).
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Inference: A speaker asks the hearer to pass him the salt.

Context: A speaker asks the hearer to pass him the salt in a form of question.

TL Texts:

Soelall Ly Uil Ja (1)

el e o el (e Gaaaiiall allay 1 JY 1Y)
Saldl e o) oSadll e T (2)

e of Al e cllay Gaasiall o s YY)
Soelall ] aalainal Lkl (3)

el el asts o gl e Gl aliall ) s Y Y,

il e L el 8 (4)

el e o galad) Jlaw alSiall o Y ),

oLl ) ke s (5)
bl el alill galid) (e callay lSall 1 VY,

Pragmatic Interpretation

Interpretation of an utterance relies on more than just the literal meaning of the
sentence (conventionalization). Speaker expects the hearer to draw certain inferences.
A hearer can only understand an utterance correctly and react adequately if (at least
unconsciously) familiar with conversational maxims.

Translational Discussion

A first look at the renderings reveals that the semantic method of translation is used by
the subject (5) since he/she preserved the literal meaning as it was, however, the rest
of the subjects have used the communicative method of translation since the intended
meaning has been conveyed successfully from the SL into the TL and this type of
inference (imperative inference) requires a type of translation like this type, and there
are different styles which express the orders in both the SL and TL texts and in these
renderings the subjects have used the form of question in their renderings to convey
the polite request such as fakiui ¢l Ja, the following table may illustrate what we
discuss:
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Text Analysis (13):

Title No. Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Imperative Good
English
TLTs 1 Imperative Good +
Arabic 2 | Imperative Good +
3 Imperative Good +
4 | Imperative Good +
5 Imperative Good +

The Proposed Renderings

From this brief one can suggest the appropriate renderings are (3 and 4) since the
inferred meaning is transferred more accurately and successfully from the SL into the

TL.

Soelall ] aalaieal Lkl (1)
) el asy o bl (el alSaa) of s YY)
cllmi e bl by 48 (2)

e o aabal) Sl Sl ) 1 JY 5!

SL Text (14):

Please give me a pen or pencil. (Geurts, 2009: 18)

Inference: The addressee need not provide both a pen and a pencil

Context: The speaker asked the addressee to give him a pen or a pencil.

TL Texts:

coaba) ol i o bl sl (1)

e sl S ahal 52 2 Yt YY)

Soalia) o ali il o (el (e b (2)
cope il S il ellay V1 JY s

$oaliay ol s i it of oSadll 0l (3)
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coabay Vs el Y aalidl el Y YY)
fuabiay 5l o idaxs of OISYL s (4)
e sl IS gl (ol a1 YY)
coaba) o e ol L) Slaely domim of &l a (5)
Lo sl IS bl (gl Jagn Y Y )

Pragmatic Interpretation

This inference is naturally explained as a imperative inference, if the request had been
for a pen and a pencil, the speaker should have said, “Please give me a pen and a
pencil”.

Translational Discussion

The example under investigation reveals that the subject (1) has used the semantic
method of translation .However, the rest of the subjects have used the communicative
method of translation since the meaning has been altered from its literal form into its
literary form.In addition, the act of addition and deletion has been applied to the SL
text since this type of inference (imperative inference) requires such a translation as
the imperative statements in both the SL and TL have a different realizations and
different forms expressing them. In fact, translation is a communication process that
involves the transference of a message from a source language to a target language
and so. Let us have a glance at the following table to grasp this discussion:

Text Analysis (14):

Title No. | Typeof | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Imperative Good
English
TLTs 1 | Imperative Good +
Arabic 2 | Imperative Good +
3 | Imperative Good +
4 | Imperative Good +
5 | Imperative Good +
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The Proposed Renderings

One can suggest that the suitable two renderings are (3 and 5) as they conveyed the
intended meaning from the SL more accurately and naturally to the TL.

The proposed renderings are:
Suabia) o Cila a8 e of oSadll 0l (1)
cuabay Vs s a8 Y sl el Y Y 0yl
coabiay o g ali Slacly Jumim of @l a (2)
s sl IS il sl S Y Y )
SL Text (15):
A. Are you coming to the stage night? (Sperber and Wilson, 1986: 22)
B. I've spent all my money.
Inference: B is not going to the stage tonight.

Context: The speaker A asked B about his going to the stage.

TL Texts:

AL 3 ) ) Slin da T (1)

Lﬁdju K cdypan -0
AL o3 el () @b o :dY )

AL 7 pusall At ) @m Ja =i (2)

s e JS Y el Y -
AL g pesall ) () 2l ol s QYY)

S el ) ST (3)

colle S G 8 Y ol —0
ol (N asadl Al () sl Gl : YY)

S o pusdll Y a5l 8 3l L T (4)
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cpsdill A JL) ella) Y Y el sl -0

DAL ) ) cadil —6f (5)
-psall el JL Y —?

ol Hosil () wr Y 0
Pragmatic Interpretation

According to the relevance theory, A creates a context in order to understand B's
answers. This context is the one B expected A to create from the several premises.

Translational Discussion

Subjecting renderings to scrutiny, one can figure out that subject (1) has used
the semantic translation, the rest of the subjects have used communicative translation.
They rendered B's response according to the maxim of relevance by giving the answer
"No" inferred in different shades of Arabic expressions as the following (<l &), (<), (Y
ael) followed by the justification that he has no money. Hence forth the translator
should seek the appropriate equivalence which is called the Pragmatic equivalence,
when referring to inferences and strategies of avoidance during the translation process.
Inference is not about what is explicitly said but what is implied. Therefore, the
translator needs to work out inferred meanings in translation in order to get the ST
message across, and thus, let us consider the following table which illustrates what we
say:

Text Analysis (15):

Title No. | Type of | Whatis | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Pragmatic Normal
English
TLTs 1 pragmatic Normal +
Arabic 2 Pragmatic Normal +
3 Pragmatic Normal +
4 Pragmatic Normal +
5 Pragmatic Normal +

The Proposed Renderings
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The role of the translator is to recreate the author’s intention in another culture in such
a way that enables the TL reader to understand it clearly. So the more appropriate
utterances are (1 and 2) since these renderings are applied to what have been said in
this discussion.

AL o3 - puall ) Sl da —T(1)
Gash IS i pa 3 —,
A o3 ) ) (@) b ol Y,
G el Basid ) sl s —T(2)
st S el -G
AL Ayl J) (@) @b o sgY 5
SL Text (16):
A: Where does C live? (Grice, 1989: 33)
B: Somewhere in the South of France.

Inference: B does not know where C live.

Context: The speaker A asks B about the location of the speaker C and B replies that
somewhere in the south of France.

TL Texts:

L st b S o
Z Vlam U:ai iy Y o Yy

i gia e pdge 40
o obr ool Al Y YY)
IPIIKEQT ol —L_gi (3)

Syl gﬁ;bd&&&;\}kﬁ\ el —?
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NPIREN Pt o ©uY Yo
7 aalsu ol =1 (4)
i i e alise G aalsie adl Gl -0
'z s Y o)
OSa ol Caps Ja =1 (5)Cs
igh Gigia b oS adl sl —o
:VaNIB K ol Gy Y C
Pragmatic Interpretation

Grice glosses this case as follows:

B’s answer is less informative than is required to meet A’s needs. This infringement of
the first maxim of Quantity can be explained only by the supposition that B is aware
that to be more informative would be to say something that infringed the second
maxim of Quality, "Don’t say what you lack adequate evidence for”, so B implicates that
he does not know in which town C lives. Grice’s gloss states rather categorically that B’s
infringement of the Quantity maxim can be explained only by assuming that B lacks the
evidence that would warrant a more specific claim, but that is clearly too strong. It
could be, for example, that B considers his answer precise enough for A’s purposes
(Grice simply states that this isn’t the case, but it might be), or A and B might be
playing a guessing game in which the players aren’t supposed to give fully specific
answers, and there are many more possible situations in which (B) would not implicate
that the speaker doesn’t know where C lives, though it may be that such situations tend
to be rather special.

Translational Discussion

The example under investigation reveals that subject (1) has used the semantic method
of translation, however, the rest of the subjects have used the communicative method
of translation as they are not committed with the literal meaning of the words
themselves. In this utterance there is a pragmatic inference which conveys a normal
idea in both of the SL and TL. Let us consider the following table to grasp this
discussion:
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Text Analysis (16):

Title No. | Type of What is | What is Method of Translation
Inference Said Inferred
N NN Semantic | Communicative
Meaning | Meaning
SLT Pragmatic Normal
English
TLTs 1 Pragmatic Normal +
Arabic 2 Pragmatic Normal +
3 Pragmatic Normal +
4 Pragmatic Normal +
5 Pragmatic Normal +

The Proposed Renderings

The best two renderings which are (1 and 2) since the inferred meaning has been
conveyed more appropriately and successfully from the SL into the TL:

L g L ol

i g La pise 0
.z ob ol Al Y YY)
Conclusions

The major conclusions that can be derived from the previous sections are the following:

1. Inference is a logical conclusion that is drawn from a premise or as the cognitive
process a reader goes beyond to obtain the implicit meaning of a written text on the
basis of two origins of information: the proposition content of the text (i.e., the
information explicitly stated) and prior knowledge of the reader.

2. There are many types of inferences, namely pragmatic inference, bridging inference,
conversational inference, rice’s inference, scalar inference, illusory inference and
imperative inference.

3. In regard to effective renderings, it seems that most subjects are unaware of the
importance of the word order, fronting and backing whether in English or Arabic
since they are after normal structures and they ignore the intention of the SL writer
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9.

when he deviates in his style from the norm of achieving stylistic functions and
conveying the force of his message.

As for failure, only few cases are failure. This can be attributed to the principle of
economy of translation and the honesty in conveying the original meaning since the
subjects in these examples have used additional words to convey the inferred
meaning in an appropriate way and these additional words have spoiled the original
meaning.

. Using a communicative translation which is based on dynamic equivalence (to use

Nida’'s terms) is much more useful than using a semantic translation which is based
on formal equivalence in transferring inferences from English into Arabic. This is why
the percentage of using the communicative translation is much more than those of
the semantic ones.

Sometimes utterances are loaded with a variety of inferences. This results in the
possibility of giving more than one effective rendering.

. Ignorance of what is said and what is inferred by some subjects’ results in

misunderstanding the inferences in question and thus misrendering.

Understanding inferences in the SL culture helps most of the subjects to give
effective renderings. In regard to this point, it has been found that some of the
subjects are ignorant of the general basic features and cultural norms of the
inferences; therefore their evaluations are hampered by this lack of knowledge.

The common conversational maxims used in expressing inferences can be sorted
out through special context and context.

10.Problems encountered in translation are due to some subjects’ ignorance of

differences in conversational maxims in the respected languages.
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