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OZET

Kisiler sosyal yizlerini korumak ve saglikli iletisim kurabilmek icin nezaket stratejilerine
basvurmaktadir. Edimsdzler ise, potansiyel eylem barindiran ifadelerdir ve hitap edenin
hitap edilene hitap etme bi¢imi, konusmacilar arasindaki isbirligi ilkesinin geregi olarak,
onemlidir. Bu galismanin amaci, talimatlandirma s6z edimlerinin geviri streglerini Brown
ve Levinson (1978) tarafindan ortaya konan, olumlu, olumsuz, dogrudan veya dolayli
nezaket stratejileri kapsaminda incelemektir. Bu amagla, Arthur Miller'in Gnld ‘Saticinin
Olim{’ ve ‘Butin Ogullarim/Hepsi Oglumdu’ adh oyunlari ve bu oyunlarin Gg farkl
cevirileri kullaniimistir. Calismada, arastirma yontemi olarak, sdylem alani, séylem tarzi ve
sdylem dogasini ihtiva eden kesit analizi kullaniimistir. Uygulanan kesit analizi verileri
IsIginda, Juliane House’un dil kullaniminin sosyal boyutunu 6ne gikaran iglevsel-edimbilim
yonteminden hareketle kaynak metinler ve c¢eviri metinler arasindaki soézdizimsel,
sbzcuksel ve metinsel c¢eviri uyumsuzluklari ortaya konmustur. Bu ceviri
uyumsuzluklarinin dilin sosyal boyutunda sapmalara yol ac¢tigi belirlenmistir. Ayrica, bu
sapmalardan bazilarinin kaynak nezaket stratejilerini degistirecek olgude gugcli oldugu
g6zlemlenmistir. Calismada, 06zellikle olumsuz yiz korunumunu saglayan olumsuz
nezaket stratejilerinin ingilizce’den Tiirkge'ye cevrilirken dogrudan nezaket stratejisiyle
daha resmi olmayan sekillerde gergeklestigi gortlmuastir. Bu sapmalar sonucunda, yiz
korunumunun zarar gérdugu, edimsozlerin maliyetinin arttigi, daha tehdit edici ve zorlayici
ifade bigimlerini kullanma egilimi guclu bir sekilde sergilenmigtir. Ayrica, kaynak metinlerin
hedef metinlere gore daha fazla telafi edici unsuru barindirdigi ve bunun da kaynak
metinlerdeki nezaket estetigi kaygisinin hedef metinlerde mesaj-odakhliga burtnerek
daha yalin ifadeler dogurdugu sonucuna variimistir. Bu galisma, edimsozlerin yaptirim
glcund koruyarak nezaket stratejilerinin  yeniden baglamlandiriimasi hususunda
kesitlerarasi egdegerlik kavraminin 6nemine vurgu yapmistir.
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ABSTRACT

People apply politeness strategies to preserve their social faces and form healthy
communication. Speech acts are utterances that potentially house actions, and the way
addressers address to the addressees stands to be significant as a requirement of
cooperative principle among speakers. This study aims to analyze the translational
processes of directive speech acts according to the politeness strategies such as positive,
negative, bald on record and off record, generated by Brown and Levinson (1978). For
this purpose, Arthur Miller's famous plays Death of a Salesman and All My Sons and their
three different translations were used. In the study, register analysis, which comprises
field, mode and tenor, was employed as the research method. In the light of register
analysis outcomes, syntactic, lexical and textual instances of translational mismatches
were revealed by taking account of Juliane House’s functional-pragmatic methodology
prioritizing the social dimension of language use. It was observed that these instances of
translational mismatches led to deviations in the social dimension of language. Also, it
was seen that some of these deviations were significant enough to change the source
politeness strategies. Particularly, the negative politeness strategies functioning to save
negative face were seen to have informally converted into the bald on record strategy
during translation from English to Turkish. As a result of these deviations, the tendency
was potently witnessed as such to use more threatening and imposing types of utterances
through which the face-preserving is harmed and the cost of speech acts is increased.
Furthermore, it was concluded that the source texts housed more redressive elements
than target texts, which resulted in the replacements of politeness aesthetics of the source
with the plain message-centeredness in the target texts. This study emphasized the
importance of inter-register equivalence regarding the recontextualization of politeness
strategies by maintaining illocutionary force of speech acts.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The events that have formulated the world in certain patterns and periods through
the entire course of history have all been penned and transferred to other corners
of the world thanks to the phenomenon of translation. Regardless of the type of
the writing, translation has made it possible for all the peoples of the world to
share and develop in synergy. It all stems from the power of translation that
languages, societies, and literatures are mediated across different regions of the
world, and cultural and linguistic barriers are all overcome as well (House, 2009:3).
The contextual division of subjects, though, has required specific translation
patterns; hence scholars have been torn between major perspectives in terms of
producing the right methodology and style of translating. The fact that genres have
had their own ontological specifications has created boundaries that translators
are not allowed to go over at ease. While technical issues have been handled with
rather word for word translation style, it has been considered that the literary
pieces of art ought to be dealt with more sense-oriented approaches. This arch
division dates to thousands of years ago when people were struggling to extract
meanings from the early editions of the religious books or texts of any kind across

languages as in the cases of Horace, Cicero and Jerome.

Throughout the years that translation has earned the title of a distinct scientific
branch, many approaches have been adopted and utilized by scholars and
academicians in order to add to the existing capacity of translation. The science of
translation has been influenced by several paradigms and embodied by the norms
of different eras. The norms in question have dominated the whole field for a
certain period of time and have been abandoned due to the winds of change that
are caused merely by the expansion need toward a more comprehensive
assessment of the field. Beginning from the 1950s, translation studies have been
systematized according to the dominant turns. The linguistic turn was born out of
the fact that translation was thought to be a linguistic transference process and as
a branch of comparative linguistics claimed by Newmark (1988:5). With the birth of
cultural, social and psychological turns respectively, translation studies have been
observed to require a holistic methodology of evaluation. Hence, the linguistic

approach has been subjected to variations in its own field of operation. Hatim and



Mason state that the scope of linguistics has been expanded to house different
categories such as context-sensitive linguistics, sociolinguistics, discourse studies
and artificial intelligence, each of which stands out to be new guidance for
translation studies (1990: 35). In this sense, another influential and inclusive
methodology came into being with the use of pragmatics in the field. The
pragmatic perspective, which parts from the formal grammar approaches, has
been added to the field in order to respond to the potential challenges imposed by
several variables such as social status, social distance, differences in class

rankings, symmetrical and asymmetrical relations among people.

Social challenges that newly emerged as significant sources of concern for the
field of translation have made the way for the questioning of the traditional concept
of ‘equivalence’ in translation. The initial equivalence theories in the late 1950s
suggested by Catford and Nida aroused much interest in the field and have been
practically implemented as useful tools in translation studies. However, it has been
mostly attributed to the degree of realization of formal correspondence across
texts that whether a translation can be labeled as equivalent or not. Such
structural and unit-based approaches have been criticized by those defining
translation not only as a linguistic act but also as an act of cultural and social
transference. For instance, Snell-Hornby states that a text carries a
communicative function deriving from a given situation that has a broader
sociocultural background, which comes to mean that it is not a simple linguistic
phenomenon (1988: 69).

Stating that word or phrase level taxonomies would not be sufficient to answer to
the problems faced by the translators, Dingkan proposes the context be analyzed
from the broad scope of linguistic level of register, discourse and pragmatic
analysis (2004: 7). Therefore, the relation between translation and linguistics
requires modern methodologies to gain momentum. In this regard, Michael
Halliday’s systemic functional grammar theory seems to be compatible with
translation studies because he echoes the pragmatic reflections of all linguistic
forms seeing them as entities constructed upon functions carrying representations.

House defines the so-called functions as:



Simply the application or use which a text has in a particular context of
situation. Text and context of situation are indeed separate, but the two
interact with each other through an inextricable connection between the
social environment and the functional organization of language. When we
analyze an original text, compare it with its translation, and establish the
equivalence framework guiding the translation, both texts must be referred to
the particular situation surrounding them. To do this, the broad notion of
context of situation must be broken down into manageable analytic units
(2009: 34).

The manageable analytic units are the essential constituents of Hallidayan
systemic functional theory, which are field, mode and tenor. The analysis of each
concept helps identify the sociolinguistic dimensions of language use in a
particular text. The three components are the backbones of register analysis that
respectively clarifies the subject matter, the channel of communication and the
social participants who have certain social relations. Within this scope, House
claims that the analysis of register is quite significant in that it takes translation
from the level of just formal, syntactic and lexical similarities up to a higher stratum
where the textual profiling is provided to ensure functional and pragmatic
perspective (2001: 247).

The study in question handles translation from a linguistics-based point of view
and studies the translation process of directive speech acts according to the
linguistic politeness. The speech act theory firstly coined by J. Austin (1962) was
soon developed by J. Searle (1969) with a more comprehensive taxonomy
grouping the concept into five categories as assertives, directives, commissives,
expressives and declaratives. Both scholars argue that speech acts are
fundamentally classified as locutionary, the utterance itself, illocutionary, the
intended meaning within that utterance and perlocutionary, the effect created
afterwards. Suggesting that every speech act potentially imposes a certain amount
of force on the addressees, Searle (1969) pays attention to the degree of the
illocutionary force within utterances. The degree of force that the participants of a
speech event impose on one another is to be identified and measured so that the
corresponding speech event with the corresponding degree of force could be
created in the target language. Specifying the speech acts in the source speech
events also matters for the preservation of the source conversationalists’

cooperative principles, a term referring to the natural tendency of speakers to



comply with the common speech purpose and continue it in cooperation (Grice:
1975).

In case of the violation of the source cooperative principles and possible
differentiations in the illocutionary force of the original speech acts, the concept of
face, as illustrated by Brown and Levinson (1978) to be the public self-image
claimed unexceptionally by everyone in the society, may be harmed, which, for
this reason, makes redesigning the face threatening acts and face-saving acts
necessarily critical in determining the so-called degree of the force in the source
language. Given the fact that every single speech event poses an act to be done,
which can directly affect the faces of people, Brown and Levinson (1978) argue
that exposing the illocutionary force of speech acts paves the way for an
opportunity to make universal claims about politeness. Due to the necessity of
measuring the degrees of how linguistically polite each expression is, they come
up with the pivotal taxonomy of politeness strategies as negative, positive, bald on
record and off record. The strategies are called ‘super-strategies’ as they
theoretically cover the majority of speech acts, especially the directives which are
namely about requesting, advising, suggesting and ordering. These speech events
are socioculturally formed with certain degree of politeness and put into words by
people in certain linguistic and lexical patterns. Therefore, a deviation that might
be seen in these strategies might not only cause the distortion of the type of the
speech act, which Hatim and Mason (1990: 99) refers to “the loss of the intended
ambivalence that is very much part of the discourse”, but also the linguistic
politeness strategy applied by the source text writer. As a result of such deviation,
the field of the source text might change in the field of the target texts when the
context of situation, the register, is decoded and put into a comparative analysis.
All in all, the deviations in the social dimension of language use, or translational
mismatches as House (2009) calls them, might lead to changes in tenor, which

governs the interpersonal social relations.

This study makes use of two well-known plays Death of a Salesman (1949) and All
My Sons (1947) written by the worldwide famous American playwright Arthur Miller
(1915-2005). Death of a Salesman (1949) is a play about the tragedy of an

American man and his family that struggles to survive the economic depression in



the country. All My Sons (1947) is a tragic play that manifests the negative
consequences of the WW2 on the common people. Death of a Salesman (1949)
was translated into Turkish three times as Saticinin Oliimii by Orhan Burian
(1952), Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre izat (2010) and Miige Ayse Sarag (1994). All My
Sons (1947) was translated into Turkish three times with the titles Bditiin Ogullarim
by Ulki - Aykut Tamer (1963) and Tilin Yerdelen (1996) and Hepsi Oglumdu by
Ulk(i Tamer (2010). These translations were published in different years and thus
provide the opportunity to make a comparative analysis, which also helps find out
more about the translation norms of the years. The main reason behind the choice
of two plays for the study is that dramas are full of real-life conversations between
characters that role-play the real people. Therefore, their attitudes towards each
other, the social distance lying between them, the already established formality
level and the linguistic strategies of politeness they apply in conversations are the

determinant factors that designate the social dimension of their language use.

The study aims to analyze the concept of linguistic politeness that is tested
through translation process, which is considered to be a challenging issue for
several reasons. At the top of these reasons, there lie the translators’ decisions
which are namely devised to fit into words, sentences and situations. Hatim and
Mason (1990: 12) state that the intended meaning, if it is the main driving force,
gives translators the opportunity and rightness to make alterations in target texts.
Pointing at the functionality view of translation is, though, not an example of solid
understanding of the relationship between the concept of speech acts, linguistic
politeness and translation. Even though it is necessarily true that languages and
cultures have their own ways of expressing politeness, the illocutionary force of
the speech acts are undeniably existent and must be dealt with accordingly not
because of only the functional approach of translation necessitating so, but also
because of the evident power of every speech event that has a message to send

to the receivers and is, being in that specific way, itself a message.

This fact brings up the necessity of watching over the social balances designated
by the author for the source text and caring them with the highest awareness that
they are the tiny pieces of the whole social system that governs the social

dimension of language use by the people. House (2001) suggests that any



dimensional mismatches would cause deviations in the entire set of situational
dimensions. These translational mismatches, as analyzed in this study, are
basically categorized into three sub-branches as syntactic, lexical and textual
mismatches (House: 2015). This kind of analysis comprises the basis for textual
and extra-textual features. Referring to the view put by Larose (1998) about the
purpose of translation, House is of the same opinion that lexical and syntactic
components form the microstructure of textual features, while the discourse-
related components form the macrostructure of textual features, “a superstructural
level relating to the overall structure including narrative and argumentative
structure” (2015: 18). Therefore, the unity of a text is bound to the preservation of
all the textual and the extra-textual features, which necessitates an in-depth

analysis in the entire course of translation.

In conclusion, deviations or mismatches seen in the politeness strategies are not
only misusages of language or misinterpretations of situations, but also direct
threats to the social system that the source text is purposefully built on. For this
reason, the study develops a holistic approach to the issue exemplifying a variety
of context of situations to make a comparative analysis and come up with tangible

data for the vast field of translation.

The main research question of the study is:

» How is the concept of linguistic politeness in directive speech acts evaluated in

translation studies?

The sub-questions of the study are:

» What kind of transformation occurs in the types of speech acts after the
translation process?

» What most evident consequences are caused by ignoring the linguistic
politeness strategies adopted in the source texts?

» What kinds of translational mismatches occur in the transfer process of

politeness strategies?



It is also necessary to set out the scope and limitations of every academic study in
order to make them more effective and right to the topic. In this study, the purpose
is generally to raise awareness about a linguistics-originated concept, politeness,
as a significant issue for translators. This is so vast a field of research that it
places some limitations on researchers. The study makes use of the translation
assessment model of House, but it does not definitely present a translation quality
assessment and never claims to be a judge on the quality of translations. It is only
the application of the register analysis modeling of House and the concept of
translational mismatches that have shed light on the core of this study. Another
limitation, since Searle’s entire speech act classification is too broad to handle in a
single study, the scope of this thesis is only on the directive speech acts. The
directives essentially make a good subject for the evaluation of politeness
strategies even though the other forms of speech acts include manners of

politeness as well.

The study includes six chapters, each of which presents a different content for the
whole work. The introduction chapter introduces the significant concepts that form
the core of the study and explain the main route the study follows. The importance,
aim, scope and limitations of the study are elaborated together with the research
guestions. Also, it summarizes the content of the chapters in the study. At the end
of the introduction chapter, there is a special section allocated for the definitions of
the terms that are frequently used in the study. Starting with the general
introduction of the concept of pragmatics, the first part of the second chapter is
specifically allocated to define the linguistic background of the study. The speech
acts and their primary classifications are determined, and then the illocutionary
force of speech acts is manifested. After the identification of the varieties of
speech acts, directives are given special care as they stand to be the main source
for the analysis. The concepts of cooperative principle and relevance theory are
also explained in order to discuss the basics of communication. Following that, the

concepts of face and politeness are detailed.

The second part of the second chapter of the study starts with the explanation of
the relationship between linguistics and translation studies. The politeness theory,

which is technically described in the second chapter within the field of pragmatics,



iS now put into analysis in terms of translation studies. The previous works that
have been produced and proved to be useful solid resources have been reviewed
in order to put together different approaches developed by different scholars
specifically discussing the role of politeness in translation studies. In addition, the
functional-pragmatic model applied by House is defined, which she connects with
the use of register. To be more specific, the overt and covert types of translations
are discussed, and the overtly erroneous translational mismatches are
determined. The second chapter also includes a separate section for drama
translation in order to highlight the specificity of the branch. The last part of the

chapter is about the author, plays, character analysis and translators.

The third chapter sets out the basic methodology of the study specifying the
methods of data collection, explanation of critical concepts and the data analysis
process. Politeness strategies, categorized as negative, positive, bald on record
and off-record strategies (Brown&Levinson, 1978) are characterized in this
chapter. Afterwards, the concept of register, as a linguistic tool used to identify
context of situations inside texts, is described and clarified to be the core method
of the analysis of translation processes of speech acts. The units of the register,
classified as field, mode and tenor are explained, and their role in indentifying the
context of situation inside a text is highlighted to be valid criteria for determining
the linguistic strategies adopted by characters inside the plays. The chapter also
gives background information about the inter-coder reliability test, which is applied
to test the accuracy of the politeness strategies and to attain as much objectivity
as possible. In addition, the limitations of the study are also emphasized in order to

make the scope of the study clearer.

The fourth chapter is about the analysis of the data gathered from the plays. The
chapter firstly deals with the data analysis of the collected samples of registers
from Death of a Salesman and then focuses on All My Sons. This chapter displays
several examples of register analysis where translations are subjected to
contrastive analysis. Moreover, at the end of each basic register analysis of either
play, the findings are manifested in terms of syntactic, lexical and textual
mismatches in order to find out the deviations in the social dimension of language

use.



The fifth chapter is the section where the findings of the study are evaluated and
discussed. According to the results of the analysis, the deviations in the social
dimension of language use led by the deviations in linguistic strategies are clarified
to manifest their effects on interpersonal relations both in the source texts and the
translations. The politeness deviations seen across these strategies are also
shown with diagrams to provide more clarity for the outcomes of the study. The
conclusion is the last chapter of the study, and it is aimed to overview the main
and sub-research questions set out at the beginning of the study and reveal
answers reached upon the completion of the whole analysis of the data and
discussion of the findings. The last chapter also includes last remarks of the
researcher about suggestions for further researchers that may think of undertaking
a study about such a remarkable subject matter.

Definitions of Terms

For a better understanding of the study, the following terms are defined within the

context of their uses in this research.

Face: the public self image everyone claims for himself and wants to preserve in

social environment.

Face threatening act: every act or speech act that poses risk to damage one’s

face.

Face saving act: every act or speech act that helps to preserve one’s face.

Positive face: the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least

some others.

Positive politeness: Politeness strategy that demonstrates closeness to sound

friendly and be acceptable by others.

Negative face: The want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be

unimpeded by others.
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Negative politeness: Politeness strategy that cares more about social distance and

formality not to be impeded by others.

Bald on record: The purest form of wanting or simply saying something.

Off record: The strategy of uttering something without actually saying it but by

implicating.

Speech act: Every utterance that has a performative power to turn into an act.

lllocutionary force: The intended effect created by the speech act.

Redressive factors: Hedging words, phrases or any kinds of linguistic act used to

provide specific cover for the speech acts.

Non-redressive factors: The use of no hedging words, phrases or any kinds of

linguistic act, which results in direct confrontation.

Cooperative principle: the natural tendency of speakers to cooperate and continue

the speech.

Context of situation: The totality of extralinguistic features all related to the

communicative acts.

Register: A configuration of meanings which evolve out of a certain context upon

which a speech event is arranged.

Mismatch: The contexts of uses that do not match one another through translation.



11

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Pragmatics

It is a universal fact that every human being lives in a chain of communication, in
some of which they become the addressers and in some of others the addressees.
However, the contacts people make or the social interactions they find themselves
in are not only realized through the placement of words in the right order in a
sentence as it is not enough for a successful communication. Keeping a
conversation going appears to be challenging if there does not exist a pragmatic

evaluation.

Pragmatics as a field of linguistics was initially defined by Morris as “the relation of
signs to their users and interpreters” (1938: 30). Standing as a gate operator to
analyze the meanings carried above words and sentences, pragmatics differs from
semantics. Regarding the distinction between these two concepts, C. Roberts
(2004) states that semantics forms a conventional framework for the words and
renders the meaning depending on that frame but pragmatics, on the other hand,
deals specifically with what someone really means by saying something. The need
for a pragmatic perspective stems from the fact that “a particular sign is evidently
interpreted differently by speakers who have different backgrounds” (Celik, 2009:
237). Thus, a meticulous insight must be developed to attain a right meaning out
of a statement uttered by a certain person in a certain context under certain
circumstances. One sentence may both appear to be a question and an affirmative
sentence, or it may sometimes be hard to specify if a sentence carries a hidden
meaning behind. Taguchi underlines the importance of basic pragmatic
competence which he defines as “the ability to use language appropriately in a
social context” (2009: 1) and adds that it is necessary for people to make the right

inferences out of utterances.

Communication is obviously a sociological phenomenon. Therefore, when
analyzing a conversation, a special section should be allocated to the social status
of those speaking in order to determine the right and wrong manners adopted

which lead the way for either a fruitful interaction or an infertile ending. Yule
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defines pragmatics as: “the study of meaning as communicated by a speaker (or
writer) and interpreted by a listener (or reader)” (1996: 3). The messages people
transmit are not directly coded to the receivers’ minds but filtered and refined
according to some conditions instead. The social status and the hierarchical
relations among people could well be regarded as the two of these conditions.
Yule (1996) puts it as it is highly important to determine under what conditions,
where, when and who people talk to, which is exactly the very core of the
existence of pragmatics. If a father too politely requests his son to shut the door
because it is hot in the room in an indirect or implicit way, then a question naturally
emerges if there is something wrong with the father-son relationship or if the father
adopts a mocking style to his speech towards his son as maybe his son avoids
bothering himself to do anything but stay in front of TV for hours.

In deference to such situations, it is not wise only to deal with the words with their
first reference in our minds. When used in a sentence, the conventional meaning
of a word inevitably is placed on slippery ground, as it arouses various references
in the ears of various people. Considering the meaning of a word is actually its use
in a sentence, L. Wittgenstein (1953) professes that the meaning of a word is
different from its conventional image already located in our mind when it is placed
somewhere in a certain sentence uttered in a certain context. A word interacting
with other words in a sentence now starts to change its most catchy reference and
puts on another costume. The new meaning of the long-known word is actualized
through personal experiences and apt to change from time to time. Wittgenstein
gets to the core of the philosophy of keeping hold of the meaning of words in mind
by asking such philosophical questions: “Can one keep hold of an understanding
of meaning as one can keep hold of a mental image? That is, if one meaning of a
word suddenly strikes me, —can it also stay there in my mind?” and concluding
that “what flashed on me and what stayed there in my mind can't have been the
same” (1953: 176). Then it could be concluded that a word’s contribution to a
sentence is a matter of semantics, but all the possible references it creates in the

minds of hearers is a matter of pragmatics.

As to the intentions of people in communication, an exhaustive approach is

necessarily to be displayed to have a proper grasp of what people intend to do
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deep down. Signaling the concept of pragmatic competence, Celik (2009: 236)
states that sentences which are both grammatically and semantically well formed
must also be pragmatically well formed for an efficient and successful
communication as languages are not only structured upon syntax and lexemes.
While discussing about the cases of infelicities related to speech acts, J. L. Austin
(1962) alleges that a person might not really intend to do what he promises to do
when he says, ‘I promise”. It is worthy of note that context stands to be an
indispensable concept while distinguishing the truthfulness from the falsity of a
sentence. From this angle, semantics seems to differ from pragmatics in their role
in terms of discourse analysis as K. Bach states that “the gap between linguistic
meaning and speaker meaning is said to be filled by “context”: we say that what
the speaker means somehow ‘“depends on context,” or that “context makes it
clear” what the speaker means” (2006: 159). Regarding sentences requiring an
action to be done, context-based analysis of a sentence radically differentiates
from the semantics based one, as the latter misses the felicity conditions of
speech acts, a term invented by J. L. Austin (1962) to refer to the whole of the
criterion to test if a performative utterance is happily or unhappily ended.
Underlining the significance of context, C. Roberts states that “the aptness of an
utterance depends on its expressing a proposition that one could take to be
reasonable and relevant given the context” (2005: 2). Having such a critical role in
our linguistic acts, context is an essential phenomenon without which no genuine

understanding may come true among people.

2.2. Speech Acts

Horn and Ward state that “speech act theory, elaborating the distinction between
the propositional content and the illocutionary force of a given utterance,
constitutes a central sub domain” (2004, xii) to pragmatics. Pragmatics generally
aims to find appropriate explanations for questions like whether sentences could
sustain stable meanings on every occasion and on what conditions they lose their
characteristics and produce different effect in hearers. Within this sense, Kasper
delineates distinctions between illocutionary competence and sociological
competence stating that while the former is “knowledge of communicative action

and how to carry it out, the latter is the ability to use language appropriately
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according to context” (1997: 2). For example, an affirmative sentence may turn
into a question with some slight changes in the tone and a request may turn into a
sarcastic warning just by a change in the tone of the speech. In this sense, a
pragmatics-based analysis, which covers both linguistic knowledge and
sociological awareness, is fundamentally needed in order to fully comprehend a
speech event between two people. Stalnaker characterizes the essence of
pragmatics as “the study of linguistic acts and the contexts in which they are
performed” (1972: 383).

Given the critical role of pragmatics in the analysis of all linguistic events, it might
be anticipated for the communicators, especially closely-knit ones, to ceaselessly
keep the exchange of thoughts and feelings and never let a problem interfere with
the flow of the conversation. isisag (2017: 19) underlines the importance of
presuppositions existing among people and states that they help people guess
what others might think of during a linguistic interaction. It stems from the fact that
the form of communication people apply is based on some assumptions taken for
granted by both sides of the conversation. To clarify the situation, if it is a mother-
son talk, the tone of the speech is not supposed to be a formal one when we take
the nature of their relationship into consideration. In contrast, communication

errors might come out especially among people foreign to each other.

J. L. Austin (1911-1960) as the founder of the speech act theory analyzed the
long-known language theories and put forward his own style. Austin (1962)
roughly makes a classification between sentences and puts the constatives on the
one side and the performatives on the other side. Constatives are the group of
sentences that can be evaluated as true or false like ‘It rained yesterday’.
However, performative sentences talk about other situations where there is not an
expression or declaration of a fact or event but a performance of an act like the
sentence ‘1 promise’ or ‘I bet’. Austin suggests that “the issuing of the utterance is
the performing of an action- it is not normally thought of as just saying something”
(1962: 6, 7). As different from the earlier approaches to languages, Austin does
not think that all sentences are apt to be tested in terms of truthfulness and falsity.
He states that sentences may have a force of imposition and actually saying a

sentence is doing an act. Austin (1962) states that one locutionary act, act of
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saying something, is uttered by someone to some other person and the act turns
into an illocutionary one, the act performed in saying something, as it dictates the
hearer to do the act, which, in the end, gives birth to the perlocutionary act, the
effect seen. Betting, naming, promising, forbidding and hundreds more like these
may be categorized under the heading of performative verbs because they

potentially represent acts to be done.

It is worthy of note that the performative power of a sentence cannot be bound
only to the direct use of one of these verbs because sometimes the targeted action
can be done by a direct order or an imperative sentence like ‘Open the door’. By
saying so, the speaker might not want to bother himself saying ‘l command you to
open the door’, but both forms of sentences may come to mean the same action
unless we keep in mind the directionality or the politeness level of sentences.
Therefore, the explicit way of uttering performative sentences can be more
comfortably analyzed, thereby making it possible to conclude the purpose and the
type of the sentence. By this way, no confusion might occur not only in the hearer
as to what is actually asked to do and but also in the type of sentence that could
be a warning or a request or a threat because it is explicitly told after the subject
pronoun 7. On the other hand, the implicit way of wanting something to be done
may sometimes be a little bit confusing about the tone and type of the sentence.
Barely said, ‘open the door’ might be a warning or a suggestion or an advice or an

order accordingly, so it is up to the context to identify its specific form.

Believing that all other philosophies of languages are void if it is not for the theory
of speech acts, J. Searle (1969) puts forth a more sophisticated approach than
that of Austin. Different from the way Austin defines performative sentences as
linguistic acts, Searle (1969) assumes that performing something by words is not
only a linguistic act including words of action, but also a subject of behavior which
could be regarded as one designating mechanism of human interaction. It may be
asserted that behaviors of people are arranged and adopted according to various
social conventions in the society. Things to say, deeds to do are all weighed and
determined by social standards and then put to words or actions. Within the light of

its social role, Searle (1969) states that the theory of speech acts forms the core of
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language, and it is impossible to think of another philosophy of language covering

the whole field without the existence of speech acts.

Regarding the basic categories of speech acts, both Austin (1962) and Searle
(1969) place their theories on the same ground. Commonly named the locutionary,
illocutionary and perlocutionary acts, the acts find their force of imposition in
speaker’s words, and they start their journey as being only a bunch of words at the
beginning but end up as a physical and concrete effect. However, Searle goes
ahead from this point and draws a more comprehensive framework for speech
acts by using a four-sentence example each of which represents a different role.
Within this context, one sentence may come to address different audiences
depending on its form but in each speech act the speaker substantiates more than
one function, which Searle puts as “(a) The uttering of words (morphemes,
sentences); (b) referring and predicating; (c) stating, questioning, commanding,
promising, etc” (1969: 23). Adding the perlocutionary act to the three processes,
Searle enriches the functionality of speech acts gaining them a more

comprehensive identity, another distinction from Austin.

An illocutionary verb such as warn, request or want can be defined as a
performative verb when they are used immediately after the subject pronoun just
like in the sentence ‘I warn you not to disturb me’. Such sentences give a clear hint
about the types of sentences and the hearers can almost certainly understand
what the speaker means because of the illocutionary force of the performative
verb. However, it is a fact that languages are not only composed of such
beginnings. Sometimes sentences may not include a performative verb but
provide the same messages for the hearers. Searle explains the critical elements

of illocutionary force indicators as “word order, stress, intonation contour,
punctuation, the mood of the verb, and the so-called performative verbs” (1969:
30). All these factors, as a general rule for all languages, help people sustain
proper communication. However, it is an undeniable fact that the context, though,
remains to be the most significant indicator of the utterance. It encompasses the
other factors and thus the illocutionary force of an utterance is made ultimately

clear. Given the importance of context, there are also some ‘felicity conditions’ that



17

need to be met by the speakers so that the consistency in their communication

could sustain.

2.2.1. Felicity Conditions

Pragmatics, discussed at the beginning of the Chapter 2, is necessarily applied for
the deep analysis of speech acts. A speech act being a warning or an advice or
even a joke is an issue for the philosophers of language to handle just as we see
in here. All the conditions for an illocutionary act to come true are generally called
‘felicity conditions’ by Austin (1962). Aforementioned examples of typical speech
act words like marrying, betting or promising depend upon some conditions to be
true, so it is not enough for someone to make a sentence with one of these verbs.
Austin goes on to elaborate the felicity conditions, a term invented by him by the
way, as “besides the uttering of the words of the so-called performative, a good
many other things have as a general rule to be right and to go right if we are to be
said to have happily brought off our action” (1962: 14). Therefore, for an action to
‘happily’ end, these conditions need to be met by both parties of the speech or
else a misfire or an infelicity may occur. However, this situation is not valid for the
constatives as J. Sadock (2004) alleges that a failed constative is liable to a
truthfulness test, so it is just called a false or improper or unsuccessful utterance

when it fails.

Austin  (1962: 14, 15) puts forward six felicity conditions which could be
summarized as the need for a conventional procedure by which certain persons
utter certain words in certain circumstances, the appropriacy of particular persons
and circumstances for the invocation of the procedure, the execution of the
procedure by all participants correctly and completely, the shared intentions of the
participants in conducting of the act and conducting the intentions subsequently. If
one of these requirements fails, the illocution fails as well. As a matter of fact, all
these conditions require some knowledge of ‘pragmatic awareness’, which
Bardovi-Harlig and Griffin define as “the learners’ ability to notice how the target
language realizes pragmatic features and notice pragmatically infelicitous

utterances and repair them” (2005: 49).
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Searle (1979) also puts forth a wide taxonomy of illocutionary acts that acts like an
effective criterion in doing a basic job like distinguishing a promise from a report or
a promise. In doing so, Searle differentiates from the usual illocutionary force of
performative verbs as he puts a bonus emphasis on the propositional content of
sentences and their illocutionary act. Listing several variations in illocutionary acts
of the utterances, Searle prioritizes three of them which are the illocutionary point,
the direction of fit and the sincerity rule. The illocutionary point may be portrayed
as the general purpose of a linguistic act. One sentence bearing a purpose but
varying in the style of putting it into action is meant here indeed. Searle clarifies
the concept saying, “the illocutionary point of requests is the same as that of
commands: both are attempts to get hearers to do something” (1979: 3). Though,
it is necessary to add at this point that there is a clear-cut distinction in the tone of
requests and commands in terms of politeness. In the light of illocutionary point,
the important thing is for the speaker to fulfill the promised or stated act and there
should be compatibility between what is promised and what is done. The direction
of fit is concerned about whether the speaker’'s words match the world or there is a
discrepancy between the uttered words and the produced effect, the perlocution.
To elaborate the essence of the direction of fit, Sadock makes the following
explanation: “This has to do with whether the words are supposed to fit the facts of
the world or whether the world is supposed to come to fit the words” (2004: 65).
The third of the taxonomy, the sincerity conditions are about the fact that
whenever a person utters a speech act, there lies an intention up there, which
does not necessitate the fulfillment of the action or a thorough sincerity. While
addressing, speakers vow to do something either by threatening or requesting or
warning or begging and it does not matter at all whether they really intend to do

the so-called action by the same way as they utter in the sentence.

2.2.2. Classification of Speech Acts

Although several philosophers have attempted to categorize speech acts
accordingly, Austin, the founder of the theory, and Searle, most cited theoretician,
have produced the most influential taxonomies and managed to impress their

SUCCEeSSOrs.
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2.2.2.1. Classification of John Austin

The search for a list of explicit performative verbs has apparently been a
challenging task for the philosophers who have created and developed the theory
of speech acts. It is possible to witness that there is, though subtle, a discrepancy
among the philosophers of language as to producing and agreeing on an ultimate
classification. Austin (1962) as the founder of the theory fulfilled the first grouping
of certain verbs which are supposedly to be used only in appropriate contexts.
Austin arranged a five layered classification of speech acts depending on their
illocutionary force. Austin’s list is as follows; verdictives, exercitives, commisives,

behabitives and expositives.

Austin (1962) states that verdictives basically house the verbs generally used to
make a final verdict about a topic. For example, a sentence starting like ‘I estimate
that’ or ‘I reckon that’ sounds as if the speaker has made his mind clear and come
to a conclusion. Resembling this kind of speech to a judicial act, Austin adds that
“verdictives have obvious connexions with truth and falsity as regards soundness
and unsoundness or fairness and unfairness. That the content of a verdict is true
or false is shown” (1962: 152). There are many other verbs and phrasal verbs
implying a speaker finalizing a verdict upon a subject, but due to the infinity of

verbs in languages it is hard to put them altogether in the same basket.

The second category of speech acts in the light of Austin’s thoughts is the
exercitives. Austin (1962) defines it as the verbs dealing with situations like
appointing, dismissing, naming, ordering, begging, vetoing and many others.
Speakers exercise power upon others, which is how the name exercitives
occurred to Austin. Similar to his other categories of speech acts, exercitives have
been exposed to much criticism from philosophers because of being located on a

loose ground and hosting a great variety of verbs.

The third category is the commisives, which Austin defines as “commisives are
typified by promising or otherwise undertaking; they commit you to doing
something, but include also declarations or announcements of intention” (1962:

151, 152). Words like envisage, oppose, bet, consent, promise, intend and many
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more are exemplified by Austin under this category. However, it is worthy of note
that even Austin himself was doubtful about the content of commisives considering

the fact that there lies a contradiction between the speech acts.

The fourth category is named behabitives and these speech acts are mostly
oriented towards behaviors. People make use of the speech acts especially when
they are engaged in a social event and feeling obliged to show a reaction as
Austin  (1962) shows in the following verbs: apologizing, congratulating,
commending, condoling, cursing, challenging and more like these. According to
the appropriate condition, people are expected to pick up one of these speech acts

and share their feelings with others.

The last category that Austin puts forward is the expositives. Perhaps being the
most complicated one, the expositives are mostly expository words like postulate,
concede, illustrate, argue and many more tells Austin (1962). These words are
basically intended to be used for situations when people need to clarify
themselves and conduct arguments. However, it may be argued that the entire
classification made by Austin seems to be complex because of the ambiguity
between the groups. Bach and Harnish (1979) allege that Austin’s classification
does not provide a clear taxonomy because the categories overlap, so they look to

J. Searle’s taxonomy.

2.2.2.2. Classification of John R. Searle

J. Searle is one of the prominent scholars who have been affected by Austin’s
groundbreaking work ‘How to Do Things with Words’ (1962). Discussing the
differences between illocutionary verbs and illocutionary acts, Searle (1976)
suggests at least twelve differences between illocutionary acts. To put it more
explicitly, there are various dimensions in which illocutionary force of speech acts
come to make different references in people. While discussing about the various
dimensions of illocutionary acts, Searle draws attention to the following three
concepts; as indicated before, the illocutionary point, the direction of fit and the
sincerity conditions. Depending on these major conditions, Searle (1976) puts
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forward his own taxonomy of speech acts and comes up with assertives,

directives, commissives, expressives and declaratives.

Assertives or representatives sound in some ways like what Austin proposed as
commisives and verdictives. Expressions of belief and deductions such as
‘deduce’ and ‘conclude’ especially present a lot about people’s decisions on
certain topics. Searle (1976) suggests that the illocutionary force of such speech
acts can also be tested in true-false dimension because they have a lot to do with
rest of the discourse or the context of the utterance.

Searle’s another category is commisives which he claims to be different from that
of Austin. Objecting to the use of verbs like ‘shall’, ‘intend’, ‘favor’ and some others
under this heading, Searle (1976) states that there is a close connection between

commisives and directives indeed.

Expressives are basically used to express thoughts based on feelings about
happenings. Common expressions are ‘thank’, ‘congratulate’, ‘apologize’,
‘condole’, ‘welcome’ and several others as uttered by Searle, who also adds that
‘in performing an expressive, the speaker is neither trying to get the world to
match the words nor the words to match the world, rather the truth of the
expressed proposition is presupposed” (1976, 12). Therefore, expressives need
no alternative discussion or test in terms of direction of fit since it is almost for sure
where and when people exactly use such expressions. A sentence like ‘You're
fired’ is a notable example that could be used to summarize the entire theory of
speech acts because it is not only a sentence but also an act. ‘By’ or ‘in’ saying a
sentence like this, a speaker apparently declares a decision taken already perhaps
about a wrong-doing or poor performance of a worker. Therefore, the worker is
forced to pick up his personal stuff and leave work upon hearing the statement.
Searle (1976) explains the direction of fit in declaratives, as both world to words

and words to world.
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2.2.2.2.1. Directives

The other categories involved in Searle’s classification have more content oriented
towards proposition because of the lack of direct imposition on the hearer. It is well
known that all the assertives, commissives, expressives and declaratives have an
illocutionary point as well, but they are not disguised as direct commands,
requests or prohibitions. The point that draws the major difference line between
directives and others is, as Searle clearly manifests, that directives are “attempts
(of varying degrees, and hence, more precisely, they are determinates of the
determinable which includes attempting) by the speaker to get the hearer to do
something” (1976, 11). Words like ordering, questioning, requesting, prohibiting,
advising, commanding and recommending are the examples frequently preferred

by speakers depending on the appropriate context.

G. Leech (1983) states that it is essential that the hearer produce a concrete effect
or perlocution upon receiving a directive. Therefore, being indifferent to a directive,
for the hearer, might be incompatible with all the principles of a healthy
communication, thereby breaking the natural flow of communication. Paul Grice
(1975) compiled and systematized these principles for a healthy communication in
his essay “Logic and Conversation” with the renowned title ‘cooperative principle’,

which is to be discussed and detailed later in the Chapter 2.

Using the taxonomy of Searle to a large extent, Bach and Harnish (1979) use the
term ‘directives’ to generally attribute to the desires, wishes or intention of
speakers to be carried out by hearers. They classify the directives into six basic
groups; requestives, questions, requirements, prohibitives, permissives and
advisories (1979: 47, 48). Bach and Harnish (1979: 47, 48) list many verbs for
each group; for example, the requestives are put into practice with the words like
ask, beg, beseech, implore, insist, invite, request, and some others. The verbs
preferred for the use of questions are ask, inquire, interrogate, question. For the
requirements, verbs like bid, charge, command, demand, dictate, direct, instruct,
order, prescribe, require are suggested to be used. For the prohibitives, verbs like
forbid, prohibit, proscribe, restrict and for the permissives, verbs like agree to,

allow, bless, consent to, dismiss, and lastly for the advisory verbs like advice,
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caution, propose, recommend, suggest, urge, warn are recommended to be used.
The list could be lengthened as language includes numerous words impossible to

be put in one list at once.

2.2.3. Direct and Indirect Speech Acts

It is highly critical to keep in mind that all speech events basically depend on a
mutual understanding between the parties of that conversation. This kind of
compromise necessitates sustainability of understanding because when one fails
to follow the dialogue then confusion will occur. This kind of confusion, by all
accounts, may even distort the relationship between people. For example, a
sentence like ‘I am hungry’ may come to produce two different meanings. The first
one is the literal meaning which shows that you are hungry. The second meaning
could be a kind of indirect request that you address to one of your friends in order
to go somewhere to eat. What is important in such situations for the hearers is to
be able to pay a certain amount of attention and keep track of what people have

said before and what they will probably say next.

Searle (1979) claims that direct speech acts are easy to identify because they
explicitly show the real intention of speakers, so the hearers do not bother
themselves to think twice immediately after a sentence is uttered to them. The
abovementioned sentence ‘I am hungry’ both means that the speaker is hungry
and requesting others to go somewhere to eat. Searle (1975) explains this
situation saying that indirect speech acts have more than one illocutionary force,
but the direct speech acts are born to give only one meaning. Clark (1979)
proposes six major properties of speech acts in order for the addressees to better
distinguish direct speech acts from the indirect ones and prepare appropriate

responses.

Clark (1975: 432, 433), signaling the multiplicity of meanings, initially wants it to be
taken for granted that indirect speech acts fundamentally have more than one
meaning. Also, given the multiplicity of meanings, the hearer logically prioritizes
one meaning among the others and buys it. The logically contingent one is favored

the most. The third one is correlated with the process of prioritization because
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there must be a shared background for the communicators and then it would be
possible to lay the predictions at a rationale basis. The fourth property of indirect
speech acts is about the conventions upon which the rationale is placed. The
conventionally learnt dialogues reveal what questions are needed for what
situation, so conventions act like clues and help people. The fifth is about the
purposefulness of indirect speech acts, within the frame of which speakers
organize their utterances according to their purpose and listeners are supposed to
infer the goals of the speakers. The last property is the politeness of the indirect
speech acts. Clark reveals a cliché having been adopted for long years that, as
Brown and Levinson (1978) assert, the more indirect a speech act is, the more

polite it will be.

The systematic analysis of the characteristics of indirect speech acts by Clark
(1975) proves the importance of the comprehension of the context and common
background of the speakers. Especially while prioritizing an option among others,
it is necessary to cooperate with the other communicators because the logically
contingent meaning is needed to be grabbed and picked among the other less
contingent ones. Besides, the shared background keeps the distances between
the parties of the conversation closer, thereby not causing the unimaginable or
unacceptable inferences to be derived from an utterance. In order to fully grasp
the meaning of an indirect speech act in a speech event, all the communicators

are supposed to follow a cooperative principle as suggested by Paul Grice (1975).

2.2.4. Cooperative Principle

The philosophy of language underlines the necessity of analyzing languages not
only from the semantic point of view but also from a pragmatic angle. Unlike other
philosophers of language, Leech (1983) claims that a complementary approach is
to be adopted in order to fully conquer the concept of meaning in a sentence
highlighting the fact that one sided - approaches would not be sufficient in the
pursuit of real meaning implicated by speakers. However, it cannot be alleged that
any of these three approaches would guarantee to comprehend the proper and
decent exchange of ideas and the illocutionary force of a speech act in a

conversation. A sentence being clear in its message at first glance might make
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unprecedented references to various people in various conditions. Bassnett (2003)
argues that unprecedented interpretations might stem from two possibilities that
one is either in a foreign country expecting to hear a specific language but, to his
surprise, ends up with another language; or one’s mind is busy thinking of
something else at the moment of speech. She claims that this kind of confusion
and momentarily silence is broken by a cognitive reaction of the hearer, which she
terms as “abduction” meaning “the leap from confusing data to a reasonable
hypothesis” (2003: 143). Pointing out the importance of context awareness, isisag
states that “the meaning of a sentence, or even the meaning of the same sentence
may differ according to the context depending on various factors such as time,
place, and social relationships between the interlocutors” (2017: 2). This fact is

undoubtedly what pragmatics stands for in the field of linguistics.

In a social interaction it could well be argued that both parties of a speech event
tend to seek relevance in the words remarked. Explaining the essence of
relevance theoretic view, Ifantidou (2014: 14) states that people usually make
interpretation and try to recover the addressees’ intended meanings. According to
the relevance theory, totally different from the semantic view, language is not a
phenomenon that is encoded by words with stable dictionary meanings that can
manage to preserve their identity no matter what context they are used in.
Especially within the sense of conversation, it is already stressed that all parties of

a conversation act within the boundaries of an unwritten constitution.

The question as to how context is attained by speakers is of great value in terms
of any kind of discourse analysis, like politics or economics. The aforementioned
constitution unifies speakers around the essence of meanings, and thus messages
and then it becomes easier to sustain a talk. However, sustainability of a talk is
only possible when each speaker makes clear, understandable and relevant

utterances. Grice touches on the subject stating:

Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of a succession of disconnected
remarks, and would not be rational if they did. They are characteristically, to
some degree at least, cooperative efforts; and each participant recognizes in
them, to some extent, a common purpose, or set of purposes, or at least a
mutually accepted direction (1975: 26).
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During the flow of a speech event a cognitive work is being fulfilled and all data is
processed and then a conclusion is drawn. Wittgenstein (1953: 62) discusses the
situation of a child just beginning to read and claims that the child reads some of
the words in a text and ‘says’ some other words just because he is aware of the
context that the words are related to. He concludes that reading is not a literal
reading in this specific example due to the child’s awareness of the context. The
literal activity of reading is shown by Wittgenstein as a conscious activity but the
saying, depending on the context or the pre-acquired data, is an unconscious one,
which the brain automatically carries out. This kind of thinking may help explain
cooperative principle in that speakers also automatically process information
transmitted by words from one speaker to another and then reach a final
compromise in terms of what meaning is implicated in that sense. However, it is
also worthy of note that this kind of cognitive process happens only in
milliseconds. The automatic responses and reactions are all due to the speakers’

tendency to cooperate as indicated by Grice (1975).

Cooperative principle is primarily credited to H. Paul Grice, who did a lot to get
deep into the analysis of discourse and finally put forth three types of implicatures
such as conventional implicature, conversational implicature and presupposition.
Conversational implicature are all the possible implicatures speakers might think of
when they cannot make sense of what is said (Grice, 1975: 26). Therefore, in
order to make it possible to systematize discourses and draw a framework for
communicators to adopt, Grice laid out four categories of CP as Quantity, Quality,
Relation and Manner (1975: 26, 27).

“a) Maxim of Quantity: It relates to the quantity of information to be provided. Make
your contribution as informative as is required; do not make it more informative
than is required.

b) Maxim of Quality: Try to make your contribution one that is true. Do not say
what you believe to be false and that for which you lack adequate evidence.

c) Maxim of Relation: Be relevant.

d) Maxim of Manner: It relates to how what is said is to be said. Be perspicuous.

Avoid obscurity of expression. Avoid ambiguity. Be brief. Be orderly”.
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By the way, the categorization made by Grice is not alone; Bach and Harnish
(1979) also proposed a broad taxonomy. Sharing the aforementioned maxims with
Grice, Bach and Harnish (1979: 63, 64) added extra maxims like sequencing,
sincerity, morality and politeness to the already classified theory. Instead of using
the term cooperative principle, Bach and Harnish prefer using conversational
presumptions and state: “when a person fails to fulfill one of them, H will take S as
having spoken contextually inappropriately until or unless H finds a suitable
explanation to the contrary” (1979: 63) Both Grice and Bach and Harnish seem to
address to the sociological side of language and communication and claim it is
necessary for people to follow basic communication principles in order not to fall

into error and infer wrong messages.

2.2.5. Relevance Theory

Another significant theory for proper communication is the relevance theory
generated by Sperber and Wilson (1986), which basically differs from Grice’s
theory that posits a set of conventions esentially rule over communications.
Attributing a theoretical meaning to the term, Sperber and Wilson (1986: 119) state
that relevance stands for the consistent pursuit of people in distinguishing relevant
form irrelevant or more relevant from less relevant. The contextual effects that
strengthen people’s assumptions about events stand to be of pivotal importance in
adjusting the degree of relevance in humans’ minds. Humans automatically initiate
cognitive effort in understanding the intended meaning from the addressees’
utterances. Until an assumption is clearly justified by the addressee, the cognitive

processing lasts.

The theory defends the idea that people process new information not only in
semantic but also in pragmatic aspects; therefore, it is fair to say that people may
develop varying pragmatic inferential outcomes depending on one utterance used
in a certain context. This fact is an indication of a constant processing of both
people’s existing assumptions and the newly attained deductions dealing with the
new situation. Sperber and Wilson point at the fact that “processing effort is a
negative factor: other things being equal, the greater the processing effort, the

lower the relevance” (1986: 124). This fact demonstrates that cognitive effects
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make remarkable difference in that when they are strong or many, then processing

effort is lower but relevance is higher.

Sperber and Wilson explain the notion of communication by two main concepts:
coded and inferential. Supposing that every speech act is a code that is encoded
by the speaker to be decoded by the hearer, they strongly highlight the inferential
search in decoding intentions that may also exist nonverbally. In this sense,
ostension gets a decisive role in people’s cognitive effort in decoding meanings
and inferences. Sperber and Wilson state that “ostensive-inferential
communication consists in making manifest to an audience one’s intention to
make manifest a basic layer of information” (1986: 54). Interpretation in a certain
direction happens through one’s own cognitive processing of all the stimuli that are
already familiar with her/him. In this sense, ostensive stimuli have two
requirements to fulfill;, make the information clear and the intention highlighted
(1986: 153). However, in some cases, there may be misinterpretations concerning
an utterance or a variety of further deductions from a certain speech event.
Speaking of human cognition as the fundamental phenomenon in decoding
meaning and inferences, Gutt pays attention to the mental side of the process
stating that “verbal communication involves two distinct kinds of mental
representations: semantic representations that are the output of the language
module of the mind, and thoughts with propositional forms that are derived from
semantic representations by further processing” (1989:44). Indeed, these
propositions indicate the decisive role of context. Sperber and Wilson explain what

details constitute context:

A context in this sense is not limited to information about the immediate
physical environment or the immediately preceding utterances: expectations
about the future, scientific hypotheses or religious beliefs, anecdotal
memories, general cultural assumptions, beliefs about the mental state of the
speaker, may all play a role in interpretation (1986: 15-16).

The explanation about the concept of context shows that relevance theory
approaches to communication studies by prioritizing inferential comprehension
that may vary from one person to another to a great extent. To narrow down all the
enourmously possible inferences to the most relevant ones, Fawcett states that we

not only “apply the minimax principle by activating the most easily accessible parts
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of context in the given situation”...but also “expect to benefit from any utterance in
terms of improved understanding of the particular microworld we intend to be”
(1997: 135). Sperber and Wilson (1986) refer to the contextual implications,
strengthening or eliminating assumptions as the major modifications people

automatically implement to be clear on each speech event.

2.3. Politeness Theory and Face

The concept of politeness is another crucial article of pragmatic studies due to its
direct connection to the use of language. Holmes defines politeness as “a matter
of specific linguistic choices from a range of available ways of saying something”
(2006: 685). Watts (2003) explains it as a way of expressing consideration for
others. As Brown and Levinson (1978) put it, the speech acts have the potentiality
to disrupt human relations once they are uttered, so a redressive action is needed,
which, indeed, is the linguistic politeness. Kasper (1990) defines linguistic
politeness as a strategic interaction not only to eliminate the probability of conflicts

in social contacts but also to preserve and maintain existing harmonious relations.

The prominent works related to the politeness theory have mostly been put
forward by Western linguists and sociologists. At the top of them lie Penelope
Brown and Stephen C. Levinson with their groundbreaking work Politeness and
Some Universals in Language Usage (1978) and Geoffrey Leech with his
exhaustive work Principles of Pragmatics (1983). Leech, however, edited his
thoughts and produced another important work for the field The Pragmatics of
Politeness (2014). Richard J. Watts developed and compiled his thoughts on
politeness with the book named Politeness (2003). In addition, Sara Mills
expressed her thoughts in the sense of sociology in her work Gender and
Politeness (2003). Many other academic works have also been produced for the
phenomenon vanishing, with a multidisciplinary function, the borders between
linguistics and sociology together with language and behavior within the specific

example of politeness.

Academic works that have been produced within the frame of pragmatics have

touched on the theory of politeness in some degree. The theoreticians have dealt
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with the concept not only from a linguistic angle but also deemed it to be a
sociological phenomenon. Goffman is the first scholar producing a remarkable
essay named On Face-Work (1967) in which he mainly discussed the concept of
‘face’ and politeness. Considering the fact that people are social creatures, it is
fairly expected for them to act in accordance with some social norms in order to
preserve their ongoing prestige. Goffman explains these social norms with the
word line, “a pattern of verbal and nonverbal acts by which he expresses his view
of the situation and through this his evaluation of the participants, especially
himself’ (1967: 5). The line, as he argues, functions like a check-balance system
for people to preserve their face’, which he defines as “the positive social value a
person effectively claims for himself” (1967: 5). Hence, politeness is not only a
linguistic act, but it is also a behavioral practice.

Saving face stands to be a serious concern given the fact that people naturally
tend to be accepted and respected by others. Therefore, when one side of a talk
fails to move within the borders of the Jine’ and does some unacceptable deeds or
says things that do not fit in the condition, then communication comes to a halt.
Grice (1975) suggests that people had better act in cooperation and be always
open to keep the talk going. Goffman adds that “should the person radically alter
his line, or should it become discredited, then confusion results” and puts forth a
remedy for this trouble under the title of ‘face work’, which he defines as all the
actions a person meticulously cares to take consistent with the face (1967: 12).
Both the CP suggested by Grice (1975) and face-work by Goffman (1967) actually
point out the necessity of being polite in linguistic and social interactions. Lakoff,
deemed by some to be the inventor of the politeness theory, (1973) puts forth her
approach adding to the already formalized theory of Grice, and she suggests ‘the
rules of politeness’ need to be added to CP, which she thinks has a serious deficit
in this sense. Considering politeness as a social issue, Lakoff displays a feminist
stance thinking that it is “the general fact that women's speech sounds much more
'polite’ than men's” (1973: 56).

Given the fact that nations have different values, customs and behavior patterns,
striving for the preservation of face might vary from region to region. In this sense,

cultural differences need to be examined to find out if it is possible to talk about a
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universalism in terms of politeness. Brown and Levinson (1978) advocate the
universality of politeness in their work signaling that every single person in the
world, no matter wherein, shows tendency to be accepted. Grice (1975) also does
not make an exemption among people stating that communication, itself, is in the
natural need of care by both communicators. He states that if one side, for
example, gives too much, or untrue information about anything being discussed in
a talk, then the other side naturally pauses as if there is something wrong. What
Grice (1975) proved to be true is directly correlated with the theory of politeness.
Goffman (1967) introduces his concept of face-work as a universal and social
phenomenon putting forward the mutual acceptance as a natural need for people.
It is also worthy of note that there is no exception this phenomenon does not cover
either.

However, when it comes to the maxims or principles of politeness, the allegations
of universality are nowhere to be found in the abovementioned works of scholars.
Gaining a universal position with their work in the field of linguistics, Brown and
Levinson (1978) claim a sort of universality which constitutes just the skeleton and
some inner parts of the body, but not the organs, veins or cells of the body. To put
it frankly, Brown and Levinson do not deny or ignore the dimensions of cross-
cultural/linguistic variations stating that “interactional systematic are based largely
on universal principles. But the application of the principles differs systematically
across cultures, and within cultures across subcultures, categories and groups”
(1978: 288). Despite agreeing with B/L's approach to a large extent, Leech
strengthens his position on the subject highlighting differences between the East
and the West. He states “consider the concepts of collective, group culture (East)
and individualist, egalitarian culture (West). These are not absolutes: they are
positions on a scale. All polite communication implies that the speaker is taking
account of both individual and group values” (2005: 3, 4). However, a more
relativist position has also been adopted by many linguists like Wierzbicka (1991)
who, rejecting the universalist approaches, gives priority to culture specific norms

in her evaluation of politeness.
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2.3.1. Intercultural Variations in Politeness and Face

It has been really challenging to answer to the question whether the phenomenon
of politeness is the same or different in the entire world. The line suggested by
Goffman (1967) and the cooperative principle by Grice (1975) seem to resemble
each other in that they transmit their messages to the world people altogether.
Basically, social differences are agreed to exist among people, but there lies some
shadowy and problematic part waiting to be enlightened. Brown and Levinson
(1978) provide a tangible source of discussion on the subject and pretend to
believe in the universality of their theory. However, Leech reveals all the criticism
brought to their theory voicing on behalf of the critics that “B&L focus on the
individual, however appropriate to the West, is quite inappropriate to the group
orientation of Eastern cultures, specifically those of China and Japan” (2005: 2).
Exposed to unjust opposition from linguistic circles, just like Brown and Levinson,
Leech, referring to his work (1983), defends himself saying “I| never made any

claim for the universality of my model of politeness” (2005: 3).

The criticism that universalist approaches have attracted has been mainly
witnessed upon academic works where cultures and languages are evaluated
within a comparative frame. In this sense, translation represents an influential field
of science because there is a linguistic and social interaction between languages.
Matsumoto (1988) argued that the theory of Brown and Levinson are not able to
answer to the needs of Japanese and Japanese social structure in which
honorifics are necessarily used to specify the different status of interlocutors.
Focusing on the intention of the interlocutors’ utterances, Ide (1989: 229) states
that Japanese social system dictates people to use verbal strategies only toward
the addressees, but not as a shield for the speaker’'s own face. Akbari (2002)
exposes cultural differences, nominalization especially between Persian and
English through the analysis of politeness strategies between the two. Also, Yang
(2010) discusses about the differences between the addressing terms between
Chinese and English from a cultural and social angle.

In addition, Mills (2003) draws attention to the unjust perception of politeness,

especially in the Western world. She claims that the women, the black and the
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working class form the disadvantageous groups in the society, and they are not
treated as politely as the middle and upper-class white people, especially the men.
Mills (2003) is decisively critical of the sexist, racist and unjustified behavior
patterns in the society. On the other hand, Tretyakova, states that “dimensions of
cross-cultural and intercultural differences mostly lie in social norms reflecting the
differences in politeness standard norms. The very interpretation of politeness
concept is different in different cultures” (2016: 657). All in all, it could be alleged

that culture remains to be the main source of variation in terms of politeness.

Watts (2003) states that Grice’s CP (1975) and Goffman’s concept of face (1967)
have made the way for more research within the field thereby giving birth to the
concept of politeness. As a matter of fact, people try to defend themselves against
the face- threatening acts, which “intrinsically threaten face” (1978: 60). When it
comes to the perception of face in Turkish society, it is clearly understood that
Turkish perception of face is deeply rooted and under no circumstances can a
person want it to be destroyed by others. Etymologically there are many words
and idioms that are directly correlated with the notion of face, which, as a word,

means ‘yiz in Turkish. Yetkiner states that

the use of face within the social interaction has a very significant place in
Turkish society. There are many idioms and expressions which have been
very commonly used such as ‘yizsiz, ‘yiz karasr, ‘yiz akr, ‘ydzini
kizartmak', ‘yizini agartmak’, ‘yliz vermek’, ‘yiiz bulmak’ (2008: 34).

The invention of such a number of words certainly signifies the importance of face
for Turkish people. According to Turkish Language Society (TDK, 2018), the
following idioms have negative connotations in Turkish; ‘yizsiz', an
unembarrassed person, ‘yliz karasr’, a situation or thing to be ashamed of, ‘yuzinu
kizartmak’, causing someone to feel ashamed, ‘yiiz vermek’, spoiling someone,
‘yviiz bulmak’, being spoilt by something. On the other hand, the idioms ‘yiiz akr,
something to boast of, and ‘yizini agartmak’, making one proud, have positive
connotations. Zeyrek (2001) states that the notion of self in Turkish society has
direct and close connection with someone’s relations with other people and it
dictates for one to be always good to others. Therefore, if one’s self is distorted,

then its outcomes might be more serious than the Western perception of self.
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Yetkiner (2008) states that negative politeness strategies are usually adopted in a
social interaction where chastity and honor of people are put to comment. Housing
a rich word bank in the context of face, Turkish society is clearly sensitive about
social attitudes of people and supports the existence of social borders among

people.

2.4. Brief History of Translation Studies

Translation has been defined by many theoreticians interested in language, art
and literature since it was born as the primary messenger between languages and
nations. Catford defines it as “the replacement of textual material in one language
(SL) by equivalent textual material in another language (TL)” (1965: 20).
Translation is not only about reaching a foreign text in a foreign language and
putting it into words in a target language. Stating that translation is not just an act
of transcoding, Hornby defines it as “a complex form of action in which someone
gives information about a text (source language material) under new functional,
cultural and linguistic conditions and in a new situation, while preserving formal
aspects as far as possible” (2006: 53). Besides and most importantly, it has a
great potentiality to teach people about other people’s feelings, thoughts, lifestyles
and all social and cultural features. Bell defines translation as: “the transformation
of a text originally in one language into an equivalent text in a different language
retaining, as far as it is possible, the content of the message and the formal

features and functional roles of the original text” (1991: 21).

It might be argued that the goal of catching the most equivalent form of translation
is a critical issue while assessing the quality and accuracy of translated text. Quirk
explains the hardship of translation as: “one of the most difficult tasks that a writer
can take upon himself’ (1974: 12). One primary element that makes translation a
challenging duty is that language and culture are interconnected concepts and are
inseparably linked to each other. Agreeing to the fact that translation is primarily
an act of linguistic transfer, Vermeer states that it is “at the same time a cultural
process, because language is part of culture” (1992: 38). Therefore, translation is

not all about knowing or speaking a foreign language, but it is a vast science of



35

culture and anthropology the background of which dates to thousands of years

ago.

Two pioneers of translation, Horace and Cicero (first century B.C) made the first
discussions about the nature of their translation. The clear-cut distinction between
word-for-word or sense-for-sense type of translation was firstly practiced by these
two scholars. They were followed by St. Jerome (fourth century B.C) who
preferred the method of word-for-word for his Bible translation as he did not want
the original to be falsified by himself. Translation started to be widely recognized
as an important field of science successively thanks to the works of John Dryden
(1631-1700), Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832), Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768 — 1834). All these scholars developed their own approaches
of translation and to some extent, distinguished from each other. However, the
core of translation has sustained its dominance over the field, which is the concept

of equivalence.

The concept of translation drew much more attention with the 20th century. Walter
Benjamin, with his pioneering work, “The Task of the Translator” (1923), put forth
several instructions to follow for translators. He was clearly of the opinion that a
foreignization technique should be applied in order to reach the beauty of the
original text. He claimed that this goal would not be materialized if only the
semantic approach was implemented. Pointing out the importance of pragmatic
point of view, Benjamin has deeply affected his successors by his well-known

concept of “afterlife” of an original text.

Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) has still been widely discussed and referred to in
translation circles by his well-known essay “On Linguistic Aspects of Translation”
(1959). He advanced translation theories with his eminent conceptualization
named as “equivalence in difference” (1987: 430). He proposed three types of
translation as follows: intralingual, interlingual and intersemiotic translation.
Intralingual translation is an act of rewording or paraphrasing inside the same
language while intersemiotic translation is an act of interpretation of sign systems.
Interlingual translation, though, is an act of transference of texts among different

languages. In terms of equivalence, Jakobson claims that “there is no full
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equivalence between code-units, while messages may serve as adequate
interpretations of alien-code-units or messages” (1987: 430). He (1987) argues
that only the message can be equal in translation, but the form or style
inescapably tend to change because of the code differences between languages.
Therefore, he (1987) draws an attention to the cognitive side of translation and
suggests a cognitive attitude be applied or else the translation would betray the

original.

Vinay and Darbelnet (1958) notably helped translation studies gain a scientific
characteristic with their profound methodology of translating. Basically, classifying
their method into two main divisions as direct and oblique translation, they
elaborate their stance by detailing the methodolody into sub-groups such as
borrowing, caique, literal translation, transposition, modulation, equivalence and
adaptation. They suggest translators use severel methods, if required, together so

as to reach the intended meaning.

Nida, with his essay “Principles of Correspondence” (1964), opened a new horizon
that would lead the translation studies into becoming a distinctive branch of
science. His approach claimed that there are two types of translation like formal
correspondence and dynamic equivalence. The former concept required a
meticulous eye on the form and the content together by preserving the nature of
both, the latter, however, was based on the freedom to create an “equivalent
effect” (1964). His translation of Bible made it clear that he was actually in favour
of dynamic equivalence, which necessitates a translator to be both “bilingual and
bicultural” (1964: 136). Nida and Taber (1982) suggest that if the message inside
the source text is well preserved through the transfer process, then it is acceptable
that there occur some changes in the form of the original text.

J.C. Catford was interested in translation from a linguistic point of view. He
mentioned about “level and category shifts” happening during translation (1965:
141). By level shifts, he meant shifts in terms of grammar and lexicon system of
languages, which stems from the fact that languages are fundamentally structed
upon unique grammatology. It is because of that it is impossible to use the same

language units or patterns (1965). However, category shifts refer to the free
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translation. Catford states that “translation equivalences may occur between
sentences, clauses, groups, words and (though) rarely morphemes” (1965: 76).
However, Catford’s focus on linguistics in theorizing his translation view drew
much criticism from other scholars, like Snell Hornby (1988), who accused him of
ignoring the other significant factors such as the situational and cultural variations.
Hornby criticizes Catford’s use of transformational grammar as translation theory
stating that his “translation rules fall far short of the complex problems presented
by real-life translation” (1988: 20). She puts forth “an integrated approach” to
present a general frame of translation aspects, which she claims necessary for the
translators to take into consideration in the process of producing translation. Apart
from Nida and Catford, Baker (1992), Hatim and Mason (1997), Erich Steiner
(1998), Munday and Hatim (2004), and Munday (2008) have made contribution to
translation studies from a linguistic oriented approach. Concerning their
contribution to the field, House states that “they all widened the scope of
translation studies to include speech act theory, discourse analysis,

pragmalinguistics and sociolinguistics” (2015: 14).

2.4.1. Review of Politeness Studies in Translation

Starting from the post-war era in 1950’s, linguistics was seen to take more place in
translation studies even though it had to face a serious amount of criticism from
the scholars of the time. Hornby explains how the perspective of linguistics’ role in
translation studies began to change with “the crucial “pragmatic turn” which
encouraged the emancipation of translation studies both from linguistics and from
comparative literature” (2006: 35) The well-known concept Grice (1975) pointed
out as “cooperative principle” manifested the tendency of people to cooperate in
any speech events, which may well be likened to the pragmatic tendency of

translators in their pursuit of equivalence in translation.

Pragmatics and discourse analysis were basically used by translation theoreticians
in order to analyze interpersonal interactions and thus reveal the intended
meanings without any distortions or losses in meaning and tone of speech events.
Defined by Hatim and Mason (1997) as “underrepresented” concept in translation,

politeness is much more than an agent implemented in social interactions to show
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courtesy. Instead, it “covers all aspects of language usage which serve to
establish, maintain or modify interpersonal relations between text producer and
text receiver” (1997: 431). A text from a source language being translated into a
target one is supposed to carry all its unique characteristics including the linguistic
politeness. Nord defines translation as “a form of mediated cross-cultural
communication” (1997: 18). Thus, politeness, being one of the nuclear elements of

a culture, is no way to be ignored in translation studies.

Prosodic features like the rhythm, stress and intonation of speech together with
the paralinguistic features like speaking tempo and vocal pitch make it challenging
to evaluate the transfer process of politeness form one language to another. Hatim
and Mason state on the issue that: “the dynamics of politeness can be relayed
trans-culturally but will require a degree of linguistic modification at the level of
texture” (1997, 68). In order to achieve ‘sameness’ in translation of polite
expressions, or to seek equivalence at the level of politeness, it is apparent that
there might and most probably will emerge linguistic variations between

languages.

Cultural variations are another crucial variable in terms of politeness transfer
process. Struggling to preserve the source text with its syntactic and lexical
features might lead to ambiguity or even misunderstandings, which is because of
the uniqueness and individuality of each culture. House draws attention to the

power of translation as a cross-cultural phenomenon:

Language awareness enhanced by translation also promotes cross-cultural
understanding, in that translation can trigger discussions about language and
culture specificity and universality, about forms and functions of culture-
conditioned expressions of politeness, routine formulas and phenomena
relevant for transitions from one language to another (2018, 147).

Suggested by House (2018) as “culture-conditioned expressions of politeness”,
cross-cultural characteristics have apparently been the most controversial issues
among the theoreticians of translation. The search for the most equivalent form of
translation seems to be at the core of discussion. Therefore, the ambiguity about
what translation strategy should be adopted to provide the safest and accurate
meaning should be enlightened. Applying only a semantic approach in translation
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of politeness would be an idle exercise as, stated above, politeness is an intricate
issue requiring a broader insight. House states that “an adequate translation is,

then, a pragmatically and semantically equivalent one” (2015: 63).

As to the background relationship between politeness theory and translation, we
are met by several academic works, most of which have been produced over the
last few decades. Wang (2014) defined politeness as a sociocultural phenomenon
and attempted to find out a way to add to the resolving of politeness equivalence
in translation. He used “the relevance theory” generated by Sperber and Wilson
(1986) with the aim of revealing the important bond between the communicator
and the addressee. Wang (2014) proposed that the parties in a speech event
naturally strive to make the optimal relevance in their utterances, which comes to
mean a constant pursuit of meaning in people’s speeches. In this sense, this
perspective differs from what Grice (1975) put forth as the cooperative principle
the maxims of which play designating roles in communications. In terms of
translation, Wang (2014) points at the cognitive processing as communication
designating mechanisms, so the reaction-based approach is supposed to replace
convention-based approach, as suggested by Grice, in decoding source
communications. Wang is of the opinion that such evaluation of translation
requires translators to interpret context deeply in order to grasp the addressers’
intentions behind utterances (2014: 276)

Adopting the politeness theories developed by Brown and Levinson (1978),
Kansu-Yetkiner (2008) dealt with politeness in translation focusing on House’s
functional-pragmatic model in which there needed to be a register analysis both for
the original and the target text. House’s model proposed analyzing the levels of
language/text, register (field, mode and tenor) and genre. However, Kansu-
Yetkiner (2008) was predominantly concentrated on the register (field, mode and
tenor) in her evaluation. She studied four different sample situations and made
register analysis separately for each one of them. Searching whether the
interpersonal and ideational relations in the source text were preserved and
maintained in the target text, Kansu-Yetkiner (2008) came across many
translational mismatches between the texts such as syntactic mismatches,

reduction in the number of words, localization, and lexical mismatches (2008: 39).
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Her primary concern was to test the register analysis in translation studies, which

was found to be very fruitful at the end of the process.

Widarwati (2014) studied linguistic politeness markers of imperative in an article to
see what kind of differences are experienced from the source language English to
target language Indonesian. Evaluating translated texts in terms of accuracy and
acceptability, she included positive, negative and bald on record strategies of
Brown and Levinson (1978) but excludes off record strategy. She aimed to test the
accuracy and acceptability of the translations by making a comparison between
the original politeness markers of imperative and those of the target text. These
markers are as follows: “the use of please, just and let, and the use of terms of
address (you boys, kids), declarative and interrogative utterances” (2014: 48). She
happened to find that five different translation techniques such as literal, variation,
deletion, borrowing and established equivalence have been used and the variation
is the most frequently preferred one. She concluded that translators should adopt
a pragmatic approach while dealing with equivalence in politeness and
recommended not use the deletion technique as it led to the distortion of the
meaning (2014: 54).

Dinckan (2004) analyzed the systematicity of “T” and “V” forms and the
interpretations of the translators within the scope of address terms. She not only
revealed the major difference in the second person pronoun usage existing
between English and Turkish, but also discussed about the translators’ choices
together with the reasons behind. She cared a lot about whether these choices
maintained or distorted the social relations between the characters. In doing that,
Dinckan (2004) proposed a categorization in the most frequently used address
terms and handled them within a comparative analysis centered on each
distinctive social structure. She finalized her study with an exhaustive

sociolinguistic categorization.

Tretyakova (2016) argued that it was necessary to apply translation maneuvering
to create real functional equivalence. Seeing that politeness is a study field for
cross-cultural pragmatics, Tretyakova posits that crosscultural and intercultural

differences make it hard to standardize the politeness through works of different
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cultures. Tretyakova reviews the phenomenal theories put forth by scholars like
House (2015), Katan (2009) and (Hermans, 2009). However, she pays attention to
the analysis of politeness in translation within the scope of register analysis offered
by House and translation maneuvering model suggested by herself (2015). By
giving the different perceptions of Russians and the English about the concept of
politeness, she claims that the concept is not actually supposed to be universal as
suggested by Brown and Levinson (1978), but more of a user-dependent concept
that may show variations in different social groups, all of whom form distinctive
‘stereotypes’ for politeness (2016: 655). In conclusion, she claims translators
should be ready to maneuver in order ensure functionality in translation of polite

expressions.

Ardi, Nababan, Santosa and Djatmika (2018) reflect the varying translation
techniques applied in the politeness markers specifically used in advice
utterances. They handled the subject with a comparative study of two Indonesian
translations of Dan Brown’s novel Deception Point (2001). Unveiling the
predominantly preferred strategies of advice by the main characters in the novel,
they formed a focus group discussion and seen that the main characters displayed
various forms of politeness and only few of them acted in accordance with the
felicity conditions theorized by Austin (1962). As a result of their qualitative
research, they observed that each translated text had no quite visible difference
from each other in terms of translation techniques. The frequency of the
techniques of established equivalent, explicitation, reduction, modulation and
compensation differed with approximate degrees. They concluded that both
translations tried to preserve the politeness strategies in the source text as much
ac they could and transfer them accordingly, but there emerged some changes
such as “illocution shift, politeness marker shift, distance shift, and imposition shift”

due to the translation process (2108: 487).

Akbari (2014) wrote an article titled “The Perks of Politeness Translation
Strategies” that basically discussed the translation process of polite expression
between ltalian and English. He mainly depended his research on Leech’s (1983)
maxims of politeness divided into six groups such as maxims of tact, generosity,

approbation, modesty, agreement and sympathy. It is seen from his research that
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he proposed politeness strategies to raise translators’ awareness about the
subject matter and categorized two different groups of strategies to cover positive
politeness and negative politeness separately. He proposed solidarity strategies
like reader attention, magnifying, eschewing dispreferred structure, being
propitious and reciprocal assumption to maintain positive face. He also set out the
principles to preserve negative face with the strategies like indirect rendering,
diminishing imposition, being ambiguous and rapprochement. Paying attention to
the natural differences between cultures, Akbari (2014) urges translators to be
aware of the context of the source and the tone of polite expressions so that they
could create equivalent cases. He believes that some cases of politeness require
natural equivalence while others require directional equivalence. He clarifies the
duty of translators as; “saturating or meeting the needs of the reader is of great
importance and the translator should create the position in translation which the
audience can be able to touch the workability of the rendition” (2014: 1199).
Therefore, it could be argued that Akbari (2014), with his own grouping of
politeness strategies, proposes translators a target-oriented approach in handling

the issue in question.

Akbari and Shahnazari (2017) systematized their search into the translation of
politeness as an intercultural phenomenon lying between English and Persian
examples of the ten episodes of Simpsons Family. They put forward two prime
translation strategies as solidarity and deference to solve out the translation
problems in terms of politeness. Clarifying the abovementioned translation
strategies by dividing them into eight seperate categories such as reader attention,
magnifying, eschewing dispreferred structure, being propitious, being ambiguous
for the solidarity strategies and indirect rendering, rapprochement and reciprocal
assumption for the deference strategies. Not only did they test the practicality and
feasibility of Akbari’s theory (2014) within a series of Sitcom, but they also formed

a politeness translation framework that they presented to the use of translators.

Sennrich, Haddow and Birch (2016) compiled a detailed research upon politeness
in neural machine translation. They investigated the problematic sides of machine
translation when it did not suffice to produce the desired level of politeness

between the source and the target languages. Their primary goal was to
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compensate for the disappearance of honorifics during the translation processes,
so they designated a model which recommended the use of descriptive
annotations for the honorifics that originally do not have correspondence in the
target language. They also dealt with the T-V distinction between English and
German by “side constraints” as they name it (2016: 35). Incorporating side
constraints into the translation process, they claim that morphosyntactic
distinctions are exposed and therefore, politeness level is made possible to
preserve. By using annotations, they experimented on a great number of German
sentences which required a meticulous eye into the T-V distinction. They
categorized the translational output into three as follows; neutral, informal and
polite, thereby claiming that this type of modeling worked well in terms of meaning
mismatches led by pronouns. All in all, they were able to integrate their automatic-
target side annotation system into the neural machine translation in order to solve

out the problem of cross-linguistic and cross-cultural politeness.

2.4.2. Equivalence via Linguistic Approaches

Since the birth of the field, the arch search for translation studies has been to
make the optimum definition of ‘equivalence’ and its application through the
process. This concept has been widely discussed from a varietiy of perspectives.
Developing a semiotic approach for translation, R. Jakobson had significant
amount of influence on the whole field. With his article titled “On Linguistic Aspects
of Translation”, Jakobson (1959) stated that languages are fundamentally different
from each other as different codes comprise them, so a total equivalence between
languages is nowhere to be found. Depending on his famous aphorism “there is no
signatum without signum” (1959: 232), he argued that languages reflect unique
characteristics of peoples and cultures, so the concept of equivalence stands to be
a serious source of concern from linguistic aspect. He claimed that messages
could be transmitted across languages only through “equivalent messages in
different codes” (1959: 233). Similar to Jakobson, Vinay and Darbelnet (1995: 342)
drew attention to the “different wording” of languages, so they suggested that the
most possible equivalence could only be based on the efforts to create the same

situation through translation.
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On the other hand, theoreticians, such as E. Nida and J. Catford, involved
linguistics to deal with translation from structural aspects. Nida states that “there
can be no absolute correspondence between languages. Hence there can be no
fully exact translations” (Nida in Venuti, 2000: 126). The judgment made by Nida is
a clear example of discussion carried out for the types of translations. Linguistic
and cultural differences also add to the existing syntactic variations in language
codes. In this sense, Nida proposes two major types of equivalence: formal
equivalence and dynamic equivalence. The latter provides translators with the
power to create a naturalness effect in the target text, abandoning the source text
authenticity. On the other hand, formal equivalence aims to transport the same
content and form style existing in the source text to the target text as much as
possible. Like ‘gloss translation’ where the exact sameness is targeted in both
form and content, Nida argues that “one is concerned with such correspondences
as poetry to poetry, sentence to sentence, and concept to concept” (Nida in
Venuti, 2000: 129). Within the light of the definitions of the concepts, formal
equivalence can be assumed to house a search into the syntax, lexicon, themes

and concepts that constitute the form and the content of a text.

As indicated by Nida, the indigenous structures of languages make it impossible to
reach a fully equivalent text both in grammar and lexicon. Therefore, it is not
surprising to see shifts when a source text is transferred into a target language.
Catford defined shifts in translation as “departures from formal correspondence in
the process of going from the SL to the TL”, (1965: 73). He divided these shifts
into two maijor types as “level shifts” and “category shifts” roughly. By level shits,
Catford (1965) refers to the variations seen at unit level, the parts that form a
sentence. For the purpose of attaining equivalent words, translators make
changes at syntactic level and may substitute a grammatical structure in the
source language with a lexical item in the target language. On the other hand, the
negative consequences seen due to the “rank-bound” translation, where
translation is limited to rank level which strictly limits the number of items to be
necessarily used by translators, provide them with rank-free translation where they
literally enjoy “free translation”. Free translation is explained as cases where
“translation equivalences may occur between sentences, clauses, groups, words

and (though rarely) morphemes” by Catford, who also categorizes them into the
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following units as “structure shifts, class shifts, unit shifts, and intra-system shifts”
(1965: 76).

The structure shifts refer to the grammatical shifts where the parts of sentences
such as words, phrases, and clauses are positioned in different places. There
might not occur structure shifts especially when the languages have almost the
same sequencing of words. The class shifts, on the other hand, occur when one
class of word at source language corresponds to a different class at target
language. Catford (1965) states that one adjective used to modify a noun at
source language may be translated as its noun form to modify that noun at target
language. In addition, unit shifts cover the shifts at rank level where one source
item is translated with a different item at a different rank. The last of the category
shifts is the intra system shifts where the formal correspondence is departed
because internal characteristics of languages. An example to this is the French
word “le pantalon” as a singular word is translated as “trousers” into English as a
plural word (Catford, 1965: 80).

The shifts as suggested by Catford are basically rooted in the structural linguistic
point of view. However, the linguistic-centered approach would not be sufficient
material to explain the sociological background of texts. It is a clear fact that
linguistic politeness is expressed in different codes across different languages, so
the shifts that are seen through structural variations may signal warning in case
they should bring with themselves shifts in some ‘unforeseen’ areas like
‘interpersonal relations’. Yetkiner, Oktar, Yavuz and Ozgen (2014) stress that
Catford’s taxonomy of shifts is specifically designed for analyzing the grammatical
structure of shifts and their linguistic projections seen across languages. They
argue that it is lack of creating an expositional insight into the shifts seen in the
discourse. Depending on Halliday’s framework of register analysis, they suggest
that it is necessary to fill in all the loopholes with a social and interactional
approach that is in compliance with the social and interactional state of languages
(2014: 82). The use of register, as a tool for translation, has alco been advocated
by House (1987), who has searched for equivalence in semantic and pragmatic
dimensions. She has uttered the importance of recontextualisation of source text

in the target texts, for which she thought situational dimensions must be recreated.
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In this sense, she (1987) claimed that register analysis would be consistent in that
it takes the sociological factor into consideration and be useful in manifesting how
the shifts or mismatches as suggested by House, lead to shifts in the locutionary
power of speech acts and their projections at interpersonal relations.

2.5. Functional-Pragmatic Approach

Different from the linguistic approaches, functional approaches to translation
basically have the purpose of catching the most relevant correspondence that is to
sound ‘natural’ in the target text. Skopos theory generated by Vermeer in 1970s
shifted the focus of translation studies from linguistic point of view into a functional
orientation. Vermeer (1989) is of the opinion that translation, as an action, bears a
purpose to fulfill. In addition, Reiss and Vermeer (1984: 101) elaborate the skopos
theory by presenting three guidelines as skopos rule, coherence rule and fidelity
rule, each one represents a purpose to be met by translators. The guideline for the
skopos brings up a text having to possess a purpose at the top, needing to be
coherent with the target sense and forming an intertextual coherence with the
source text (Zheng, 2017: 624).

On the other hand, House brings up a criticism to the previously uttered
hypotheses about the matter of equivalence in translation. By making a strong
reference to the concept of context, as the core element inside texts and their
translations, House prioritizes a functional-pragmatic model with definite linguistic
footprints. According to this model, “equivalence is related to the preservation of
‘meaning’ across two different languages and cultures. Three aspects of that
‘meaning’ are particularly important for translation: a semantic, a pragmatic and a
textual aspect” (House, 2016: 65). Therefore, she suggests that equivalence
should be based on such equation so that “a translation text should have a
function equivalent to that of its original” (2016: 65). It may well be argued that she

promotes a contrastive analysis between source and target texts.

Her primary concern in creating a model for assessment of translation pieces is to
reach a functional and pragmatic equivalence, which means the functions of each
text correspond to each other as much as possible. Regarding the significance of

functional equivalence, she states that “functional, pragmatic equivalence — a
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concept which has been accepted in contrastive linguistics for a long time — is the
type of equivalence which is most appropriate for describing relations between
original and translation” (2001: 247). The preservation of function, however,
cannot be made possible unless the context of situation in the source text is
maintained in target text. It is obligatory to sustain all social relations including the
variability of individual characteristics throughout the text, which forces translators
to never cease seeing into the flow of events inside the text. Evaluating “context of
situation” as an inevitable element for translation works, House stresses her view

as:

The text must therefore refer to the particular situation enveloping it, and for
this a way must be found for breaking down the broad notion of “context of
situation” into manageable parts, i.e., particular features of the context of
situation or “situational dimensions”. for instance, “Field,” “Mode” and
“Tenor.” (2001: 248).

The context of situation is regarded as the key factor of retaining a complete
functional equivalence. It requires a match not only for the function of both source
and the target, but also a match in the textual profiles. Given the case study
results House has retained through the course of her translation assessment
model, she (2015) puts the major focus on the analysis of register at micro level-
context and uses the comparative data she gathered and connects it to the macro

level-contextual interpretation of the genre.



48

INDIVIDUAL TEXTUAL FUNCTION

T
+ 4
REGISTER GENRE
(Generic Purpose)
.
1 t t
FIELD TEMOR MODE
Subject matter Participant relationship ||« medium
and social action ||« author's provenance (simple/complex)
and stance « participation
« social role relationship|| (simplefcomplex)
« social attitude
1 4 T 4
LAMGUAGE/TEXT

Figure 2.1. A scheme for analysing and comparing original and translation texts

While the analysis of register variables makes it possible to underline the
dimensions of language use, the addition of genre allows for “the characterization
of deeper textual structures and patterns” (2015: 64). The scheme, which aims to
develop a holistic approach to the phenomena of translation assessment, is
designated not to leave loopholes as much as possible and find out “the individual
mismatches along field, tenor, mode and genre” (ibid: 80). Each variable is
descriptively analyzed according to syntactic, lexical and textual mismatches. In
this sense, House posits that ‘profiling’ is an inevitable work for an adequate

translation. She clarifies the term as:

By using situational dimensions for opening up the source text, a particular
textual profile is obtained for the source text. This profile, which characterizes
the function of the text, is then the norm against which the quality of the
translation text is to be measured, i.e., a given translation text is analyzed
using the same dimensional scheme and at the same level of delicacy (2015:
30).

Textual profiling is particularly necessary when the concern of the translator is to
reflect a functionally equivalent text. For this purpose, the translator is supposed to
look for ways to be flexible in creating the effect of functional equivalence. This

situation puts the translator in a position to implement a cultural filter, “a means of
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capturing socio-cultural differences in shared conventions of behavior and
communication, preferred rhetorical styles and expectation norms in the two
speech communities” (2001: 251), on the linguistic elements of the text. The use of
cultural filter is, however, only possible in one form of translation as House puts as
“covert translation” which is the one side of her bipartite classification of translation

on the other side of which there lies the “overt translation”.

In order to make qualitative evaluation of a translated text, House states “TT must
be compared with the source text's (ST's) textual profile which determines a norm
against which the appropriateness of TT is judged” (2015: 31). For creating a
textual profile, House (1997) systematizes her translation model which stems from
Hallidayan systemic-functional theory. Depending mostly on Crsytal and Davy’s
scheme (1969), House (2015: 27, 28) presents her model as follows in order to

detail contextualization process based on dimensions.

A) Dimensions of Language User
1. Geographical Origin
2. Social Class
3. Time
B) Dimensions of Language Use
1. Medium: Simple/Complex
2. Participation: Simple/Complex
3. Social Role Relationship
4. Social Attitude

5. Province

The goal of achieving an intertextual profile-equivalence is critical in her functional-
pragmatic model. House (2015) suggests that there cannot be a sort of dynamic
equivalence relationship unless the abovementioned dimensions are elaborated in
both the source and target texts. Seeing the geographical origin, social class and
the time of a text as clear terms as could easily be understood without explanation,
House specifically clarifies the dimensions of language use. The context of
situation is basically rooted in these elements and once they are exposed by the

translator, then it is much more possible to discuss about the matter of functional
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equivalence. In medium dimension, unlike Gregory’s (1967: 189) suggestion that

writing has three subdivisions as:

writing
|
| | |

to be spoken as if not to be spoken not necessarily to be spoken
written |

to be read as if heard

Figure 2.2. Different types of writing

House considers it to be a necessity to add some more elements to the
abovementioned distinctions made by Gregory. For a sophisticated analytical tool,
House puts forth the following as inevitable part of medium analysis for a detailed
textual analysis: “structural simplicity, incompleteness of sentences, specific
manner of text constitution, particular theme—rheme sequencing, subjectivity
(marked, for instance, through the use of modal particles and gambits) and high
redundancy” (2015: 28).

As to participation, House (2015) talks about a rough classification of a text as ‘a
simple monologue or dialogue’ or ‘a more complex mixture’. She takes the
following into consideration: “characteristic use of pronouns, switches between
declarative, imperative and interrogative sentence patterns or the presence of
contact parentheses, and exclamations” (2015: 29). The participation either being
simple, or complex is to be assessed meticulously by the translator especially
when the text is a piece of writing meant to be spoken, for example the drama
translation. Seeing the written text and performance as ‘indissolubly linked’,
Bassnett states that “the written text is a functional component in the total process
that comprises theatre and is characterized in ways that distinguish it from a

written text designed to be read in its own right” (2002: 125).

In addition, the social role relationship is another factor to be considered with a
meticulous eye as it is the main mechanism that people depend on while

addressing to each other. Any speech act that goes beyond the conventionalized
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boundaries of social distance and power among people from different social
classes or hierarchies comes to mean the destruction of communication, that’s to

say the cooperative principle. Concerning the topic, Hatim and Mason stress that:

In languages, which have distinct pronouns of address to encode
addresser/addressee relationship (French tu and vous, for example), a switch
from the use of one form to the other form may in itself constitute a potential
FTA-to the addressee because the sudden reduction of the social distance
between him and her and the speaker may be unwelcome; and to the
speaker because he or she runs the risk of being rebuffed by non-reciprocal
use by addressees (1997: 68).

Inaccurate translation especially made between languages which have such
distinctions in terms of addressing pronouns may lead to misinterpretation and
confusion in the eyes of the target reader. It damages the social distance
designated according to the social values in the source culture increasing or
decreasing the face threatening level of an original speech act. Therefore, the
politeness level might also be negatively affected, for example, one negative
addressing term may be translated with a more positive style or the other way.

Another important dimension of language use is the concept of social attitude
which is very much connected to the social role relationship. According to the
social norms of a society, specific attitudes are developed and adopted by people.
These attitudes are both physical behaviors and speech acts. The main division
between positive politeness and negative politeness is actually made clear by the
use of words. The style of using these words is the basic sign that determines
social relations among people. Politeness and formality are interrelated concepts
that must be assessed together. The illocutionary force of speech acts is explicitly
bound to the level of formality among people. Thus, a directive may change form
depending on the situation of context because of the variability of social distance

or proximity.

The social distance or proximity styles categorically designated by Joos (1961) are
applied by House in her translation assessment model. Each style suggested by

Joos (1961) represents a different level of formality and is applicable only in its
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own context. According to Joos’ division, there are five different styles of formality

such as consultative, casual, intimate, formal and frozen.

The consultative style is applied when the social distance is neither close nor
distant, but it is neutral. The conversations or letters between strangers are
example to this style. Joos (1961) stresses that the addresser, who adopts this
style of addressing, is not permitted to leave out some parts of his sentences
thinking the rest would be understood. The casual style is the second form of
formality, and it is adopted by people who are already friends. Contractions,
ellipses are basic linguistic markers of this style of addressing. The intimate style,
as the name claims, is a style of addressing among people who are very close to
each other. These people have a common background and share a lot. Joos
(1961) suggests that ‘extraction’ is the major characteristic of the intimate style. On
the other hand, formal style and frozen style are representatives of decent texts
which are well structured and cohesive. To add one important detail, the frozen
style is the most formal style of addressing. In this type of formality, it is not
allowed to make any contractions, ellipses and ellipsis. The purpose would be to

educate or edify people.

The final dimension of language use is the province which is basically about where
the text is positioned in that specific language. The genre of the text, the
occupation of the text producer and the translator are all inside this dimension.
House (2015) calls it as ‘area of operation’ in a language. The province
necessitates an analysis of both the source text producer and the producer of

translated text.

House (1987) states that the function of a text could be realized through the
correlation of linguistic elements which form the backbone of the dimensions of
language use, i.e., the medium, participation, social role relationship, social
attitude and province. She claims that for a functional and pragmatic equivalence
to be realized, these dimensions must be correlated between the source and the
target text. The completion of the source text's profiling depending on these

dimensions is crucial because it sets the major criterion that the profile of the
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target text will be built on. Therefore, House suggests three textual aspects to

make use of in the realization of the abovementioned dimensions of language use.

1) Theme Dynamics: These dynamics manifest “the various patterns of semantic
relationships by which “themes” recur in texts (e.g., repetition, anaphoric and
cataphoric reference, pro-forms, ellipsis, synonymy and near synonymy”
(1987:44). Defining theme as “facts taken for granted and universally known” and
rheme as “the new information itself conveyed by the utterance”, House claims
that word ordering needs to be evaluated carefully as to decide either theme or
rheme may or should precede in a speech (ibid: 44).

2) Clausal Linkage: It is a kind of linkage that is supposed to exist in order to
maintain cohesion through the utterances. It is defined as “a system of basically
logical relations between clauses and sentences in a text, e.g., additive,
adversative, alternative, causal, explanatory or illative relations” (ibid: 44).

3) Iconic Linkage: Also called the structural parallelism, iconic linkage “occurs
when two or more sentences in a text cohere because they are, at the surface

level, isomorphic” (ibid: 45).

The textual aspects need to be taken into account as much as possible in the
process of translation, whereas some fundamental variations between the source
language and the target one may remain inviolable. The textual profiling of the
source text is completed and then the same procedure is carried out for the target
text. In the end, both of texts are compared and the variations and deviations are
laid out. House assesses the dimensions of language use to be critical in terms of

her modeling of translation quality assessment.

2.5.1. Overt & Covert Translation and Mismatches

House differentiates between two types of translations by creating her own
terminology naming them as ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ translation. In defining overt
translation, she explains the translator’s task as: “to give target culture members
access to the original text and its cultural impact on source culture members, the
translator puts target culture members in a position to observe and/or judge this

text “from outside”.” (2001: 250). The objective laid out by House evokes Friedrich
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Schleiermacher’s alienating concept, which puts the preservation of source first.
Therefore, the translator’s existence in the translated text can be felt, that is to say,
his/her role is ‘visible’. The application of overt translation over a text imposes
strict rules for the translator as to make the target text sound and look equivalent
at the levels of language/text, register and genre. This fact, indeed, makes the

translated text look like a ‘translated text’ not an original text.

The overt type of translation brings forth an adherence to the source text.
However, that task may not be as easy as it sounds. House states that “cases of
overt translation present difficulties precisely because their status in the
sociocultural context of the source language community, which must be topicalized
in the target culture, necessitates major changes” (2015: 26). However, an overtly
made translation does not allow for a freer position to adjust these necessities to
the target system of understanding. House posits that overt translation is “more
straightforward,” as the original can be “taken over unfiltered,” as it were” (2001:
251).

On the other hand, covert translation provides the translator of a text with a
somewhat extensive area of operation because the purpose of the translation
activity is to fully attain the functional equivalence. House stresses that “it is thus
both possible and desirable to keep the function of the source text equivalent in
the translation text” (2015: 66). This functional priority makes it necessary to stop
and think, at least for a while, at every single cultural factor inside a text and
requires the best possible corresponding linguistic elements to be found. Unlike
the overt translation, House (2001) states that equivalence at the level of
language/text and register is not necessary, though individual textual function and

genre must be equivalent.

The functional equivalence is the arch indispensable necessity of this type of
translation, which, indeed, could lead to drastic changes in all that makes the
source unique. House explains this fact saying that “since true functional
equivalence is aimed at, the original may be manipulated at the levels of
Language/Text and Register via the use of a “cultural filter” (2001: 250). The

cultural filter is implemented by the translator especially when he encounters a
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quite challenging cultural phenomenon which is hard to simply transfer from the
source as it is. Then, the translator seeks to find out some alternatives to provide
the cultural compatibility between the source and the target language. In this

sense, House stresses one important point:

It is obvious that cultural transfer is only possible in the case of overt
translation, where cultural items are transported from L1 to L2 acting as a
sort of “Verfremdung.” In covert translation, however, there is no cultural
transfer, but only a sort of “cultural compensation” for L1 cultural phenomena
in L2 with the means of L2 (2001: 251).

Covert translation makes it possible to create a culturally equivalent
correspondence in the target language. Therefore, there is no cultural transfer
from the source; instead, the source culture is integrated to the target by changing
form and content as well. House (2001) states that it is also important to
remember that this kind of translation activity is apt to produce distant texts from
the original versions. As the ultimate goal is to recreate the function of the source
text in the target system, translators carry a heavier burden when they deal with

translation by covert translation (House, 1987).

Concerning the application of a translation approach in a text, House is of the
opinion that dimensions of language use are to be studied closely to find out
possible mismatches across texts. House (2015) states that any deviations at
social dimensions of language use, which are discussed above, may lead to
mismatches, which she defines as ‘errors’. The dimensional mismatches are
called the covert errors. As a result of the covertly errors made at the level of
dimensions, it is necessary to note that there are some exceptional situations that

must be explicitly stated and treated as exceptions such as:

» Obvious differences in cultural heritage

» Cases of untranslatability (German Du - Sie distinction)

» Translations for special purposes (e.g., classics translated for children) (House,
1987: 46)

The first two exceptions are necessarily important through the analysis of a text.

Some unique cultural and linguistic features between the languages can by no
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means be equivalent as also argued by Catford (1965) and Baker (1992). House
(1987) claims that cultural filter could be applicable to capture the socio-cultural
differences. As re-creating an equivalent speech event is the essence of
translation activity, covert translation aims to help target audience imagine the
equivalent speech event within the boundaries of target understanding (House,
2018: 90). On the other hand, the overt errors, which are more frequently used in
translation studies, result from “a mismatch of the denotative meanings of source
and translation text elements or from a breach of the target language system”
(1987: 45). Caused by wrong selections or wrong combinations made by the
translator, mismatches stemming from the translator's changing denotative
meanings of source are divided into three subgroups as follows: omissions,
additions and substitutions. According to the overt translation, it is possible that
ttranslators might do a large number of mismatches as their concern is just to

make translation, not create a functionally equivalent text in the target system.

lllustrated as an overtly made mismatch, the omission of an element is usually
because of “syntactical, stylistic or pragmatic reasons which do not apply in the
target language” (Newmark, 1988: 127). However, Munday (2008: 190) states that
omission casts doubt on the quality of a translated text for the people who have an
understanding of the source text. The translator might assume it to be a practical
solution when he or she encounters a linguistically complex situation, but the

omission is an example of a potential translational mismatch (House, 1987).

Concerning the unique complexity of languages, Baker states that “a certain
amount of loss, addition, or skewing of meaning is often unavoidable in translation;
language systems tend to be too different to produce exact replicas in most cases”
(1992: 57). On the other hand, Berman (1985) argues that “the addition adds
nothing, it augments only the gross mass of the text, without augmenting its way of
speaking or signifying, a babble designed to muffle the work’s own voice” (in
Venuti 2000).

Koller states that “in linguistic terms translation can be described as transcoding or
substitution” (1972: 69, 70). However, substitution, as a potential area of

translational mismatch, is mostly witnessed in the problematic area of culture
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translation. Baker defines cultural substitution as “replacing a culture-specific item
or expression with a target-language item which does not have the same
propositional meaning but is likely to have a similar impact on the target reader”
(1992: 31). In other words, substitution may be interpreted as a useful means for
translators who get into trouble with the cultural items and their equivalents in the
target language. However, it is not clearly identified how free the translator could
act and the limitations of substitution wait to be specified. Baker (1992) states that
there are two factors that determine the boundaries which are the amount of
license commissioned to the translator and the purpose of the translation.
Beekman and Callow argue that “for historical references, it is inappropriate to
make use of cultural substitutes, as this would violate the fundamental principle of
historical fidelity” (1974: 203). Hence, the use of substitution might raise concerns

and lead to translational mismatches.

Another type of overtly committed errors or mismatches derives from two factors
as follows; “cases of ungrammaticality, i. e. clear breaches of the language
system, and cases of dubious acceptability, i. e. breaches of the norm of usage,
linguistic rules” (1987: 45). Such mismatches can lower down the overall quality of
translations according to the model (House, 1987). Instances of these kinds are
related to the use of target language in translation process. On the other hand,
through a descriptive and comparative analysis, it could be possible to identify the
syntactic mismatches between the texts which lead to lexical and textual cohesion

problems.

2.6. Relevance-theoretic Approach

Relevance theory basically advocates that it is human cognition that operates as
the primary mechanism in governing and guiding communication rather than a set
of norms like the cooperative principle suggested by Grice (1975). Gutt has
formulated his unified account of translation depending on Sperber and Wilson’s
relevance theory (1986). Gutt bases his thoughts on the idea that translation is
accomplished through translators’ cognitive reception and then decision whether
to create contextual effects of the source as they are or transfer them with certain

interpretation. In simple terms, Gutt (1989) advocates the view that relevance



58

theory offers numerous assumptions for the translators who are supposed to deal
with translation as a continuum of communication. The point is noticing what
assumptions make the most sense in given contexts. Concerning the variety of

assumptions, Malmkjaer states:

If an audience is to be able to retrieve this set of assumptions, they need to
use the contextual information which the communicator intended them to use
to make the appropriate inferences on the basis of the interaction of the
context with the discourse. If they do not use the intended contextual
information, misunderstanding will ensue. (1992: 29).

Discussing a lot of translation theories, Gutt (1989) suggests that functional
approaches, like the one House (1987) named as covert translation, may miss out
some other functions while seeking to find some functionally equivalent text parts.
As House puts it, covert translation, unlike overt, gives translators the freedom to
‘manipulate the original’ (2001: 250) and form a relatively different text designed
for the understanding and taste of the target audience. Gutt states that “covert
translations are the only ones capable of actually achieving the main goal of the
theory, that is, functional equivalence” (1989: 76). However, by taking the example
of a booklet translation from German to English, Gutt (1989) criticizes House’s
functional approach arguing that translator’'s functional choices meet some
functions but miss out some other functions too. In this sense, Gutt questions the
adequacy of House’s functional approach stating that it is not possible for the

translator to recheck his/her functionally motivated preferences.

Setting out from the analogy of direct and indirect quotation, Gutt claims that there
are actually two basic types of translation approaches, named as direct and
indirect translation, which stand to represent translators’ perspectives of
translation. Given the definition of direct translation as ‘complete interpretive
resemblance’, it is an essential duty for translators to formulate target equivalents
of the source linguistic properties as much as possible and keep the source
context intact (Smith, 2002: 110-111). On the other hand, it is a known fact that
languages do not depend on the same linguistic features and syntactic structures.
Therefore, the question as to what degree direct translation can transfer source
linguistic properties as intact and stylistically same remains to be a serious one. In

this sense, Gutt explains the importance of the concept:
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First of all, it seems to provide a fixed rather than flexible concept of
translation. Secondly, this concept seems very suitable for the preservation
of stylistic features in that communicative clues reflect not only the
information content of what was said, but the way in which it was expressed
and the special effects that such stylistic features would achieve. (1989: 202).

It is apparent that Gutt draws attention to the communicative clues because they
constitute the focal point of utterances. Also, Gutt finds these clues to be critical for
the receptors who are in the search of retaining the most relevant pieces out of
utterances, and he goes on to claim that “as direct quotation calls for the
preservation of all linguistic properties, so this kind of translation calls for the
preservation of all communicative clues” (1989: 201). These clues are categorized
as “semantic representations; syntactic properties; phonetic properties; semantic
constraints on relevance; formulaic expressions; onomatopoeia; accent, dialect

and register; and sound-based poetic properties” (1989: 129-159).

Referring to direct quotation that requires “the preservation of all linguistic
properties”, Gutt posits that direct translation “would make it possible for the
receptors to arrive at the intended interpretation of the original, provided they used
the contextual assumptions envisaged by the original author” (1989: 201) Inferring
from his argument, it can be stated that a text translated according to direct
translation is meant to carry all communicative stimuli that lay the ground for the
source narrative. Zhonggang (2006: 46) claims that preserving the
abovementioned communicative clues set the basic criterion for translators to

evaluate their translations through a comparative style.

Smith states that translators “either strive for complete interpretive resemblance
(direct translation) or they settle for interpretive resemblance in relevant respects
(indirect translation)” (2002: 110). The basic differentiation between the two types
of translations is that indirect form of translating seeks to find consistency by using
assumptions about source context. However, sustaining consistency is realized in
contextually relevant effects, but an utter transfer of interpretation is not targeted.
Malmkjaer states that indirect translation “does not focus on the way in which
something was said, but rather on what was said, rather like indirect quotations
do” (1992: 31). Therefore, this kind of translation allows translators to make

manipulations in order to reveal the intended relevance they thought to be targeted
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by translators. Suggesting that direct form of translation represents a case of
interpretive resemblance, Fawcett describes indirect translation as “intended to
survive on its own..., a case of descriptive use; it would involve whatever changes
the commissioner or the translator thought necessary to maximize its effect, or
relevance, for its new audience, regardless of what was in the original” (1997:
136).

It is a decision that needs to be taken before the translating process whether to
make translation through direct or indirect approach. Gutt (1989: 286) clearly
underlines the fact that contextual effects alongside with the required processing
effort of the target audience determine how much resemblance in relevant respect
is needed. Indeed, he sets ‘communicability’ as the main criteria in creating
resemblance across languages. Gutt states that in order for the ‘communication’ to

succeed:

these assumptions about the intended degree of resemblance must be part
of the mutual cognitive environment shared by him and his audience, and
because of the asymmetrical distribution of responsibilities in ostensive
communication, the burden will be on the translator: he has to ensure that it
is clear to his audience what his intentions in this respect are (1989: 286-
287).

Accordingly, it is fair to expect translators to allow themselves elastic position to
catch the communicability effect in this type of translation. Fawcett defines indirect
translation “a flexible, context sensitive concept of translation as interpretive use
with shared explicatures and implicatures and which allows for very different types
of target text to be called translation” (1997: 138). Fawcett’s claim as to the indirect
translation’s move away from the source originality comes to mean that indirect
translation should be such “that it yields the intended interpretation without putting
the audience to unnecessary processing effort” (Gutt, 1991: 102). However, the
less processing effort does not authorize readers to read completely indifferent
texts to the source. Smith deduces that indirect translation “does not endeavour to
convey all the assumptions of the source text, those assumptions it does convey

must be derived from the source text” (2002: 112).
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Relevance theory appears to be an effective in translation use with its shift of
focus to the cognitive side of the whole translation process. As Gutt (1989) claims,
relevance theory does not bring about a strict methodology that indoctrinates
translators with specific instructions, istead it represents a revisionary account of

translation that finds translational act as a continuum of communication.

2.7. Drama Translation

Translation studies, defined by Hatim as “a house of many rooms” (2013: 11) have
often been criticized to be a bit negligent in terms of drama translation. Defined by
Bassnett (2002: 123) as “one of the most neglected areas”, drama translation
requires a meticulous evaluation of various factors. Its all inclusive characteristics
together with the numerous side factors make it a serious challenge to handle
with. Ersozlu (2018: 206) states that the nature of drama as a literary text and its
readership make it a distinctive branch of translation studies where there is not

actually sufficient amount of theoretical work.

Aaltonen mentions that there is a clear-cut difference between the types of
translation which are ‘drama translation’ with literary and theatrical systems and
‘theatre translation’ with its theatrical systems only (2000: 33). Drama translation,
which is taken for granted in this study, is supposed to take a lot of conditions into
consideration. These conditions yield either to more understandability or
complexity in translating plays. Gostand counts the many prerequisities for drama
translation and allege a holistic comprehension is compulsory for translators:

There are yet further processes of translation involved in the choice and
arrangement of the verbal and non-verbal elements of theatre - the music
(and all the vocal, mechanical, electrical or natural sound effects), the
silences, the action, movement or immobility (including gesture, stage-
business, mime, dance), the characterisation, the grouping, the costuming
and make-up, the setting, props, lighting and use of colour, the use of
contrast or juxtaposition, tension and pace (1980: 2).

The long list here raises the responsibility of translators, which is why drama
translation requires a somewhat different translation perspective. Newmark states
that “a translator of drama inevitably has to bear the potential spectator in mind”

(1988: 172). Therefore, translating a drama is somewhat different from translating
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prose. Bassnett explains the difference saying: “A theatre text is read differently. It
is read as something incomplete, rather than as a fully rounded unit, since it is only
in performance that the full potential of the text is realized” (2002: 124). Apart from
such challenges stemming from the field’s specific characteristics, paratextual
elements need to be considered as the natural parts of evaluation of dramatic
texts. Stating that a paratext has “spatial, temporal, substantial, pragmatic and
functional seatures”, Genette presents two basic types of paratexts as peritexts
happening “within the same volume” and “around the text” and epitexts which are
‘located outside the book” (1997: 4, 5). Trying to raise awareness about the
existence of paratexts, Ersézli (2018: 205) argues that “a translated text belongs
to the target culture and thus the paratexts used in the source text may alter in the
translation in order to influence the reception of the text in the target culture”

Translators are left in a position to encounter the many-faced phenomenon of
drama trandlation in which functionally motivated approaches may be considered
to work well. However, the options to create the same dramatic effects might
cause problems in the target system of understanding. For this reason, before
arriving at the final judgment about what translation approach to adopt, one has to
make his or her mind about whether the translation will be performance-oriented or
reader- oriented (Bassnett, 2002: 133,134).

Given the complexity of drama translation, Bassnett (2002: 126) explains the role
of translator as a delicate one because of the concerns of the ‘performability’ of a
text. She (2002) states that one of the initial duties of the translator is to decide on
what structural codes are inside the text that make the text performable. However,
she reminds the possibility of major shifts on linguistic and stylistic patterns, which
she argues to be acceptable for the text to be comprehended well by the
audience. Mateo (1997) states that receptors, the audience, are supposed to use
their own experience and background information to assess what they see on a
stage and draw conclusions accordingly, which all happens at an extremely short
period of time. Therefore, the translator should keep in mind that things are in a
constant motion in theatre and be careful about the factor of culture. He draws

attention to the fact “that the need to bridge the gap between the two cultural
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systems involved will loom large in the mind of the drama translator if the

communication between the actors and the audience is to succeed” (1997: 106).

Apart from the ‘performability’, ‘speakability’ is another concern for drama
translation as Pellatt states: “A translated version of a play is only fit for purpose if
it can feasibly be spoken and acted” (2016: 70). These preconditions are
necessarily regarded unavoidable if the translated text is to be performed on stage
not just to be read like a literary piece. In such cases, the translator might tend to
practice manipulation to fit into the desires of the theatre functionality as Hermans
states “all translation implies a degree of manipulation of the source text for a
certain purpose” (1985: 11). Thus, the strategy of translation depends on the
translator’s thinking and purpose. If the translator assumes that the text is to be
staged, he takes the performability way, but if he has no such intentions but
translate the text as if it is a literary work like a novel, then his translation may
display more literalness. Bassnett points at the different styles of translation of the
plays of Jean Racine (1639-1699), the French classical dramatist and concludes
as:

This distinction shows straight away that whilst some texts may have been
translated with performance in mind, others have been translated without
such a precise notion. Arguably, the volume of ‘complete plays’ has been
produced primarily for a reading public where literalness and linguistic fidelity
have been principal criteria (2002: 126,127).

In this sense, Bassnett clearly underlines the big role of the translator because he
might face heavy criticism for his choices in translation. Deviations from the
original and strict literalness are two possible repercussions at the end of the
process. Speaking very highly of the translation of Racine’s Andromache made by
Ambrose Philips (1674-1749), Bassnett summarizes three important criteria that

Philips applied for his style of translation:

(1) playability;

(2) the relationship of the play to the established conventions of the theatre of his
day (a theatre which restructured Shakespeare in the interests of canons and
of decorum and good taste);

(3) clarity of the interrelationship between the characters (2002: 129).
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Bassnett states that the success of Philips’s translation lies in his functionalist
approach that allowed him to make some sort of alterations on the original text and
made it presentable to the English audience even though it faced the accusations
of serious manipulation. The reason why Philips made drastic alterations may well
be guessed that his main purpose, at the time, was to adapt the text to the taste of

English audience.

Mateo manifests some other factors that contribute to the translator’s strategy and
choices through the translation process of a play which is intended to be
performed. Mateo (1997: 106-09) manifests the critical elements that affect
translation decisions as the structural design of the theatre, the audience capacity,
actors’ delivery, stage directions referring to space, kinesic and proxemic signs of
the target culture, the unavailability of props, the use of the stage and some other

cultural variations.

Aaltonen (1997) puts forward a model for a thorough analysis of dramatic texts by
using Papanek’s, (1973: 25) a designer indeed, dynamic dimensions of
functionality which are as follows; method, need, telesis, association, aesthetics
and use. These factors determine the whole planning and preferences of the
translator before getting to work. By method, Aaltonen refers to Even Zohar's
(1990) polysystem theory and argues that the position of the translated text is
crucial in specifying a translation strategy. Even-Zohar (1990: 46,47) state that if
translated literature maintains a central position in the target system, then there is
no clear-cut distinction between the original and the translated text, but if the
translation is peripheral, meaning secondary, then translator needs to adapt to the
foreign features and principles. Therefore, the translator acts either like a mediator
or a creator, which is a decision to be made beforehand.

Aaltonen (1997: 91) also draws attention to the copyrights of the original text and
claims that manipulation implemented on the translation may lead to the rejection
of the publication if it goes beyond acceptable levels. Also, she regards the

medium of transmission is also critical:

The variation between creation and mediation tends to be linked with the
medium of transmission in that borrowing or intersection are not acceptable
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when a play text is published in printed form in the literary system, whereas
the use on stage, on TV or in film makes manipulation possible (1997: 92).

The dimension of use is about possible adjustments that can and must be
conducted by the translator for the text to be understood by the audience.
Aaltonen defines the dimension as the most radical form of functionality, which
makes it possible for the translator to manipulate “the language, manners, moral
standards, rituals, tastes, ideologies, sense of humour, superstitions, religious
beliefs etc (1997: 93). Similar to Mateo, Aaltonen also considers the suitability of

the theatre to be significant in terms of both human resources and financial status.

By dimension of need, Aaltonen (1997) refers to the purpose of translation and
states that it matters in case of commercial or aesthetic translation. By telesis, she
means the changing socio-cultural circumstances and adaptation efforts of
translators to them, which are all reflected in their translations. Aaltonen (1997)
adds that the dimension of association is a sort of intertextuality, making contacts

with other texts by naturalization or acculturation.

The last of the dimensions of functionality is the aesthetics, which is about the
manipulations made on the translated text “to meet the dramatic conventions of
the receiving system” (1997: 96). Therefore, the dimensions of functionality need
to be evaluated properly before the translation process. Given the aesthetic
concerns of drama translation, Newmark argues that “when a play is transferred
from the SL to the TL culture, it is usually no longer a translation, but an
adaptation” (1988: 173). Warning translators against the possibility of departing
from the faithfulness principle of translation to an extreme degree, Reid states:

Some liberties in phrasing may of course be virtually inevitable and perfectly
innocuous. But when the translation goes beyond those simple adjustments
to make simple excisions or additions, it has become in fact an adaptation —
which is capable of distorting the essential conception (1980: 78).

The degree of intervention seems to be decisive in handling a translation of a
drama. Reid (1980) claims that both translators and producers share the
responsibility of possible consequences of all alterations through translation. In

conclusion, drama translation requires a complete awareness of many factors
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such as textual and extratextual features like various paratexts. The question how

functional it should be needs to be evaluated and predetermined.

2.8. American Literature and Drama

2.8.1. Arthur Miller

Arthur Asher Miller was born on October 17, 1915, in Harlem, New York as the
second of three children. Having emigrated from Austria, his parents were of
Jewish origin and so was Arthur. They started a new life in United States, but they
had to face the Great Economic Depression, leading to the loss of their clothing
manufacturing business. Soon after the bankruptcy, Arthur worked at several jobs
to help his family financially and fund himself at college. He went to University of
Michigan to major in journalism, which he successfully completed in 1936. In that
year, he wrote his first play Villain, which won him Avery Hopwood Award. The
following year, he wrote Honors at Dawn which was also a success. He wrote
several radio plays to be broadcast on radio. In 1940, he married Mary Grace
Slattery and had two children from this marriage. Because of a childhood injury he
had in his knee, he did not participate in WW2. In 1940, he wrote The Man Who
Had All the Luck winning him Theatre Guild's National Award.

His reputation began to spread through 1940s. It was All My Sons, written in 1947,
that earned him Tony Award, for the best author. It was performed in Broadway
theatre, and he became known throughout the country appearing on newspapers
and radios. In 1948, he produced his masterpiece Death of a Salesman, which
won him great awards such as Tony Award for Best Author, The New York Drama
Circle Critics’ Award and the Pulitzer Prize for Drama. The play became a huge
success and was performed hundreds of times. In 1955, he wrote A View from the
Bridge, which was a one-act play and it was performed in Broadway together with

A Memory of Two Mondays.

In 1956, he married the then movie star Marilyn Monroe, who had been acting in
some of his plays and they stayed married until 1961. The marriage, though a
happy one in the first place, eventually ended because of the drugs Monroe was
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increasingly taking to help her sleep and wake up. For the last time in 1962, Miller

married Inge Morath and had two children.

The 1950s were the years in USA when certain people were accused of having
and spreading communist ideology and that led to the establishment of House Un-
American Activities Committee which had the goal of tracking communists and
investigating them. Miller was also one of those people who were found to be
suspicious and as a result he appeared before the committee and was, in the end,
subpoenaed to the court and sentenced to a fine and prison, which was later
rejected by the Court of Appeals. However, he was blacklisted and disallowed a
U.S. passport. The investigation was actually for the themes in his play because
he was deeply interested in the real problems of people and specifically mid-class
families’ economic troubles. He had broken the chains of the dominant effect of
American dream phenomena in the country and pushed people to question the
destructive impact of the capitalist system. The socialist implications that lied in his

plays put him in a position to desperately defend himself and dramas.

As a result of the allegations directed at him, he wrote The Crucible in 1953 as an
answer and likened the investigations carried out by the committee to the witch
hunt in Salem 1692. The play became the most frequently performed play of
Arthur's and was also adapted into an opera. Some of his other plays are After the
Fall (1964), Incident at Vichy (1964), The Price (1968), The Creation of the World
and Other Business (1972), Up from Paradise (1974), The American Clock (1980),
Elegy for a Lady (1982), The Ride down Mt. Morgan (1991), Broken Glass (1994),
Resurrection Blues (2002), and Finishing the Picture (2004).

Miller has always been an exceptional figure in American literature. Despite all the
difficulties of his time, he always defended the freewill of people and the right to
live humanely and never hesitated to reiterate his beliefs no matter what the
consequences. Apart from the Pulitzer Prize he received in 1949 and many others
through his whole career, he was also honored at the Kennedy Center Honors in
1984 for his lifetime contribution to literature and American culture.
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2.8.2. About All My Sons

Joe and Kate Keller had two sons named as Chris and Larry and they all lived in
an American town. Joe Keller as the father of a middle-class family used to have a
manufacturing plant with his partner called Steve Deever. They were
manufacturing airplane parts for the U.S. army. Steve had two children named as
George and Ann. Ann and Larry were engaged and making plans to get married.

However, the war broke out suddenly and all the boys were registered in the army.

One day, Joe could not go to work as he had the flu and was not feeling well.
Then an unfortunate event happened, and some defective airplane parts were not
controlled meticulously and transported to them, and Steve did not exactly know
what to do with those parts at that moment and decided to call Joe. Joe told him to
weld the wrecks and ship them out, which is what Steve did.

After some time, a disaster occurred, and twenty-one planes crashed because of
the defective parts that they had sent to the army. Because of this, twenty-one
pilots were killed. Then they were arrested for allegations of murder. In court, Joe
did not accept that Steve called and warned him about the incident, so he was
released, but Steve went to jail. Hearing this, Larry was filled with shame and deep
sadness. He wrote a letter to Ann saying that she should not wait for him any
longer and then he went on a mission with his plane never to turn back. He went

missing and no words were heard of him since.

Three years passed and many things were forgotten except one thing. Kate did
not forget his son Larry, thinking that he was still alive. However, the rest of the
family believed that Larry was dead and would not be able to come back. In the
meantime, Chris and Ann, who was away in New York, were writing to each other.
One day, Chris invited Ann to their house and planned to propose to her, which
Kate was fiercely opposed to. Kate inconvincibly believed in Larry’s being alive
and came up with some superstitious explanations for her hope. Also, she did not
want to believe that Larry was dead because if it had been that way then it was
because of Joe’s fatal mistake about the defective airplanes part, which would

make Joe the murderer of his own son.
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Ann arrived at the Kellers’ house but was not welcome by Kate Keller. Chris was
determined to make this marriage possible, so he quarreled with his mother. By
the way, George, the brother of Ann, showed up in order to convince Ann not to
marry Chris because he believed that it was Joe Keller that put Steeve, their father
in jail. Before George came in, he had gone to see his father in jail. He became
clear on the fact that his father was innocent and it as all Joe Keller's fault.
Therefore, he did all he could do to stop this marriage, so he almost got into a fight
with Chris. During a conversation, Kate accidentally confessed that Joe Keller had
never been sick for fifteen years, which made Joe’s claim of sickness void. Upon
this, George was entirely sure about his father’'s innocence, and Chris began to

suspect that his father was responsible for all the deaths.

Disappointed and heartbroken, Chris yelled at his father and blamed him for acting
inhumanely and not taking the responsibility of his action. Seeing their family
shattered, Kate went to talk to Ann to make her believe that Larry was still alive
and give up on Chris. Having kept it secret for three years, Ann opened up an
envelope out which she took a letter, which was written by Larry. In the letter,
Larry expressed his deep sorrow and shame over the deaths of soldiers and
declared that he would go on mission with his plane and did not intend to come
back. He told Ann not to wait for him any longer if he was reported missing. This is

what happened after Larry took that flight and he never came back.

Kate was totally devastated upon reading the letter and told Ann not to show the
letter to Chris and Joe, which Ann declined to do so. Chris was informed about the
letter and thought what had to be done at that moment. He could not decide
whether to send his father to jail or keep it a secret. Eventually, he decided not to
report this to the police, but he was so frustrated that he now refused to marry Ann
thinking that the past would follow them. He thought that the best thing was to

leave the town and the family.

Then Joe entered the house and Ann read the letter once more to make it heard
by everyone. Seeing that Larry put the blame on his father and committed suicide,
Joe told them that he would go to the police to make himself arrested. He went

inside the room to take his jacket but shot himself.
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2.8.2.1. Characters

2.8.2.1.1. Joe Keller

The father of the family, Joe Keller owned a company that produced plane
components at a time when the World war was storming the whole world and the
U.S government was in a terrible need of war industry. Joe Keller was one of
those businessmen that took advantage of the situation and he made wealth with
his partner Steve Deever. However, there occurred a series of unfortunate
incidents that led to the downing of many planes which carried the parts produced
at Joe and Steve’s company. Following the investigation, Steve was found guilty,
and Joe was released. This incident formed the core of the play. Joe seemed only
to care about the future of his son Chris that survived the war unlike his older
brother Larry, one of the victims of the war. Joe seemed to have forgotten Steeve
and lived in a moral isolation he created for himself accusing Steeve for the
misconduct. Joe is one the main characters and represents both the victim and the
implementer of the wild capital world at the time. Therefore, he is supposed to
endure the long-lasting moral fight inside himself, and suspicious fingers pointed at

him from outside.

2.8.2.1.2. Kate Keller

The mother of the family, Kate was completely committed to the unity of the family
desperately believing in the return of his lost son. She seemed to have no other
goals but to see the family altogether once more. She was strictly opposed to the
marriage of Chris with Ann who was the fiancé of Larry that went lost in the war.

She supported her husband and made him believe that he did the right thing.

2.8.2.1.3. Larry Keller

The oldest son of the family, Larry never appeared in the play, yet had great
influence. Just like Chris, Larry joined the army and flew planes for the Air Force.
Shortly after the scandal about the faulty components, which led to the deaths of

more than twenty pilots, exploded, he felt so big grief at his heart that he thought
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of ending his life by going on a suicide flight. Before that, he did not forget to write
a letter for Ann, his fiancé, to confirm that he would not come back and that was
the last contact they had. Towards the end of the play, Ann revealed the letter to
stop Kate from misinterpretations and desperate hopes.

2.8.2.1.4. Chris Keller

The younger son of the family, Chris was responsible for the company works
alongside his father. He and his father already left hopes about Larry’s one-day
showing up at home. Therefore, he did not think it would be a problem to marry
Ann, for whom he had strong feelings. However, Chris could barely ignore his
mother’s firm belief in Larry’s being alive. He and Ann were in a struggle to have a
happy marriage leaving the common and chaotic past their families shared.
Nonetheless, they suffered the tragic unfolding of events. In the play, Chris

symbolized the flag carrier of the American Dream, never to reach it intact.

2.8.2.1.5. Ann Deever

The old fiancé of Larry, Ann appeared in the play as a girl who could not part with
her past life together with the Kellers. Upon the death news of Larry, she moved to
New York and after some time started to get in touch with Chris, which turned into
a love affair not long before. She loved Chris but was confused by her brother
George’s instant visit to the place. She wanted George to agree to their future
marriage but could not convince him that way. Ann could be shown as another

victim of the tragedy as she had to face sins of others.

2.8.2.1.6. George Deever

The son of Steve Deever, George believed in his father’s guilt for a long time. One
day, he went to visit his father in jail and changed his opinion about the
catastrophic accidents. After that, he put the blame on Joe Keller and did not want
his sister Ann to marry Chris. He became a lawyer and came back to the city as a

totally changed and uncompromising man.
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2.8.2.1.7. Dr. Jim Bayliss

Living in the same neighborhood with the Kellers, Jim Bayliss works as a doctor
but does not actually like his work. His main motivation is to meet the needs of his
wife Sue who puts so much pressure on him to have high a standard life. Jim sets
one example of millions that struggle to escape the wild order imposed by the

capitalism in the country.

2.8.2.1.8. Sue Bayliss

Dr. Jim’s wife, Sue has close relationship with the Keller family. She portrays a
curious woman that wants to learn any kind of developments in the neighborhood.
She is fond of money and believes that it is one of the most important elements in

a happy marriage.

2.8.2.1.9. Frank Lubey

Another neighbor of the family, Frank is important character in the play as he is the
background force behind Kate’s delusionary belief in her son Larry’s being alive.
He claims that Larry will someday come back alive, which is bought by Kate
wholeheartedly.

2.8.2.1.10. Lydia Lubey

Wife of Frank, Lydia is one of the minor characters that has little place in the
plot. There used to be a love affair between her and George before George

joined the army.

2.8.2.1.11. Bert

Another minor character, Bert is a small boy living in the same neighborhood.
He plays a “lock-up” game with Joe pretending that there is a jail in Joe’s
house’s basement. It is shown as a hidden message that there is something

suspicious with Joe.
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2.8.3. About Death of a Salesman

The sixty-year-old salesman, Willy Loman lived together with his wife, Linda and
they had two sons, Biff, the elder one, and Happy. Willy worked as a salesman
who spent most of his time on the roads visiting cities and seeking new
opportunities to sell goods. However, life was not so easy to him in recent years,
and he felt quite exhausted not only because he got older but also he had to go on
paying the monthly debt for their house. One day, when he was coming back
home, he nearly drove off the road and barely remembered his trip. He told this to
his wife, who got really worried about his husband. Willy thought that being on the
roads was no longer something that he could stand, but he assumed his boss,

Howard Wagner did not like him, so would not listen to him.

Willy’s relations with his sons were so intricate as to the point that he and Biff
frequently quarreled like two strangers. Willy always had high expectations on his
sons, who, he claimed, had superior potentialities waiting to be poked. However,
his sons and Biff, in particular, did not welcome their father's being so imaginative
about themselves. Unlike Happy, Biff did not have a decent job and was fired from
many as he could not bear taking orders from people whom he regarded as weak.
Happy, though, had a life that seemed to be full with only one exception, the right
woman. He liked flirting with women but was in search of a woman with a

personality like his mother, Linda.

With a flashback to the early life of the Loman family, Willy with his two teenage
sons were sitting on their yard and chatting with each other. Willy was talking
about his dreams about having his own business one day and claimed to be even
bigger than his friend and major competitor, Charley. Willy boasted about his
contact with the mayor and some other influential people. Then Bernard, son of
Charley, came in and told Willy that Biff was going to fail in Math class. Willy did
not appreciate Bernard’s remarks on Biff and reprimanded him. Willy told his sons
that Charley and Bernard were not liked by people, whereas he and his sons had
the personality that really mattered and was worth admiring.
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With another flashback to an earlier time in the past, Willy was in a hotel room with
another woman in Boston. Willy told her how lonely he was on the roads and the
woman was interested in Willy as she said she loved Willy because of his sense of
humor and personality. Linda and the sons were not aware of Willy’s love affair
with that woman. However, this relationship deteriorated Willy’'s already
deteriorated mind and made him behave Linda badly. When they discussed about
their sons, Willy was offensive towards Linda and did not approve of how she
handled life and things. Even though Linda was heartbroken, she never made an
opposing sound to his husband. Contrarily, the sons were not in favor of Willy’s
attitude.

Back in the present moment again, Willy, sitting together with Happy, was telling
how regretful he was for not joining with his long-gone brother Ben on his quest to
Alaska where Ben had made a great fortune in diamond mines. Seeing that his
father was full of sorrow and regret, Happy promised to make him retired. At that
moment, Charley came in and sat down with Willy on a card game. During the
conversation, he offered Willy a job at his place, which sounded insulting to Willy.
Willy did not take the offer and objected to being in bad condition and claimed that
life would be better in the days to come. Then Willy hallucinated that Ben had
come and asked him questions about their mother. Charley was stunned to see
Willy hallucinating and left the place. Because Willy was always in a competition
with Charley, he felt himself so much under pressure when Charley was around.
The pressure hit his psychology so deeply that he went far away from the reality of

life.

Linda told the sons that their father had committed a suicide by driving his car off a
bridge and hooking a tube up to the gas heater in the basement. Seeing the
psychological collapse of their father, the sons decided to be more thoughtful
toward their father. Especially Biff vowed not to fight with his father again and by
getting help from Bill Oliver, found their own company together with Happy, which
made Linda so happy.

One day, Willy made his way to the office of Howard Wagner, his boss to talk

about a shift in his position as he could not bear the burden of driving and the long
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tiring roads. However, Howard did not take him seriously and denied his desire.
Feeling so disappointed, Willy said that the personality or their long-lasting
friendship did not have an influence on Howard. This situation made him so angry
that he yelled at Howard, as a result of which he was fired from the job. Willy went
to talk to Bernard, son of Charley about the situation. Bernard seemed to be very
busy as he was a successful businessman and was expecting a baby.
Nevertheless, they talked for some time. Willy wondered how Biff turned out to be
a loser and Bernard a successful man as he was now. Bernard had the same
curiosity and asked the question why Biff had not gone to summer school for the
Math class he had failed. Apparently, Bernard suspected something because all
the bad things happened to Biff when he visited his father in Boston. Indeed, the
teenage Biff had caught Willy with another woman in a hotel room. Though Willy
tried to make up a story for that, Biff got the idea that his father was cheating on

his mother, which destroyed him and his future plans as well.

On a scheduled meeting at a restaurant with Biff and Happy, Willy arrived at the
place and searched where they were sitting. Happy was flirting with a lady and
spoke very highly of Biff. By the way, Biff’'s meeting with Bill had not ended well.
Then Willy arrived at their side and started to talk to Biff, but it was not long before
they got into a fight once more. Happy accompanied by two ladies, called to Biff to

join with them and pretended not to know Willy at all.

Willy came back home and made himself busy doing planting in the yard. The
sons also returned from their date. While planting seeds in the yard, Willy
imagined talking to Ben again. He told Ben if he had died, hundreds of people
would come to his funeral. Ben tried to convince him that it was an act of
cowardice and silly. Biff did not take it any longer as he saw his father talking to
himself for a long time. He decided to face the difficulties he had with his life and
the problems with his father. He confessed that he had been put in jail for three
months and said that he and his father were not special people, only a dime a
dozen, which Willy objected to. Biff started to cry for his father, which made Willy

happy.
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In the end, Willy killed himself and unlike his expectation, only Biff, Happy, Linda
and Charley participated in his funeral. Ironically, that day was the last payment
they did for their house. Biff and Happy vowed to work together in order to show
that their father had not died in vain and prove that dreaming was an inevitable

part for the life of a salesman.

2.8.3.1. Characters

2.8.3.1.1. Willy Loman

The protagonist of the play, the tragic hero Willy Loman led a miserable and
delusionary life and was suffocated by the financial hardships of the time. He
worked as a salesman yet lost his strength he had in his youth. The mounting
economic problems alongside with the waning hopes as to future led him to lose
control and be devoid of reasoning. Even though he seemed to be happy with his
wife Linda, he did not have a healthy relationship with his two sons Biff and Happy
who began to be suspicious about his negatively changing mental state. It is seen
that both sides have exchanged criticism against each other, which echoes the
overall suffering of the family.

2.8.3.1.2. Linda Loman

The loving wife of Willy, Linda was usually in the struggle of covering the unease
in the family. She always depended on Willy and encouraged him to do as he
willed, thinking that he would reach out to his goals in the end. Even though Willy
did not return the same thoughtfulness, Linda only cared for the unity and the best
of their family. She also acted like a bridge between Willy and the children, yet

always at Willy’s side.

2.8.3.1.3. Biff Loman

The elder son of the family, Biff had ups and downs in his life. Initially a successful
boy at school and a charmer for the girls, Biff lost his faith at school and motivation
in success and developed a trauma upon seeing his father with another woman.

The incident deeply affected him, causing serious distancing from his father. He
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became wildly critical of his father’s highly optimistic goals and started to plan
another life in somewhere else. On the other hand, he had a good relationship with
his mother and brother. Biff could be seen as a tragic figure as he had to repress a
traumatic experience throughout his life which made him distrustful.

2.8.3.1.4. Happy Loman

The younger son of the family, Happy, as his nhame suggests, had an optimistic
sense of evaluation of things. Though not doing well at his job, he pretended to
perform well and cared to have a good impression on other people. Resembling
his father in having goals beyond reach, Biff dated girls and always looked for fun.
He was also aware of his father’s deteriorating situation which seemed to get more

serious day by day. He had a good relationship with his mother and brother.

2.8.3.1.5. Charley

Charley lived nearby the Loman family. He owned his own business and
succeeded in his job. He and his son Bernard were unlike Willy and his sons Biff
and Happy. Charley and his son believed in hard work and worked hard to get
their things done. Charley seemed to be the archrival for Willy as they shared the
same ambitions in life; however, only Charley made his way to the top.

Nevertheless, Willy saw him also as his only friend.

2.8.3.1.6. Bernard

Charley’s son, Bernard was at the same age with Biff and Happy. He was so
ambitious in classes that he went to university and became a successful lawyer.
Initially, he did not show up as a self-confident and determined person but ended
up successful thanks to his belief in hard work. He and his father Charley
represented the fortunate side of the American dream unlike the Loman family

who were doomed to failure in the end.
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2.8.3.1.7. Howard Wagner

The boss of Willy, Howard owned the sales company where Willy had been
working for a long time. Howard’s father and Willy were close friends in the past
when Howard was a child. After his passing, Howard took over the company and
things started to change in time. As Willy got older, he got weaker and poorer at
performance, thus had to depend on their mutual past. However, the wild capital
system threw Willy out of the system and made it impossible for him even to pay
his bills. Howard represented one example of the harsh face of capitalism in the

country.

2.8.3.1.8. Ben

The dead brother of Willy, Ben did not actually take role in the play, but only was
seen in Willy’s delusions. He reminded Willy of his childhood and youth where
things were easier to sort out for him. Willy used to tell his sons stories about Ben

as he was a successful and admirable person.

2.8.3.1.9. The Woman

The unnamed woman, the mistress of Willy, appeared at only one instance where
she and Willy were seen together by Biff. Biff barely tolerated the trauma and was

negatively affected in the years coming.

2.8.3.1.10. Stanley

The waiter at the restaurant, Stanley seemed to be friends with Happy who was

fond of girls. He was one of the minor characters in the play.

2.8.3.1.11. Miss Forsythe and Letta

The two ladies who met Biff and Happy at the restaurant got to the place upon a
‘call’. The ladies did not have much place in the play, just an ambition to reach for

the boys.
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2.8.3.1.12. Jenny
She was Charley’s secretary and had almost no appearance in the play.
2.9. Translators of All My Sons and Death of a Salesman

All My Sons were translated into Turkish three times by the following translators;
Ulki - Aykut Tamer in 1963, Tllin Yerdelen in 1996 and Ulki Tamer in 2010.

2.9.1. Ulkii Tamer

A translator, poet, journalist and an actor, Ulkii Tamer was one of the influential
thinkers of the 215t century Turkey. He lived a life of eighty-one years that was full
of literary work and philosophy. He translated more than thirty plays through his
whole life, all of which became successful translations and were appreciated by
other scholars. In 1965, he was awarded the best translator prize by Turkish
Language Association. Ulki Tamer also produced several iconic poems such as
Giines Topla Benim igin, Usiir Oliim Bile and Agit. He made the translation of All
My Sons once again in 2010 but by himself this time.

2.9.2. Ulkii — Aykut Tamer

Aykut Tamer, Ulkii Tamer's brother, was also a translator and they translated All
My Sons together in 1963. However, Aykut was not so successful a translator as

his older brother.
2.9.3. Tilin Yerdelen

Tulin Yerdelen made the translation of All My Sons in 1996, published by llke
Publications. There is not much information about the translator in open sources,

yet.

Death of a Salesman was translated into Turkish three times by the following
translators; Orhan Burian (1952), Mige Ayse Sara¢ (1994) and Aytug — Yunus
Emre iz’at (2010).
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2.9.4. Orhan Burian

An academician, lecturer, critic and a translator, Orhan Burian was one of the
influential scholars in Turkish literature, who made successful translations of
Shakespeare’s iconic works such as Hamlet, Macbeth, Othello and As You Like it.
He was awarded many literature prizes in his lifetime and wrote a lot of essays on

English philology.
2.9.5. Muge Ayse Saracg

Muge Ayse Sara¢ made successful translations of famous books such as John
Steinback’s Pearl and Miller’'s All My Sons.

2.9.6. Aytug — Yunus Emre iz’at

Translating All My Sons together with Yunus Emre izat, Aytug izat, an
academician, also made successful translations of famous plays such as The
Glass Menagerie by Tennessee Williams, The Little Foxes by Lillian Hellman and

Racing with the Moon by Robert, E. Ingham together with Emre iz’at.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Data Collection

This study is carried out to evaluate translation process of directive speech acts
from English to Turkish within the examples of two well-known and widely-
performed dramas of Arthur Miller, Death of a Salesman and its three respective
translations by Orhan Burian (1952), Miige Ayse Sarag (1994) and Aytug izat — Y.
Emre izat (2010) and All My Sons and its three respective translations by Ulki -
Aykut Tamer (1963), Tilin Yerdelen (1996) and Ulkii Tamer (2010). The reason
for using dramas at the center of the study is because of the fact that dramas
provide the opportunity to do multidisciplinary research in the field of literature,
linguistics and translation. More importantly, the dramas in question are supposed
to present a lot of conversations among characters with specific social status and
background relationship, which helps attain a translational assessment regarding
the illocutionary force of speech acts. It may well be claimed that translators might
ignore the power of directive sentences and lose the original, intended meaning.
As a result of that, there may be some unforeseen changes in the forms of
directives, which may also lead to changes in the social relations among people.
Requests, orders, suggestions, offers and advice are all different variations of
directives people direct at each other in appropriate conditions. In case of a shift in
the forms of each directive, misunderstandings may erupt, and it eventually breaks
the social designation of the author along with linguistic politeness level of every
utterance made by locutors, which proves to be worthy for an empirical study in

translation studies.

In the study, qualitative research method is applied with sixty-three examples of
different contexts of situations in total, all of which belong to the directive type of
speech acts and stand for a specific example of the kind. The strategy of choosing
the examples of registers is a random one, so some of the examples manifest
similar translator choices and some others implement varying preferences. Each
source register and target register is evaluated independently from each other so
that it is possible to assess the consequences of linguistic and lexical preferences

of translators at the same chart. The sixty-three registers extracted from the plays
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are chosen randomly and the numbers of each directive speech act are not equal.
It would not be surprising to expect that requests include more acts of politeness;
therefore, there are more examples of requests than the suggestions, offers,
orders and advice.

Soon after naming the linguistic strategies adopted in specific registers by the
author and the translators in the plays, an inter-coder reliability test was
implemented to have the so-called strategies ratified by other coders who have
similar educational background to the researcher of this study. Applied to find out
the accuracy level of the analysis, intercoder reliability has the goal to test the
researcher’s decisions and give him a second opportunity to recheck his grouping
or definition of the problem in case the coders should find “weaknesses in
research methods, including the possibility of poor operational definitions,
categories, and judge training” that indicates high levels of disagreement between
coders (Kolbe, Burnett, 1991: 248).

For that purpose, the coders were handed a document beforehand clarifying the
basics of the four super-strategies of politeness (Brown and Levinson: 1978). Then
a brief oral presentation was also provided to the coders so that they could have
opinions about the field, mode and tenors of the registers. After the briefing
section, the coders were requested to analyze each register separately from each
other so that they could identify register differences made across the three
translations. Then they were asked to write the super strategy they thought had
been applied by the author and the translators. The coders manifested varieties in
only few instances and majority of decisions were found to be the same. Out of 44
evaluations of registers, only 5 instances showed different approaches by the
coders, which is an acceptable ratio for the research validity.

3.2. Politeness Strategies

The main criteria in defining politeness strategies for contrastive analysis in the
study are established by Brown and Levinson’s groundbreaking work (1978) in
linguistics. Even though a lot of opposing voices have been raised against Brown

and Levinson’s allegations of universality, the theory of politeness is almost utterly
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credited to B&L as could be seen in numerous academic works produced in this
specific field. The strategies they put together have composed the major criterion
in analysis of both linguistic and sociological research. Cooperative principle put
forth by Grice is closely favored by B&L and indeed plays a critical role in what
makes B&L’s theory of politeness universal. As indicated earlier by Grice (1975),
people conventionally pay attention to speech events they take part in and care for
being understood and mutually accepted as Goffman (1967) mentions in the
context of face. B&L define face as “the public self-image that every member
wants to claim for himself” (1978: 61). Whenever there is a social interaction
between people, the risk of a face threatening act automatically emerges.
Reasoning between the types of face, B&L (1978) know and assert that face is
something vulnerable and may be harmed at any time in the case of a want or
desire, which makes it obligatory for the members of a society to save it. B&L put
forth two basic types of face people equip themselves in accordance with varying

contexts:

a. negative face: the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be
unimpeded by others.

b. positive face: the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least
some others (1978: 62).

Behind the use of politeness strategies there exists various social motivations and
B&L say, “they operate as social accelerator or social brake for decreasing or
increasing social distance in relationships, regardless of the FTAs” (1978: 93).
Functioning like social accelerator or social brake, these strategies are basically
divided into two groups like positive and negative politeness. When positive face is
adopted for a want, the speaker seeks to be approved of and admired by others.
On the other hand, negative politeness is usually applied when people care very
much about social distance and hierarchy between them and others. Leech states
that the function of negative politeness is “mitigation, to reduce or lessen possible
causes of offense” (2014: 11). Hence, a more effective preservation of face
requires the application of negative politeness strategies. Watts specifically
touches on the aims of the aforementioned types of face by his definition:

“‘Politeness strategies will therefore be those which aim (a) at supporting or
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enhancing the addressee’s positive face (positive politeness) and (b) at avoiding
transgression of the addressee’s freedom of action and freedom from imposition
(negative face) (2003: 86).

Expressing her vision about politeness, Mills (2003) does not differ from the rest of
theoreticians in terms of the essence of the two concepts. She states that “positive
politeness is concerned with demonstrating closeness and affiliation (for example,
by using compliments); negative politeness is concerned with distance and
formality (for example, through the use of apologies, mitigation, and hedges)
(2003: 59).

It is known that in social interactions, it is mostly up to the linguistic skills of people
in maintaining and saving reciprocal faces. At this point, B&L suggests several
strategies in order to avoid face threatening acts. In order to minimize the risk of
threat upon the hearer, B&L (1978) suggest four super strategies to follow which

he demonstrates in the following diagram:

Circumstances determining
choice of strategy:

Lesser
4 1. without redressive action, baldly

Do the FTA /

on record / 2. positive politeness
with redressive action

4, off record 3. negative politeness

Estimation of risk
of face loss

5. Don’t do the FTA

Y
Greater

Figure 3.1. B&L'’s strategies to minimize risk of face loss

3.2.1. Bald on record

Depending on Grice’s maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner, B&L
(1978) suggest that bald on record is the purest form of wanting something. The

speaker directly asks for what he or she wants and comes face to face with the
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hearer. The hearer is left no space to run away because the speaker is “sincere”,
“perspicuous” and “relevant” in his words (1978: 95). Also, he avoids using more
words than necessary, which makes him right to the point. Leech claims that the
use of imperatives and direct commands is mostly seen in this strategy, and he
names this strategy as “the biggest risk for face” (2014: 33). Even though being
bald on record seems to be the least polite way of wanting something, its use may
vary according to what users apply it in what context. Focusing on the instructions,
a type of imperative, Leech puts the situation:

As both instructor and instructee are assumed to share the same goals,
instructions are not generally face-threatening in the way commands or
requests often are, so there is no need to avoid using the bald-on-record
imperative, as in these street directions: Go on to the second set of traffic
lights, and then turn left, OK?(2014: 137).

If the hearer is exposed to an imperative which he definitely benefits, then he or
she will tolerate the baldness and directness of the speaker. However, Watts puts
forward that requests are also applicable via going on record but as a continuum
of an ongoing interaction and adds “If you want to offer a second cup of tea to a
guest, you are more likely to say Have another cup of tea than Have another cup
of tea, will you?” (2003: 192). In this example, if the speaker really wants to serve
another cup of tea to his or her guest, he does not necessarily use a tag question
because the context will not allow that. Apart from the requests made in the middle
of an ongoing interaction, the strategy of bald on record is preferred under urgent
conditions where time critically matters, for example the imperative ‘watch out’
signals an urgent situation (B&L, 1978: 95, 96). The form of an imperative, as a
common representative of bald on record strategy, is in close connection with the
context of a speech event and the cost-benefit relationship between speakers and

hearers is one major factor in the degree of politeness.

3.2.2. Positive politeness

Mullany defines positive politeness as “redressive action directed towards the
addressee’s positive face, demonstrating that the hearer's wants or needs are
thought of as desirable” (1999: 120). In this sense, softening speeches is a

technique frequently applied because special care is shown in order to refrain from
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harming others’ face. In addition to Mullany, B&L state that “redress consists in
partially satisfying that desire by communicating that one’s own wants (or some of
them) are in some respects similar to the addressee’s wants” (1978: 101). B&L
(1978) put forward many strategies of positive politeness such as attending to
hearer’'s wants, exaggerating, intensifying interest to hearer, using in-group identity
markers, seeking agreement, avoiding disagreement, asserting common ground,
joking, conveying that speaker and hearer are cooperators and fulfilling hearer’s

wants.

Similar to B&L, Goffman (1967) asserts that protective maneuvers are necessary
to preserve the ‘line’ among people, drawing attention to the importance of respect
and politeness. In order to assure the preservation of others’ face, Goffman states
that one “employs courtesies, making slight modifications of his demands on or
appraisals of the others so that they will be able to define the situation as one in
which their self-respect is not threatened” (1967: 17). Moreover, he suggests “a
joking manner’ be adopted so that hearers will not be offended by speakers’
wants. In addition, Holmes (1995: 5) defines politeness as showing respect to
others and minimizing imposition in order not to offend them. What Goffman and
Holmes see as the key to face-work is the lack of imposition on linguistic basis and
the effort to find common ground. B&L state that “positive-politeness utterances
are used as a kind of metaphorical extension of intimacy, to imply common ground
or sharing of wants to a limited extent even between strangers who perceive

themselves, for the purposes of the interaction, as somehow similar” (1978: 102).

Another important factor that has to be stressed about the general functions of
positive politeness is the abovementioned in-group identity markers, namely the
address terms. Accordingly, an appropriate address term is chosen and used to
address people to compose a mitigating effect on the want or desire. The following
example from B&L is a request made in the form of an imperative, softened by a
tag question: “Help me with this bag, will you luv/son/pal?” (1978: 108). In this
example the words luv, son and pal are informal words used mostly in daily
speech among people with close connection. However, it cannot be claimed that
all address terms work for positive politeness, which is clearly demonstrated in the
work of Keeffe, Clancy and Adolphs (2011):
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Level of Category Example Politeness
formality strategy
Informal Endearments honey, baby, love Positive
A politeness
Family ferms Mammy, Daddy, son A
Familiarisers mate, man, folks
First names familiarised Brad, Jen
Full first names Bradley, Jennifer
Title and surname Mr Holmes, Dr Watson,
Y Professor Moriarty Y
Formal Honorifics sir, ma'am, yvour honour MNegative
politeness

Figure 3.2. Semantic categorization of address terms

Much as being semantically designed, such classification of address terms seems
to be valid for the measurement of politeness in English, at least. However, it
cannot be alleged that the same protocol will provide the same results in other
languages due to the natural discrepancy among languages. To give an example,
in Turkish, there is a clear-cut difference between the singular pronoun ‘sen’,
meaning the singular ‘you’ and ‘siz’ the plural ‘you’ in English. The difference has a
sociological base which needs to be examined because it is also a matter of
politeness in Turkish. Studying the social projections of ‘sen’ and ‘siz’ in Turkish

society, Hatipoglu deduces:

distance, or rather lack of it, was the most frequently quoted social meaning
of SEN in this study. Informants mentioned this meaning 200 times and they
stated that in general SEN shows the closeness/proximity or the lack of
distance between the interlocutors (2008: 22).

The way of addressing people surely matters in terms of the relations among
people as seen from an example in Turkish. While ‘sen’ has a positive
connotation, ‘siz’ has a negative one. Hatipoglu considers the use of ‘sen’ to be a
concept for breaking the barriers and a tool for keeping the proximity between the
interlocutors (2008: 22). Therefore, the wrong use of one of these pronouns in
Turkish would lead to failures in communication and even more serious social

conflicts.
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Apart from the address terms in, it is clear that the effort in securing positive face
in social circles appears to be possible through the complete fulfilment of Gricean
maxims, which form the base for a sustainable interaction. It is because of the fact
that Gricean maxims (1975) are implemented in order to save face and mitigate
possible face threatening acts. While talking about the necessity of having some
basic knowledge of face-work, Goffman states that “this kind of capacity is
sometimes called savoir-faire, diplomacy or social skill” (1967: 13). Savoir-faire or
diplomacy work well to modify demands and minimize threat on the hearer
because it is clearly seen that, by using one or more of the strategies suggested
by B&L, speakers seek ways to avoid conflict with hearers. In conclusion, wanting

something without offending people is at the heart of positive politeness.

3.2.3. Negative politeness

B&L define negative politeness as “redressive action addressed to the
addressee’s negative face: his want to have his freedom of action unhindered and
his attention unimpeded” (1978: 129). In this type of strategy, more redress is
meant to be used in order not to cross personal boundaries of people. Unlike the
strategy of positive politeness, “negative politeness is concerned with distance and
formality” claims Mills (2003: 59). In case of a face threatening act, the primary
concern is not to be friendly as in positive politeness but to be formal and
respectful. Therefore, redress is designated by the speaker in so meticulous way
that it may not disturb the hearer, which will eventually lead to face-loss as cited by
Goffman (1967). In this sense, Katz asserts that “negative politeness
acknowledges and downplays the magnitude of the imposition to show respect for
the addressee’s negative face (“if it's not too much trouble, could you...”) (2015:
49). Being clear in the example sentence given by Katz, the speaker appears to be
selective in linguistic terms and attentive in social distance. B&L claim that
negative politeness is “the stuff that fills the etiquette books” (1978: 130).
Meditating about the universality of B&L’s super strategies and their definition of
negative politeness, Leech points out “the supremacy of individual's wants” (2005:
2). Hence, it could be stated that negative politeness is a kind of shield people
wear when they get into a social interaction in which they, as speakers or

interlocutors, want others to do what they want. However, it is not as direct as bald
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on record strategy and not at the same time as softened as positive politeness
(B&L, 1978).

The concept of being conventionally indirect is one of several strategies put forth
by B&L for negative politeness. Searle (1976) draws attention to the illocutionary
force of utterances which are indirectly made in appropriate conditions. The whole
context, including a lot of factors like social status and personal relations, forms
the basis of maintaining a face towards other people in touch. However, it is a
frequently advocated universal assertion that the more a speech act becomes
indirect, the more negative a face turns into. However, it is suspicious from the
previous academic research conducted by Leech (1983), B&L (1978) and Blum-
Kulka (1987) that indirectness guarantees more politeness. The latter (1987)
suggests that the connection between indirectness and politeness lies on a
slippery ground and prone to show variations across different cultures. However,
despite the existence of variety of cultures, it could be stated that indirectness
generally increases the politeness level of an utterance as Leech says, “indirect
illocutions tend to be more polite (a) because they increase the degree of
optionality and (b) because the more indirect an illocution is, the more diminished
and tentative its force tends to be” (1983: 108).

The main strategies of applying negative politeness are as follows (B&L, 1978:
129-210).

e Be conventionally indirect

e Question, hedge

e Be pessimistic

e Minimize the imposition

e Give deference

e Apologize

e Impersonalise S and H

e State the FTA as a general rule
e Nominalize

e Go on record a incurring a debt, or as not indebting H



90

3.2.4. Off record

This strategy is specifically the most useful one when people do not want to risk
their face at all because communication poses natural risks of being not
understood or being misunderstood or being rejected. Ogiermann puts forward
that “off-record request strategies offer an ‘out’ for both: the hearer, who may
refuse to comply with the request by simply ignoring the hint, and the speaker,
who can continue the conversation as if no request had been issued” (2009: 192).
Most importantly, the use of off-record strategy provides the speaker, who
jeopardizes his social identity in wanting something, with two advantages such as
“satisfaction of the negative face to a greater degree than that afforded by the
negative-politeness strategy and avoiding the inescapable accountability, the
responsibility for his action, that on-record strategies entail” (B&L, 1978: 73).

3.3. Register Analysis in Translation

The main analysis tool for the study is the concept of register, which is useful in
defining both micro and macrofeatures of the contexts of texts. Briefly defined by
Halliday as “a configuration of meanings that are typically associated with a
particular situational configuration of field, mode and tenor” register is a set of
meanings which evolve out of a certain context upon which a speech event is
arranged (1985: 38, 39). The context is the decisive factor in producing the
number of meanings that could be inferred by the participants. Halliday proposes a
major division of the concept of register as closed and open registers (1985: 39,
40): The former type is basically about the use of language with limited capacity of
words, or “restricted language” as suggested by Firth, as seen in the
conversations held between the airline pilots and the ground control where there is
a fixed range of words to be used, thus fixed range of meanings to have. This kind
of register makes it easy to stay inside the register due to its limited language
nature. On the other hand, there are more open registers where people are to deal
with more relatively open-ended areas of speech events. Halliday stresses that
register is something apt to change as new steps are taken forward because each
speech event stands as a variety of its own type. In this sense, it is necessary not

to go outside the register simply to understand people.
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Wittgenstein (1953: 20) states that for a word to have a meaning, it should
correspond to something in the real life. Indeed, meaning is in a constant
circulation in a speech event led by its participants, who are bound to each other
with the cooperative principle, which was previously discussed. Even if a speech
ceases, the communication or the understanding between the participants
continue to evolve. Meanwhile, the conversationalists tend to create expectations
and boundaries in their mind dealing with the topic of the ongoing conversation
while struggling to infer meanings from each other. These expectations and
boundaries are determined and organized by the concept of register, which is
defined by Baker as “a variety of language that a language user considers
appropriate to a specific situation” (1992: 15). Baker (1992) points to the linguistic
appropriateness and inappropriateness of specific language uses in certain
contexts, warning the translators against the possibility of using inappropriate

language.

The unity of a text is based on the fact that it is both a coherent and cohesive
entity just like a living being. Halliday and Hasan stress that “a text is a passage of
discourse which is coherent in these two regards: it is coherent with respect to the
context of situation and therefore consistent in register; and it is coherent with
respect to itself and therefore cohesive” (1976: 23). The register analysis is
compulsory for a genuine analysis in figuring out every aspect of a text, which also
stands to be the necessity of its claim to be a text. Gregory draws attention to the
importance of register equivalence stating, “the establishment of register
equivalence can be seen then as the major factor in the process of translation; the
problems of such equivalence, a crucial test of the limits of translatability” (1980:
466).

Analyzing the concept of politeness in the field of translation makes it compulsory
to take a variety of dimensions into account. As each situation is unique in its own
sphere and peculiar to its own circumstances, there needs to be a more
comprehensive approach to be implemented for every single speech event or any
example of communication for the purpose of keeping the cohesion of the text
intact. In this sense, Hatim and Munday point to the role of register as “an

important sociolinguistic and semantic concept with pertinent relevance to
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translation. Consistency of register together with what has been referred to as
internal cohesion is what makes a text hang together, function as a unit in its
environment” (2004: 191). Cutting off the bond between the context and the
speech may lead to the loss of the cohesion, which, in the end, might not generate
the required functional equivalence. In order to realize a real functional

equivalence, register analysis is to be performed. Yetkiner states that

for a comprehensive discourse analysis of a text it is necessary to do register
analysis in order to analyze the textual content from a linguistic aspect, and
to distinguish the stylistic differences and to uncover all intertextual dynamics
inside the text (2008: 36).

First, it is necessary to underline the importance of register in translation works.
People speaking according to regional and social characteristics act in compliance
with the dialect rooted in that specific community. However, register fills all
possible loopholes emerging from speech misunderstandings and meaning
deviations. Hatim and Mason state that “register consequently carries all kinds of
intended meanings and thus functions as the repository of signs, whose range of
semantic as well as rhetorical values is intuitively recognized by all textually
competent speakers of a language” (1997: 83-84). Register highlights the
functionality of language and the flexibility of the users.

In addition, a register analysis needs translators to keep a continuous eye on the
above-mentioned characteristics of a speech event and arrange themselves in
their constant pursuit of naturalness and accuracy. Hatim and Mason (1997) pay
attention to the possible variations that may occur in the course of events at a
literary text. It is because of the fact that characters in a literary text or a drama
may change their behaviors towards each other, and the concepts of formality or
informality may sometimes be too subtle to analyze. In this sense, they explain the

crucial role of register analysis as follows:

The need to be aware of variation and of the underlying motivations becomes
even more urgent in domains such as literary analysis or literary translation,
where some of the most elliptic or opaque forms of utterance (hence the
easiest to overlook) come to occupy a crucial position in the literary work,
serving as important clues in the portrayal of a certain scene or persona
(1997: 84).
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The variation that could occur through the flow of the text seems to be a
challenging factor for the translator. The translator of a text should adapt a
strategy that will not be contradictory to the general characteristics of one
character. However, tenor variations could also be seen, which means that each
tenor stands to be a distinctive individual and thus, may show some discrepancy
going against the conventionalized idea in the translator’'s mind about that specific
character. Hatim and Mason suggest that the recurrence sense must be sustained
even if some individualistic mannerisms may show up (1997: 85-86). Therefore,
they claim that it is best when idolects are created by the translators about each
tenor and it is only possible not only with the core theory of register analysis but
with a more pragmatic approach stating that “each communicative act is intended,

not mere dialectal reflex” (1997: 86).

3.3.1. Context of Situation

The importance of developing a pragmatic approach in translation studies lies in
the need of an overall preservation of meaning and the ‘context of situation’
surrounding all speech events in the text. The context of situation, as a term, was
first coined by Malinowski (1923), who, an anthropologist, was trying to do
translation from primitive languages the linguistic systems of which were radically
different from English. His most remarkable gain from this effort was to understand
that the key to translating a text from a totally different culture could only be thanks
to understanding that culture. Indeed, Malinowski (1923) regarded the context of
situation more or less the same phenomenon as context of culture; however, the

latter refers to a higher, more external layer that surrounds the context of situation.

The concept continued to be discussed by scientific community and influenced
several linguists across the world. One remarkable theory was developed by Firth
(1959) who created his own ‘phoneme theory’. By this theory, he prioritized the
importance of phoneme analysis as the primary tool for linguistic research. Senis
explains Firth’s position over the subject: “a phoneme is thus a functional phonetic
unit that may take on lexical and grammatical functions and which is made up of
sound variations relying on social or situational contexts” (2016:278). Firth (1959)

posits that context of situation is a variable shared by people possessing common
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language codes, thereby allocating them a distinct advantage over decoding
incomplete sentences or not fully pronounced words. However, Firth accepted that
his phoneme theory, on its own, would not be sufficient to answer to the questions
of analyzing other language systems such as Sanskrit or Chinese and he,
therefore, had to denounce this theory at last saying: “meaning must be sought ‘at

all levels of linguistic analysis’ through the context of situation” (1951: 192).

Hymes (1967) also contributed to the discussion of the subject opening a new
horizon with his systematization of context of situation. In trying to create a speech
community, Hymes (1967) suggested the analysis of the following: the form and
content of the message, setting, participants of speech, genre, norms, medium

and intent as the basic criterion to properly draw out the ‘ethnography of speech’.

Halliday and Hasan (1985) define text as “language that is functional” (1985: 10).
By this definition, it is claimed that text is a social being not only because the text
producer is a social being who cannot isolate himself while writing a piece but also
the text itself creates its own net of meanings as it is set to be produced. As to the
field of translation, textual analysis of the source text, textual profiling indeed, is

one indispensable duty for translators. House argues that:

For the particular purpose of establishing functional equivalence between an
original text and its translation text, the original needs to be analysed first in
such a way that the equivalence to be sought for the translation can be
stated in detail (2015: 27).

House points out the need for a textual profiling to attain the functional
equivalence between the source and the target texts, which can only be possible
through transferring the context of situation from the source as well. The
preservation of context of situation in the process of translation requires
conquering the fundamental dimensions of context. Hatim and Mason (1990)

display the various strands of text in context:
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Register Membership Intentionality Intertextuality

(communicative transaction) (pragmatic action) (semiotic interaction)

User (dialects etc.) Speech Acts Socio-culture

Use (Field, Tenor, Mode) Inference Socio-textual practices
Implicature Text, Genre, Discourse

Text, Genre and Discourse Typologies
Structure Texture

Figure 3.3. The three dimensions of context, adapted from Hatim and Mason 1990

Each element helps the contextual structure of the text be built up, thus they
become interrelated to each other at the same time. Dealing only with the register
and putting aside the intentionality and intertextuality may lead to wrong evaluation
and miss some parts of the source text's essence. Arguing that translational
equivalence is not only linguistic or semantic, Widdowson states “we cannot of
course, by definition establish pragmatic equivalence by considering isolated
sentences but only by considering what utterances count as in context” (1979:
105). He highlights the significance of developing a broader concept of
equivalence and points to the context as indispensable phenomena for translation.

3.3.2. Field, Tenor and Mode

Halliday, as the forerunner of the term ‘register’, defines it as “functional variation
in language” (1989: 44). He puts function at the center of his language analysis
and puts forward three variables called as field, tenor and mode as the major
elements needed to understand language as it is practiced among people.
Halliday states that these variables basically respond to the following questions
‘what is going on; who are taking part; and what role the language is playing”
(1989: 44).

Halliday and Hasan (1985) revealed the primary constituents of register by
categorizing the context of situation into three subtopics as field, tenor and mode.
Register basically answers to the analysis of a text, as it encompasses a holistic
approach to all factors, that is, the entire environment that lives both inside the text
and outside the text. Munday explains the significance of these three variables:

Each of the variables of register is associated with a strand of meaning.
These strands, which together form the discourse semantics of a text, are the
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three metafunctions: ideational, interpersonal and textual. The metafunctions
are constructed or realized by the lexicogrammar, that is the choices of
wording and syntactic structure (2008: 91).

The analysis of field, tenor and mode paves the way for the thorough
understanding of the meaning of a ‘text’. The ideational, interpersonal and textual
meaning form the lexicogrammar to be chosen and implemented in the text.
However, the genre, defined by Munday (2008: 90, 91) as “the conventional text
type that is associated with a specific communicative function, for example a
business letter’, must initially be determined because it is directly bound to the
sociocultural environment in which the text is produced. Eggins (2004: 110, 111)
clarifies the strands of meaning associated with the abovementioned register

variables:

» The field of a text is associated with ideational meaning, which is realized
through transitivity patterns (verb types, active/passive structures, participants
in the process, etc.).

» The tenor of a text is associated with interpersonal meaning, which is realized
through the patterns of modality (modal verbs and adverbs such as hopefully,
should, possibly, and any evaluative lexis such as beautiful, dreadful).

» The mode of a text is associated with textual meaning, which is realized through
the thematic and information structures (mainly the order and structuring of
elements in a clause) and cohesion (the way the text hangs together lexically,
including the use of pronouns, ellipsis, collocation, repetition, etc.) (Munday,
2008: 91).

Eggins (2004) reminds the decisive role of the overall textual meaning in terms of
the mode of text. There is a reciprocal cause and effect matter in this sense, that is
the linguistic elements are formulated and put in a certain order according to the
specifications of the mode. Here Eggins (2004: 93) differentiates between spoken

and written modes of language use:



SPOKEN LANGUAGE

turn-taking organization
context-dependent
dynamic structure
-interactive staging
-open-ended
spontaneity phenomena
(false starts, hesitations,
interruptions, overlap,
incomplete clauses)
everyday lexis
non-standard grammar

WRITTEN LANGUAGE

monologic organization
context independent
synoptic structure
-rhetorical staging
-closed, finite

'final draft' (polished)
indications of earlier
drafts removed
‘prestige’ lexis
standard grammar
grammatical simplicity
lexically dense
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grammatical complexity
lexically sparse

Figure 3.4. Characteristic features of spoken and written language

Language is supposed to change form in varying dimensions of mode. The spoken
language underlines the spontaneity phenomena and is strictly bound to context.
Also, there is no serious implementation of grammatical rules in conversations and
people may feel allowed to do reductions in sentences given their message is
understood. On the other hand, written mode of language provides the writer time
to think and make revisions whenever it is necessary. Embellishment of
sentences, the context independent structure and dense lexis move it away from
the sense of naturality. Halliday and Hasan (1985: 12) add to the general
classification of mode by providing a third alternative “the combination of the two”
and draws attention to the language written to be spoken such as drama. In terms
of translation, Yetkiner (2008) states that the mode of language may show
variations as languages evolve out of individual characteristics of spoken and
written language. Baker (1992: 16) exemplifies the situation as “a word such as re
is perfectly appropriate in a business letter but is rarely, if ever, used in spoken

English” pointing to the power of the mode on the linguistic choices.

Described by Hatim and Munday (2004: 189) as “the linguistic consequence of the
user's purposive role in the language event’, the field of discourse roughly
answers to the question what the language is about. The field of a text is
determined by the text producer and he or she can change it any time he or she
wishes. Eggins stresses that “field is realized through just some parts of the
grammatical system - in fact, through the patterns of processes (verbs),

participants (nouns) and circumstances (prepositional phrases of time, manner,
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place, etc.)” (2004: 110). The disclosure of the field provides important amount of
information about the text. Halliday claims that “there is not a great deal one can
predict about the language that will be used if one knows only the field of
discourse” (1978: 223). However, the field is broader in that it may involve various
subject matters, which Hatim and Mason exemplifies as “political discourse as a
field may be about law and order, taxation or foreign policy” (1990: 48). Eggins
(2004) puts forth a bipartite taxonomy as technical and everyday field and
suggests that each class requires its own linguistic choices, for example while
everyday language is understood by everyone, a technical language can be

understood only by the ‘insiders’ of that field.

Yetkiner states that “the most relevant concept to the politeness theory is the tenor
of discourse” (2008: 36). In terms of politeness, social relations and status,
directionality and indirectionality, activeness and passiveness are certainly of great
importance, so the analysis of tenor, in specific, is undeniably necessary because
the interpersonal meaning is formed out of people’s contact with each other in
various contexts. Hatim and Mason state that the tenor of a text, which surrounds
the entire relationship between the addresser and the addressee, can “be
analysed in terms of basic distinctions such as polite-colloquial-intimate, on a
scale of categories which range from formal to informal® (1990: 50). Eggins

illustrates two main types of tenor situations:

TENOR: typical situations of language use
INFORMAL FORMAL )
equal power unequal, hierarchic power
frequent contact infrequent, or one-off contact
high effective involverneac low affecrive involvernent

Figure 3.5. Formal vs informal situations of language use (2004: 101)

At the end of this analysis, the translator of a text possesses the opportunity to
evaluate whether the interpersonal relations in the source text are preserved and
transferred into the target text as they are. Baker explains the decisive role the
social distance plays in discourse saying that “a patient is unlikely to use swear

words in addressing a doctor and a mother is unlikely to start a request to her child
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with | wonder if you could...” (1992: 16). Yetkiner (2008) states that it is necessary
to put forward the politeness norms in the source text and assess how possible it
is to transfer them without making any deviations especially in terms of social
distance and status. The distortion of social distance and status means that there
occurs a change in the hierarchical order designated by the source text producer
who makes it possible through a specific pattern of lexis. Claiming that
interpersonal relations are realized through the concept of ‘mood’, Eggins explains

this realization process referring to the linguistic implications embedded in the text:

Mood refers to variables such as the types of clause structure (declarative,
interrogative), the degree of certainty or obligation expressed (modality), the
use of tags, vocatives, attitudinal words which are either positively or
negatively loaded (die 'purr and snarl' words mentioned above), expressions
of intensification and politeness markers of various kinds (2004: 110).

Seeking equivalence in register stands to be a natural goal for the translator who
strives to maintain a pragmatic functionality in translation (House, 2001). Referring
to Bourdieu’s (1982) view that it is not the words but the system of social relations
that are the illocutionary force in an utterance, Hatim and Mason (1990: 86) state
that the translator must be sensitive enough to the relative power and status of
language users so that he or she does not distort the intended and perceived

illocutionary force of utterances.

3.4. Data Analysis

The main research tool of the study is the content analysis, which is implemented
to determine each unit of registers for the selected speech events both in the
source texts and the target ones. The concept of register has been used and
modified for translational purposes in a similar format to the one carried out by
Juliane House, who comes up with a translation assessment model that works
from a functional-pragmatic aspect. The study in question follows a similar
procedure as suggested by House in order to reveal more about the context of
situation, i.e., “situational dimensions” of each piece of a text. Setting these
dimensions as the main criteria in profiling the source text, the analysis of register

is aimed at providing notable exposition on the dimensions of language use.
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As a requirement of functional-pragmatic approach, the context of situation is
decoded for each speech event, so that individual mismatches along field, mode
and tenor could be found. In accordance with House’s categorization of translation
into two types such as overt and covert, this study specifies the overtly erroneous
translational mismatches under three sub-topics as syntactic, lexical and textual
mismatches. To elaborate on each group, syntactic mismatches specifically cover
the linguistics-based non-corresponding uses. The overall grammatical structures
of speech acts including tense use, modality markers, syntactic softeners, active-
passive transition, use of subject pronouns, shift of pronouns and other types of
grammatical varieties between English and Turkish are compared in order to see
the reflections of syntactic mismatches over the concept of politeness. On the
other hand, lexical mismatches cover the semantics-based non-corresponding
uses. Lexical parsing inside speech acts, the style of wording, use of address
terms, prosodic features of intonation, stress and rhythm, use of diminutives,
hedging strategies, the plurality and singularity of imperatives, “sen” and “siz”
variation between English and Turkish and a variety of strategies of expressing
indirectness are considered to be the main lexical factors that have to be assessed
to see their role in deviations of politeness strategies and illocutionary force of
speech acts. The final category, textual mismatches aim to set out the reflections
of the abovementioned mismatches from a functional-pragmatics-based
perspective of evaluation. The factors that cause slight or major deviations in the

social dimension of language use are all discussed under this sub-topic.

In order to protect the social balance in the source text and transfer it into target
ones as intact as possible, the study seeks to take all linguistic and lexical uses
into consideration with a contrastive analysis. The discussion is expanded into
gaining a more sociological identity to translation studies so as not to miss out
linguistic politeness powered and enhanced with certain degree of illocutionary
force. The register analysis is implemented to analyze each speech event within
the boundaries of the authenticity of that original speech event.

After all this process, the mismatches or deviations in terms of linguistic politeness
are assessed with a more attentive look into the formality level among people. The

risk to both the addresser’'s own face and the addressee’s face, the cost of the
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action on the addressee, the threat level of the action both to the addresser and
the addressee, and the degree of speaker imposition are four significant factors
that are discussed to see if there occurs a maximization or minimization tendency

at the level of face threatening acts.
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4. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

4.1. Death of a Salesman

This section presents a large number of different extractions from the play, Death
of a Salesman, where register analysis is implemented to observe translational
mismatches, across three versions of the play, which are also technically

elaborated in the findings section at the end.
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Table 4.1. Register 1 Death of a Salesman

passing.

Willy: That so? And he

gave you the ball,
heh?

Biff: Well, | borrowed it
from the locker room.

(He laughs
confidentially)

Willy to Happy:

(laughing with him at
the theft) | want you

to return that.

Happy: | told you he

wouldn’t like it!

Biff: (Angrily) Well, 'm

bringing it back!
(23)

be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son,

Negative
Politeness

The father uses
redressed speech
to be indirect and
does not want to
be impeded.

He presses cost to
hearer and creates
less threat and risk
to his own face.

yapmami istedi.

Willy: Ya, demek
oyle! Topu sana
verdi ha?

Biff: Sey, malzeme
odasindan 6dung
aldim. (Sinsi sinsi
gller)

Willy: (Bu
hirsizlik onu da
guldiiriir) Onu
geri vereceksin.

Happy: Razi
olmayacagini
sdylememis
miydim?

Biff: (Kizgin) Ama
geri gotlrecegim!

be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son

Bald on Record

The father uses
non-redressed
speech being
direct in his want,
maximizing
imposition, and
pressing cost to
hearer.

But he causes
more threat for
himself by risking
his own face.

Biff: Kog paslara
daha fazla
calismami sdyledi.

Willy: Oyle mi?
Sana da topu
verdi, ha?

Biff: Tamam,
soyunma
odasindan 6dung
aldim. (Gizlice
gller)

Willy: (Biff’'le
birlikte hirsizhiga
giler) Onu geri
gotiirmeni
istiyorum.

Biff: (Sinirlice)
Peki, geri
gOtirtyorum.

to be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son,

Negative
Politeness

The father uses
redressed
speech to be
indirect and
does not want to
be impeded.

He presses cost
to hearer and
creates less
threat and risk
to his own face.

paslara calisayim
diye verdi.

Willy: Oyle mi?
Demek topu sana
verdi?

Biff: Oyle gibi bir
sey; malzemenin
durdugu odadan
aldim. (Bir sir
soylemis gibi
gller).

Willy: (Bu
hirsizliga onunla
giiler) Onu
gotiirip geri
vereceksin.

Happy: Ben sana
razi olmaz
demedim mi?

Biff: (Kizgin) Peki,
geri goturdyorum
iste.

DEATH OF A Register Analysis | Aytug Iz’at-Y. Register Analysis | Miige Ayse Sarag | Register Orhan Burian Register
SALESMAN Emre iz’at 2010 1994 Analysis 1952 Analysis
1) Biff: Did you see Field: Biff: Yeni topumu Field: Biff: Yeni aldigim Field: Biff: Yeni topumu Field:
the new football | got? | Asymmetrical- g6rdiin ma? Asymmetrical- futbol topunu Asymmetrical- gordiin ma? Asymmetrical-
Intimate: Showing Intimate, Showing | gordin ma? Intimate, Intimate,
Willy: (examining the sympathy by Willy: (Topu sympathy by Showing Willy: (Topu Showing
ball) Where’d you get | laughing inceler) Yeni ha? laughing Direct Willy: (Topu sympathy by g6zden gegirir) sympathy by
a new ball? Redressed Want, Nereden buldun? order, kontrol eder) laughing Yeni top nerede laughing
Nereden aldin Redressed buldun? Direct order
Biff: The coach told Biff: Kogumuz pas onu? Want ,
me to practice my Mode: Written to calismalari Mode: Written to Mode: Written | Biff: Antrenér Mode: Written

to be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son

Bald on Record

The father uses
non-redressed
speech being
direct in his want,
maximizing
imposition, and
pressing cost to
hearer.

But he causes
more threat for
himself by risking
his own face.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The first and third translations distort the grammatical
structure embedded in the sentence giving it an indirectness effect as “/ want you
fo..”. Instead, the object pronoun becomes the subject pronoun in the translations,
thus creating a more active form of ordering something. The number two
translation seems to follow the syntactical procedure applied in the original

register.

Lexical Mismatches: The first and third translations do not have the same lexical
parsing. The indirectness disappears, directness comes out. Also, the wording is
different in these versions. The use of the word “give” in here adds to the
directness of the speech act. The second translation, though, echoes the
indirectness effect, besides the word “want”is used, creating the indirectness.

Textual Mismatches: The redressed want or request made by the father seems to
preserve its identity in the second translation. However, it is seen that there lies a
significant deviation in the field of the register in the first and second translations.
The mitigated or redressed effect created by the indirect form of wanting someone
to do something is gone; instead, the illocutionary force of the speech act is
maximized, thereby changing the total form of the speech event into a direct order.
Here is seen a deviation in the social dimension of language use, when the
context of situation is decoded, which comes to mean a deviation in the politeness

strategy used in the original register.
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Table 4.2. Register 2 Death of a Salesman

Source Text Register Analysis Aytug izat— Y. Emre | Register Analysis Miige Ayse Sarag Register Analysis Orhan Burian 1952 | Register Analysis
1z’at 2010 1994
2) Willy to Charley: (With Field: Symmetrical — Willy: (Zorlukla) Field: Symmetrical — Willy: Charley, Field: Symmetrical — | Willy: Charley bana Field: Symmetrical

difficulty) Charley look... | got
my insurance to pay. If you
can manage it- | need a
hundred and ten dollars.
(Charley doesn't reply for a
moment, merely stops moving)

Willy: I'd draw it from my bank
but Linda would know, and ...

Charley: Sit down, Willy.

Willy: (moving forward the
chair) I'm keeping an account
of everything, remember. I'll
pay every penny back. (He
sits.)

Charley: Now listen to me,
Willy.

Willy: | want you to know |
appreciate...

Charley: (sitting down on the
table) Willy, what're you
doing’? What the hell is goin’
on in your head?

Willy: Why, I'm simply...
(75)

Changing Social
Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation

Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off Record

By using
implicature, Willy,
feeling obliged to
borrow money, does
not coerce Charley, a
well-off and socially
higher positioned
neighbor.

The speaker
minimizes threat to
hearer’s face and less
imposition is created
thanks to the
conditional hedge.

Charley bak...
Sigortami demem
gerek. Eger giiciin
yetiyorsa...yiiz on
dolara ihtiyacim var.
(Charley bir an cevap
vermez ve hareketsiz
kalir)

Willy: Bankadan
cekerdim ama o
zaman Linda bilir ve
ben...

Charley: Otur Willy.

Willy: (Sandalyeye
dogru ybénelir) Her
seyin hesabini
tutuyorum, biliyorsun.
Her kurusunu geri
oderim. (Oturur)

Charley: Simdi beni
dinle Willy.

Willy: Bilmeni isterim,
ne kadar minettarim...

Charley: (Masanin
basinda oturur) Ne
yapiyorsun? Canina
yandigimin kafanda
ne var senin?

Willy: Nigin? Ben
siradan...

Changing Social
Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation

Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off Record

By using
implicature, Willy,
feeling obliged to
borrow money, does
not coerce Charley, a
well-off and socially
higher positioned
neighbor.

The speaker
minimizes threat to
hearer’s face and less
imposition is created
thanks to the
conditional hedge.

bak...(guglikle)
Odemem gereken bir
sigortam var. Eger
verebilirsen- yiz on
dolara ihtiyacim var.
(Charley bir an cevap
vermez, bitiin
hareketi durur).

Willy: Bankadan
cekecektim ama
Linda 6grenecekti ve
ben...

Charley: Otur, Willy.

Willy: (sandalyeye
dogru giderek)
Herseyin hesabini
tutuyorum, biliyorsun.
Kurusu kurusuna geri
oddeyecegim. (Oturur.)

Charley: Dinle beni,
Willy.

Willy: Sunu bilmeni
isterim ki her zaman
takdir...

Charley: (Masanin
lizerine oturarak)
Wiily, ne yapiyorsun?
Allah kahretsin
aklindan neler
gegiyor?

Willy: Neden? Ben
yalnizca...

Changing Social
Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation, Indirect
Request

Mode:
Spoken

Written to be

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Negative Politeness

Willy acts without
showing enough
timidness, but he has
negative face fearing
his want may be
refused. He risks his
own face by saying
‘verebilirsen’,
revealing his want
directly.

The if clause
diminishes the
magnitude of the
want but not the
original off record is
preserved.

bak... (Guglikle)
Sigorta taksitimi
vermek lazim,
senin igin
miisaitse, yiiz on
dolara ihtiyacim
olacak.

(Charley bir an
cevap vermez; ama
durur, ylirimez)

Willy: Bankadan
alirdim ama Linda
anlayacak, ben de...

Charley: Otur Willy.

Willy: (iskemleye
dogru gider) Hepsinin
hesabini tutuyorum,
merak etme.
Santimine kadar
o6deyecegim. (Oturur.)

Charley: Simdi beni
dinle, Willy.

Willy: Kiymet bilmiyor
deme...

Charley: (masanin
Uzerine oturur) Willy,
ne oluyor sana?
Kafanin iginde neler
donlyor?

Willy: Hig, sade...

—Changing Social
Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation, Indirect
Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off Record

By using
implicature, Willy,
feeling obliged to
borrow money,
does not coerce
Charley, a well-off
and socially higher
positioned neighbor.

The speaker
minimizes threat to
hearer’s face and
less imposition is
created thanks to
the conditional
hedge.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: All translations seem to follow the same syntactical
procedure with the ‘if conditional’ used to mitigate the cost of the act. However, the
third translation uses future tense “htiyvacim olacak” as a replacement for

“ihtiyacim var’.

Lexical Mismatches: The original register uses an if clause in the beginning “if you
can manage it” to lessen the cost of the act, but the second translation uses the
word “verebilirsen”i.e., “give” directly revealing the want, not covering the meaning

of “manage”.

Textual Mismatches: The second translation which includes the word “vermek” in
the if clause increases the risk to the addresser’s face as it increases the cost to
the addressee. The deviation leads to a change of linguistic politeness strategy
from an off-record strategy to the negative form of requesting. The imposition, cost
and risk increase at the same time as it is taken for granted that off-record strategy
is the politest form of asking something (B&L: 1987). Therefore, there emerges a
deviation in the social dimension of that specific language use in that register.
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Table 4.3. Register 3-4 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at- Y. Emre
1z’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag
1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

3-4) Stanley: Geez, how'd ya
know?

Happy: | got radar or
something. [Staring directly at
her profile] Oooo0000. . .
Stanley.

Stanley: | think that's for you,
Mr. Loman.

Happy: Look at that mouth.
Oh, God. And the binoculars.

Stanley: Geez, you got a life,
Mr. Loman.

Happy: Wait on her.

Stanley: (going to the girl’s
table) Would you like a
menu, ma’am?

Girl: I'm expecting someone,
but I'd like a-

Happy : Why don’t you bring
her-excuse me, miss, do you
mind? | sell champagne, and
I'd like you to try my
brand.(79)

Girl: That's awfully nice of you.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly
Met People

Negative Politeness

The speaker
expresses his offer in
a conventionally
indirect way creating a
negative politeness
effect and also
addresses to her as
‘ma’am’ indicating
distant relationship.

Negative Politeness

In a conventionally
indirect way, the
speaker apologizes
and uses a distant
addressing term ‘miss’
to indicate formality.

By ‘would like you to’,
the speaker lowers
the cost to the hearer
and minimizes the
imposition.

Stanley: Amanin, nasil
bildiniz?

Happy: Radar gibi bir
seyim var. (Kizi
profilden
dikizlemektedir)
0Oo0000... Stanley.

Stanley: Sanirnm tam
size gore Bay Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak.
Aman Tanrim. Ve su
darbunler.

Stanley: Amanin,
yasadiniz Bay Loman.

Happy: Ona servis
yap.

Stanley: (Kizin
masasina gider)
Menii ister miydiniz,
hanimefendi?

Kiz: Birini bekliyorum,
ama sey alabilirim...

Happy: Neden ona
sey getirmiyorsun..
Affedersiniz bayan,
izin verir misiniz?
Sampanya satarim
da, sizin benim
markamdan tatmanizi
arzu ettim.

Kiz: Ne kadar
naziksiniz.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly
Met People

Negative Politeness

The speaker
expresses his offer in
a conventionally
indirect way creating
a negative politeness
effect and also
addresses to her as
‘hanimefendi’
indicating distant
relationship.

Negative Politeness

In a conventionally
indirect way, the
speaker apologizes
and uses a distant
addressing term
‘bayan’to indicate
formality.

By ‘arzu ettim’, the
speaker lowers the
cost to the hearer and
minimizes the
imposition.

Stanley: Vay be, nasil
bildiniz?

Happy: Radarim veya
onun gibi bir seyim
var. (Dogrudan
gozlerini kiza dikerek)
00000 Stanley.

Stanley: Sanirim bu
sizin icin Mr. Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak.
Off, Allahim. Ve
darbin.

Stanley: Vay be
canlandiniz, Mr.
Loman.

Happy: Ona servis
yap.

Stanley: (kizin
masasina giderek)
Menii ister misiniz,
bayan?

Kiz: Birisini
bekliyorum, ama sey
isteyebilirim, bir-

Happy: Neden ona
sampanya
getirmiyorsun?
Oziir dilerim bayan
izin verir misiniz?
Sampanya satiyorum
ve benim sattigim
markayi denemenizi
rica edecegim.

Kiz: Cok naziksiniz.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal
Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly
Met People

Negative
Politeness

The speaker
expresses his offer
in a conventionally
indirect way
creating a negative
politeness effect
and also
addresses to her
as ‘bayan’
indicating distant
relationship.

Negative
Politeness

In a conventionally
indirect way, the
speaker apologizes
and uses a distant
addressing term
‘bayan’ to indicate
formality.

By 'rica edecegim’,
the speaker lowers
the cost to the
hearer and
minimizes the
imposition.

Stanley: Vay canina,
nasil bildiniz?

Happy: Ben de radar
mi bir sey olacak!
(G6zUnU dikip kiza
yandan bakar.)
000000. Stanley!

Stanley: Bu tam size
gore. Mister Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak!
Of be! Ya o gozler!

Stanley: Aman
efendim aman, daha
gengsin canina
kiyma, Mister Loman!

Happy: Hizmetine git,
bakalim.

Stanley: kizin
masasina gider.-
Tarifeyi getireyim mi
Bayan!

Kiz: Birini bekliyorum,
ama bir...

Happy: Ne diye
buraya getirmiyorsun.
Affedersiniz, Bayan,
itiraz etmezseniz?
Ben sampanya
satarim, bizim
markayi denerseniz
memnun olurum.

Kiz: Cok naziksiniz,
tesekkir ederim.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal
Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly
Met People

Negative
Politeness (Non-
redressed)

The speaker
expresses his offer
in a conventionally
indirect way creating
a negative
politeness effect but
changes the subject
of the question
substituting ‘you’
with 7’, which makes
the offer a bit more
directly than the
original register.

Negative
Politeness

In a conventionally
indirect way, the
speaker apologizes
and uses a distant
addressing term
‘bayan’ to indicate
formality.

By ‘memnun
olurum’, the speaker
lowers the cost to
the hearer and
minimizes the
imposition.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: All translations seem to follow the question forms used in
the source, but in the third translation it is seen that the subject of the question is
changed from “you” to “I”. The other forms of questions are negatively asked

guestions seeking for permission from the addressee.

Lexical Mismatches: The shift in the question form in the third translation
substitutes the “/” subject with “you”, that changes the core of the sentence. The “”
shifts the center of the sentence, thus makes the request a bit more direct. “Would
you like a menu ma’am” is a question that addressees to the free will of the
addressee as if it is all up to the decision of the addressee, but the question
“tarifeyi getireyim mi bayan”, still seeking permission, does not sound as polite and

indirect as it does in the original, and there is no word corresponding to “like”.

Textual Mismatches: The three translations are all forms of requests that are
negatively asked. The apology words, with the addressing words like “ma’am”,
‘miss” and their correspondents ‘hanimefendi” and “bayan” do not lead to
deviations in neither politeness strategy nor the social dimension of language use.

However, there occurs a slight deviation in the third translation in the first case.
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Table 4.4. Register 5 Death of a Salesman

Source Text Register Analysis | Aytug iz’at-Y. Register Analysis Miige Ayse Sara¢ | Register Orhan Burian Register
Emre iz’at 2010 1994 Analysis 1952 Analysis
5) Girl: That's awfully nice Field: Symmetrical- | Kiz: Ne kadar Field: Symmetrical- | Kiz: Cok Field: Kiz: Cok Field:
of you. Distant, Formal naziksiniz. Distant, Formal naziksiniz. Symmetrical- naziksiniz, Symmetrical-
Request Request Distant, Formal tesekkdr ederim. Distant, Formal
Happy: Don’t mention it. Happy: Aman Happy: Onemli Request Request
It's all company money. Mode: Written to be | efendim. Mode: Written to be | degil. Tamamen Mode: Written to | Happy: Mode: Written to
[He laughs.] Spoken Nasil olsa Spoken sirketin parasi. be Spoken Estagfurullah. be Spoken
Tenor: Two Newly | firmadan. (Giler) Tenor: Two Newly (Gdler) Tenor: Two Masraf nasil olsa Tenor: Two Newly
Girl: That's a charming Met People Met People Newly Met kumpanyadan. Met People
product to be selling, isn’t Kiz: Satigi keyifli Kiz: Boyle bir People (Gdler)
it? Negative olmali, degil mi? Negative Urdnu satmak gok Negative
Politeness Politeness hos olmali degil Negative Kiz: Boyle bir seyin | Politeness
Happy: Oh, gets to be like Happy: Ah, mi? Politeness saticiligini etmek

everything else. Selling is
selling, y’know.

Girl: | suppose.

Happy: You don’t happen
to sell, do you?

Girl: No, | don’t sell.

Happy: Would you object
to a compliment from a
stranger? You ought to be
on a magazine cover.

Girl [looking at him a little
archly]: I have been.

The speaker uses a
quite formal and
indirect form of
requesting for a
permission to
compliment the
hearer.

The ‘would you’
guestion saves the
speaker a
formidably free
sphere of behaving
where it is the least
possibility of being
rejected.

zamanla diger
seylerden pek farki
kalmiyor. Satis
satistir, yani.

Kiz: Sanirim.

Happy: Siz de
satict misiniz,
yoksa?

Kiz: Hayir, ben
satmam.

Happy: Bir
yabancidan iltifat
duymaya itiraziniz
olur mu?
Magazinlerin
bassayfasinda
olmalisiniz.

Kiz: (Biraz tepeden
bakarak) Oldum
bile.

The speaker uses a
quite formal and
indirect form of
requesting for a
permission to
compliment the
hearer.

The speaker uses
the addressing
pronoun ‘siz’ the
polite form of the
singular pronoun
‘you’ both to sound
more polite and
show the formality
and distance in
between.

Happy: Ah,
zamanla diger
seylere benziyor.
Biliyorsunuz satig
satisgdir.

Kiz: Oyle
saniyorum.

Happy: Higbir sey
satmadiniz mi?

Kiz: Hayir, olmadi.

Happy: Bir
yabancinin size
iltifat etmesine
kizar misiniz?
Magazin kapagina
model olabilirsiniz.

Kiz: (Cilveli bir
sekilde Happy'e
bakarak) Oyleyim.

The speaker
uses a quite
formal and
indirect form of
requesting for a
permission to
compliment the
hearer.

The speaker
uses the
addressing
pronoun ‘siz’ the
polite form of the
singular pronoun
‘you’ both to
sound more
polite and show
the formality and
distance in
between.

zevkli olacak.

Happy: Zamanla
insan fark etmez
oluyor. Saticilik

hep ayni saticilik.

Kiz: Oyle olmali.

Happy: Siz bir sey
satmiyorsunuz ya?

Kiz: Hayir
satmiyorum.

Happy: Bir
yabancinin
iltifatina izniniz
olur mu?
Resimleriniz
mecmua
kapaklarinda
ctkmaliydi.

Kiz: (Ona biraz
kiistahga bakar)
Zaten cikt.

The speaker uses
a quite formal and
indirect form of
requesting for a
permission to
compliment the
hearer.

The speaker uses
the addressing
pronoun ‘siz’ the
polite form of the
singular pronoun
‘you’ both to
sound more polite
and show the
formality and
distance in
between.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The question “Would you object to..” is translated nearly in
the same procedure in all the three translations as “ltiraziniz olur mu?”, “Kizar

misiniz?” and “Izniniz olur mu?”.

Lexical Mismatches: The wording in the original question form is seen in the
translations. The type of question and the choice of words create the negative

politeness effect.

Textual Mismatches: The “would” question creates a formality level between the
speakers, and it is seen that this level is preserved in the translated versions.
Therefore, there lies no deviation in the social dimension of language, and the
interpersonal relations set utterly by the author for the original text are transferred
with both semantically and pragmatically corresponding structure, as a result of

which there occurs no deviation in terms of textual field of the speech act.
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Table 4.5. Register 6 Death of a Salesman

Source Text Register Aytug iz’at - Y. Register Miige Ayse Sara¢c | Register Orhan Burian Register
Analysis Emre iz’at 2010 Analysis 1994 Analysis 1952 Analysis

6) Biff: | gotta talk to the | Field: Biff: Reis’le Field: Biff: Patronla Field: Biff: Reis’le Field:

boss, Mom. Where is he? | Asymmetrical- konusmam lazim, Asymmetrical- konusmam lazim, Asymmetrical- konusacagim var, | Asymmetrical-
Intimate, Informal anne. Nerde 0? Intimate, Informal | anne. Nerede 0? Intimate, Informal | anne. Nerede? Intimate-

Linda: You’re not going Request Request Request Request

near him. Get out of this Mode: Written to Linda: Yanina Mode: Written to Linda: Onun Mode: Written to Linda: Onun Mode: Written

house! be Spoken yaklagsamazsin. be Spoken yanina be Spoken yanina bile to be Spoken
Tenor: Mother to | Defol bu evden! Tenor: Mother to | yaklagmayacaksin. | Tenor: Mother to | yaklasacak Tenor: Mother

Biff: (with absolute Son Son Git bu evden! Son degilsin. Cik bu to Son

assurance, Biff: (Kesin, gliven evden!

determination) No. We're | Negative verici ve kararlr) Negative Biff: (tam bir Negative Bald on

gonna have an abrupt Politeness: Hayir. Kisa ve 6z Politeness: kararlilik ve Politeness: Biff: (BUyuk bir Record:

conversation, him and bir konugsma kendine glivenle) emniyet ve

me. Contrary to the yapacagiz. Ben ve | Contrary to the Hayir. O ve ben Contrary to the katiyetle) Hayir. The intimate
intimate flow of 0. intimate flow of konugacagiz. intimate flow of Onuna flow of

Linda: You’re not talking

to him!

(Hammering is heard
from outside the house,

off right. Biff turns
towards the noise.)

Linda: (suddenly
pleading) Will you
please leave him
alone? (99)

Biff: What's he doing out

there?

Linda: He’s planting the

garden!

conversation, the
mother stops to
plead her son to
do something and
sounds dictating.

She uses no signs
of intimacy, nor in-
group id. markers
and seems to
mean what she
wants.

She does not
want to be
rejected or
impeded.

Linda: Onunla
konusamazsin!
(Disardan, sagdan
capa sesleri gelir.
Biff sesin geldigi
ybne doner)

Linda: (Birden
yalvarircasina)
Liitfen onu yalniz
birakir misin?

Biff: Ne yapiyor
orada?

Linda: Bahgeye
tohum ekiyor!

conversation, the
mother stops to
plead her son to
do something and
sounds dictating.

She uses no
signs of intimacy,
nor in-group id.
markers and
seems to mean
what she wants.

She does not
want to be
rejected or
impeded.

Linda:
Konusmayacaksin
onunla!

(Sag tarafta, evin
disinda gekic
sesleri duyulur. Biff
sesin geldigi tarafa
doner.)

Linda: (Aniden
yalvararak) Lutfen
onu yalniz birakir
misin?

Biff: Disarda ne
yapiyor?

Linda: Bahgeyi
ekiyor!

conversation, the
mother stops to
plead her son to
do something and
sounds dictating.

She uses no
signs of intimacy,
nor in-group id.
markers and
seems to mean
what she wants.

She does not
want to be
rejected or
impeded.

konusacak iki gift
s6zUm var.

Linda: Onunla
konugmayacaksin
diyorum!

(Evin disindan,
sag taraftan
dogdru cekic
sesleri gelir. Biff
sese dogru
doner.)

Linda: (birdenbire
yalvarmaya
baslar) Ne olur
onu yalniz birak.

Biff: Disarda ne
yapiyor?

Linda: Bahgeye
tohum ekiyor!

conversation
continues with
mother’s bald
on record
statement,
maximizing the
want by the
expression ‘Ne
olur’, begging
someone to do
something.

No negativity in
the request as
there is no
questioning or
hedging the
words but a
direct —non-
redressed
speech event.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The negatively formed question “Will you please..” is seen
to be preserved syntactically in the first and second translation. However, the third
translation, unlike the other ones, is not in the form of a question but an imperative

meant for begging someone to do something.

Lexical Mismatches: The first and second translations reflect similar lexical parsing
used in the original register, though the third translation uses a different wording
which creates a semantic difference. “Ne olur” is an expression used usually
before an imperative in Turkish when the addressee really wants something to be
done, increasing the imposition of the act so that the addressee should not

respond negatively.

Textual Mismatches: Differing from the other translations, the third translation, as
being an imperative now, creates a more direct and informal atmosphere. The
negativity created by “Will you please” question form also disappears, which
comes to mean the formality level at that specific context is deviated into a more
informal degree. Although it is a mother-son talk, the mother specifically wants to
alienate herself trying to sound serious at what she wants, so purposefully applies
a negative face, which is not seen in the third translation. Therefore, there lies a

deviation in the social dimension of language use.
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Table 4.6. Register 7-8 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at- Y. Emre
1z’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag
1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

7-8) Willy [turning to ben]:
Business is bad, it's
murderous. But not for me, of
course.

Ben: I'll stop by on my way
back to Africa.

Willy [longingly]: Can’t you
stay a few days? You're just
what | need, Ben, because
I—I have a fine position here,
but I—well, Dad left when |
was such a baby and | never
had a chance to talk to him
and | still feel—kind of
temporary about myself.

Ben: I'll be late for my train.
[They are at opposite ends of
the stage.]

Willy: Ben, my boys—can’t
we talk? They'd go into the
jaws of hell for me, see, but

Ben: William, you're being
first-rate with your boys.
Outstanding, manly chaps!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker directly
asks for his brother’s
stay and risks facing
a negative respond,
yet takes it.

Positive Politeness

The “can’t you” and
“can’t we” are
questions formed out
of a feeling of
intimacy, the speaker
names the hearer by
his first name and
shows no formality in
his speech.

Willy: (Ben'e dénerek)
isler koti, kahredici.
Ama benim

icin boyle degil
kuskusuz.

Ben: Afrika'ya geri
ddnerken ugrarim.

Willy: (Buyk bir istekle)
Birkag giin daha
kalamaz misin? Sen
tam gerek duydugum
insansin Ben, glink
benim... benim burada
iyi bir durumum var,
ama ben-gey, babam
ben daha ¢ok kiigiikken
terk etti ve onunla
konusma firsatim hic
olmadi; ben hala, sey,
kendimi bir bakima
egreti hissediyorum.

Ben: Trenimi
kagiracagim.

(Her biri sahnenin bir
ucundadir)

Willy: Ben, benim
oglanlar... konugsamaz
miyiz? Benim

icin kendilerini
cehennem atesine
atabilirler, yani,

ama ben...

Ben: William,
cocuklarina karsi
mikemmel
davraniyorsun.
Olaganust, yigit
delikanhlar!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker directly
asks for his brother’s
stay and risks facing
a negative respond,
yet takes it.

Positive Politeness

The “can’t you” and
“can’'t we” are
questions formed out
of a feeling of
intimacy, the speaker
names the hearer by
his first name and
shows no formality in
his speech.

Willy: (Ben’e doénerek)
is hayati gok kétii,
oldiricd. Benim igin
degil, tabii ki.

Ben: Afrika’ya
gidecegim.

Willy: (6zlemle) Birkag
giin daha kalamaz
misin? Tam benim
aradigim seysin sen,
Ben, ¢linkili burada-
burada ¢ok iyi bir yerim
var fakat, peki, babam
ben — ben gok
kuglkken terketti ve
onunla hi¢ konusma
sansim olmadi.

Ben: trenime
gecikecegim (sahnenin
z1t kdselerindelerdir)

Wiily: Ben , gocuklarim
- konusamaz miyiz?
Benim i¢in o
cehenneme girecekler,
anliyor musun, fakat
ben-

Ben: William,
cocuklarinla
miikkemmel iligkilerin
var. segkin durust
arkadaslar

Field:
Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive
Politeness

The speaker
directly asks for his
brother’s stay and
risks facing a
negative respond,
yet takes it.

Positive
Politeness

The “can’t you” and
“can’t we” are
questions formed
out of a feeling of
intimacy, the
speaker names the
hearer by his first
name and shows
no formality in his
speech.

Willy: (Ben’e déner)
Isler fena gidiyor,
herkesin hali harap.
Ama benim ki dyle
degil tabii.

Ben: Afrika’ya
donerken bir ara
ugrarim.

Willy: (arzuyla) Bir iki
giinciik kalamaz
misin? Sana gok
ihtiyacim var, agabey,
¢linki ben... SEy
buradaki vaziyetim
cok iyi filan ama...
Sen de biliyorsun,
babam birakip gittigi
zaman kiiglcuk bir
cocuktum, onunla
konugacak yasta
degildim. Hala da bir
kendimi bulamamig
halim var.

Ben: Tirene ge¢
kalacagim. (Sahnenin
biri bir ucunda biri
6blr ucundandir.)

Willy: Agabey,
cocuklarim... iki
kelime goriisemez
miyiz?.. benim igin
canlarini feda ederler,
ama ben...

Ben: William,
ogullarina gok iyi
babalik ediyorsun.
ikisi de kendini
gosterecek, arslan
gibi ¢cocuklar!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request-
More Intimate

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker directly
asks for his brother’s
stay and risks facing
a negative respond,
yet takes it.

“Giincik”, as a
term in Turkish
downgrades the
duration to the
minimum level,
lessens the cost and
thus makes the
request look more
polite and less
threatening.

Positive Politeness

The “can’t you” and
“can’t we” are
questions formed
out of a feeling of
intimacy, the
speaker calls the
hearer by a group
identity word
“agabey” and
shows no formality
in his speech.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The negatively asked questions starting with “Can’t we” are

seen to be preserved syntactically in all the translations.

Lexical Mismatches: There seems to be no difference when the lexical parsing and
wording are concerned. The only difference lies in the third translation at the word
“glincik” unlike “glin” i.e., “day”, where a downgrading effect is created upon the
word of duration. Also, in the third translation, the addressee uses a group identity
term “agabey” instead of the real name of the addressee “Ben”, which adds to its

already positively sounding politeness.

Textual Mismatches: There seems to be correspondence between the original
register and the translated versions. The polite manner of asking things is
preserved, only to note that the lexical substitution of “giin” with “gtincik” and the
real name of the addressee with a group identity term “agabey” in the third
translation make it sound more positive and the intimacy level of the speech act is
maximized. Therefore, the third translation still applies the positive politeness
strategy, but the degree of the intimacy is shifted to a higher level.
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Table 4.7. Register 9-10 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at— Y. Emre
iz’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

9-10) Willy: Pst! Pst!
Howard: Hello, Willy, come in.

Willy: Like to have a little talk
with you, Howard.

Howard: Sorry to keep you
waiting. I'll be with you in
a minute.

Willy: What's that, Howard?

Howard: Didn’t you ever see
one of these? Wire recorder.

Willy: Oh. Can we talk a
minute?

Howard: Records things. Just
got delivery yesterday.

Been driving me crazy, the
most terrific machine | ever saw
in my life. | was up all night with
it.

Willy: What do you do with it?
Howard: | bought it for

dictation, but you can do
anything with it...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Positive Politeness

Despite the hierarchical
difference, the employee
seems to speak as if
there exists a parallel
social status

He asks the question
without the personal
pronoun “I” indicating the
so-called existent
intimacy between them
and a search of
acceptability.

By saying little talk, he
avoids disagreement
and lessens the cost to
hearer.

Negative Politeness

Despite showing interest
in the employer’'s
agenda and trying to
sympathize, the speaker
now is aware of his
lower position, thus turns
to adopt a negative face
by asking a “can we”
question to get
permission.

Willy:: Sist! Sist!

Howard: Merhaba,
Willy, gir bakalim.

Willy: Howard, seninle
biraz konugsmak
istiyorum.

Howard: Beklettigim igin
kusura bakma.
Birazdan seninle
olacagim.

Willy: Nedir o, Howard?

Howard: Bunlardan
daha &nce hi¢ gérmedin
mi? Tele *ses alma
aleti.

Willy: Yaaa, bir dakika
konusabilir miyiz?

Howard: Seyleri
kaydediyor. Daha diin
geldi. Cilgina

dondirdi beni;
hayatimda gérdigim
en muhtesem

alet. BUtlin gece onunla
ugrastim.

Willy: Ne ise yariyor?

Howard: Talimatlarimi
dikte ettirmek icin aldim,
ama

istedigin her seyi
yapabilirsin...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Positive Politeness

Despite the
hierarchical difference,
the employee seems
to speak as if there
exists a parallel social
status

He asks the question
without the personal
pronoun “I” indicating
the so-called existent
intimacy between
them and a search of
acceptability.

By saying little talk, he
avoids disagreement
and lessens the cost
to hearer.

Negative Politeness

Despite showing
interest in the
employer’s agenda
and trying to
sympathize, the
speaker now is aware
of his lower position,
thus turns to adopt a
negative face by
asking a “-bilmek”
question to get
permission.

Willy: Hisst! Hisst!

Howard: Merhaba Willy,
iceri gel.

Willy: Seninle biraz
konusmak istiyorum
Howard.

Howard: Seni beklettigim
icin 6zUr dilerim.

Willy: Bu nedir Howard?

Howard: Hig bunlardan
birini gérmedin mi?

Willy: Bir dakika
konusabilir miyiz?

Howard: Kayit yapiyor.
Daha din geldi.
Hayatimda goérdigim en
muhtesem makina.
Bitlin gece bununla
ugrastim. Beni ¢ilgina
cevirdi.

Willy: Bununla ne
yapacaksin?

Howard: Bunu dikte igin
aldim. Fakat bununla
herseyi yapabilirsin...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Positive Politeness

Despite the
hierarchical
difference, the
employee seems to
speak as if there
exists a parallel social
status

He asks the question
without the personal
pronoun “I” indicating
the so-called existent
intimacy between
them and a search of
acceptability.

By saying little talk,
he avoids
disagreement and
lessens the cost to
hearer.

Negative Politeness

Despite showing
interest in the
employer’s agenda
and trying to
sympathize, the
speaker now is aware
of his lower position,
thus turns to adopt a
negative face by
asking a “-ebilmek”
question to get
permission.

Willy: Pst! Pst!

Howard: Merhaba
Willy, gel bakalim.

Willy: Seninle biraz
konusmak istiyorum
Howard.

Howard: Seni biraz
bekletiyorum
kusuruma, bakma.
Simdi bitiririm.

Willy: Nedir o
Howard?

Howard: Bu
makineleri hig
goérmedin mi? Tele —
ses — alma aleti.

Willy: Ya? Bir dakika
konusgsak.

Howard: Pilak gibi
dolduruluyor.
Fabrikadan diin
teslim ettiler. Bayagi
hastasi oldum,
omriimde ben bu
kadar harikulade sey
g6rmedim. BUtin
gece gézime uyku
girmedi.

Willy: Bununla ne
yapiliyor?

Howard: Ben mektup
filan yazdirmak igin
aldim. Ama ne igin
istersen
kullanabilirsin...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Positive Politeness

Despite the
hierarchical difference,
the employee seems to
speak as if there exists
a parallel social status

He asks the question
without the personal
pronoun “I” indicating
the so-called existent
intimacy between them
and a search of
acceptability.

By saying little talk, he
avoids disagreement
and lessens the cost to
hearer.

Positive Politeness

The employer seems
to continue his
positive face, trying to
be understood and
accepted as a “friend”
not an employee. The
“konugsak” presents no
search for a
permission, but a wish
sincerely and
reflexively done to a
“friend”.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The addressee omits the subject pronoun in the beginning
of his request, which is impossible in Turkish to leave out the subject and
personalize the action. However, the rest structure is preserved in all the three
translations. In the second case, the addressee wants permission with the modal
“can”, which is preserved in the first and second translations with the
correspondent modality “ebilmek” in Turkish. However, the third translator uses a
reflexive form of the verb “konusmak?”, i.e., “talk” and the permission meaning is

partly distorted.

Lexical Mismatches: The modality change seen in the third translation of the word
‘konugsak” presents a variation in terms of the semantic use of language. The
other speech events are basically structured around corresponding wording

procedure, which is reflected in all the translations.

Textual Mismatches: The syntactical and lexical variation at the example of the
word “konugsak” in the third translation creates a deviation in the textual field of
the speech act. Whereas the original speech event is intended to seek permission
from a boss formally and negatively, the third translation distorts the negative face
of the addressee and makes the request sound positive as if it is uttered in a
friendly context. However, that part of the register is where the addressee tends to
sound serious. Therefore, there lies a deviation in the social dimension of
language use that leads to the change of the politeness strategy from negative to

positive.
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Table 4.8. Register 11 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at— Y. Emre
1z’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag
1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

11) Howard: | bought it for
dictation, but you can do
anything with it. Listen to this.
| had it home last night.
Listen to what | picked up.
The first one is my daughter.
Get this. [He flicks the switch
and “Roll out the Barrel” is
heard being whistled.] Listen
to that kid whistle.

Willy: That is lifelike, isn’t it?

Howard: Seven years old.
Get that tone.

Willy: Ts, ts. Like to ask a
little favor if you . . .[The
whistling breaks off, and the
voice of Howard’s daughter is
heard.]

His daughter: “Now you,
Daddy.”

Howard: She’s crazy for me!
[Again the same song is
whistled.] That's me! Ha! [He
winks.]

Willy: You’re very good!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Negative Politeness

Due to the boss’
indifferent attitude, the
employee expresses
his want in a mitigated
way as he uses a
diminutive adjective “a
little” and the “if”
conditional to diminish
the imposition and
threat his want may
create.

Redressed speech act

Howard: Talimatlarimi
dikte ettirmek icin
aldim, ama istedigin
her seyi yapabilirsin.
Bunu dinle. Diin gece
eve goturdim. Dinle
bak ne yakaladim. ilki
benim kizim. Bak
suna. (Diigmeyi gevirir,
islikla ¢alman "Roll out
the Barrell" duyulur) Su
gocugun nasil 1shk
caldigina baksana.

Willy: Tipki canli gibi,
degil mi?

Howard: Yedi yasinda.
Tonuna baksana.

Willy: Eee... Senden
kiigiik bir ricada
bulunacaktim, eger
sen...

(Islik kesilir, Howard'in
kizinin sesi duyulur)

Kizi: "Simdi sen,
baba..."

Howard: Delicesine
sever beni! (Ayni sarki
tekrar 1slikla ¢alinir) Bu
ben! HI! (G6z kirpar)

Willy: Cok iyisin!

Field:
Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Negative
Politeness

Due to the boss’
indifferent attitude,
the employee
expresses his want
in a mitigated way
as he uses a
diminutive adjective
“kucuk” and the “if”
conditional to
diminish the
imposition and
threat his want may
create.

Redressed speech
act

Howard: Bunu dikte
icin aldim. Fakat
bununla herseyi
yapabilirsin. Diin gece
eve getirdim. Neler
kaydettigimi dinle. ilk
duyacagin benim
kizim. Sunu dinler
misin? (Dugmeye
hafifge basar ve Roll
out the barrel'in islikla
galinigi duyulur) Su
gocugun islik galigini
dinler misin?

Willy: Gergek gibi degil
mi?

Howard: 7 yasinda.
Sesi acar misin?

Willy: Senden bir iyilik
yapmani istiyorum,
eger sen... (Islk sesi
kesilir ve Howard’in
kizinin sesi duyulur)

Howard'in kizi: “Simdi
sen, babacigim”

Howard: O bana deli
olur! (Tekrar ayni
sarkinin islikla galinigi
duyulur) Iste bu benim!
Ya! (gozlerini kirpar)

Willy: Cok iyisin!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Negative
Politeness(Non-
redressed)

The employee seems
to be more direct in
his want as he uses
no diminutive
expression like “a
little”, just “the favor”
instead, which puts
the speaker in a
higher risk of a direct
confrontation with the
person higher in
social status.

Also, the prosodic
hedging sounds (ts,
ts) produced by the
speaker at the very
beginning of the
request to create a
timidness effect are
nonexistent, another
sign of the increasing
risk of being impeded
in the respond likely
to come.

Howard: Ben mektup
filan yazdirmak igin
aldim. Ama ne igin
istersen
kullanabilirsin. Sunu
dinle bir. Din aksam
eve gotirmuistim.
Dinle bak ne
doldurdum. ilki kiigiik
kizim. Bir bak!(
Dlgmeyi gevirir.
Islikla bir tirka
sOylendigi duyulur.)
Yumurcagin su islik
galisina bak.

Willy: Bayadi yaninda
soyliyormus gibi,
degil mi?

Howard: Yedi
yasinda. Tonu nasil
ama?

Willy: Tkk, tkk!
Senden birgey rica
edecektim... (Islik
kesilir, Howard’'in
kizinin sesi duyulur.)

Kizinin Sesi: “Simdi
sira senin baba.”

Howard: Beni deli gibi
sever! (Sarki i1slkla
tekrar sdylenir.) Bu
dab en! Nasil? (Géz
kirpar.)

Willy: Bravo dogrusul!

Field:
Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Employee
to Employer

Negative
Politeness

Due to the boss’
indifferent attitude,
the employee
expresses his want
in a mitigated way
as he uses a
diminutive
adjective “a little”
and the “if”’
conditional to
diminish the
imposition and
threat his want
may create.

Redressed speech
act




119

Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The addressee omits the subject pronoun in the beginning
of his request, which is impossible in Turkish to leave out the subject and
personalize the action and also uses ‘if conditional’ with the ellipsis. He also uses
the prosodic hedging sounds (ts, ts) at the beginning of his speech act. The first
and third translations reflect corresponding sounds like “eee” and “tkk-tkk” creating
the same effect. The second translation, though, does not use any prosodic
hedging sounds.

Lexical Mismatches: The phrase ‘like to ask” is reflected in the first and third
translations as ‘“ricada bulunacaktim” and ‘rica edecektim” to create the negative
face, but in the second translation, it is seen that the translator uses “stiyorum”
which makes the request more direct and non-redressed. In addition, the second
translation, unlike the first and the third, uses no diminutive expression like “a little”

the one used in the source speech event.

Textual Mismatches: All the three translations seem to preserve the linguistic
strategy applied in the original text. However, the second translation, still negative,
does not reflect the same level of formality but is more direct. The directness of the
request increases the cost to the hearer who may feel more imposed. Therefore,
the risk both to the speaker’s face himself and the hearer’s face is increased with
the undressing of the request. As a result, there occurs a slight deviation in the
social dimension of language use despite not shifting the super-strategy of

politeness.
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Table 4.9. Register 12-13 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre iz’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

12-13) Howard: [Starting to go off.]
I've got to see some people, kid.

Willy: [Stopping him.] I'm talking
about your father! There were
promises made across this desk!
You mustn’t tell me you’ve got
people to see—I put thirty-four
years into this firm, Howard, and
now | can’'t pay my insurance! You
can’t eat the orange and throw the
peel away—a man is not a piece of
fruit! [After a pause.] Now pay
attention. Your father—in 1928 |
had a big year. | averaged a
hundred and seventy dollars a
week in commissions.

Howard: [Impatiently.] Now, Willy,
you never averaged—

Willy: [Banging his hand on the
desk.] | averaged a hundred and
seventy dollars a week in the year
of 1928! And your father came to
me—or rather, | was in the

office here—it was right over this
desk—and he put his hand on my
shoulder—

Howard: [Getting up.] You’ll have
to excuse me, Willy, | gotta see
some people. Pull yourself
together. [Going out.] I'll be back in
a little while.[On Howard’s exit, the
light on his chair grows very bright
and strange.]

Willy: Pull myself together! What
the hell did | say to him? My God, |
was yelling at him! How could I!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-Order-
Formal Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

12)Bald on Record

The employee, on
record, emotionally as
well, uses an epistemic
modal ‘must not’ to
prohibit the employee
speaking like that.

13)Negative
Politeness

The employer seems to
depend on their mutual
past; however, the
employee gets more
and more indifferent
and less interested in
the conversation

Tired of the employer’s
insistence, the
employee ftries to
make up excuses and,
in doing so, adopts a
negative face to get
permission to leave as
he says “have to
excuse me” as ifit's a
necessity.

The “have to” sounds
like a threat coming
from a higher status to
the lower status.

Howard: (Cikmaya davranir)
Birkag kisiyi gérmem gerek,
babalik.

Willy: (Onu durdurarak) Ben
senin babandan bahsediyorum!
Bu masanin basinda verilen
sOzler vardi! Bana bazilarini
gormen gerektigini
soylememelisin... ben bu
firmaya otuz dort yilimi verdim
Howard, ama simdi sigortami
6deyemiyorum! Sen portakali
yiyip de kabugunu atamazsin.
Insan bir meyve degildir! (Biraz
sessizlikten sonra) Simdi dikkat
et. Senin baban... 1928'de,
buyk bir yil gecirmistim.
Haftada ortalama 170 dolar
komisyon yapiyordum.

Howard: (Sabirsizlikla) Simdi
Willy sen hig ortalama...

Willy: (Eliyle masayi yumruklar)
Ben 1928'de ortalama 170 dolar
yaptim! Ve senin baban bana
geldi... daha dogrusu ben bu
ofisteydim... tam bu masanin
basinda...ve elini benim
omuzuma atip...

Howard: (Kalkarak) Bana izin
vermelisin, Willy. Birkag kigi
gormem gerek. Kendine hakim
ol. (Cikarak) Birazdan dénerim.
(Howard'in ¢ikisinda sandalyede
olan 1s1k tuhaf bir sekilde daha
iyi aydinlanir)

Willy: Kendime hakim
olacakmigim! Ben ona ne dedim
ki? Aman Allahim ben ona
bagdiriyordum! Bunu nasil
yapabilirim!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-
Order-Formal
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

12)Bald on Record

The employee, on
record, emotionally as
well, uses an
epistemic modal
‘must not’ to prohibit
the employee
speaking like that.

13)Negative
Politeness

The employer seems
to depend on their
mutual past; however,
the employee gets
more and more
indifferent and less
interested in the
conversation

Tired of the
employer’s insistence,
the employee tries to
make up excuses
and, in doing so,
adopts a negative
face to get permission
to leave as he says
“have to excuse me”
as if it's a necessity.

The “have to” sounds
like a threat coming
from a higher status
to the lower status.

Howard: (Cikmaya
yonelirken) Birilerini
gérmem lazim gocuk.

Willy: (Onu durdurarak)
Baban hakkinda
konusuyorum! Bu masada
verilmis sozler vardi! Bana
birilerini gérmen
gerektigini bahane olarak
gostermemelisin — bu
firmaya 34 yilimi verdim,
Howard ve simdi sigortami
6deyemiyorum! Portakali
yiyip kabugunu atamazsin —
Insan bir meyve kabugu
degildir! (Bir an durduktan
sonra) simdi kulak ver. 1928
benim igin blyik bir yil
olmustu. Komisyonlarla
haftada ortalama 170 dolar
kazaniyordum.

Howard: (sabirsizca) Bak
Willy sen hig bir zaman

Willy: (Masay!i
yumruklayarak) Ben 1928
yilinda haftada 170 dolar
kazaniyordum ve baban
bana geldi - daha dogrusu
ben burada birodaydim,
baban da tam bu masanin
karsisindaydi — ve elini
omuzuma koydu-

Howard: (Kalkarak)
Kusuruma bakma Willy
birilerini ggrmem lazim.
Kendine gel. (Disari
¢ikarken) Hemen dénerim.
(Howard'in gikmasiyla
sandalyesindeki 1sik giderek
artar ve tuhaflasir.)

Willy: Kendime geleyim!
Ona ne dedim ki, Allahim
ona bagiriyordum! Nasil
yapabildim!

Field:
Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Order-
Informal Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

12)Bald on Record

The employee, on
record, emotionally
as well, uses an
epistemic modal
‘must not’ to
prohibit the
employee speaking
like that.

13)Positive
politeness

The employer
seems to show
understanding to
the employee as he
seeks a way to be
pardoned by the
employer and
personalizes the
excusing term in
Turkish as
“kusuruma bakma”,
which makes the
request look more
positive and sound
like the intimacy still
prevails in their
relationship and the
conversation.

The threat seems to
lower down to a
more minimum
level.

Howard: (Gitmeye davranir)
Gorecegim kimseler var.

Willy: (Onu durdurur)
Babandan bahsediyorum!
Su masanin basinda bir
takim vaitler edilmigti! Bana,
gorecegim kimseler var
diyemezsin. Bu
muesseseye otuz dort
senemi verdim, Howard,
simdi sigorta taksidimi
o6deyemiyorum! Portakall
yeyip kabugunu atmaya
benzemez — insandir bu,
yemis pargasi degil! (Biraz
durduktan sonra.) Sunu iyi
dinle. Baban — 1928, cok
kazangli bir senemdi,
haftada ortalama yiiz yetmis
dolar komisyon alacak
kadar is yapmigtim...

Howard: (Sabirsizlanir)
Canim Willy, senin hig
ortalama...

Willy: (yumrugunu masaya
vurur) — 1928 senesi
haftada ortalama yiiz yetmis
dolar kazandim! Baban da
gelip — daha dogrusu ben
odadaydim — su
yazihanenin basinda elini
omuzuma koydu...

Howard: (kalkar) Miisaade
edeceksin Willy,
gorecegim kimseler var.
Kendini biraz toparla.
(Cikarken) Ben birazdan
gelirim. (Howard ¢iktiktan
sonra iskemlenin Ustline
disen 1sik hem gok
parlaklasir, hem acaiplesir.)

Willy: Kendimi
toparlaycakmisim ha? Ona
ne dedim ki? Aman yarabbi,
ona bagirdim ben! Nasil da
oldu bu!

Field:
Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social
Status-Power
Relation-Order-
Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Employee
to Employer

12)Bald on
Record

The employee, on
record, emotionally
as well, uses an
alethic modal
‘can’t’ to deny
the boss’ right to
speak in that
certain manner.

The use of ‘can’t’
makes the order
more threatening.

13)Bald on
Record

The employer
appears to give a
direct order to the
employee and the
threat is maximum

Unlike the attitude
he adopts in the
previous sentence
in which he uses
an endearment
word “canim”
(i.e.dearin Eng.)
as an introductory
word, he turns to
sound like more
negatively as he
gets more tired of
the continuity of
the conversation.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first speech act, the addresser uses an example of
an epistemic modal “must not” with the aim of prohibiting the addressee from
doing a specific act. The first and second translations also use the negative form
of the same modality “memeli”, but the third translation uses a bit stronger form of
prohibiting in Turkish, the negative form of “ebilmek” as in the phrase
“diyemezsin”. In the second case, the addresser seeks permission but utters it with
the obligatory modal “have to”. The first translation uses the corresponding form *“
meli” in Turkish. The second translation uses a negative imperative. The third
translation uses no modals of any kind, but initiates a directive starting with “You

are going to...”.

Lexical Mismatches: In the first case, the third translation uses a different way of
denying someone as “diyemezsin”. The other translations seem to use the
semantically corresponding modality. In the second case, the second translation
personalizes the excusing term in Turkish as ‘kusuruma bakma”, making the
request more informal, intimate and positive. The third translation “miisaade
edeceksin” though, seeming to lack the request for permission, sounds like a

direct order.

Textual Mismatches: The source and the three translations of the first speech act
seem to resemble each other as they are all direct orders even if the third
translation applies a more severe form of the bald on record strategy. In the
second case, however, there seems to be a deviation in the second and third
translation. The former redresses the request with a more intimate form of
addressing, the latter, though, uses a more imposing form of an order. Therefore,
there occurs a deviation in the social dimension of language use as the fields of
the speech acts shift from negative request into a positive request in the second

translation and a directive in the third one.
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Table 4.10. Register 14 Death of a Salesman

Source Text Register Analysis Aytug iz’at - V. Register Analysis | Miige Ayse Sarag Register Analysis Orhan Burian 1952 | Register
Emre iz’at 2010 1994 Analysis

14) Happy: Isn’t that a Field: Symmetrical- Happy: Utang verici Field: Happy: Bu utanilacak | Field: Symmetrical- | Happy: Ne yazik Field:

shame now? A beautiful girl | Intimate-Request degil mi, yani? Symmetrical- bir sey degil mi Intimate-Request degil mi? Hem de Symmetrical-

like that? That’'s why | can’t
get married. There’s not a
good woman in a thousand.
New York is loaded with
them, kid!

Biff: Hap, look—

Happy: | told you she was
on calll

Biff [strangely unnerved)]:
Cut it out, will ya? | want to
say something to you.

Happy: Did you see Oliver?

Biff: | saw him all right. Now
look, | want to tell Dad a
couple of things and | want
you to help me.

Happy: What? Is he going
to back you?

Biff: Are you crazy? You're
out of your goddam head,
you know that?

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Negative Politeness

The brother uses
redressed speech to
be indirect and does
not want to be
impeded.

He presses cost to
hearer and creates
less threat and risk to
his own face.

Boylesine guzel bir
kiz? iste bu yiizden
evlenemiyorum.
Binlercesinin

icinde bir tane bile iyi
kadin yok. New York
bunlarla dolu
aslanim!

Biff: Bak, Hap...

Happy: Sana
soyledim telekiz diye!

Biff: (Tuhaf bir sekilde
rahatsizdir) Kes
sunu, olur mu? Sana
bir sey anlatmak
istiyorum.

Happy: Oliver'i
goérdin ma?

Biff: Gérmeye
go6rdum. Simdi bak,
babama bir seyler
sdylemek istiyorum,
senin de bana
yardimci olmani
istiyorum.

Happy: Ne? Seni
destekleyecek mi?

Biff: Kagirdin mi sen?
Kafayi yemis
olmalisin, farkindasin
degil mi?

Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Negative
Politeness

The brother uses
redressed speech
to be indirect and
does not want to

be impeded.

He presses cost to
hearer and creates
less threat and risk
to his own face.

simdi? Boyle guizel
bir kiz? iste bir tiirlli
evlenememenin
nedeni bu. Binde bir
tane bile olsa iyi bir
kadin yok. New York
bu tip kadinlarla dolu,
oglum!

Biff: Hap,bak-

Happy: Sana bunun
tele kiz oldugunu
soylemigtim.

Biff: (garip sekilde
sinirleri bozuk olarak)
Kes sunu, tamam
mi? Sana bir sey
sdylemem lazim.

Happy: Oliver'l
gordin ma?

Biff: Gordiim.
Babama bazi seyler
sdylemem lazim ve
senin bana yardim
etmeni istiyorum.

Happy: Ne? Sana
destek olacak mi
Oliver?

Biff: Sen deli misin?
Senin aklin basinda
degil bunu biliyor
musun?

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Negative
Politeness

The brother uses
redressed speech to
be indirect and does
not want to be
impeded.

He presses cost to
hearer and creates
less threat and risk
to his own face.

boyle glizel bir kiza?
iste onun igin
evleniyorum ya. Bin
tane iginden bile bir
tane ¢ikmiyor. New
York’ta boylesi
kiyamet gibi!

Biff: Hap, bana
bak...

Happy: Sana
gagiriimayi bekliyor
demedim mi?

Biff: (sasilacak
kadar sinirlerine
hakimdir) Kisa
kesmiyecek misin?
Deminden beri sana
bir sey
sOyliyecegim.

Happy: Oliver'l
goérdin ma?

Biff: Gérmesine
gordiim. Bana bak,
babama bir iki sey
diyecegim var, sen
de bana yardim
edeceksin.

Happy: Ne? Isine
sermaye koyacak
mi?

Biff: Cildirdin mi
sen? Aklin basinda
degil, ondan haberin
var mi?

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Bald on Record

The speaker here
counts on their
intimate
relationship, so
feels free to give
a direct command
like “edeceksin”
to his brother.

The speaker risks
his face and
maximizes the
cost to hearer.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source speech act is a sentence in which someone
wants someone to do something. The first and second translations follow the
same procedure. On the other hand, in the third one, the addresser gives a

directive to the addressee.

Lexical Mismatches: Unlike the first two translations, the third translation is actually
a clear example of a directive which points to the active subject “you” in the
beginning.

Textual Mismatches: The first and second translations have the same form if
linguistic politeness strategy, the negative one. However, in the third translation it
is seen that the field of the speech act changes from a request into a directive. As
a result, the negative linguistic politeness strategy in the source turns into bald on
record. Unlike the source and the first and second translations, there occurs a
deviation in the social dimension of the language use, where the interpersonal
relations are arranged; when the context of situation is decoded as it is done in
here.
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Table 4.11. Register 15 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at— Y. Emre
1z’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag
1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

15) Charley: Hey, you're
going to miss that train. [He
waves the bottle.]

Bernard: Yeah, I'm going.
[He takes the bottle.] Thanks,
Pop. [He picks up his rackets
and bag.] Good-bye, Willy,
and don’t worry about it. You
know, “If at first you don’t
succeed . ..”

Willy: Yes, | believe in that.
Bernard: But sometimes,
Willy, it’s better for a man
just to walk away.

Willy: Walk away?

Bernard: That'’s right.

Willy: But if you can’t walk
away?

Bernard [after a slight pause]:
| guess that's when it's tough.

[Extending his hand] Good-
bye, Willy.

Willy [shaking Bernard’s
hand]: Good-bye, boy.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social
Status-Indirect Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off-Record

Despite their long and
symmetrical
neighborhood
relations, Willy is no
longer considered
trustworthy and
socially equal,
Bernard, knowing that,
goes off-record,
though, in his want to
mean actually what he
implies.

However, there is a
feeling of sympathy at
Bernard’s side toward
Willy.

Charley: Hey, treni
kagiracaksin. (Siseyi
sallar)

Bernard: Hi, gidiyorum.
(Siseyi alir) Sag ol
baba. (Raketlerini ve
cantasini alir)
Allahaismarladik Willy,
takma kafana. Bilirsin,
"ilkinde
basaramazsan..."

Willy: Evet ben ona
inanirim.

Bernard: Fakat bazi
zamanlar, Willy, cekip
gitmek bir insan igin
daha hayirhdir.

Willy: Cekip gitmek?
Bernard: Evet, dogru.

Willy: Ya gekip
gidemezsen?

Bernard: (Cok kisa bir
sessizlikten sonra)
Sanirim, iste o zaman
isler zorlasir. (Elini
uzatir) Elveda Willy.

Willy: (Bernard'’in elini
Sikarak) Elveda evlat.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social
Status- Indirect
Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off-Record

Despite their long
and symmetrical
neighborhood
relations, Willy is no
longer considered
trustworthy and
socially equal,
Bernard, knowing
that, goes off-
record, though, in
his want to mean
actually what he
implies.

However, there is a
feeling of sympathy
at Bernard’s side
toward Willy.

Charley: Hey, treni
kagiracaksin. (siseyi
sallar.)

Bernard: Tamam,
gidiyorum. (Siseyi alir)
Tesekkurler baba
(Raketlerini ve
gantasini alir.)
Hosgakal, Willy ve o
konuda kaygilanma.
Biliyorsun “Eger
baslangigta sen
basarili olmasaydin...”

Willy: Evet, buna
inaniyorum.

Bernard: Ama, Willy,
bazen kimisi igin
herseyi birakip
gitmek de iyidir.

Willy: Hergeyi birakip
gitmek mi?

Bernard: Evet.

Willy: Ama ya birakip
gidemezsen?

Bernard: (Kisa bir
sessizlikten sonra)
Sanirim herseyin ¢ok
zor oldugu zaman
demek istiyorsun. (Elini
uzatarak) Hosgakal
Willy.

Willy: (Bernard'la
tokalasarak) Gle
gule,oglum.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social
Status- Indirect
Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Off-Record

Despite their long and
symmetrical
neighborhood
relations, Willy is no
longer considered
trustworthy and
socially equal,
Bernard, knowing
that, goes off-record,
though, in his want to
mean actually what
he implies.

However, there is a
feeling of sympathy at
Bernard’s side toward
Willy.

Charley: Bana bak,
sen o tireni
kagiricaksin. (Elindeki
siseyi sallar.)

Bernard: Evet,
gidiyorum. (Siseyi
alir.) Sagol, baba.
(Raketleriyle
¢antasini alir.) Allaha
ismarladik, Willy
amca, Uziilme. Bilirsin
ya “Bir basaramazsan
bir daha...”

Willy: Evet, dogru
s6z.

Bernard: Yalmiz Willy
amca, bazen insanin
basgini alip gitmesi
daha hayirh olur.

Willy: Bagini alip
gitmesi mi?

Bernard: Evet dyle.

Willy: Ama ya bagini
alip gidemezsen?

Bernard: (Bir an
durduktan sonra) O
artik bahtsizlik olur.
(Elini uzatir.) Allaha
ismarladik, Willy
amca.

Willy: (Bernard'in elini
sikar.) Glile gile,
oglum.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social
Status- Intimate-
Indirect Advice

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Two
Socially Distant
Neighbors

Off-Record

Despite their long
and symmetrical
neighborhood
relations, Willy is
no longer
considered
trustworthy and
socially equal,
Bernard, knowing
that, goes off-
record, though, in
his want to mean
actually what he
implies.

However, there is
a much more
feeling of
sympathy at
Bernard’s side
toward Willy as he
adds “amca” an
in-group identity
marker indicating
the intimacy and
understanding
between the
parties of
conversation to
be intact.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source and the three translations have the introductory

subject pronoun “it” and the infinitive clause.

Lexical Mismatches: The first and second translations have more or less the same
wording which semantically creates no discrepancy with the original register, but
the third translation adds an extra word “amca” an in-group identity marker ahead

of the real name “Willy”.

Textual Mismatches: The politeness strategy in the original register seems to
remain the same in the translations. The off-record strategy keeps its overall
identity, but the third translation sounds a bit more intimate due to the use of the
in-group identity marker “amca”. Even though it does not affect the super-strategy
of politeness, there occurs a slight deviation in the degree to a more intimate level.

Therefore, the social dimension of language use is slightly deviated.
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Table 4.12. Register 16-17 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

16-17) Willy: | was wondering if he’d
remember you. [To Happy] Imagine,
man doesn’t see him for ten, twelve
years and gives him that kind of a
welcome!

Happy: Damn right!

Biff [trying to return to the offensive]:
Pop, look—

Willy: You know why he remembered
you, don’t you?

Because you impressed him in those
days.

Biff: Let’s talk quietly and get this
down to the facts, huh?

Willy [as though Biff had been
interrupting]: Well, what happened? It's
great news, Biff. Did he take you into his
office or'd you talk in the waiting-room?
Biff: Well, he came in, see, and—

Willy [with a big smile]: What'd he say?
Betcha he threw his arm around you.

Biff: Well, he kinda—

Willy: He’s a fine man. [to Happy] Very
hard man to see, y’know.

Happy [agreeing]: Oh, | know.

Willy [to Biff]: Is that where you had the
drinks?

Biff: Yeah, he gave me a couple of—no,
no!

Happy [cutting in]: He told him my
Florida idea.

Willy: Don’t interrupt. [To Biff] How'd he
react to the Florida idea?

Biff: Dad, will you give me a minute to
explain?

Willy: I've been waiting for you to
explain since | sat
down here!

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Formal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Positive Politeness

The speaker tries to manage
the over excited state of his
father, careful enough to not
lose control and applies a
positive face as he is optimistic
they could get things done by
speaking.

Seeking reciprocity with the
‘let's’ form of suggestion, the
speaker wants to sound less
imposing and threatening.

Negative Politeness

The son gets tired of being
interrupted so adopts a
negative face as a shield not to
be impeded once more.

The request is in the form of a
question, leaving the doors
open for the rest of the
conversation, though negative
feeling of politeness is
stressed.

Willy: Seni animsayacak mi
diye meraklaniyordum.
(Happy'ye) Distinsene, adam
bizimkini on, oniki sene
gormedigi halde yine de dyle
bir kargilamada bulunuyor ki!

Happy: Cok dogru!

Biff: (Saldiriya gegmeye calisir)
Baba, bak...

Willy: Seni neden animsadigini
biliyorsun, degil mi? Glnki
gegmiste onu gok etkiledin de
ondan.

Biff: Haydi daha sakin
konusup, gergeklere bir
bakalim, ha?

Willy: (Sanki Biff séziinii
kesiyormus gibi) Peki, n'oldu?
Biiylk bir haber bu, Biff. O seni
odasina mi buyur etti, yoksa
bekleme odasinda mi
goristiin?

Biff: Seyy, o igeri gelip, yani...

Willy: (Yiiziinde bdiyiik bir
gliliimsemeyle) Ne dedi?
Bahse girerim ki kolunu
omuzuna atti.

Biff: Yani, sey gibi...

Willy: Kaliteli bir insan.
(Happy'ye) Onu gérmek gok
zordur, bilirsin.

Happy: (Onaylar) Ah, biliyorum.
Willy: (Biff'e) Orda mi icki
ictiniz?

Biff: Evet, o bana birkag...
hayir, hayir!

Happy: (Araya girer) Ona
benim Florida fikrimden
bahsetmis.

Willy: Araya girme. (Biff’e)
Florida fikrini nasil karsiladi?

Biff: Baba, bana agiklamam
igin bir dakika verebilir
misin?

Willy: Buraya oturdugumdan
beri agiklaman igin bekliyorum!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Informal- Formal
Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Positive Politeness

The speaker tries to
manage the over excited
state of his father, careful
enough to not lose control
and applies a positive face
as he is optimistic they
could get things done by
speaking.

Seeking reciprocity with the
‘let’s’ form of suggestion,
the speaker wants to sound
less imposing and
threatening.

Negative Politeness

The son gets tired of being
interrupted so adopts a
negative face as a shield
not to be impeded once
more.

The request is in the form of
a question, leaving the
doors open for the rest of
the conversation, though
negative feeling of
politeness is stressed.

Willy: Seni hatirlayacak mi diye
merak ediyordum. (Happy'e)
Dusunsene on, on iki yil Biff'l
gobrmesin sonra dab u sekilde
karsilasin.

Happy: Cok dogru!

Biff: (Saldiriya gegmeye
calisarak) Baba, bak-

Willy: Seni niye hatirladi
biliyorsun degil mi? Clinki o
yillarda onu gok etkilemistin.

Biff: Haydi daha sakin
konusup, gergeklere bir
bakalim, ha?

Willy: (Sanki Biff s6ziini
kesiyormus gibi) Peki, n'oldu?
Bylik bir haber bu, Biff. O seni
odasina mi buyur etti, yoksa
bekleme odasinda mi
goristin?

Biff: Seyy, o igeri gelip, yani...

Willy: Yiiziinde biiyiik bir
gllimsemeyle) Ne dedi?
Bahse girerim ki kolunu
omuzuna atti.

Biff: Yani, sey gibi...

Willy: Kaliteli bir insan.
(Happy'ye) Onu gdrmek gok
zordur, bilirsin.

Happy: (Onaylar) Ah, biliyorum.
Willy: (Biff'e) Orda mi igki
ictiniz?

Biff: Evet, o bana birkag...
hayir, hayir!

Happy: (Araya girer) Ona
benim Florida fikrimden
bahsetmis.

Willy: Araya girme. (Biffe)
Florida fikrini nasil kargiladi?

Biff: Baba, bana agiklamam
igin bir dakika verebilir
misin?

Willy: Buraya oturdugumdan
beri agiklaman igin bekliyorum!

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Formal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Positive Politeness

The speaker tries to manage
the over excited state of his
father, careful enough to not
lose control and applies a
positive face as he is
optimistic they could get
things done by speaking.

Seeking reciprocity with the
‘let’s’ form of suggestion, the
speaker wants to sound less
imposing and threatening.

Negative Politeness

The son gets tired of being
interrupted so adopts a
negative face as a shield not
to be impeded once more.

The request is in the form of a
question, leaving the doors
open for the rest of the
conversation, though
negative feeling of politeness
is stressed.

Willy: Acaba seni hatirlayacak
mi diyordum. (Happy'ye)
Dusun bir kere, adam bunu
on sene on iki sene
goérmiyor, yine de o tlrli
karsihyor!

Happy: Yaman degil mi?

Biff: (Tekrar hiicuma girismek
ister) Baba, buraya bak...

Willy: Seni neden hatirladi
biliyorsun, degil mi? Vaktiyle
onun lizerinde iyi tesir
biraktindi da ondan.

Biff: Bu igi sukunetle
gozelim, gergeklere
bir, olmaz mi?

Willy: (Biff sézli kesiyormus
gibi) E, ne oldu? Biiyiik
haber, sende, Biff. Seni iceri
yazihanesine mi aldi, yoksa
disari bekleme odasinda mi
konustunuz?

Biff: Sey, igeri girdim, sonra...

Willy: (Ylziinde genis bir
tebesslimle) Ne dedi?
Boynuna sariimadiysa ben bir
sey bilmiyorum.

Biff: Sey, biraz...

Willy: Bulunmaz adamdir.
(Happy’ye) Herkes 6yle kolay
kolay géremez, anliyor
musun?

Happy: (Tasdik yollu) Evet,
biliyorum.

Willy: (Biff'e) Birer kadeh igtik
diyordun, onunla mi?

Biff: Evet baba... Hayir hayir!

Happy: (Soze karigir) Ona
benim Florida fikrimi anlatmig.

Willy: Lafi kesme. (Biff'e)
Florida fikrini nasil kargiladi?

Biff: Baba, bir dakika izin
ver de anlatayim Allah
agkina.

Willy: Suraya oturdugumdan
beri anlat diye bekliyorum!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Informal-
Informal Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Positive Politeness

The speaker tries to
manage the over excited
state of his father, careful
enough to not lose control
and applies a positive
face as he is optimistic
they could get things
done by speaking.

Seeking reciprocity with
the ‘let’s’ form of
suggestion, the speaker
wants to sound less
imposing and threatening.

Bald on Record

The son gets tired of
being interrupted by the
other speakers, so
chooses to confront them
directly with an
exaggerated tone of
speech.

The request is no longer a
question, so is perceived
by the hearer that there is
no other choice but to
obey it.

Also, he adds another
word “Allah agkina” to
the ending of his remark
to increase the magnitude
and imposition of his
want.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source and the three translations have similar patterns
of structure as they make use of the “et’s” form of suggestion to seek reciprocity.
In the second case, though, the third translation differs from the source and the

two translations because it is not a question but an imperative.

Lexical Mismatches: In the first case, there is similarity between the source and
the translations in terms of lexical parsing of sentences and wording. In the second
case, the source and the first and second translations are in question form aimed
at requesting something. However, the third translation makes use of an
imperative form including en extra phrase “Ne olur”, an expression used usually
before an imperative to increase the imposition of the act. Also, it uses another
word “Allah askina” to the ending of his remark to increase the illocutionary force

and imposition of the speech act.

Textual Mismatches: In the first instance, the source and the three translations
have basically the same linguistic politeness strategy, which is positive politeness,
so there occurs no deviation in the social dimension of language use that may lead
to deviations in interpersonal relations. On the other hand, in the second case, the
third translation deviates from a question, which is intended to create a negative
politeness effect, to an imperative, which increases the risk to both the addresser’s
and the addressee’s face and cost to the hearer as well. Therefore, there occurs a
deviation in the social dimension of language use as the formality level of the
negatively formed question in the source register is downgraded to a more

informal level.
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Table 4.13. Register 18-19 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarac 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

18-19) Happy [enthralled]:
That's what | dream about, Biff.
Sometimes | want to just rip my
clothes off in the middle of the
store and outbox that goddam
merchandise manager. | mean
| can outbox, outrun, and outlift
anybody in that store, and |
have to take orders from those
common, petty sons-ofbitches
till I can’t stand it anymore.

Biff: I'm tellin’ you, kid, if you
were with me I’d be happy
out there.

Happy [enthused]: See, Biff,
everybody around me is so
false that I'm constantly
lowering my ideals . . .

Biff: Baby, together we’d
stand up for one another,
we’d have someone to trust.
Happy: If | were around you—
Biff: Hap, the trouble is we
weren’t brought up to grub for
money. | don’t know how to do
it.

Happy: Neither can I!

Biff: Then let’s go!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Informal-
Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker makes an
indirect request
wearing a positive
face. With an
endearment word, the
imposition is lessened
on the hearer.

The intimate
relationship is formed
out of indirectness and
“if conditional”.

Off record- Positive

Starting with an
endearment word
“baby”, the speech act
is actually an off-record
strategy, which is an
extension of positive
politeness in here.

The request is
redressed through the
use of “would” and the
imposition, the
‘imaginary’ one, is
lowered to the
minimum level.

Happy: (Bliyilenmis) Hep
bunlari dusliyorum, Biff.
Bazan, magazanin
ortasinda gémlegimi yirtip,
o kahrolasi alim-satim
mudurind yumruklamak
gegiyor icimden. Ben
aslinda, o magazadaki
herkesten daha iyi dévisur,
daha hizl kosar, daha
fazlasini kaldirabilirim;
buna ragmen, su pespaye,
kisiliksiz pi¢ kurularinin
emirlerini yerine getirmek
zorundayim; ta ki daha
fazla dayanamayacagim
gline kadar.

Biff: Sana séyliilyorum
cocuk, eger orada
benimle olursan daha
mutlu olurum.

Happy: (Heyecanla
cosmustur) Baksana Biff,
etrafimdakiler dylesine
degersiz ki, devamli olarak
ideallerimi kiigultmek
zorunda kaliyorum...

Biff: Hey aslanim, birlikte
birbirimize arka cikar,
glivenecegimiz birine
sahip olurduk.

Happy: Eger yaninda
olsaydim...

Biff: Hap, yalniz sorun su ki
bizler para kazanmak igin
yetistiriimemisiz. Nasil
kazanacagimi bilmiyorum
ben.

Happy: Ben de bilmiyorum!

Biff: O halde haydi gidelim!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate- Informal-
Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker makes
an indirect request
wearing a positive
face. With an
endearment word,
the imposition is
lessened on the
hearer.

The intimate
relationship is
formed out of
indirectness and “if
conditional”.

Off record-
Positive

Starting with an
endearment word
“aslanim”, the
speech act is
actually an off-
record strategy,
which is an
extension of positive
politeness in here.
The request is
redressed through
the use of “would”
and the imposition,
the ‘imaginary’ one,
is lowered to the
minimum level.

Happy: (Buyllenmis) Bu
hayal ettigim sey, Biff.
Bazen magazanin
ortasinda giysilerimi
yirtmak istiyorum. Yani
magazadaki herkesten
daha iyi kutularim,
kosarim ve daha
glgliyim ama o Allahin
cezas| orospu
cocuklarindan emir almak
zorundayim ve buna
dayanamiyorum.

Biff: Sana séylilyorum,
oglum, orada benimle
olursan ¢ok mutlu
olurum.

Happy: (¢coskunlukla)
Goéruyorsun, Biff,
cevremdeki herkes o
kadar hatali ki ben de
surekli ideallerimi
azaltmak zorunda
kalyorum.

Biff: Beraberken
birbirimize destek
oluruz, giivenecegimiz
birisi olur.

Happy: Eger senin
yaninda olursam-

Biff: Hap, asil sorun bizim
para i¢in didinecek tarzda
yetistiriimemis olmamiz.

Nasil yapariz bilmiyorum.

Happy: Ben de dyle

Biff: O zaman hadi
gidelim.

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Informal-
Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

The speaker makes
an indirect request
wearing a positive
face. With an
endearment word,
the imposition is
lessened on the
hearer.

The intimate
relationship is
formed out of
indirectness and “if
conditional”.

Positive Politeness

Speaking for their
common interest,
the speaker keeps a
positive face,
prioritizing
agreement and
understanding by
clear and explicit
suggestions.

Happy: (fikirden

buyulenmistir) Benim de
kurdugum hep boyle bir

seydir Biff. Bazan
icimden magazanin
ortasinda soyun doékin

su satis isleri miduring

bir temiz patakla derim.
O magazada bir kisi

yoktur ki benden daha iyi

doégussin, daha iyi
kossun, daha agir yik
kaldirabilsin. Yine de o
beceriksiz bes para
etmez essogullarindan
emir aliyorum.

Biff: inan ki sen
benimle oraya gelsen

bir Giziintiim kalmazdi.

Happy: (Cosmustur.)

Senin anlayacagin, Biff,

etrafimdakiler dyle kalp
ki yuksek emellerimi
birer birer feda etmek
zorunda kaliyorum...

Biff: Beraber olsak
birbirimizi korurduk,
kime glivenecegimizi
bilirdik.

Happy: Ben senin
yaninda olunca...

Biff: Happy, biz para i¢in

ussaklik etmeye
alismamisiz, derdimiz

orada. Oyle bir sey oldu

mu ne yapacagimi
sasiriyorum.
Happy: Ben de oyle!

Biff: Gidelim dyleyse!

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Informal-
Indirect Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to
Brother

Positive Politeness

At the beginning,
the speaker uses an
imperative to make
sure his want is
clearly transmitted.
However, the
positive face
strategy is created
with a negative form
of speech
“kalmazdr” in
Turkish. He seeks to
be happy as if it is
their common goal.
Though, there is no
addressing term to
add to the intimacy
of the brothers’
relationship.

Off record-
Positive

The speech act is
an off-record
strategy, though
there exists no
endearment word
like ‘baby’, which
lessens the
positivity of the
request. The
request is redressed
through the use of
“would” and the
imposition, the
‘imaginary’ one, is
lowered to the
minimum level.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first case, the source and the three translations have
similar syntactic format as they all include the imaginary use of ‘if conditional’, only
to note that the third translation uses the negative form of “would” in Turkish as
used in the expression ‘kalmazdi”. In the second example, the use of “would”
creating an imaginary situation is seen in the first and third translations, but the
second translation does not use any corresponding element in Turkish that goes
hand in hand with the source structure.

Lexical Mismatches: In the first case, the lexical parsing and wording are similar to
each other in the source and the first and second translations, but the third
translation starts with an imperative expression “lnan ki”. Also the endearment
word in the source “kid” is used with a corresponding word in the first translation

[ o7

as “cocuk” and in the second translation “oglum’”, but there is no equivalent word in
the third translation. In the second case, while another endearment word “baby” is
used in the source register, the second and third translations do not include any
words like this. The exception is the first translation in which “hey aslanim”is used

as an attraction getter.

Textual Mismatches: It is seen that both the source and the translations adopt
positive face in requesting. The use of ‘if conditional’ functions as hedging words
to mitigate the cost to the hearer and sound less imposing and pose no risk to
one’s own face and others’ faces. The use of “f” also adds an off-record effect into
the speech acts as they stand to be implicatures, functioning mainly not to reveal
the want directly. The missing of endearment words in the third translation does
not distort, to a great degree, the positive face of the addressees only leading to a
slight deviation in the social dimension of language use. The super strategy that

covers the field of the speech acts remains to be positive politeness.
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Table 4.14. Register 20-21-22 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at— Y. Emre
iz’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarac 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

20-21-22) Willy: Lick the
world! You guys together
could absolutely lick the
civilized world.

Biff: I'll see Oliver tomorrow.
Hap, if we could work that
out. .

Linda: Maybe things are
beginning to—

Willy [wildly enthused, to
Linda]: Stop interrupting! [To
Biff] But don’t wear sport
jacket and slacks when
you see Oliver.

Biff: No, I'll—

Willy: A business suit, and
talk as little as possible,
and don’t crack any jokes.

Biff: He did like me. Always
liked me.

Linda: He loved you!

Willy [to linda]: Will you
stop! [To bifff Walk in very
serious. You are not
applying for a boy’s job.
Money is to pass. Be
quiet, fine, and serious.
Everybody likes a kidder, but
nobody lends him money.

Field: Asymmetrical-
intimate-Direct Advice
on a Job Interview

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son
and Wife

Bald on record

For the benefit of his
son, the speaker,
acceptably, goes on
record. Stern towards
his wife, the speaker
goes on record to give
the clearest form of
warning.

Bald on Record

The speaker continues
to speak in favour of the
hearer, going on record.
The hearer does not feel
threat as he anticipates
a directive.

Bald on Record

Putting on a negative
face, the speaker warns
his wife sternly, but still
cares to focus on the
favor of his son by direct
orders, which is still not
considered by the son to
be a threat to his face.

Willy: Kaymagini yiyin
dinyanin! Siz ikiniz, bu
modern diinyanin
kaymagini birlikte
yiyebilirsiniz.

Biff: Yarin Oliver'i
gbrecegdim. Hap, sunun
(zerinde biraz
calisabilirsek...

Linda: Belki de isler
yoluna..

Willy: (Cilginca
cosmustur, Linda'ya)
Araya girmeyi birak!
(Biff'e) Oliver'i géormeye
giderken spor ceketini
ve bol paga
pantolonlarini giyme.

Biff: Havir, ben... *

Willy: Takim elbise; az ve
0z konus, araya da saka
sikigtirma.

Biff: Beni sevmisti. Her
zaman beni sevdi.

Linda: Sana hayrandi!

Willy: (Linda'ya) Liitfen
keser misin! (Biffe)
Gayet ciddi yiirii.
Cirakhk tiri bir ige
miiracaat etmiyorsun.
Isin iginde para var.
Sessiz, kibar ve ciddi ol.
Sakaci

birini herkes sever ama
bes kurus borg vermez...

Field: Asymmetrical-
intimate-Direct
Advice on a Job
Interview

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son and Wife

Bald on record

For the benefit of his
son, the speaker,
acceptably, goes on
record. Stern
towards his wife, the
speaker goes on
record to give the
clearest form of
warning.

Bald on Record

The speaker
continues to speak
in favour of the
hearer, going on
record. The hearer
does not feel threat
as he anticipates a
directive.

Negative-Bald on
Record

Putting on a
negative face, the
speaker warns his
wife sternly by
adding an extra
word ‘[ditfen’, (i.e.
please) but still
cares to focus on
the favor of his son
by direct orders,
which is still not
considered by the
son to be a threat to
his face.

Willy:Bitiin dinyay: alt
edin! Siz ikiniz tim
dlinyay alt edeceksiniz.

Biff: Yarin Oliver’l
gbrecegim. Hap, eger
bunu
gerceklestirebilirsek...

Linda: Belki de artik bazi
seyler degismeye
bashyor...

Willy: (vahsi bir
coskunlukla, Linda’ya)
Lafa karigsmay! birak!
(Biffe Sakin Oliver’l
goérmeye giderken spor
ceket ve pantolon
giyme.

Biff: Hayir, ben-

Willy: Ciddi bir takim
elbise giy ve
olabildigince az konus
ve saka yapma.

Biff: Beni sevdi. Beni her
zaman sevdi.

Linda: Seni cok sevdi.

Willy: (Linda’ya) Lafa
karigmayi
birakacaksin! (Biff'e)
Ciddi bir sekilde igeri
yiirii. Bir gocugun
isine bagvurmuyorsun.
Sakin, sevimli ve ciddi
ol. Herkes sakaci
kimseyi sever ama
hickimse ona borg para
vermez.

Field: Asymmetrical-
intimate-Direct Advice
on a Job Interview

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son
and Wife

Bald on record

For the benefit of his
son, the speaker,
acceptably, goes on
record. Stern towards
his wife, the speaker
goes on record to give
the clearest form of
warning. To note, he
adds ‘sakin’ as a
prohibiting word to
strengthen the
negativity of the
order.

Bald on Record

The speaker continues
to speak in favour of
the hearer, going on
record. The hearer
does not feel threat as
he anticipates a
directive.

Bald on Record
Putting on a negative
face, the speaker
warns his wife sternly,
but sounds more
threatening by the
syntactic shift from
the question type to a
direct statement, but
still cares to focus on
the favor of his son by
direct orders, which is
still not considered by
the son to be a threat
to his face.

Willy: Biitiin diinyay: alt
edersiniz! Siz ikiniz elele
verdiniz mi diinyay! bir
bastan 6bur basa
fethettiniz demektir.

Biff: Yarin Oliver’l
gbreyim. Hap, o isi bir
becerebilseydik...

Linda: Belki artik her sey
yoluna...

Willy: (iyice
heyecanlanmistir,
Linda’ya) Lafi kesme!
(Biff’e) Oliver’l gérmeye
gittigin vakit spor
ceketiyle uydurma bir
pantolon giyme sakin.

Biff: Hayir, sey ederim.

Willy: Koyu renkli bir
elbise giy, miimkiin
oldugu kadar az konus,
latife etmiye filan da
kalkma.

Biff: Beni severdi, eskiden
beni sever.

Linda: Hem ¢ok sever!

Willy: (Linda’ya)
Susmiyacak misin
kuzum! (Biffe) Iceri cok
ciddi bir tavirla gir.
Cirakliga alsinlar diye
gitmiyorsun. Para alinip
verilecek. Sessiz, kibar,
ciddi ol. Atilgan bir gocugu
herkes sever ama ona
borg vermez.

Field: Asymmetrical-
intimate-Direct
Advice on a Job
Interview

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son and Wife

Bald on record

For the benefit of his
son, the speaker,
acceptably, goes on
record. Stern
towards his wife, the
speaker goes on
record to give the
clearest form of
warning.

Bald on Record

The speaker
continues to speak
in favour of the
hearer, going on
record. The hearer
does not feel threat
as he anticipates a
directive.

Bald on Record
Putting on a negative
face, the speaker
warns his wife not
that much sternly
due to the adding of
‘kuzum’, but still
cares to focus on the
favor of his son by
direct orders, which is
still not considered by
the son to be a threat
to his face.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first and second cases, the syntactic procedure, the
positive and negative imperatives, is seen to be corresponding to each other. In
the last case, though, the imperative is preceded by a question-formed imperative
as “Will you stop” which is syntactically similar to the first and third translations, but
the second translation changes the question formed imperative into a direct

imperative like “lafa karismayi birakacaksin’.

Lexical Mismatches: In the second imperative form, the second translation adds
an extra word “sakin” used in Turkish normally before the negative imperatives to
highlight the negativity of the advice. The lexical parsing and wording seem to
resemble each other in that the positive imperatives start directly with the infinitive
and the negative forms start with “don’t”, the equivalent form is the negative suffix
added at the end of verbs “me,-ma” in Turkish. Also, in the third speech act, there
lies no endearment word, but the first translation uses ‘please”, and the third

translation uses “kuzum” as a mitigating word.

Textual Mismatches: In the first and second cases there occurs no deviation in the
social dimension of language use in the first and third translations. That the
second translation has the extra warning term “sakin” causes a slight deviation in
the degree of the negativity. The use of ‘please” before the question-formed
imperative and “kuzum” in the third case creates a slight deviation in the social
dimension of language use but does not lead to a shift in the linguistic politeness
strategy as the rest of the imperative sounds imposing. Overall, the adding of
endearment words ‘please”, ‘liitfen”, “kuzum” function like redressive elements
that downgrade the illocutionary force of the imperatives, and the warning term
“sakin” increases the illocution in the negative order. As a result, there occurs
slight deviations in the social dimensions of language use, but the linguistic

politeness strategy remains the same even if its degree may shift.
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Table 4.15. Register 23-24 Death of a Salesman

Source Text - Suggestion

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

23-24) Willy's form is dimly
seen below in the darkened
kitchen. He opens the
refrigerator, searches in there,
and takes out a bottle of milk.
The apartment houses are
fading out, and the

entire house and surroundings
become covered with leaves.
Music insinuates itself as the
leaves appear.]

Willy: Just wanna be careful
with those girls, Biff, that’s
all. Don’t make any promises.
No promises of any kind.
Because a girl, y’know, they
always believe what you tell
‘em, and you're very young,
Biff, you're too young to be
talking seriously to girls.

[Light rises on the kitchen. willy,
talking, shuts the refrigerator
door and comes downstage to
the kitchen table. He pours milk
into a glass. He is totally
immersed in himself, smiling
faintly.]

Willy: Too young entirely, Biff.
You want to watch your
schooling first. Then when
you're all set, there'll be plenty
of girls for a boy like you. [He
smiles broadly at a kitchen
chair.] That so? The girls pay
for you? [He laughs.] Boy, you
must really be makin’ a hit.

Field: Asymmetrical

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son
Positive Politeness

To the benefit of the
hearer, the speaker
takes a sincere positive
face saying ‘wanna’ not
a modal of advice. He
uses imperative for the
highest advantage of his
addressee, so the
imposition is not
increased by the explicit
form of the advice.

The father mitigates the
power of his advice by
covering and redressing
it with expressions like
y’know, as if there lies
no father-son formality
between them, yet a
friendly one.

Positive Politeness

The father maintains his
friendly behavior
towards his son. He
uses no ‘modals of
obligation’ like have to or
must or should as can
expected to be seen in
an advice. He tries to
conceal the advising
nature/tone of his
speech.

Karanlik mutfakta Willy'nin
siltieti belirir. Buzdolabini
acar, bir seyler arastirir,
sttii bulup gikarir. Etraftaki
binalar giderek gbzden
kaybolur ve evin etrafi
agdaclardan dékilmiis
yapraklarla kaplanir.
Yapraklar dékiildiikce
miizik de belirginlesmeye
baglar)

Willy: Su kizlara kargi da
dikkatli olmalisin Biff,
hepsi bu. Sakin s6z
verme. Hicbir vaatte
bulunma. Kiz dedigin, Biff,
her dedigin seye
hemencecik inaniverir.
Sen de pek gengsin,
kizlarla ciddi konulari
konusacak yasta degilsin
henuz.

(Mutfakta 1sik artar. Willy
buzdolabinin kapagini
kapattiktan sonra, éndeki
yemek masasina gelir. Bir
bardaga siit doldurur.
Tamamen kendi dleminde,
hafif giiliimsemektedir)

Willy: Gergekten de cok
gengsin Biff. Onceligini
okul konularina
vermelisin. Bitirdiginde,
senin gibi bir delikanli igin
kizlar siraya girer. (Bir
sandalyeye bakip, agzi
kulaklarinda gtiler) Demek
oyle ha? Kizlar senin
masraflarini kargiliyor ha?
(Giiler) Demek ki her ne
yapiyorsan gergekten iyi
yapiyorsun.

Field:
Asymmetrical

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son

Bald on Record

The speaker forms
his advice as if it is
a necessity. Using
the modal of
obligation in the
sentence, the
father seems to be
more imposing and
direct. In the
imperative, the
addressee adds
another modifier
‘sakin’ to increase
the magnitude of
the advice.

Negative
Politeness

The speaker forms
his advice as if it is
a necessity. Unlike
the meaning
added with ‘wanna
to the advice, ‘-
meli,-malr’ suffix
meaning must or
should is applied,
which makes the
advice look like a
clear advice, not a
redressed version.

[Asadidaki karartiimis
mutfakta Willy'nin siliieti
belli belirsiz gériliir.
Buzdolabini agar, birseyler
arar ve bir sige st ¢ikarir.
Apartmanlar yavas yavas
g6zden kaybolur; biitiin ev
ve cevresi yapraklarla
Ortiildir. Yapraklarin
gorinmesiyle, yavas yavas
miizik duyulmaya basglar]

Willy: O kizlarla
beraberken dikkatli
olmani istiyorum, Biff.
Herhangi bir s6z verme.
Hicbir cesit s6z verme.
Biliyorsun kizlar anlattigin
herseye inanirlar ve sen
daha gok gengsin, Biff,
kizlarla ciddi konugmak igin
cok gok gengsin.

[Isik mutfakta artar. Willy
konusurken buzdolabinin
kapagini kapatir ve mutfak
masasinin yanina gelir.
Sditii bir bardaga bosaltir.
Kendi kendine dolar, belli
belirsiz giliimseyerek]

Willy : Gergekten gok
gengsin, Biff. llk 6nce

okuluna 6nem vermelisin.

Zaten hazir oldugunda,
senin gibi bir gocugun
etrafinda bir siirii kiz olur.
[Bir sandalyeye gulumser]
Iste boyle.[Gller] O§lum,
herkes tarafindan
gergekten ¢ok begeniliyor
olmalisin.

Field:
Asymmetrical

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son

Positive
Politeness (Non-
redressed)

The speaker
applies a positive
face but does not
redress his advice
with the mitigating
word used in the
original register
just’and no
pragmatic
functional
eugivalent effect of
‘wanna’ is
produced.

The non-redressed
form of positive
politeness sounds
more formal and
imposing.

Negative
Politeness

The speaker forms
his advice as if it is
a necessity. Unlike
the meaning
added with ‘wanna’
to the advice, ‘-
meli,-malr’ suffix
meaning must or
should is applied,
which makes the
advice look like a
real advice, not a
redressed version.

[Karanlik mutfakta willy
hayal meyal belirir. Buz
dolabini acar, bir seyler
atigtinir, bir sise st
cikarir. Yavag yavas
apartimanlar
kaybolmaktadir. Evin her
yani, etrafi yapraklarla
ortiiltir. Yapraklar
belirirken musiki de
igitiimeye baslar.]

Willy: Yalniz kizlarla

dikkatli olmak ister, Biff,

o kadar. Sakin vaitlerde
filan bulunma! Higbir
turli vaitte. Kiz degil mi,
bilirsin, sen ne sdylersen
inanir. Sen daha gengsin;
kizlarla ciddi seyler
konusacak yasta degilsin,
cok gengsin. (Mutfak
aydinlanir. Willy, konusa
konusa, buz dolabinin
kapisini kapar, éne
masaya dégru gelir.
Bardaga siit koyar. Kendi
alemine dalmig gitmistir,
hafifce gliliimser.)

Willy: Cok gengsin,
anladin mi Biff? Once
okul faslini bitirmeli. O
isler yoluna konduktan
sonra senin gibi bir
delikanliya dilediginden
bol kiz bulunur. (Mutfak
iskemlelerinden birine
giliimser.) Demek Oyle?
Senin masrafini kizlar
cekiyor ha? (Giiler.)
K&poglu desene hepsinin
gozlindesin.

Field:
Asymmetrical

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father to
Son

Off-Record -
Positive
Politeness

The speaker
implicitly
addresses the
addressee to make
his advice less
imposing, so goes
off record.

Then he earns a
positive face and
uses imperative for
the highest
advantage of his
addressee, so the
imposition is not
increased by the
explicit form of the
advice.

Off Record

Even if he calls the
name of his son in
the previous
sentence, the
speaker lessens
the power of his
advice by not
directly addressing
to the herarer, acts
like he addresses
to someone else,
instead.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source speech act is a sentence with no subject
pronoun and uses the informal way of want to as “wanna” upon which the positive
face is constructed. The second translation, though, uses an obligatory modal *
mali” in Turkish. The third translation uses an infinitive clause at the beginning
pointing to no one. The second case is a typical present tense statement implying
an advice as “You want to...”. The first and second translations use the obligatory
modal “mali” in Turkish. The third translation also uses the obligatory modal *“
mall”, but again addresses to no subjects. The imperative forms, on the other

hand, have similar patterns of use in Turkish.

Lexical Mismatches: The modality is the basic field of mismatches in both speech
acts. In the first case, the first and third translations do not semantically
correspond to “wanna” in the source, but the second translation does despite

[{

“‘istemek” is not abbreviated in Turkish just like “wanna”. Also, the word “just’ is
used before the sentence as a downgrader in the source register, but the first and
second translations do not use a word of that kind or mission except for the third
translation. The second speech act is a present simple sentence with no modality,
but all the translations seem to add the obligatory modal to the ending of verbs,

only to note the subject pronoun is missing in the third translation.

Textual Mismatches: With the abbreviated use “wanna”, the source locutor has a
positive face trying to seem intimate. The second and third translations have the
same strategy even if degree of positivity varies in both of them. The third
translation uses no subject pronouns, thus giving an off-record effect to the
sentence and lessens the imposition, risk to face and the cost of the act. Hence, it
can be inferred that there lies a shift in the second translation from positive
politeness to bald on record. And the slight shifts seen in the degree of positivity
also lead to deviation in the social dimension of language use. The second
translation uses no abbreviation or any efforts of that kind and misses the
downgrading word ‘“just”, so it is the non-redressed version of positive politeness in
which the imposition, risk to face and cost of the act is a bit stronger. In the second

case, the positive face is redressed with “want to” without forcing the addressee,
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which is unlike all the translations that all have an obligatory modal, with the third
translation being off record. Therefore, there occurs slight deviation in the
dimension of language use, which contradicts the balance of interpersonal

relations in the source register.
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Source Text Register Analysis Aytug iz’at - V. Register Analysis | Miige Ayse Sarag¢ Register Orhan Burian 1952 | Register Analysis
Emre iz’at 2010 1994 Analysis

25) Bernard: Biff | [He gets Field: Asymmetrical- | Bernard: Biff! Field: Bernard : Biff! Field: Bernard: Biff! Field:

away from happy.] Listen, Intimate-Advice (Happy'den siyrilir) Asymmetrical- [Happy'den kagar.] Asymmetrical- (Happy'den siyrilir.) | Asymmetrical-

Biff, | heard Mr. Birnbaum Dinle Biff, Bay Intimate- Order Dinle, Biff, Mr. Intimate-- Advice Biff! Bana bak, Intimate-Order

say that if you don't start
studyin’ math he’s gonna
flunk you, and you won't
graduate. | heard him!

Willy: You better study with
him, Biff. Go ahead now.

Bernard: | heard him!

Biff: Oh, Pop, you didn’t see
my sneakers! [He holds up a
foot for Willy to look at.]

Willy: Hey, that’s a beautiful
job of printing!

Bernard [wiping his glasses]:
Just because he printed
University of Virginia on his
sneakers doesn’'t mean
they’ve got to graduate him,
Uncle Willy!

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father — Son-
Neighbor

Positive Politeness

The father orders his
son to study for his
benefit. The use of
‘better’ downgrades
the imposition and
sounds like an offer.

The threat to face in
the sentence is
covered by the
ultimate benefits to
be created by the
advice.

Birnbaum birine
anlatirken duydum,
eger oturup
matematik
calismazsan seni
sinifta birakacakmis.
Birakirsa da mezun
olamazsin, yani.
Kendi kulaklarimla
isittim!

Willy: Oyleyse git de
onunla ders c¢alig,
hadi Biff, yallah!

Bernard: Kendi
kulaklarimla isittim!

Biff: Baksana baba,
sen daha spor
ayakkabilarimi
gormedin! (Willy
gorebilsin diye
ayagini kaldirir)

Willy: Hey, cok da
glzel yapmissin!

Bernard:
(Gozliiklerini silerken)
Ama ayakkabilarinin
Uzerine Virginia
Universitesi
amblemini yazd diye
onu mezun etmezler
ki, VVilly Amca!

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father —
Son- Neighbor

Bald on Record

The father uses a
direct way of
addressing and
applies an
imperative.

The missing of
‘better’in the
advice makes it
more explicit and
sound more
imposing.

Also, ‘yallah’
functions like a
auxiliary word to
increase the
severity of the
imperative.

Birnboum'un eger
matematik galismaya
baslamazsan sinifta
birakacagini ve
mezun
olamayacagini
sOylerken duydum.
Onu duydum!

Willy: Onunla
caligsan iyi olur,
Biff. Hadi baslayin.

Bernard : Mr.
Bimbaum'u duydum!

Biff : Baba, lastik
pabuglarimi (spor
ayakkabilarimi)
g6rmedin! [Willy'e
gostermek igin bir
ayagini kaldinr.]

Willy: Hey, ¢ok guizel
bir baski!

Bernard: [gozlik/erini
silerek] Pabuglarina
Virginia Universitesi
yazdirdi diye onu
mezun etmek
zorunda degiller,
Willy amca.

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father —
Son- Neighbor

Positive
Politeness

The father orders
his son to study
for his benefit.
The use of ‘better
downgrades the
imposition and
sounds like an
offer.

The threat to face
in the sentence is
covered by the
ultimate benefits
to be created by
the advice

matematik hocasi
sOyllyordu isittim:
oturup galismazsan
seni birakacakmis.
Birakirsa mezun
olamazsin tabii.
Kendi kulagimla
isittim!

Willy: Oyleyse git
de Bernard ile
cahis, Biff. Hadi
bakalim.

Bernard: Kendi
kulagimla igittim.

Biff: Ha, baba, send
aha lastik
ayakkabilarimi
goérmedin! (Willy
baksin diye bir
ayagini kaldirir.)

Willy: Tipki basiimig
gibi, ne de guzel
yazmigsin!

Bernard: (Gozlik
camlarini siler.)
Lastiklerinin Ustline
Virginia Universitesi
glzel yazdi diye onu
mezun etmezler,
Willy amcal!

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Father —
Son- Neighbor

Bald on Record

The father uses a
direct way of
addressing and
applies an
imperative.

The missing of
‘better’in the
advice makes it
more explicit and
sound more
imposing.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source speech act functions as a typical advice using
‘better”, which is similar to the second translation syntactically. However, the first
and third translations are in the forms of imperative sentences.

Lexical Mismatches: The first and third translations lack the meaning added by the
modal “better” in the source register, which creates a semantic gap. In the first
translation, it is seen that the translator implements a cultural filtering for the
expression “Go ahead now” as ‘“yallah”, and that enhances the bald on record

strategy used in that specific situation.

Textual Mismatches: The textual field of the original speech act is transferred
intact as an advice in the second translation, but the first and second translations
change it into order which is realized by imperatives. An advice shifting into an
order causes deviation in the social dimension of language use which comes to
mean that the interpersonal balance is affected as the positive politeness strategy
in the source text turns into bald on record. The deviation within the textual
function leads to a more direct and imposing speech event in which the social
distance is also distorted as the risk to both the addresser’s and the addressee’s

faces increases.
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Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre
1z’at 2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag
1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

26-27-28) Biff: Grab hold there,
boy!

Happy: Where to, Mom?

Linda: Hang them up on the
line. And you better go down
to your friends, Biff. The cellar
is full of boys. They don’t know
what to do with themselves.

Biff: Ah, when Pop comes home
they can wait!

Willy [laughs appreciatively]: You
better go down and tell them
what to do, Biff.

Biff: | think I'll have them sweep
out the furnace room.

Willy: Good work, Biff.

Biff [goes through wall-line of
kitchen to doorway at back and
calls down]: Fellas! Everybody
sweep out the furnace room!
I'll be right down!

Voices: All right! Okay, Biff

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order/Advice-
Suggestion-
Symmetrical Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Bald on Record-
Positive

The mother uses
imperative and a modal
of advice to guide his
sons helping her.

No serious threat to
sons’ face exists as
they are willing to help,
and the cost of the
order to sons is not
serious as they expect
an imperative sentence
in that context.

Positive Politeness

There exists a high
understanding between
the father and son in
here, so father covers
his order with ‘better’
not to be imposing. The
son, expecting a
directive, welcomes it in
return.

Bald on Record

The speaker directly
tasks his friends with a
duty. The cost to
hearers is clear and the
imperative sounds
imposing.

Biff: Tut kenarindan
evlat

Happy: Nereye gidecek,
anne?

Linda: ipe diziverin.
Sen de arkadaslarinin
yanina git, Biff.
Bodrumda bir yigin
arkadasin toplanmis.
Kendi baslarina ne
yapacaklarini
bilemiyorlar.

Biff: Babam evde ya!
Onlar beklesin, bir sey
olmaz..

Willy: (Hoslanmusgtir...
gliler) Agagiya gidip
onlara ne yapmalar
gerektigini sdylesen
iyi edersin, Biff.

Biff: Kalorifer odasini
temizlettirecegim..

Willy: lyi olur, Biff.

Biff: (Mutfak duvarini
gecip, asadiya inen
merdivenin basindan
seslenir) Hey ¢ocuklar!
Herkes kalorifer
odasini

siipiirmeye baslasin.
Ben de birazdan
geliyorum.

Sesler: Peki! Olur!
Tamam Biff!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order-
Suggestion-
Symmetrical Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Bald on Record

The mother uses
imperative to guide
his sons helping her.

No serious threat to
sons’ face exists as
they are willing to
help, and the cost of
the order to sons is
not serious as they
expect an imperative
sentence in that
context.

Positive Politeness

There exists a high
understanding
between the father
and son in here, so
father covers his
order with ‘better’ not
to be imposing. The
son, expecting a
directive, welcomes it
in return.

Bald on Record

The speaker directly
tasks his friends with
a duty. The cost to
hearers is clear and
the imperative sounds
imposing.

Biff: Orada kap, oglum.
Happy: Nereye anne?

Linda: ipe asin. Ve
arkadaslarinizin
yanina gitseniz iyi
olur, Biff. Kiler/mahsen
cocuk dolu. Ne
yapacaklarini
bilmiyorlar.

Biff: Ah, babam eve
geldi, onlar biraz
bekleyebilirler.

Willy: (Takdir dolu bir
sesle giiler) inip ne
yapmalar gerektigini
anlatsan iyi olur, Biff.

Biff: Sanirm ocagi
temizletecegim.

Willy: lyi is, Biff.

Biff: (mutfak duvarinin
hizasindan gerideki
kapiya dogru gider ve
seslenir) Arkadaslar!
Herkes ocagi
temizlesin! Hemen
asagiya geliyorum.

Sesler: Tamam! Peki,
Biff.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order/Advice
Suggestion-
Symmetrical Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Bald on Record-
Positive

The mother uses
imperative and a
modal of advice to
guide his sons helping
her.

No serious threat to
sons’ face exists as
they are willing to help,
and the cost of the
order to sons is not
serious as they expect
an imperative
sentence in that
context.

Positive Politeness

There exists a high
understanding
between the father
and son in here, so
father covers his order
with ‘better’ not to be
imposing. The son,
expecting a directive,
welcomes it in return.

Bald on Record

The speaker directly
tasks his friends with a
duty. The cost to
hearers is clear and
the imperative sounds
imposing.

Biff: Sen o taraftan
yakala, Happy.

Happy: Nereye
go6tirelim anne?

Linda: Gamasirlari ipe
seriver. Sen de
odunluga
arkadaslarinin yanina
insen iyi olacak, Biff.
Asagisi cocuk dolu, ne
yapacaklarini
bilmiyorlar.

Biff: Babam déndu ya,
varsin onlar
beklesinler.

Willy: (Memnundur
giiler.) in de onlara
yapacak bir sey varsa
soyle, Biff.

Biff: Dur, onlara
kalorifer sobasinin
bulundugu yeri
sUpurtlp temizleteyim.

Willy: Aferin , Biff.

Biff: (Mutfagin duvar
Gizgisini geger, arka
taraftaki kapiya gider,
asag! seslenir.)
Cocuklar! Herkes
kalorifer bélmesini
sliptirecek! Ben simdi
geliyorum.

Sesler: Peki olur, Biff.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-
Order/Adivice-Order-
More Imposing
Symmetrical Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Bald on Record-
Positive

The mother uses
imperative and a
modal of advice to
guide his sons
helping her.

No serious threat to
sons’ face exists as
they are willing to
help, and the cost of
the order to sons is
not serious as they
expect an imperative
sentence in that
context.

Bald on Record

The father uses
imperative to guide
his son, avoids
redressing/covering
it with ‘better’,
that’s, he increases
the imposition.

Bald on Record

The speaker directly
tasks his friends with
a duty. The cost to
hearers is clear and a
bit more severe with
the future form of
the directive
‘sliptirecek’.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source register together with second and third
translations follow the same procedure using an imperative in the first part and a
modality of advice “befter” and its correspondent usage “sen iyi olur/olacak” in
Turkish in the second part. In the second case of speech act, it is seen that the
author uses a modal of advice “better”, which is also reflected in the first and
second translations syntactically, but the third one using an imperative form as ‘in
de onlara yapacak birsey varsa séyle”, which is now an order. In the third part, it is
seen that a direct order is given by saying the addressee “everybody” at the very
beginning of the order, which is also the same as follows “herkes” in all the

translations.

Lexical Mismatches: The use of “better” gives the meaning of and advice and “
sen iyi olur/olacak” usages in Turkish function in similar ways, but not using it
causes that meaning to disappear as in the first translation in the first case. It is
seen that the second case is a similar case of speech event in which the use of
‘better” makes difference between the source and the third translation where the
imperative form of sentence is preferred by the translator. In the third case, the
source and the translations are all in the forms of directives, but the third
translation uses a different form of uttering the order as it uses future tense in
Turkish as “sipiirecek” that sounds a bit more severe than the previous usages

“sdpdrsiin” the modality of wish in the first and second translations.

Textual Mismatches: The politeness strategy is in the first part of the speech event
positive politeness as the mother applies a positive face, which is seen to be
different in the first translation that is now a pure directive. The mitigating effect
created by “better” is not preferred by the translator, which causes a deviation in
the social dimension of language use. When the context of situation is decoded, it
is seen that the interpersonal balance is deviated between the source speech act
and the third translation that is a directive not a mitigated want, which also causes
a deviation in the social dimension of language use. The third case, though,
seems to be similar in terms of politeness strategies used. The bald on record

strategy is preferred by both the author and the translators, only to note the fact
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that the third translator uses a more imposing tone, which causes not a drastic but
a slight deviation in the social dimension of language use as the illocutionary force
of the speech act increases which naturally increases the risk to the faces of both
the addressee and the addresser himself.
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Table 4.18. Register 29-30-31 Death of a Salesman

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

29-30-31) Willy: All right, I'll go to
Boston tomorrow.

Howard: No, no.

Willy: | can’t throw myself on my sons.
I'm not a cripple!

Howard: Look, kid, I'm busy this
morning.

Willy [ grasping Howard’s arm]:
Howard, you’ve got to let me go to
Boston!

Howard [hard, keeping himself under
control]: I've got a line

of people to see this morning. Sit
down, take five minutes, and pull
yourself together, and then go

home, will ya? | need the office, Willy.

[He starts to go, turns, remembering
the recorder,

starts to push off the table holding the
recorder.] Oh, yeah. Whenever you
can this week, stop by and drop off
the samples. You’ll feel better,
Willy, and then come back and we’ll
talk. Pull yourself together, kid,
there’s people outside. [Howard exits,
pushing the table off left. Willy stares
into

space, exhausted.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order-Order

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

29) Bald on Record
Despite being hierarchically
inferior, the worker risks his
own face by going on
record and applying an
imperative directed at his
boss. He counts on their
mutual past in doing so.

30) Bald on Record

The boss seems to be tired
of Willy’s insistence and
uses a series of imperatives
all of which are formed with
an imposing tone, though
there comes an explanation
at the end, as an excuse for
being direct in his want.

31) Bald on Record

The boss continues to give
orders to his worker, yet
seeks compromise as if he
wants the good for his
worker, which is clear by
the relievement “you'll feel
better”.

For the benefit of the
hearer, the speaker adopts
a positive face and avoids a
threatening tone of speech.
The cost of the order is
minimized by the boss’
empathy with the worker.
The word ‘kid’ mitigates the
tone and downgrades the
severity of speech.

Willy: Tamam yarin Boston’a
giderim.

Howard: Hayir, hayir.

Willy: Ogullarimin eline
bakamam. Sakat filan
degilim ki ben.

Howard: Bak babalik, bu
sabah gok isim var.

Willy: (Howard'’in kolunu
tutar) Howard, Boston'a
gitmeme izin vermelisin!

Howard: (Sert, ama kendini
kontrol ederek) Bu sabah
gérmem gereken tonla insan
var. Otur, bes dakika
dinlen ve kendine hakim
ol, ondan sonra da eve git,
tamam mi? Bu ofise
ihtiyacim var, Willy.
(Cikmaya baslar. Kayit
aletini hatirlayip déner,
masayi iterek ¢ikartmaya
baslar) Ha evet. Bu hafta ne
zaman firsat bulursan
buraya ugrayip, sendeki
ornekleri birak. Kendini
daha iyi hissedersin Willy.
Sonra geri don,
konusuruz. Kendine hakim
ol babalik, disarida insanlar
var.(Howard masay: iterek
soldan ¢ikar. Willy bosluga
dalar, tiikenmigtir...)

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order-
Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

29) Bald on Record
Despite being
hierarchically inferior,
the worker risks his own
face by going on record
and applying an
imperative directed at
his boss. He counts on
their mutual past in
doing so.

30) Bald on Record

The boss seems to be
tired of Willy’s
insistence and uses a
series of imperatives all
of which are formed
with an imposing tone,
though there comes an
explanation at the end,
as an excuse for being
direct in his want.

31) Bald on Record

The boss continues to
give orders to his
worker, yet seeks
compromise as if he
wants the good for his
worker, which is clear
by the relievement
“you'll feel better”.

For the benefit of the
hearer, the speaker
adopts a positive face
and avoids a
threatening tone of
speech. The cost of the
order is minimized by
the boss’ empathy with
the worker. The word
‘babalik’ mitigates the
tone and downgrades
the severity of speech.

Willy: Tamam, yarin Boston’a

gidecegim.
Howard: Hayir, hayir.

Willy : Ogullarima yik

olamam. Ben sakat degilim.

Howard: Bak, bu sabah ¢ok

mesgulim.

Willy: (Howard’in kolunu
kavrayarak) Howard,
Boston’a gitmeme izin
vermelisin!

Howard: (Sert ama kendini
kontrol ederek) Bu sabah

gorlisecedim bir siri kisi var.
Otur, bes dakika bekle ve
kendine gel, sonra eve git,
olur mu? Bliroma ihtiyacim
var, Willy. (Yirimeye baslar,

doner, teybi hatirlayarak

teybin durdugu masay! disari
itmeye baslar.) Ah, evet. Bu

hafta, zaman bulursan,
ugra ve ornekleri birak.
Kendini daha iyi
hissedersin, Willy sonra

gelde konusalim. Kendine

gel simdi, disarida birileri
var. (Howard masayi sola
iterek cikar, Willy bitkin,
bosluga bakar.)

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order-
Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

29) Bald on Record
Despite being
hierarchically inferior,
the worker risks his own
face by going on record
and applying an
imperative directed at
his boss. He counts on
their mutual past in
doing so.

30) Bald on Record
The boss seems to be
tired of Willy's
insistence and uses a
series of imperatives all
of which are formed
with an imposing tone,
though there comes an
explanation at the end,
as an excuse for being
direct in his want.

31) Bald on Record

The boss continues to
give orders to his
worker, yet seeks
compromise as if he
wants the good for his
worker, which is clear
by the relievement
“you'll feel better”.

For the benefit of the
hearer, the speaker
adopts a positive face
and avoids a
threatening tone of
speech. The cost of the
order is minimized by
the boss’ empathy with
the worker. The word
‘kid’ is omitted,
though, so there is no
extra mitigating effect.

Willy: Peki, yarin Boston’a
giderim.

Howard: Hayir efendim, hayir.

Willy: Ogullarima yiik olamam.
Hasta degilim, sakat degilim!

Howard: Buraya bak kuzum,
bu sabah ¢ok isim var.

Willy: (Howard’in kolunu
yakalar.) Howard olmaz,
birak beni gideyim!

Howard: (Hasindir, nefsine
cebreder.) Bu sabah benimle
gorlismek icin bir sira adam
bekliyor. Otur, bes dakika
dinlen, kendini derle topla,
sonra eve git, olur mu? Daire
bana lazim Willy. (Gitmeye
davranir, déner, sonra ses-
alma aletini hatirlar, bir
taraftan onu tutarak masayi
itmeye baslar. Ha, bir de, hafta
icinde ne vakit elin degerse
ugrayip sendeki niimuneleri
birakiver. Zamanla bak nasil
iyileseceksin, Willy, sonra
gel goriisiir, bir caresini
buluruz. Kendine gel biraz
yahu, digarda adam var.
(Howard masay iterek soldan
cikar, Willy bitkin, bosluga
bakar.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order-
Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

29) Bald on Record

The worker acts as if
he begs the boss to
let him go. He does
not sound dictating
and imposing, seems
to get permission
instead, so the
imposition is lowered.

30) Bald on Record
The boss seems to be
tired of Willy's
insistence and uses a
series of imperatives all
of which are formed
with an imposing tone,
though there comes an
explanation at the end,
as an excuse for being
direct in his want.

31) Bald on Record

The boss continues to
give orders to his
worker, yet seeks
compromise as if he
wants the good for his
worker, which is clear
by the relievement
“you’ll feel better”.

For the benefit of the
hearer, the speaker
adopts a positive face
and avoids a
threatening tone of
speech. The cost of the
order is minimized by
the boss’ empathy with
the worker. The word
‘yahu’, an addressing
word, is used to relax
the hearer as a
mitigating factor for
the imperatives.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first case, the addressee uses an obligatory modal
‘have got to” to give a directive, which is reflected in the corresponding ways in the
first and second translations with “meli,-mali” modality of obligation in Turkish.
The third translation, though, uses no modality but a direct form of imperative. In
the second case, both the source text and the translations follow similar patterns
of giving directives. It is also seen that there lies no syntactic gap between the

source and the translations.

Lexical Mismatches: In the first case, the third translator is seen to use the phrase
“olmaz! birak beni gideyim”, which sounds as if the worker is both protesting the
boss and begging of him a permission to leave. However, the obligation meaning
embedded in the source text is not inferred. In the second case, there lies no
semantically contradictory expression that may cause shift in the direction of the
speech act. In the third case, though, the translators follow similar lexical parsing
and wording. However, the translators prefer different address terms for the word
‘kid” in the original text. The first translator uses “babalik” while the third translation

uses “yahu”. The second translation uses no address terms at all.

Textual Mismatches: The field of the first speech act seems to be the same in both
the source text and the translations. However, the addressee in the third
translation does not use a dictating form of speech toward his boss but wants a
permission in a begging way, which does not, indeed, change the overall course of
the politeness strategy, but a slight deviation occurs as the imposition is lowered
since the addressee uses the barest form of wanting something as if like begging.
There lies no deviation in the social dimension of language use in the second
case. The source and the translated speech acts do not vary because of mitigating
or more imposing figures of speech. In the third case, there lies only slight
deviation concerning the use of address terms, which function as mitigating or
redressive elements that downgrade the degree of the directives. The field of the
speech acts in the first and third translations corresponds to the source speech
event as they include addressing terms to mitigate the effect of the directive. The

second translation, though, uses no address terms, which makes it sound a bit
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more imposing. Therefore, there occurs not a drastic but a slight deviation in the

social dimension of language use in that specific context.
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Source Text Register Analysis Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre | Register Analysis Miige Ayse Sarag Register Analysis Orhan Burian Register Analysis
iz’at 2010 1994 1952

32-33) Charley: You want Field: Symmetrical — | Charley: Is ister Field: Symmetrical Charley: Bir is Field: Symmetrical Charley: Bir is Field: Symmetrical

a job? Changing Social misin? —Changing Social istiyorsun degil mi? —Changing Social ister misin? —Changing Social

Willy: 1 got ajob, | told
you that. [After a slight
pause.] What the hell are
you offering me a job for?

Charley: Don’t get
insulted.

Willy: Don’t insult me.
Charley: | don’t see no
sense in it. You don’t

have to go on this way.

Willy: | got a good job.
[Slight pause.]

Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation-Order-
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Bald on Record

Willy, as the socially
inferior one, is
offended by the job
offer, hence goes
stern and tries to
protect his own face
despite risking it at
the same time.

Positive Politeness

Charley, the socially
higher one, seems to
consider the benefit
of Willy and proposes
him to leave the path
he has been on.

He uses no
threatening language
against Willy.

Willy: Benim bir isim
var. Sana
soylemistim. (Biraz
sessizlikten sonra)
Allah kahretsin, bana
ne diye is teklif
ediyorsun ki?

Charley: Alinma.

Willy: Ahnacak bir
sey soyleme sen de.

Charley: Ben bu isi
anlayamiyorum.
Boyle devam etmek
zorunda degilsin.

Willy: lyi bir isim var.
(Biraz sessizlik)

Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation- Order-
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Bald on Record

Willy, as the
socially inferior one,
is offended by the
job offer, hence
goes stern and tries
to protect his own
face despite risking
it at the same time.

Positive
Politeness

Charley, the
socially higher one,
seems to consider
the benefit of Willy
and proposes him
to leave the path he
has been on.

He uses no
threatening
language against
Willy.

Willy: Bir igim var,
sana soyledim.(Cok
kisa bir sesszilikten
sonra) Allah askina
bana niye is teklif
ediyorsun?

Charley: Ainma.

Willy: Bana hakaret
etme.

Charley: Onun higbir
anlami yok. Bu
sekilde devam
etmek zorunda
degilsin.

Willy: Iyi bir isim var.
(Kisa bir sessizlik)

Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation- Order-
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Bald on Record

Willy, as the socially
inferior one, is
offended by the job
offer, hence goes
stern and tries to
protect his own face
despite risking it at
the same time.

Positive Politeness

Charley, the socially
higher one, seems
to consider the
benefit of Willy and
proposes him to
leave the path he
has been on.

He uses no
threatening
language against
Willy.

Willy: Benim isim
var, bunu sana
daha 6nce de
soyledim. (Kisa
bir sessizlikten
sonra) Ne diye
bana is teklifine
kalkiyorsun
kuzum.

Charley: Hemen
patlayiverme.

Willy: Sen de agir
sOyleme.

Charley: Benim
akhm almiyor
dogrusu. Zorla
bu igi devam
ettirmenin bir
manasi yok
dogrusu.

Willy: Benim isim
gayet iyi. (Kisa bir
sessizlik.)

Status-
Hierarchy-Power
Relation-Order-
Redressed
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Bald on Record

Willy, as the socially
inferior one, is
offended by the job
offer, hence goes
stern and tries to
protect his own face
despite risking it at
the same time.

Negative
Politeness

The speaker
depersonalizes the
subject and uses a
hedging strategy
to sound a bit
more formal and
redress the
suggestion and
make it look covert
and less direct.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The negative form of imperative used in the source speech
act is implemented in all the three translations in the first case. In the second case,
the modality used in the source suggestion stresses the lack of obligation, which is
also syntactically seen in the first and second translations. The third translation

uses no modality but a sentence addressing to no subjects.

Lexical Mismatches: The lexical parsing and wording in the negative forms of
imperatives sound alike fulfilling corresponding function in the first speech event.
However, the second speech act manifests difference between the source and the
third translation in that the translator does not add the obligatory meaning
semantically added by “don’t have to”, but instead uses a phrase like “manasi yok”

i.e., “no point in” in English and addresses not directly to the subject pronoun “you

but depersonalizes it.

Textual Mismatches: There occurs no deviation in the social dimension of
language use in the first speech event, and the bald on record strategy of
politeness seems to be preserved in all the translations. The second speech act,
which is a suggestion, is applied according to the positive politeness strategy in
which the addresser considers the benefit of the addressee, which is textually
preserved in the first and second translation. Thus, there lies no deviation in the
social dimension of the language use. On the other hand, the third translator views
the suggestion by depersonalizing the subject and goes off record by this way.
The deviation in the politeness strategy redresses the suggestion creating a
formality effect between the addresser and the addressee, and makes it sound
less imposing. Therefore, there occurs a deviation in the social dimension of

language in that specific context.
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Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

34-35) Biff: | tried seven states and
couldn’t raise it. A buck an hour! Do
you gather my meaning? I’'m not
bringing home any prizes any
more, and you’re going to

stop waiting for me to bring
them home!

Willy [directly to biff]: You vengeful,
spiteful mut!

[Biff breaks from Happy. Willy, in
fright, starts up the

stairs. Biff grabs him.]

Biff [at the peak of his fury]: Pop,
I'm nothing! I'm nothing,

Pop. Can’t you understand that?
There’s no spite in it any

more. I'm just what | am, that's all.
[Biff's fury has spent itself, and he
breaks down, sobbing,

holding on to Willy, who dumbly
fumbles for Biff's face.]

Willy [astonished]: What're you
doing? What're you doing? [To
Linda] Why is he crying?

Biff [crying, broken]: Will you let
me go, for Christ’s sake?

Will you take that phony dream
and burn it before something
happens? [Struggling to contain
himself, he pulls away and moves
to the stairs.] I'll go in the morning.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Bald on Record
(Sentence)

Due to an emotional
outburst, the speaker
commandingly addresses
to his father. He
maximizes the imposing
power of his speech act
and also threat to his own
face.

He does not use any
mitigating elements, so
risks a direct confrontation
in this asymmetrical
relation balance.

Negative Politeness

Conventionally indirect, the
speaker tries to save
himself a safe position so
as not to be impeded by
the hearer by applying a
negative face.

The negative polite manner
of the question functions
like an instrument in
defending the lower-
positioned person against
the imposing attitude of the
higher-positioned person.

Biff: Yedi eyalette denedim ama
Ucretimi yukseltemedim. Saatte
bir papel! Mesajimi
kavrayabiliyor musun? Eve artik
oduller getirmiyorum, sen de
benden bunlan getirmemi
bekleme!

Willy: (Dogrudan Biff'e) Seni gidi
intikam dolu, inatgi

pislik! (Biff Happy'den kurtulur.
Willy korkudan merdivenlere
tirmanirken, Biff onu yakalar)

Biff: (Hezeyaninin zirvesindedir)
Baba, ben bir higim! Ben bir
higim, baba. Bunu anlayamaz
misin? Inat falan kalmadi artik.
Neysem oyum, hepsi bu.

(Biff'in hezeyani gegmistir, simdi
kendini koyverir,

Willy'ye tutunarak hickirmaya
baglar. Willy saskin ve

acemi hareketlerle Biff'in yiizinii
elleriyle yoklamaya

baslar)

Willy: (Hayretten sersemlemis)
Ne yapiyorsun? Ne yapi
yorsun? (Linda'ya) Niye agliyor
bu?

BIFF: (Adlar, bitkindir) Tann
agkina, gitmeme izin verir
misin? Bir olay ¢ikmadan su
sahte riiyani alip yakar misin?
(Kendini kontrol etmeye ¢aba
harcarken, uzaklasip
merdivenlere gider) Sabahleyin
giderim.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate- Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Bald on Record
(Imperative)

Due to an emotional
outburst, the speaker
goes bald on record and
uses an imperative form
of order unlike the usual
sentence pattern in the
original register.

He does not use any
mitigating elements, so
risks a direct
confrontation in this
asymmetrical relation
balance.

Negative Politeness

Conventionally indirect,
the speaker tries to save
himself a safe position so
as not to be impeded by
the hearer by applying a
negative face.

The negative polite
manner of the question
functions like an
instrument in defending
the lower-positioned
person against the
imposing attitude of the
higher-positioned person.

Biff: Yedi eyalette denedim
ve bunu artiramadim. Saatte
bir dolar! Ne demek
istedigimi anladin mi? Artik
eve oddller getirmiyorum ve
sen de benim eve onlar
getirmemi beklemeyi
birakacaksin!

Willy: (Dogrudan Biff'e) Seni
kinder,. inatgi...! (Biff
Happy’'den kurtulur. Willy
korku iginde, merdivenleri
cikmaya baslar. Biff onu
yakalar.)

Biff: (Ofkesi zirveye ¢ikmis
olarak) Baba, ben higbir
seyim! Ben higbir seyim,
baba! Bunu anlayamiyor
musun? Bunda higbir inat
yok artik. Ben neysem oyum,
hepsi bu. (Biffin 6fkesi kendi
kendine gegmistir ve asabi
bozuktur, aglarken Willy'e
tutunmaktadir. Willy
konusmadan elleriyle Biff'in
yliziine dokunmaktadir.)

Willy: (Saskin) Ne
yapiyorsun? Ne yapiyorsun?
(Linda’ya) Neden agliyor?

Biff: (Bitkin, aglamakh) Allah
askina, gitmeme izin
verecek misin? Birgeyler
olmadan su sahte hayali de
alip yokedecek misin?
(Kendini kontrol altina
almaya calisarak
merdivenlere dogru gider.)

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Bald on Record
(Sentence)

Due to an emotional
outburst, the speaker
commandingly addresses
to his father. He
maximizes the imposing
power of his speech act
and also threat to his own
face.

He does not use any
mitigating elements, so
risks a direct
confrontation in this
asymmetrical relation
balance.

Negative Politeness

Conventionally indirect,
the speaker tries to save
himself a safe position so
as not to be impeded by
the hearer by applying a
negative face.

The negative polite
manner of the question
functions like an
instrument in defending
the lower-positioned
person against the
imposing attitude of the
higher-positioned person.

Biff: Yedi devlet dolastim,
piyasayi on para
ylkseltemedim! Saati bir
kagit! Ne dedigimi
anhyorsun ya? Artik
benden eve zaferlerle
nisanlarla gelmek paso.
Sen de benim o tiirlii
gelmemi beklemekten
vazgegeceksin!...

Wiily: (Dogrudan dogruya
Biff'e) Seni hain, inatgi
mendebur! (Biff, Happy’nin
elinden kurtulur, Willy
korkup merdivenlerden
yukari gikmaya davranir.
Biff onu yakalar.)

Biff: (Ofkesinin son haddine
gelmistir.) Baba ben bir
higim! Higim, baba
anlamiyor musun? Artik
bunun inatlik tarafi
kalmadi. Ne isem oyum
ben, baska bir sey degil.
(Biffin 6fkesi kendi kendini
tiketmistir. Kendine hakim
olamaz, Willy'ye sarilmig
aglamaktadir. Willy bir sey
sOylemeden, saskin, eliyle
Biffin yiziini
arastirmaktadir.)

Willy: (Hayretle) Ne
yapiyorsun? Ne yapiyorsun
sen? (Linda’ya) Neden
aghyor?

Biff: (Aglar, bitkindir.)
Allahin agkina, birakacak
misin beni gideyim? O
kagik fikrinden vazgecip
basimiza bir sey
gelmeden onu yakacak
misin? (Kendine hakim
olmaya cgaligsarak
babasindan siyrilir,
merdivenlere dogru gider.)
Sabahleyin ¢ikacagim.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate- Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Bald on Record
(Sentence)

Due to an emotional
outburst, the speaker
commandingly
addresses to his father.
He maximizes the
imposing power of his
speech act and also
threat to his own face.

He does not use any
mitigating elements, so
risks a direct
confrontation in this
asymmetrical relation
balance.

Negative Politeness

Conventionally indirect,
the speaker tries to
save himself a safe
position so as not to be
impeded by the hearer
by applying a negative
face.

The negative polite
manner of the question
functions like an
instrument in defending
the lower-positioned
person against the
imposing attitude of the
higher-positioned
person.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first case, the source and the second and third
translations follow similar syntactic procedures as they are direct orders targeted
at the subject pronoun “you”. The first translation is still an order but formed not in
a sentence but in imperative form. The second case is a negatively formed

guestion, which is all relayed syntactically in all the three translations.

Lexical Mismatches: Within these two speech events, there occur no significant
variations in terms of lexical parsing and wording. The translations serve to protect
the intended meanings in the source text. One slight difference is in the second
translation as it is a genuine imperative with the verb at the center of theme
‘bekleme”. The other difference lies in the wording used for the source expression
“for God'’s sake” which is used as “Tanri askina, Allah askina and Allahin askina”
respectively in the translations, but there occurs no mitigating or tone-increasing

force that would affect the overall strategies.

Textual Mismatches: The bald on record strategy in the first case seems to be
preserved by the translators with only one exception that the first translator does
not give the order in the same style as in the source speech act. The addressee
says “‘bekleme” i.e., “don’t expect me to”, but the other translations follow the
commanding style of the addresser as “birakacaksin” and “vazgececeksin” by
including the subject pronoun “you” inside the sentence form of command
functioning as the subject of sentence. This deviation in the style of the command
sends a stronger warning to the addressee because the addresser sounds like he
has all the authority over the addressee who has no other choice but to do as told.
Therefore, there occurs a slight deviation in the social dimension of language use
despite the fact that neither the type of the directive nor the strategy of politeness

changes.
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Source Text Register Analysis Aytug izat— Y. Emre Register Analysis Miige Ayse Sarag Register Analysis Orhan Burian 1952 Register Analysis
1z’at 2010 1994

36) Willy: Well, | got on the Field: Symmetrical- Willy: Yola Field: Symmetrical- | Willy: Evet, yola ¢iktim Field: Symmetrical- Willy: Bir defa yola Field: Symmetrical-

road, and | went north to Intimate-Request koyuldugumda Intimate-Request ve kuzeye Intimate-Request cikinca Providence’a Intimate-Request

Providence. Met the Mayor.

Biff: The Mayor of
Providence!

Willy: He was sitting in the
hotel lobby.

Biff: What'd he say?

Willy: He said, “Morning!”
And | said, “You got a fine
city here, Mayor.” And then
he had coffee with me. And
then | went to Waterbury.
Waterbury is a fine city. Big
clock city, the famous
Waterbury clock. Sold a
nice bill

there. And then Boston—
Boston is the cradle of the
Revolution. A fine city. And
a couple of other towns in
Mass.,

and on to Portland and
Bangor and straight home!

Biff: Gee, I’d love to go
with you sometime, Dad.

Willy: Soon as summer
comes.

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Positive Politeness

The speaker applies
a positive face as he
is very much
influenced by what he
hears.

Saying ‘gee’, the
speaker
exaggeratingly (would
love to) shows his
great interest in the
hearer and also uses
‘dad’ as an intimate
in-group identity
marker.

Providence'a kadar
uzandim. Belediye
Baskani ile tanistim.

Biff: Providence Belediye
Baskaniyla ha?

Willy: Otelin lobisinde
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: "Glnaydin," dedi.
"Dogrusu guzel bir
kentiniz

var, baskan," dedim.
Sonra birlikte kahve igtik.
Oradan Waterbury'e
gittim. Waterbury giizel
bir yerdir,

biiyiik bir saat kenti. Unlii
Waterbury saatleri orada
uretilir. Epey mal sattim
orada. Sonra ver elini
Boston. Bilirsiniz. Boston
Amerikan devriminin
besigidir. Orasi da
glzeldir.
Massachusetts'de bir iki
yere

daha ugradim.
Sonrasinda Portland ve
Bangor'a ge¢

tim ve sonra dogru eve!

Biff: Amanin! Bir giin
seninle ben de gelmek
isterim, baba.

Willy: Yaz gelince
hemen.

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Father

Positive
Politeness

The speaker
applies a positive
face as he is very
much influenced by
what he hears.

Saying ‘amanin’,
the speaker
exaggeratingly
shows his great
interest in the
hearer.

Providence’a gittim.
Belediye baskaniyla
karsilastim.

Biff: Providence’in
Belediye Bagkani!

Willy: Otelin lobisinde
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: “Glnaydin” dedi.
Ben, “Glizel bir sehre
sahipsiniz, belediye
baskanim” dedim.
Sonra benimle kahve
icti. Ardindan ben
Waterbury’e gittim.
Waterbury hos bir
sehir. Bluyuk saat sehri,
Unli Waterbury saati.
Orada iyi bir fiyata
sattim. Sonra Boston —
Boston ihtilalin
besigidir. Guzel bir
sehir. Massachuset'de
birkag sehir ve
Portland, Bangor sonra
dogruca ev.

Biff: Vay canina, bir
giin seninle gelmek
isterim, baba.

Willy: Yaz gelince.

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Father

Positive Politeness

The speaker applies
a positive face as he
is very much
influenced by what
he hears.

Saying ‘vay canina,
the speaker
exaggeratingly
shows his great
interest in the
hearer.

kadar gittim. Belediye
reisi ile tanigtim.

Biff: Providence
belediye reisi ile ha?

Willy: Otelin salonunda
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: “Merhaba” dedi.
“Dogrusu sehrinize
diyecek yok bay reis”
dedim. Waterbury
glzel sehirdir, blyuk
bir saat sehridir —
meshur Waterbury
saatinin yapildidi yer.
Orada epeyce mal
sattim. Sonra Boston’a
— Boston Amerikan
intilalinin besigidir.
Orasi da guzel sehirdir.
Massachusetts’de bir
iki sehre daha
ugradim. Oradan
Portland ile Bangor'a
gectim. Oradan da
dogru buraya geldim.

Biff: Ay, bir giin ben
de seninle gidebilsem
baba.

Willy: Yaz gelir gelmez.

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Father

Positive
Politeness

The speaker
applies a positive
face as he is very
much influenced by
what he hears.

Saying ‘ay, the
speaker
exaggeratingly
(gidebilsem)
makes a wish and
shows his great
interest in the
hearer.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The structure in the source text “would love to” is similarly
structured in the first and second translations, but the third translator gives the

meaning by another form of expression as “gidebilsem” as if it is a wish.

Lexical Mismatches: The difference seen in the third translation adds a meaning of
wishfulness that sounds a bit more surreal than the meaning inferred from the
“‘would love to”. Though, it does not change the course of the type of the speech
act, and it remains to be a request. Also, the addressing terms such as “gee”in the

original and “amanin”, “vay canina” and “ay” in the translations function for the

same purpose to exaggeratingly express a want.

Textual Mismatches: The field of the speech event does not seem to be affected
by the translation preferences. The positive face that is adopted by the addresser
in the source text seems to be preserved through translation, so there occurs no

deviation in the social dimension of language use.

4.2. All My Sons

The following section presents a number of different extractions from the play, All
My Sons, where register analysis is implemented to observe translational
mismatches, across three versions of the play, which are also technically

elaborated in the findings section at the end.
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ALL MY SONS Register Analysis | TULIN YERDELEN 1996 | Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 | Register ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis
1-2) Frank: That boy's Field: Symmetrical- | Frank: Muthis bir doktor Field: Frank: Muthis bir doktor Field: Frank: Muthis bir Field:
going to be a real doctor. Intimate- Friendly olacak o gocuk, cok zeki. | Symmetrical- olacak o gocuk; cok zeki. | Symmetrical- doktor olacak o gocuk; | Symmetrical-
He's smart. Talk-Request- Intimate- Friendly Intimate- cok zeki. Intimate-
Advice Jim: Ancak cesedimi Talk- Request- Jim: Ancak cesedimi Friendly Talk- Friendly Talk-

Jim: Over my dead body
he'll be a doctor. A good
beginning, too.

Frank: Why? It's an
honorable profession.

Jim: {looking at him
tiredly} Frank, will you
stop talking like a civics
book? Keller laughs

Frank: Why, | saw a
movie a couple of weeks
ago, reminded me of you.
Here was a doctor in that
picture...

Keller: Don Ameche!

Frank: | think it was, yeah.

And he worked in his
basement discovering
things. That's what you
ought to do. You could
help humanity instead
of ...

Jim: | would love to help
humanity on a Warner
Brothers salary.

Keller: {pointing at him,
laughing} That's very
good, Jim.

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor to
Neighbor

Negative
Politeness

Sick of the
opinionated friend,
the addresser
applies a negative
face with a decent
question to lower
the risk of his face
threatening act.

Bald on Record

Frank goes on
record to advise
his friend, who is
not fond of him at
that specific
moment as they
disagree on an
issue. The
addresser clearly
guides the
addressee to make
a certain decision.

cigneyerek doktor olabilir.

Dogrusu iyi bir baglangig
yapti.

Frank: Niye? Serefli bir
meslek.

Jim(Usanmigcasina ona
bakarak): Frank
yurtbilgisi kitabi gibi
konugmayi biraksana
artik. (Keller gller.)

Frank: Sahi, birkag hafta
once bir film gérdim de
seni hatirladim. Filmde
bir doktor vardi...

Keller: Don Ameche!

Frank: Sanirim oydu,
evet. Bodrumda bir
seyler kesfetmeye calisti
durdu. Senin de yapman
gereken iste bu;
Insanhga yardim
etmeye calisman
yerine...

Jim: Warner Brothers’in
maaslyla, ben de yardim
ederdim insanlida.

Keller: (Onu gosterip
gulerek) Aferin Jim!

Advice

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor
to Neighbor

Bald on Record

The addresser
directly expresses
his want in an
imperative form
but not in the
question.
Though, he
increases the risk
to his own face
with a direct
confrontation.

Bald on Record

Frank goes on
record to advise
his friend, who is
not fond of him at
that specific
moment as they
disagree on an
issue. The
addresser clearly
pushes the
addressee to
make a certain
decision.

gigniyerek doktor olabilir.
Dogrusu iyi bir baglangig
yapti.

Frank: Niye? Serefli bir
is.

Jim (Usanmiscasina ona
bakarak): Frank,
yurtbilgisi kitabi gibi
konugmayi biraksana
artik. (Keller guler.)

Frank: Haa, birkag hafta
once bir film gérdim de
seni hatirladim. Filmde
bir doktor vardi...

Keller: Don Ameche!

Frank: Galiba oydu,
tamam! Bodrumda bir
seyler kesfetmeye calisti
durdu. Senin de yapman
gereken iste bu;
Insanliga yardim
etmeye calisacagina
boyle-

Jim: Warner Brothers’'un
maaslyla, ben de
insanhga yardim
ederdim.

Keller: (Onu gosterip
gulerek) Aferin Jim!

Request-Advice

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor
to Neighbor

Bald on Record

The addresser
directly
expresses his
want in an
imperative form
but not in the
guestion.
Though, he
increases the
risk to his own
face with a
direct
confrontation.

Bald on Record

Frank goes on
record to advise
his friend, who is
not fond of him
at that specific
moment as they
disagree on an
issue. The
addresser
clearly pushes
the addressee to
make a certain
decision.

Jim: Ancak cesedimi
Gigniyerek doktor
olabilir. Baglangica
bak sen.

Frank: Niye? Onurlu
bir meslek.

Jim(Bikkinlikla bakar
ona): Frank,
yurtbilgisi kitabi gibi
konusmayi biraksana
artik. (Keller giler.)

Frank: Haa, birkag
hafta 6nce bir film
gordim seni
disindim. Bir doktor
vardi filmde...

Keller: Don Ameche!

Frank: Galiba oydu,
tamam! Evinin
bodrumunda a bir
seyler kesfetti durdu.
Senin de yapman
gereken bu; insanhga
yardim edecegine...

Jim: Warner
Brothers’'un maasiyla,
ben de yardim
ederdim insanhga.

Keller: (Onu gosterip
gulerek) Aferin Jim!

Request-Advice

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor
to Neighbor

Bald on Record

The addresser
directly
expresses his
want in an
imperative form
but not in the
guestion.
Though, he
increases the
risk to his own
face with a
direct
confrontation.

Bald on Record

Frank goes on
record to advise
his friend, who is
not fond of him
at that specific
moment as they
disagree on an
issue. The
addresser
clearly pushes
the addressee to
make a certain
decision.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: It is seen that there is certain amount of difference between
the syntactic forms of speech acts between the source and all the three
translations in the first example. The source speech act is in the question form, but
the translations are all imperative forms of sentences. The second example,
though, displays similarity in terms of structure of the sentences, all of which

makes use of modality of advice.

Lexical Mismatches: The lexical parsing seems to differ in the first case as the

k24

source speech act is a question “will you...” which shows the addresser’s
seriousness in his want, but the translations, formed in imperative as “biraksana
artik” do not exactly correspond to the seriously sounding request in the source,
instead revealing the want directly. The second case shows similarity both in
wording and the lexical parsing. “Ought to” as a modal used for advice is
represented not with a corresponding modal in Turkish but with a phrase in the

translations as “yapman gereken bu”, which creates the same semantic effect.

Textual Mismatches: The first speech event is carried out in a friendly talk, but the
addresser turns to adopt a negative face as he wants to show his frustration in the
addressee, a friend though. All the three translations use an imperative form of
addressing, which lessens the degree of the illocutionary force of the negatively
formed question, maintaining the want still in a friendly tone of speech. This fact
leads to the change in the politeness strategy from negative to bald on record.
Therefore, there lies a deviation in the social dimension of language use in that
specific context; besides, requesting someone to do something with a question,
the type of the directive in the source register, changes into wanting someone to
do something. On the other hand, in the second case, there lies no deviation in the
social dimension of language use as the textual field of the speech event in the
source still maintains its identity in the translations. The politeness strategy, bald
on record, is preserved in the translations as all of them use bald on record

strategy to give direct advice.
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REQUEST-ADVICE- SOURCE

Register Analysis

TULIN YERDELEN 1996

Register Analysis

ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963

Register Analysis

ULKU TAMER 2010

Register Analysis

3-4-5-6) Mother: {angering} We
rushed into it. Everybody was in
such a hurry to bury him. | sad not
to plant it yet. {to Keller:} | told you
to...!

Chris: Mother, Mother! {she looks
into his face} The wind blew it
down. What significance has that
got? What are you talking about?
Mother, please... Don't go
through it all again, will you? It's
no good, it doesn't accomplish
anything. I've been thinking,
y'know? ...maybe we ought to
put our minds to

forgetting him?

Mother: That's the third time you've
said that this week.

Chris: Because it's not right. We
never took up our lives again.
We're like at a railroad station
waiting for a train that never comes
in.

Mother: {pressing the top of her
head} Get me an aspirin, heh?

Chris: Sure, and let's break out
of this, heh, Mom? | thought the
four of us might go out to dinner
acouple of nights, maybe go
dancing out at the shore.

Mother: Fine. {to Keller} We can do
it tonight.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Request-
Suggestion-Request--
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Mother
Positive Politeness

Thinking the best for his
mother, the son uses
‘please’ and goes on
record by saying (‘don’t),
but he does it believing that
itis no good to her, i.e. for
the highest benefit of his
mother.

Positive Politeness

The son seeks a common
ground but avoids being
direct, so by hedging words
(‘been thinking, y’know,
maybe), he indirectly
expresses his suggestion
to lower the risk to his own
face and as a search of
agreement he includes
himself in the action,
avoids using the ‘you’
pronoun.

Bald on Record

The mother suffers from a
headache, so does not
bother to make a complete
sentence in that context-
and she goes on record out
of the intimacy.

Positive Politeness

The son maintains hedging
words(l thought, maybe),
being afraid to confront her
mother directly. He does
not want to sound dictating
and threatening in this
suggestion, so uses ‘might’
leaving the freedom for the
mother to think on. Also,
the son is optimistic and
well-meaning.

Mother: (kizgin) Arkamizdan
kovalayan vardi sanki. Herkes
onu bir an 6nce gémmek igin
nasil da sivamisti kollari. Daha
dikmeyelim dedim ben.
(Keller'a) Sana sdylemistim,
daha...

Chris: Anne, anne! (Anne
Chris'in yiiziine bakar) Riizgar
devirdi onu. Ne 6nemi var
bunun? Neden bahsediyorsun
sen? Anne, litfen... Yine
baslamayacaksin, degil mi?
Diiglinliyorum da...belki onu
unutup, yliregimize géomsek
daha iyi olur.

Mother: Bu hafta Giglincli keredir
soyllyorsun bunu.

Chris: Clinkii bu yaptigimiz. Bir
tarlG dirilemedik yeniden.
istasyona hig gelmeyecek olan
bir treni bekliyoruz sanki.

Mother: (basinin tstiini
sikarak) Bana bir aspirin
getirsene sen.

Chris: Tabii, tabii... Bu konuyu
da kapatalim ha anne?
Doérdiimiiz bir kag gece
yemege ciksak, hatta kiyida
dans etsek, ne dersin, ha?

Mother: Iyi. (Keller'a) Bu gece
cikabiliriz isterseniz.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Request-
Suggestion-Request--
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Mother
Positive Politeness

Thinking the best for his
mother, the son uses ‘liitfen’
and goes on record, but he
avoids the sentence
explaining why she should
not go through it, which
lessens the positivity.
(Omitted explanation).

Positive Politeness

The son seeks a common
ground but avoids being
direct, so by hedging words
(disgtiniiyorum da... belki),
he indirectly expresses his
suggestion to lower the risk
to his own face and as a
search of agreement he
includes himself in the
action, avoids using the
‘you’ pronoun.

Bald on Record

The mother suffers from a
headache, so does not
bother to make a complete
sentence in that context-
and she goes on record out
of the intimacy.

Positive Politeness

The son maintains hedging
words(ne dersin, ha), being
afraid to confront her
mother directly. He does not
want to sound dictating and
threatening in this
suggestion, so expresses it
as a wish ‘ciksak, dans
etsek’ thinking it would be
good for all of them. In
doing so, he leaves the
freedom for the mother to
think on. Also, the son is
optimistic and well-
meaning.

Mother: (kizgin) Arkamizdan
kovalayan vardi sanki. Herkes
onu bir an 6nce gémmek igin
nasil da sivamisti kollari. Daha
dikmeyelim dedim ben.
(Keller'a) Sana soylemistim,
daha...

Chris: Anne, anne! (Anne
Chris’in yliziine bakar) Riizgar
devirdi onu. Ne 6nemi var
bunun? Neden bahsediyorsun
Allahaskina? Anne, n’olur...
Yine baglamiyacaksin, degil
mi? Faydasi yok bunun bir ise
yaramaz. Diigtiniiyorum da -
belki onu unutsak gok daha
iyi olur.

Mother: Bu hafta tiglincti
keredir sdyllyorsun bunu.

Chris: Dogru degil bu
yaptigimiz; bir tirli dirilemedik
yeniden. istasyonda hig
gelmiyecek bir treni bekliyoruz
sanki.

Mother: (basinin Ustini
sikarak) Bana bir aspirin
getirsene sen.

Chris: Tabii, tabii... Bu konuyu
da kapatalim artik?
Dordiimiiz bir kag gece
yemege ciksak, hatta kiyida
dansetsek, ne dersin, ha?

Mother: lyi. (Keller'a) Bu gece
cikabiliriz mesela.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Request-
Suggestion-Request--
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Mother
Positive Politeness

Thinking the best for his
mother, the son uses
‘n’olur and goes on record,
but he does it believing
that it is no good to her, i.e.
for the highest benefit of
his mother.

Positive Politeness

The son seeks a common
ground but avoids being
direct, so by hedging
\words (distiniiyorum da...
belki), he indirectly
expresses his suggestion
to lower the risk to his own
face and as a search of
lagreement he includes
himself in the action,
avoids using the ‘you’
pronoun.

Bald on Record

The mother suffers from a
headache, so does not
bother to make a complete
sentence in that context-
and she goes on record
out of the intimacy.

Positive Politeness

The son maintains hedging
\words(ne dersin, ha),
being afraid to confront her
mother directly. He does
not want to sound dictating
and threatening in this
suggestion, so expresses it
as a wish ‘ciksak, dans
etsek’ thinking it would be
good for all of them. In
doing so, he leaves the
freedom for the mother to
think on. Also, the son is
optimistic and well-

meaning.

Mother: (Ofkelenerek)
Hemen kollari sivadik.
HErkes onu gémmek igin
nasil da acele ediyordu.
Daha dikmeyelim dedim.
(Keller'a) Soylemistim
sana.

Chris: Anne, anne! (Anne
onun yizine bakar)
Riizgardan devrildi. Ne
6nemi var bunun? Ne
diyorsun sen? Anne,
liitfen... Yine baglama
n’olursun. Bir yarari yok.
Ne diigtiniiyorum biliyor
musun?..belki de en iyisi
onu unutmak.

Mother: Bu hafta tiglincti
kere sdyliiyorsun bunu.

Chris: Dogru degil bu; eski
hayatimiza donemedik.
istasyonda hig
gelmeyecek bir treni
bekliyoruz sanki.

Mother: (basina bastirarak)
Sen bir aspirin getir
bana.

Chris: Tabii, su havadan
ctkalim artik, ha?
Dordiimiiz soyle birkag
gece yemege gidelim bir
yerlere, kiyiya gidip dans
edelim.

Mother: Olur. (Keller'a) Bu
gece gidebiliriz.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Request-
Suggestion-Request--
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Mother
Positive Politeness

Thinking the best for his
mother, the son uses
‘n’olur’ and goes on
record but he does it
believing that it is no
good to her, i.e. for the
highest benefit of his
mother.

Negative Politeness

By hedging words, the
speaker expresses his
advice indirectly but he
impersonalizes ‘we’ and
uses an indefinite
pronoun as the subject of
the sentence. Thus, he
lowers the risk to his own
face and minimizes the
imposition of the act.

Bald on Record

The mother starts the
imperative by ‘sen’
making it look more
urgent, serious and bald.
It does not sound like a
request, but an order,
which may risk damage
the interlocutor’s face as
itincreases the cost to
herarer.

Positive Politeness
(Non-redressed)

The speaker seeks a
common ground and he
redresses his suggestion
by the hedging word
‘soyle’. Maybe less
indirectly, the speaker
does not want to sound
dictating and threatening.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The first case, which is a negative imperative, is
syntactically the same in the third translation but the first and second translations
are in the typical sentence format in Turkish as “baslamayacaksin” used to give
direct orders to the subject pronoun “you”. The second case shows similarity in
terms of structure between the source speech act and the translations, only to
note that the third translation uses no definite subject pronoun to address to, which
is “‘we” in the source text. The third case is a typical form of ordering someone to
do something, which is syntactically observed in all the three translations, but
unlike the previous two, only the third translator uses the subject pronoun “sen” at
the very beginning of the imperative. The fourth speech act stands for a
suggestion with the modalities of “let’s” and “might” in the source, which is slightly
different from the translations as the first and second ones express it as if it's a
matter of wish “ciksak” in Turkish and “gidelim” i.e., a “let’s” meaning in the third

one.

Lexical Mismatches: In the first case, the mitigating term for the order in the source
speech act is ‘please” which is directly replaced with the corresponding word in
Turkish “itfen”, the second and third translators, however, use a different term “ne
olur” and “n’olursun” typically used to beg someone to do something to maximize
the want. In the second example, it is seen that the third translator uses an
indefinite subject while giving a suggestion, which leads to the redressing of the
suggestion lessening the imposition and the risk. In the third example, the
imperative sentence seems to be preserved semantically in all the translations, but
the third translator uses the subject pronoun “sen” at the beginning of the want,
which potentially causes an imposing tone in the context. Also, the last reflexive
guestion term “heh” sound is not created in the last translation that also adds to
the increase of the risk to both the addresser's and the addressee’s face.
However, the first and second translations as “getirsene” is a bit more mitigated
form of a want from a person in Turkish, not using the verb directly as “getir”. In
the last speech event, the addresser in the source text uses mitigating words such

as “l thought” and “maybe”, “might” to redress the suggestion and seem less

imposing, which is an effect created also in the first and second translations with
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the words “ne dersin”, “ha”. Though, the last translator seems to decrease the

number of mitigating words and only uses one term “séyle”.

Textual Mismatches: The field of the speech events seem more or less
corresponding to each other. However, the translator in the second speech act
adopts a different strategy of politeness as he shifts from positive to negative,
which he makes possible through the omission of the subject pronoun “we”, using
an indefinite pronoun as if he goes off record. That makes the suggestion, which is
targeted directly towards the “we” pronoun, more indirect and eliminates the duty
to impose. Therefore, there occurs a deviation in the social dimension of language
use due to the deviation in the illocutionary force of that speech act. The third and
fourth speech events, though, are of the same strategies of politeness, one being
bald on record and the other being positive. However, the third translation is more
direct in both of them as it makes use of a syntactic shift in the imperative
sentence in the third request and uses less numbers of mitigating words to create
the redress effect in the positive face of the addresser. Therefore it should be
noted that even if the politeness strategies do not change radically, there occurs
slight deviation in the degrees of the request and the suggestion, which causes

deviation in the social dimension of language use within those contexts.
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Table 4.24. Register 7 All My Sons

Source Register Analysis TULIN YERDELEN 1996 Register Analysis | ULKU-AYKUT TAMER1963 | Register Analysis | ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis
7) Ann: What else can you Field: Ann: Baska ne Field: Ann: Bagka ne Field: Ann: Baska ne sdylenir Field:
say? When they took him Asymmetrical- soyleyebilirsiniz ki? Onu Asymmetrical- soyleyebilirsiniz ki? Onu Asymmetrical- ki? Onu goturdiklerinde, | Asymmetrical-

away | followed him, went to
him every visiting day. | was
crying all the time. Until the
news came about Larry.
Then | realized. It's wrong to
pity a man like that. Father
or no father, there's only
one way to look at him. He
knowingly shipped out parts
what would crash an
airplane. And how do you
know Larry wasn't one of
them?

Mother: | was waiting for
that. (going to her) As long
as you're here, Annie, |
want to ask you never to
say that again.

Ann: You surprise me. |
thought you'd be mad at
him.

Mother: What your father
did had nothing to do with
Larry. Nothing.

Ann: But we can't know
that.

Mother: (striving for control)
As long as you're here!

Ann: (perplexed) But,
Kate...

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Future
Mother-in-Law to a
Bride-to be Girl

Negative
Politeness

The mother seems
to be sensitive
about that issue, so
applies a negative
face and makes her
request more formal
and commanding.
She redresses the
request by saying
‘want to ask you’ to
sound less
threatening but
more imposing and
formal. Also the use
of ‘never’ points to
the prohibiting voice
of the speaker.

goturdikleri zaman
pesinden gittim, her ziyaret
gunu de yanina gittim. Hep
agladim durdum. Larry’nin
haberi geldi sonra. iste o
zaman anladim. Bdyle bir
adama acimak yanlhs bir
sey bence. Baban yada
degil yalniz bir tirlt bakilir
bdyle adamlara. Ugaklarin
dusmesine sebep olan
pargalari bilerek yolladi.
Larry’ninde onlardan biri
olmadigini nerden
biliyorsunuz?

Mother: Bunu bekliyordum
bende. (Onun yanina
giderek) Burda kaldikga
Annie, bir daha béyle
seyler sormani asla
istemiyorum.

Ann: Beni gsasirtiyorsun.
Ona kizacagini sanmigtim.

Mother: Babanin
yaptiklariyla higbir ilgisi
yoktu Larry’nin. Hicbir ilgisi
yoktu.

Ann: Ama bilemeyiz ki
bunu.

Mother: (Kendini tutmaya
calisarak) Burada kaldikga!

Ann: (Saskin) Ama, Kate...

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Future
Mother-in-Law to a
Bride-to be Girl

Negative
Politeness (Non-
redressed)

The mother seems
to be sensitive
about that issue,
so applies a
negative face, but
does not redress
the request with
hedging words like
‘want to ask you’,
goes a bit more
direct instead.

goturdukleri zaman
pesinden gittim, her
ziyaret ginl de yanina
gittim onun. Hep agladim
durdum. Larry’nin haberi
geldi sonra. Iste 0 zaman
anladim. Boyle bir adama
acimak yanlis bir sey
bence. Baba olsun
olmasin yalniz bir turli
bakilir bdyle adamlara.
Ugaklarin diismesine
sebep olan pargalari
bilerek yolladi.
Larry’ninde onlardan biri
olmadidini nerden
biliyorsunuz?

Mother: Bunu
bekliyordum ben de.
(Onun yanina giderek)
Burada kaldik¢a, Annie,
boyle sozler séyleme
bir daha.

Ann: Sasirtiyorsun beni.
Ona kizacagini
sanmigtim.

Mother: Babanin
yaptiklariyla higbir ilgisi
yoktu Larry’nin. Hig ilgisi
yoktu.

Ann: Bilemeyiz ki bunu.
Mother: (Kendini tutmaya
calisarak) Burada
kaldikga!

Ann: (Saskin) Ama,
Kate...

Distant-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Future
Mother-in-Law to a
Bride-to be Girl

Bald on Record

The mother goes
on record with an
imperative.
Although the
request is intended
to sound
prohibiting and
imposing, it is not
embellished with
enough negativity
as in the original
register. So, the
formality level of
the request goes
down.

Being non-
redressed now,
the request
ignores the
purposive role of
intended
politeness
strategies.

ben de arkasindan
gittim, her ziyaret giini
go6rdiim onu. Hep
agladim. Larry’nin
haberi gelinceye kadar.
O zaman anladim.
Boyle birine acimak
dogru degil. Babam
olsun olmasin, yalniz bir
turld bakilabilir ona.
Ugaklari distrecek
pargalari bilerek yolladi.
Larry’nin de onlardan
biri olmadigini nereden
biliyorsunuz?

Mother: Bunu
bekliyordum ben de.
(Ona yaklasarak)
Burada kaldigin
siirece, Annie, boyle
seyler sdylememeni
rica edecegim.

Ann: Beni sasirtiyorsun.
Ona kizdigini
saniyordum.

Mother: Babanin yaptigi
isin Larry’yle bir ilgisi
yoktu. Hig yoktu.

Ann: Bunu bilemeyiz ki.
Mother: (Kendini
tutmaya galisarak)

Burada kaldigin strece!

Ann: ($askin) Ama,
Kate...

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Future
Mother-in-Law to
a Bride-to be Girl

Negative
Politeness

The mother
seems to be
sensitive about
that issue, so
applies a
negative face and
makes her
request more
formal and
commanding.
She redresses
the request by
saying 'rica
edecegim’ to
sound less
threatening but
more imposing
and formal.

Though, the word
‘never’ is not
used, so the
request does not
sound as
threatening as it
is in the original
register.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source speech act uses an indirect form of wanting
someone to do something as “‘want to ask you never to”, which is syntactically
observed in the first and third translations respectively seen as “béyle seyler
sormani asla” and “béyle seyler s6ylememeni”. However, the second translation
makes use of a direct form of wanting someone to do something with an

imperative form.

Lexical Mismatches: The source speech act and its first translation seem to
resemble each other in lexical parsing as both of them form an indirectness effect
of wanting. The third translation is also indirect but the use of a future tense
statement ‘“rica edecegim” makes it more formal type of a negative politeness
strategy, and it also lacks the corresponding word for “never” to maximize the
warning. The second translation, though, differs marginally from the others as it
lacks the indirectly and negatively added meaning by “want to ask you”, instead a

direct warning like “séyleme bir daha”.

Textual Mismatches: In this register of language, the textual field seems to show
differences such as the first translation which is the non-redressed version of the
source speech act because the request lacks the hedging words “want to ask you”
that makes it quite indirect and negative. However, the overall politeness strategy
still remains to be negative. In the third translation, the politeness strategy
continues to be negative; besides, the use of the expression “rica edecegim”
sounds less threatening and formal just like the source speech act. However, there
lies a deviation in the type of the directive from request to order in the second
translation. The lack of hedging words and the deviation in the politeness strategy
from negative to bald on record strategy causes significant deviation in the social

dimension of language use and thus the interpersonal relations.
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Table 4.25. Register 8 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN 1996 | Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 Register ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis Analysis

8) Sue: Is my Field: Sue: Kocam... Field: Sue: Kocam- Field: Sue: Acaba kocam?.. Field:

husband...? Asymmetrical- Asymmetrical- Asymmetrical- Asymmetrical-

Ann: (turns, startled)
Oh!

Sue: I'm terribly sorry.

Ann: It's all right, | ... I'm
just a little silly about
the dark.

Sue: (looks about) It's
getting dark.

Ann: Are you looking
for your husband?

Sue: As usual. (laughs
tiredly) He spends so
much time here, they'll
be charging him rent.

Ann: Nobody was
dressed so he drove
over to the depot to
pick up my brother.

Sue: Oh, your brother's
in?

Ann: Yeah, they ought
to be here any minute
now. Will you have a
cold drink?

Sue: | will, thanks. (Ann
goes to table and
pours) My husband.
Too hot to drive me to
the beach. Men are like
little boys...

Distant-Offer

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to
an Old Neighbor

Negative
Politeness

Aware of their
distant
relationship in-
between, the
speaker cares to
preserve the
formality by
keeping a
negative face.
The offer is
redressed as to
posing no cost to
hearer just to her
benefit instead.
Also, the speaker
cares to preserve
her own face.

Ann: (Irkilerek déner) !
Oh!

Sue: Ah, afedersiniz.

Ann: Zarar yok, ben...
ben biraz korkarim da
karanliktan.

Sue: (Cevresine bakarak)
Yaa, ortalik yavas yavas
karariyor.

Ann: Kocanizi mi
aryorsunuz?

Sue: Her zamanki gibi
(Yorgunca giiler) Burada
Oyle ¢ok vakit gegiriyor ki,
neredeyse kira alacaklar
ondan.

Ann: Kimse giyinik
degildi, kocaniz da
arabayla kardegimi
almaya gitti.

Sue: Oo, kardesiniz mi
geliyor?

Ann: Evet, neredeyse
gelirler artik. Soguk bir
sey alir miydiniz?

Sue: Tesekkurler. (Ann
gidip Gzim suyu
doldurur) Kocam. Benim
plaja bile gétiirmez.
Erkekler de kiigik
cocuklar gibidir tipki...

Distant-Offer

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to
an Old Neighbor

Negative
Politeness

Aware of their
distant
relationship in-
between, the
speaker cares to
preserve the
formality by
keeping a
negative face as
she maintains the
pronoun ‘siz’, an
addressing to
point at social
distance
difference.

The offer is
redressed as to
posing no cost to
hearer just to her
benefit instead.
Also, the speaker
cares to preserve
her own face.

Ann: (irkilerek déner) Oh!
Sue: Ah, afedersiniz.

Ann: Zarari yok, ben...
ben biraz korkarim da
karanlhktan.

Sue: (Gevresine bakarak)
Yaa, ortalik yavas yavas
karariyor.

Ann: Kocanizi mi
ariyorsunuz?

Sue: Her zamanki gibi
(Yorgunca giiler) Burada
oyle gok vakit gegiriyor ki,
neredeyse kira alacaklar
ondan.

Ann: Kimse giyinik degildi,
kocaniz da arabayla
kardesimi almaya gitti.

Sue: Oo, kardesiniz mi
geliyor?

Ann: Evet, neredeyse
gelirler artik. Soguk bir
sey alir miydiniz?

Sue: Tesekkurler. (Ann
gidip Gzim suyu doldurur)
Kocam. Benim plaja bile
goturmez. Erkekler de
kuguk cocuklar gibidir
tipki...

Distant-Offer

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to
an Old Neighbor

Negative
Politeness

Aware of their
distant
relationship in-
between, the
speaker cares to
preserve the
formality by
keeping a
negative face as
she maintains
the pronoun
‘'siz’, an
addressing to
point at social
distance
difference.

The offer is
redressed as to
posing no cost
to hearer just to
her benefit
instead. Also,
the speaker
cares to
preserve her
own face.

Ann: (Irkilerek déner) Ah!
Sue: Affedersiniz.

Ann: Zarari yok. Ben...
ben biraz trkerim de
karanhktan.

Sue: (Gevresine bakinir)
Kararyor.

Ann: Kocanizi mi
arlyorsunuz?

Sue: Aligkanlik oldu.
(Yorgunca giiler) Burada
dyle gok vakit gegiriyor ki,
kira alacaklar ondan.

Ann: Kimse giyinmemisti
daha, kocaniz da
arabayla kardesimi
almaya gitti.

Sue: Kardesiniz geliyor
demek?

Ann: Evet, neredeyse
gelirler. Soguk bir sey
icer miydiniz?

Sue: igerim, tesekkiirler.
(Ann masaya gidip Gzim
suyu koyar) Kocam. Bu
sicakta araba mi
kullanilir diye beni plaja
bile géturmeye ugenir...
Cocuk gibidir erkekler...

Distant-Offer

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to
an Old Neighbor

Negative
Politeness

Aware of their
distant
relationship in-
between, the
speaker cares to
preserve the
formality by
keeping a
negative face as
she maintains
the pronoun
'siz’, an
addressing to
point at social
distance
difference.

The offer is
redressed as to
posing no cost
to hearer just to
her benefit
instead. Also,
the speaker
cares to
preserve her
own face.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: It can be inferred from the register analysis that the source
speech act and the translations are all offers formed with the corresponding

guestion formats.

Lexical Mismatches: The wording chosen for the source speech act is seen to be
preserved with all the translators’ decisions as they all care to maintain the

negative attitude of the addresser.

Textual Mismatches: The overall politeness strategy seems to exist in all the
translations. The negative face adopted by the addresser in the source text is well-
preserved, i.e., not even a slight deviation in the degree of the directive, within the
translations, which comes to mean that there happens no deviation in the social

dimension of language use.



158

Table 4.26. Register 9-10-11 All My Sons

Source

Register Analysis

TULIN YERDELEN 1996

Register Analysis

ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963

Register Analysis

ULKU TAMER 2010

Register Analysis

9-10-11) Keller: (rises, goes to

her) You didn't eat supper, did

you? (to mother) Why don't you
make her something?

Mother: Sure, I'l...

Ann: Never mind, Kate, I'm all
right. (they are unable to speak
to each other) There's
something | want to tell you.
(She starts, then halts) I'm not
going to do anything about it.

Mother: She's a good girl! (To
Keller) You see? She's a ...

Ann: I'll do nothing about Joe,
but you're going to do
something for me. (Directly to
Mother) You made Chris feel
guilty with me. I'd like you to
tell him that Larry is dead and
that you know it. You
understand me? I'm not going
out of here alone. There's no life
for me that way. | want you to
set him free. And then |
promise you, everything will
end, and we'll go away, and
that's all.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Request-
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to be
Girl to a Future Mother-
in-Law

Bald on Record

The speaker gives a
direct command
wanting to look serious
in what she has in mind
to say.

Negative Politeness

The speaker redresses
her want by ‘would like
you to’ maintaining the
formality level. In doing
so, she decreases the
threat to her own face
and minimizes the
imposition by giving
deference to hearer.

Negative Politeness

The speaker expresses
her request by
redressing it, but the
formality level
established at the
beginning of the
speech deviates into a
more direct form, still
negative though.

Keller: (Kalkip onun yanina
gider) Yemek yemedin, degil
mi? (Anne’ye) Bir seyler
hazirlasan?

Mother: Tabii, hemen.

Ann: Hi¢ ugragsma, Kate, ag
degilim. (Birbirleriyle
konusmazlar) Séylemek
istedigim bir sey var sana.
(Konusmaya baslayacaktir,
durur.) Size bir ziyanim
dokunmayacak.

Mother: lyi bir kizsin sen!
(Keller'a) Goérdiin mi? lyi.

Ann: Joe'ya bir zararim
dokunmayacak, ama bir ricam
olacak sizden. (Dogrudan
dogruya anneye) Chris’i bana
kars! suglu duruma soktunuz.
Bilerek ya da bilmeyerek benim
oénlimde elini kolunu
bagladiniz. Ona Larry’'nin
6ldiglnd, bunu sizin de
bildiginizi séyleyin. Anliyor
musunuz beni? Yalniz
ayrilmayacagim buradan. Oyle
hayatin benim igin anlami yok.
Onu serbest birakmanizi
istiyorum.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Request-
Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to be
Girl to a Future
Mother-in-Law

Negative Politeness

The speaker asks for
a favor from the
hearer formally and in
a redressed way to
save her own face
and minimize the cost
of the favor and the
threat.

Bald on Record

By adopting a
negative face, the
speaker gives
deference to the
hearer, in
asymmetrical position,
by addressing her as
‘siz’, an addressing
word of respect.

Negative Politeness

The speaker
expresses her request
by redressing it, but
the formality level
established at the
beginning of the
speech deviates into
a more direct form,
still negative though.

Keller: (Kalkip onun yanina
gider) Yemek yemedin, degil
mi? (Anne’ye) Bir seyler
hazirlasan?

Mother: Tabii, hemen-

Ann: Hi¢ ugrasma, Kate, ag
degilim. (Birbirleriyle
konusamazlar) Séylemek
istedigim bir sey var sana.
(Konusmaya baslayacaktir,
durur.) Size bir ziyanim
dokunmiyacak.

Mother: lyi bir kizsin sen!
(Keller'a) Gordin ma? lyi-

Ann: Joe'ya bir zararim
dokunmiyacak, ama bir
ricam olacak sizden.
(Dogrudan dogruya anneye)
Chris’i bana karsi suglu
duruma soktunuz. Bilerek ya
da bilmiyerek benim énimde
elini kolunu bagladiniz. Ona
Larry’nin 6ldGguni, bunu
sizin de bildiginizi séyleyin.
Anliyor musunuz beni? Yalniz
ayrilmiyacagim buradan.
Oyle hayatin benim igin
anlami yok. Onu serbest
birakmanizi istiyorum.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Request-
Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to be
Girl to a Future
Mother-in-Law

Negative Politeness

The speaker asks for
a favor from the
hearer formally and in
a redressed way to
save her own face
and minimize the cost
of the favor and the
threat.

Bald on Record

By adopting a
negative face, the
speaker gives
deference to the
hearer, in
asymmetrical position,
by addressing her as
‘siz’, an addressing
word of respect.

Negative Politeness

The speaker
expresses her request
by redressing it, but
the formality level
established at the
beginning of the
speech deviates into
a more direct form,
still negative though.

Keller: (Kalkar; onun yanina
gider) Yemek yemedin,
degil mi? (Anne’ye) Bir
seyler hazirlasana.

Mother: Tabii. Simdi...

Ann: Birak, Kate, ben iyiyim.
(Birbirleriyle konusmakta
guiclik gekmektedirler) Size
sOylemek istedigim bir sey
var. (Baslar, sonra durur)
Ben bu konuda bir sey
yapmayacagim.

Mother: lyi bir kizsin sen!
(Keller'a) Gordun ya? Ann...

Ann: Joe'ya bir sey
yapmayacagim, ama siz
benim igin bir sey
yapacaksiniz. (Dogrudan
Anne’ye) Chris'te bana karsi
bir sugluluk duygusu
yarattiniz. isteyerek ya da
istemeden, onu benim
ontmde kuglk dislrdiniz.
Simdi ona Larry’nin
oldiigiinii, bunu bildigini
soyle. Anliyor musun beni?
Buradan tek bagima
ayrilmayacagim. Benim igin
Oyle bir hayat olamaz. Onu
ozgiir birakmanizi
istiyorum. S6z veriyorum
size, her sey sona erecek,
cekip gidecegiz, o kadar.

Field:
Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-
Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to be
Girl to a Future
Mother-in-Law

Bald on Record

The speaker gives a
direct command
formally wanting to
look serious in what
she has in mind to
say.

Bald on Record

The speaker goes
on record and gives
up formality and
calls the mother as
‘sen’ the first person
pronoun, not ‘siz’
the plural form of
‘sen’ used as an
addressing word of
respect in Turkish.
The speaker
maximizes the risk
to her own face and
the threat to the
hearer.

Negative
Politeness

The speaker
expresses her
request by
redressing it, but the
formality level
established at the
beginning of the
speech deviates into
a more direct form,
still negative though.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The first case shows similarity between the source and the
third translation as they are both orders starting immediately with the subject
pronoun “you” in a commanding sentence. In the first and second translations, the
subject of the sentence is not “you” but “/” and the subject of the source speech
act functions like the object. The second case shows a marginal difference in
terms of structure as the source speech act is an indirect form of wanting someone
to do something, but all the three translations are in the forms of direct
imperatives. The third case seems to be syntactically similar in that they all reflect

the indirect form of wanting things.

Lexical Mismatches: The wording of the first speech act in the source text seems
to change in the first and second translations including the word “ricam olacak’.
The third translation, though, functions like a direct command formally wanting to
look serious just like the source text. In the second case, the formality effect is
gained by “I'd like you to”, which does not exist in all the translations. Also, the
translations differ in that the first and second translation seem to care about the
formality level between the addresser and the addressee at that context and make
use of the plural form of imperative “séyleyin” in Turkish which is normally
preferred when the order is targeted towards a person at a higher or distant social
position, but the third translation uses “séyle”, the bare form of the verb. On the
other hand, the third speech act in the source text seems to be lexically

corresponding to all the uses in the translations.

Textual Mismatches: In the first case, it is seen that the textual field of the source
speech act changes from a direct order to a formal request, only to note that the
third translation seems to reflect the direct command as it is. Therefore, in the first
and second translations, there happens a deviation in the politeness strategy from
bald on record to negative politeness which causes a marginal deviation in the
social dimension of language use. Another marginal deviation is observed in the
second speech event. The source speech act is originally a negatively formed
request, but it is totally changed in all the translations that, unlike the source, all

use imperative form of sentences. The third translation also shows a stronger form
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of ordering as it does not use the plural subject pronoun “siz” in Turkish to be
polite but “sen” that is typically used when the social distance is not an issue
between the participants of the speech event. Therefore, the third translation, still
a bald on record order, is slightly different from the previous translations in terms
of the social dimension of language use. In the last example, though, there
happens no deviation in the social dimension of language use between the source

and the translations.
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Source Register TULIN YERDELEN 1996 Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 Register ULKU TAMER 2010 | Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis Analysis

12) Mother: Joe, you're Field: Mother: Joe, ayni seyi Field: Mother: Joe, ayni seyi Field: Mother: Joe, ayni Field:

doing the same thing Symmetrical- yapiyorsun yine. Hayatin Symmetrical- yapiyorsun yine. Hayatin Symmetrical- seyi yaplyorsun yine. | Symmetrical-

again. All your live Intimate-Advice boyunca ne zaman karsina bir Intimate-Advice | boyunca ne zaman kargina bir Intimate- Ne zaman bir sorun Intimate-

whenever there's zorluk ciktiysa bana bagirdin, zorluk ¢iktiysa bana bagirdin, Advice ¢iksa bana bagiriyor, | Advice

trouble you yell at me
and you thing that
settles it.

Keller: Then what do |
do? Tell me, talk to me,
what do | do?

Mother: Joe... I've been
thinking this way. If he
comes back...

Keller: What do you
mean "if"? He's comin’
back!

Mother: | think if you
sit him down and
you... explain yourself.
| mean you ought to
make it clear to him
that you know you did
a terrible thing. (Not
looking into his eyes) |
mean if he saw that you
realize what you did.
You see?

Keller: What ice does
that cut?

Mother: (a little fearfully)
| mean if you told him
that you want to pay for
what you did.

Keller: (sensing...
quietly) How can | pay?

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Positive
Politeness
(Redressed)

The wife keeps a
positive face
towards her
husband as she
sincerely
suggests a
possible solution
to their family
problem. She
redresses the
suggestion by
hedging words
like (I mean,
ought to).

She is optimistic
as she thinks
confessing the
crime will do
good for his
husband.

She uses if
conditionals
often as she
does not want to
sound
threatening, but
empathically
thoughtful.

bunun da meseleyi hallettigini
sandin.

Keller: Ne yapayim Oyleyse?
Sdyle bana, akil ver, ne
yapayim?

Mother: Joe... soyle
disinuyordum. Eger geri
gelirse...

Keller “Eger” de ne demek?
Tabii gelecek!

Mother: Onu gir koseye cekip
konugsan iyi olur. Korkung
bir sey yaptigini anlat.
(Gozlerine bakmadan)
Sugunu bildigini soyle.
Anladin mi1?

Keller: Saka mi ediyorsun?
Mother: (Biraz korkuyla) Cezani
cekmeye razi oldugunu

sOylesen?

Keller:(Sezinleyerek...sessizce)
Nasil gcekerim?

Mode: Written
to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on
Record

With the
hedging words
(I mean, ought
to) missing,
the wife turns to
go on record
and give
directives to the
hearer despite
having a
positive face.
Despite being
emphatic, she
makes her
husband
confront the
reality in a non-
redressed way
and sounds
more imposing,
thus the cost to
the hearer goes

up.

bunun da meseleyi hallettigini
sandin.

Keller: Ne yapayim oyleyse?
Sodyle bana, akil ver, ne
yapayim?

Mother: Joe... sdyle
disinuyordum. Eger geri
gelirse...

Keller “Eger” de ne demek?
Tabii gelecek!

Mother: Onu gir koseye cekip
konugsan iyi olur. Korkung
bir sey yaptigini anlat.
(Gozlerine bakmadan)
Sugunu bildigini soyle.
Anladin m1?

Keller: Saka mi ediyorsun?
Mother: (Biraz korkuyla) Cezani
cekmeye razi oldugunu

sOylesen?

Keller:(Sezinleyerek...sessizce)
Nasil gekerim?

Mode: Written
to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on
Record

With the
hedging words
(I mean, ought
to) missing,
the wife turns
to go on
record and
give directives
to the hearer
despite having
a positive
face.

Despite being
emphatic, she
makes her
husband
confront the
reality in a
non-redressed
way and
sounds more
imposing, thus
the cost to the
hearer goes

up.

bagirmakla da
sorunu ¢ozduguni
saniyorsun.

Keller: Ne yapayim
peki? Soyle bana,
anlat, ne yapayim?

Mother: Joe... soyle
dusunuyordum. Geri
gelirse...

Keller: Geri gelirse
ne demek? Elbet
gelecek!

Mother: Onu
karsina
oturtur...aciklarsin.
Korkung bir sey
yaptigini, bunu
bildigini anlat ona.
(Gozlerine
bakmadan) Bunu
bildigini 6grenirse...
Anliyor musun?

Keller: Ne ise
yarayacak bu?

Mother: (Biraz
korkuyla) Cezani
cekmek istedigini
sOylersen...

Keller:
(Sezerek...usulca)
Nasil cekeceg@im?

Mode: Written
to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on
Record

With the
hedging words
(I mean, ought
to) missing,
the wife turns
to goon
record and
give directives
to the hearer
despite having
a positive
face.

Despite being
emphatic, she
makes her
husband
confront the
reality in a
non-redressed
way and
sounds more
imposing, thus
the cost to the
hearer goes

up.




162

Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The ‘if conditional’ used in the first part of the speech event
in the first case is seen not to exist in all the translations. Also, the modality of
advice giving “ought to” in the source text does not seem to exist as the

translations use imperative forms of sentences.

Lexical Mismatches: The hedging words like “/ mean” and “ought to” are not
preferred to be used by the translators, which leads to a semantic loophole in the
translations. The varying choice of wording causes the advice meaning in the

source speech act to disappear and a direct imperative to come out.

Textual Mismatches: The use of ‘if clause’ and the hedging words play a functional
role in redressing the positivity of the politeness strategy. The lack of their uses in
the translations cause a deviation in the strategy of politeness from positive to bald
on record in all the three translations. However, this deviation does not cause a
deviation in the type of the directive because the advice-giving language in the
source is seen to be preserved by the translators with the imperative form of
sentence unlike the source text. When the register analysis is done, it is seen that
the conversation takes place between a wife and a husband, and in the
translations the wife still adopts a positive face towards her husband but goes on
record while giving some urgent advice. Therefore, the use of imperatives in the
translations still functions like an advice, which causes no deviation in the type of
the directive. All in all, there happens a slight deviation in the social dimension of

language use caused by the deviation in the politeness strategy.
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Source

Register Analysis

TULIN YERDELEN 1996

Register Analysis

ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963

Register Analysis

ULKU TAMER 2010

Register Analysis

13-14) Sue: Let's face it, dear. Chris is
working with his father, isn't he? He's
taking money out of that business
every week in the year.

Ann: What of it?

Sue: You ask me what of it?

Ann: | certainly do. (She seems about
to burst out) You oughtn't cast
aspersions like that, I'm surprised
at you.

Sue: You're surprised at me!

Ann: He'd never take five cents out of
that plant if there was anything wrong
with it.

Sue: You know that.

Ann: | know it. | resent everything
you've said.

Sue: (moving toward her) You know
what | resent, dear?

Ann: Please, | don't want to argue.

Sue: | resent living next to the Holy
Family. It makes me look like a bum,
you understand?

Ann: | can't do anything about that.

Sue: Who is he to ruin a man's life?
Everybody knows Joe pulled a fast
one to get out of jail.

Ann: That's not true!

Sue: Then why don't you go out and
talk to people? Go on, talk to them.
There's not a person on the block who
doesn't know the truth.

Ann: That's a lie. People come here all
the time for cards and...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Advice-Suggestion

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to an Old
Neighbor

Negative Politeness

Ann, trying to defend her
belief, is actually so
offended by her counterpart
that she is about to burst
out, but she controls it by
applying negative face.

Thus, she redresses her
anger by (oughtn't) a
syntactic softener in her
advice. Passive

Negative Politeness

The speaker wants to avoid
a direct confrontation with
Ann, so redresses her
suggestion with (why don’t
you) meaning that she does
not want to sound imposing
yet at that moment of
speech.

Sue: Isin gergek tarafini diigiinin.
Chris babasiyla calisiyor, degil mi?
Her hafta da bu isten para aliyor.

Ann: Ne olur alirsa?

Sue: Ne oldugunu bana mi
soruyorsunuz?

Ann: Tabii, size soruyorum.
(Nerdeyse patlayacak gibidir) Oyle
¢amur atmayin herkese,
sasirtiyorsunuz beni.

Sue: Sasirtiyor muyum?

Ann: Fabrikada bir dolap dénseydi
bes para bile almazdi Chris.

Sue: Isin aslini siz de bilirsiniz.

Ann: Bilirim tabii. Sylediklerinizden
hi¢ hoslanmiyorum.

Sue: (Ona dogru ilerleyerek) Ya ben
neden hoglanmiyorum, biliyor
musunuz?

Ann: Keselim artik. Canim kavga
etmek istemiyor.

Sue: Ben de Kutsal Aile’yle
kapikomsu oturmaktan
hoglanmiyorum. Serseme geviriyor
beni, anlasildi mi?

Ann: Benim yapacagim bir sey yok.

Sue: O kim oluyor da, bir adamin
hayatini mahvediyor? Herkes
Joe'nun hapisten gikmak icin ne
dolaplar gevirdigini pekéla biliyor.

Ann: Dogru degil bu!

Sue: Oyleyse git de herkesle
konus bir kere. Hadi, hi¢ durma.
Koca mahallede igin aslini bilmeyen
bir tek kisi bile yok.

Ann: Yalan bu. Herkes buraya kagit
oynamaya gelir, sonra...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to an Old
Neighbor

Bald on Record

The speaker takes it for
granted that the
addressee already casts
aspersions on people, so
wants to stop it with a
directive. The speaker
escapes syntaqtic
softener (oughtn’to) and
non-redresses the
suggestion as if it's an
order.

Also, the avoidance
based use of passive
voice (I'm surprised) in
the source text tums into
active voice in this
register, which terminates
the remoteness effect, as
one inevitable
characteristic of negative
politeness.

Bald on Record

The speaker goes on
record and disguises the
suggestion as a directive,
but she misses the
hedging words (why don't
you), increases the
imposition and the risk to
her own face.

Sue: Isin gergek tarafini diistinin.
Chris babasiyla caligiyor, degil mi?
Her hafta da bu isten para aliyor.

Ann: Ne olur alirsa?

Sue: Ne oldugunu bana mi
soruyorsunuz?

Ann: Tabii, size soruyorum.
(Nerdeyse patlayacak gibidir) Oyle
gamur atmayin herkese,
sasirtyorsunuz beni.

Sue: Sasirtiyor muyum?

Ann: Fabrikada bir dolap donseydi
bes para bile almazdi Chris.

Sue: Isin aslini siz de bilirsiniz.

Ann: Bilirim tabii. Séylediklerinizden
hi¢ hoglanmiyorum.

Sue: (Ona dogru ilerleyerek) Ya ben
neden hoslanmiyorum, biliyor
musunuz?

Ann: Keselim artik. Canim kavga
etmek istemiyor.

Sue: Ben de Kutsal Aile’yle kapi-
komsu oturmaktan hoslanmiyorum.
Serseme geviriyor beni, anlagildi mi?

Ann: Benim yapacagim bir sey yok.

Sue: O kim oluyor da, bir adamin
hayatini mahvediyor? Herkes
Joe'nun hapisten gikmak igin ne
dolaplar cevirdigini pekala biliyor.

Ann: Dogru degil bu!

Sue: Oyleyse git de herkesle
konus bir kere. Hadi, hi¢ durma.
Koca mahallede isin aslini bilmeyen
bir tek kisi bile yok.

Ann: Yalan bu. Herkes buraya kagit
oynamaya gelir, sonra-

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to an Old
Neighbor

Bald on Record

The speaker takes it for
granted that the
addressee already casts
aspersions on people,
SO wants to stop it with
a directive. The speaker
escapes syntagtic
softener (oughtn’to) and
non-redresses the
suggestion as if it's an
order.

Also, the avoidance
based use of passive
voice (I'm surprised) in
the source text turns
into active voice in this
register, which
terminates the
remoteness effect, as
one inevitable
characteristic of
negative politeness.

Bald on Record

The speaker goes on
record and disguises
the suggestion as a
directive, but she
misses the hedging
words (why don't you),
increases the imposition
and the risk to her own
face.

Sue: Kagmayalim. Chris
babasiyla calisiyor, degil mi? Yil
boyunca her hafta bu isten para
alyor.

Ann: Ne olur aliyorsa?

Sue: Bana mi soruyorsunuz ne
olur diye?

Ann: Size soruyorum tabii.
(Patlamak Uizeredir) Gamur
atmayin boyle, beni
sasirtiyorsunuz.

Sue: Sasirtiyor muyum?

Ann: Fabrikada bir terslik olsaydi
eger, bes para bile almazd.

Sue: Biliyorsunuz.

Ann: Biliyorum.
Soylediklerinizden hi¢
hoslanmiyorum.

Sue: (Ona dogru ilerleyerek) Ya
ben neden hoglanmiyorum, onu
da biliyor musun, sekerim?

Ann: Litfen, tartismak
istemiyorum.

Sue: Ben de Kutsal Aile’ye
komsu olmaktan hoslanmiyorum.
Ise yaramaz biri gibi gdriiyorum
kendimi.

Ann: Benim yapabilecegim bir
sey yok.

Sue: O kim oluyor da, bir adamin
hayatini mahvediyor? Joe’'nun
hapisten kurtulmak igin ne
dolaplar gevirdigini herkes biliyor.

Ann: Dogru degil bu!

Sue: Disan gikip insanlarla niye
konusmuyorsun dyleyse?
Hadi, konus onlarla. Gergegi
bilmeyen bir tek kisi bile yok bu
mahallede.

Ann: Yalan soyliyorsun. Herkes
buraya gelip onunla kagit
oynuyor, sonra da...

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Order-
Suggestion

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: A Girl to an Old
Neighbor

Bald on Record

The speaker takes it for
granted that the
addressee already casts
aspersions on people,
S0 wants to stop it with
a directive. The speaker
escapes syntagtic
softener (oughtn’to) and
non-redresses the
suggestion as if it's an
order.

Also, the avoidance
based use of passive
voice (I'm surprised) in
the source text turns
into active voice in this
register, which
terminates the
remoteness effect, as
one inevitable
characteristic of
negative politeness.

Negative Politeness

The speaker wants to
avoid a direct
confrontation with Ann,
so redresses her
suggestion with (niye,
Byleyse) the original
question form meaning
that she does not want
to sound imposing yet at
that moment of speech.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source text and all the translations seem to be different
syntactically because the use of the negative advice modality “oughtn’t to” is not
used by the translators, but the imperative form of sentences instead. In addition,
the second part of the first speech act is a passive voice statement while the
translations are all active voice. In the second case, the question in the source text
“‘why don’t you” only exists in the third translation while the first and the second

translations use imperative form of sentences, not a question.

Lexical Mismatches: The use of “oughtn’t to” functions like a redressive leverage
giving the speech act its unique characteristic that it is an advice indeed, not a
directive as seen in the translations. Also, the shift from the passive to active voice
as “I'm surprised at you” in the original and “sasirtiyorsunuz beni” in the
translations also causes an increased amount of pressure to be put on the
addressee. The syntactic variation seen through the first and second translations
makes the second speech act inevitably not correspond to the source text. The
third translation seems to go with the modal use in the source advice semantically

and lexically.

Textual Mismatches: The use of passive voice and the syntactic softener “oughtn’t
to” functions for the purpose of saving the face of the addresser in the source text
who wants to go negative in her request. However, the negative request
disappears in the first and second translations which lack the critical elements
abovementioned that causes the remoteness effect, one inevitable characteristic
of negative politeness to disappear. This fact leads to a deviation in the politeness
strategy from negative to bald on record where the cost of the act is increased to a
higher level, including the risk to both the addresser’'s and the addressee’s faces
and the imposition as well. Therefore, there happens a deviation in the social
dimension of language use in this sense. The third translation, by the way, seems
to abide by the source speech act both in form and in politeness strategy. In the
second case, there happens a deviation from the negative strategy to bald on
record in the first and second translations because of the fact that the translations

do not redress the suggestion with the use of a question aimed for suggesting,
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instead express it in a more direct and imposing form of imperative. On the other
hand, the last translation follows the textual identity of the source, which is a
redressed suggestion in the form of a question aimed to give the addressee to
think and decide.
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Table 4.29. Register 15 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER Register ULKU TAMER 2010 | Register
Analysis 1996 Analysis 1963 Analysis Analysis
15) Keller: George! Field: Keller: George! Hey, Field: Keller: George! Hey, Field: Keller: George... Field:
...Hey, you kissed it out | Symmetrical- kafama dank etti simdi | Symmetrical- kafama dank etti simdi | Symmetrical- George dedin de... Symmetrical-
of my head ...your Intimate-Love- — kardesin istiyor seni | Intimate-Love- — kardesin istiyor seni | Intimate-Love- | kardesin telefonda. Intimate-Love-
brother's on the phone. | Seeking Advice telefondan. Seeking Advice | telefondan. Seeking Seeking
Advice Ann: (sasirmis) Advice
Ann: (surprised) My Mode: Written to | Ann: (sasirmis) Mode: Written Ann: (sasirmis) Mode: Written | Kardesim mi? Mode: Written
brother? be Spoken Kardesim mi? to be Spoken Kardesim mi? to be Spoken to be Spoken
Tenor: Two Tenor: Two Tenor: Two Keller: Evet, Tenor: Two
Keller: Yeah, George. lovers Keller: Yaa, George. lovers Keller: Yaa, George. lovers George. lovers
Long distance. Sehirlerarasi. Sehirlerarasi. Sehirlerarasi.
Negative Positive Positive Positive
Ann: What's the matter, | Politeness Ann: Ne olmus? Bir Politeness Ann: Ne olmus? Bir Politeness Ann: Ne olmus, bir Politeness

is anything wrong?

Keller: | don't know,
Kate's talking to him.
Hurry up, She'll cost
him five dollars.

Ann: (takes a steop
upstage, then comes
down toward Chris) |
wonder if we ought to
tell your mother yet? |
mean I'm not very good
in an argument.

Chris: We'll wait till
tonight. After dinner.
Now don't get tense,
just leave it to me.

The speaker
applies a
negative face
showing that she
is hesitant, and
indecisive about
what to do. So
she sounds
pessimistic in
her search of
advice.

‘I wonder if’is
used as a
distancing
mechanism from
the face
threatening act,
as a redressive
element to lower
the imposition of
the act. A
remoteness
effect is created.

sey mi var?

Keller: Bilmiyorum,
Kate konuguyor
onunla. Hadi ¢abuk ol,
yoksa bes dolara
patlar kardesine.

Ann: (basamaklara bir
adim atar, sonra
inerek Chris’e gelir)
Annene soylesek mi
simdiden? Pek Oyle
konusurken becerikli
degilimde...

Chris: Aksama kadar
bekleriz. Yemekten
sonra. Sen merak
etme, bana birak.

The speaker
seems to be
avoiding an
argument with
the mother of
his boyfriend,
so directly asks
for his
boyfriend’s
opinion on the
issue.

She asks for
the suggestion
in a non-
redressed way
depending on
their intimate
love
relationship.

sey mi var?

Keller: Bilmiyorum,
Kate konusuyor
onunla. Hadi ¢abuk ol,
yoksa bes dolara
patlar kardesine.

Ann: (Basamaklara bir
adim atar, sonra
inerek Chris’e gelir)
Annene soylesek mi
simdiden? Pek dyle
konusurken becerikli
degilim de...

Chris: Aksama kadar
bekleriz. Yemekten
sonra. Sen merak
etme, bana birak.

The speaker
seems to be
avoiding an
argument with
the mother of
his boyfriend,
so directly
asks for his
boyfriend’s
opinion on the
issue.

She asks for
the suggestion
in a non-
redressed way
depending on
their intimate
love
relationship.

sey mi var?

Keller: Bilmem,
Kate’le
konusuyorlar.
Cabuk ol, yoksa bes
dolarina patlayacak.

Ann: (Bir basamak
¢ikar, sonra inerek
Chris’in yanina gelir)
Annene simdiden
soylesek mi? Yani
bdyle seyleri
soylemekte pek
becerikli degilimdir
de...

Chris: Aksami
bekleyelim.
Yemekten sonra
sdyleriz. Rahatla
artik, sen bana
birak.

The speaker
seems to be
avoiding an
argument with
the mother of
his boyfriend,
so directly
asks for his
boyfriend’s
opinion on the
issue.

She asks for
the suggestion
in a non-
redressed
way
depending on
their intimate
love
relationship.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The suggestion in the source speech event is materialized
through the ‘if clause’ and the modal “ought to” to seek advice, which is partly
existent in all the translations. The question form of seeking advice prevails

through the translations.

Lexical Mismatches: The use of the hedging sentence “/ wonder” in the source
speech event does not exist in all the translations, which is noteworthy because it
displays the visible hesitancy of the addresser. However, the modality use of
advice “ought to” and another covert hesitancy effect created by ‘if usage is

functionally seen in the use of “séylesek mi” in the translations.

Textual Mismatches: The hedging words and the hesitancy effect created by the
if and the modality use all adds to the pessimistic tone of the addresser
redressing the advice and making it more like an implicature. The addresser
creates a remoteness effect as she distances herself from the face threatening act
and leaving all the responsibility of taking the decision on the addressee. However,
all the translations create a positive atmosphere using less numbers of hedging
elements and getting directly and swiftly to the point. Therefore, there happens a
deviation from the negative politeness strategy to positive one, which causes

another deviation in the social dimension of language use within that register.
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Table 4.30. Register 16 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN 1996 Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 Register ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis Analysis
16) Mother: {it is drawing to a Field: Mother: (Ann’in ilk Field: Mother: (Ann’in ilk cimlesi Field: Mother: (Baglangigta Field:
head the wrong way for her. Asymmetrical- cumlesine sasirmistir. Asymmetrical- sasirtmistir onu, son Asymmetrical- sasirir; cimlenin sonunda | Asymmetrical-

She starts anew. She rises
and comes to Ann} Did you
hang up your things?

Ann: Yeah ... {to Chris} Say,
you've sure gone in for
clothes. | could hardly find
room in the closet.

Mother: No, don't you
remember? That's Larry's
room.

Ann: You mean ... they're
Larry's?

Mother: Didn't you recognize
them?

Ann: {slowly rising, a little
embarrassed} Well, it never
occurred to me that you'd ... |
mean the shoes are

all shined.

Mother: Yes, dear. {slight
pause. Ann can't stop staring
at her. Mother breaks it by
speaking with the relish of
gossip, putting her arm around
Ann and walking with her} For
so long I've been aching for
a nice conversation with
you, Annie. Tell me
something.

Ann: What?

Mother: | don't know.
Something nice.

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to
be Girl to a
Future Mother-in-
Law

Positive
Politeness
(Redressed)

The speaker
adopts an
exaggerative
form of asking for
a want. The word
‘aching for’ shows
the speaker’'s
quite positive
attitude towards
the hearer and
the speaker aims
to minimize the
cost to the hearer
and maximize the
intimacy.

Also, the first
name of the
hearer is
familiarized as
Annie, which
makes the
speaker sound
friendly and
close.

ikinci ctimlesiyle canlanir)
Esyalarini astin mi?

Ann: Evet... (Chris’e) Ne
cok elbisen varmis.
Dolapta zor yer bulabildim.

Mother: Hayir, hatirlamiyor
musun, o Larry’nin odasi.

Ann: Yani, onlar Larry’nin
elbiseleri mi?

Mother: Onlar tanimadin
mi?

Ann: (Yavasca kalkar,
sasirmistir) Sizin hi¢
onlari... Ayakkabilar bile
hala boyal.

Mother: Evet hayatim.
(Kisa sessizlik. Ann
durmadan ona bakar.
Anne kollarini Ann’in
boynuna dolayip, dedikodu
edercesine bir rahatlikla
konugmaya baglayinca
biter bu.) Uzun zamandir
seninle boyle bir
konugmayi 6zlemistim.
Bana birgeyler
sOylesene, Annie.

Ann: Ne?

Mother: Bilmiyorum. Guizel
seyler.

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to
be Girl to a
Future Mother-in-
Law

Positive
Politeness (Non-
redressed)

The speaker
adopts a positive
face toward the
hearer as she
wants to sound
friendly, but she
does not show as
much
exaggeration as
shown in the
source register.

Also, the first
name of the
hearer is
familiarized as
Annie, which
makes the
speaker sound
friendly and
close.

clmleyle yeniden canlanir.
Kalkip Ann’in yanina
gelerek) Astin mi
esyalarini?

Ann: Evet... (Chris’e)
Amma da ¢ok elbisen
varmig senin. Dolapta yer
filan bulamiyordum az
kalsin.

Mother: Ne o, hatirlamiyor
musun, yoksa? Larry’nin
odasi o.

Ann: Yani... Larry’nin
elbiseleri mi?

Mother: Tanimadin mi?

Ann: (Sasirmistir, usulca
kalkarak) Sizin hig te
onlari- ayakkabilar bile
boyali hala.

Mother: Evet, canim. (Kisa
sessizlik. Ann gozlerini
ayliramaz ondan. Anne
kollarini Ann’in boynuna
dolayip, dedikodu edermis
gibi bir rahatlikla
konugmaya baglayinca
biter bu) Epeydir seninle
soyle bir konugmayi
6zlemisim dogrusu. Bir
seyler sdylesene, Annie.

Ann: Ne soyliyeyim?

Mother: Ne bileyim ben.
Guzel bir sey soyle.

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to
be Girl to a
Future Mother-in-
Law

Positive
Politeness (Non-
redressed)

The speaker
adopts a positive
face toward the
hearer as she
wants to sound
friendly, but she
does not show as
much
exaggeration as
shown in the
source register.

Also, the first
name of the
hearer is
familiarized as
Annie, which
makes the
speaker sound
friendly and
close.

canlanir. Kalkar, Ann’in
yanina gider) Esyalarini
astin mi?

Ann: Astim... (Chris’e)
Bana bak, Piyasada
elbise birakmamigsin.
Dolapta zor yer buldum.

Mother: Unuttun mu
yoksa? Larry’nin odasi o.

Ann: Yani... elebiseler
Larry’nin mi?

Mother: Tanimadin mi1?

Ann: (Agir agir kalkarak,
biraz utanmig) Aklima
gelmemisti, sizing
onlari... Yani ayakkabilari
bile boyall.

Mother: Evet, canim.
(Kisa sessizlik. Ann
gozlerini ayiramaz ondan.
Anne, kolunu Ann’in
omuzuna atar, dedikodu
yaparmig gibi konusmaya
baslar; onunla yiiriir)
Seninle soyle bag basa
konugmayi ne kadar
6zlemisim, Annie. Bir
sey soyle.

Ann: Ne soyleyeyim?

Mother: Bilmem. Giizel
bir sey.

Distant-Request

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: A Bride-to
be Girl to a
Future Mother-in-
Law

Positive
Politeness
(Redressed)

The speaker
adopts an
exaggerative
form of asking for
a want. The word
‘ne kadar’ shows
the speaker’s
quite positive
attitude towards
the hearer and
the speaker aims
to minimize the
cost to the hearer
and maximize the
intimacy.

Also, the first
name of the
hearer is
familiarized as
Annie, which
makes the
speaker sound
friendly and
close.




169

Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The source speech act and all the three translations follow
similar patterns of sentences, all of which make use of tenses that underline the
continuation of an activity for a certain period of time. The present perfect
progressive tense is functionally translated as “6zlemigtim” and “6zlemisim” in
Turkish.

Lexical Mismatches: The time expression used in the source speech act “for so
long” is recreated in the first and second translations with the words “uzun
zamandir” and “epeydir” which refer to the length of the time, while in the third
translation there is no corresponding word to the length of the activity but an extra
adverb usage like “ne kadar” to focus on the degree of the activity but not the time
that it has taken so far. Also, the uses of the demonstrative pronouns in Turkish
such as “bdyle” and “séyle” are used by the translators as adjectives to describe

the “conversation” as “nice” in the source text.

Textual Mismatches: The positive politeness strategy adopted by the addresser in
the source text is maximized with the exaggerative expression “aching for” to such
an extent that the speech act could even be assessed as being too intimate when
the relation between the participants, normally not as intimate as it is in this
context, is concerned. This factor causes a slight deviation in the degree of the
positive politeness strategy because the first and second translations do not
pragmatically reach out to the maximized level of positivity hidden in the source.
The third translation, tough, aims to increase the degree of positivity with an extra
adverb “ne kadar”. Therefore, the source text and its third translation serve to
function as fully redressed positive polite speech acts; whereas the first and
second translations function as the non-redressed forms of positive politeness.
The analysis shows that there happens a slight deviation in the social dimension of

language use within that context.
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Table 4.31. Register 17 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN | Register OLKO-AYKUT TAMER Register ULKU TAMER Register
Analysis 1996 Analysis 1963 Analysis 2010 Analysis

17) Keller: Look, it's a | Field: Keller: Bak canim, Field: Keller: Bak canim, Field: Keller: Bana bak, Field:

nice day. What are we | Symmetrical- guzel bir giin bu. Symmetrical- glizel bir gin bu. Symmetrical- glizel bir gin Symmetrical-

arguing for?

Mother: {warningly}
Nobody in this house
dast take her faith
away, Joe. Strangers
might. But not his
father, not his brother.

Keller: {exasperated}
What do you want me
to do? What do you
want?

Mother: | want you to
act like he's coming
back. Both of you.
Don't think | haven't
noticed you since
Chris invited her. |
won't stand for any
nonsense.

Keller: But, Kate...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on Record

The speaker
speaks to her
husband in an
imposing way as
she puts
prohibitions and
boundaries for
her husband and
son.

She indirectly
but firmly
expresses her
will and sounds

uncompromising.

‘Want you to’is
used as a
softening tool
and helps the
speaker sound
formal.

Niye kavga ediyoruz
bdyle?

Mother: (Uyuyarak)
Bu evde kimse onun
inancini, baghligini
koparip atmaya
cesaret edemez,
Joe. Yabancilar
edebilir. Ama
babasi, kardesi
edemez.

Keller: (Ofkeli) Ne
yapmami istiyorsun
peki? Ne istiyorsun?

Mother: Larry
donecekmis gibi
davranmani
istiyorum senden.
ikinizden de. Chris,
Annie’yi ¢cagirdi
sana dikkat
etmedim sanma.
Boyle sagmaliklara
dayanamam.

Keller: Ama, Kate...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on Record

The speaker
speaks to her
husband in an
imposing way as
she puts
prohibitions and
boundaries for
her husband and
son.

She indirectly
but firmly
expresses her
will and sounds

uncompromising.

‘Istiyorum’ is
used as a
softening tool
and helps the
speaker sound
formal.

Niye kavga ediyoruz
boyle?

Mother: (ihtar

edercesine) Bu evde
kimse onun inancini,

baglihgini koparip
atmaya cesaret
edemez, Joe.
Yabancilar edebilir.

Ama babasi, kardesi

edemez.

Keller: (Ofkeli) Ne
yapmami istiyorsun
peki? Ne istiyorsun?

Mother: Larry
donecekmis gibi
davranmani
istiyorum senden.
ikinizden de. Chiris,
Annie’yi gagirdi
cagirali sana dikkat
etmedim sanma.
Boyle sagmaliklara
dayanamam.

Keller: Ama, Kate...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on Record

The speaker
speaks to her
husband in an
imposing way as
she puts
prohibitions and
boundaries for
her husband and
son.

She indirectly
but firmly
expresses her
will and sounds

uncompromising.

‘Istiyorum’ is
used as a
softening tool
and helps the
speaker sound
formal.

buglin. Niye
tartigiyoruz?

Mother:
(Uyarircasina) Bu
evde hig kimse
onun inancini yok
edemez, Joe.
Yabancilar belki.
AMa Chris’in
babasi da, kardesi
de edemez.

Keller: (Ofkeli) Ne
yapmami
istiyorsun? Ne
istiyorsun benden?

Mother: O
donecekmis gibi
davranmani

istiyorum senden.

ikinizden de. Chris,
Annie’yi
cagirdigindan beri
seni gozluyorum.
Sagmaliklara
katlanamam.

Keller: Ama Kate...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Bald on Record

The speaker
speaks to her
husband in an
imposing way as
she puts
prohibitions and
boundaries for
her husband and
son.

She indirectly
but firmly
expresses her
will and sounds
uncompromising.
‘Istiyorum’ is
used as a
softening tool
and helps the
speaker sound
formal.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: There seems to be a syntactic similarity between the

source speech act and all the three translations.

Lexical Mismatches: The translations all have the same procedure of expressing
the order in the source text and there happens no semantic or pragmatic loophole

created by lexical parsing or wording.

Textual Mismatches: Putting prohibitions and boundaries for the addressee at the
beginning of the conversation, the addresser adopts a commanding style and does
not bother herself to redress her want so much in order to sound more formal and
serious. There happens no deviation in the social dimension of language use

when the translations are decoded.
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Table 4.32. Register 18-19 All My Sons

Source

Register Analysis

TULIN YERDELEN 1996

Register Analysis

ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963

Register Analysis

ULKU TAMER 2010

Register Analysis

18-19) Ann: How is he?
George: He got smaller.
Ann: Smaller?

George: Yeah, little. (holds
out his hand to measure) He's
a little man. That's what
happens to suckers, you
know. It's good | want to him
in time... another year there'd
be nothing left but his smell.

Chris: What's the matter,
George, what's the trouble?

George: The trouble? The
trouble is when you make
suckers out of people once,
you shouldn't try to do it
twice.

Chris: What does that mean?

George: (to Ann) You're not
married yet, are you?

Ann: George, will you sit
down and stop...?

George: Are you married yet?
Ann: No, I'm not married yet.

George: You're not going to
marry him.

Ann: Why am | not going to
marry him?

George: Because his father
destroyed your family.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant-Intimate-
Advice-Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to a
Future-Brother in law
and Sister

Off-Record

The speaker
addresses the
hearers covertly and
indirectly even though
he uses the pronoun
‘you’ as the subject of
the sentence, it is not
quite clear whether
he refers to the
hearers (Chris’s
family) directly or
states a quote-like
statement the subject
of which can be
anyone.

Bald on Record

The speaker uses his
authority over his
sister by going bald
on record and orders
her to act in a certain
way.

Ann: Nasil?
George: Zayiflamis.
Ann: Zayiflamig m1?

George: Hmm, biraz.
(belirtmek icin elleriyle
g6sterir) Kuglictik bir adam
olmus. Akilsizlar, 6yle olur
tabii. lyiki zamaninda gittim,
yoksa seneye kokusundan
bagka bir seyi kalmazdi.

Chris: Ne oldu, George?
Mesele ne?

George: Mesele mi?
Insanlari aptal yerine
yalniz bir kere koymali, iki
kere degil, iste mesele bu.
Chris: Ne demek istiyorsun?

George: (Ann’e) Daha
evlenmedin, degil mi?

Ann: George, oturup...
George: Evlendin mi?
Ann: Evlenmedim.

George: Onunla
evlenmeyeceksin.

Ann: Niye
evlenmeyecekmisim?

George: Babasi senin aileni
mahvetti de ondan.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant-Intimate-
Advice-Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Brother to a
Future-Brother in
law and Sister

Off-Record

The speaker
addresses the
hearers covertly and
indirectly and does
not use any subject
pronouns like ‘you’,
used in the source
register.

It is quite not clear
whether he refers to
the hearers (Chris’s
family) directly or
states a quote-like
statement the
subject of which can
be anyone.

Bald on Record

The speaker uses
his authority over his
sister by going bald
on record and
orders her to actin a
certain way.

Ann: Nasil?
George: Zayiflamis.
Ann: Zayiflamig mi1?

George: Hmm, biraz.
(belirtmek igin elleriyle
gosterir) Kuglicuk bir adam
olmus. Akilsizlar, dyle olur
tabii. lyi ki zamaninda gittim,
yoksa seneye kokusundan
baska bir seyi kalmazdi.

Chris: Ne oldu, George?
Mesele ne?

George: Mesele mi?
Insanlar akilsiz yerine
yalniz bir kere koymali, iki
kere degil, iste mesele bu.
Chris: Ne demek istiyorsun?

George: (Ann’e) Daha
evlenmedin, degil mi?

Ann: George, oturup-
George: Evlendin mi?
Ann: Evlenmedim.

George: Onunla
evlenmiyeceksin.

Ann: Niye evlenmiyecek
misim?

George: Babasi senin aileni
mahvetti de ondan.

Field:
Symmetrical-
Distant-Intimate-
Advice-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Brother to a
Future-Brother in
law and Sister

Off-Record

The speaker
addresses the
hearers covertly
and indirectly and
does not use any
subject pronouns
like you’, used in
the source
register.

It is quite not clear
whether he refers
to the hearers
(Chris’s family)
directly or states a
quote-like
statement the
subject of which
can be anyone.

Bald on Record

The speaker uses
his authority over
his sister by going
bald on record and
orders her to act in
a certain way.

Ann: Nasil?
George: Ufalmis.
Ann: Ufalmig m1?

George: Evet, kiigiimus.
(Elini uzatip parmaklariyla
gosterir) Kigucuk bir
adam olmus. Akilsizlara
Oyle olur tabii. Tam
zamaninda gitmisim...
yoksa 6nimuzdeki sene
kokusu kalacaktl sadece.

Chris: Ne oldu, George,
Nedir mesele?

George: Mesele mi?
Mesele su: Karsgindakini
bir kere akilsiz yerine
koyacaksin, iki kere
olmaz.

Chris: Ne demek
istiyorsun?

George: Daha
evlenmedin, degil mi?

Ann: Hayir, daha
evlenmedim.

George: Onunla
evlenmeyeceksin.

Ann: Onunla niye
evlenmeyecekmisim?

George: Babasi aileni
mahvetti de ondan.

Field:
Symmetrical-
Distant-Intimate-
Advice-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Brother to a
Future-Brother in
law and Sister

Off-Record

The speaker
addresses the
hearers covertly
and indirectly even
though he uses the
pronoun ‘you’ as
the subject of the
sentence, it is not
quite clear whether
he refers to the
hearers (Chris’s
family) directly or
states a quote-like
statement the
subject of which
can be anyone.

Bald on Record

The speaker uses
his authority over
his sister by going
bald on record and
orders her to act in
a certain way.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first case, the addresser seems to send a covert
message to the addressee regardless of the subject pronoun “you” as the subject
of the sentence, which is also syntactically available in the third example.
However, the first and second translations seem to use an indefinite pronoun as
the subject. In the second case, it can be observed that the speech acts
syntactically resemble each other as all of them impose a duty on the addressees
with a direct commanding sentence targeted towards “you” in the source and its

equivalent “sen”in translations.

Lexical Mismatches: The advice meaning added by the imaginary scenario
created by the addresser is recreated in all the translations with no quite different
approaches. Lexical parsing does not seem to be an issue, only to note that that
the first and second translations express the advice as if it is a kind of must while
the third one expresses it with a sentence in future tense. The source and all the
translations in the second speech act follow the same pattern of giving command,

in a sentence.

Textual Mismatches: Addressing the addressees in a covert and indirect way, the
textual field of the first speech event is giving advice. The strategy used in that
context is the off-record strategy, which turns to be useful since the addressee
wants to lessen the risk to his own face and sound less and less imposing. The
translations follow the same strategy, so there happens no deviation in the social
dimension of language use. The second case is also another example of a speech
act in which the strategy of politeness is clearly bald on record both in the source
and the translations and also there happens no mitigating or effect maximizing
elements. Therefore, the social dimension of language use in the second speech

event seems to correspond with each other.
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Table 4.33. Register 20 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN Register ULKO-AYKUT TAMER Register ULKU TAMER 2010 | Register
Analysis 1996 Analysis 1963 Analysis Analysis

20) Keller: Now you're Field: Keller: Simdi iyi Field: Keller: Iste simdi oldu, Field: Keller: Iste simdi Field:

talkin', Bert. Now you're Asymmetrical — soyledin Bert. Artik seni | Asymmetrical - Bert. Artik seni polis Asymmetrical - | oldu, Bert. Pistin Asymmetrical -

on the ball. First thing Intimate-Request | polis hafiyesi Intimate- hafiyesi yapabilirim. Intimate- sayilir. Artik seni Intimate-

you know I'm liable to yapabilirim. Request Request dedektif yapabilirim. Request

make you a detective. Mode: Written to Mode: Written to | Bert: (Ceketinin Mode: Written Mode: Written
be Spoken Bert: (Ceketinin be Spoken yakasina yapisip, to be Spoken Bert: (Ceketinin to be Spoken

Bert: {pulling him down Tenor: One yakasina yapisip, Tenor: One kulagina fisildayarak) Tenor: One yakasina yapigip Tenor: One

by the lapel and neighboring child kulagina fisildayarak) neighboring child | Hapishaneyi gérebilir neighboring Keller'i kendine neighboring

whispering in his ear} to one adult Hapishaneyi gorebilir to one adult miyim artik? child to one ceker; kulagina child to one

Can | see the jail now? | neighbor miyim artik? neighbor adult neighbor | fisildayarak) adult neighbor

Keller: Hapishaneyi Cezaevini gorebilir
Keller: Seein' the jail Negative Keller: Hapishaneyi Negative gérmene izin yok. Sen Negative miyim artik? Negative
ain't allowed, Bert. You Politeness gormene izin yok, Bert? | Politeness de biliyorsun bunu. Politeness Politeness

know that.

Bert: Aw, | betcha there
isn't even a jail. | don't
see any bars on the
cellar windows.

Keller: Bert, on my word
of honor there's a jail in
the basement. | showed
you my gun, didn't I?

Bert: But that's a hunting
gun.

The child wants to
get permission to
do something.
The use of ‘can’
as a modal is the
symbol of an
asymmetrical
relationship; one
side wanting to
make something
happen but not
facing direct risk
to his own face.
The ‘can’
guestion shows
the already
established
authority of the
hearer.

Sende biliyorsun bunu.

Bert: Hapishane filan
yok anlagilan. Zaten
bodrum pencerelerine
baktim, gubuk mubuk
goremedim.

Keller: inan séziime,
Bert, bodrumda bir
hapishane var. Sana
silahimi géstermedim
mi?

Bert: Ama o bir av
silahi.

The child wants
to get
permission to do
something. The
use of ‘ebilmek’
as a modal is the
symbol of an
asymmetrical
relationship; one
side wanting to
make something
happen but not
facing direct risk
to his own face.
The ‘ebilmek’
question shows
the already
established
authority of the
hearer.

Bert: Hapishane filan
yok anlasilan. Zaten
bodrum pencerelerine
baktim, cubuk mubuk
géremedim.

Keller: inan séziime,
Bert, bodrumda bir
hapishane var. Sana
silahimi gdstermedim
mi?

Bert: Ama bir av silahi
0.

The child wants
to get
permission to
do something.
The use of
‘ebilmek’ as a
modal is the
symbol of an
asymmetrical
relationship;
one side
wanting to
make
something
happen but not
facing direct
risk to his own
face. The
‘ebilmek’
guestion shows
the already
established
authority of the
hearer.

Keller: Cezaevini
gormek yasaktir,
Bert. Sen de
biliyorsun bunu.

Bert: Cezaevi filan
yok anlasilan.
Bodrum
pencerelerinde
parmaklik da
gormayorum.

Keller: inan bana,
Bert, bodrumda
cezaevi var. Silahimi
gOstermedim mi
sana?

Bert: Bir av tiifegi o.

The child wants
to get
permission to
do something.
The use of
‘ebilmek’ as a
modal is the
symbol of an
asymmetrical
relationship;
one side
wanting to
make
something
happen but not
facing direct
risk to his own
face. The
‘ebilmek’
guestion shows
the already
established
authority of the
hearer.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The speech act in the source text is a question with “can”
asked by a child in order to get permission to do something, which is syntactically
observed in all the translations with the corresponding modal “ebilmek” in Turkish.

Lexical Mismatches: There happens no deviation in the semantic and pragmatic
use of language in that context as the search for permission still continues to exist

in the translations.

Textual Mismatches: There is an asymmetrical relationship between the addresser
and the addressee as the former is a child that wants to get permission to do
something. The use of “can” shows that the addressee has the authority, and the
addresser does not want to risk his face directly but wants to lessen the cost of the
activity by reminding his lower position with the way he asks for the permission.
This fact is felt through the translations, so there happens no deviation in the
social dimension of language use and the politeness strategy is the negative one

in all of them.
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Table 4.34. Register 21 All My Sons

Source Register TULIN YERDELEN Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER Register ULKU TAMER 2010 | Register
Analysis 1996 Analysis 1963 Analysis Analysis

21) Mother: Joe? Field: Mother: Joe? Field: Mother: Joe? Field: Mother: Joe? Field:
Symmetrical- Symmetrical- Symmetrical- Symmetrical-

Chris: {going toward Intimate-Ironic- Chris: (Sundurmaya Intimate- Chris: (Sundurmaya Intimate- Chris: (Sundurmaya | Intimate-

porch} Hello, Mom. Request dogru giderek) Request dogru giderek) Request dogru giderek) Ironic-

Merhaba, anne. Merhaba, anne. Merhaba, anne. Request
Mother: {indicating Mode: Written to Mode: Written Mode: Written Mode: Written

house behind her. To
Keller} Did you take a
bag from under the
sink?

Keller: Yeah, | putitin
the pail.

Mother: Well, get it out
of the pail. That's my
potatoes.

Chris bursts out
laughing. Goes up into
alley.

Keller: {laughing} |

thought it was garbage.

Mother: Will you do
me a favor, Joe?
Don't be helpful.

be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Negative
Politeness-Bald
on Record

The speaker
ironically scolds
her husband and
starts with a
negatively
redressed
guestion and
ends with an
order by facing
him directly.

The question
increases the
imposition and
the illocutionary
power of the
order.

Mother: (Arkasinda
kalan evi Kellera
gOstererek) Muslugun
ordaki torbayi sen mi
aldin?

Keller: Evet, kovaya
attim.

Mother: Oyleyse git
kovadan ¢ikar onu.
Icinde patates vardi.

Chris kahkahadan
kirihr, sokaga cikar.

Keller: (Gllerek)
Cercdp oldugunu
sanmigtim.

Mother: Bana bir
iyilik yapar misin
Joe? Fazla bir sey
degil.

to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Negative
Politeness

The speaker
ironically scolds
her husband
but does not
express what
she wants.

Hedging words
following the
question just
redresses the
negative face of
the speaker
and terminates
her imposing
and threatening
tone as there
exists no cost
to the hearer.

Mother: (Arkasinda
kalan evi Keller'a
gOstererek) Muslugun
oradaki torbayr sen mi
aldin?

Keller: Evet, kovaya
attim.

Mother: Oyleyse git te
kovadan ¢ikar onu.
Icinde patates vardi.

Chris kahkahadan
kirilarak sokaga cikar.

Keller: (Gllerek)
Cergop oldugunu
sanmigtim.

Mother: Bir iyilik
yapar misin, Joe?
Pek fazla bir sey
degil, senden
istedigim.

to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Negative
Politeness

The speaker
ironically
scolds her
husband but
does not
express what
she wants.

Hedging
words
following the
question just
redresses the
negative face
of the speaker
and terminates
her imposing
and
threatening
tone as there
exists no cost
to the hearer.

Mother:
(Arkasindaki evi
gostererek. Keller'a)
Muslugun altindaki
torbayi sen mi
aldin?

Keller: Evet, kovaya
attim.

Mother: Git de
kovadan ¢ikar onu.
Icinde patates vardi.

Chris kahkaha
atarak sokaga cikar.

Keller: (Gllerek)
Cop sanmistim.

Mother: Bana bir
iyilik eder misin,
Joe. Yardimci

olmaya ¢alisma.

to be Spoken

Tenor: Wife to
Husband

Negative
Politeness-
Bald on
Record

The speaker
ironically
scolds her
husband and
starts with a
negatively
redressed
guestion and
ends with an
order by facing
him directly.

The question
increases the
imposition and
the
illocutionary
power of the
order.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The question form in the source text is seen to exist
syntactically in all the translations. However, the second part of the speech act,
which is an imperative, is not replaced with a corresponding expression in the first

and second translations, but only in the third translation.

Lexical Mismatches: The question that forms the core of the negative attitude of
the wife toward her husband seems to resemble lexically both in the choice of
words and the order of importance of the items in the sentences. Despite this, the
negative imperative in the source is not recreated by the first and second
translators, who go free and change the core of the message existing in there. The
third translation, though, uses the imperative form and the expression “don’t be
helpful” is used, which is important because this negative imperative proves the

addresser’s ironic style of talking at that context.

Textual Mismatches: When the context of situation is decoded with the register
analysis, it is observed that the field according to which the addresser sets her
language is an ironic message that is decorated with negative politeness strategy.
This is wholly recreated in the third translation unlike the first and the second ones
which lack the ironic tone of the addresser as they exclude the humor factor out of
the context. Even though the overall strategy of politeness does not change, there
happens a slight deviation in the social dimension of language use as to the first

and second translations.



178

Table 4.35. Register 22 All My Sons

Source Register Analysis | TULIN YERDELEN 1996 | Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 | Register ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis

22) Chris: George is justa | Field: Symmetrical- | Chris: George, sersemin Field: Chris: George, sersemin Field: Chris: George Field:

damn fool, Mother. How Intimate-Order biri anne. Onu nasil Symmetrical- biri, anne. Nasil ciddiye Symmetrical- sersemin teki, anne. Symmetrical-

can you take him
seriously?

Mother: That family hates
us. Maybe even Annie...

Chris: Oh, now, Mother...

Mother: You think just
because you like
everybody, they like you!

Chris: All right, stop
working yourself up. Just
leave everything to me.

Mother: When George
goes home tell her to go
with him.

Chris: (noncommittally)
Don't worry about Annie.

Mother: Steve is her
father, too.

Chris: Are you going to
cut it out? Now, come.

Mother: (going upstage
with him) You don't realize
how people can hate,
Chris...

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Mother

Bald on Record
(Redressed)

By going on record
a few times before,
the son, as the
speaker, tries to
calm his mother
down and
redresses his order
this time. As there
is no exclamation
mark at the end of
the question, it can
be inferred that the
son is not
commanding but
requesting.

‘To cut out’ sounds
like a threatening
speech act, but its
imposing power is
redressed by the
future time
question.

ciddiye aliyorsun?

Mother: O aile nefret
ediyor bizden. Belki
Annie de...

Chris: Aman anne,
simdi...

Mother: Herkesi
seviyorsun, o ylzden de
herkes seni sever
saniyorsun!

Chris: Pekala, herseyi
blyutme ve bana birak.

Mother: George
dénerken, sdyle Annie de
gitsin.

Chris: (tarafsizca)
Annie’yi merak etme sen.

Mother: Steve onun da
babasi.

Chris: Keser misin artik
sunu? Gel hadi.

Mother: (Onunla
sahnenin arkalarina
dogru giderek) Insanlarin
nasil nefret
edebileceklerini
bilmiyorsun, Chris...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Mother

Bald on Record
(Redressed)

By going on
record a few
times before, the
son, as the
speaker, tries to
calm his mother
down and
redresses his
order this time.
As there is no
exclamation mark
at the end of the
question, it can
be inferred that
the son is not
commanding but
requesting.

‘Kesmek’ sounds
like a threatening
speech act, but
its imposing
power is
redressed by the
question.

alirsin onu?

Mother: O aile nefret
ediyor bizden. Belki
Annie de...

Chris: Aman anne,
simdi...

Mother: Herkesi
seviyorsun, o ylzden de
herkes seni sever
saniyorsun!

Chris: Kendi kendine
buyutme bu isi. Her seyi
bana birak.

Mother: George geri
donerken, sdyle Annie de
gitsin.

Chris: (tarafsizca)
Annie’yi merak etme sen.

Mother: Steve onun da
babasi.

Chris: Keser misin artik
sunu? Hadi, gel.

Mother: (Onunla
sahnenin arkalarina
dogru giderek) insanlarin
nasil nefret
edebileceklerini
bilmiyorsun, Chris...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Mother

Bald on Record
(Redressed)

By going on
record a few
times before, the
son, as the
speaker, tries to
calm his mother
down and
redresses his
order this time.
As there is no
exclamation
mark at the end
of the question,
it can be inferred
that the son is
not commanding
but requesting.

‘Kesmek’
sounds like a
threatening
speech act, but
its imposing
power is
redressed by the
guestion.

Nasil olur da onu
ciddiye alirsin?

Mother: O aile nefret
ediyor bizden. Belki
Annie bile...

Chris: Yapma, anne...

Mother: Sen herkesi
sevdigin igin herkes de
seni sever saniyorsun!

Chris: Tamam, sen
kafani yorma artik. Her
seyi bana birak.

Mother: George
doénerken sdyle
Annie’ye, o da onunla
gitsin.

Chris: (S6z vermez)
Annie’yi merak etme
sen.

Mother: Steve onun da
babasi.

Chris: Keser misin
artik sunu? Hadi, gel.

Mother: (Onunla sahne
arkasina dogru
giderek) insanlarin
nasil nefret
edebileceklerini
bilmiyorsun, Chris...

Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to
be Spoken

Tenor: Son to
Mother

Bald on Record
(Redressed)

By going on
record a few
times before, the
son, as the
speaker, tries to
calm his mother
down and
redresses his
order this time.
As there is no
exclamation
mark at the end
of the question,
it can be inferred
that the son is
not commanding
but requesting.

‘Kesmek’
sounds like a
threatening
speech act, but
its imposing
power is
redressed by the
guestion.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The speech act in the source text is a question formed in
future tense, while the questions in the translations are formed in present simple

tense in Turkish.

Lexical Mismatches: The variation in the tense of the questions does not make a
significant lexical difference as the type of the directive remains stable. The word
“cut out” seems to add an imposing tone to the speech, which is semantically
recreated with the verb “kesmek”in Turkish.

Textual Mismatches: It is seen that the addresser has gone bald on record a few
times before and continues to relieve his mother with another directive, but this
time redresses it a bit with a question form, which is all observed in the
translations. Therefore, there happens no deviation in the social dimension of

language use as the bald on record strategy of politeness remains the same.



180

Table 4.36. Register 23 All My Sons

Source Register Analysis | TULIN YERDELEN 1996 | Register ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963 | Register ULKU TAMER 2010 Register
Analysis Analysis Analysis

23) Ann: Oh, George has Field: Symmetrical- | Ann: Ooo, George simdi Field: Ann: Oh, George Field: Ann: George kendi Field:

his own office now! Intimate kendi ofisine sahip. Symmetrical- hayatini kazanmaya Symmetrical- isini kurdu bile! Symmetrical-
(Neighborhood)- Intimate bagladi bile. Intimate Intimate

Frank: Don't say! Offering help Frank: Deme! (Uzgiin bir | (Neighborhood)- (Neighborhood)- | Frank: Sahi mi? (Neighborhood)-

{funereally} And your tavirla) Ya baban? O da- | Offering help Frank: Deme! (Uzgiin bir | Offering help (Uzgiin) Ya baban? Offering help

dad? Is he ...? Mode: Written to ) Mode: Written to tavirla) Ya baban? O da- Mode: Writtento | O?.. Mode: Written to
be Spoken Ann: (Hemen) lyi. be Spoken ) be Spoken ) be Spoken

Ann: {abruptly} Fine. I'll be | Tenor: One Lydia’y1 da gérmeye Tenor: One Ann: (Hemen) lyi. Tenor: One Ann: (Hemen) lyi. Tenor: One

in to see Lydia. Neighbor to gelecegim. Neighbor to Lydia’y1 da gérmeye Neighbor to Lydia’y1 da gérmeye Neighbor to
Another Another gelecegim. Another gelecegim. Another

Frank: {sympathetically} Frank: (Kaderini

How about it, does Dad Positive paylasirmiscasina) Nasil, | Positive Frank: (Kederini Positive Frank: (Sevecen) ne Positive

expect a parole soon? Politeness yakinda beraat edecek Politeness paylasirmiscasina) Nasil, | Politeness dersin, babani Politeness

Ann: {with growing
ill-ease} | really don't
know, I ...

Frank: {staunchly
defending her father for
her sake} | mean because
| feel, y'know, that if an
intelligent man like your
father is put in prison,
there ought to be a law
that says either you
execute him, or let him

go after a year.

Chris: {interrupting}
Want a hand with that
ladder, Frank?

Frank: {taking cue} That's
all right, I'll ... {picks up
ladder}

The speaker
applies a positive
face towards the
hearer offering him
help in a casual
way not in a typical
question format.

Also addressing
him with the first
name, the speaker
seems to intensify
interest to hearer.

mi dersin?

Ann: (Artan bir
huysuzlukla) Aslinda
bende pek bilmiyorum,
yalniz...

Frank: (Babasini ona
karsi koruyarak) Yani,
demek istiyorum ki, onun
gibi aydin bir adam
hapse atilsin da... Bir
adam! hapse atinca ya
ceza vermeli, ya da bir yil
sonra koyuvermeli, boyle
bir kanun olacakti galiba.

Chris: (Soze karisarak)
Merdivene yardim
edeyim mi, Frank?

Frank: (Firsattan
yararlanir) Yok, ben
yaparim. (Merdiveni
kaldirir)

The speaker
applies a positive
face towards the
hearer offering
him help casually
in question
format.

Also addressing
him with the first
name, the
speaker seems to
intensify interest
to hearer.

yakinda beraat edecek
mi dersin?

Ann: (Artan bir
huysuzlukla) Aslinda ben
de pek bilmiyorum,
yalniz-

Frank: (Babasini ona
karsi koruyarak) Yani,
demek istiyorum ki, onun
gibi aydin bir adam
hapse atilsin da... Bir
adami hapse atinca ya
ceza vermeli, ya da bir yil
sonra koyuvermeli, bdyle
bir kanun olacakti galiba.

Chris: (Lafa karigarak)
Merdivene yardim
edeyim mi, Frank?

Frank: (Firsattan istifade
eder) Yok, yok, ben
yaparim (Merdiveni
kaldirr)

The speaker
applies a
positive face
towards the
hearer offering
him help
casually in
guestion format.

Also addressing
him with the first
name, the
speaker seems
to intensify
interest to
hearer.

saliverecekler mi
yakinda?

Ann: (Artan
tedirginlikle)
Bilemiyorum, ben...

Frank: (Babasini
koruyarak) Yani, bana
kalirsa, baban gibi
aydin bir adami hapse
atarlarsa, yasalar 6yle
olmali ki, ya idam
etmeliler onu, ya da bir
yil sonra serbest
birakmalilar.

Chris: (Araya girerek)
Merdivene yardim
edeyim mi, Frank?

Frank: (Anlar) Yok yok,
ben yaparim...
(Merdiveni alir)

The speaker
applies a
positive face
towards the
hearer offering
him help
casually in
guestion format.

Also addressing
him with the first
name, the
speaker seems
to intensify
interest to
hearer.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: The question in the source speech act lacks the formal
guestion procedure that uses an auxiliary verb at the beginning preceded by a
subject and a verb at last. The translations, though, do not use any tactics to
redress the question and make it more informal and casual, stemming perhaps

from the linguistic boundaries of Turkish in that sense.

Lexical Mismatches: Apart from the natural variation of asking questions in a
casual way between English and Turkish, the speech act in the source and its

three translations correspond to each other lexically.

Textual Mismatches: The speech act in the source text stands to be a typical
example of positive politeness as its casual style indicates the intimate
atmosphere of the conversation, which is also true for the translations because the
addresser seems to prioritize the benefit of the addressee and makes an offer for
help. Therefore, there happens no deviation in the social dimension of language

use.
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Table 4.37. Register 24-25-26-27 All My Sons

Source

Register Analysis

TULIN YERDELEN 1996

Register Analysis

ULKU-AYKUT TAMER 1963

Register Analysis

ULKU TAMER 2010

Register Analysis

24-25-26-27) Jim: Where's your
mother?

Chris: Upstairs, dressing.

Ann: (crossing to them rapidly)
What happened to George?

Jim: | asked him to wait in the car.
Listen to me now. Can you take
some advice? (they wait) Don't
bring him in here.

Ann: Why?

Jim: Kate is in bad shape, you
can't explode this in front of her.

Ann: Explode what?

Jim: You know why he's here, don't
try to kit it away. There's blood in
his eye; drive him somewhere
and talk to him alone.

Ann turns to go up drive, takes a
couble of steps, sees Keller, and
stops. He goes quietly on into
house.

Chris: (shaken, and therefore
angered) Don't be an old lady.

Jim: He's come to take her home.
What does that mean? (to Ann)

You know what that means. Fight
it out with him some place else.

Ann: (comes back down toward
Chris) I'll drive... him somewhere.

Chris: (goes to her) No.

Jim: Will you stop being an
idiot?

Chris: Nobody's afraid of him here.
Cut that out!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Direct Orders

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor to
Neighbor

1) Negative-Bald on
Record

The speaker, half
commanding half
requesting, initially adopts
a negative face when he
sets out to give the hearers
a set of instructions. The
question starting with ‘can
you’, negatively redressed
speech event, stresses the
urgency of the situation
aiming to get the hearers
ready for the directives.

2) Bald on Record

The speaker gives advice
to the hearers going on
record thinking it is urgent
to take action at that
context. The speech act
sounds threatening but the
benefit it will create
compensates the
imposition it brings
alongside.

3) Bald on Record

The speaker gives advice
to the hearers going on
record thinking it is urgent
to take action at that
context. The speech act
sounds threatening but the
benefit it will create
compensates the
imposition it brings
alongside.

4) Bald on Record
(Redressed)

The speaker scoldingly
aims a question-formed
directive, redressed order
indeed, at the hearer as he
continues to focus on the
benefit of the speech act,
ignoring its imposition.

Jim: Annen nerede?
Chris: Yukarda, giyiniyor.

Ann: (Hizla yanlarina gelerek) Ne
oldu George’a?

Jim: Arabada beklemesini
sOyledim. Dinleyin beni simdi.
Biraz 6giit vereyim size.
(Beklerler) Buraya getirmeyin
onu.

Ann: Niye?

Jim: Kate pek iyi degil zaten; bu
meseleyi onun énlinde
Gikarmayin ortaya.

Ann: Ne meselesini!

Jim: Buraya nigin geldiginizi
biliyorsunuz. Bilmezlikten
gelmeyin. Gozlerini kan burimas;
bagka bir yere goturip yalniz
konusun.

Ann, araba yoluna dogru dénup
bir iki adim atar; Kelleri gorir
durur. Keller sessizce eve girer.

Chris: (Sarsilmig, o ylizden de
kizmig) Lafi gevirme agzinda.

Jim: Ann’i eve gotlirmeye gelmis.
Ne demek bu? (Ann’e) Ne demek
oldugunu biliyorsun. Gidin de
bagka bir yerde kavga edin.

Ann: (Chris’in yanina gelerek)
Baska... Bagka bir yere gétiireyim
onu.

Chris: (Ona dogru gider) Olmaz.

Jim: Aptallig: biraksana sen!

Chris: Kimse korkmuyor ondan.
Kesin artik!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Direct Orders

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor to
Neighbor

1) Bald on Record

The speaker sets out to
give a set of
instructions to the
hearers and he applies
a commanding style.

2) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record for it
would be for their best
interest.

3) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record thinking
itis urgent to take
action at that context.
The speech act sounds
threatening but the
benefit it will create
compensates the
imposition it brings
alongside.

4) Bald on Record
(Non-redressed)

The speaker scoldingly
goes on record and
directly uses a face
threatening act without
any redress.

By the maximization of
the imposition, the
speaker increases the
risk to his own face.

Jim: Annen nerede?
Chris: Yukarda, giyiniyor.

Ann: (Hizla yanlarina gelerek) Ne
oldu George’'a?

Jim: Arabada beklemesini
sOyledim. Dinleyin beni simdi.
Biraz 6giit vereyim size.
(Beklerler) Buraya getirmeyin
onu.

Ann: Niye?

Jim: Kate pek iyi degil zaten; bu
meseleyi onun 6niinde
cikarmayin ortaya.

Ann: Ne meselesini!

Jim: Buraya nigin geldiginizi
biliyorsunuz. Bilmemezlige
gelmeyin. Gozlerini kan blrimis;
baska bir yere gotiriip yalniz
konusun.

Ann, araba yoluna dogru dénup
bir iki adim atar; Kelleri gértir
durur. Keller sessizce eve girer.

Chris: (Sarsilmig, o ylizden de
kizmig) Lafi gevirme agzinda.

Jim: Ann'’i eve gétiirmeye gelmis.
Ne demek bu? (Ann’e) Ne demek
oldugunu biliyorsun. Gidin de
baska bir yerde kavga edin.

Ann: (Chris’in yanina gelerek)
Baska... Bagka bir yere gétiireyim
onu.

Chris: (Ona dogru gider) Olmaz.

Jim: Aptalligi biraksana sen!

Chris: Kimse korkmuyor ondan.
Kesin artik!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Direct Orders

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor to
Neighbor

1) Bald on Record

The speaker sets out
to give a set of
instructions to the
hearers and he
applies a
commanding style.

2) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record for it
would be for their best
interest.

3) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record
thinking it is urgent to
take action at that
context. The speech
act sounds
threatening but the
benefit it will create
compensates the
imposition it brings
alongside.

4) Bald on Record
(Non-redressed)

The speaker
scoldingly goes on
record and directly
uses a face
threatening act
without any redress.
By the maximization
of the imposition, the
speaker increases the
risk to his own face.

Jim: Annen nerede?
Chris: Yukarda, giyiniyor.

Ann: (Hizla yanlarina gelerek)
Ne oldu George'a?

Jim: Arabada beklemesini
soyledim. Dinleyin beni
simdi. Size bir 6giit vereyim
mi? (Beklerler) Buraya
getirmeyin onu.

Ann: Niye?

Jim: Kate kétl durumda, bu
konuyu onun éniinde
konusmayin.

Ann: Ne konusu?

Jim: Buraya nigin geldiginizi
biliyorsunuz. Bilmezlikten
gelmeyin. Gozlinl kan
blrimus; bir bagka yere
gotiiriip orada yalniz
basiniza konusun.

Ann, araba yoluna dogru
yonelip bir iki adim atar; Kelleri
gorlr durur. Keller sessizce
eve girer.

Chris: (Sarsilmig, o ylizden
ofkeli) Lafi geveleyip durma.

Jim: Ann’i gétlirmeye gelmis.
Ne demek bu? (Ann’e) Ne
demek oldugunu biliyorsun.
Gidin kavganizi bagka yerde
yapin.

Ann: (Chris’in yanina gelir)
Onu... baska bir yere
gotureyim dyleyse.

Chris: (Ann’e yaklasir) Olmaz.

Jim: Salakhgi biraksana sen!

Chris: Kimse korkmuyor
ondan. Kes artik!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant-Direct Orders

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Neighbor to
Neighbor

1) Negative-Bald on
Record

The speaker, half
commanding half
requesting, initially
adopts a negative face
when he sets out to give
the hearers a set of
instructions. The
question ‘6giit vereyim
mi’ negatively redressed
speech event, stresses
the urgency of the
situation aiming to get
the hearers ready for the
directives.

2) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record for it
would be for their best
interest.

3) Bald on Record

The speaker gives
advice to the hearers
going on record thinking
it is urgent to take action
at that context. The
speech act sounds
threatening but the
benefit it will create
compensates the
imposition it brings
alongside.

4) Bald on Record
(Non-redressed)

The speaker scoldingly
goes on record and
directly uses a face
threatening act without
any redress. By the
maximization of the
imposition, the speaker
increases the risk to his
own face.
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Translational Mismatches

Syntactic Mismatches: In the first case, the addresser in the source forms a
guestion with “can” to draw the attention of the addressees, which has a similar
format of question in third translation but the first and second translations use an
imperative form of sentence. The second and third cases are pure examples of
imperative sentences which directly begin with the verbs. All the translations follow
the same principles as used in the source text. The fourth example, though, seems
to display syntactic mismatch as the source speech act is actually in the form of
guestion “will you..” but that structure changes into the imperative form of sentence

in all of the translations

Lexical Mismatches: The speech acts are actually similar to each other in all the
examples, but the changes of forms in the first and fourth translations, from
guestion to imperative, makes difference in terms of parsing, which causes shift in
the form of the sentences. The wording also seems to correspond to each other in

all the speech events, which are all imperatives.

Textual Mismatches: The first case seems to show the negative face of the
addresser in the source text before he starts giving a series of directives to the
addressees. The addresser initially wants to highlight the urgency of the situation
as he directly calls his speech act is originally an advice, perhaps not to offend the
addressees, and then he goes bald on record in the rest of his instructions.
However, the first and second translations skip the addresser’s effort in
highlighting the urgency of the situation where the addresser deliberately makes a
guestion to name the following set of instructions as advice disguised in imperative
form. By this way, the addressees become prepared for the field of the speech
event that they are just about to carry out, which is all about direct orders targeted
for the addressees’ highest benefits. The last translation, though, seems to abide
by the field of the first case. Therefore, there happens a deviation in the social
dimension of language use in the first and second translations as the strategy of
negative politeness deviates into bald on record. The second and third cases of
speech events are in imperative forms of sentences, which is the same in all the

three translations. The fourth case, though, seems to display a slight deviation in
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the social dimension of language use as the source speech act is originally a
guestion with the function of scolding the addressees. Even though the function of
the speech act is the same, the translations, ignoring the question form of the
source, uses imperative form of sentence, a bit more increase in the threat to the
addressees. Therefore, a slight deviation happens with the skipping of the non-

redressive factor in the source speech act.
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5. DISCUSSION

House (2009) states that there are some features of the source text that must be
conveyed intact to the target text as they are considered to be ‘the invariant
features’. A sociologically rooted subject, linguistic politeness is subjected to
guestions whether it is an invariant feature that must put source first or a mere
cultural manifestation that can be dealt with functional approaches that put target
first. The study in question reveals that linguistic politeness is more than its name
suggests. The illocutionary force of each speech act is observed to add certain
degree to the already existing sum of the force of the speech act. A slight or major
deviation from the source degree of illocutionary force inescapably results in the
evolution of the source speech event into different forms built in different systems.
The whole sociological structure, i.e., symmetrical and asymmetrical relations,
social hierarchy, class rankings and the requirements of various contexts of
situations are all apt to change in the same way. It is also seen that politeness
strategies vary in some cases and remain the same in others. However, the study
reveals that in some other cases, the third case, the politeness strategies do not
change but the use of redressive elements like hedging words places them at

different levels inside the same category of politeness.

The analysis of the subject puts forth the following primary sources of discussion

that stand as concrete empirical research data implementing pragmatic analysis.

1. General deviations seen across linguistic politeness strategies: The analysis
model used in the study encompasses not only a linguistic point of view but also
its derivatives like sociolinguistics and psycholinguistics given the fact that
politeness is a desperate act meant to represent a ‘mood’ so to say. In this sense,
as House (2009) suggests about the invariant features of texts, linguistic
politeness may be regarded as one of them because it bears certain psychological
background. The overt translational mismatches, specifically the syntactic ones,
occur in the fields of operation where linguistics functions as the main analysis
mechanism while lexical mismatches are oriented towards the field of semantics.
On the other hand, the textual mismatches cover both the textual and extra-textual
features that determine the overall type of the speech events, which requires a
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pragmatic evaluation. Therefore, linguistic politeness is firstly identified at the basis
of linguistics, i.e., the structures of the sentences, the active-passive variations,

and the use of modals.

Then it is put into a semantic contrastive analysis which takes lexical parsing and
wording to the front of the analysis and some other specific wordplays. Finally, the
pragmatic criticism is developed upon the belief that politeness is a cultural and
social phenomenon as well, which, above all, proves the primary use of register-

based analysis.

Depending on the register analysis, there happened both major and slight
deviations in the politeness strategies and these are caused by syntactic, lexical
and textual translational mismatches. The graphic below demonstrates the major

deviations seen across the four-super strategies in the play Death of a Salesman:

20

18

16

m Positive

B Negative
= Bald on Record

Off Record

Source iz'at 2010 Sarag¢ 1994 Burian 1952

Figure 5.1. The variations in the use of four-super strategies of politeness, Death
of a Salesman

The number of examples that are extracted from the play Death of a Salesman is
thirty-six, but the graphic may reveal some numbers more than that. It is because
in some cases, there is more than one strategy applied by the addressers, which
is claimed to be a possible and an ordinary situation by Brown and Levinson
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(1978). In the first instance, the study shows that evaluating translations with a
chronological reading may not yield to coherent deductions about the transference
of linguistic politeness. The reason for that, the translation by Sarag¢ (1994) seems
to be the most compatible one with the source strategies when the contexts of
situations are separately decoded; whereas the latest translation by iz’at (2010)
appears to differ more than Sarag¢ (1994) as the numbers of deviations are many.
However, it is quite eye-catching that the oldest translated version of the play by
Burian (1952) seems to present many more deviations from the source text.

The greatest number of deviations is seen at the use of bald on record strategy,
which evidently shows that Turkish translations favor bald on record strategy much
more from the English version of the play. It is seen from the analysis of the
translations that Turkish addressers often adopt more explicit ways of addressing
unlike English ones. Seeing the exceptional case of the oldest translation, the
formality level may be argued to have shattered and informality speech events to
have replaced the formal ones. As a result of that, it could be assumed that social
distance is subjected to translator manipulation at some degrees. In addition, the
positive politeness seems to change through translation to a notable extent as
well. The positive face is seen to have derived from the use of in-group identity
markers and the informal ways of addressing that indicate the intimacy among the
participants of the conversation. The omission of one id-group marker or
substituting it with a local word that may not offer the necessary positive level

leads to the deviation in this sense.

The graphic below demonstrates the major deviations seen across the four-super

strategies in the play All My Sons:
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Figure 5.2. The variations in the use of four-super strategies of politeness, All My
Sons

The number of examples that are extracted from the play All My Sons is twenty-
seven, but the graphic may reveal some numbers more than that because of the
use of two strategies for one speech act. The latest translation by Tamer (2010)
seems to offer as many deviations as the translation made by Yerdelen (1996)
while the earliest translation appears to present more deviations. However,
evaluating translations depending on a finite humber of examples, as is given
here, may not prove to be scientific enough to make clear-cut definitions of
translation norms within the scope of linguistic politeness. However, it may be
argued that in both plays, the oldest versions of the plays include more deviations
than the ones following. One of the two translators that made the oldest translation
of the play, All My Sons, Tamer translated the play once more (2010) and
apparently abandoned some of his early preferences especially in the politeness
transfer process. It is seen that he cared more about the formality level among the
participants of social interactions and kept the negatively formed politeness
strategy as intact as possible, only to note some exceptions. This fact shows that
he got closer to the source text in this version. Another significant reading is about
the bald on record strategy, which is seen to have increased in numbers when

compared to the source text. Like the outcomes concerning the analysis of Death
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of a Salesman, it is seen that the addressers in Turkish versions of the plays
address to each other using less numbers of linguistic hedges that might add
certain politeness effect to the speech acts. Instead, the direct form of uttering
speech acts is favored. The purpose in doing that may be partly about the genre of
the translation. As previously discussed about the characteristics of drama
translation, the main concern of the translated plays is to be understandable and
clear so that the audience in the theater should not be confused by long and
embellished sentences. Or it may partly be about the translators’ own varying
decisions that may stem from their translation approach, which favors trying to be
comprehended by target readers at first. Nevertheless, these assumptions
demonstrate that bald on record strategy is favored in all the translations of the
plays both. The off-record strategy, though, seems to remain unchanged through
translation contrary to the first play where off record strategies are replaced with
definite addressees with direct acts of addressing. Therefore, it cannot be claimed
that there is a specific tendency of the translators to translate off record strategy in

certain manner.

2. The ‘afterlife’ of face-work: Suggesting that translation is basically an act of
“transformation and renewal of something” (Benjamin: 17, in Venuti: 2000),
Benjamin claims that the original text is doomed to change. The face-work as
suggested by Goffman (1967) stands to raise questions about face and politeness
in the afterlife of the source text. The verbal or non-verbal acts as pointed out by
Goffman (1967) help people preserve their faces and keep social distance at
required level in accordance with the social norms of the society, thus searching
for correspondence for those acts automatically leads to transformation of the
source social norms in translated texts. The main question in this study is how far
translators go from these original social norms. The register-based analysis in the
study makes it possible to see the deviations in the social dimension of language
use, which is realized through face-saving acts and face-threatening acts upon
which certain strategy of politeness is implemented by the participants.

Given the analysis results of the play Death of a Salesman, it is seen that the
translation made by iz’at (2010) reflects a smaller number of positively redressed

speech acts but more in negative and bald on record strategy. The translator
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seems to have saved the formality level caring about the face-saving acts within
the source text but at the same time preferred more imperatives and direct forms
of addressing than the author of the source text. On the other hand, he saved the
off-record strategy and developed corresponding approaches. The translation
made by Sarag¢ (1994) seems to reflect the most ‘matching’ contexts of situations
in which the strategies of politeness do not seriously shift to a great extent.
However, he does not seem to use as many implicatures or hints as the source
text, which lessens the negativity effect of those speech acts as it is taken for
granted that off record strategy is considered the most negative form of negative
politeness (Brown, Levinson: 1978). The translated version of Burian (1952)
seems to have varied significantly from the other translations. It could be argued
that all the source strategies are shattered and subjected to changes. Specifically,
the excessive application of bald on record strategy and few instances of
preserving negative face comes to mean direct impact on the interpersonal
relations inside the source text. The addressers becoming more explicit and direct
toward each other in requests, advice, suggestions, offers and orders actually
cause the birth of a totally different social balance in the Turkish version. However,
it is necessary to note that not all the deviations from negative or positive
strategies to bald on record change the type of the original speech act. The
translator is seen to make an effort in keeping the type of the source speech act
with the adding of some cultural addressing terms like ‘“ne olur”, “allah askina”,
“vahu” etc. This situation where cultural filtering is applied, though, risks more
threat to both the addresser’s face and that of the addressee because it potentially

leads to direct confrontation eliminating social distance.

According to the results of the register analysis obtained from the play All My
Sons, the most frequent strategy of politeness seems to be bald on record as is
the case with the translations of Death of a Salesman. Depending on this fact, it
could be argued that the addressers in Turkish versions develop a tendency to be
direct in their wants. Concerning the decrease in the number of the negatively
redressed speech events, which categorically requires some language work to
form, the translators seem to ignore the purposefulness of keeping a negative face
that makes a want a request indeed. Therefore, it is possible to say that there
happens another type of speech act at this point as some of the requests in the
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source text turn into pure wants in the target texts. Even if there occur exchanges
of strategies in the other forms of politeness too, the situation between the
negative politeness and the bald on record strategy is what it is all about the face-
saving acts and face-threatening acts. It is evident that no translations make use
of a smaller number of bald on record strategy, but more and even much more in
some of them. Therefore, it may be claimed that the concept of face is not
linguistically preserved in Turkish versions of the play, thereby maximizing risk to
the faces of the participants of the speech events and increasing the imposition.
The cost of the speech acts is also observed to have increased putting more
pressure on the addressees, which eventually threatens face. On the other hand,
the off-record strategy seems to remain unchanged through translation. The
register analysis also shows that there happen changes within the positive
strategy. In some of the examples, it is seen that the positive face of addressers
turns into negative face in the target texts or maintains to be positive, but the
politeness strategy deviates into bald on record. As Brown and Levinson (1978)
suggests about the primary types of faces as positive and negative, Turkish
versions of the plays seem to create positive face by changing the strategy of
expressing it, that is to say, in some instances, they leave hedging strategies of
positive face and go bald but keep the positive face thanks to their extra use of in-
group identity markers or address terms of intimacy. Despite causing slight
deviation, such instances display that the translators intend to preserve the

concept of face and politeness within the source social system.

3. Translational mismatches in illocutionary force: The functional-pragmatic view of
translation handles pieces of source texts with more flexibility than other
conventional modules of evaluation such as syntactic and semantic approaches.
Targeted towards the author’s intention, such functionally and pragmatically
oriented translations try to get into the depth of the meaning implied by the
authors. However, such flexibility of evaluating things, as conducted from this very
study, may reveal varying outcomes especially when the subject is linguistic
politeness. The search for the hidden meaning or the implied meaning may
jeopardize the existence of linguistic features that adjust the specific tone inside
the polite utterance. The study reveals that bald on record strategy is generally
preferred by the translators with the intention of getting to the core of the meaning.
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On the other hand, it is also seen that such shortcuts to the real meaning cause
bared utterances to come out lacking the right tone and force of speech acts and
overall aesthetics of each politeness strategy. Such mismatches are seen to result
from the application of overt translation.

The deviations caused by translational mismatches are basically rooted in
translators’ overt attitude. To give some examples from the outcomes of the
analysis, the modality markers, especially epistemic modals and alethic modals
such as can, cannot, may, might, must, must not, ought to, should and perhaps
seem to get lost or change form in several situations. This kind of omitting or
substitution actually means a lot for the illocutionary force of speech acts because
linguistic politeness is originally realized through linguistic acts. The differentiation
between the source and the target texts specifically concerning the deviations
seen in the positive, negative and bald on record strategy is seen to be partly

because of the use of modality markers and non-redressing them in target texts.

The other primary factor is about the hedging words that function to mitigate or
redress the illocutionary force of speech acts. The prosodic sounds like ts, ts, eee,
tkk, tkk, the use of if conditional, the expressions like | mean, | wonder, you know,
or expressions of indirectness like want to ask you to are all significant elements in
terms of the force of acts. Such redressive expressions are seen to make
contribution either to the positive face or negative face of the addressers.
Therefore, it could be said that hedges function more to mitigate and lessen the
illocutionary force of speech acts but in some instances they are observed to help
maximize the negative face of addressers. However, figures of speech such as
omitting or substituting, which are basic sources of overt mismatches, are seen to
have caused deviation into bald on record strategy. At the same, the type of the
speech acts is also affected as the analysis reveals a transition tendency from
request, advice and suggestions towards order. In the analysis of thirty-six
examples of registers in the play Death of a Salesman, it is seen that four
requests, three advices and one suggestion are converted into orders in specific
translations. Also, the translations of the second play All My Sons manifest two
requests, one advice and one suggestion being converted into orders. It should

also be noted that it is not always the source requests or wants becoming the



193

orders in the target texts, even if the number is much less, the reverse situation
happens as well in some occasions. For example, in the second play, the register
number nine manifests that one order in the form of bald on record strategy turns
into a negatively redressed request in the first and second translations. In
conclusion, these kinds of deviations stemming from overtly erroneous
translational mismatches directly affect the aesthetics of politeness in the source

text and give birth to different form of aesthetics of politeness in target texts.

The function that the source text has in the source register is clearly and overtly
deviated into different functions in the target text/register. Because of the overt
type of translation, which is seen to have been implemented in certain contexts of
situations, the source semantic and syntactic properties have apparently been
replaced with added extensions, deletions and substitutions of the items
mentioned above. Indeed, these properties form what makes a function of a text
distinct. When approached with overt type of translation, it has been made evident
from the registers that illocutionary speech acts lose the critical illocutionary force
indicating devices. Due to this situation, deviations occur in various dimensions of
language use. Also, the force of utterances is distorted, transformed or even lost.
Consequently, the linguistically and semantically driven overt translational
mismatches cause the target texts to establish an intratextual autonomy, which

gives birth to intertextual incoherence toward the source texts.

4. Resurrection of cooperative principle: Given the fact that the author of the
source text can freely designate his own intertextual and extratextual features
inside a source text, the question is necessarily to be asked whether the
translators have such freedom in their target texts. Such a discussion would bring
about the subject of cooperative principle, classified by Grice (1975: 26, 27) as
maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner, to the agenda of translation
studies. Apart from the aesthetics of politeness, the study in question reveals that
the concept of cooperative principle is seen to have deviated into different forms
where the cooperation among the participants of social interaction is relayed on
different lexicon, grammar and field. Deviations seen across politeness strategies,
especially from negative to bald on record, are observed to violate the maxim of

guantity that adjusts the exact number of words the addresser regards necessary
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to utter. The negative strategy requires specific hedging strategies and linguistic
work, so there emerges a loophole in cases where translators do not produce that
exact amount of linguistic work in translated texts. In addition to that, the maxim of
manner is also subjected to deviations as it manages how something is said.
Because politeness strategies basically differ from each other in terms of the
techniques of saying things, i.e., the manner matters most in this sense.
Therefore, any violation of maxim of manner seems to negatively affect the social
cooperation agreed by source people and resurrects with different existence of

cooperation agreed by target people. This fact is evidently exhibited in the study.

5. Cognitive processing of translators: In Gutt’s terms, deviations in the politeness
strategies can be labeled as the outcomes of translators’ irrelevant interpretations
and descriptions of source contextual effects. Semantic representations, syntactic
properties, prosodic features and other hedging strategies are all contributors to
the cognitive environment of translators’ idiocratic cognitive processing. Linguistic
and semantic substructures that form texts are essentially the reasons of the
nuance between the source and the target texts. However, it is beyond a sole
linguistic evaluation of an equivalence search because the speech acts are known
to pose actions which take power from the inside and the outside of the text, the
context. Therefore, translators’ aim to realize cognitive environment of the source
texts have caused originality and peculiarity mismatches in target texts on some
occasions. On the other hand, in cases where there are no mismatches of any
kind, be they syntactic or semantic, it is observed that textual representations of

source texts are also preserved predominantly as they are.

Translators’ direct approach of translation seems to have fit more into the source
registers, whereas indirect translation has caused more instances of addition,
deletion and substitution. To give an example, the sentence extracted from the
play Death of a Salesman (no:1 register) “/ want you to return that” does not
contain any complicated features for translators and is easy to form syntactically
and semantically yet is translated in different forms in two translations which are
as “onu geri vereceksin” and “onu goétlriip geri vereceksin”. It is seen from this
example that translators force their descriptive interpretation about the context of

the source and use different way of addressing where indirectness, the main
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mitigating effect for the illocutionary force of the speech act in question is deviated
into directness, a clear indication of on order. However, the direct form of
translation of the speech act, “onu geri gétiirmeni istiyorum” projects equivalent
cognitive environment and remains mutually manifest. The question why the two
translators follow indirect form of translation while direct translation is simply
possible is because of their cognitive interpretating of the situation that it would
take less effort for the target audience in grabbing the urgency of the want and
getting to the point immediately. However, the way they become invisible in the
translation causes the loss of the right tone and stress of the original utterance,

which was a want, but then an order.

This example is a clear evidence for the existence of discrepant cognitive
processing of the author and the translators. Due to a transformation like this, new
contexts are created out of a chain reaction which is led by deviations seen in tiny
contexts of situations, which consequently leads to the creation of different
sociologies in target texts. Apparently, relevance-theoretic approach raises
exclusive awareness of inferencing and interpretation in translators and provides
them with the opportunity to think like authors and offer solutions to translation
problems even if some tricky situations may come across on the way like linguistic

politeness.
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6. CONCLUSION

This study has aimed to analyze the translation processes of directive speech acts
within the scope of linguistic politeness. It is meant to stand for a multiaspectual
analysis in the field where translation is connected to the science of linguistics and
pragmatics, in particular. The speech acts that perform actions in their essence
pose potential risks for translators who might see the act of translation only as a
mere act of equating source elements to target elements with the worries of
producing ‘sameness’. This open risk causes deviations within the force that every
speech act bears, by birth. While deviations occur at the level of speech acts, the
interpersonal relations are deviated, remolded and distorted as the social
dimension of language use is shattered. The study in question has proven that
such deviations cause risks to people’s face, the social image in public, and harm
the cooperative principle, the undeclared social contract, agreed by the social
participants of speech events. The cooperative principle together with the face-
work, a constant struggle of preserving face by not initiating face-threatening acts,
like going too direct at their wants, comprise the backbone of the study. Even if the
address terms stand to be critical for creating politeness effect, the study puts the
main focus on the force of illocutionary speech acts and their reflections in

translation.

For that purpose, two dramas, written by Arthur Miller, have been selected to
collect certain numbers of examples in order to make a register analysis, the main
analysis tool, soon after the directive speech acts have been identified. Register
analysis which examines the field, mode and tenor inside a text is purposefully
chosen because it helps to get into the context and provide a thorough
understanding about who is talking to who with what degree of formality, what the
conversation is about and what the medium of transmitting is. In this sense, this
study has used the format used by Juliane House in the evaluation of register
outcomes, who has suggested the analysis of translated texts in terms of
syntactic, lexical and textual mismatches. As a necessity of functional-pragmatic
approach, she used register analysis to make a source text profile and then do the
same work for the target text believing that register equivalence is to be reached

firstly above all other functions of translating exercise. This study has also followed
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the same procedure, but unlike House, it has not set out to qualify the quality or
accuracy of translated texts through an assessment of translation performance.
Instead, going back to the first phase of the analysis, the study has analyzed the
face saving and face threatening exercises of people by comparing the politeness
strategies that the addressers apply to address to addressees in certain contexts.
In order to realize this aim, the study has revealed several overtly made
translational mismatches centered upon syntactic structure, lexicon and the
intertextual — extratextual features of texts, all of which have led to the shift of
original politeness strategies classified as positive, negative, bald on record and

off record.

The main question of the research was: “How is the concept of linguistic politeness

in directive speech acts evaluated in translation studies?

Through register analysis, the study has revealed that translators have made the
overtly erroneous syntactic, lexical and textual translational mismatches that have
caused deviations in the social dimension of language use that is very much
connected to the politeness strategies applied. Syntactic mismatches are
observed to cover the following areas of grammar interpretation; non-
correspondent tense uses, shifts in the use of modality markers, conversion from
active to passive or passive to active sentence forms, differential use of subject
pronouns and some other language-specific syntactic differences between English
and Turkish. Such grammar-based mismatches are seen to trigger mismatches in
other fields like lexicon-based ones. Lexical mismatches are seen to cover the
style of wording, lexical parsing inside speech acts, use of hedging expressions,
use of address terms, prosodic features of intonation, stress and rhythm, use of
diminutives, the plurality and singularity of imperatives and the T- V distinction
between English and Turkish. The final category of mismatches is about the
textual structure of speech acts used in specific contexts of situations. The study
has manifested that textual mismatches, derived from syntactic and lexical

mismatches, have caused major and slight deviations such as:
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a) Major deviations in politeness strategies in total;

»

Positive

>  Negative: 4 instances

Positive

—> Bald on record: 7 instances

Positive

>  Off record: 1 instance

—D

Negative

> Positive: 5 instances

Negative
Negative
Bald on record
Bald on record
Bald on record
Off record
Off record
Off record

> Bald on record: 18 instances

—D

» Off record: O instances
» Positive: 0 instances

—>  Negative: 2 instances

v

Off record: O instances

v

Positive: 0 instances

v

Negative: O instances

v

Bald on record: O instances

b) Slight deviations inside the same politeness strategies due to the use of

redressive and non-redressive factors;

Positive

Negative

v

Positive redressed: 2 instances
(address terms added)
Positive non-redressed: 4 instances
(order of wording, omitting diminutives

words and less hedging strategies)

v

Negative redressed: 0 instances
Negative non-redressed: 3 instances
(use of informal subject pronoun,
lessening hedging strategies and

diminutive words)
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Bald on record » Bald on record redressed (More

threatening): 8 instances (syntactic
shifts, place of pronouns, choice of
modals, omitting address terms)

Bald on record non-redressed (Less
threatening): 3 instances (adding
intimate address terms, use of

imperative to beg for permission)

Off record strategy — Off record redressed: 0 instances

Off record non-redressed: O instances

Given the outcomes of slight and major deviations, it could be stated that
translators more or less affect the politeness strategies either by redressing them
with specific language work or undressing them by omitting specific items. At the
end of every single non-correspondence, a slight or major deviation has occurred
in the social dimension of language use in the transferred text, which, after the
whole process of translation, necessitates evaluating it once again.

It could also be understood that Turkish translations develop a tendency to go
from indirectness to directness in expressing requests, advices and suggestions. It
is seen that going direct may functionally work to maintain positive face, as it is
taken for granted that going direct is a conventionalized way of speech in intimate
relations, but it may cause negative face to disappear as negative politeness
undoubtedly requires specific language work. As could be seen from the numbers
of deviations, negative politeness is the most-frequently deviated politeness
strategy, which proves that Turkish translators generally choose not the formality
features but the informality ones. Given all these major and slight deviations, it
may well be argued that the concept of politeness, specifically speech acts, is not
dealt with special care by translators. The overt attitude of translators misses out
the force factor of every single speech event and the idiosyncrasy of politeness

strategies.

The first sub-question was: What kind of transformation occurs in the types of

speech acts after the translation process?
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Another significant issue is that the types of directives have changed losing their
aesthetic features and gaining more message-oriented shapes instead.
Concerning mostly about the major deviations seen across politeness strategies;

speech acts have evolved from:

e Transformation of the types of directive speech acts;

Request > Order: 6 instances
Advice —> Order: 4 instances
Suggestion —»> Order: 2 instances
Order > Request: 1 instance

Regarding the variations seen above, a general differentiation is seen to take
place in handling of the speech acts. All in all, the comparison between the source

plays in English and their versions in Turkish shows the move predominantly from:

English Turkish

Indirectness - Directness

Formality —> Informality

Redressed speech acts — Non-redressed speech acts
Politeness aesthetics » Message centeredness

Another sub-question was: What most evident consequences are caused by

ignoring the linguistic politeness strategies adopted in the source texts?

The speech acts undressed from the aesthetic features of politeness are seen to
have turned to create more explicit forms of addressing. This fact has dominated
almost the entire translation processes of the plays, which leads to the birth of
different social dimensions of language use, that is, the new social norms. In most
of the cases, remolding the source social dimension is seen to have resulted in the

general tendency for:

e More risk to the faces of the addresser and the addressee both

e Increased cost of the action on the addressee
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e More threatening speech exercised

¢ Increased imposition poisoning tenor relationships

These results reveal tangible data about translation sociology and call for a
sociolinguistic bond across texts of different language and culture systems. The
overt translational mismatches seen across various dimensions of language use
have led to significant transformations in several context of situations. However, it
cannot be alleged that translators have adopted complete acts of cultural filtering
which would give birth to a ‘second original’ because the bond with the source is

observed to be kept alive even if distorted by overt mismatches.

The other sub-question was: What kinds of translational mismatches occur in the

transfer process of politeness strategies?

The study has revealed that mismatches are intensely about syntactic, lexical and
textual features. These mismatches have been due to the translators’ non-
corresponding preferences in re-contextualization of the source registers. It turns
out that re-contextualization is an inevitable part of functional-pragmatic aspect of
translation, whereas, translators specifically creating more of an overt translation,
miss out the interpersonal relations factor. This study has manifested that adding,
omitting, substituting and grammatical inconsistency have been the primary

translational sources of syntactic, lexical and textual mismatches.

Previous studies done within the field have dealt with the concept of politeness
from various perspectives. Having been discussed for a long time, politeness has
yet to be identified whether it is a universal concept that can be recreated with the
same effects in target languages, or a production of a different system of sociology
hard to be equated in translation process. This fact seems to pose several
challenges for the field of translation, therefore, many scholars, who have studied
on the subject, have contributed to the field with various empirical researches. In
these researches, many languages have been compared and respective results
have been formulated in order to come up with effective ways for translators to
handle the subject on a sound basis. However, no fixed methodology has been

invented yet, to be applied for all instances of politeness translation.
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Compared to the previous studies, this study has developed a wider perspective of
the subject, expanding into the illocutionary side of speech acts and their
projections at interpersonal relations, instead of the narrowly politeness marker-
centered field of assessment. The concepts of face-work, face-threatening and
face-saving acts, cooperative principle, felicity conditions have been discussed. It
has been witnessed that linguistic politeness could be regarded as one of the
invariant features in translation given the purposefulness of every speech event
performing an act decorated with a certain predetermined degree of politeness.
Therefore, only functionally motivated approaches would not suffice to the relaying
of politeness in target language because of the potential deviations in strategies of
expressing politeness. Cases of non-correspondence in terms of politeness have
been seen to create new social dimensions of language use, which is, new
relations, new characters, new patterns of attitudes, new patterns of uttering
remarks, new social distance and intimacy. As to the claims made by House,
register analysis turned out to be effective in creating profiles not only for the
overall identity of texts, but also for the specific individual parts inside texts in order
to parallel the source dimensions of language use with those of target texts. It has
also been observed that trilateral evaluation of politeness in syntactic, lexical and
textual subheadings would provide translators a solid basis to guarantee

pragmatic comprehension of the subject matter.

Suggestions

In recent years, studies aiming to make bridges among languages and cultures
have multiplied in academic circles. In this sense, politeness theory has begun
drawing more attention from multidisciplinary fields of social sciences, including
translation studies. This study has included three branches of art inside the field of
its operation, literature, linguistics and translation. The purpose has been to handle
the concept of politeness in lifelike conversations in theatre plays and evaluate the

‘translational mismatches’.

However, studies that utterly reflect real conversations from real-life documents or
talks among people would be of high significance in identifying cognitive

processing of people in returning remarks redressed with certain tactics of



204

politeness. Cognitive side of the research needs more empirical emphasis to
reveal precise hypotheses as to the behavioral analysis of people’s remarks and
actions. Regarding the need to include cognitive linguistics in translation studies
more and more, the relevance theory would necessarily provide more expansion
to the behavioral explanations of novel communication trends in the world. In
addition, studies that focus on machine-based translation would need to pay more
attention to the illocutionary force of speech acts and politeness strategies as the
fields extends its scope toward the unforeseeable horizons. Creating more corpus-
based studies specific to the subject in question would help add more to the

already exhaustive use of artificial intelligence within the field.

If such more studies were put into action, then it would be possible to revise the
long-standing theories of cooperative principle and felicity conditions with newer
social conventions. The constant globalization of the world, transformation of
languages and mingling of cultures into hybridity require latest scientific research
to shed light on the connection between communication and translation studies.
By this way, it would be possible to talk more confidently about small groups or
societies’ indigenous applications of politeness expressions free from social
conventions long-supposed to be universal-like. Thus, translators would be more
aware of the specificity of the subject and be able to provide encompassing

approaches in coping with transferring politeness from one language to another.
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SOURCE TEXT

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag¢ 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

1) Howard: | bought it for dictation,
but you can do anything with it.
Listen to this. | had it home last
night. Listen to what | picked up.
The first one is my daughter. Get
this. [He flicks the switch and “Roll
out the Barrel” is heard being
whistled.] Listen to that kid whistle.

Willy: That is lifelike, isn’t it?

Howard: Seven years old. Get that
tone.

Willy: Ts, ts. Like to ask a little
favor if you . . .[The whistling
breaks off, and the voice of
Howard’s daughter is heard.]

His daughter: “Now you, Daddy.”
Howard: She’s crazy for me! [Again
the same song is whistled.] That’s

me! Ha! [He winks.]

Willy: You’re very good!

Field: Asymmetrical-Distant,
Social Status-Power
Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Howard: Talimatlarimi dikte
ettirmek icin aldim, ama
istedigin her seyi
yapabilirsin. Bunu dinle. Din
gece eve goturdim. Dinle
bak ne yakaladim. ilki benim
kizim. Bak suna. (Digmeyi
cevirir, ishikla ¢calman "Roll
out

the Barrell" duyulur) Su
¢ocugun nasll 1slik ¢aldigina
baksana.

Willy: Tipki canli gibi, degil
mi?

Howard: Yedi yasinda.
Tonuna baksana.

Willy: Eee... Senden kiiglik
bir ricada bulunacaktim,
eger sen...

(Islik kesilir, Howard'in
kizinin sesi duyulur)

Kizi: "Simdi sen, baba..."
Howard: Delicesine sever
beni! (Ayni sarki tekrar
islikla ¢alinir) Bu ben! Hi!
(Géz kirpar)

Willy: Cok iyisin!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Howard: Bunu dikte igin
aldim. Fakat bununla
herseyi yapabilirsin. Din
gece eve getirdim. Neler
kaydettigimi dinle. ilk
duyacagin benim kizim.
Sunu dinler misin?
(Digmeye hafifce basar ve
Roll out the barrel'in islikla
¢alinisi duyulur) Su ¢ocugun
1shk caligini dinler misin?

Willy: Gergek gibi degil mi?

Howard: 7 yasinda. Sesi
agar misin?

Willy: Senden bir iyilik
yapmani istiyorum, eger
sen... (Islik sesi kesilir ve
Howard’in kizinin sesi
duyulur)

Howard'in kizi: “Simdi sen,
babacigim”

Howard: O bana deli olur!
(Tekrar ayni sarkinin islikla
galinisi duyulur) iste bu
benim! Ya! (g6zlerini kirpar)

Willy: Gok iyisin!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Howard: Ben mektup filan
yazdirmak i¢in aldim. Ama
ne igin istersen
kullanabilirsin. Sunu dinle
bir. Din aksam eve
g6turmastim. Dinle bak ne
doldurdum. ilki kiigiik
kizim. Bir bak!( Dugmeyi
cevirir. Islikla bir tirki
sOylendigi duyulur.)
Yumurcagin su islik
calisina bak.

Willy: Bayagdi yaninda
sOyliyormus gibi, degil mi?

Howard: Yedi yasinda.
Tonu nasil ama?

Willy: Tkk, tkk! Senden
birsey rica edecektim...
(Islik kesilir, Howard’in
kizinin sesi duyulur.)

Kizinin Sesi: “Simdi sira
senin baba.”

Howard: Beni deli gibi
sever! (Sarki islkla tekrar
soylenir.) Bu dab en!
Nasil? (Go6z kirpar.)

Willy: Bravo dogrusu!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Distant, Social Status-
Power Relation-
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Employee to
Employer

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness
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SOURCE TEXT

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

2) Charley: Hey, you're going to miss
that train. [He waves the bottle.]

Bernard: Yeah, I'm going. [He takes
the bottle.] Thanks, Pop. [He picks up
his rackets and bag.] Good-bye, Willy,
and don’t worry about it. You know, “If
at first you don’t succeed . . .”

Willy: Yes, | believe in that.

Bernard: But sometimes, Willy, it’s
better for a man just to walk away.

Willy: Walk away?

Bernard: That'’s right.

Willy: But if you can’t walk away?
Bernard [after a slight pause]: | guess
that's when it’s tough.

[Extending his hand] Good-bye, Willy.

Willy [shaking Bernard’s hand]: Good-
bye, boy.

Field: Symmetrical- Changing
Social Status-Indirect Advice

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially Distant
Neighbors

Coder 1. Off-Record
Coder 2: Off-Record

Coder 3: Off-Record

Charley: Hey, treni
kagiracaksin. (Siseyi sallar)

Bernard: Hi, gidiyorum.
(Siseyi alir) Sag ol baba.
(Raketlerini ve gantasini alir)
Allahaismarladik Willy, takma
kafana. Bilirsin, "ilkinde
basaramazsan..."

Willy: Evet ben ona inanirim.
Bernard: Fakat bazi
zamanlar, Willy, ¢ekip
gitmek bir insan icin daha
hayirhdir.

Willy: Cekip gitmek?
Bernard: Evet, dogru.

Willy: Ya gekip gidemezsen?
Bernard: (Cok kisa bir
sessizlikten sonra) Sanirim,
iste o zaman igler zorlagir.

(Elini uzatir) Elveda Willy.

Willy: (Bernard'in elini
sikarak) Elveda evlat.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social Status-
Indirect Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Coder 1. Off-Record
Coder 2: Off-Record

Coder 3: Off-Record

Charley: Hey, treni
kagiracaksin. (siseyi sallar.)

Bernard: Tamam, gidiyorum.
(Siseyi alir) Tesekkdrler baba
(Raketlerini ve gantasini alir.)
Hoscakal, Willy ve o konuda
kaygilanma. Biliyorsun “Eger
baslangicta sen basarili
olmasaydin...”

Willy: Evet, buna inaniyorum.
Bernard: Ama, Willy, bazen
kimisi icin herseyi birakip
gitmek de iyidir.

Willy: Herseyi birakip gitmek
mi?

Bernard: Evet.

Willy: Ama ya birakip
gidemezsen?

Bernard: (Kisa bir sessizlikten

sonra) Sanirim herseyin ¢ok zor
oldugu zaman demek istiyorsun.
(Elini uzatarak) Hosgakal Willy.

Willy: (Bernard’la tokalasarak)

Giile gule,odlum.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social Status-
Indirect Advice

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially Distant
Neighbors

Coder 1. Off-Record
Coder 2: Off-Record

Coder 3: Off-Record

Charley: Bana bak, sen o
tireni kagiricaksin. (Elindeki
siseyi sallar.)

Bernard: Evet, gidiyorum.
(Siseyi alir.) Sagol, baba.
(Raketleriyle gantasini alir.)
Allaha 1smarladik, Willy
amca, uzllme. Bilirsin ya “Bir
basaramazsan bir daha...”

Willy: Evet, dogru soz.
Bernard: Yalniz Willy amca,
bazen insanin basini alip
gitmesi daha hayirli olur.
Willy: Bagini alip gitmesi mi?

Bernard: Evet dyle.

Willy: Ama ya basini alip
gidemezsen?

Bernard: (Bir an durduktan
sonra) O artik bahtsizlik olur.
(Elini uzatir.) Allaha
ismarladik, Willy amca.

Willy: (Bernard'in elini sikar.)
Giile giile, oglum.

Field: Symmetrical-
Changing Social Status-
Intimate-Indirect
Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Socially
Distant Neighbors

Coder 1. Off-Record
Coder 2: Off-Record

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness




218

SOURCE TEXT

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarac¢ 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

3-4) Willy: 1 was wondering if
he’d remember you. [To
Happy] Imagine, man doesn’t
see him for ten, twelve years
and gives him that kind of a
welcome!

Happy: Damn right!

Biff [trying to return to the
offensive]: Pop, look—

Willy: You know why he
remembered you, don’t you?
Because you impressed him in
those days.

Biff: Let’s talk quietly and get
this down to the facts, huh?

Willy [as though Biff had been
interrupting]: Well, what

happened? It's great news, Biff.

Did he take you into his office
or'd you talk in the waiting-
room?

Biff: Well, he came in, see,
and—

Willy [with a big smile]: What'd
he say? Betcha he threw his
arm around you.

Biff: Well, he kinda—

Willy: He’s a fine man. [to
Happy] Very hard man to see,
y’know.

Happy [agreeing]: Oh, | know.

Willy [to Biff]: Is that where you
had the drinks?

Biff: Yeah, he gave me a
couple of—no, no!

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Formal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Positive Politeness
Coder 2: Positive Politeness

Coder 3: Positive Politeness

Coder 1: Negative Politeness
Coder 2: Negative Politeness

Coder 3: Negative Politeness

Willy: Seni animsayacak mi
diye meraklaniyordum.
(Happy'ye) Dustinsene, adam
bizimkini on, oniki sene
gormedigi halde yine de dyle
bir kargilamada bulunuyor ki!

Happy: Cok dogru!

Biff: (Saldiriya gegmeye c¢alisir)
Baba, bak...

Willy: Seni neden animsadigini
biliyorsun, degil mi? Clnki
gecmiste onu ¢ok etkiledin de
ondan.

Biff: Haydi daha sakin
konusup, gergeklere bir
bakalim, ha?

Willy: (Sanki Biff s6ziinii
kesiyormus gibi) Peki, n'oldu?
Blyik bir haber bu, Biff. O seni
odasina mi buyur etti, yoksa
bekleme odasinda mi
goristin?

Biff: Seyy, o igeri gelip, yani...
Willy: (Yiiziinde bliyiik bir
gliliimsemeyle) Ne dedi?
Bahse girerim ki kolunu
omuzuna atti.

Biff: Yani, sey gibi...

Willy: Kaliteli bir insan.
(Happy'ye) Onu gérmek gok
zordur, bilirsin.

Happy: (Onaylar) Ah, biliyorum.

Willy: (Biff'e) Orda mi icki
ictiniz?

Biff: Evet, o bana birkag...

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Formal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Positive Politeness
Coder 2: Positive Politeness

Coder 3: Positive Politeness

Coder 1: Negative Politeness
Coder 2: Negative Politeness

Coder 3: Negative Politeness

Willy: Seni hatirlayacak mi diye
merak ediyordum. (Happy’e)
Dustnsene on, on iki yil Biff|
gOrmesin sonra dab u sekilde
karsilasin.

Happy: Cok dogru!

Biff: (Saldiriya gegmeye
calisarak) Baba, bak-

Willy: Seni niye hatirladi
biliyorsun degil mi? Cinku o
yillarda onu ¢ok etkilemistin.

Biff: Haydi daha sakin
konusup, gerceklere bir
bakalim, ha?

Willy: (Sanki Biff s6zlni
kesiyormus gibi) Peki, n’oldu?
Buyuk bir haber bu, Biff. O seni
odasina mi buyur etti, yoksa
bekleme odasinda mi
gorustun?

Biff: Seyy, o igeri gelip, yani...

Willy: Ylzunde buyuk bir
gllimsemeyle) Ne dedi?
Bahse girerim ki kolunu
omuzuna atti.

Biff: Yani, sey gibi...
Willy: Kaliteli bir insan.

(Happy'ye) Onu gérmek ¢ok
zordur, bilirsin.

Happy: (Onaylar) Ah, biliyorum.

Willy: (Biff'e) Orda mu icki
ictiniz?

Biff: Evet, o bana birkag...
hayir, hayir!

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Formal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Positive Politeness
Coder 2: Positive Politeness

Coder 3: Positive Politeness

Coder 1: Negative Politeness
Coder 2: Negative Politeness

Coder 3: Negative Politeness

Willy: Acaba seni hatirlayacak
mi diyordum. (Happy'ye)
Dusun bir kere, adam bunu on
sene on iki sene gérmuyor,
yine de o turl kargihyor!

Happy: Yaman degil mi?

Biff: (Tekrar hiicuma girismek
ister) Baba, buraya bak...

Willy: Seni neden hatirladi
biliyorsun, degil mi? Vaktiyle
onun Uzerinde iyi tesir
biraktindi da ondan.

Biff: Bu igi sukunetle ¢6zelim,
gerceklere bakalim bir, olmaz
mi?

Willy: (Biff s6zu kesiyormus
gibi) E, ne oldu? Bliylk haber,
sende, Biff. Seni igeri
yazihanesine mi aldi, yoksa
disari bekleme odasinda mi
konustunuz?

Biff: Sey, igeri girdim, sonra...
Willy: (YUzinde genis bir
tebessiimle) Ne dedi? Boynuna
sarlimadiysa ben bir sey
bilmiyorum.

Biff: Sey, biraz...

Willy: Bulunmaz adamdir.
(Happy’ye) Herkes 6yle kolay
kolay géremez, anliyor musun?

Happy: (Tasdik yollu) Evet,
biliyorum.

Willy: (Biff'e) Birer kadeh igtik
diyordun, onunla mi?

Biff: Evet baba... Hayir hayir!

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Informal- Informal Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Coder 1: Positive Politeness
Coder 2: Negative Politeness
Coder 3: Positive Politeness
Coder 1: Bald on record
Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record
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Happy [cutting in]: He told him
my Florida idea.

Willy: Don’t interrupt. [To Biff]
How'd he react to the Florida
idea?

Biff: Dad, will you give me a
minute to explain?

Willy: I've been waiting for you
to explain since | sat
down here!

hayir, hayir!

Happy: (Araya girer) Ona
benim Florida fikrimden
bahsetmis.

Willy: Araya girme. (Biffe)
Florida fikrini nasil kargiladi?

Biff: Baba, bana agiklamam
icin bir dakika verebilir
misin?

Willy: Buraya oturdugumdan
beri aciklaman ic¢in bekliyorum!

Happy: (Araya girer) Ona
benim Florida fikrimden
bahsetmis.

Willy: Araya girme. (Biff'e)
Florida fikrini nasil karsiladi?

Biff: Baba, bana agiklamam
icin bir dakika verebilir
misin?

Willy: Buraya oturdugumdan
beri agiklaman ic¢in bekliyorum!

Happy: (S6ze karigir) Ona
benim Florida fikrimi anlatmis.

Willy: Lafi kesme. (Biff'e)
Florida fikrini nasil karsiladi?

Biff: Baba, bir dakika izin ver
de anlatayim Allah askina.

Willy: Suraya oturdugumdan
beri anlat diye bekliyorum!
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5) Bernard: Biff | [He gets away
from happy.] Listen, Biff, | heard
Mr. Birnbaum say that if you don’t
start studyin’ math he’s gonna
flunk you, and you won't
graduate. | heard him!

Willy: You better study with
him, Biff. Go ahead now.

Bernard: | heard him!

Biff: Oh, Pop, you didn’t see my
sneakers! [He holds up a foot for
Willy to look at.]

Willy: Hey, that's a beautiful job of
printing!

Bernard [wiping his glasses]: Just
because he printed University of
Virginia on his sneakers doesn’t
mean they’'ve got to graduate him,
Uncle Willy!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father — Son-
Neighbor

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Bernard: Biff! (Happy'den
siyrilir) Dinle Biff, Bay
Birnbaum birine
anlatirken duydum, eger
oturup matematik
calismazsan seni sinifta
birakacakmis. Birakirsa
da mezun olamazsin,
yani. Kendi kulaklarimla
isittim!

Willy: Oyleyse git de
onunla ders ¢alig, hadi
Biff, yallah!

Bernard: Kendi
kulaklarimla igittim!

Biff: Baksana baba, sen
daha spor ayakkabilarimi
g6rmedin! (Willy
gérebilsin diye ayagini
kaldirir)

Willy: Hey, ¢ok da guzel
yapmigsin!

Bernard: (Gozliiklerini
silerken) Ama
ayakkabilarinin

Uzerine Virginia
Universitesi amblemini
yazdi diye onu mezun
etmezler ki, VVilly Amca!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate- Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father — Son-
Neighbor

Coder 1: Bald on
record

Coder 2: Bald on
record

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Bernard : Biff! [Happy'den
kacar.] Dinle, Biff, Mr.
Birnboum'un eger
matematik galismaya
baslamazsan sinifta
birakacagini ve mezun
olamayacagini sdylerken
duydum. Onu duydum!

Willy: Onunla ¢aligsan
iyi olur, Biff. Hadi
baslayin.

Bernard : Mr. Bimbaum'u
duydum!

Biff : Baba, lastik
pabuglarimi (spor
ayakkabilarimi) gérmedin!
[Willy'e gOstermek igin bir
ayagini kaldirir.]

Willy: Hey, ¢ok guizel bir
baski!

Bernard: [g6zlUk/erini
silerek] Pabuglarina
Virginia Universitesi
yazdirdi diye onu mezun
etmek zorunda degiller,
Willy amca.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-- Advice

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father — Son-
Neighbor

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Bernard: Biff!
(Happy’'den siyrilir.) Biff!
Bana bak, matematik
hocasi soyliyordu
isittim: oturup
calismazsan seni
birakacakmis. Birakirsa
mezun olamazsin tabii.
Kendi kulagimla isittim!

Willy: Oyleyse git de
Bernard ile ¢alisg, Biff.
Hadi bakalim.

Bernard: Kendi
kulagimla isittim.

Biff: Ha, baba, send aha
lastik ayakkabilarimi

g6érmedin! (Willy baksin
diye bir ayagini kaldirir.)

Willy: Tipki basiimis
gibi, ne de glzel
yazmisgsin!

Bernard: (Gozluk
camlarini siler.)
Lastiklerinin Ustline
Virginia Universitesi
glzel yazd diye onu
mezun etmezler, Willy
amca!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father — Son-
Neighbor

Coder 1: Bald on
record

Coder 2: Bald on
record

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness
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6-7) Biff: | tried seven states and
couldn’t raise it. A buck an hour! Do
you gather my meaning? I'm not
bringing home any prizes any more,
and you’re going to

stop waiting for me to bring them
homel!

Willy [directly to biff]: You vengeful,
spiteful mut!

[Biff breaks from Happy. Willy, in fright,
starts up the

stairs. Biff grabs him.]

Biff [at the peak of his fury]: Pop, I'm
nothing! I'm nothing,

Pop. Can’t you understand that?
There’s no spite in it any

more. I'm just what | am, that's all.
[Biff's fury has spent itself, and he
breaks down, sobbing,

holding on to Willy, who dumbly
fumbles for Biff's face.]

Willy [astonished]: What're you doing?
What're you doing? [To Linda] Why is
he crying?

Biff [crying, broken]: Will you let me
go, for Christ’s sake?

Will you take that phony dream and
burn it before something happens?
[Struggling to contain himself, he pulls
away and moves to the stairs.] I'll go in
the morning.

Field: Asymmetrical-Intimate-
Order-Request

Biff: Yedi eyalette denedim ama
Ucretimi yukseltemedim. Saatte bir

Mode: Written to be Spoken

papel! Mesajimi kavrayabiliyor
musun? Eve artik 6dller

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Bald on record
Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

getirmiyorum, sen de benden
bunlari getirmemi bekleme!

Willy: (Dogrudan Biff'e) Seni gidi
intikam dolu, inatgi

pislik! (Biff Happy'den kurtulur. Willy
korkudan merdivenlere tirmanirken,
Biff onu yakalar)

Biff: (Hezeyaninin zirvesindedir)
Baba, ben bir higim! Ben bir higim,
baba. Bunu anlayamaz misin? inat
falan kalmadi artik. Neysem oyum,
hepsi bu.

(Biffin hezeyani gegmistir, simdi
kendini koyverir,

Willy'ye tutunarak higkirmaya
baglar. Willy saskin ve

acemi hareketlerle Biffin yiiziinii
elleriyle yoklamaya

baslar)

Willy: (Hayretten sersemlemis) Ne
yapiyorsun? Ne yapi
yorsun? (Linda'ya) Niye agliyor bu?

BIFF: (Adlar, bitkindir) Tanri
askina, gitmeme izin verir misin?
Bir olay ¢cikmadan su sahte
riiyani alip yakar misin? (Kendini
kontrol etmeye ¢aba harcarken,
uzaklasip

merdivenlere gider) Sabahleyin
giderim.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate- Order-Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Bald on record
Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Biff: Yedi eyalette denedim ve
bunu artiramadim. Saatte bir
dolar! Ne demek istedigimi
anladin mi? Artik eve ddiiller
getirmiyorum ve sen de benim
eve onlari getirmemi
beklemeyi birakacaksin!

Willy: (Dogrudan Biff'e) Seni
kinder,. inatci...! (Biff Happy'den
kurtulur. Willy korku iginde,
merdivenleri gikmaya baslar.
Biff onu yakalar.)

Biff: (Ofkesi zirveye gikmig
olarak) Baba, ben higbir seyim!
Ben higbir seyim, baba! Bunu
anlayamiyor musun? Bunda
higbir inat yok artik. Ben
neysem oyum, hepsi bu. (Biffin
ofkesi kendi kendine gegmistir
ve asabi bozuktur, aglarken
Willy’e tutunmaktadir. Willy
konusmadan elleriyle Biff'in
yuziine dokunmaktadir.)

Willy: (Saskin) Ne yapiyorsun?
Ne yapiyorsun? (Linda’ya)
Neden agliyor?

Biff: (Bitkin, aglamakli) Allah
askina, gitmeme izin verecek
misin? Birseyler olmadan su
sahte hayali de alip
yokedecek misin? (Kendini
kontrol altina almaya c¢alisarak
merdivenlere dogru gider.)

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate-Order-Request

Mode: Written to be Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Bald on record
Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Biff: Yedi devlet dolastim,
piyasayl on para
yukseltemedim! Saati bir kagit!
Ne dedigimi anliyorsun ya?
Artik benden eve zaferlerle
nisanlarla gelmek paso. Sen
de benim o tiirlii gelmemi
beklemekten
vazgegeceksin!...

Wiily: (Dogrudan dogruya
Biff'e) Seni hain, inatci
mendebur! (Biff, Happy’'nin
elinden kurtulur, Willy korkup
merdivenlerden yukari
ctkmaya davranir. Biff onu
yakalar.)

Biff: (Ofkesinin son haddine
gelmistir.) Baba ben bir higim!
Higim, baba anlamiyor
musun? Artik bunun inatlk
tarafi kalmadi. Ne isem oyum
ben, baska bir sey degil.
(Biff'in 6fkesi kendi kendini
tiketmistir. Kendine hakim
olamaz, Willy’ye sarilmis
aglamaktadir. Willy bir sey
sbylemeden, sagkin, eliyle
Biff'in ylzinu arastirmaktadir.)

Willy: (Hayretle) Ne
yapiyorsun? Ne yapiyorsun
sen? (Linda’ya) Neden
agliyor?

Biff: (Adlar, bitkindir.) Allahin
askina, birakacak misin beni
gideyim? O kagcik fikrinden
vazgegcip bagsimiza bir sey
gelmeden onu yakacak
misin? (Kendine hakim
olmaya calisarak babasindan
styrilir, merdivenlere dogru
gider.) Sabahleyin cikacagim.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate- Order-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father
Coder 1: Bald on record
Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness




222

Source Text

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at — Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag¢ 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

8) Willy: Well, I got on the road,
and | went north to
Providence. Met the Mayor.

Biff: The Mayor of Providence!

Willy: He was sitting in the
hotel lobby.

Biff: What'd he say?

Willy: He said, “Morning!” And
| said, “You got a fine

city here, Mayor.” And then he
had coffee with me. And

then | went to Waterbury.
Waterbury is a fine city. Big
clock city, the famous
Waterbury clock. Sold a nice
bill

there. And then Boston—
Boston is the cradle of the
Revolution. A fine city. And a
couple of other towns in Mass.,
and on to Portland and Bangor
and straight home!

Biff: Gee, I'd love to go with
you sometime, Dad.

Willy: Soon as summer comes.

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Willy: Yola koyuldugumda
Providence'a kadar
uzandim. Belediye Bagkani
ile tanistim.

Biff: Providence Belediye
Baskaniyla ha?

Willy: Otelin lobisinde
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: "Gunaydin," dedi.
"Dogrusu guzel bir kentiniz
var, baskan," dedim. Sonra
birlikte kahve ictik. Oradan
Waterbury'e gittim.
Waterbury giizel bir yerdir,
biyik bir saat kenti. Unlii
Waterbury saatleri orada
uretilir. Epey mal sattim
orada. Sonra ver elini
Boston. Bilirsiniz. Boston
Amerikan devriminin
besigidir. Orasi da guzeldir.
Massachusetts'de bir iki
yere

daha ugradim. Sonrasinda
Portland ve Bangor'a geg¢
tim ve sonra dogru eve!

Biff: Amanin! Bir giin
seninle ben de gelmek
isterim, baba.

Willy: Yaz gelince hemen.

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Willy: Evet, yola ¢iktim ve
kuzeye Providence’a
gittim. Belediye
baskaniyla karsilastim.

Biff: Providence’in
Belediye Baskan!!

Willy: Otelin lobisinde
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: “Gunaydin” dedi.
Ben, “Glizel bir sehre
sahipsiniz, belediye
baskanim” dedim. Sonra
benimle kahve igti.
Ardindan ben
Waterbury’e gittim.
Waterbury hos bir sehir.
Buylk saat sehri, Unlu
Waterbury saati. Orada
iyi bir fiyata sattim. Sonra
Boston — Boston ihtilalin
besigidir. Guzel bir sehir.
Massachuset'de birkag
sehir ve Portland, Bangor
sonra dogruca ev.

Biff: Vay canina, bir giin
seninle gelmek isterim,
baba.

Willy: Yaz gelince.

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness

Willy: Bir defa yola
¢ikinca Providence’a
kadar gittim. Belediye
reisi ile tanistim.

Biff: Providence belediye
reisi ile ha?

Willy: Otelin salonunda
oturuyordu.

Biff: Ne dedi?

Willy: “Merhaba” dedi.
“Dogrusu sehrinize
diyecek yok bay reis”
dedim. Waterbury glizel
sehirdir, blylk bir saat
sehridir — meshur
Waterbury saatinin
yapildigi yer. Orada
epeyce mal sattim. Sonra
Boston’a — Boston
Amerikan ihtilalinin
besigidir. Orasi da guzel
sehirdir.
Massachusetts’de bir iki
sehre daha ugradim.
Oradan Portland ile
Bangor’a gectim. Oradan
da dogru buraya geldim.

Biff: Ay, bir giin ben de
seninle gidebilsem
baba.

Willy: Yaz gelir gelmez.

Field: Symmetrical-
Intimate-Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Son to Father

Coder 1: Positive
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Positive
Politeness
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9) Biff: Did you see the
new football | got?

Willy: (examining the ball)
Where’d you get a new
ball?

Biff: The coach told me to
practice my passing.

Willy: That so? And he
gave you the ball, heh?

Biff: Well, | borrowed it
from the locker room. (He
laughs confidentially)

Willy to Happy:
(laughing with him at
the theft) | want you to
return that.

Happy: | told you he
wouldn'’t like it!

Biff: (Angrily) Well, I'm
bringing it back!
(23)

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate: Showing
sympathy by laughing
Redressed Want,

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son,

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Biff: Yeni topumu
gOrdiin mu?

Willy: (Topu inceler)
Yeni ha? Nereden
buldun?

Biff: Kogcumuz pas
calismalari yapmami
istedi.

Willy: Ya, demek oyle!
Topu sana verdi ha?

Biff: Sey, malzeme
odasindan 6ding aldim.
(Sinsi sinsi guler)

Willy: (Bu hirsizlik onu
da giildiiriir) Onu geri
vereceksin.

Happy: Razi
olmayacagini
sOylememis miydim?

Biff: (Kizgin) Ama geri
gobturecegim!

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate, Showing
sympathy by laughing
Direct order,

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son

Coder 1: Bald on record

Coder 2: Bald on record

Coder 3: Bald on record

Biff: Yeni aldigim futbol
topunu goérdiin ma?

Willy: (Topu kontrol
eder) Nereden aldin
onu?

Biff: Kog paslara daha
fazla calismami soyledi.

Willy: Oyle mi? Sana da
topu verdi, ha?

Biff: Tamam, soyunma
odasindan 6ding aldim.
(Gizlice guler)

Willy: (Biff’'le birlikte
hirsizliga guler) Onu
geri goturmeni
istiyorum.

Biff: (Sinirlice) Peki, geri
gOtirtyorum.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate, Showing
sympathy by laughing
Redressed Want ,

Mode:
Spoken

Written to be

Tenor: Father to Son,

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Biff: Yeni topumu goérdin
ma?

Willy: (Topu gbzden
gegirir) Yeni top nerede
buldun?

Biff: Antrenor paslara
calisayim diye verdi.

Willy: Oyle mi? Demek
topu sana verdi?

Biff: Oyle gibi bir sey;
malzemenin durdugu
odadan aldim. (Bir sir
soylemis gibi guler).

Willy: (Bu hirsizhiga
onunla giler) Onu
gotiirup geri vereceksin.

Happy: Ben sana razi
olmaz demedim mi?

Biff: (Kizgin) Peki, geri
goturtiyorum iste.

Field: Asymmetrical-
Intimate, Showing
sympathy by laughing
Direct order

Mode: Written to be

Spoken

Tenor: Father to Son

Coder 1: Bald on
record

Coder 2: Bald on
record

Coder 3: Bald on
record




224

SOURCE TEXT

Register Analysis

Aytug iz’at - Y. Emre iz’at
2010

Register Analysis

Miige Ayse Sarag¢ 1994

Register Analysis

Orhan Burian 1952

Register Analysis

10-11) Stanley: Geez, how'd ya
know?

Happy: | got radar or something.
[Staring directly at her profile]
00000000 . . . Stanley.

Stanley: | think that’s for you, Mr.
Loman.

Happy: Look at that mouth. Oh, God.

And the binoculars.

Stanley: Geez, you got a life, Mr.
Loman.

Happy: Wait on her.

Stanley: (going to the girl’s table)
Would you like a menu, ma’am?

Girl: 'm expecting someone, but I'd
like a-

Happy : Why don’t you bring her-
excuse me, miss, do you mind? |
sell champagne, and I’d like you to
try my brand.(79)

Girl: That’s awfully nice of you.

Field: Symmetrical-Distant,
Formal Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly Met
People

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Stanley: Amanin, nasil
bildiniz?

Happy: Radar gibi bir seyim
var. (Kizi profilden
dikizlemektedir) Oooo0o0...
Stanley.

Stanley: Saninm tam size
g6re Bay Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak. Aman
Tanrim. Ve su durbinler.

Stanley: Amanin, yasadiniz
Bay Loman.

Happy: Ona servis yap.

Stanley: (Kizin masasina
gider) Menii ister
miydiniz, hanimefendi?

Kiz: Birini bekliyorum, ama
sey alabilirim...

Happy: Neden ona sey
getirmiyorsun..
Affedersiniz bayan, izin
verir misiniz? Sampanya
satarim da, sizin benim

markamdan tatmanizi arzu

ettim.

Kiz: Ne kadar naziksiniz.

Field: Symmetrical-Distant,
Formal Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly Met
People

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Stanley: Vay be, nasil
bildiniz?

Happy: Radarim veya
onun gibi bir seyim var.
(Dogrudan gozlerini kiza
dikerek) Oooo0 Stanley.

Stanley: Sanirim bu sizin
icin Mr. Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak. Off,
Allahim. Ve dirbin.

Stanley: Vay be
canlandiniz, Mr. Loman.

Happy: Ona servis yap.

Stanley: (kizin masasina
giderek) Menii ister
misiniz, bayan?

Kiz: Birisini bekliyorum,
ama sey isteyebilirim, bir-

Happy: Neden ona
sampanya
getirmiyorsun? Oziir
dilerim bayan izin verir
misiniz? Sampanya
satiyorum ve benim
sattigim markayi
denemenizirica
edecegim.

Kiz: Cok naziksiniz.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal
Request

Mode: Written to be
Spoken

Tenor: Two Newly Met

People

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Stanley: Vay canina, nasil
bildiniz?

Happy: Ben de radar mi bir
sey olacak! (Gozunu dikip
kiza yandan bakar.)
000000. Stanley!

Stanley: Bu tam size gore.
Mister Loman.

Happy: Su agza bak! Of
be! Ya o gozler!

Stanley: Aman efendim
aman, daha gengsin
canina kiyma, Mister
Loman!

Happy: Hizmetine git,
bakalim.

Stanley: kizin masasina
gider.- Tarifeyi getireyim
mi Bayan!

Kiz: Birini bekliyorum, ama
bir...

Happy: Ne diye buraya
getirmiyorsun.
Affedersiniz, Bayan,
itiraz etmezseniz? Ben
sampanya satarim, bizim
markayi denerseniz
memnun olurum.

Kiz: Cok naziksiniz,
tesekkir ederim.

Field: Symmetrical-
Distant, Formal Request

Mode:
Spoken

Written to be

Tenor: Two Newly Met
People

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Positive
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness

Coder 1: Negative
Politeness

Coder 2: Negative
Politeness

Coder 3: Negative
Politeness
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