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ABSTRACT 

Translating Humor: A Comparative Analysis of Three Translations  

of Three Men in a Boat 

 

 

When academic studies on translating humor are examined in Turkey, there are not 

sufficient sources or data providing enough space for the discussion of the issue. It is 

also observed that most of the available studies focus on the linguistic and cultural 

problems observed in the transference of humorous elements in audio-visual texts 

and deal only with the translation of the specific humorous elements (e.g. wordplay) 

in terms of verbal humor. As a conclusion, it has been found out that there does not 

exist a comprehensive study in the target system that provides detailed information 

on the translation of verbal humor and the problems to be observed in the translation 

process. Since the translation strategies display differences in relation to the type of 

humorous device that texts include, studies focusing on the translation of different 

humorous devices are required. For this purpose, a descriptive comparison of the 

three      l        f J   m  K. J   m ’  f m u      l Three Men in a Boat 

including different humorous devices has been carried out. In the comparisons, the 

   g     x ’    lu           c       h    u c    x ’  hum   u   ff c  h    b    

analyzed in a descriptive manner and an objective translation criticism has been 

presented. The textual analysis has benefited from the General Theory of Verbal 

Humor (GTVH) (Raskin and Attardo 1991) in defining similarities and differences in 

the translations.  
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ÖZET 

M   h Ç       : Three Men in a Boat Adlı R m  ı  Tü k  ’   Y pıl   Ü  

Ç           K  şıl ş ı m lı Çö üml  m    

 

Tü k   ’d  m   h          ü         pılmış  k d m k   lışm l     c l  d    d , 

k  u l   lg l       l  k    k             lm dı ı    ucu   ul şılmış ı . Y pıl   

  lışm l  ı     u lukl  gö   l- ş    l m    l  d k  m   h ö  l        k   ımı d  

gö l ml     d l  l    kül ü  l    u l   ü     d  du du u,  ö lü m   h u  u l  ı ı  

 k   ımı  l   lg l      b l  l  m   h u  u l  ı ı ( ö cük   u l  ı  b.)  l   ldı ı 

gö ülm k  d  . S  u   l   k,  ö lü m   h u  u l  ı ı                      ü  c  d  

k  şıl şıl      lukl  , b   m                   j l     l   lg l     k    ı  d  g    d  

k p  mlı   lışm  bulu m dı ı   p   mış ı . Y pıl     lışm l  d  m   h  u  u l   

       b   m               d  u gul   c k              j l      , m          d    m   h 

 ü l      gö   d   ş kl k gö     c     u gul  dı ı d  , f  klı m   h  ü l                

 l   lg l    lışm l     h      du ulm k  dı . Bu  m  l ,   lışm d  J   m  K. 

J   m ’u  f  klı m   h  ü l             Three Men in a Boat  dlı ü lü   m  ı ı  

Tü k  ’d k  ü              betims l k  şıl ş ı m  ı   pılmış         l b          

 l ş        u ulmuş u . K  şıl ş ı m l  d ,    k m    l     k    k m    d k  “mizahi 

  k   ”     d        ı k   b ş u dukl  ı  ö   ml   b   m  l  l   k   c l  m ş   . 

Metinsel incelemede Attardo ve Rask       fı d   g l ş    l   GTVH (G     l 

Th      f V  b l Hum  )         d   u ul   p   m    l  d   f  d l  ıl   k, 

      l  d k  d lb l m  l b     l k    f  klılıkl      ıml  mış ı . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Depending on the specific cultural and linguistic context, humor has always been 

difficult to define because humor does not have a universal definition, which has, 

consequently, caused serious challenges for humor scholars. Starting from very early 

times, scholars have usually tried to find solutions both to define and understand the 

problem of humor using various theories, approaches and perspectives, but none of 

them have managed to produce a universal definition accounting for all aspects of the 

humor phenomenon. Since even defining the notion of humor has resulted in serious 

p  bl m , hum  ’  relationship with translation has proven to be even more 

problematic. 

 When the relevant literature on humor and translation is examined, it can be 

seen that the existing studies on theory and practice of humor translation have mostly 

focused on the “u      l   b l   ”  f hum   u   l m    ,   p c  ll  m k  g 

reference to some cultural and linguistic issues. For a long time, the explanations 

have been limited to some prescriptive and subjective statements, including “jokes 

are untranslatabl ”, “  ’  f   f  m     ”, or “these  h  g  g   l            l     ” etc. 

In addition, a number of cultural and linguistic analyses in Translation Studies have 

suggested, “humor translation is qualitatively different from other types of 

translations” (Vandaele, 2002, p. 150). Such perceptions on the nature of humor 

translation have put some pressure on translators, forcing them to accept the 

“u      l   b l   ”  f  h  hum   u   ff c         h   l  gu g . H w    , w  h  h  

appearance of Descriptive Translation Studies, humor has started to be seen not as a 

“h m g    u  c   g   ”, bu             b    ud  d     cc  d  c  w  h “its specific 

cognitive, emotional, social and interpersonal aspects” (Vandaele, 2002, p. 155). 
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Literature on humor and translation also reveals that insufficient attention has been 

given to produce academic studies problematizing the issue of humor translation. 

Some scholars of Translation Studies foreground the need for more theoretical and 

systematic research so that translators or scholars can have some relevant strategies 

to deal with both the analysis of humorous elements and their rendering into a 

foreign language. In this way, translators can become familiar with some of the most 

efficient solutions to the common problems encountered in the translation process of 

the humorous elements. 

 Having been inspired by the research gap in the academic studies, my study 

aims to provide a systematic analysis of both humorous devices and their 

     l      . U l k   h  p   c  p     c  clu      u d  l   g  h  “u      l   b l   ”  f 

the humorous effect, my study will try to specify whether, to what extent, why and 

under which circumstances humorous effect cannot be transferred into a foreign 

language. In order to provide an objective answer to this research question, my study 

will apply the General Theory of Verbal Humor and its hierarchically ordered 

“k  wl dg      u c  ” (Attardo and Raskin, p. 1991) to the analysis of humorous 

devices both in the source and target texts to identify and define the degree of 

similarity and difference between them. My thesis will also show whether or to what 

extent the case study will support the hypothesis of the mini-theory of joke 

translation developed by Salvatore Attardo. According to his mini- h    , “ w  j k   

that differ in Language parameter are perceived to be very similar, whereas jokes that 

differ by Script Opposition are perceived as very diff     ” (A    d , 2002, p. 183). 

H  w        u d  l     h   “ h  d g     f p  c    d d ff    c        um d      c      

linearly, in other words, there is much less perceived difference between two jokes 

that differ in Narrative Strategy than there is between two jokes that differ in Script 
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Opposition” (A    d , 2002, p. 183). Scripts are considered the most important 

 l m     f  h  G     l Th      f V  b l hum       h       ff    “  c g          uc u   

internalized by the speaker which provides the speaker with information on how the 

w  ld      g     d,   clud  g h w      c        ” (A    d , 2002, p. 181). I    h   

w  d ,             d        m    c u     h   p    d   “p  gm   c/c    x u l 

  f  m     ”            ,  bj c      c     (A    d , 2002, p. 181). In order to achieve 

a humorous content, two fully or partially overlapping scripts that are in opposition 

to each other are required (Attardo and Raskin, 1991, p. 308). As Attardo claims, 

“when two jokes differ by Script Opposition they are perceived as most different” 

(Attardo, 2002, p. 188). Therefore, it is possible to conclude that translators should 

avoid changing the Script Opposition in order to create the same or a similar 

humorous effect in the target language. 

 Depending on this theoretical framework, the main hypothesis of the study 

has been developed as follows: Translators who recreate the script opposition of 

source text in the target language are more able to create the same or similar 

humorous effect in the target text even though they use different strategies. On the 

other hand, translators are not able to render the humorous effect if they do not 

reflect the same or a similar script opposition in their translations. However, it should 

be kept in mind that it is also possible for the translators to use a different script 

opposition in their target texts. Under such circumstances, the target humorous 

element will be evaluated as a different version from that given in the source text. In 

line with this hypothesis, the strength and validity of the parameters of the General 

Theory of Verbal Humor in terms of analyzing the transference of humorous 

elements into another language will be problematized. In accordance with the 

assumptions of this theory, it will be questioned whether the script oppositions have 
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the most important role in rendering the humorous effect in rendering the different 

humorous devices.  

 In addition to this main objective, this study will also attempt to provide an 

account of the translation of different humorous devices and question whether this 

theory can be applied to all kinds of humorous texts. With the foresight that different 

humorous devices will require different methods for evaluation and translation, they 

will be divided into more specific types with their own idiosyncratic features. For 

this purpose, the study will deal with the linguistic analyses of the humorous devices 

based on irony, wordplay and metaphor. Each independent section will question 

whether the existing theories and the proposed translation strategies suffice to 

describe the humor transference process between different languages and cultures, 

leading to contemplate on developing a new model applicable to all kinds of 

hum   u    x  . I   h    p    ,      l            g   ’  mpact on contributing to 

recreating the humorous effect in the source text will be evaluated.  

 After determining the research questions, the corpus has been chosen in 

accordance with the judgmental or purposive sampling technique, trying to focus on 

a specific one that will provide the best examples for the main objectives. For this 

pu p   , J   m  K. J   m ’  world famous novel, Three Men in a Boat, has been 

chosen for this thesis. Written in 1889, this novel is rich in different types of humor 

including irony, wordplay and metaphor-based humor. Both the popularity of the 

novel throughout the world and its rich content has turned it into a fruitful primary 

source text. The novel could, furthermore, be an interesting example to test the 

assumptions of the “R      l      H p  h    ”    c   h        f    Tu k  h 

translations in the Turkish literary system. The Turkish translations of the novel are 

as the following: 
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 Nesin, Aziz. (1957). Teknede üç kişi. Düşü  Y  ı    : Istanbul. 

 Ç   k ı, B lkı . (1984). Teknede üç kişi. B lg  Y  ı    : Istanbul. 

 T h    lu, T  ık. (2001). Bir botta üç adam. Duman Ofset: Ankara. 

 (Anonymous). (2003). Kayıkta üç adam. B lg  Kül ü  S    : I    bul. 

 Ç    , A ş gül. (2004). Teknede üç adam. B  d  S   h Kl   k Y  ı l  ı: 

Istanbul. 

Because of limited time frame, not all of the translations have been given space in 

this thesis. The motive behind the selection criteria has been mostly related to the 

time periods in which they were translated. In addition to the time factor, one of the 

tra  l    ’   d       h d   significant impact upon the selection of the first 

translation. As a result, the first three versions were chosen to be analyzed for this 

study. Th  f          l      w   publ  h d b   h  publ  h  g h u   Düşü  Y  ı     in 

1957. As written on the cover of the novel, it was presented as a translation carried 

out by Aziz Nesin, one of the most well known humourists of Turkish literature. The 

publishing house was also founded in the same year as the publication date of the 

translation. Its founders were Aziz Nesin and Kemal Tahir who were motivated to 

publish their books in this publishing house
1
. Even though the translator was 

designated as Aziz Nesin on the title page, I have learned from his son, Ali Nesin, 

that he did not have any link with the translation of this book. As Ali Nesin 

mentioned, his f  h  ’  English was not so good at that time. It is obvious that the 

publishing house must have followed such a policy in order to increase the sales of 

their newly-founded establishment. Therefore, it should be kept in mind that even 

though this thesis discusses the examples from the target texts through maintaining 

A    N    ’  name, his son said that it was not translated by his father, claiming that 

                                                           
1
  All  h    f  m        g  d  g Düşü  Y  ı     w    b     d f  m Ahm   Nesin’  bl g,     l bl : 

 < http://ahmetTT1.com/2013/01/04/dusun-yayineviyle-yeniden/ 
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there exists no such document or information in the archives of Aziz Nesin. The 

s c  d      l      w   d    b  B lkı  Ç   k ı in 1984. Ç   k ı is both a translator 

and interpreter, who translated more than many books. She has also been working as 

a simultaneous interpreter since 1968. Among the books she translated, we can 

mention such titles as Çölde Çay (The Sheltering Sky, Paul Bowles), Kısa Süren 

Saltanat (The Short Reign of Pippin IV: A Fabrication, John Steinbeck) etc. The 

other translation is by A ş gül Ç    , who has been working both as a translator and 

editor since 1996. The authors from whom she has done translations include Jack 

London, John Steinbeck, John Freely and Erich Segal. Her latest translation Yukarı 

Mahalle (Tortilla Flat) by John Steinbeck was published by Remzi Publishing House 

in 2014. Throughout the study, all of the translations of Nesin will be referred as TT1 

(T  g   T x  1), wh l  Ç   k ı   d Ç    ’           w ll b    f    d    TT2 (T  g   

Text 2) and TT3 (Target Text 3) respectively. 

 Following the selection of translations to be examined in detail, a case study 

will be carried out. The reason why this case study has been preferred as a study 

design is that it enables to explore and understand a specific issue in its totality, 

collecting information from various resources. As some of the scholars in 

Descriptive Translation Studies have emphasized, such kinds of studies can help us 

to contribute to the development of translation theories regarding the rendering of 

humor in another language. With this study design, a holistic and in-depth 

exploration regarding what kinds of tendencies translators have in translating culture 

and language specific humorous devices into English will be provided. Throughout 

the analyses, the lexical choices, grammatical constructions and the contexts created 

by the translators will be examined as they have an impact on the overall rhetoric of 

the translated texts. Studying different or similar strategies adopted by translators can 
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enable us to speculate abou    h     p c    uch         l    ’  c mp    c     

interpret the humorous content, which elements they have found translatable or 

untranslatable, and how their translated versions conform to the target culture 

conventions and target reader expectations. 

 Finally, the study will be divided into the following chapters: Chapter 1 will 

touch upon the general framework of the thesis as well as the literature review. 

Chapter 2 will provide general information about the author, the idiosyncratic 

features of his humor as well as a summary of the novel. Chapter 3 will touch upon 

 h  p  bl m    g  d  g  h  c  c p u l d f         f  h  “        f hum  ”   d     

translation, providing operational definitions to be used throughout the thesis. In this 

chapter, what is mea   b  “hum  ”   d “     l       f hum  ” w ll b   p c f  d. Th   

chapter will also discuss the importance of humor theories in analyzing both the 

humorous devices and their translated versions. In Chapter 4, humorous devices of 

the novel will be identified and a linguistic analysis of their translation will be 

carried out. Finally, in the conclusion part, the results of the case study will be 

presented and discussed in line with the theoretical framework. 

 Before presenting a case study on the comparision of the translation of 

humorous devices in the novel, a brief summary will be provided related to the field 

of humor translation both in Turkey and other countries so as to present the current 

condition of the relevant academic research. Some of the first important systematic 

studies that examined the relationship between humor and translation were published 

in a special issue by one of the established translation journals, Meta, in 1989. The 

journal gave space to some case studies working on the transference of humorous 

elements into another language with the aim of finding some answers or solutions to 

the problem of “u      l   b l   ”  f hum   u  devices within the same or different 
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languages. Rather than producing their unique translation models or strategies to 

render humorous elements, scholars attempted to apply already suggested and 

commonly used translation strategies or procedures in order to see whether they 

would offer helpful results to manage the transference effectively. Thanks to the 

various case studies, readers, translators and the other scholars gained the 

opportunity to get familiar with some motives behind humor translation as well as 

the most common problems encountered in this translation process. To sum up, the 

papers published in this volume focused more on the linguistic aspects of humor 

translation, touching upon the observed or probable structural, stylistic and semantic 

difficulties together with some of the suggested translation strategies. In 2002, The 

Translator prepared a special issue entitled Translating Humor under the editorship 

of Jeroen Vandaele, who has made important contributions to understanding the 

conceptual complexity of defining humor and offered practice-oriented tools for 

analyzing source text meanings (Vandaele, 2002, p. 169). In this special issue, 

various attempts were made to delineate types of “hum   u   ff c ”  h  ugh   m  

linguistic and cultural analyses or specific case studies. Unlike the previous studies, 

these articles introduced new analytical tools to be adopted in both translating 

humorous texts and comparing them with their source texts. To put it differently, 

translators were provided with some tools that have been proved useful in some 

academic studies in terms of grasping and rendering the “hum   u   ff c ”  f   

source text by devising strategies helping to recreate similar or comparable effects in 

the target text. In addition, translators were made familiar with some analytical 

frameworks for comparison of the source and target texts in terms of their humorous 

effect and “the ways in which these effects are encoded by linguistic means” 

(Vandaele, 2002, p. 150). However, the most important contribution of this volume 
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was specified by Jeroen Vandaele in the introduction part where the author 

underlines the need for a collaborative work with other disciplines so that the 

translators could find better solutions for the translation problems when compared to 

the previous studies that tended to carry out independent studies without benefiting 

from the insights of scholars from other research areas (Vandaele, 2002, p. 150). 

With this purpose in his mind, Vandaele delved into the territory of psychology in 

explaining the ways to interpret humor. In addition, this magazine offered a new 

intersemiotic perspective regarding the translation of humor for the stage and screen 

(Pelsmaeker and Van Besien, 2002, p. 241-266). To sum up, this volume presented 

reflections on a collection of diverse forms of “   b ll   xp     d hum  ”    the 

context of translation and humor (Chiaro, 2005, p. 141). However, it could not 

completely achieve the intended aim of examining humor translation in an 

interdisciplinary context taking cultural, social, psychological and other related 

factors into consideration.  

 Being aware of this gap, some scholars came together and held a workshop in 

May 2003 at the University of Bologn ’  Summ   R   d  c     B        , 

specifically dedicated to Humor and Translation (Chiaro, 2005, p. 140). The main 

motivation behind the workshop was to foreground humor, which was also revealed 

by choosing such a title as “Hum     d T    l     ”    h    han “Translation and 

Hum  ” (Chiaro, 2005, p. 140). As Chiaro puts forth, an interdisciplinary blend of 

scholars or researchers on this issue emphasized the importance of touching upon 

different viewpoints regarding the cross-cultural transfer of humorous texts unlike 

the previous attempts that focused simply on the descriptive aspects of the translation 

process and product (Chiaro, 2005, p. 141). As a result, scholars of different fields 

present us with different perspectives. For instance, Christie Davies examines the 
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cultural transfer of sexual, ethnic and political scripts from a sociological 

perspective, supplying the reader with broad transcultural elements of ethnic texts. 

Dirk Delabastita questions what happens when translation is used to produce humor 

in the works of William Shakespeare. Patrick Zabalbeascoa presents a sociological 

model “for structuring joke-types according to binary branching model” 

(Zabalbeascoa, 2005, p. 185). Another translation scholar, Rachele Antonini attempts 

to measure the audience perception of verbal humor in subtitled sitcoms (Chiaro, 

2005, p. 142). As is seen, scholars started to study the perception of humor 

translation, which will provide useful tools to test similarities and differences in the 

responses of the target audience to the verbal humorous stimuli in texts. However, 

Chiaro also emphasized the urgent need to carry out more studies and collect more 

data in order to test to what extent translation affects the perception of verbal humor, 

and consequently the behavioural, physiological and emotional response of the target 

audience (Chiaro, 2005, p. 139). 

 Apart from the above-mentioned academic studies, it should also be 

mentioned that the only academic study carried out on the translation of humorous 

devices in the novel was presented by Veronika Steidlova in a MA thesis titled 

“Hum      C  ch T    l   ons of Three Men in a Boat” (S   dl   , 2010). S   dlova 

d  l  w  h  h  p  bl m  f “u      l   b l   ”  f hum   u  elements by focusing on 

the main humorous devices adopted by the author. Giving detailed information 

regarding the characteristics of the humorous devices, namely irony, wordplay and 

metaphor-based humor, she presents her findings concerning the individual 

     l     ’ d c      ,   f     g     h   l   d      bl  h d      l      p  c du       

modes that were specifically offered to deal with the transference of the above-

mentioned humorous devices. Though her study sheds light on the possible reasons 
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why rendering humor into another language can be problematic, her explanations and 

results regarding the translation strategies of the translators are not grounded upon a 

theoretical framework. In addition, most of her remarks include descriptive analyses 

 f      l     ’ d c       w  h u  m        g  h     mp c  up    h     d    g  f 

humorous effect in the target language. The study does not provide answers for the 

effect of extra-linguistic factors upon rendering the humorous effect in the target 

language. Though my thesis     l p  w  h S   dl   ’    ud , h    bases its 

comparative analysis upon a linguistic general humor theory and evaluates the 

translation strategies in accordance with its parameters. As a result, my thesis argues 

that a humor theory can be helpful in analysing different humorous devices, and it 

attempts to provide answers regarding the probable reasons for the problematic parts 

in the translations. At some parts of the study, my thesis offers alternative translation 

solutions or explanations that can be useful in justifying the criticisms directed 

towards the translation problems. 

 In Turkey, it is seen that academic studies focusing on humor and translation 

are very limited in co        d qu      . A lı Sü      S  m  ’  MA  h        l d 

“Quality of Audiovisual Translation in Turkey and the Course of the Production 

Process: An Empirical Study on the Subtitled and the Dubbed Versions of Will & 

Grace” touches upon the transference of humorous elements in audio-visual 

translation (Sayman, 2011). Carrying out reception oriented case studies related to 

the subtitled and dubbed episodes of Will & Grace, an American sitcom, Sayman 

examined the responses of the Turkish audience to the audiovisual translated humor 

as well as the reasons for the difficulties encountered during the transference process. 

S m l  l , Küb   Ç kı   lu c     bu  d    l      u   w  h h   MA  h        l d “Th  

B g B  g Th    ” (Bü ük P  l m ) Adlı K m d  D      d k  M   h U  u l  ı ı  
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Tü k   Al    ı    Dubl j Ç     l      Y   ı ılm  Sü  c     K  şıl ş ı m lı    

El ş    l b   İ c l m   ” (A Comparative and Critical Analysis of the Reflection of 

Hum   u  El m      f  h  S  c m “Th  B g B  g Th    ”    Tu k  h Sub   l    d 

Dubbing Translations) (Ç kı   lu, 2009). The recent study was carried out by Ö d   

Tüf k    lu      M       h      h   f cu  d     h      u   f hum      nslation in the 

system of audiovisual translation, dealing with the translated version of the Ice Age 

S     . Tüf k    lu’  m    pu p    w      p  duc    d  c  p       ud   f  h  

translation strategies adopted in the translation of humor related to national culture 

and institutions as well as the linguistic humorous elements, focusing on the effects 

of verbal signs in the rendering of the source text humor into another language 

(Tüf k    lu, 2011, p. 91). Ap    f  m  c d m c  h    ,   m    h     ud       

humor and translation were carried out in Turkey and published in some Turkish 

j u   l . F         c , N h l Y  k   K   k   p               cl     l d “Text 

R duc          T ch  c l C             Sub   l  g     u  Hum   T    l     ”    p    

of a multi-disciplinary doctoral dissertation, in which she examines the transference 

of humorous elements through “Subtitling O      d T x  R duc     S     g   ” 

(K   k  , 2013). A   h    ch l  , M l  m Ek  , has a similar study about the 

translatability of humor, working specifically on the translation of culture-specific 

jokes with examples from Nasreddin Hodja as they are highly rich in cultural 

referents. In her study, Ekti attempts to question how translation reflects the cultural 

referents in humorous devices of the source text within the literary conventions and 

structures of the target culture (Ekti, 2013). In another article titled “Camus: 

Yabancı’ ı  Dö   Ç           M   h  Ö  l     Ç    l b l  l   ”, Nazik Gök  ş w  ks 

on fou       l        f Alb    C mu ’ The Stranger, examining what kinds of 

strategies four translators adopted to translate the humorous elements that form the 
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ideological content of  h  b  k (Gök  ş, 2009, p. 335). Gök  ş   ud  d h w 

translation can effect the rendering of ideological humorous elements into Turkish. 
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CHAPTER 2 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

2.1  J   m  K. J   m ’s biography 

Jerome Klapka Jerome, best known for his masterpiece Three Men in a Boat, was 

born in the mining town of Walsall on 2 May 1859 into a very religious middle-class 

family. His mother, Marguerite, was the elder daughter of a Welsh family and he had 

the very greatest respect for her. His father, Jerome Clapp Jerome, was a “non-

c  f  m    p   ch  ”          d     h  l c l c  l   d        du      . H  h d b    

educated at “Merchant Taylors School” and trained as an architect, but later he was 

called to the Non-conformist ministry. He preached at several Congregational 

churches and drew plans for various buildings. All of his financial ventures proved to 

be failure and he had to move the family to Stourbridge and subsequently to Poplar 

in the East End of London, where Jerome spent much of his childhood in poverty.
2
 

In his autobiography, Jerome gives clues regarding the grim childhood spent in a 

particular part of London and its effects on his life: 

[…]  b u   h  E    E d  f L  d    h         m   c ,   h u    g         h      

to be found nowhere else. The awful silence of its weary streets. The ashen 

faces, with their lifeless eyes that rise out of shadows and are lost. It was 

these surroundings in which I passed my childhood that gave to me, I 

suppose, my melancholy, brooding disposition. I can see the humorous side 

of things and enjoy the fun when it comes; but look where I will, there seems 

to me always more sadness than joy in life. (Jerome, 1926, p. 16) 

 

As Joseph Connolly mentions in his book entitled Jerome K Jerome: A Critical 

Biography, this kind of a miserable childhood taught him a great deal about how 

people feel and he never forgot the sufferings of the underdog. His observation of the 

plight of the desperate people “gave his humor more than a tinge of truth and lent 

c    d   bl  p w      h        u  w  k.” (C    ll , 1982, p. 12) 

                                                           
2
 qtd. from the website, The Jerome K. Jerome Society, http://www.jeromekjerome.com/ 

http://www.jeromekjerome.com/
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 Leaving school at the age of fourteen, Jerome took a clerk’  j b w  h  h  

London Northwest Railway Company at Euston in order to support his mother and 

sister. When his mother died, however, he had entered into a difficult period 

superseded by the fear of loneliness and misery. These difficult times were recounted 

in his autobiography as the following: 

Th   w      h          f ll w  g m  m  h  ’  d   h   m       m  m m    

confused and disjointed. The chief thing about them was my loneliness. In the 

day time I could forget it, but when twilight came it would creep up behind 

me, putting icy hands about me. I had friends and relations in London, who, I 

am sure, would have been kind, but my poverty increased my shyness: I had a 

dread of asking, as it were, for pity. I seem to have been always on the move, 

hoping, I suppose, to escape from solitude. (Jerome, 1926, p. 48)  

 

He did not enjoy working as a clerk and wanted to be a writer. For this purpose, he 

started to jot down notes as much as he could and devoted his spare time both to 

reading and writing stories and essays, but it took some time for recognition to come. 

In order to support himself financially, he began to take parts in the production of 

theater companies and travelled around the world with some actors. However, this 

earned him very little money and hence he returned to London after spending three 

years on the stage, which formed the groundwork for his success as a playwright. 

Inspired from the three-year stage experiences, he wrote several essays published in a 

book form in 1885, with the title of On the Stage— and Off — The Brief Career of a 

Would-be Actor (Faurot, 1974, p. 23-24). As of 1877, he tried journalism to earn his 

living by “penny-a-lining— a sort of jobbing journalism, whereby one would dash all 

over London covering this or that, usually rather trivial, event, and then rush    ’  

copy back to the newsdesk” (Connolly, 1982, p. 29). According to Connolly, this 

may be considered the first time when Jerome had started to think about style, 

concluding that he needed to write something special to ensure the editor to choose 

his piece. Jerome made his choice in favor of humor and realized that “this was even 
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given preference over more sober, and possibly more truthful records. At least, in his 

view, Jerome was now writing and the faint beginnings of a Jeromian style had the 

ch  c      m  g ” (C    ll , 1982, p. 29-30). 

 During the same years, he wrote a collection of humorous essays published as 

a book, The Idle Thoughts of an Idle Fellow (1886). Two years later, he married 

Georgina Henrietta Stanley, the daughter of Lieutenant Nesza of the Spanish army. 

After their honeymoon spent on the Thames, Jerome started to write his very famous 

comic book, Three Men in a Boat. By this time, Jerome had published his two books 

and written four plays, including Sunset, Pity is Akin to Love, and Fennel. Following 

his trip to Germany came the following novels, the Journey of a Pilgrimage and 

Three Men on the Bummel (1900). Two years later, his well-praised autobiographical 

novel, Paul Kelver, was published. 

Before starting to work as an editor, he carried out short-lived jobs including 

school-mastering, cl  k        l c    ’s office and also worked in a commission agent. 

Later, he turned to editing, beginning with a monthly magazine, the Idler. He was 

writing for a column called “Th  Idl  ’  club”. I   dd     , h  b c m      l  d    

editing another weekly magazine, To-day, in which “J   m ’   d      l       up   

cu      p l   c l   d   c  l h pp    g  w    b  ll     p  c    f j u   l  m” (F u   , 

1974, p. 27). Having already become famous, Jerome decided to travel abroad and 

give lectures in America, Russia and Germany. While he was in America, he met 

David Belasco who helped him produce one of his most popular plays, The Passing 

of the Third Floor Back (1908). J   m ’s other comic plays include Fanny and the 

Servant Problem, a musical comedy (1908); The Master of Mrs. Chilvers, a play on 

 h  w m  ’   uff  g  qu       (1911), and The Great Gamble (1914), which had a 

German setting (Faurot, 1974, p. 23-28). 
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 When the war broke out, Jerome joined the French army as an ambulance 

driver. After the war, Jerome wrote two novels, All Roads Lead to Calvary (1919), a 

p l m c l     l   clud  g   h      ’  m m       f  h  w  ,   d Anthony John 

(1922), a novel of Northern industrial England. Towards the end of his life, Jerome 

recorded his memories in one of his most entertaining books, My Life and Times 

(1926), which still remains the primary source about him and his works. Jerome died 

of a heart attack in 1927 when he was on a trip to Devonshire with his wife. He is 

buried in the churchyard at Ewelm, near Wallingford, where Jerome and his family 

lived for some years. 

   As mentioned in a number of reviews written about him, it is clear that even 

though Jerome enjoyed popular success in different genres, he did not climb the 

stairs in an easy way, having been exposed to severe criticism and rejections, even at 

the very beginning of his literary career. He wrote various essays, plays and stories, 

and sent them to some journals to get nothing positive, but only rejections (Margraf, 

1983, p. 84). In one of his essays, entitled “O   h  S  g    d Off”, J   m       l  h   

feelings by referring to the agonies of a rejected contributor as follows: 

 I ask him if he remembers those dreary days when, written neatly in round 

 hand on sermon paper, he journeyed a ceaseless round from newspaper to 

 newpaper, from magazine to magazine, returning always soiled and limp to 

 Whitfield Street, still further darkenind the ill-lit room as he entered. Some 

 would keep him for a month, making me indignant at the waste of precious 

 time. Others would send him back by the next post, insulting me by their 

 indecent haste. Many, in returning him, would thank me for having given 

 them the privilege and pleasure of reading him, and I would curse them for 

 hypocrites. Others would reject him with no pretense at regret whatever, and I 

 would marvel at their rudeness. (Jerome, 1894, p. 223) 

 

After a couple of years, Jerome was able have his writing accepted by a journal. This 

is mentioned in his memoris by touching upon the intervening years, which served to 

lessen the excitement the moment would create in him: 
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I had tried short stories, essays, satires. One—but one only—a sad thing about 

a maiden who had given her life for love and been turned into a water-fall, 

and over the writing of which I had nearly broken my heart, had been 

accepted by a paper called The Lamp. It died soon afterwards. The others, 

with appalling monotony, had been returned to me again and again: 

  m   m   w  h  h  Ed    ’  c mpl m       d  h  k ,   d   m   m   w  h u : 

sometimes returned with indecent haste, seemingly by the next post; 

sometimes kept for months—in a dustbin, judging from appearances. 

(Jerome, 1926, p. 68) 

 

The majority of the critics tended to direct harsh criticism towards Jerome, who was 

generally branded as a “  w hum     ”   d m    u   d h          d c ll qu  l    l , 

accusing him of creating vulgarity with his language use (Connolly, 1982, p. 36). 

Even though the public liked his style, evident from the mounting sales of newer 

publications, the critics had always treated him badly: “Max Beerbohm was always 

very angry with me. The Standard spoke of me as a menace to English letters; 

and The Morning Post as an example of the sad results to be expected from the over-

education of the lower   d   ” (J   m , 1926, p. 75). 

 

2.2  Jeromian humor 

Before delving into the stylistic features of Three Men in a Boat, I would like to talk 

 b u  g     l      bu     f J   m ’  hum  . I  m     f h   w     g ,               

encounter a recurring phrase used by him to describe the philosophy behind his 

humor: “p        k      l   ”. A  Ruth M. Faurot mentions, we observe various 

applications of this understanding in his plays and fiction. Generally, there exists no 

discrepancy between the laughter on the one hand, and the moral aspect on the other. 

In other words, “laughter, too, becomes a part of it, not only for what his humor is 

bu  f   wh            ” (F u   , 1974, p. 177). Th  m   l    g   p c     u  ll     bl   

the humorous devices to become good-natured and tolerant, never tending to mock 

the society or people in a bitter manner. 
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  His style has been labeled as “the new hum  ” ch   c      d w  h     c  u l 

and simple diction (Markgraf, 1983, p. 83). As some of the critics suggest, it is the 

conversational style of the ordinary person. In almost all of his writings, Jerome 

tends to use contractions to a great extent. Therefore, his essays read easily and 

sound like a conversation of an ordinary person. His colloquial language usually 

consists of fresh metaphors, dialect, slang and contemporary expressions (Connolly, 

1982, p. 75-76). His style also includes the most apparent feature of humor, the 

incongruity. In his novel, The Idle Thoughts of an Idle Fellow (1886), there are some 

clues that explain to us what he wants to mean by incongruity, which can inferred in 

oen of essays “O  B b   ”. I   h        , he describes them as follows: “Odd little 

p  pl ! Th        h  u c   c  u  c m d      f  h  w  ld’  g        g …   ch    ,   

small but determined opposition to the order of things in general, is forever doing the 

wrong thing, at the wrong time, in the wro g pl c ,   d     h  w   g w  ”. 

However, he does not provide such incongruity at first hand, but expects the readers 

to recognize it with their own effort (Jerome, 1997, p. 136). 

 Th     x    b  h   m l          d d ff    c   b  w    J   m ’  hum     d 

that of the Victorian period during which the novel was written. When the general 

features of Victorian humor are analyzed, it is seen that Victorian laughter mostly 

focuses on “ cc     c ch   c    ,  dd       g    d wh m  c ll    mpl  m         ” 

(Gray, 1966, p. 145). However, Jerome introduces a very fresh and modern style 

which “has none of the tiresome convolutions associated with many such Victorian 

novels”, focusing mostly on the ordinary things in life, and presenting them in a 

simpler manner (Fowler, 2014, p. 16). Apart from that, his humor draws its subject 

matter from daily activities of common people with his aim of showing the 

“absurdity of human behavior” by dealing with everyday “banal details” (Lind, 2014, 
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p. 24). While presenting his humorous passages, he prefers to use a clear, concise 

and conversational language, adorned with some exaggerated details adopted to “turn 

mundane experiences into comedy” (Lind, 2014, p. 25-27). As is also obvious in the 

novel, Three Men in a Boat, Jerome highly benefits from irony in order to comment 

on issues such as poverty and criminality, and kindly mocks various types of people 

including villagers, fishermen and railway employees. 

 

2.3  Three Men in a Boat 

Even though its smaller parts had been published serially in Home Chimes, it was 

only in 1889 the first edition of Three Men in a Boat (To Say Nothing of the Dog) 

came out with this title. Twenty years after its publication, the book sold more than 

200,000 copies in Britain and more than a million throughout the United States, 

where it has never been out of print since then (Rodgers and Read, 2013, p. 3). The 

b  k’      m u   ucc     b   d h   b    p      w  h  h       l   d           f  h  

novel into many languages, including Russian, French, Danish, Portuguese, Irish, 

German, South African and Turkish. Although it sold over a million copies, Jerome 

did not earn much apart from a small annual payment from the American publisher. 

Like his previous books, Three Men in a Boat’  p     d      l        m  g d    m    

c u      . H w    ,  h      l’   ucc    w         l  l m   d     h  publ  h  g 

  du    , bu     w    l   f lm d  h      m   (1920, 1933   d 1956)    J   m ’  

lifetime, and was adapted by Tom Stoppard for television in 1975. In addition, it was 

turned into a musical by Hubert Gregg in 1962 and staged several times, as well as 

read aloud on radio programs (Rodgers and Read, 2013, p. 5-6). 

 When the book was published, it had already gained some kind of reputation 

in a way that Jerome did not like. As Connolly summarizes, the criticism was 
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“h ugh  , c  d  c  d  g, p mp u , c u l, u c mp  h  d  g   d d  m      ” 

(Connolly, 1982, p. 74). One of the first reviews appeared in the Saturday Review of 

5 October 1889, presenting a negative picture regarding both the content and style of 

the book. It assaults the real intent of the book, claiming that it is in fact a true story 

that is not intended for irony. According to many critics, only the “d cum      ” 

quality of the book enabled it to be considered valuable in the American publishing 

industry (Connolly, 1982, p. 74). When it was released, his language was also 

criticized because of its “vulgarity”. A  h  pu   f   h    h   b  g  ph ,      f  h  

outstanding magazines of the time, Punch directed harsh criticism towards the novel, 

accusing it for “scenting an insidious attempt to introduce ‘new humor’ into comic 

l      u  ” (J   m , 1926, p. 114). The British public, on the other hand, welcomed 

this book in a very positive manner, apparent from the large quantity of sales in 

Britain. Unlike the most critics, they liked its modern, fresh, vulgar and colloquial 

anecdotes, which are spoken by the ordinary characters. For instance, in the 

magazine, The Independent, Mark Mills likens the novel to the “very best picaresque 

  l  ”     h        ll   h         f   j u      h      “little more than a convenient peg 

on which to hang a series of observations and discursive asides about life, in all its 

m  u  , b ffl  g   d  b u d c mpl x     ” (M  k, 2013, p. 28). I    h   w  d , he 

wants to underline that Jerome manages to create humor from the most mundane 

situation. 

 J   m ’  b  k w   c    d   d qu    d ff      from the other works of the 

period in that its story did not contain fantasy with some heroes and villains, but 

simple people having fun in an ordinary place. Jerome, on the contrary, attempts to 

create a good and moral story out of the most trivial of incidents. As Faurot claims, 

he generally turns ordinary incidents into unexpected situations, either by “making 
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the reality absurd or, inversely, t      g  b u d    w  h g      ”. He did not tell a 

unique subject with idiosyncratic characters, but rather with his “touch of brashness 

          g   d       ubj c  ” (Faurot, 1974, p. 46). As a result, it manages to become 

a very famous novel  h        d      ll c    d   d J   m ’  m     pp  c    d b  k. 

 When asked of the motive behind his decision to write such a book, Jerome 

says that he actually intended to write a serious travel book adorned with descriptions 

of the Thames, which is explicitly mentioned in his autobiography as follows: 

I did not intend to write a funny book, at first. I did not know I was a 

humorist. I never have been sure about it. In the Middle Ages, I should 

probably have gone about preaching and got myself burnt or hanged. There 

was to be “hum   u    l  f”; bu   h  b  k w      h    b    “The Story of the 

Th m  ,”      c        d h      . Somehow it would not come. I was just 

back from my honeymoon, and had the feeling that all the world's troubles 

were over. About the “hum   u    l  f” I h d    d ff cul  . I d c d d    w     

the “hum   u    l  f” f    —get it off my chest, so to speak. After which, in 

sober frame of mind, I could tackle the scenery and history. I never got there. 

It seemed to be all “humorous relief.” (Jerome, 1926, p. 108) 

 

It is true that he had written some chapters directly related to the historical 

descriptions of the river, but when it was finally published in 1889, there remained 

very little of them as the publisher rejected to include these in that new version that 

was mainly based on a very popular subject of its time (Jerome, 1926, p. 108). 

Du   g  h  1870’ ,  h  Thames had been discovered as a place providing 

opportunities for recreational activities, especially for the working class. In 1888 

when Jerome started to work on his book, Three Men in a Boat, boating up and down 

the river had become a favorite sport of many citizens. For this reason, Jerome was 

writing about the ordinary, which was what provided the book with its unique 

quality, as expressed by him in the preface to the first edition of the book: 

The chief beauty of this book lies not so much in its literary style, or in the 

extent and usefulness of the information it conveys, as in its simple 

truthfulness. Its pages form the record of events that really happened. All that 

has been done is to color them; and for this, no extra charge has been made. 

(Jerome, 1889, p. 6) 
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As Donald Gray mentions in his article entitled “Th  U     f V c       L ugh   ”, 

one of the uses of Victorian laughter is to furnish a holiday by taking things and 

ideas seriously, called “l ugh     f   l    ” (G   , 1966, p. 147), wh ch    also 

observed in this book. To put it another way, Jerome does not present a very 

ridiculous or exaggerated event, but he frees people from the burden of taking 

      h  g         u l    d   lk   b u     u    h       f m l               ’  

experience. Similarly, the main characters, George, Harris, and “J.” wh  w   J   m , 

were from the real life. Only Montmorency, the dog, was fictional and evolved out of 

J   m ’  c   c  u      (J   m , 1926, p. 108). G   g  w   G   g  W  g    ,   

bank manager, who entered J   m ’  l f  wh   h  w   w  k  g    T     h m C u   

Road. Jerome and George shared lodgings when both of them were at the beginning 

of their careers. Harris was Carl Hentschel, a young man working with his father on 

photo-etching stuff. Thanks to theatre, he became acquainted with Jerome and their 

long-standing friendship started. 

 The story starts in the         , J.’ ,    m wh     h    f    d      ch     g 

about their anxiety over their sicknesses. J. believes that he suffers from every 

disease except f    h  h u  m  d’  k   . Th   b l      h     k  g     c        g  h   

w uld b    g  d ch  c              h    h  l h. Up   G   g ’   ugg      ,  h    ll 

decide to spend a week in the sea with their dog, Montmorency. They leave for a pub 

to discuss arrangements for the trip. For this purpose, they prepare a list of what they 

need to pack, preferring to bring only the most basic needs without which they 

cannot do. Harris volunteers to write the list, but J. does not find him successful and 

compares him to his incompetent Uncle Podger, who causes more work for everyone 

because of his inability to complete even the simplest of tasks. At the end, they 

decide to bring food that is easy to cook, a cover for the boat, and a special stove. 

http://www.gradesaver.com/character.html?character=60057
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Next morning they take a train and head towards Kingston where they intend to 

embark. They eventually start their journey during which J. provides some 

background information about the area, describing some local landmarks such as 

Hampton Court and some pubs where Queen Elizabeth was said to dine.  

 After passing Hampton Court, they row through a lock that is used to 

“regulate traffic and water flow”            (L  d, 2014, p. 8). J. digresses to consider 

how the clothes of women can create problems during sea journeys. The boat nears 

Hampton Church and Harris offers to visit the graveyard where someone called Mrs. 

Thomas has a tombstone. But J. does not accept it as he finds cemeteries very 

gloomy and depressing. After George leaves them to go into the town to do some 

work for his employer, Harris and J. eat lunch by the river where a man comes up 

and accuses them of trespassing. At this point, J. warns the readers not to get 

deceived by such people as they usually delude people by saying that they work for 

another person. In addition, J. remembers some embarrassing stories from earlier 

times when J. and Harris have made fools of themselves at some parties. Then the 

boat arrives at the village of Shepperton where they reunite with George, who 

surprises them with the banjo that he has brought. As he is away from the boat all 

day, they urge him to tow it from the shore, which is a challenging task. This reminds 

J. of many incidents where tow-lines become tangled, mostly resulting from 

distraction of the travelers. Although the friends want to spend the night on Magna 

Charta Island, they decide to stop earlier. Next morning they pass the island and J. 

speculates about what it would have been like for a peasant to live there when the 

charter was signed. Then the boat rows past more historical places, including 

Marlow, Bisham Abbey and Medmenham. When they run out of water near 

Hambledon Lock, a local lock-keeper advises them to drink water from the river, 
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which they find disgusting. After the dinner, George plays the banjo so badly that the 

others ask him not to play it again during their journey. That night, George and J. 

head into the village for drinks, but Harris does not join them. These two men get 

lost on their way back to the boat, and find it at last, only by following 

M   m    c ’  b  k  g. Wh    h         ,  h   l      h   H      h    p     h  wh l  

night fighting off a flock of aggressive swans. However, he does not remember 

anything related to swans the next morning, causing the other men to wonder if he 

dreams. Then they head towards Oxford and spend two days there. On their way 

back to London, it rains incessantly and the men start to feel very cold and miserable. 

Therefore, they leave the boat and decide to spend the night at an inn, even though 

they have sworn to complete the trip. At the end of the novel, they decide to end their 

trip and the dog barks as a sign of agreement. 

 

2.4  Humorous devices in the novel 

As previously mentioned, Three Men in a Boat was initially intended as a travel 

narrative, but its humorous digressions have caused the novel to be known as a comic 

novel (Lind, 2014, p. 4). Although the novel is mostly accepted as a travel narrative, 

most of the geographic descriptions are presented by making references to the past 

events that are humorous in content and usually followed by a comic scene 

(Varghese and Idiculla, 2013, p. 13825). Since Jerome K. Jerome wrote his novel 

during the Victorian period, it still carries some of the common features of Victorian 

laughter though it is accepted as bringing a “  w hum  ”    l        h  l        

system. As Donald J. Gray mentions, one of the most common function of Victorian 

humor can be attributed to the irony and ridicule adopted in literary devices with an 

aim of correcting or unsettling ideas which people normally take very seriously 
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(Gray, 1966, p. 146). Secondly, Victorian humor was used as a kind of device 

 ff    g “h l d   f  m   k  g  h  g    d  d         u l ” (G   , 1966, p. 145). To 

put it differently, humor was considered an escape from the rules, order and 

 mp          f d  l  l f , “  fl gh  f  m pu p             c    pl  , f  m g            

    c      fu  l    m k       ” (G   , 1966, p. 153). Th  dl , V c       humor 

amuses the audience by releasing responses upon ordinary events through the 

structures of familiar words or contents resembling the structures of ordinary life 

(Gray, 1966, p. 160). In other words, one of the most prevalent sources of Victorian 

laughter was related to the things coming from the contemporary life. Although the 

content of humorous literary works generally center upon some themes such as 

cruelty, pain, irrationality and death, the techniques and the manners in which these 

themes are presented underwent some changes towards the second half of the 

eighteenth century when the novel was written. Much of the humor started to turn 

inward, taking its sources in private absurdities rather than relying on social foibles. 

For this reason, some scholars preferred to define the Victorian humor as 

domesticated, implying its tendency to focus on the traditions of an approved social 

order or the harmless absurdities of common people such as policemen, clergymen or 

children (McArthur, 1992, p. 488). In the novel, Jerome tries to reflect this 

domesticated strategy by commenting on social issues such as poverty, criminality 

and deals with the absurdities of common people. Apart from these points, Victorian 

nonsense gained importance in transferring the humorous discourse during that 

period, causing the writers to resort to incongruities in language and content (Gray, 

1966, p. 167).  

 Even though Three Men in a Boat uses different kinds of humorous devices, 

irony has the upmost importance in rendering the humorous discourse of the novel. 
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When the whole novel is examined, it is realized that irony plays a leading role in the 

  p             f  h  hum   u        f  h      l. J   m ’           m   l    l   d    

     l  g   d “m ck  g  h  p             d h p c        f certain social 

c          ” (L  d, 2014, p. 4). Ap    f  m  h  h p c        b     d      c  l 

   uc u   , much  f J   m ’           g     h  p            f  h  m ddl    d upp   

classes as well as the main characters in the novel. He attempts to illustrate it through 

the characters wanting what they cannot have and then losing interest about these 

things when they do obtain them. He tries to show the pretensions observed in how 

people present themselves to the world. Overall, Jerome prefers to ironically 

emphasize how people create illusions and delude themselves in their daily lives. 

Apart from these ironical devices, Jerome adds another layer of humor to the novel 

by representing J. himself to be guilty of the hypocritical behaviors he criticizes 

(Lind, 2014, p. 2). 

 Jerome also resorts to metaphorical devices in order to create a comic effect. 

In his ironic remarks about a person or event, Jerome especially resorts to idioms, 

similes, personification and hyperbole to turn down ordinary experiences into comic 

   u      . I   dd     , J   m ’  hum      f d b   h   mb gu      c     d m   l     

lexical and syntactic levels. In this regard, Jerome benefits from the humorous device 

of wordplay in order to create humor by causing misunderstandings or 

misinterpretations on the part of the audience (Steidlova, 2010, p. 57). Deviation in 

  g             h   d   c   h  ugh wh ch hum      p  duc d     h      l. J   m ’  

usage of register as a source of humorous effect involves both inappropriate registers 

and mixing of different registers in the same parts of the novel (Steidlova, 2010, p. 

43). To put it differently, Jerome makes use of inappropriate registers in certain 

situations especially to mock the people or events and hence reinforces the comic 
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effect (Jerome, 1994, p. 94). Similarly, he adds a humorous dimension to the novel 

by surprising the reader with sudden changes in diction.  
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CHAPTER 3 

TRANSLATING HUMOR IN THREE MEN IN A BOAT 

3.1  The notion of humor 

Throughout history, the notion of humor and its devices have been the subject of 

various research areas, including philosophy, history, sociology, linguistics, 

anthropology, and psychology. Although humor is generally accepted as a universal 

phenomenon having its impact upon all aspects of human life and relations, defining 

it as a term is not very easy due to the lack of a precise definition, which has, 

consequently, caused some challenges for scholars of humor. This section will 

present some of the most common conceptualizations of humor, touching upon its 

social and psychological aspects. The discussion will also include some of the 

historical views of humor, referring to the relevant theories in which this many-

sidedness of the notion of humor is reflected.  

As the lexicographic studies have shown, the semantic field of what is 

defined as “hum  ” h   b        ch d b  u   g      u  c  c p   w  h fu    

boundaries, such as humor, irony, sarcasm, ridicule and comedy, creating a need to 

adopt a generic term in scholarly discussions. As a result, Anglo-Saxon humor 

studies have decided upon “hum  ” as an umbrella term, although it has gained 

different interpretations and functions in the definitions of humor scholars (Attardo, 

2001, p. 167). Starting from the very early times, scholars have always tried to find 

solutions to both define and understand the problem of humor with their theories, 

approaches or perspectives, but none of them have managed to produce a general 

theory of humor that accounts for all aspects of the humor phenomena.  

When the literal meaning of the word is looked up in the Merriam-Webster 

dictionary, the word “hum  ” d       f  m  h  L     w  d “um  ” (m    )   d G   k 
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word “h g   ” (w  ), wh       g   c   b     c d    m d    l   m   wh      w   u  d 

to denote “bodily fluids”. Th    b d l  flu d ,    hum rs, were categorized as yellow 

p l , bl ck p l , phl gm   d bl  d. Th    w     h ugh     b    l   d    p  pl ’  

temperament, including their biliousness, melancholy, being phlegmatic or sanguine. 

If these fluids were out of balance in the body of a person, he/she would be 

considered to have become inflicted with a disease (either mentally or physically), 

which later paved the way for the foundation of medicine in the Middle Ages 

(Raskin, 2008, p. 248). It was only at the beginning of the eighteenth century that the 

notion of humor started to gain a positive connotation, and discussed with its long-

standing meaning of “c m c” (C   m   , 1952, p. 10). 

When confronted with the question of “Wh      hum  ?”, d ff       ch l    

provide different answers that underline several aspects of the topic. P.E.McGhee, 

for example, defines humor as “a form of intellectual play, one of which is quite 

serious and involves knowledge expansion, while the other is intended to be playful 

and focuses on resolving fantasy incongruities, which are the essenc   f   ch ld’  

hum  ” (McGh  , 1979, p. 42). H      M  d   ,   p  ch l g      d pl  w  gh , 

foregrounds the therapeutic power of humor by defining it as “a frame of mind, a 

m       f p  c     g   d  xp     c  g l f …   k  d  f  u l  k,   p cul    p      f 

   w,   d     wh ch h   g      h   p u  c p w  ” (M  d   , 1971, p. 21). A   h   

important humor scholar, Thomas Veatch, who attempts to formulate a general 

theory of humor, mentions that “there exists a certain psychological state which tends 

to produce laughter, which isthe natural phenomenon or process we will refer to as 

hum  ,    hum   p  c p    ” (Veatch, 1998, p. 162). According to his definition, not 

all instances of humor produce laughter and hence he prefers to use the verb “tend 

  ”,       d  f  sserting a definite judgment. In addition, he talks about some certain 
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psychological states required for humor perception (Veatch, 1998, p. 162-163). In 

another widely used definition, Dineh Davis gives a summary of the previous 

explanations: 

Humor is any sudden episode of joy or elation associated with a new 

discovery that is self-rated as funny. As sense of humor is the subtle but 

consistent ability to remain lighthearted in a wide range of circumstances, 

from the obvious occasions of happiness and joy to the more sacred and grave 

encounters with distress and tragedy. (Davis, 2008, p. 547) 

 

As is clear, contemporary definitions of humor imply the actual moment of fun, or 

the situations that are thought to cause humorous effects. However, it is clearly 

observed both from the definitions and the lack of a precise agreement on what is 

meant by humor, that there is then a need to provide a more general understanding of 

humor to be used in academic research. As a matter of fact, linguistic, philosophical 

and psychological analyses of humor have been the most preferred approaches in 

humor studies, in which Attardo and Raskin have usually been referred to. In their 

claims, a general theory of humor requires the consideration of various and unrelated 

knowledge areas that will contribute to the creation of humor. Even though Raskin 

  d A    d ’  d f            cc p  d    “ h  l           c  d”    , wh ch     l   

considered a refusal to draw boundaries among the different terms or concepts used 

to express a humorous content, there still exists some problems to identify which 

phenomena in the world are “hum   u ” (A    d , 1994, p. 9-10). For these reasons, 

it is important to have a look at the classical theories of humor to understand the 

change in the interpretation of the notion through the ages. In the following part, 

some of the historical views of humor will be mentioned, starting with the Greek and 

Latin tradition, and then moving into the modern thought, inspired mostly by the 

cultural changes brought forth after the Renaissance. 
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 From a historical perspective, it is seen that the notion of humor had negative 

connotations during the early times, generally considered something as degenerate 

and ugly. Accepted as the first theorist of humor, Plato defines humor as “a mixed 

f  l  g  f  h    ul”,      l d b          h  f ll w  g  xc  p    k   f  m h   b  k, 

Philebus, where Socrates is speaking: 

[…] Ou    gum    d cl      h   wh   w  l ugh     h    d cul u  qu l       f 

our friends, we mix pleasure with pain, since we mix it with envy; for we 

have agreed all along that envy is a pain of the soul, and that laughter is 

pleasure, yet these two arise at the same time on such occasions. (50A) 

 

As is seen, Plato interprets the notion of “hum  ”        g            w  h    h  

semantic field of “  d cul u ”, cl  m  g  h   p  pl  g     ll  l ugh      h  ’  

misfortunes. In his view, humor arises from the perception of two contrasting 

feelings at the same time, and laughter is presented as something malevolent 

stemming from envy. Aristotle, on the other hand, uses the term “c m d ”   d 

presents it as “an imitation of men worse than average; worse, however, not in regard 

to any and every sort of fault, but only in regard to one particular kind of ridiculous, 

which is a species of the Ugl ” (De Poetica, 1449). In his definition, it is possible to 

discern the influence of Plato in that both of them agree that laughter has its basis in 

some kind of deformity and ugliness, associating it with negative behaviors such as 

obscenity, profanity and insults from which people should shrink (Attardo, 1994, p. 

21). Similarly, Quintilian, a Roman rhetorician, emphasizes the aggressive and 

negative nature of humor in the following sentence in a stronger manner: “[…]    

effect one not only laughs about pointed or amusing sayings or facts, but also about 

stupid, angry, timid [facts or sayings]; and because of this very fact the reason of this 

   d ubl , b c u   l ugh           f   f  m d       ” (A    d , 1994, p. 30). Such 

views that deal with humor through degrading expressions had their impact over a 

long period of time. For instance, nineteenth century scholars and theorists, such as 
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Alexander Bain and Henri Bergson tried to underline the fact that it was the faults of 

people that made one enjoy humor in a real sense. In the twentieth century, William 

Hazlitt provided a similar explanation that supports the previous remarks on humor. 

According to him, “w  l ugh     b u d   …    d f  m   …    m  ch  f…    wh   w  

d      b l    …     h w  u       f c     with ourselves, or our contempt for those 

about us, or to c  c  l  u           g     c ” (Hazlitt, 1903, p. 8-9). Like the other 

scholars mentioned above, he attempts to reveal p  pl ’     d  c     l ugh     h  g  

mirroring the foibles and hypocrisies of the society (Raskin, 2008, p. 307). 

However, it should be kept in mind that definitions of humor have not been 

limited to these approaches restricting humor to “d       ”, “h    l   ”, “ gg       ”, 

and “ b u d   ”. O   h  c       , m      h       mp   h    been made to explain the 

notion of humor in various ways: as an incongruent treatment of things; a form of 

  l          l  f;     xh b       f  up                m    ;    w  ch  f   m    ’  

attention from something significant to something insignificant, and as a 

transformation of an expectation into nothing, which shows that humor involves 

instances containing many related aspects such as social, emotional, cognitive and 

psychological states. In another context, humor can be interpreted and recast in terms 

of “hum   u   ff c ”, m k  g    much              l      d d f    wh   c u    

humor and what further effects it creates (Vandaele, 2002, p. 154). 

 

3.2  Humor theories 

Having examined the historical perspectives of humor, it becomes easy to realize that 

there exist some recurring ideas such as incongruity, superiority and relief in the 

definitions made since the ancient times, dating back to Aristotle and Plato. The 

theories of humor are generally divided into three categories: cognitive/perceptual or 
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incongruent; social or hostile; and psychological or release/relief. Apart from these 

general categories, a number of recent theories were developed, including the 

General Theory of Verbal Humor (Raskin and Attardo, 1991) and Victor R  k  ’  

five-level model for the analysis of joke texts (Raskin, 1985). In the following part, 

the general features of these approaches will be explained, focusing mostly on the 

General Theory of Verbal Humor which will be adopted as the theoretical framework 

of this study. 

 

3.2.1  Incongruity theories 

The modern incongruity-based theories, the most widely-known explanation of 

humor, take their roots in the words of Kant, who defines laughter as “an affection 

arising from sudden transformation of a        d  xp c               h  g” (K   , 

1790, p. 117). As is clear, Kant interprets humor in terms of the incongruity that 

tends to imply the cognitive features of the process in which humor or humorous 

texts are appreciated. In this process, the reason why incongruity is observed results 

from the unexpected situation or message that is perceived by the reader or listener 

so that the humor can fulfill its function. Under these circumstances, if the audience 

is unaware of this incongruity or fails to find a solution to understand it, he/she 

cannot give the required response to the humorous text.  

Similarly, Schopenhauer includes the notion of incongruity in his definition 

of humor, saying “laughter is simply the sudden perception of the incongruity 

between a concept and the real objects which have been thought through in some 

  l     ,   d l ugh        lf    ju    h   xp         f  h     c  g u   ” (Sch p  h u  , 

1957, p. 76). That is to say, humor depends on the realization of an incongruity 

referring generally to the mismatch between two ideas or objects. In addition, 
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incongruity usually implies “a conflict between what is expected and what actually 

 ccu  ”      j k  (Shul  , 1976, p. 12). Providing that there exists any event or 

situation incompatible with the normal situation, it is considered incongruous and 

carries the potential to cause humorous responses. It should also be kept in mind that 

the definition of incongruity involves the notion of ambiguity, which is mentioned in 

the following excerpt: 

Incongruity is a term used to include ambiguity, logical impossibility, 

irrelevance and inappropriateness. It refers to an apparent lack of fit 

b  w     d   ,      ud  , b h    u     d   c  l c          . […] [  ] 

consists in the violent dissolution of an emotional attitude. This is done by 

the abrupt intrusion into the attitude of something that is felt not to belong 

there, of some element that has strayed, as it were, from another 

compartment of our minds. (qtd. in Chapman and Foot, 1996, p. 37) 

 

As mentioned above, incongruity theories help to provide a cognitive analysis of 

humor, focusing primarily on perception and resolution of the incongruity. 

According to Thomas R. Shultz, “it is only after the incongruity is perceived by an 

observer that it can be resolved, and it is in the resolution of the incongruity” that the 

observer enjoys the humor (Shultz, 1976, p. 12). To put it differently, humor is 

accepted as “  m  h  g   h          h      lu      f  h    c  g u   ” (Shul  , 1976, 

p. 12). The mechanism of resolution is required in order to distinguish it from other 

expressions. In other words, it is of high importance to characterize it as meaningful 

incongruity that can be comprehended by the readers or audience who are expected 

to identify, perceive and then resolve the incongruity existing in the text (Shultz, 

1976, p. 13). 

 

3.2.2  Superiority theories 

When the earliest theories of humor are examined, they all mention the negative 

element of humor, which is generally expressed through such phrases as 
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“ up        ”, “h    l   ”, “ gg       ”, “d  p   g m   ”, “d       ”,   c. A   h    

theories generally define humor in terms of superiority, they are often called 

“ up          h      ” (V  d  l , 2010, p. 148). I   h    mpl       m ,  h    h     

implies that “the humor we find in comedy and in life is based on ridicule, wherein 

w    g  d  h   bj c   f  mu  m         f        d/    u   l        up     ” (B  d  , 

2005, p. 2). In other words, humor often ridicules a target or victim and produces a 

kind of a superior feeling on the part of those who appreciate the humor. Since the 

ancient times, a number of philosophers including Plato and Aristotle have 

underlined the fact that humans generally laugh at ugliness, leading one to define 

humor as “the malicious o  d          j  m     f   h   ’  h   c m  g , wh ch 

  d c       b         f  h    ul” (B  d  , 2005, p. 3). E     h ugh  h     x    

various explanations regarding the nature of the superiority theories, one of the 

strongest remarks come from the seventeenth century English philosopher, Thomas 

Hobbes. In the following statements, Hobbes emphasizes the idea that laughter arises 

from a sense of superiority: 

Sudden Glory, is the passion which maketh those Grimaces called 

LAUGHTER: and is caused either by some sudden act of their own, that 

pleaseth them; or by the apprehension of some deformed thing in another, by 

comparison whereof they suddenly applaud themselves. And it is incident 

most to them, that are conscious of the fewest abilities in themselves; who are 

forced to keep themselves in their own favor, by observing the imperfections 

of others. (Hobbes, 1968, p. 125) 

 

In Hobbes’ view, laughter arises from joy that pleases people because of the feeling 

that they have achieved or realized their own ability. This kind of a realization, as 

mentioned in the excerpt, can be fostered by the presentation of the failings of others. 

In other words, people often have a tendency to laugh at the infirmities and 

absurdities of the other people. The enjoyment from such cases is derived from 

hum  ’  w  k      ,    wh ch     c      l    h  /h    w   up        . I  c    l   b  
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inferred that humor is generally found in something inferior to the agent that is 

exposed to the humorous object. 

 On the other hand, some theorists have found out some weaknesses of this 

superiority theory (Bardon, 2005, p. 3). For instance, while Hobbes considers 

suddenness an important component of humor, some scholars such as David W. 

Hollingsworth asserts that “surprise cannot be a necessary component of humor, or 

j k   h   d b f    c uld  c  c l   mu  ” (F    and Maesen, 1995, p. 64). On the 

other hand, Bardon claims that “there seem to be many experiences that might make 

us feel superior but are not amusing, or there are many instances of humor that have 

   h  g    d  w  h  h  f ll     f   h  ” (B  d  , 2005, p. 5). Th   f   ,       p    bl  

to conclude that the existence of some perceived incongruity does not necessarily 

create the required conditions for the enjoyment of humor. 

 As Vandaele mentions, the supporters of the superiority theories have rejected 

incongruity though it “can easily be related to incongruity in many aspects” 

(Vandaele, 2002, p. 157):   

 a) most acts of incongruity can be assigned to a social product and/or agent, 

 which are thus seen as inferior; b) ironic incongruity is controlled abnormality 

 as a sign of superiority; c) incongruity can in most cases be resolved and 

 overcome, thus c      g  up         […] d) some incongruities are 

 conventionalized as humorous […] (Vandaele, 2002, p. 157).  

 

As is obvious, Vandaele also claims that superiority theories enable a special kind of 

socialization by creating inclusion or exclusion among a group of people, creating 

some stereotypes or social pressures upon the victims of the humorous devices. For 

these reasons, it is of high importance to distance ourselves from the monolithic 

thinking about the meaning and motives of humor in order to develop an accurate 

insight without neglecting any of the concepts. 
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3.2.3  Release theories 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, scholars started to evaluate humor “as a 

form of release or relief” (Carrell, 2008, p. 308). Though Herbert Spencer and 

Sigmund Freud are generally accepted as two of the most prominent relief theorists, 

there are also others who have taken the notion of relief to the core of their humor 

definitions. For instance, L  d Sh    bu  ’        “The Freed m  f W     d Hum  ” 

is considered the first literary piece to use the word “hum  ” with its contemporary 

meaning, which provides a simple explanation of the relief theory (Morreal, 1987, p. 

221):  

The natural free spirits of ingenious men, if imprisoned or controlled, will 

find out other ways of motion to relieve themselves in their constraint, and 

whether it be in burlesque, mimicry, or bufoonery, they will be glad at any 

rate to vent themselves, and be revenged on their constrainers. (qtd. in 

Morreal, 1987, p. 221) 

 

The person whose emotions are somehow controlled tries to relieve them in the form 

of a humorous  device, and hence tends to mock or criticize the restricting factors 

such as the authorities, institutions or the people around themselves. J.C. Gregory, on 

the other hand, underlines the impact of relief on humor realization in his following 

statements: 

R l  f…    w           h  ph   c l  c   f l ugh  g   d     h  ph    l g c l 

accompaniments. It is written on the occasions of laughter and, more or less, 

plainly, on each of its varieties. A laughter of sheer relief may be the original 

source of all other laughters, which have spread from it like a sheaf... Relief 

is not the whole of laughter, though it is its root and fundamental plan. The 

 discovery of sudden interruption through relaxation of effort merely begins 

 the inquiry into laughter. But it does begin it, and no discussion of laughter 

 that ignores relief or makes it of little account can hope to prosper. (Gregory, 

 1924, p. 40) 

 

As is clear, Gregory attempts to show that relief is an indispensable component of 

humor, attributing both a physical and psychological aspect to the notion of humor.  
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3.2.4  Script-based theories of humor 

Recent developments in semantic theory and practice have required the study of 

linguistic and extra-linguistic context of the utterance. Before Victor Raskin (1985), 

no prior research was available on the linguistic analysis of humor and no 

comprehensive formal theory of humor was proposed (Raskin, 1985, p. 30). Raskin 

paved the way for the linguistic analysis of verbal humor with his application of a 

“tentative formal script-       d   m    c  h    ” (R  k  , 1979, p. 325). A       ul , 

R  k  ’   c  p -based semantic theory of humor (1985) was accepted as “the first 

linguistic based theory of humor” (C    ll, 2008, p. 314). According to his theory, 

scripts imply “cognitive structures internalized by the speaker, which provides the 

speaker with information on how things are done” (R  k  , 1985, p. 46). In other 

words, “the scripts are designed to describe certain standard routines, processes, etc., 

the way the native speaker views them, and thus to provide semantic theory with a 

restricted and prestructured outlook into the extra-l  gu    c w  ld” (R  k  , 1979, p. 

325). In order to interpret a sentence, realization of all the scripts is of high 

importance. Although scripts are considered cognitive objects, Raskin insists on the 

fact that scripts are evoked by lexical items of a sentence (Attardo, 1994, p. 200). 

With this theory, Raskin aimed to create “a formal semantic analysis in terms of what 

each joke-carrying text would be identified as possessing a certain semantic property 

 uch  h    h  p     c   f  h   p  p     w uld    d         x  hum   u ” (R  k  , 

1979, p. 325). To put it differently, Raskin wanted to create a theory that “provides 

the necessary and sufficient conditions that a text must meet f    h    x     b  fu   ” 

(Attardo, 1994, p. 198). The following excerpt summarizes the main traits of 

R  k  ’   c  p -based theory: 

[…]  h    x   f   j k      lw    full        p    c mp   bl  w  h  w  d     c  

 c  p     d  h    h   w   c  p        pp   d      ch   h         p c  l w  … 
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The punch line triggers the switch from the one script to the other by making 

the hearer backtrack and realize that a different interpretation was possible 

from the very beginning. (Attardo and Raskin, 1991, p. 308) 

 

What Raskin and Attardo want to underline is that an overlap of two different scripts 

are required in order to define a text humorous. It should, however, be noted that the 

degree of overlapping between two scripts may be partial or total. If the overlapping 

is total, the text is considered compatible with both of the scripts; if it is partial, some 

parts of the text will not be compatible with one or the other script (Attardo, 1994, p. 

203). In addition, “the overlapping of two scripts does not necessarily produce a 

hum   u   ff c . Th   w      l pp  g  c  p    h uld b   pp           c            ” 

(Raskin, 1979, p. 333). For instance, having analyzed three jokes, Raskin concluded 

that scripts are in a relationship of opposition that can be categorized in three classes: 

“actual vs. non-actual, normal vs. abnormal, and possible vs. impossible” (Attardo, 

1994, p. 204). To put it briefly, the Script-based Semantic Theory of Humor 

classifies a text “fu   ”    hum   u  “if the text is compatible, fully or in part, with 

two scripts” that are in opposition to each other (Raskin, 1985, p. 99) 

 Although this theory enables the reader to come up with different 

interpretations of the same sentence by looking for “c mp    g  c  p  ” (R  k  , 

1985, p. 125), it remains very limited in some instances as it takes the jokes as its 

primary source, making it difficult to apply it to other types of texts. What is more, 

the SSTH does not provide any indication as to what kinds of tools can be used to 

differentiate jokes or deal with other humorous texts (Attardo, 1984, p. 222). For 

these reasons, Attardo and Raskin (1991) collaborated to develop the “General 

Th      f V  b l Hum  ”. 
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3.2.5  General Theory of Verbal Humor 

As is mentioned above, the General Theory of Verbal Humor is a revision and 

extension of Raskin’  Script-based Semantic Theory of Humor (SSTH) and 

A    d ’  f   -level joke representation model. While the SSTH is accepted as the 

first semantic theory of humor, the GTVH is defined as a linguistic theory that 

includes textual linguistics, the theory of narrativity, and pragmatics by adopting five 

other Knowledge Resources (KRs) in addition to the script opposition from the 

SSTH (Attardo, 1994, p. 222). In this revised version, Attardo and Raskin propose a 

general theory “p   ul    g   h     ch c l m d l  f j k    p            m d l”  h      

based on six levels corresponding to or determined by knowledge resources, each of 

which is used as a joke parameter to identify perceived differences between jokes 

(Attardo and Raskin, 1991, p. 293-294). In other words, this model was developed in 

order to set some parameters for the evaluation of similarity among various jokes. 

The GTVH dedicates an important part to establish the notion of “j k    m l     ”    

its theoretical framework. Attardo and Raskin claim that “many jokes are similar. 

Paraphrases and variants of the same joke can be found in print. People often retell 

j k        ch   h  , ch  g  g      u    p c    f  h m     h  p  c   ” (A    d  and 

Raskin, 1991, p. 295). As a result, we observe some variations in the presentation of 

jokes, which can be discussed within the framework of the mentioned parameters. 

The GVTH benefits from the SSTH as a theory of text-type joke, as well as devising 

the tools required to handle the necessary features that characterize texts other than 

jokes (Attardo, 1994, p. 220). In the following section, main features of these KRs 

will be explained, underlying their importance in determining the level of difference 

between the jokes in the source texts and their translations. 
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 Language (LA) parameter contains all the information that is required for the 

verbal presentation of a text. It also includes all the choices at the phonetic, 

phonologic, morphological, lexical, syntactic, semantic levels of language structure. 

Similarly, the parameter of language is responsible for the expression of the content 

of the joke (Attardo and Raskin, 1991, p. 298). In order to understand this parameter, 

it is necessary to realize the importance of the concept of paraphrase as any joke can 

be worded or constructed in a number of ways without changing its semantic content 

(Attardo, 2002, p. 177). However, in the case of verbal jokes, the exact wording of 

the punch line is extremely important in order to create the required humorous effect. 

For this reason, this Language Knowledge resource is generally preselected by the 

Script Opposition (Attardo, 2002, p. 177). In other words, the Script Opposition 

affects the nature of the language to be used in the joke formulation. Therefore, it is 

possible to conclude that this parameter of language is also responsible for 

expressing a special joke-meaning apart from the actual meaning the words or 

sentences denote. Narrative Strategy (NS) implies that any joke needs to be 

expressed in some form of narrative type, including simple narratives, dialogues, 

riddles, etc. This parameter also deals with the organization and presentation of the 

humorous elements. For instance, it becomes of important use in analyzing humorous 

texts of different genres in terms of identifying their narrative strategies. The Target 

(TA) parameter includes the group of people who constitute victims of the humorous 

discourse. It contains the groups of people or individuals to which the “humorous 

        p           ch d” (Attardo, 2002, p. 178). As Attardo mentions, it should be 

kept in mind that targets do not just consist of people or individuals, but groups or 

institutions that can also be treated as subjects of ridicule or satire. Therefore, the 

notion of “   g  ”     h   p   m     d          c      l  require a specific group 
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composed of people. The Situation (SI) parameter, on the other hand, is related to the 

“objec  ”, “p    c p    ”    “p  p   f  h  j k ” (A    d , 2002, p. 178). It is believed 

that every joke gives message “ b u    m  h  g”, b   f    g f  m  h   c  p       h  

text. Accepted as the most problematic parameter, Logical Mechanism (LM), 

attempts to account for the way in which the joke is produced, providing tools to 

identify the resolution of the incongruity, which is one of the most important 

components of humor (Attardo, 2002, p. 179). It has been argued that a joke must 

provide a logical justification of the absurdity or irreality it postulates. Logical 

Mechanism embodies a “d       d”    “playful logic” that is not always valid 

“outside the world of the joke” (Attardo, 2002, p. 180). The last parameter, Script 

Opposition (SO),     l    b  h  h    m    c  bj c  d  c  b d    R  k  ’  p     u  

theory and linguistic theories of semantics as pragmatic and contextual information. 

As a result, the GTVH expands the previous theory of humor by introducing 

linguistic and non-linguistic features in the determination of the characteristics of 

humorous texts.  

 From the point of view of the GTVH, a lot of jokes can be created by 

combining various parameters explained above. It is important to know that these 

parameters are organized hierarchically as follows: Script Oppostion, Logical 

Mechanism, Situation, Target, Narrative Strategy, Language. This hierarchical 

organization has been formulated by taking into account various considerations 

regarding the interdependence and/or independence among the parameters. To put it 

simply, it has been found out that parameters determine or constrain the parameters 

following them and are determined or constrained by the previous ones (Attardo, 

1994, p. 227). According to some of the scholars working to provide a general theory 

of verbal humor, “the degree of perceived difference between jokes increases linearly 
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w  h  h  h  gh   f  h  k  wl dg      u c     wh ch  h   w  j k   d ff  ” (A    d , 

2002, p. 183). To put it in a simpler way, the degree of difference is assumed to 

increase linearly, that is, there is much difference between two jokes that differ in 

script opposition level than there is between two jokes that show difference in 

narrative strategy level. Since this approach provides such linguistic parameters for 

language analysis of the texts, it can be adopted to specify some of the required 

peculiarities of the humorous texts. In the following part, the relationship between 

humor and translation will be analyzed, focusing on the applicability and validity of 

the humor theories in suggesting effective strategies for the translation of humorous 

devices. 

 

3.3  Humor and translation 

Humor Studies and Translation Studies center upon the transference of humorous 

elements and humorous discourse across geographical and cultural boundaries, 

which are affected by a number of variables including linguistic, social and cultural 

barriers. Although the interdisciplinary relationship between Humor and Translation 

Studies has been underlined by some of the prominent scholars in the relevant fields, 

this relationship, surprisingly, has not received sufficient attention in terms of 

academic productions. That is to say, not enough research has been conducted on the 

translation of humor, which is also emphasized by one of the prominent scholars, 

Jeroen Vandaele, who has made important contributions to the study of humorous 

text translation: 

Whereas the immense practical act of translation itself is also increasingly 

being theorized in what has come to be known as translation studies [...] the 

combined object of humor translation must have seemed until now so vast, 

disorientating and dangerous an ocean that few academic efforts were made 

to theorize the processes, agents, contexts and products involved (Vandaele, 

2002, p. 149). 
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It is clear that Vandaele foregrounds the need for more theoretical and systematic 

research so that translators or scholars can have some relevant strategies to deal with 

the analysis of humorous elements and their rendering into a foreign language. In this 

way, they can become familiar with some of the most efficient solutions to the 

common problems in the translation process of humorous discourse. It is also 

important to mention that the existing studies on the theory of humor translation have 

generally emphasized the unique nature of humor translation (Boria, 2009, p. 85). In 

his article, “(Re-) Constructing Humor: M     g    d M    ”, V  d  l   h d  l gh   

on some of the most important factors that harden the task of the translator dealing 

with humorous texts. In his practice-oriented perspective, there exist four good 

reasons to think of humor reproduction as a challenging process (Vandaele, 2002, p. 

150). First of all, humor translation involves recreating a “hum   u   ff c ” (b     

laughter or smile), which appears to be more compelling when compared to the 

meaning perception of other texts, resulting mostly from the undeniable and 

observable manifestation of humor. Secondly, as some academic studies have shown, 

the production of humor is rather different from its comprehension and appreciation, 

making it challenging for the translators to reproduce it in another language 

(Vandaele, 2002, p. 150). There have been many cases in which translators have 

found themselves unable to recreate humor in another language though they have 

managed to fully capture the content of the humorous elements. For this reason, it is 

possible to conclude that humor (re) production needs different strategies to adopt 

during the translation process. As the third challenging factor, Vandaele mentions the 

tr   l    ’  “       f hum  ”, cl  m  g  h    h   pp  c        f hum   m        

individually, which implies that a translator may not find a statement funny although 

he/she is aware of the comic message in the statement. In such instances, the 
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translator may be “c  f     d w  h  h  d l mm   f    h        l    g   b d j k ”    

finding other ways to render the actual humorous effect. Finally, Vandaele argues 

that the “rhetorical effect of humor” can be so dominant that it can hinder the 

production of humor by impeding “analytic rationalization” of the translators 

(Vandaele, 2002, p. 150). 

 Drawing upon Vandaele’     ump        g  d  g  h     u    f hum   

translation, many scholars have come to the conclusion that humor is mostly 

characterized by the notion of “u      l   b l   ”  l h ugh  h   h    d ff      

opinions and arguments regarding the degree or circumstances of untranslatability, 

depending on the language and culture that are under examination. As mentioned 

above, the challenges caused by humorous texts in the translation process involves 

different factors, which is briefly mentioned by Dirk Delabastita in the following 

statements. He tries to clarify the main reasons for the difficulty of translating 

humorous texts: 

[…] h       l       f   pl  ful   x  confronts the translator with the unique 

semantic structure not just of a text but of a language as well. Wordplay can 

 h   f    b            k  d  f   g   u  ,  p   m    g   ch l  gu g ’  u  qu  

individuality and therefore quite naturally resisting translation—but at the 

same time calling for the authenticating gesture of translation as a counter 

signature in another language. (Delabastita, 1996, p. 13) 

As Delabastita mentions, humorous elements are difficult to render in another 

language, resulting from their culture and language specific natures. Therefore, the 

translator of humor has to accept the fact that humorous elements of a language are 

mostly group or culture specific, requiring a shared knowledge between the sender 

and receiver for the humorous content to make sense. As is mentioned in the example 

above, wordplay that combines “formal similarity and semantic dissimilarity” 

(Delabastita, 1993 cited in De Geest, 1996), is a good example of the culture-specific 
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nature of humorous elements. In other words, the culture in which they are produced 

determines what kind of humorous element is appropriate in a given context. As a 

result, recognizing and appreciating them requires shared knowledge on the part of 

the audience. It is a known fact that translato ’  ch  c        ff c  d b  h b    x u l 

and extra-textual concerns, bringing forth the significance of the familiarity with the 

cultural and social context of the source and target languages (Popa, 2004, p. 154). 

As in other types of translation activity, the shared knowledge is an important issue 

in dealing with the problem of cultural untranslatability, which is underlined in Irene 

D l C    l’  f ll w  g      m   : 

 […] c mmu  c      b   k  d w  wh    h  l   l   f p     k  wl dg  h ld b  

 the speaker/writer and by the listener/reader are not similar.While this is true 

 of any communication, the breakdown is particularly obvious in the case of 

 translated humor, whose perception depends directly on the concurrence of 

 facts and impressions available to both speaker/writer and listener/reader. 

 (Del Corral, 1988, p. 25) 

Taking these points into consideration, it is possible to conclude that different 

cultures laugh at different things in different ways. For this reason, translation of 

humorous text requires the decoding of a humorous speech in its original context, the 

transfer of that speech in a different and often disparate linguistic and cultural 

environment, and its reformulation in a new language which aims to recapture the 

intention of the original humorous message and elicit in the target audience a similar 

response (Niedzielski, 1991, p. 141). In some circumstances, a joke can be very 

specific to a language and culture, making it nearly impossible to be rendered in 

another language. 

 As Delia Chiaro says, “j k  ,    w uld    m,      l b dl ” (Ch    , 1992, p. 

77). Therefore, jokes that are based on culture-specific events, states and situations 

may create some problems for the audience, most of which are tried to be solved by 

finding equivalent rhetorical devices on the target side. However, on some occasions, 
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cultural referents may have no equivalent in the target culture, and the translator has 

to decide whether this cultural information can be maintained in the translation, or 

has to be substituted or adapted so as not to “generate alterations in the eventual 

balance of cognitive effects and mental effort, and parallel alterations in the 

hum   u   ff c  ” (Yu , 2012, p. 7). A    m  c      ud    h     h w ,      l      

encountering such scenarios have a tendency to replace these culture-specific 

referents with the local ones in the target language with the aim of preserving the 

communicative humorous effect of the source message in the target culture (Yus, 

2012, p. 7). As another useful concept in understanding the cultural aspect of humor 

     l     , w  c     f      M     T m c k ’          f  h  “c m c p   d gm”, 

which suggests the world view determining what is and is not considered funny in a 

given culture at a given time (Tymoczko, 1987, p. 88). In her view, the “comic 

p   d gm”  f      g   cul u      d ff      f  m  h    f  h    u c  cul u     d  h   

affects the reception of the source text in the target culture (Tymoczko 1987, p. 88). 

As a result, cultural background, historical and literary traditions, and conventions 

that make up the “c m c p   d gm”    d    b    k        c    d            h  

analysis of humorous texts. 

 In addition to cultural factors, the linguistic features of languages have an 

upmost influence on the transference of humorous elements across languages. 

According to Vandaele, languages interpret the codes in a specific manner 

(Vandaele, 2002, p. 164). Vandaele summarizes this in the following categories: (1) 

“ h  f  c   f    l   ”  mpl     h   “different languages create different concepts for 

different realities”. For instance, if a culture does not know some type of a bird, then 

it may not include a word representing it in its lexicon; (2) “conceptual freedom of 

l  gu g ” m     “that different languages create different concepts for the same 
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reality”, as is observed in the philosophical concepts of different languages; (3) 

“  c  l  gu    c f  c ”   f        h  l  gu g  ’    d  c       “attach different 

connotations to similar denotations” (V  d  l , 2002, p. 164). As Vandaele 

mentions, difference in connotations causes problems if a concept in the source 

language has a different linguistic value than its equivalent version in the target 

language (Vandaele, 2010, p. 150). This kind of an imperfect equivalence can create 

p  bl m      h       l      p  c   , wh ch    p     d  u  b  Umb     Ec ’  

following statement in an ironical tone: 

Polite French people still address cab drivers as Monsieur, while it would 

seem exaggerated to use Sir in a similar circumstance in, say, New York. Sir 

would have to be kept if in the original text (Monsieur) is intended to 

represent a very formal relationship, between two strangers, or between a 

subaltern and his superior, while (Sir) seems improper (or even ironical) in 

more intimate circumstances. (Eco, 2001, p. 18) 

In this example, the irony stems from the register incongruity between the French 

word “M     u ”   d     E gl  h c u    p    “S  ”. W  m     c u       l    f 

similar instances in which humorous source text contains registers, dialects, 

sociolects that have no equivalent in the target language. Finally, Vandaele talks 

about the “m   l  gu l f  c ” wh ch  ugg      h   “different languages adopt 

d ff      w     f j     g      u     l     ”    f  m   uch    w  dplay and punning. 

According to his perspective, the concept of “ c  p ”      duc d b  S l       A    d  

include all these above mentioned “code- p c f c l  gu g  f  m ” (V  d  le, 2002, 

p. 165). It is also true that these problems cannot be separated from the problems 

explained within the framework of cultural elements having an impact on the 

transference of humorous content in another language. However, Vandaele wants to 

assert that the specific trouble they create for humor translation results from the fact 

that “humor has a clear penchant for (socio) linguistic particularities and for 
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metalingu    c c mmu  c     ” (V  d  l , 2010, p. 150). In conclusion, the 

translation of humor is affected by some challenging restrictions that have to do with 

“  m    c   d l  gu    c d ff    c  ”, “metalinguistic devices”    w ll      m    h   

socio-cul u  l  l m      uch      c  l       u     , g     ,  h m     c.;  h   ud   c ’  

degree of familiarity or appreciation for the humorous devices (Zabalbeascoa, 2005, 

p. 191). As Zabalbeascoa underlines, the profile of audience plays an important role 

in the perception of humorous elements in the text, and hence the translators need to 

pay attention to the “cognitive distance between the knowledge required to decode a 

message (i.e., to understand and appreciate the text) and the knowledge one assumes 

   ’   ud   c     h   ” (Z b lb   c  , 2005, p. 191). 

 In addition to the general factors explained above, I would like to touch upon 

some other criteria that can be helpful both in the real process and analysis of humor 

translation, benefiting mainly from Zabalbeascoa’  p   m         h              l d 

“Humor and Translation: A  I    d  c pl   ” (Z b lb ascoa, 2005, p. 191). First of 

all, it is important for the translators to watch out for the “          l   ”  f  h  

humor, to understand whether the humor is created intentionally by the author or 

occurs by accident in a specific context. As Zabalbeascoa asserts, the interpretation 

of a humorous content “d p  d     much    wh              d  , l              w  ’  

m  d    wh          h  p g ,    g      h   c    ” (Z b lb   c  , 2005, p. 191). 

Therefore, translators should be careful of rendering the intentionality in the target 

language without causing unintended humor in the translation. Secondly, translators 

may fail to translate certain humorous elements as they cannot decode the implicitly 

given humorous content. In most of the cases where translators cannot render the 

covert forms of humor in another language, they resort to overt manifestations, 

tending to explain the content of the humor or recreate its function in the target 
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language in accordance with the conventions of the target culture (Zabalbeascoa, 

2005, p. 192).  In addition, almost all kinds of humorous devices are directed towards 

a specific target or victim that can be people, individuals, groups of people or 

institutions, ideas, beliefs, etc. They may be perceived differently in different 

communities that consequently have an impact on the strategies and the success of 

translating the humorous content. When the humor does not have an obvious target, 

translation may become more problematic, since the humor generally tends to 

become more language and group-specific. For this reason, it is important to identify 

the nature of humorous devices, taking the victim factor into consideration.  

 A further consideration in translating humor can be related to the function and 

importance of the humorous device in terms of rendering the intended message. 

Some occasions make it compulsory to use a humorous device in order to convey the 

message, whereas the others use it just as an optional device that help to present the 

content in a more enjoyable manner. Therefore, translators must be aware of the 

social function of humor in a specific context and what consequences may come out 

if the translators do not reflect the humorous content in their translations. In 

conclusion, translation of humor is accepted as a complicated process that relies on 

double meaning, ambiguity, metaphorical, abstract or symbolic meanings or 

absurdity (Zabalbeascoa, 2005, p. 193-194). 

 Having an important role in the process of transferring humor into other 

languages, translators affect both the perception of humor and the audience’  

response in various ways. The translator is a very important variable having a 

significant impact upon this transfer process. For this reason, it is of high importance 

to enter into their personal world that gives us some idea regarding their personality, 

knowledge, worldview, background, education, ideology, etc. In other words, the 
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reproduction of humor in another language depends on many variables related to the 

translators, ranging from their personality to the sense of humor they have. As Delia 

Chiaro mentions, “hum           much     h         d       f  h  b h ld  ” (Ch    , 

2005, p. 135). The translator of a text that relies greatly on humor for its effect and 

meaning encounters the challenge of not only reproducing the linguistic and semantic 

features of the joke, but also recreating a situation in which the humor functions, 

generating in the audience a similar pleasure, amusement or laughter with that of the 

source text (Wallace, 2002, p. 75). According to Carrol J. Wallace, translation is an 

excellent way to study the functions and techniques of humor in a literary work. In 

his view, the translator must examine carefully what kinds of strategies are used to 

generate humor and what responses are evoked in the part of the audience so that 

she/he can transfer the humor in another language (Wallace, 2002, p. 75). In this 

way, the translator can find out the relevant strategy for the appreciation of humor by 

the target audience, which makes it different from the strategies adopted in other 

literary texts (Antonopoulou, 2004, p. 246). In order to achieve it, translators are 

required to take into account the differences between the expectations and social, 

cognitive, linguistic backgrounds of both the source and target text readers. Like the 

source text readers, the target audience engages in some kind of cognitive effort in 

understanding the humorous content, and translators are given the task to calculate 

the amount of effort to be spent on the part of the target reader (Antonopoulou, 2004, 

p. 246). Considering all the above-mentioned factors, it is possible to conclude that 

translators need to be acquainted with the intricacies of both recognizing and 

rendering humorous discourse in another language. 
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CHAPTER 4 

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF TRANSLATION OF HUMOROUS DEVICES 

IN THE NOVEL 

4.1 General Theory of Verbal Humor (GVTH) 

In the following part where the translation of humorous elements will be examined, 

the General Theory of Verbal Humor will be applied as an analytical tool to compare 

the source and target texts. As mentioned in the previous parts of the study, the 

GTVH is accepted as “a sound linguistic framework allowing for a comparison of 

humorous texts” through its “metric of similarity ac     j k  ” (A    d , 2002, p. 

192). As Salvatore Attardo argues in his case study where he offers a translation 

approach based on the GTVH, translators can estimate how different the target 

humorous element is from the original. According to this hypothesis, “the degree of 

perceived difference between jokes increases linearly with the height of the 

knowledge resource in which the  w  j k   d ff  ” (A    d , 2002, p. 183). As a 

result, translators can both adjust their translations strategies accordingly and 

describe different translated versions of humorous source texts. In addition, this 

theory will enable to analyze the humor through a humor theory unlike the previous 

studies that attempted to explain the humor transference processes with the existing 

translation theories and strategies. Atta d ’  theory of humor translation requires the 

translators to respect all of the knowledge resources in their translations. But when it 

is not possible, letting the translation differ at the lowest level is suggested as far as 

pragmatic purposes are concerned (Attardo, 2002, p. 183) Even though the GTVH 

provides a very comprehensive linguistic framework including the knowledge 

parameters of language, situation, narrative strategy, two overlapping opposite 

scripts, as well as specific targets in its descriptions, it needs to be supported by other 
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explanations taking pragmatic, social, cultural and contextual concerns into 

consideration. With this aim in mind, I will benefit from P ul H. G  c ’  

“conversational maxims” in order to interpret and understand the utterances in a 

correct way. 

 Although the process of translation of humorous devices into another 

language can bring out various factors to be discussed, this study aims to explain it in 

 cc  d  c  w  h V  d  l ’          f “hum  ”, m        g  h      c   b    c         

“humorous effect and hence translating humor would come down to achieving the 

  m  hum   u   ff c ” (V  d  l , 2002, p. 151). For this purpose, translators need 

to examine the pragmatic, social, cultural, linguistic and personal factors having an 

influence on creating an intended humorous effect in the source text. As Vandaele 

mentions, pragmatic aspects of language would be useful in understanding the 

humorous devices in Three Men in a Boat as it helps the translators to describe “how 

hum     pp     l   h  k,  p  k,  c    d, […] b   g across or understand intended 

humor by referring to coherent, partly theorized categories of 

intentionalit /c   c  u     ” (V  d  l , 2002, p. 160). Incorporating the notion of 

pragmatics in the discussion of humor translation would also provide answers for the 

non-linguistic factors. For this purpose, awareness of different humor traditions in 

the source language and the target language, cross-cultural obstacles caused by the 

differences in norms, expectations and incongruities in different languages, 

sociocultural information such as “facts about register, dialect variation, topicality, 

d  c u   ”, etc. will be taken into account in explaining the translation strategies of 

the translators. 

 With the aim of reaching generalizations regarding the translato ’  b h       

in transferring humorous elements into another language, I will divide the humorous 
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devices of the novel into more specific types that have their own features according 

to which different strategies need to be developed and adopted. Irony, wordplay and 

metaphor-based humorous devices will be the main categories that the study will 

focus on. Each section will provide answers whether the existing theories and the 

proposed analytic tools suffice to describe the humor transference between different 

languages and cultures, leading to contemplate on developing a new model 

applicable to all kinds of humorous texts. 

 

4.2  Translation of irony 

When the relevant literature is examined, it is easily seen that little attention has been 

given to the translation of irony within Translation Studies. Most of the scholars 

working in this realm agree on the general claim that there are at least two main 

reasons why the translation of irony has not captured the required attention so far 

(Wilde, 2010, p. 26). One of the reasons can be attributed to the lack of consensus 

regarding the definition and theoretical scope of irony. Another reason has been said 

to result from the fact that we do not have a specific product-oriented methodology 

to be used in the comparative analysis of ironic texts (Wilde, 2010, p. 26). In order to 

deal with such conceptual complexity, I will attempt to provide a working definition 

of the humorous device “     ”    b   d p  d  h  ugh u   h  c mp           l      f 

translation. 

 In recent years, a majority of scholars have come to the conclusion that the 

old definition of irony as “     g      h  g   d m     g     h  ”       l  g   

accepted as the valid definition of the complex techniques used by the writers in 

literary texts (Mateo, 1995, p. 172). As is suggested by Muecke, irony has started to 

be accepted as a pragmatic category that activated “an endless series of subversive 
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interp         ” (Mu ck , 1982, p. 31). This pragmatic approach to the study of irony 

has contributed to the broadening in its definition as “a discursive strategy that 

depends on context and on the identity and position of both the ironist and the 

 ud   c ” (Hutchen, 1994, p. 178). To put it differently, the notion of “     ” h   

started to be dealt in contextual terms, implying the significance of the relation of an 

ironic word to the other words, expressions or situations in the whole text. Therefore, 

it is not enough just to focus on the lexical units in order to recognize the irony, but 

contextual features should also be taken into consideration (Mateo, 1995, p. 172). 

For these reasons, we need to identify the formal and rhetorical devices of the ironic 

texts. 

 Although the definition of irony has undergone some changes throughout the 

years, the basic elements on which irony operates remain almost the same. As 

Douglass C. Muecke explains, there are three essential elements that are required to 

define an utterance as ironic (Muecke, 1969, p. 19-20). First of all, irony involves 

two levels of complex structure in itself. On the lower level, we observe “the 

situation that is represented by the ironist in the way “       pp         h    c  m”. O  

the upper level, we are provided with the “situation as it appears to the observer or 

 h         ” (Mu ck , 1969, p. 19-20). Secondly, there must exist a kind of 

contradiction or incongruity between these two levels so that irony can be realized. 

Another element that contributes to irony is the “    c  c   h     f         c  m’  

unawareness of the upper level or the or the iro    ’  pretending not to be aware of 

  ” (Mu ck , 1969, p. 19-20). In other words, in some circumstances, the ironist 

speaks as if he/she does not know the truth behind what he/she presents as true. 

However, as Marta Mateo argues, it should be kept in mind that irony is not used to 

deceive the audience, but to be recognized as irony. The audience needs to realize 
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that an utterance has a different meaning from what is mentioned in the text or 

speech (Mateo, 1995, p. 172). 

 According to the common categorizations made to classify irony, irony can 

be studied as “          l      ” (c     p  d  g    Martin M   g m   ’     b l 

irony) and “unintentional i    ” (c     p  d  g    M   g m   ’     u      l      ), 

which will be taken as the reference point in classifying ironical utterances (Mateo, 

1995, p. 172). As Mateo explains, “intentional irony” refers to the situations where 

the ironist intentionally creates an incongruous situation beforehand. In 

“unintentional irony”, on the other hand, the contradiction happens at the moment of 

the event and hence creates an unintentional or situational incongruity (Mateo, 1995, 

p. 172). In the novel that I am working on, it is possible to encounter various 

examples of “intentional irony” as Jerome expresses his criticism against the society. 

I believe that it is important to know whether the humorous element results from an 

u           l              l       w  h   g  d    u d      d  g  h   u h  ’  p      f 

view and evaluating translation strategies of the translators. 

 With the aim of clarifying what happens in the formulation process of irony, I 

would like to refer to Walter N  h’  g     l f  mul  f   hum   p  c   . Acc  d  g 

to Nash, there are two main “ x cu     ”     h  hum   p  c    (N  h, 1985, p. 19). 

One of them is the author in the text who aims to convey a message. The other author 

is the persona who speaks on behalf of the author in the text. On the other hand, we 

have two respondents in this process, one of which is the respondent within the text 

who is controlled by the persona and gives some responses that are shared or rejected 

by the outside respondent. In addition, there is also an outside respondent who can be 

the reader or an observer having a role in the process (Nash, 1985, p. 20). In this 

formula, the outside respondent is allowed into the joke while the other respondent is 
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left in the dark and hence is unaware of the real intention of the author (Nash, 1985, 

p. 20). At this point, we can explain this relationship chain within the framework of 

superiority theories. In this example, the outside respondent knowing the real 

intention of the author is considered superior to the other respondent within the text 

who is presented as unaware of the truth behind his statements or words. 

 Before moving on to the difficulties and problems observed in the translation 

process of ironic utterances, I want    u   Mu ck ’  c   g           f         p   

with the purpose of defining and analyzing different types of irony in the novel. 

According to Muecke, there are four types of irony determined in terms of the part 

played by the ironist. When the audience is unaware of the ironist and the irony lies 

in what the ironist says, we can talk about “ mp      l      ” (Mu ck , 1969, p. 61). 

When the ironist presents himself ignorant of the situation, we are provided with a 

“self-d  p   g  g      ”. I   dd     , h   uggests another type of irony called 

“  gé u ”    wh ch  h          w  hd  w    d m k      p  k     lk    b h lf  f h m. 

Finally, there is the “d  m   c      ”  b     d m   l     pl    wh     h          

completely disappears from the text and hence an ironic situation is created (Muecke, 

1969, p. 61-93). 

 Taking the above-mentioned issues into consideration, it is possible to 

conclude that interpretation and translation of irony is not a simple task, which is 

made even harder by the fact that irony is not resolved by focusing on the 

propositional meaning of expressions as it is in direct interpretations (Chakhachiro, 

2009, p. 41). For this reason, we need to find accurate and appropriate methods in 

finding out the intended messages in the ironic utterances. As Malcolm Coulthard 

mentions, it is of high importance to know the “possible parameters of the speech 

act, that is, the participants, situation and style” as it can give the translator a great 
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ability to capture the irony (Coulthard, 1985, p. 44). However, Raymond 

Chakhachiro attracts the attention to the serious stylistic problem of irony, 

mentioning that there are various and unlimited ways with which writers use irony in 

their texts (Chakhachiro, 2009, p. 41). In order to avoid this problem, we need to take 

into account some of the verbal ironic cues such as “hyperbolic expressions, 

h p  f  m l   ,        f   ,   p       ,      j c    ”   d       (P l m  k   and Van 

Besien, 2002, p. 246). 

 G  c ’  c            l m x m  c    l   b   ppl  d    the norms according to 

which ironic utterances can be analyzed. Gricean “conversational maxims” have 

been studied by some scholars to explain the process in irony translation (e.g., 

Sperber and Wilson, 1995; Attardo, 2000; Hatim and Mason, 1990, 1997; Kauffeld, 

2001; Hutcheon, 1995). A     k  w , G  c ’  c            l m x m  c        f f u  

main principles that help us to identify the ambiguities in expressions. Quantity 

refers to the appropriate amount of the information an utterance or word conveys 

(Grice, 1975, p. 45). As Grice mentions, the expression should be as informative as 

required. Quality implies that the information needs to be correct, true and adequate; 

manner requires that the expressions needs to be “clear, non-ambiguous, brief and 

orderly”; relation refers to the “relevance to the subject matter and register” (Grice, 

1975, p. 45-46). These maxims will be used in the comparison part of the translations 

with the aim of understanding the incongruity in the formation of irony. As Eugene 

Nida claims, most of the discussions on the translation of ironic utterances turn 

   u d  h   d    h    h   ud   c ’     c          h     xp             b   d      m  

expectations, which also result in some violations on linguistic, stylistic, structural 

and logical levels (Chakhachiro, 2009, p. 46). As is obvious, this kind of a 

perspective enables us to deal with the notion of irony and ironical utterances beyond 
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linguistic levels, focusing also on the role style, context, prior knowledge and other 

factors play in the analysis of irony. It should be kept in mind that a linguistic 

approach will not be sufficient in the study of translation of ironical utterances, 

resulting from the fact that “humor is an occurrence in a social play and it 

characterizes the in    c      f p             u         d cul u   ” (N  h, 1985, p. 

12). Therefore, we need to be aware of the participant and the situation in which 

irony is used together with the background information of the culture where it is 

going to function (Mateo, 1995, p. 174). Even though the distance between cultures 

causes problems in almost all kinds of translation activity, it is possible to experience 

it much more seriously in the process of irony translation. In other words, the more 

distant the culture is, the more difficulty the translator will have in both 

understanding and transferring the ironical expressions into another language 

(Mateo, 1995, p. 174). 

 Before delving into the description of how ironic utterances were translated in 

the target texts, it would be useful to analyze the general features of ironic 

expressions in the novel. Even though Three Men in a Boat uses different kinds of 

humorous devices, irony has the upmost importance in rendering the humorous 

discourse of the novel. When the whole novel is examined, it is realized that irony 

plays a leading role in the representation of the humorous tone of the novel. In most 

parts of the novel, we are provided with ironic utterances that present situations 

incongruous with the real world. For instance, while J. is talking about one of his 

friends from high school, he utters the following sentences: “if there was any known 

disease going within ten miles of him, he had it, and had it badly. He would take 

bronchitis in the dog-days, and have hay-fever at Christmas. Af      x w  k’  p    d 

of drought, he would be stricken down with rheumatic fever; and he would go out in 



 

 
 

61 

  N   mb   f g   d c m  w  h    u     k ” (p. 52). As is clear, Jerome wants to 

 mph       h  b  ’  u luck      b  cl  m  g  h   h     down with some diseases in 

the most improbable conditions. For example, he catches rheumatic fever in cloudy 

weather when there is no rain. In this ironic example, Jerome benefits from the 

contradiction between the existing time periods, conditions and the features of the 

diseases. Although ironical structures are derived from incongruous and 

c     d c        u      ,  h       u  d f        u  pu p    . I   h      l, J   m ’  

irony is mostly related to revealing and “mocking the pretentions and hypocrisies of 

certain social conventions” together with the foibles of the characters (Lind, 2014, p. 

4). In the second chapter of the novel, Jerome exemplifies this issue with a digression 

in which he talks about someone named Uncle Podger who always insists on fixing 

new things by himself, although he is very bad at it. He does not only cause trouble 

for himself, but also puts the other family members under unnecessary challenge by 

just sticking to his own truths and disregard  g   h  ’   p      , wh ch    u d      d 

in the following scenario where the uncle makes lots of people work just for fixing a 

light bulb: “two people would have to hold the chair, and a third would help him up 

on it, and hold him there, and a fourth would hand him a nail, and a fifth would pass 

h m up  h  h mm  ,   d h  w uld   k  h ld  f  h     l,   d d  p   ” (p. 24). Jerome 

also attempts to illustrate this tendency of human beings through the characters 

wanting what they cannot have and then losing interest about these things when they 

do obtain them. Considering the main theme of the novel, it is easy to conclude that 

Jerome has given much space to such examples throughout his novel. For example, 

in the following excerpt, J. summarizes the general tendency in people to give up 

something that they have been looking forward to when they gain the chance to do it: 

 The idea, overnight, had been that we should get up early in the morning, 

 fling off our rugs and shawls, and throwing back the canvas, spring into the 
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 river with a joyous shout, and revel in a long delicious swim. Somehow, now, 

 the morning had come, the notion seemed less tempting. The water looked 

 damp and chilly; the wind felt cold. (p. 102) 

Here, the irony results from the content of the utterance in which the ironist is not 

visible. Therefore, it can be defined as an “ mp      l”       that is mostly used to 

give general messages about a topic. In another example, we observe an instance of 

“  gé u ” where the author makes a character to speak on behalf of himself and 

show the hypocritical behaviour of a man who is strongly desiring to find some beer 

to drink, but changes his idea when he finds it because of its high price: “I heard a 

man, going up a mountain in Switzerland, once say he would give worlds for a glass 

of beer, and when he came to a little shanty where they kept it, he kicked up a most 

fearful row, because they charged him five francs for a bottle of Bass. He said it was 

a scandalous imposition” (Jerome, 1994, p. 116). A similar scenario is presented 

through a kettle, which is likened to the general feature of human beings in that it 

rejects to boil the water when people need it, and instead waits for the moment when 

they will not use it: 

 That is the only way to get a kettle to boil up the river. If it sees that you are 

 waiting for it and are anxious, it will never even sing. You have to go away 

 and begin your meal, as if you were not going to have any tea at all. You 

 must not even look round it. Then you will soon hear sputtering away, and 

 to be made into tea. (p. 91) 

Finally, I would like to give another interesting example related to sea-sickness, 

which makes us understand how people can delude themselves. According to the 

author, people pretend to forget what they have felt during a sea journey after they go 

ashore, which is written down in a comic tone in the following excerpt: 

 It is a curious fact, but nobody ever is sea-sick on land. At sea, you come 

 across plenty of people very bad indeed, whole boat-loads of them; but I 

 never  met a man yet, on land, who had ever known at all what it was to be 
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 sea-sick. Where the thousands upon  thousands of bad sailors that swarm in 

 every ship hide themselves when they are on land is a mystery. (p. 14) 

In all the examples given above, Jerome tries to show how people create illusions 

and delude themselves in their daily lives by using ironical devices. In order to make 

it more emphatic, Jerome adds another layer of humor to the novel by representing J. 

himself to be the guilty of the hypocritical behaviors he criticizes and hence creates 

“self-d  p   g  g”      c l  x mpl   (L  d, 2014, p. 2). In the preface of the novel, 

Jerome gives us clues regarding the hypocritical nature of the narrator. In the preface 

of the The author mentions, “the chief beauty of this book lies not so much in its 

literary style, or in the extent and usefulness of the information it conveys, as in its 

simple truthfulness. Its pages form the record of events that really happened”,  dd  g 

that George, Harris and Montmorency are from the real life (Jerome, 1994, p. 1). 

However, as we read the novel, it is possible to recognize that the content is both 

fictional and factual and there does not exist a real dog called Montmorency. The 

author intentionally makes it up with the aim of using it while he directs some 

criticism towards people and the society as a whole. With regard to the ironic parts 

where the         , J.’ , h p c    c l b h           p       d,     h uld b  k p  in 

mind that the irony needs to be resolved by turning to the previous pages where the 

contrary statements are uttered. In other words, the author benefits from the literary 

device of flashbacks to create “self-d  p   g  g      ”. F    x mpl ,        p    of 

the novel, J. writes in a serious tone that he “c  ’         ll   d         h   m   

 l    g   d w  k  g” (p. 36). H w    , wh   J.’  g     l    d  c      h  p     u  

sections is taken into consideration, it is easy to see that J. usually avoids carrying 

out tasks such as the packing of the bags before the journey. Another striking 

example can be observed in the first chapter where J. mentions his ideas regarding a 

sea journey. Firstly, J. rejects this idea very strongly with his following statements: “I 
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objected to the sea trip strongly. A sea trip does you good when you are going to 

h      c upl   f m   h   f   , bu  f     w  k,       w ck d” (p. 12). Interestingly 

enough, J. starts to explain it in a different way in the following statements, trying to 

create a self-disparaging irony through the means of pretended innocence: “So I set 

my face against the sea trip. Not, as I explained upon my own account. I was never 

qu   . Bu  I w    f   d f   G   g ” (p. 14). As is clear, he pretends not to get 

disturbed by the sea journey though he expresses a contradictory opinion in the 

previous pages. Throughout the novel, it is possible to come across some parts where 

the author criticizes the laziness in people. For this purpose, he makes the narrator 

underline the importance of being ready and willing to work, which is tried to be 

 h w   h  ugh J’  w  d : “It does always seem to me that I am doing more work 

than I should do. It is not that I object to the work, mind you; I like work; it 

fascinates me. I can sit and look at it for hours. I love to keep it by me; the idea of 

g     g   d  f        l  b   k  m  h    ” (p. 144). However, the same character starts 

to complain about doing most of the work in the later parts of the novel after George 

and Harris accuse him of doing the least work in the boat. In his view, he is the one 

who has carried out most of the tasks during the journey and hence finds their 

accusations unfair and he prefers to show his dissatisfaction in an ironic way: “and 

that was their gratitude to me for having brought them and their wretched old boat all 

the way up from Kingston, and having superintended and managed everything for 

 h m,   d   k   c     f  h m,   d  l   d f    h m. I      h  w    f  h  W  ld” (p. 

146). As is seen, Jerome again prefers to present it by endowing J. with pretended 

innocence since he represents himself as someone who does not deserve their 

accusations.  
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  Apart from the hypocrisies observed in social structures and the main 

ch   c      f  h      l, J   m ’         l   targets the pretensions of the middle and 

upper classes in the way of how they present themselves to the society. With regard 

to the pretensions of the middle class, Jerome wants to underline their tendency to 

represent themselves as members of higher classes in society, which becomes one of 

the important issues to be criticized in the novel. For example, in Chapter 8, Jerome 

provides a scene from an ostentatious party where people from the middle class 

pretend to come from the upper class by adopting their behaviours and lifestyle, 

which is apparent in the following sentences in which Jerome talks about what 

people do at the party: “We played morceaux from the old German masters. We 

discussed philosophy and ethics. We flirted with graceful dignity. We were even 

humorous –     h gh cl    w  ” (p. 73). These kinds of pretensions from the middle 

class lead them into very comic situations, one of which occurs when Harris is asked 

to sing a comic song that he does not know well. Before being asked to do it, Harris 

pretends to know a comic song very well, which will later pull him down before the 

audie c . Wh   h               g G lb      d Sull    ’  “Th  F     L  d’  S  g” f  m 

H.M.S. Pinafore, both the pianist and the audience become angry as Harris sings 

something totally different from the original one and repeats strange lines lots of 

times. In the end, he makes the audience cry instead of eliciting laughter.  

 After providing general information on both the general linguistic structures 

that formulate ironical utterances as well as the specific types of the irony used in the 

novel, the following part will deal with the translation of irony. As far as translations 

of these iron c u      c         k        c    d       , M    ’  c mp  h       m d l 

of analyzing irony and its translation which has been formulated by looking at the 

translation of three English comedies into Spanish would be of good help in the 
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descriptive part of the study (Pelsmaeker and Van Besien, 2002, p. 251). The study 

w ll b   f   f  m M    ’  p  c du       d f    g  h       l            g     f  h  

translators. The following list includes the most common procedures adopted in the 

translation of the ironic utterances that were worked on:  

(a) ST irony becomes TT irony with literal translation; (b) ST irony becomes 

TT irony with “ qu   l     ff c ”      l     ; (c) ST irony becomes TT irony 

by means of different effects from those used in ST; (d) ST ironic innuendo 

becomes more restricted and explicit in TT; (e) ST irony becomes TT 

sarcasm; (f) the hidden meaning of ST irony comes to the surface in TT; (g) 

ST ironic ambiguity has only one of the two meanings translated in TT; (h) 

ST irony is replaced by a “synon m”    TT w  h     w  p    bl  

interpretations; (i) ST irony is explained in footnote in TT; (j) ST irony has 

literal translation with no irony in TT; (k) ironic ST is completely deleted in 

TT; (l) no irony in ST becomes irony in TT (Mateo, 1995, p. 171-178). 

All of the examples that will be discussed below will be analyzed in accordance with 

 h  GTVH   d d f   d       m   f M    ’   b   -mentioned procedures. The first 

example is taken from the very beginning of the novel where J. complains about 

having all kinds of diseases. According to him, he suffers from every type of disease, 

but he is expecially anxious about his liver condition, which is for him the main 

       f   “  g     l d    cl           w  k  f     k  d” (p.8). While expressing his 

unluckiness resulting from being infected with all the possible diseases, he uses a 

hyperbolic example that helps to create irony as shown in the following sentences: 

 I felt rather hurt about this at first; it seemed somehow to be a sort of slight. 

 Why h d ’  I g   h u  m  d’  k   ? Wh   h       d  u  reservation? (p. 8) 

 TT1: Bend  bulu m     b   c k h    lık: M f  l  l  h bı... “Peki bu neden 

   k!” d    b         l d m. (p. 5) 

 TT2: B     kı ılı  g b   ldum;  ş  ıl  mışım g b , g ld  b   . N d   

 yoktu b  d  d  k p  ı  l  h bı,   d  ? Bu h k ı lık   d  d ? (p. 8) 

 TT3: B şl  gı    b     b  uldu umu      f   m l   m; k  d m     lm ş, 

 h k ı lı   u   mış h    d    dum. Y       ıl  lmuş u d  h  m     d    bana 

 u   m d   d   g  m ş  ? N     bu h    lık b  d       g  m ş  ? (p. 13) 
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Jerome p     d     c mpl     b u      h    g  h  d       “h u  m  d’  k   ”, 

wh ch     x gg     d    J.’  qu       wh    h  c    d          “    d  u  

           ”. J   m                      m      d         h  l ck  f d       as 

something causing or tendind to cause resentment or envy, which results in 

incongruity with the real feelings of J.. In other words, the language of the irony in 

this example is determined by the ironic cues of exaggeration and the choice of a 

 h     c qu      , wh ch   m            f   h    c  g u    b  w     h  ch   c   ’  

words and the real situation. Even though J. is not satisfied with his current 

condition, the sentences he utters imply contradiction, showing him to be willing to 

have more diseases than he does. Since the sentences include the script oppositions 

of “satisfied/u      f  d”   d “   l/u    l”,  h   c   cl   l  b     l   d      

hum   u  c      . I     m   f G  c ’  m x m ,    the other hand, it is clear that the 

author does not comply with the requirements of the “m x m  f qu l   ”     h   h  

says what he believes to be false (Grice, 1975, p. 42). In the Turkish versions, TT3 

and TT2 maintain the ironic cues in their translations by recreating the question form 

narrative strategy. In addition, the translators in these versions try to stick to the 

script oppositions of the source text in their target versions by presenting J. as 

u      f  d f  m  h  f c   h   h  d        h     h  “h u  m  d’  k   ”. TT3 and TT2 

render  h    m   f  h  d          “h  m     d   ” (the knee of a housemaid) and 

“d  k p  ı  l  h bı” (kneecap inflammation) respectively. In addition, they maintain 

the complaining attitude of the character by emphasizing that he feels that he is hard 

done by the disease. As a result, ST irony becomes TT irony with literal translations 

in these versions (Mateo, 1995, p. 171). However, TT1 renders the irony into the 

target language by means of other ironic cues than that of the source text. Instead of 

emphasizing the fact he believes he is treated unfairly by the fate because it has not 
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“gran  d” h m  h   d      , TT1 recreates another irony with the adjectival phrase 

“biricik ha   lık” (a unique disease). In this version, the translator also does not use 

the same narrative strategy or logical mechanism and hence the ironic effect becomes 

weaker. 

 In the second chapter, Jerome makes digression and starts to tell the story of a 

man called Uncle Podger who is known for his clumsiness. As mentioned before, he 

insists on continuing with what he believes to be correct even though he always 

causes a lot of trouble when he attempts to handle a task. Constructing this section 

with ironic statements and examples, Jerome wants to criticize the common trait of 

narrow-mindedness in human beings in the modern world. In the following example, 

U cl  P dg  ’  h mm    g  h  w ll    presented in an exaggerated way, which 

creates an ironic effect: 

 And then he would have another try, and, at the second blow, the nail would 

 go clean through the plaster, and half the hammer after it and Uncle Podger 

 be precipitated against the Wall with force nearly sufficient to flatten his 

 nose. (p. 26) 

 TT1: Ç       ucu u   k       p  ş           m      ı      l ş    p b   k   

 d h   u du. İş  k dı l    k  şı   u  m   l      p ı ı          ku      p  ı   

   pl mış,     d     ı ı mış  l c k k  bu   f           b şı l  b   b   

   k c     m    ı ı du     gömüldü. (p. 20) 

 TT2: İk  c   u uşu d        ümü l   ı   ı        g   p gö d   

 k  b lduk         ,   k c      ı ı d        g    d . D h  ı P dg    mc m d  

   hı l  du      oslar, burnunu ezerdi. (p. 28) 

 TT3: A dı d   b   k   d h         du    k  up hı  l    k c    d  d . Bu k   

   d c       d   l,   k c      ı ı d   l ı du     gömülü      mc m hı ı ı 

  l m     k bu  u u du        p  dı. (p. 36). 

As is seen in the sentence given above, Uncle Podger is presented as an inanimate 

object that is thrown against the wall in a strong way. In other words, the author 

makes a comparison between a count noun and a mass noun (Antonopoulou, 2002, p. 
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203). The sentence construes a count noun (Uncle Podger) as a mass noun by 

presenting him as something that can be thrown violently or abruptly to the wall. 

Therefore, in terms of the GVTH, the humorous effect is achieved through the 

logical mechanism of false analogy and exaggeration. In terms of script opposition, it 

can be said that the script opposition of “skillful/unskillful”               d     h  

equation of “human-b   g/     m     bj c ”. W  h   g  d    the translations, we 

observe some differences from the source sentence in terms of the GVTH’  

parameters. For instance, the logical mechanisms are not rendered in any of the target 

versions. TT1 prefers to move the emphasis from the count noun to the mass noun as 

the translator ju   d  c  b    h  h mm  ’    l      h p w  h  h  w ll. Even though the 

situation changes in this version, the translation still sounds humorous as it 

exaggerates the strength Podger accumulates in his arms in order to hammer with the 

Turkish  xp        “    ku      p  ı     pl  ıp,     d     ı ı m k” ( ccumul    g 

all the strength in the arm and seeking refugee in God). On the other hand, TT3 

produces a partial rendering of the source text situation by just referring to the 

metonymic part of the character’  body that “p  c p     d”  g       h  w ll. 

However, TT2 manages to keep the count-mass reversal by presenting his body as an 

inanimate object crashed into the wall, which is underlined with the lexical choices 

of “   l m k” (to go to the wall) and “ezmek” (hit). However, we can still define 

them as similar humorous sentences because all of them maintain the script 

opposition of “skillful/unskillful”     h         l        h ugh  h  l  gu g  b c m   

l     x gg     d   d m     xpl c  . I  M    ’     m , ST irony becomes more 

restricted and explicit in the target text (Mateo, 1995, p. 171). 

 As in the previous example,      l                “ h        g   f  xpl c       ” 

in the translation of humorous content of the novel (Hirsch, 2011, p. 178). The 
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Dictionary of Translation Studies defines it as a phenomenon that frequently leads to 

TT stating ST information in a more explicit form than that of the original. Such a 

process is governed by the translator who carries out some shifts in the target text by 

adding explanatory phrases, spelling out ambiguous statements or inserting some 

connectives to clarify the logical flow of the text by increasing the potential to 

understand it (Shuttleworth and Cowie, 1997, p. 55). Though explicitation is 

commonly used in rendering humorous devices into another language, scholars have 

different opinions regarding its effect upon the translation process. Omri Asscher 

also analyses the influence of “explicitation” on humor translation and discovers that 

while in some cases it diminishes the comic effect, it may sometimes enhance it, 

which depends on the complex interaction between comic features and translational 

norms (Asscher, 2010, p. 238). Taking these issues into consideration, I will analyze 

how the translation strategy of “ xpl c       ”  ff c    h     d    g  f hum   u  

parts in the novel. 

 Although there are a lot of examples showing that translation of humorous 

devices, especially that of irony, exhibit many instances of explicitation, I will just 

examine some representative examples in order to understand its effect in recreating 

the humor in another language. For this purpose, I have chosen a sentence that is 

differentiated from the other parts of the page as an ironic statement, which is made 

obvious through  h   u h  ’  intentional use of italic word to imply the irony hidden 

in it. In this specific part, the three main characters talk about the maladies they have. 

At this moment, George shows how bad he feels when he goes to bed. When the 

previous pages are remembered, however, it is easy to conclude that he does not have 

anything serious at all. In order to reveal this fact, Jerome prefers to produce irony 
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and shows the truth with the help of a stylistic device by italicizing the verb “f  c ” 

in the source text sentence: 

 George fancies he is ill: but there is never anything really the matter with 

 him, you know. (p. 11) 

 TT1: Herhalde kendisini hasta zann d    . E h m g    m ş... (p. 7) 

 TT2: G   g  k  d    h        ı   m , d   u u  ö l m k g   k    , 

 hastalık h     ıdı ;   l   ı ı    ! (p. 11)  

 TT3: B    k lı    G   g ’u k  b     h md    b    ; g    k   h     f l   

  lm dı ı ı h  k   b l    . (p. 16)  

In all of the translations, the translators do not maintain the stylistic feature of the 

source text in their target versions. To put it differently, they do not put the ironic 

expression in italic form, but prefer to adopt explicitation in their renderings. 

However, it should be mentioned that not italicizing the ironical word may not have 

   ul  d f  m  h       l     ’ d c     , bu  f  m   h   f c       l   d     h  

publishing house or the editors. Even though the source text author tries to criticize 

G   g ’  h p ch  d   c    u   through  h       c l u      c  “f  c ”        mpl c   

way, the translators transform the verb “f  c ”        m     p c f c and strong word 

“  h m” (hypochondria) in the translation and increase the humorous effect. In terms 

of the GTVH, translators recreate another script opposition “h  l h /u h  l h ”    

their versions by changing the parameter of language with a more strong expression 

“  h m”   d h  c  m k     m    hum   u . 

 An explicatory statement can be added to the translation by changing the 

syntactic structure of the sentences, which is generally observed in the expression of 

questions with direct or exclamatory sentences. Such examples are also seen in the 

translation, one of which is presented below. The main characters of the novel desire 

to go on a picnic, but they change their opinion after learning that the weather is 

going to be rainy. Therefore, they begin to ridicule the people who have set off to go 
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on a picnic. Benefiting from the ironic device of rhetorical question, the characters 

pretend not to know the result regarding their picnic journey. Therefore, their 

rhetorical questions result in incongruity with the real situation and the irony is 

 xp     d  h  ugh  h  l g c l m ch    m  f “ g     g wh       b   u ”. 

 “Ah!” we said, as we stood looking put at them through the window, “w  ’  

  h   c m  h m     k d!”  / “Oh, won’t those people get wet? What a 

 l  k!” (p. 41-42) 

 TT1: İ  md  : “B           gö üşü ü . D      düşmüş  ıp    dö    

 m      , dö m   m      ?” d    b kl   m. (p. 32) 

 TT2: “Biz pencereden onlarla, “Ha-hay! N  ıl d   ı ıl ıkl m dö  c kl   

    !” d     k   l  d k. “N  ıl ı l   c k     l kl  . N  gül c    !” (p. 48) 

 TT3: B     p  c   d    cı    gö l  l    l    b k   k, “V h     llıl  ,” 

 d    duk, “b   b l  l   b şl  ı     l   g l c k!” / “N    u   dıkl  ı ı 

 ş şı  c kl  .” (p. 60) 

In the Turkish versions, TT2 and TT3 do not reflect the logical mechanism or the 

narrative strategy as they convey the message in an explicit way with a complete 

affirmative sentence. Similarly, the translators resolve the suspicion by eliminating 

the script opposition of “g     g w  /  m     g d  ”     h            . They delete the 

ambiguity by revealing the result of their action, wh ch     h    “g     g w  ”. As a 

result, it is not possible to define these two translated sentences as similar with the 

  u c    x ’       c l u      c  b c u    h    h w d ff    c       h  l   l  f 

representing the script opposition. TT1, on the other hand, renders the logical 

mechanism and script opposition in the target language. The translator maintains the 

question form that enables to express the irony in an implicit manner and includes 

 h  p    b l     f  w     d  g  b   d     h   w   c  p    f “g     g w  /  m     g 

d  ”    his version. 

 In addition, Jerome resorts to internal contradictions in presenting the content, 

which is also considered another device to create irony in the text. In Three Men in a 
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Boat, this contradiction manifests itself in two ways: presentation of content and 

register. As mentioned above, the audience is required to turn back at some parts of 

the novel in order to capture the irony because Jerome benefits highly from the 

literary device of flashbacks in his comic digressions. The following example will be 

analyzed with the aim of both understanding how this internal contradiction works 

and is transferred into another language. In this example, J. tells his opinions on work 

ethics, which involves contradictory statements.  

 It does always seem to me that I am doing more work than I should do. It is 

 not that I object to the work, mind you; I like work; it fascinates me. I can sit 

 and look at it for hours. I love to keep it by me; the idea of getting rid of it 

 nearly breaks my heart. 

 You cannot give me too much work; to accumulate work has almost become 

 a passion with me; my study is so full of it now that there is hardly an inch of 

 room for any more. I shall have to throw out a wing soon. 

 And I am careful of my work, too. Why, some of the work that I have by me 

 now has been in my possession for years and y    ,   d  h       ’    

 fingermark on it. I take a great pride in my work; I take it down now and then 

 dust it. No man keeps his work in a better state of preservation than I do. (p. 

 144-45) 

 TT1: Benim bu “ ş” d   l   b ş b l  ı l  mü    b   m   k d   b    samimi 

  lm mış ı . Y    b    ş        m de o beni pek sevmez. Galiba kendisine 

 k  şı  u umumu b    m  . Şu   b p     lm lı: B    ş        m,  ş    

 k  km m! B        d kl    k d    ş    sinler. Hepsini kabul ederim. 

 G     c dd ,   ı       db  l    lışı ım. Bu dü   d     bü ük   hl k  b   

  ş           ı   ş    k lm  ıdı . Bu k  ku l   l c k, b    şl   m  h   

 b    m m. H p b  b  l       kl   m. İş  d m  ık  b     şl  d ludu . Ö l  k  

 yakı d  b   şub    m k    u d  k lı   m d   l  ım h   ş şm  ı l  . İş 

 kı mı,  ş        d mı gö ü d      ı . Bu   b pl     luk bı  km   

  ık  ı . O u  d  bu dü   d  b   c k    k  bu  l   g   k... (p. 99) 

 TT2: B    h p, ü  üm  düş  d   f  l   ş   pı   muşum gibi gelir. 

 Ç lışm    üş  d   md   d   l,     ı . S     m   lışm  ı. H     lık 

 du   ım. O u up     l  c       d b lirim. Y kı ımd   l u        m. O d   

 u  k k lm k f k  , b        d   c  ü   . H  b    ş   ı  g lm   b   . İşl    

 biriktirmek bende bir tu ku h l  d d  . Ç lışm   d m      l    k d   

   pıl c k  şl  l  d ludu . A  ık           ı dı m        k lm mış 

 du umd dı . Y kı d  b   kı mı ı k ldı ıp   m m g   k c k, h  h ld . A  ıc  

  ş md  d kk  l   md   d . Y  ım    pm k ü      ldı ım    şl  d   b  ıl  ı, 

  ıll  dı     d . Ü  l       ldı ım    şl  d   b  ıl  ı,  ıll  dı     d . Ü  l      

 b   p  m k     b l   kl  m m ş. İş md   bü ük gu u  du   ım. Y    d   

   d    ,    u u  lı ım. H   k m  ,  şl      b  d   d h    m    u  m  . (p. 160) 
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 TT3: Zaten b    h p ü    m  düş  d   d h  f  l   ş   pı   muşum g b  

 g l  . Ç lışm    üş  d   md   d   l;       m   lışm  ı. Ç lış        l    

 d   ldum  l  ı h     lık du muşumdu . O l  ı h    ıkılm d       l  c  

      d b l   m. H    ımd  d  m    lışm           dır; hatta ondan 

 uzak k lm k düşü c    b    d hş    düşü ü . A  ıc  b   m       ş  d  m k 

 diye bir ş    ö  k  u u d   ld  ,  ü kü h      k     bü ük  u kum, 

  ldı ım  şl    b   k   m k   . N  k d   g   ş b   k l k     um  ldu u u 

 gö       ş ş   ı ı . Ç lışm   d m      l    k d   b   k   d   m  şl  l  

 d ludu , ö l  k     ık uf cık b    ş  b l       kalmamış ı . Bö l  g d     

   kı d      b     lışm   d  ı d h   kl m m gerekecek. B   b şk  ö  ll   m 

 de bana verilen  şl    gö üm g b  b km mdı . El md k   şl     b  ıl  ı ı  

 ü  ü d    ıll   g  m ş  lm  ı   k  şı  h l   lk gü kü h ll    l ,   p     

 du u l  . Ü   l    d    k b       k    d  l k  b l  bul m   ı ı . Bu l   b  im 

         ı gu u  k     ıdı . (p. 200) 

At the beginning of the example, J. claims that he likes working a lot with strong 

 xp          uch    “   f  c       m ”. H w    ,        c     u         d  h  

excerpt, it is realised that he is not actually fond of working a lot, emphasised by the 

amount of the works accumulated without having any sign of action carried out. It 

should be mentioned that J. prefers to make a comparison between the notion of 

work (general term) and a specific object to be studied. As is clear, J. talks about the 

 c     w  d “w  k”     h    m   f    bj c , m st probably something like a book, 

which is obvious in the following statements where it is presented as an observable 

 bj c : “I c         d l  k       f   h u  ”. If w  w        xpl     h  c             m  

of the GTVH, it would be appropriate to explain the construction of humor as 

follows: Jerome produces a c m c  ff c   h  ugh  h   c  p   pp          f “l k  

w  k  g/d  l k  w  k  g”   d “w  k      m  h  g   uch bl /work as something 

 b     bl ”, p       d  h  ugh  h  l g c l m ch    m  f p   -whole equation. Even 

though it is clear that the compared object implies working, he presents the whole 

with a small part and flouts the maxim of quality and thus may serve as a cue for 

irony. With regard to the translations, TT2 and TT3 display more parallesism with 

the source text in terms of reflecting the script oppositions and the logical 

m ch    m. B  h  f  h m m   g     p         h   qu       f “p   -wh l ” b  



 

 
 

75 

treating the         f “w  k” l k  a tangible object. They also maintain the internal 

contradiction in their target versions by transforming the ST irony into TT irony with 

“ qu   l     ff c ”      l            g . Although the translator in TT3 preserves the 

script opposition in most of her version, she changes the emphasis from the 

     m    w  d “w  k”       h  p      “w  k  ”     h   h  d   d f u  h       c  , 

which may decrease the ironical effect in the target text. In TT1, however, some 

shifts are seen in the very beginning of the sentence where J. expresses his opinions 

 b u  “w  k”        xpl c   w  , d  c  b  g    w  h   m   ph   c l ph     “b ş 

b l  ı” (a pain in the arse). With his translation, the translator in TT1 decreases the 

ironic effect and ST irony becomes deleted in the first sentence because of the 

     l    ’  explanatory remarks. 

 As mentioned in the previous section, Jerome also uses linguistic-based 

ironical devices that are characterized by italicized words or word groups. In other 

words, Jerome creates irony by italicizing the word or words that are responsible for 

implying that what the speaker says is not actually what he/she intends to convey. 

Since this humorous device depends on the writing format of the words, it is not 

expected to create problems during the translation process. In order to see whether 

the translators adopt the same linguistic strategy, I would like to analyse some 

examples below. In the first example, U cl  P dg   c mpl      b u  h   w f ’  

impatience when he is hammering the wall. Feeling humiliated by his wife, Uncle 

Rodger attempts to defend himself by disguising his awkwardness under the excuse 

of enjoying what he does. 

 “Oh! You women, you make such a fuss            h  g,” Uncle Podger 

 would reply, picking himself up. “Why, I like doi g   l   l  j b  f  h       .” 

 (p. 25) 
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 TT1: Amc m, k dı l  ı     c  lı,   bı  ı ,   l ş ı  ldukl  ı   dair uzunca 

 b    u uk   k  . (p. 20) 

 TT2: “Ahhh, k dı  m ll    d   l m … h   ş    bü ü ü  ü ü           !” 

 d  d   mc m d   ulu k  . “B       ı   bu  ü   şl      pm k       k 

 du   ım.” (p. 29) 

 TT3: “Ah, şu k dı  m ll   ,” d    p  l  dı. “H   ş    bö l   b   ı , uf cık b   

  ş          lı ı   l  l           niz. Ne var yani, kendi evimin  ş    

 yapmak da  u  mu?” (p. 36)  

I   h    x mpl ,  h        d p  d  up    h   c  p   pp          f “ c u l/   - c u l”, 

“l k /d  l k ”   d  h  l g c l m ch    m  f “p     d d     c  c ”. In TT1, neither 

script opposition nor the logical mechanism is rendered. The translator deletes the ST 

         h             d  xp       R dg  ’  c mpl   t with an explicatory sentence. 

In TT2, on the other hand, ST irony is transferred with literal translation without 

maintaining the stylistic difference of the ironic verb and hence does not manage to 

create the same effect as the source text message. It is possible for the reader to 

misinterpret his sentence as a true statement of Rodger. Although TT3 renders the 

source text irony by means of a different narrative strategy and makes the speaker 

ask a rhetorical question, it still manages to maintain the irony in the target text. 

 A similar example is observed when J. mocks the behaviours of his friends 

while they are packing their suitcases. According to J., his friends do not do anything 

except for creating trouble during the packaging process and he uses the modal verb 

“c uld”          g           . I  f c , J. wants to emphasize their breaking the cup is 

a sign of the more serious problems that they will cause later. 

 They started with breaking a cup. That was the first thing they did. They did 

 that just to show you what they could do, and to get you interested. (p. 38). 

 TT1: Kı ık dökm  m   f          l k      u d   b şl dıl  . B ş d k k    

    m d   kı ıl  l  ı  h   bı ı ş şı dım. (p. 29) 
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 TT2: İş    c  b   f  c   kı m kl  b şl dıl  . İlk   p ıkl  ı ş      ldu. 

 S  ı   um bu u, d h    l     p b l c kl      gö    m k, gö     l       lg  

   pl m k        p ıl  . (p. 42) 

 TT3: İş  b   f  c   kı    k b şl dıl  . Bu   d c  b   b şl  gı  ı  lb    . A  

         p c kl  ı ı    nı d  d   d  kul k k lı   du. S  ı ım bu,   ıl 

 m   f  l         g l m d   ö c  b     ş   ı ı m  h   k    d . (p. 52) 

A         ,  h     l c   d m d l    b “c uld”    u  d  u   d        m    c f  ld, 

suggesting not what they were able to do, but as a lexical sign implying the 

seriousness of the problems they would cause later. Therefore, the irony is formed 

w  h  h   c  p   pp         f “ b l       d    m  h  g   .    d  c     c u   

  m  h  g”. I   h  Tu k  h         , TT1 d           d    h    u c    x ’   c  p  

opposition, bu    c           w     d p  d  g     h           f “ k llful   . 

unskillful”. The translator forms    b    c  p      g  h  w  d “m   f  ” (skill) into 

the first sentence, which enables him to create irony in the target text. Although the 

translator omits the irony created with the italicized modal verb in the last sentene, he 

still manages to render the humorous effect thanks to the compensatory lexical item 

introduced in the first sentence. The translator in TT2 produces a more literal version 

by rendering each lexical item into the target language. Although her version 

p          h        b  m         g  h   mb gu    w  h  h   xp        “  l   

  p b l c kl     ” (wh    h   c   d ),  h  hum   u   ff c             mph     d       

is in the source text. TT3 also maintains the script oppositions by turning the 

italicized iron c l u      c        h   d  m   c  xp        “d   d  kul k k lm k” 

(remaining derisory). Using such a creative alternative, TT3 manages to imply what 

other serious problems the chracters would cause in a humorous way.  

 Jerome also benefits from the language variety of the novel in order to 

produce irony. When the literature is examined, it is seen that a number of case 

studies have looked at the humorous potential of register and the strategies used in 
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translating them (Maher, 2011, p. 7). Even though register-based analyses of 

translation have increased in recent years, there are a number of scholars attracting 

attention to the importance of pinpointing and reproducing sources of humor in the 

   g     x . A  B  g d M h   cl  m , “ h  f      d    l   f     ence structure and 

lexical choice can have an impact upon the humorous effect of a line of text, whether 

       h  u      c   f   ch   c        h     c   f           ” (M h  , 2011, p. 7). A    

result, translation of these features in turn contributes to the overall humorous effect 

of the target text. 

 Although there exist different ways of adopting register-based analysis to the 

written texts, this study will take Australian tradition of register theories as its basis, 

especially that of Michael A.K. H ll d  ’  p   p ctive in describing the register-

based approaches in translation analysis. When he defines the appropriate strategy in 

dealing with register-based translation problems, he emphasizes the importance of 

c    x       d    f   g  h  “  lu ”  f different layers that determines the extent of 

equivalence required in the transfer process (Halliday, 2001, p. 17). Halliday 

explains the hierarchy of the values to be taken into consideration in determining the 

relevant translation strategy. In her view, contextual equivalence is the most 

important criterion to be reflected in the target text as far as register rendering is 

concerned:  

 Equivalence at different strata carries differential values; ...in most cases the 

 value that is placed on it goes up the higher the stratum—semantic 

 equivalence is valued more highly than lexicogrammatical, and contextual 

 equivalence perhaps most highly of all; but ...these relative values can always 

 be varied, and in any given instance of translation one can reassess them in 

 the light of the task. (Halliday, 2001, p. 17) 

 As is emphasized in the previous statements, translators assigned to translate a 

literary text involving different registers need to reconstruct the context by analyzing 
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“wh   h     k   pl c  (f  ld), who has participated (tenor), and what medium has 

b      l c  d f     l    g  h  m    g  (m d )” (H   m and Mason, 1990, p. 55). 

Considering these factors, it is required to analyze the novel by paying attention to 

the following issues: (a) how do translators reflect register deviations in their 

translation? (b) how is the colloquial language of the lower classes rendered in the 

target texts? 

 J   m ’  u  g   f   g             u c   f hum   u   ff c      l    b  h  h  

usage of inappropriate registers with their contexts as well as mixing different 

registers in the same parts of the novel (Steidlova, 2010, p. 43). To put it differently, 

Jerome makes use of inappropriate registers in certain situations especially to mock 

the people or events and hence aims to reinforce the comic effect (Jerome, 1994, p. 

94). In addition, Jerome adds a different humorous dimension to the novel by 

applying sudden changes in the register, causing incongruity with the expectations of 

the audience. In order to make these arguments clearer, it would be useful to examine 

some of the representative examples. In some parts of the novel, the author uses a 

very formal register with the aim of exaggerating simple issues and hence creates a 

comic effect.  

 I would like to start with some examples involving deviations in registers 

with regard to the incongruity between the context of the situation and the language 

used. In one of these digressions, for instance, J. talks about an anecdote related to a 

w m  ’    qu       keep her cheese for him that smells awfully. In his answer, it is 

possible to recognize the humor caused by the overstatement in his language. 

Although J. talks about a simple issue of keeping   w m  ’  ch        h   h u  ,  h  

author prefers to express it in a very formal way, characterized by the usage of 

f  m l  xp          uch    “  g  d   ”, “    h ll       b     d  h  ”, “h     h  
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h   u   f     d  g”, “wh    h     m ”, “ h  p     c   f   u  hu b  d’  ch        h   

h u  ”. U   g  uch   f  m l l  gu g     a daily conversation violates G  c ’  m x m 

of manner and serves for creating irony. 

 “M d m,” I   pl  d, “for myself I like the smell of cheese and the journey 

 the other day with them from Liverpool I shall ever look back upon as a 

 happy ending to a pleasant holiday. But, in this world, we must consider 

 others. The lady under whose roof I have the honour of residing is a 

 widow, and, for all I know, was possibly an orphan too. She has a  strong, I 

 may say an eloquent, objection to being what she terms “pu  up  ”. The 

 p     c   f   u  hu b  d’  cheese in her house she would, I instinctively 

 feel, regard as a “pu  up  ”   d it shall never be said that I put upon the 

 w d w   d  h    ph  .” (p. 14) 

 TT1: “B  c  h   m h u u   k,  ü kü b   p      k ku u   b  ılı ım. Fakat 

      h b m dul b   k dı dı . Bu h   k    b     ş      b lık    m  ı 

  h  m l     dı . K m      dul b   k dı   p      k ku u l  d   l      b lık 

 ediyorum kanaatini vermek b        şm  .” (p. 26) 

 TT2: “H  f  d !” d d m. “B   ş h    p      k ku u u p k       m. 

 A  ıc  g      gü      k  l  l  L    p  l’d   bu     d k   p ı ım   lculu u 

 d  gü  l b       l   mu lu    u  l   k h  ı l   c  ım. Am  bu dü   d  

 b şk l  ı ı d  düşü m k    u d  ı . Ç  ı ı  l ı d    u m k      ur 

 du du um h  ım b   duldu , k m b l  , bü ük b    l  ılıkl  b lk  d  

 ök ü dü . K  d  d   m  l , “k  ık   m k” d d    ş    k  şı gü lü b   

 du   lılı ı    dı . K c  ı ı  p     l      , k  d     ı ı  l ı d    

 bulu m  ı ı d  k  ık   m k      c  ı,    m  d  u   . B   m b   dul     

 ök ü   k  ık   m      lış ı ımı d  k m    dd     m m l .” (p. 38)  

 TT3: “H  ım f  d ,” d d m, “b   ş h    p      k ku u u   k       m, 

 h     L    p  l’d   bu     k d  k    lculu um, bu p     l          d    k 

   h   g    . H    ım b  u c  bu   lculu u gü  l b       l   mutlu sonu 

 olarak h  ı l   c  ım. F k   bu dü   d    l ı  k  d m    düşü m k 

 olmaz. B şk l  ı ı d  düşü m k g   k. E      b    d  ı ı b    k   l m k 

 lü fu d  bulu    b    , dul b   h  ımdı . H tta kim bilir, b lk  d  ök ü dü  

 d . A  ıc  insanlardan “k  ık   m k” k  u u d      d   c  h      ı . 

 Eş       p     l      bu         ı ı  l ı     k    m k  k  ım k  onu 

 “k  ıkl dı ım” h       k pıl c k. H m dul, h m d  ök ü  b   b      bu u 

   pm m.” (p. 48) 

As the humor depends heavily on the structural features of the language, the 

language parameter of the GTVH gains upmost importance in the translation process. 

In the Turkish versions, the translator in TT1 does not pay attention to reflect the 

language variety of the source text and instead produces a freer version in Turkish by 
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omitting most of the expressions. In this version, the seriousness of the problem of 

maintaining cheese at a w m  ’  h u   b c m   l      d b c u    f  h    mpl c  y 

in his language. TT3 becomes closer to the formal language of the source text, which 

is obvious from the sentence structure and some of the formal expressions such as 

“k   l m k lü fu d  bulu m k” (to consider worth renting it to someone). However, 

it does not represent the formality that is apparent in almost all of the sentences given 

above. In this respect, TT2 follows the formal structure of the source text as close as 

possible. Instead of rendering the Turkish sentences in a simpler way, the translator 

chooses to use expressions such as “   ı ı  l ı d    u m k      u  du m k” (to have 

the honour of residing at his/her house), “kendi deyimiyle, ‘k  ık   m k’ d d    ş    

k  şı gü lü b   du   lılı ı    dı ” (she has a strong sensitivity to being what she 

   m  ‘pu  up  ’), “ dd     m m l ” (should not claim) and hence manages to reflect 

the formality in the target text. 

Similarly, the following example resorts to overstatement in its expressions to 

describe a man waiting at the dock. Jerome wants to emphasize that the man has a 

very disturbing serious expression on his face. In addition, he explains how the other 

people get irritated with the whistle sound of the ships warning the main characters 

to be careful. Even though it is a general scenario to come across at sea journeys, 

Jerome verbalizes it in a very formal manner, benefiting mostly from the lawful 

 xp        . S  c   h   u h  ’  ch  c   f w  d  d es not comply with the context of 

the situation, it can be considered an example of irony: 

The expression on the face of the man who, with his hands in his pockets, 

stands by the stern, smoking a cigar, is sufficient to excuse a breach of the 

peace by itself; and the lordly whistle for you to get out of the way would, I am 

confident, ensure a verdict of “ju   f  bl  h m c d ”, f  m       ju    f      -

men. (p. 127) 
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TT1: H lbu      ıl  lay sandala  ı m    u   ş ı ımı    m   m  d    g ld . 

O k d   gü ül ü  lu   , h   k f d     k d        ıkı   du k      llı    d lımı  

   k l ı  gü ül ü  ükü d   b   c k ı. (p. 86) 

TT2: Ad mı  b      buh  lı ı  düm    b şı d ,  ll    c b  d , pu   u    ı d , 

burnu Kafd  ı d  h        k   gö m k, b  lıb şı   b  ışı b  m k           l  

  d  d  , b  c . Bu   b   d    ld     k lm          ö  ü ül            

düdü ü          kl d     m ,    ı ım ı m k h lkı d   ku ulu h   jü       , 

“h klı c      ” k    ı    m    h  ı dı . (p. 140) 

TT3: Bu   k  l     gü        d   ll    c pl    d ,    ı d  pu   u l  d k l  , 

kü ük d  l  ı b         ım  d  ı l  k  ıl   k     fı ı  ü    k p   l  ı gö ü c  

   mül   m      ı  b l  k  ı b        ı    . H l  b   d    ld     k lm      

 m  d            düdükl      ldıl   mı,   d          şl   c k c          

kimse sizi    umlu  u  m  . N h        l  ı d   ku ulu b   h lk jü      l  , 

bö l  b   c         şl     k ş      ı    h  k   d    l  b             l  d . (p. 176) 

In this case, the opposition results from the incongruity between the topic and the 

register typical of a more lawful text. As is clear, Jerome mentions that the facial 

expression of the man as well as the way he stands is considered something that 

disturbs the peace of the people who see him. Even though it is possible to describe 

this in a simpler or literary way, the author benefits from the terminology of law texts 

  d u     h   xp        “    xcu     b   ch  f  h  p  c ”. S m l   l g l    m   l g  

is apparent in the following sentence where he claims that the irritating sound will be 

   ugh “      u        d c   f ‘ju   f  bl  h m c d ”. When we examine the 

translations in terms of register rendering, TT1 shows an obvious difference from the 

others in that the translator changes the context of situation. In this translation, the 

translator talks about the disturbing effect of the noise when people are getting on the 

boat. In addition to the changed context, TT1 does not use such a formal language 

adopted in the source text. Its language does not include any legal expressions or 

words. The translator in TT2 also tries to recreate the legal register and formal 

language in the translation by sticking to the lexical items of the source text such as 

“h klı c      ” (ju   f  bl  h m c d ). However, TT3 becomes closer to the stylistic 
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features of the source text. Unlike TT1, the translator attempts to reflect the formal 

language of the source text by preserving the legal terminology with such 

expressions as “b           m k” (to acquit), “  ı    h  k” (severe provocation) and 

“jü  ” (jury). On the other hand, the translator replaces the expression “to excuse a 

b   ch  f  h  p  c ” w  h     d  m   c     f  m  h     g   cul u     d u     h  

idiomatic saying “k  ı b        ı   m k” (to get furious) in order to describe the 

p  pl ’    g   up   h     g  h  wh   l    u d. T  pu     d fferently, TT3 produces 

an “ qu   l     ff c ”      l      w  h u  p    g               h    g     ’  

contribution to creating humor in this sentence. 

 Throughout the novel, the language variety is also underlined with the usages 

of both standard and non-standard English. Jerome aims to mock the members of the 

lower classes by making them speak with a Cockney accent. At these points, it 

becomes difficult to render the language variety as “the class structure of different 

  c      , c u         d                 pl c            h   […]   d  h    c   b     

exact parallels between sociolectal varieties of one language a d  h     f     h  ” 

(Hervey and Higgins, 1992, p. 119). In Three Men in a Boat, while the majority of 

the language is marked formal, some parts are presented in an informal, non-standard 

English. The following example is taken from a dialogue, taking place between two 

people from the lower class. As is seen, Jerome uses contractions to underline the 

informal nature of the language spoken by the lower class members. 

 “Th      ’   -g   g          ,      h  ?”   id the gentleman from the boot-

 shop. 

 “Ah!   u’d w         k     h  g     w  w  h you,” retorted “The Blue P    ,” 

 “if you was a-going to cro    h  A l    c       m ll b   .” 

 “Th      ’t a-going to cross the Atlantic,”    uck    B gg ’  b  ; “ h  ’    -

 g   g    f  d S   l  .” (p. 46) 
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 TT1: Birisi: “Eş  l  ı   k,” d d . /Ç ll     ı   l  : “N    şı m  ı be!” diye 

   ıldı. “Bunlar oky  u u g   c kl  . B ş m    l k b   sandalla... O 

   b p       l  ı   ö  b      f  l   lmışl  . H   fl   h klı! Ü ü cü ü 

 g        bu   b h b   gö    mış  lm lı k : “U du u    u , d     ö ü ü 

 kest , b   b l    um. Bu l     hş  ortamlarda k  b lmuş b   k ş f  bulm k 

        l   ıkı   l  .” (p. 34) 

 TT2: Ç  m c d    ık    d m, “A  k l c    b    m    l  , d   l m ?” 

 d d . T   k c , “Eh,          d ll  A l       g  m    k lk  k      ı  , 

   ıcık b   ş  l    lm k    u d ,” d    k  şılık    d . B gg ’    ı   ı, 

 “Bu l  , A l       g   c k d   l,” d d . “Bu l   k  ıp k ş f S   l  ’  

 bulm    g d    .” (p. 52) 

 TT3: “Şu l    b k,    k  kı lık     ıkmışl  ,” d d     kk bıcıd    lış   

   cuk. “Bu c  ş      şıdıkl  ı   gö      k lm   c kl  ı k    .” Konserve 

 kutusu toplayan adam, “El k d     k   l  A l    k’  g   c k  l   dı ,     

 d  b  k   ş    lı dı  h  h ld ,” d      u     l d .”A l    k’  f l    g   c kl    

   k,” d d  B gg ’    ı   ı. “Bu gid şl  k  ıp k ş f S   l  ’  bul c k bu l  .” 

 (p. 65) 

The translators in TT2 and TT3 tend to use a standard Turkish in their versions when 

compared to the colloquial tone of the source text. However, the translator in TT1 

incorporates such informal informal expression as “be!” (u  d        xcl m      

word to object), “h   fl  ” ( ld c ck )   d “u du u    u ” (  u     m k  g   uff up)   

and hence contributes to the colloquial tone of the translation. In addition, the last 

sentence of this version includes both irony and implication. With the sentence 

“Bu l     hş    ytamlard  k  b lmuş b   k ş f  bulm k        l   ıkı   l  ” ( h   

are setting off in order to find an explorer who has became lost in wild areas), the 

translator seems to ridicule the number of the bags the travellers carry along for a 

short sea journey. Unlike TT2 and TT3 that specify the name of the explorer, the 

translator in TT1 resorts to an  mpl c        d     “b   k ş f” (    xpl    ). 

Therefore, it is possible to conclude that TT2 and TT3 do not recreate the ironic tone 

of the novel by using a standard Turkish in the translations, which can mainly result 

from the difficulty of finding an equivalent dialect in the target language. In order to 

avoid this problem, the translators could have used a marked dialect of the villagers 
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in Turkey. However, this solution would not be able to show that it is the language 

spoken by the working class Londoners. 

 Jerome also tends to incorporate the formal and informal register within the 

same dialogue in order to emphasize the class differences in the society. In the 

following example, a dialogue between J. (from middle class) and a graveyard 

keeper (from lower class) is presented, in which both the formal and informal usages 

of language are present. In the following example, the graveyard keeper speaks non-

standard English, characterized by ungrammatical expressions, simple sentences, 

contractions and colloquial lexical choices. J., on the other hand, uses standard 

English and grammatical and complex sentences. 

 “All   gh ,  u ; I’m  -c m  g, I’m  -c m  g. I ’   ll   gh ,  u ; d  ’    u b  in 

   hu   !” 

 I looked up, and saw an old bald-headed man hobbling across the churchyard 

 towards me, carrying a huge bunch of keys in his hand that shook and jingled 

 at every step. 

 I motioned him away with silent dignity, but he still advanced, screeching out 

 the while: “I’m  -c m  g,  u , I’m  -c m  g. I’m   l   l  l m . I    ’      p   

    I u  d    b . Th   w  ,  u .” 

 “Go away, you miserable old man,” I    d. 

 “I’   c m             I c uld,  u ,” h    pl  d. “My missis never see you till 

 just thi  m  u  . Y u f ll w m ,  u .” (p. 64) 

 

 TT1: “G ld m  f  d m! İş   bu  d  ım! Ç k b kl m d       ... 

 B k ım. K l k f lı b    h     . El  d k     h    d         ş  gı  şu gu  

 sallayarak t p ll      p ll      kl şı   . 

 E   f  gö  g  d  d m. B  d   b şk  k m     k. D l  m d  , nedir?  

 Herif: “T p llık b ş  b l !” d      l     k ü  üm  g l    du. “T p llık 

 berbat...Y k        u  k    gö düm. T p l  lm   m   l       ş  d .” Y  ım  

 gelerek: “Bu u u ... Şu k pıd  ...” (p. 44) 
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 TT2: “T m m  f  d m. G l    um, g l    um. Z    ı   k  f  d m,  c l  

   m    , ş md      ş    um.” 

 B şımı k ldı dı ım   m    h     , k l k f lı b    d mı  k l    b h     den 

 b    d   u   p ll     k   kl ş ı ı ı gö düm. El  d  k c m  , b   d     

    h      şı   du. H    dımı d  ş  gı ı   du    h   l  . 

 El m    ll  ıp    , u  kl şm  ı ı  ş         m;  m   ,   kl şm  ı   ü dü dü. 

 B      d   du m d   b  ı ı   du. 

 “G l    um,  f  d m, g l    um! A   ım b       p l. E k    g b      k 

 d   l m. Bu     f     f  d m.” (p. 72) 

 

 TT3: “Yettim, geliyorum beyim! A bekl    , ş md  g l    um. Ac l  

   m     b   m,      ı   k, g l    um!” 

 B şımı k ldı dı ımd  k l         lu u d    hti   , k l k f lı b    d mı  

   p ll      p ll    ü    m  g ld      gö düm. 

 K b   b    l h   k    l  u  kl şm  ı ı   c         m d    h l  b    d   u 

 g l    , b      d   d  k pı gıcı  ı ı g b       l  b   ş  l   g   l    du: 

 “T l şl  m  ı  b   m, g ld m. A   ım  k ı    d    d   g c k  m. Eh, eski 

     kl   m   k lm dı    ık. Bu  u  b   m, bu     f   .” 

 “Ç k l b şımd     f l  d m!” d d m. 

 “Y   ş  m    b   m,    kı ı    u ? B     h  ım   c k gö müş     ,   d   

 d m   g ld m  ş  . G l   g l   bu     f   .” (p. 90) 

Th   u h  ’    m    b   f   f  m the language variety to create humorous effect is 

not recreated in the translations. T    l     ’ l  gu g  d        include any 

difference in language and hence cannot manage to reveal the class difference 

between these two characters. As a result, the source text irony cannot be produced 

in the target language. In order to recreate the irony, translators could have chosen a 

regional dialect of Turkish that resembles the Cockey dialect spoken in England by 

the members of the lower class. 
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4.3  Translation of metaphor 

Apart from the irony, Jerome resorts to metaphorical devices in order to create a 

comic effect in the novel. In his ironic remarks about a person or event, Jerome 

especially resorts to idioms, similes, personification and hyperbole to turn down 

ordinary experiences into comic situations. According to some scholars, 

metaphorical expressions and humor share some structural similarities (Kyratzis, 

2003, p. 7). Both the metaphorical and humorous expressions rely on the notion of 

duality and opposition (Kyratzis, 2003, p. 15). As Raskin showed, a text or sentence 

requires two overlapping and contrasting scripts, the resolution of which results in 

laughter (Raskin, 1985). Similarly, metaphorical processes involve the bringing of 

two concepts as the notion of metaphor itself requires that one thing is undertook and 

interpreted in terms of another (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). In this process, an 

incongruity is presented between the real script (the item used to describe an object) 

and the imaginary script (the object described). In addition, the metaphorical 

expression “transcends semantic conventions of a given language” because it is 

defined as “a linguistic sign used in predicative function outside its normal usage as 

d f   d b   h  c d ” (D b     k , 1995, p. 596). As a result, it is not always easy to 

interpret a metaphorical expression in a correct manner. The “sets of associations 

fixed in the consciousness of speakers of a language” make metaphorical expressions 

dependent on the communicational context in which they are used. It is also of vital 

importance that the participants of the communication share “the common 

k  wl dg ”     h       p c         c       f  ld  (D b     k , 1995, p. 597). 

Therefore, when the speakers of the same language or culture come across a specific 

metaphorical expression, it does not cause big problems in metaphorical 

communication. However, when the “shared k  wl dg ” d c         d  h  
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participants live in different cultural environments, the interpretation of metaphorical 

expressions become more difficult. 

 While metaphor is said to be useful in terms of linguistic communication, it 

may create some problems when rendered in another language, resulting from the 

fact that “another language means another cultural and value system” (Dobrzynska, 

1995, p. 595-596). Literature review shows that two main issues have been dealt in 

the context of translating metaphor. Firstly, translators have touched upon the 

translatability of metaphors. Secondly, they have analyzed some of the applied 

translation procedures and strategies (Schäff   , 2004, p. 1253-54). As Schäff    

emphasizes, the cultural differences between source language and target language 

have usually been mentioned as the most important problems for the translation of 

m   ph    (Schäff   , 2004, p. 1264). A  Ch        Schäff      gu  , “if a metaphor 

activates different associations” in different cultures, it will not be possible to carry 

out a literal translation. However, if the culture-specificity of the source text needs to 

be reflected in the target text, it will be more appropriate to “reproduce the SL 

metaphor and add an explanation” (Schäff   , 2004, p. 1264). 

 Although scholars have different opinions regarding the factors to be taken 

into consideration in rendering metaphors in another language, Peter Newmark 

highlights the importance of analyzing them on a linguistic basis. According to 

Newmark, metaphorical expressions can be analyzed with the following terms: the 

object referring to actual unconventional referent, the image referring to the 

borrowed idea, something to which the original idea is compared to; the sense 

“shows in what particular aspects the object and the image are similar” (Newmark, 

1981, p. 85). In his view, the purpose of metaphor is to “describe and entity, event or 
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quality more comprehensively and concisely and in a more complex way than is 

p    bl  u   g l     l l  gu g ” (N wm  k, 1981, p. 84). 

 With regard to translation of metaphors, this study will benefit from 

N wm  k’  p  c du        umm     d b l w w  h      m     x m    wh  h    h   

can be used in the analysis of translated texts using metaphors for humorous 

purposes: 

(a) Reproducing the same image in the TL; (b) replacing the image in the SL 

with a standard TL image which does not clash with the TL culture; (c) 

translation of metaphor by simile, retaining the image; (d) translation of 

metaphor by simile plus sense; (e) conversion of metaphor to sense; (f) 

deletion, if metaphor is redundant; (g) using the same metaphor combined 

with sense, in order to enforce the image. (Newmark, 1981, p. 48-49) 

 

As Vandaele puts forth, metaphors “can have a humorous effect when the compared 

parts exhibit less semantic similarity than expected”    wh    h   u h       d    u   

original metaphors instead of the common ones in the target language (Vandaele, 

1996, p. 249). In the novel, we come across instances of stock and original 

metaphors, some of which will be exemplified below. These metaphors are derived 

from such figures of speech as personification, simile, idioms and exaggeration. 

 The following part will provide a detailed discussion of the humorous 

m   ph   ’    d    g into Turkish, questioning the effectiveness of the adopted 

strategies by the three translators. For this purpose, various examples will be 

p    d d, m     f wh ch c        f  h   u h  ’  c           g   l m   ph   . I  l    

with the processes identified within the framework of the GTVH, the analysis will 

mostly focus on the translation of similes that constitute almost all of the 

metaphorical expressions of the novel. As will be shown in the following pages, 

these similes generally bring together two overlapping scripts that also contradict 
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each other in some respects, which consequently contribute to creating a humorous 

context. 

 The first example shows how Jerome resorts to the logical mechanism of 

analogy in an exaggerated way to express their contentment upon having a good 

dinner on the boat. This analogy is established between humans and slaves who are 

both represented as the servers of the stomach, which in turn creates a comic effect 

supported by two different scripts of free/unfree and human/slave. In fact, Jerome 

wants to underline the greedy nature of human beings with such an ironic example.  

We are but the veriest, sorriest slaves of our stomach. Reach not after 

morality and righteousness, my friends; watch vigilantly your stomach, and 

diet it with care and judgement. Then virtue and contentment will come and 

reign within your heart, unsought by any effort of your own; and you will be 

a good citizen, a loving husband, and a tender father—a noble, pious man. (p. 

93) 

TT1: H  ılı m d m         llı köl l      . B  c       l    hl kl  ı ı 

 ük  l m    b  hud  u   şı   l  . M d l           şl  m    b k ı l  . B   

m d          şl   b lm         h   ş  d   ö c      ş  l     m    ş    ı . 

D  m      ş  l         b   m d       h b ,    ıc  f   l  l  b          lm    

m cbu  d   ld  . Y      h c  f   l       b     m       k  ı d   b l b l g l  . 

N mu lu b        d ş, h  ı     b   k c , ş fk  l  b   b b ,     k lpl  b   

  k d ş  lm  ı    ll  ı     ş  l  l  d lup b ş l    ıhh  l  b   m d d   g    . 

(p. 65) 

TT2: B  l   m d m     b h  ı         llı  u   kl  ı ı . S    hl kı    

dü ü  lü ü k   l m k       g     d   l  ım. S   m d      d kk    d  , 

  m kl        d kk  l , ö   l       . O   m   dü ü  lük    h ş u luk 

k  d l    d   g l  ,  ü         ku ulu . S   h     b  gö    m d  ,     b   

     d ş  lu  u u ,    g  dolu bir koca olursunuz, seven bir baba 

 lu  u u …    lu,     b          lu  u u . (p. 103) 

TT3: B  l   m d m      m   d k      llı b h  ı  köl l       lı d . S            

b    d  l    ,  hl kmış,  d l  m ş b şu   bö l  ş  l     p ş  d   k şm  ı . 

Midenize d kk    d        . Y m kl        ö   l       , m d       hm l 

  m    . O   m     d m d , hu u  d  k  d l    d   g l p,  ü         

   l ş  . İ   b        d ş,     c   b    ş, m  h m  l  b   b b ,    lu    d  d   

bir adam olursunuz. (p. 130) 
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As is seen, Jerome personifies the organ and presents it as a human being. Another 

factor that contributes to the comic effect results from the incongruity between the 

ordinary situation of eating and the language used. As is obvious from the lexical 

choices of the author, the language is marked for its elevated register and clashes 

w  h  h  c mp        f hum        h   l      f  h     m ch. Th  w  d “ l   ”    

presented with a more powerful and positive connotation in this context, resulting 

from the language used in the example. Therefore, it would be appropriate to claim 

 h   GTVH’  p   m      f l  gu g    d l g c l m ch    m b c m        mp       

in creating the intended humorous effect in the relevant part. As is seen, the 

   m ch’   mp     c      x gg     d b  b  towing it with power that controls many 

attributes of human life. All of the translators seem to pay attention to recreate the 

logical mechanism and script opposition of the source text in their versions. They all 

reflect the relationship between humans and their stomach within the two scripts of 

“f   /u f   ”, wh ch     b   u      h  f           c    f  h       l       d  c  b  g 

 h  hum   b   g     “m d     köl   ” (the slave of the stomach). In addition, the 

translators maintain the ironic tone in the example by sticking to the formal language 

of the source text. They prefer to render the elevated register of the source text 

through a formal language characterized by  uch l x c l    m     “f   l  ” (virtue) 

  d “  d m” (virtue). As a result, it is possible to suggest that the translators recreate 

a similar humorous effect in the target language.  

 Personification is also one of the most important figures of speech through 

wh ch m   ph   c l  xp             f  m d. J   m ’  m   ph    l     l    h    l  

on the creative personified similes that increase the overall humorous effect of the 

novel. On condition that the likened image does not have similarity with that of the 

compared object, it creates a tension on the part of the reader that consequently leads 
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to humorous effect. Let us take a closer look at the following example where the year 

is likened to a young maid.  

 It was a glorious morning, late spring or early summer, as you care to take it, 

 when the dainty sheen of grass and leaf is blushing to a deeper green; and the 

 year seems like a fair young maid, trembling with strange, wakening pulses 

 on the brink of womanhood. (p. 48) 

TT1: T b   ,      k dı l ş       k b   g    kı  g b     kl -taze... (p. 37) 

TT2: N f   b     b h ı. B h      u    d      b şı...İ     d      ıl g        , 

ö l . O l  ı ,   p  kl  ı  c  lı    g  g d   k d g  k  u b     ş l  

dö üşü   du. Yıl, gö   g pg   , gü  l b   kı  g b  gö ü ü   du; k dı lı ı  

 ş    d ,   bı       gibi titrek bir uy  ış     d . (p. 55) 

TT3: Muh  ş m b     b h ı. İ     b h      u d    ,                b şı; 

      d      ıl g l    . Y p   ı ,   m       f l      ş l  k  ul şm   ,     ü ü 

k dı lı ı   ş    d         dımı ı   mış   p     b   d lb   g b   uh f 

uya ışl  l  ü p  m    b şl mış ı. (p. 69) 

When the excerpt is analysed according to the terms of the GTVH, it can be 

evaluated as a humorous content for different reasons. Firstly, it involves a simile 

that compares the year (or the earth) to a young maid who trembles with strange 

pulses that wakens her up. As is obvious, the author resorts to the narrative strategy 

of false analogy in order to create a comic effect. On the one hand, the readers are 

presented a lively and positive atmosphere related to the beginning of a new season, 

wh ch     mph     d w  h  h  l x c l ch  c    f  h   u h    uch    “gl    u  

m     g”, “blu h  g g     l     ”. Wh l   h  p     c   f  h              c    d w  h 

positive connotations, the object to which it is compared brings out a disturbing 

scenario with a young maid, which is underlined with the lexical choices of 

“     g ”, “w k    g” pul   . A       ul ,    c   b  c  clud d  h    h    m l  d  w  

    h   c  p   pp         f “l   l /u     ”   d “hum  /   -hum  ”. To put it 

differently, the incongruity between the image and the described object cause humor 

in the above-given example. TT1 p          h   c  p   pp         f “hum  /   -

hum  ” b  d  c  b  g  h     u      “     k dı l ş       k g    kı ” (  fl       u  
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young girl who is on the brink of womanhood) and hence produces a humorous 

 ff c      h     g     x ,  l h ugh  h    h    c  p   pp         f “    /u     ”    

deleted. TT2 also presents a target version that is similar to that of TT1 by likening 

the nature to a young maid on the brink of her womanhood. Unlike these versions, 

TT3 manages to reflect both of the scripts in the target language. It brings together 

the opposition between the positive atmosphere observed in the nature and the 

disturbing “     g  w k    g pul   ”  f  h    u g g  l,      g  h   “    ü ü 

k dı lı ı   ş    d         dımı ı   mış   p     b   d lb   g b   uh f u   ışl  l  

ü p  m    b şl mış ı” ( h      h       d       mbl  l k    f      u g m  d     h  

brink of her womanhood with strange wakenings). 

 Jerome also uses original metaphors to produce a comic effect in most parts 

of the novel. In the following example, Jerome creates another original metaphorical 

 xp       ,    p   d b   h  c           m     g  f  h     b “p pp  ” denoting the 

 c      f p l  w  h        f w  h  h  . Al h ugh  h   xp         f “p pp     m b d  

w  h qu       ”    u u ll    c u     d    d  l  l  gu g , J   m  p  duc       w 

 d  m “p pp     m b d  w  h j k  ”, wh ch   u d  c m c     h     d   c   m k   n 

    c       b  w     h   p c  “p pp  ”   d  h   dj c     “   l ”, b  h  f wh ch     

used to describe a situation where someone is invaded by unoriginal jokes. 

 They pepperred him with stale jokes, they even made a few new ones and 

 threw them at him. (p. 154) 

 TT1: A ı l  ı   g l     ö lü   l  dı. (p. 105)  

 TT2: B       p  l      u dul  , b  k          p   u du dul  . (p. 182) 

 TT3: Ad mı  b c   k   l      d     ü lü b     m l     p ıl  , b       p  l   

 savurdular. (p. 212) 

The originality in the source text idiomatic expression is not reflected in any of the 

Turkish versions. TT1 causes a shift on the semantic level with its idiomatic 
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 xp        “   ı   g l     ö l m k” (     ll   m b d     ’  m  d), which generally 

brings into mind bad or swear words in the target language. Therefore, it is not 

possible to evaluate TT1 as a humorous content. TT2 and TT3 render the creative 

 d  m   c  xp        w  h   c mm        g    Tu k  h “b       p  ” (   l  j k ). A  

they cannot preserve the originality of the source text expression by just rendering its 

sense, the target versions do not sound as humorous as the source text. 

 In another example, J. talks about the diseases he has by claiming to be 

infected with all of the types a hospital can shelter under its roof. He employs the 

logical mechanisms of exaggeration and analogy to describe his vulnerable health 

state. In fact, the animate image is compared to the hospital with their shared grounds 

of embodying diseases. The real health condition of the character is opposed to the 

exaggerated and imaginary condition presented through the metaphorical image of 

the hospital. 

 Students would have no need “   w lk  h  h  p   l ”  f they had me. I was a 

 hospital in myself. (p. 8) 

 TT1: H lbuk  b     l  g      l   ( ıp ö    cileri) de oturup tetkik etseler, 

    ı     ı   m  h        l   d  d pl m l  ı ı ku    ı l   (p. 6) 

 TT2: B   k    b   m g b  b     ll      g    , ö    c l        ık h       

 h       d l şm l  ı      g   k    dı! B   k  d m    klı h       d m. (p. 9) 

 TT3: Ell    d  b   m g b  b   h        k  ,  ıp ö    c l      h       

  d l  ı d  d l ş ı m l  ı   g   k k lm   c k ı. B     k b şım  b   h       

 dolusu vaka ediyordum zaten. (p. 13) 

This humorous content is preserved in TT2 and TT3 as the translators render the 

metaphor in a literal way into the target language. As is seen, their translations 

manage to emphasize the message J. aims to convey through their expressions of 

“   klı h      ” (a walking hospital)   d “b   h       d lu u   k    m k” (to come 

to mean events that can fill a hospital). Although both of the versions render the 

logical mechanism and script opposition of the source text with the metaphors they 



 

 
 

95 

created, TT2 can be said to result in a stronger humorous effect. TT1, on the other 

hand, deletes the metaphor and renders the sense by presenting the character as a 

patient to be treated by the students of the medical school. However, it reflects the 

exaggeration of the source text in a humorous way, saying that the students of 

medicine who treat him will have enough information to pass their exams. Using an 

emphatic expression like “   ı     ı   m  h      m k” (   p     h   x m  w  h    

difficulty), TT1 also manages to recreate the humorous effect in the target language.  

 Similar original metaphor is evident in the following example where the sail 

that they come across during their voyage is compared to a winding sheet. Here J. is 

talking about the difficulty they have experienced while fixing up the sail against the 

strong windy weather. For this reason, he compares the sail to a winding sheet and 

himself to a corpse that implies the effect of working hard on his body and mind.  

 The impression on the mind of the sail seemed to be that we were playing at 

 funerals, and that I was the corpse and itself was the winding sheet. (p. 156) 

 TT1: F k   bu   f   d ,   lk   d   l   bu b l  b    ölü, k  d      k f   

    ı   ,    k d   ku  ulm    u   ş  m b       ıp    m l      b lı   du. 

 (p. 106) 

 TT2: Y lk   d  h  h ld  c     c l k    u   u     ı   du. B    c    , 

 kendisini kefen diye kabul etmekteydi. (p. 171) 

 TT3: Bu    d    lk   h  h ld  c     c l k    u   u     ı   du k  k  d    

 k f     lü    u   du, b   d  c      lmuş um. (p. 213) 

The humor here results from the relationship established between the sail and the 

w  d  g  h   . E     h ugh  h  w  d “w  d  g  h   ” d          p c  l k  d  f  h    

in which a corpse is wrapped for burial, it can also bring into mind a sheet that is 

used for wrapping something. However, the incongruity is resolved thanks to the 

image of the corpse used in the other comparison. As the compared object does not 

share similarities, the resulting effect becomes humorous through the logical 

mechanism of false analogy. In terms of script oppositions, this comparison relies on 



 

 
 

96 

 h  c     d c       f “d   h/ l   ”, “     c    /u      c    ”, wh ch      l          d 

in all of the three Turkish versions given below. Translators reproduce the same 

metaphor in the target language by defining  h     l    “k f  ” (  w  d  g  h  )   d 

 h  ch   c       “c    ” (  c  p  )   d h  c  produce humorous versions.  

 Another interesting metaphor is presented in a digression where George talks 

about a water picnic that he went on with two ladies. In order to express his regret 

and dissatisfaction regarding the oversensitivity of them against the daily issues such 

as the condition of weather or the boat, Jerome develops a metaphor including a 

historical reference. Upon seeing the dust on the boat, the women begins to complain 

and feel disturbed, which is described through the manner they show.  

One of them rubbed the cushion with the forefinger of her glove, and showed 

the result to the other, and they both sighed, and sat down, with the air of 

early Christian martyrs trying to make themselves comfortable up against the 

stake. (p. 61) 

TT1: O l   R m  m  d  l  ı d    hş  h     l      ıl    lk H        l   g b  

gö l       um   k   k     g    l  . (p. 42) 

TT2: B         b      ld          ş     p  m  ı ı   u  c  ı      şö l  b   

 ü dü,    ucu   k d şı   gö    d ,        k    d    l        k  l  ,   l  l    

  ıl c k H        l   g b  g mlı g mlı   u dul  . (p. 69) 

TT3: A  l  ı d  b    b      ld    l  p  m  ı ı   u  c  ı       ü   ü,       d  

arkad şı   gö    d . İk    b  d     l        k p  ü l    d   cıklı b    f d  l  

   l        u dul  . O l  ı gö    b   , H        lı ı   lk    l  ı d  k  ıkl    

  u  ul   ş h  l  l     ı  cı ı   k  kl          b l  d . (p. 86) 

I  J   m ’  p   p c    ,  h  w    hey sigh can be likened to that of an early 

Christian martyr who is known as a person killed for following Jesus. According to 

the historical documents, in early church years, the followers of Jesus were under 

pressure to betray their friendships with him. Therefore, they started to die rather 

than betray their friendships with Jesus and they still suffer martyrdom in some 

countries. This is generally carried out through some forms of torture including 

stoning, crucifixion or burning at the stake. Taking the above-mentioned information 



 

 
 

97 

into consideration, it should be underlined that the shared knowledge regarding the 

cultural reference in this example is important in terms of both rendering and 

understanding the humor created in the metaphorical comparison. The audience 

 h uld b   w     f  h  m     g  f   Ch       ’  m             b  h f    h    l      

culture and the person who sacrifices himself/herself for the Christ. If we were to 

explain the example in accordance with the terms of the GTVH, it can be categorized 

as a humorous content, since it brings two overlapping yet opposing senses together 

in a metaphorical comparison. This is accepted as overlapping because both the 

describing and the described image is associated with an implausible situation, one of 

wh ch      l   d     h  w m  ’  d       f c       d  h    h       h  m              f   

Christian. However, it should be underlined that the image to which the manners of 

women are compared is presented in a positive sense, leading to an ironing effect in 

the source text. It is possible to mention that this ironic effect in the last sentence of 

 h   xc  p    l        h   pp    g  c  p    f “c mf    bl /u c mf    bl ”. O   h  

wh l ,  h    c  g u           bl  h d b  w     h  w m  ’  d  pl   u     . 

contentment of a Christian martyr who is on the verge of sacrificing himself for 

Jesus. In this way, the feeling of dissatisfaction is exaggerated by introducing the 

c mm   g  u d  f “p   ”, wh ch c     bu         c      g  h  hum   u   ff c   f 

the comparison. However, all of the translated versions do not reproduce the same or 

similar comic effect in the target texts, as they do not retain the irony created with the 

  f    c   f   Ch        m     ’  bu    g     h     k . Th   p   l     ul   f  m  h    

tendency     m    h   dj c     “c mf    bl ”     h  Turkish versions. Instead, the 

translators prefer to convert the metaphor into sense. Even though the translations 

reproduce the logical mechanism of exaggeration in the comparison, they fail to 

recreate the script oppositions. In all the three translated versions, the notion of 
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“p   ”    f   g  u d d wh l   h   pp         f “pl u  bl / mpl u  bl ”    d l   d. A 

Ch        m     ’        g up  g       h     k     p       d         d            

without incorporating the humorous device of irony into the content. As a result, the 

incongruity contributing to creating humor in the comparison loses its function in the 

target text. In addition, the lexical choices of the translators may have a negative 

effect upon the reproduction of humor in the target language. For instance, while the 

  u c    x  m k          g c mp       b  w     w   m g  , Ç    ’     b l ch  c   f 

“sanmak” (to think) to describe their similarity results in decreasing the link between 

them. Therefore, it is important to pay attention to the connotations each lexical item 

produces in a specific context. 

 As mentioned before, Jerome benefits from similes in his humorous or ironic 

remarks about somebody or something, which is also evident in the following 

excerpt where a man is described through a creative simile formed with a specific 

type of dog. A Newfoundland puppy is a big type of dog that is commonly known for 

its strength, intelligence, endurance and quickness. It is also said to be very 

courageous, friendly, peaceful and reliable. Jerome constructs a metaphor with this 

image in order to define a very indifferent man and hence produces irony in the text. 

Though he is defined, at the beginning of the sentence, as a thickheaded and light-

hearted man, he is then said to have as much sensitivity as a Newfoundland puppy 

does. On the condition that the audience did not know the characteristics of this 

specific dog, he/she would most probably imagine it as a very indifferent type.  

 The man they had got now was a jolly, light-hearted, thick-headed sort of 

 chap with about as much sensitiveness in him as there might be in a 

 Newfoundland puppy. You might look daggers at him for an hour and he 

 would notice it, and would not trouble him if he did (p. 24) 

 TT1: M       l   p  ı ku        m  d     u m k      fı     gö l m   

 m  m ş? Ö c  k şl , gö l   ş         m,   l m dı. Kı l  ı  gü  ll      
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 ö ü   um    ı    d    ı ı ı   ,  ı ı  ık   kü  kl           d  b c   m   c    

 ş k ld   ul       pı   . (p. 42) 

 TT2: Bu   f   kü  kl    g      d m   ş l , c şku , k lı  k f lı, 

   l  ış ı ı  b    d . B        b  u c  b kışl  ı ı l  bı  k   plı   muş g b  

 gö l      b k   ı   uhu du m  dı. Du    d    h   ı   lm  dı. (p. 70) 

 TT3: Y   m  g     d l k  lı ı    c k b   köp k     u u k d     l  ış  

   h p  ldu u u b l m  l  d   lb    . Bu c şku , g m ı  d l k  lı       l  c  

 gö ümü ü d k p kö ü kö ü b k   ı   uhu b l  du m  dı. Du    b l  

 umu   m  dı. (p. 87) 

Benefiting from the logical mechanism of false analogy and script opposition of 

“  d ff     /         ”, J   m  p    d           c u      c . In the Turkish versions, 

none of the translators reproduce the same metaphor in the target texts. In TT1, the 

translator only implies how the boy deludes himself of being strong by showing his 

clumsy behaviors in rowing the boat, which can be considered a replacement of the 

original ironical utterance by reducing most of its aspects and hence reducing the 

ironic effect. TT2, on the other hand, omits the metaphor from the target text and 

turns it into sense, explaining the general characteristics of the man in an explicit 

w   w  h  uch  xp            “  ş l ” (ch   ful), “k lı  k f lı” ( h ck-headed). As a 

result, the translator does not recreate a similar humorous effect in the target text. 

Similarly, the translator in TT3 does not render the specificity of the dog type, but 

prefers to u     m    g     l  xp        “köp k     u u” (puppy) to describe the 

insentivitiy of the man, and hence deletes the script opposition and the logical 

mechanism in the target version.  

 The author usually adopts the logical mechanism of exaggeration in order to 

turn ordinary instances into comic situations, which is also evident in the translation 

of another creative metaphorical expression that describes the way the characters tie 

up a towline in the boat. As the author narrates, Harris holds the towline 

 c     f c ll    d  h   pu           G   g ’  h  d. Af     h  , G   g            u        
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in a very careful manner, which he tries to underline with a creative comparison 

g     b l w. G   g ’  c   ful b h           c mp red to those of a person who 

takes off the swaddling clothes of a new-born infant.  

 George had taken it firmly, and held it away from him, and had begun to 

 unravel it as if he were taking the swaddling clothes off a new-born infant. 

 (p. 80) 

 TT1: V l  m b     cuk ku d  ı mış g b  d kk  l  k ldı dı, J  j’  u    ı. 

 D   u u J  j d     ı       ı gö       k  lmış ı. (p. 55) 

 TT2: G   g  d    u  ıkıc   u muş,      d  muş b   b b      lb   l      

  ık  ı   muşc  ı  , ö   l  k  l  ı ı   m    k  ulmuş u. (p. 93) 

 TT3: G   g  h l  ı  ldı,    k  b b      l  b        ı   muş g b  k  d  d   

  l b ld    c  u  k    u    k  ö m    k  uldu. (p. 112) 

The metaphorical expression results in a comic effect since the compared items do 

not share any similarity at all. In other words, the way a man unravels a towline 

cannot be the same as taking off a new-b    b b ’  cl  h  , for the required strength 

from the agent of the action must be different. In real scenarios, the person untying a 

towline needs to spend more energy and work harder than the delicate action of a 

person dealing with baby clothes. Therefore, it would not be erroneous to claim that 

Jerome bring    g  h    h   pp       c  p    f “  ugh w  k/d l c    w  k”     h  

analogy and creates a humorous content. TT1 changes the context of the 

metaphorical expression by recreating a new situation where William holds the 

swaddling clothes instead of unraveling them, and hence creates incongruity with the 

situation in the source text where the author intends to describe the untying process 

of the character. Although TT1 changes the situation, it renders the script opposition 

in the target text, comparing the hard task of lifting a rope with that of lifting 

swaddling clothes of babies. Therefore, it manages to produce a humorous effect in 

the target language. In TT2, the translator recreates both the script opposition and the 

situation, turning the metaphor into “     d  muş b b      lb   l   ” ( h  cl  h    f 
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a new-b    b b )   d d  c  b  g  h   c      f u     l  g  h    p     “ö   l  

k  l  ı ı   m k” (to unravel the layers of the rope in a meticulous manner). In TT3, 

the image is changed into a diaper that is kept away while George is unraveling the 

  wl   . Th       l    ’  choice of replacing the swaddling clothes with a diaper does 

not only change the situation of the humorous content, but it also deletes the sense of 

the source text metaphor. In this version,       p    bl          p    G   g ’       ud  

as a sign of disgust or precaution to protect himself from the disturbing effects of a 

b b ’  d  p  . A   h   c          k   d ff       c  p   (d   u b  g   . d l gh ful), w  

can categorize it as a completely   w hum   u  c           cc  d  c  w  h GTVH’  

perspectives. To put it differently, TT3 does not remain within the conceptual border 

of the source text metaphor by elaborating on it with a different script opposition. 

However, it still manages to produce a humorous effect in the target language. 

 Similarly, Jerome resorts to exaggeration in his description of a scene where 

the characters try to open a can during their sea journey. For this purpose, they beat 

the can with different means but still cannot manage to open a hole in it, which is 

presented in a very exaggerated way, implicitly establishing a similarity between the 

described object and an unearthly wild creature that frightens George.  

 We beat it out flat; we beat it back square; we battered it into every form 

 known to geometry- but we could not make a hole in it. Then George went at 

 it, and knocked it into a shape, so strange, so weird, and so unearthly in its 

 wild hideousness, that he got frightened and threw away the mast. (p. 117) 

 TT1: Jorj       ku u   k   b  l mış ı. Bu   f   g  m    k b   ml   

 k  b ldu. O l  ı            gı d    ıkmış d m      k ,     k  k pl    ldı. 

 Ku u ö l  k  ku   ş k ll    g   p  ıkı   du k  b   ,   ık   ı, d hş   

 elverdi. (p. 81) 

 TT2: O u ö c      ıl  ık,       d kdö  g   p   m  ı   p ık;  ı   l  

 g  m    d  b l     h   b   m    k uk...  m  b          b   d l k    m dık. 

 S     G   g        k lk ı, ku u u ö l         b   b   m    k u k , k  d  b l  

 k  k u,   p  ı  l  d      ı. (p. 128) 



 

 
 

102 

 TT3: Ku u  ld    l  d l ş ı, g  m     b l m        ıml dı ı  üm ş k ll    

 g   p  ık ı,  m  ü     d  uf cık b   d l k b l    ılm dı. S  u d  G   g  

 ku u u ö l   uh f b   ş kl    k u k  k  d    d        ı ı ş  d   k  kup 

  l  d k  d      b   k      fı l   ı. (p. 162)  

The humorous effect results from the usage of a metaphor incorporating the script 

 pp        “    hl   bj c /u     hl   bj c ”. Th    pp                 l      bl  h d 

between the compared objects, but between the agent and the result of the action of 

knocking the tin into a strange shape. As is seen, the agent is represented as a kind of 

person that can create unearthly shapes out of an earthly object, creating an ironic 

and humorous effect in the source text. Jerome brings them together through the 

logical mechanism of false analogy and exaggeration. The Turkish versions, 

however, do not reproduce a similar humorous effect in the target language. The 

reason of this c   b     c d     h       l     ’    d  c       duc   h  c  c p u l 

aspect   f  h  m   ph   b  ju   d  c  b  g  h   h p  w  h  uch ph         “k  ku   

ş k l” (a terrible shape), “ uh f b   ş k l” (a strange shape), “       b   b   m” (a 

disgusting shape). As a result, they do not recreate the script opposition in the 

translation and decrease the comic effect. 

 It is also possible to encounter some culture-specific referents in the 

metaphors used by the author. In a similar exaggerated example, Jerome makes a 

reference to a historical figure called Oliver Cromwell, who was an English political 

and military leader during the period of 1653-1658. Jerome uses this figure in order 

to d f     h    d g’  happiness upon seeing a cat in front of him. Montm    c ’  c   

of joy is likened to that of a stern warrior. As an example, the author makes 

references to the cry of the leader Cromwell, who defeated The Scots in Preston in 

1648. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that Jerome resorts to false analogy and 

compares the cry of an animal with that of a leader and hence produces humor: 
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 Montmorency gave a cry of joy – the cry of a stern warrior who sees his 

 enemy given over to his hands – the sort of cry Cromwell might have uttered 

 when the Scots came down the hill – and flew after his prey. (p. 124) 

 TT1: Düşm  ı ı gö ü c  M  m          bü ü   ü l    d k ld . İ k    lıl  ı 

  p   ı  gö    K  m  l    ıl k h  m  c  ü  l        ılmış   b   mk  d  

 ö l c   p          . H m d      ş     l  ı b     k...(p. 84) 

 TT2: Montmorency hemen bir         ı lı ı    ı, Düşm  ı ı   ucu   

 düşmüş gö        ş ı ı   ı lı ı   b       du,    ı ı  ı lık. C  mw ll’  , 

 İ k  l  ı   p d    ş  ı   d   u   kl şı  gö dü ü   m      ı ı  ı lı   

 benziyordu. (p. 137) 

 TT3: M   m    c    u gö ü  gö m          d lu b    ı lık    ı. Düşm  ı ı 

  l    g    m ş b       ş ı ı    f    ı lı ı   b       du bu    . C  mw ll 

   p d    ş  ı b kıp d    m  l  ı  ı m     İ k  l  ı gö dü ü d  d  h  h ld  

 bö l  b    ı lık   mış ı. (p. 173) 

In all of the Turkish versions, translators preserve a similar analogy with that of the 

source text by describing  h  d g’   xc   m       c  ch  h  p           x gg     d 

way. The cultural referent, Cromwell, is preserved in all of the translations. They 

resemble the cry of the dog to the cry of a warrior attacking its enemy in a cowardly 

manner. TT1 u    m     x gg     d  xp         wh l  d f    g b  h  h  d g’  “c   

 f j  ”   d  h  w      ch      h  c  . F         c ,  h       l     p  f       u    uch 

     g  xp           “ş   ş     l  ı b  m k” (to let out a war cry) in order to 

d  c  b   h  d g’  h pp     . S m l  l ,  h   xp        “k h  m  c  ü   l      

  ılm k” (to attack someone in a brave manner) enables the audience to understand 

the connotations of the cultural referent and enjoy the humor. In TT2 and TT3, it is 

also possible to understand the meaning of the cultural referent as the translators give 

  clu   b u         h    f           c   wh     h   d f     h  “c    f j  ”    “       

 ı lı ı” (  c    f j  )   d “       d lu b    ı lık” (  cry filled with joy). Therefore, 

the cultural referent in this example does not cause a problem in terms of rendering 

the humorous effect. 
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 Finally, the following examples will be allocated for the discussion of how 

J   m ’  u    f “perso  f c     ” c     butes to humor when it is applied in an 

awkward and inappropriate way. In the first example, Jerome personifies the 

towlines as a kind of person worth their salt. In the previous sentences, it is clear that 

the author wants to emphasize that the towlines display strange features regarding 

their structures. As mentioned in the previous pages, towlines are likened to a 

structure turning into knots very quickly even though one attempts to stretch it out 

lots of times. However, there are also some other types considered exceptional with 

regard to their behaviours. As Jerome tries to show it in an ironical way, these 

towlines tend to assume a respectable attitude by not pretending to behave as if they 

were crotchet-work. It is obvious that Jerome makes a comparison between towlines 

and crotchet work to underline their common feature of becoming unnecessarily 

tangled in a short time.  

 There may be tow-lines that are a credit to ther profession – conscientious, 

 respectable tow-lines – tow-lines that do not imagine they are crotchet-work, 

 and try to knit themselves up into antimacassars the instant they are left to 

 themselves. (p. 80) 

 TT1: omission 

 TT2: D   l  l   k, bu    d  b  ı  klı b şı d ,   u lu,    gı    km  

 h l  l  ı bu ku  lı  dışı d  k l b l  . B lk   dl  ı     u  k    dı      km  

 h l  l  ı d     dı ; k  d l       ı   ş     m       km  h l  l  ı d     dı .  (p. 

 89) 

 TT3: Belki d  bu m  l      ü   kı  l  ,  klı b şı d ,    umluluk      cd   

   h b  h l  l   d     dı . B lk    l  ı k  d  h ll      bı  k ı ı ı    d   ı   ş  

   p  l    dö üşm    k lkışmı   l  dı . (p. 112) 

Unlike the translator in TT1, who completely deletes the part from the target text, the 

other translators personify the ropes and reflect the hyperbole in the target language. 

In their versions, humor is produced  h  ugh  h  l x c l    m  “m  l      ü   kı” 
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( h  h      f  h  p  f      ), “ klı b şı d ” ( f   u d mind), and “  cd     h b ” 

(conscientious) used to define the ropes. 

 Another comic effect is observed when a tin is personified with an image that 

does not have much similarity with the personified object. In this example, Jerome 

attempts to create a similarity between the dent of a tin that is beaten lots of times 

and the appearance of a mocking grin. As it is not a common way of describing a 

part of the tin with a characteristic feature of human beings and there does not exist a 

similarity between them at all, it can be evaluated as an original humorous metaphor 

that depends on the logical mechanism of false analogy in order to increase the 

comic effect.  

 There was one great dent across the top that had the appearance of a 

 mocking grin [...] (p.117) 

 A   : Ku u u  h    uku u, h   kı  ımı, b     ı ı   , b   ml   l    d   

 c dık  ı    ı   b       du. (p. 81) 

 TT2: T p    d   ı ı ı   muş, b   ml   l    d    muş g b  b    ökü  ü 

    dı. (p. 128) 

 TT3: D  k   b   ş   d kk   m      k  . Ku u u    p    h f f    ökmüş, 

 k p  ı ı       ı d  h    b    ı ı ış  b        b   g        luşmuş u. S  k  

   c  d         m     ılm dı ı      gülü   , b   ml   l    d    du. (p. 162) 

In terms of script opposition, this humorous content can be said to involve “smiling 

object/non-smiling object” instantiated through the overlapping notion of a shape 

resembling a hole. Translations render the personified dent in different ways. For 

instance, TT2 tends to preserve the image of the dent by foregrounding the lexical 

   m   f “ l     m k” (   m ck)   d “ ı ı m k” (   g   ). TT3    d     h  “m ck  g 

grin”  f  h  d       “h     ı ı ış” (    ch   u  g   )   d    ul        m     x gg     d 

version. The translator in TT1, on the other h  d, l k     h  d         “c dık  ı    ı” 

(the mouth of a scold). This version can be evaluated as a creative solution as the 
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translator uses a local image in the target text that is able to create a humorous 

comparison with the shape of the “m ck  g” dent and the mouth of a scold who is 

famous for her tendency to scold the others. Therefore, it can be said that TT1 

produces a more humorous effect with the translation strategy of the translator. 

 

4.4  Translation of wordplay 

This section will involve the discussion of the definition and functions of wordplay, 

which will be followed with the issues related to the translatability of wordplay as 

well as evaluating the efficiency of some of the proposed strategies for their 

translation. It is a known fact that humor and wordplay have been studied for a long 

time with different perspectives. More than twenty years ago, for instance, Peter 

Newmark underlined the importance of wordplays, claiming, “the translation of puns 

    f m  g   l  mp     c    d  f          bl          ” (N wm  k, 1988, p. 217). 

Since then there has been an increase in the production of essays bringing forth the 

importance of wordplay translation in some of the best-known translation magazines 

such as The Translator (Low, 2011, p. 62). I   h   c    x , D  k D l b      ’         

in his book entitled Traductio: Essays on Punning and Translation provide some 

tools for the translators working on humorous texts with an aim to show that 

wordplay is in fact translatable (Delabastita, 1997). An article by Henrik Gottlieb 

lists some procedures that can be adopted in subtitling wordplay in TV comedy 

shows and underlines the possibility of translating them into another language 

(Gottlieb, 1997, p. 226). Another article in the same book discusses six different 

      g    u  d b   h       l              l    g  h  pu      Sh k  p    ’  c m d   . 

In this article, Malcolm Offord claims that the “translator weaves his own web of 

w  dpl   f  m  h        g      d   u c       l bl     h m”,  ugg     g  h    h  w     
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wordplay can be rendered into another language largely depends upon the creativity 

of the translators (Offord, 1997, p. 248). 

 According to the dictionary meaning, wordplay can be defined as the verbal 

wit created by playing with the language and the ambiguities of the words. When the 

relevant literature is examined, it is realized that in most of the researchers the 

scholars have shown tendency to use the words “pu ”   d “w  dpl  ” 

interchangeably while some others prefer to treat “pu  ”       p c f c  ub-category 

of wordplay, decreasing the semantic field of the term (Leppihalme, 1997, p. 142). 

On the other hand, the term “w  dpl  ”    u u ll  d f   d      m    b   d       b  

some of the scholars such as Delia Chiaro. In her view, “the term wordplay includes 

      c  c    bl  w      wh ch l  gu g     u  d w  h  h             mu  ” (Ch    , 

1992, p. 2). In addition to underlying its function in producing amusement, Chiaro 

 l   w         mph       h     m’  broad meaning. According to her, “the term 

wordplay conjures up an array of conceits ranging from puns and spoonerisms to 

w   c  ck    d fu           ” (Ch    , 1992, p. 4). On the other hand, Salvatore 

Attardo discusses wordplay as “a consciously metalinguistic phenomenon”,  mpl   g 

that language users play with some features of languages (benefiting mainly from 

such linguistic structures as homonyms, and polysemous words etc.) to create a 

humorous effect (Attardo, 1994, p. 168). Taking into account the disagreement 

regarding the definitions of “w  dpl  ”   d “pu  ”,    w uld b   pp  p         

determine an operational definition of the term “w  dpl  ” f    h  pu p      f  h   

study. Therefore, I will follow Dirk Delabastita's definition of wordplay as it 

provides a comprehensive framework for the analysis of wordplays in the text: 

 Wordplay is the general name for the various textual phenomena in which 

 structural features of the language(s) used are exploited in order to bring 
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 about a communicatively significant confrontation of two (or more) linguistic 

 structures with more or less similar forms and more or less different 

 meanings (Delabastita, 1996, p. 128).  

I  D l b      ’  d f       ,    c   b  c  clud d  h   w  dpl     ccu  w  h       x  

and they are observed at the levels of language, including the levels of phonology, 

morphology, syntax, sentence structure and semantics. As he mentions, “wordplays 

do not only exist by virtue of texts, but they will also function within them in a 

         f w   ” (D labastita, 1996, p. 129). In order to form a wordplay, the 

“linguistic structures resembling each other in form are contrasted” for various 

functions including “adding to the coherence, producing humor, forcing the 

reader/listener into greater attention, adding persuasive force to the statement, 

d c     g  u    c  ll  c  d      d   fl x  g        xu l   d   h     b    h m  ” 

(Delabastita, 1996, p. 129). To put it differently, wordplays create meaningful 

associations between words or word groups that are similar in form, but different in 

meaning. Wordplays are considered as a device that epitomizes the “slipperiness of 

m     g”,  mpl  ng that wordplays should not always be expected to express a 

distinct or single function in the presentation of a content (Newmark, 1991, p. 57). 

As is obvious, the functions of wordplays display similar features to those of 

humorous devices. According to Attardo, both humor and wordplay may have such 

social functions as facilitating interaction in a group and excluding the outsiders 

(Attardo, 1994, p. 322-330). 

 If we were to turn back to Delabastit ’  d f         f w  dpl  , wordplay 

benefits from meaning differences on the basis of linguistic structures and formal 

similarity. This relation of similarity can be examined in accordance with the 

following categories: “homonymy (identical sounds and spelling), homophony 

(identical sounds but different spellings), homography (different sounds but identical 
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spelling), and paronymy (there are slight differences in both spelling and sound)” 

(Delabastita, 1996, p. 128). Apart from these single-word instances of wordplay, 

there exist other versions created through the ambiguous structures. As Low argues, 

the most important element of wordplay is the verbal ambiguity (Low, 2011, p. 62). 

Ambiguous elements that are required to produce wordplay can be found at all levels 

of language: “phonological (homophones etc.), morphological (derived and 

compound words the parts of which have lost their literal meaning), lexical 

(polysemous words and idioms), and syntactic (ambiguous phrases or sentences)” 

(Delabastita, 1996, p. 130-131). Even though ambiguity plays an important role in 

creating a humorous effect through wordplay, it is not enough, as they require a 

context to be activated (Delabastita, 1996, p. 129-130). For this reason, the 

wordplays of the study will be analyzed taking into account the contextual factors. 

 Apart from the ambiguous structures on different levels of language, 

modification in idiomatic expressions can also create wordplay (Veisbergs, 1997, p. 

157). According to Andrejs Veisberg, a way of modifying an idiom can be carried 

out by introducing a shift on the semantic level where the idiom remains the same 

while the context to which it is used serves to change its meaning. In addition, 

modification can be made by introducing structural changes into the 

conventionalized idioms with some words inserted, omitted or substituted 

(Veisbergs, 1997, p. 157-58). 

 Considering the above mentioned facts related to the structural features of 

wordplays, a clash between two different meanings is observed, which brings into 

m  d  h          f     l pp  g   d  pp       c  p      A    d    d R  k  ’  

definition of humor (Attardo and Raskin, 1991). Like the humorous devices, 

wordplays can be interpreted in two different ways and hence accepted to be 
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compatible with the two scripts of the two different meanings. Therefore, translation 

of wordplay can be evaluated in accordance with the parameters of the GTVH, which 

this study will try to carry out in the following pages. 

 Because of their language and culture-specific nature, wordplays have usually 

been discussed with regard to their translatability. The translation of wordplay has 

always been considered “  p    cul   ch ll  g ”  h     qu   s an ingenious work 

from the translators (Craig, 1989, p. 215). This fact becomes more significant and 

obvious when the two languages involved are unrelated to each other. In this case, it 

is a natural outcome that the meanings that are represented in the source language by 

words similar in form or sound need to be reflected by different words in the target 

language (Weissbrod, 1996, p. 221). However, as some scholars claim, this should 

not mean that wordplay    wh ll  u      l   bl . R   ld L  dh   ’  f ll w  g 

statements can be given as an important attempt challenging the dogma of 

untranslatability of the wordplays: 

 Translation strategy should first of all focus on the identification of the 

 functional load of the poly-isotopic utterances of the source text and then on a 

 recreating procedure that aims more at the maintenance of both the global and 

 local isotopical cohesion of the source text than on a strict reproducing in the 

 target language of the double reference of particular words. Thus, there turns 

 out to be far less “u      l   b l   ”  h      u u ll     um d. (L  d   , 1991,

 p. 133) 

As is clear, Landeer claims that wordplays can be translated into another language 

with “fu c     l  qu   l   ”      l            g . I  h      w,    c   b  p    bl       -

create the function of the wordplay without concerning too much by finding an 

equivalent wordplay in the target text. Similarly, Katleen Davis argues that 

wordplays cannot be explained as either completely “u      l   bl ”    

“     l   bl ” (D    , 1997, p. 32). According to her, it is possible to talk about 
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untranslatability when a word has a meaning that is completely outside the system of 

the target language, without having any relationship with other words or concepts in 

the system. As words have some relationship with other words or concepts in the 

same language, it will always be possible to render it into another language though 

the level of equivalence can change in different circumstances (Davis, 1997, p. 38). 

Delabastita brings in another perspective to the discussion of the translatability of 

wordplays, pointing out that some types of wordplay can be more easily transferred 

into another language than the others (Delabastita, 1996, p. 135-136). As polysemy is 

a universal nature of all languages in the world, it can enable wordplays to be 

translated more easily even if the languages are not very related.  

 As is obvious in the following statements, translating wordplay presents some 

problems to the translator. Before starting to translate a text involving wordplays, 

translators need to take some factors into consideration. The important steps 

translators should take in rendering wordplay into another language can be 

 umm     d w  h D l b      ’  w  d : 

 [w]hen attempting to describe how wordplay is translated one obviously 

 needs to rely on an operational definition of the pun, including criteria for 

 describing and comparing puns in terms of (say) their formal structure, 

 semantic structure, underlying linguistic mechanism, textual function, and / or 

 any oth     p c  d  m d   l          h  c mp      ” (D l b      , 1997, p.  

 208).    

Translators have the responsibility to firstly determine an operational definition of 

wordplay as it includes a broad range of aspects. Secondly, translators need to 

analyse the wordplays in term of their lexical, phonological, morphological and 

syntactic structure. They should also pay attention to the intended function of the 

translated item when making decisions on to what extent they need to retain it in the 
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target text. In addition, some considerations need to be given to cultural and systemic 

factors including the norms and conventions of the target culture. 

 Even though different scholars offer different strategies and procedures for 

the translation of wordplay, this study w ll   l     D l b      ’  c mp  h       

methods in describing the translation strategies of the translators. 

 PUN -> PUN: the source-text pun is translated by a target-language pun, 

 which may be more or less different from the original wordplay in terms of 

 formal structure, semantic structure, or lexical function  

PUN -> NON-PUN: the pun is rendered by a non-punning phrase which may 

salvage both senses of wordplay but in a non-punning conjunction, or select 

one of the senses at the cost of suppressing the other; of course, it may also 

 ccu   h   b  h c mp        f  h  pu           l   d ‘b    d   c g      ’  

PUN -> RELATED RHETORICAL DEVICE: the pun is replaced by some 

wordplay- related rhetorical device (repetition, alliteration, rhyme, referential 

vagueness, irony, paradox, etc.), which also aims to recapture the effect of the 

source-text pun  

PUN -> ZERO: the portion of text containing the pun is simply omitted  

PUN ST = PUN TT: the translator reproduces the source-text pun and 

possibly its immediate environment in its original formulation, i.e. without 

 c u ll  ‘     l    g’     

NON-PUN -> PUN: the translator introduces a pun in textual positions where 

the original text has no wordplay, by way of compensation to make up for 

source-text puns lost elsewhere, or for any other reason  

ZERO -> PUN: totally new textual material is added, which contains 

wordplay and which has no apparent precedent or justification in the source 

text except as a compensatory device  

EDITORIAL TECHNIQUES: explanatory footnotes or endnotes, comments 

p    d d         l    ’  f   w  d ,  h     h l g c l p             f d ff     , 

supposedly complementary solutions to one and the same source-text 

problem, and so forth. (Delabastita, 1996, p. 134) 

Apart from these methods, the analysis of wordplay and its translation will be 

described in accordance with the parameters of the General Theory of Verbal 
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Humour. According to this theory, wordplays need to be handled differently from 

other types of humor as the “logical mechanism preselects some features of the 

language parameter (Attardo, 2002, p. 191). Wordplays rely on the logical 

mechanism of “cratylism” that is based on the assumption that “two words having 

the same or similar sounds must have the same meanings as well, and therefore one 

c   f   l   w  ch f  m               h    h  ” (A    d , 2002, p. 180). It is known 

that this theory allows differences at the level of language in normal circumstances 

except for the translation of wordplay that is closely related to the language in terms 

of semantic field. In other words, the language used determines to a great extent the 

actual form of the text. However, according to this theory, the translation of 

wordplay presents no special problem, since if the similarity cannot be reflected at 

the language level, one can still render a similar humorous content by preserving the 

script opposition in the target text (Attardo, 2011, p. 190).  

 The following section will provide a comparative and descriptive analysis of 

both the general features of the wordplays used by the author and the strategies 

adopted by the translators for their rendering into Turkish. Although it is mentioned 

that there a        u  w     f c      g w  dpl          x , J   m ’  w  dpl    

mostly rely upon the lexical and synactic ambiguity. In Three Men in a Boat, Jerome 

uses some polysemous words and ambigious syntactic structures that contribute to 

creating humour. In order to show the mechanisms behind the formulation of 

wordplays, I will provide a discussion of some of the representative examples with 

their translations. While choosing the examples to work on, I have paid attention to 

select those showing the regularities     h       l     ’       g    w  h      m       ch 

a generalization regarding the rendering of wordplays in another language. For this 

purpose, I would like to start with a simpler example where the structural ambiguity 
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is very obvious. In this example, the author provides a scene where the characters are 

getting ready to sleep. They have to sleep in one bed and hence Harris utters a 

question that is given above. Actually, Harris intends to ask whether J. prefers to 

sleep inside or outside of the bed that they have to share together, but he leaves a gap 

within the sentence and creates an ambiguity. In other words, he flouts G  c ’  

maxim of quantity by not providing enough information. Even though what Harris 

asks is apparent from the context, J. benefits from the ambiguity and gives an ironic 

answer emphasizing the place he wants to sleep. As the sentence lacks the relevant 

object in the source text, the wordplay is considered to result from the syntactic 

structure of the sentence Harris constructs. 

 “Do y u p  f    h      d      u   d , J.?” 

 I said, I generally preferred to sleep inside a bed. (p. 39) 

 

 TT1: Yataklara girdik. (p. 30) 

 

 TT2: “İ      fı mı, dış     fı mı    c h  d     , J.?” d       du. 

 B   g   ll kl       ı      d     m k    h şl  dı ımı  ö l d m. (p. 44) 

 

 TT3: Harris: “Du    k    ı d  mı     c k ı ?” d       du. 

 “Mümkü        k      m  ı    c h  d   m,” d d m. 

 (p. 56)  

According to GTVH, the question relies upon the script opposition of 

“g     l/ p c f c”            d in the example of “    d  b d/inside a place or 

    h  g”. Translators adopt different strategies in dealing with this structural 

ambiguity. For instance, the translator in TT2    m     h    u d      d  h   u h  ’  

intention, which can be inferred in her preference to retain the ambiguity in her 

version with the expression “       fı mı, dış     fı mı” (inside or outside?), since it 
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can also evoke the script opposition of the source text successfully. TT3 shows a 

tendency to specify the place with the expression “duvar kena ı” (  x      h  w ll). 

As a result, the lexical choice of “du    k    ı” (next to the wall) brings into mind 

the notion of bed, since “du    k    ı d     m k” (to sleep next to the wall) is a 

common expression mostly associated with sleeping in a bed. Therefore, it is 

possible to conclude that TT3’          d c        h   ff c   f  mb gu       hum  . 

On the other hand, the translator in TT1 omits the ambiguity and just mentions the 

result  f  h   c        h          ,      g  h   “    kl    g  d k” (w  got into the bed). 

As a result, TT1 does not produce a humorous effect in the target language. 

 Now, I would like to proceed with the wordplays based on phonological 

structures of the words. In the following excerpt, the characters talk about the best 

way to get rid of their stress that they have accumulated in the city for a long time. At 

this moment, Harris makes a suggestion presented in a comic tone by the author who 

benefits from the similarity between the letter “T”   d  h  d   k “   ”. A       ul , J. 

intentionally misinterprets the meaning of the idiomatic expression constructed with 

this letter. 

 “Harris said, however, that the river would suit him to a “T”. I d  ’  k  w 

 what a “T”  s (except a sixpenny one, which includes bread-and-butter and 

 cake ad lib.,   d    ch  p     h  p  c ,  f   u h    ’  h d     d     ). I     m  

     u        b d , h w    , wh ch    g    l         c  d  .” (p. 16) 

 TT1: “Du  h l , b   m    ü  üm      f  c  ım! T  m ş’   d l şm k b   m 

  ş m  g l  .” (p. 12) 

 TT2: “Bu d         H      ı m k g         k  d         b   lm ş k f    

  ldu u u  ö l d .” (p. 17) 

 TT3: “Bü ü  bu l  ı    dı d  , “T k   g      b    u   ,” d d . (p. 23) 

In this example, Jerome brings together two scripts that have different meanings. The 

first instance of the expression “to  u     m b d       T” c   b            f       h  
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 d  m   c  xp        m     g “p  f c l , c mpl   l ”. Th ugh H           d     

 mpl   h   m     g, J.           ll  m       p           “ u     m b d          ” w  h 

the implication that the trip would be okay for him if it includes any light meal eaten 

by the British in the late afternoon or in the evening. Therefore, we can say that the 

humorous content depends on the logical mechanism of polysemy and the script 

 pp         f “l     /  m  l”, “p  f c l   u    g/  m  h  g       ”. When the Turkish 

versions are examined, it is possible to conclude that three translators choose to 

delete the wordplay in their translations and render its sense. For instance, TT1 

     l     w  dpl   w  h  h   d  m   c  xp        “b   m  ş m  g l  ” (   w uld  u   

me). TT2 and TT3 prefer other idiomatic expressions   d     “b    u   ” (    u    

my book) and “b   m      b   lm ş k f   ” (        gh  m   ll  )    p c    l . 

Although in most cases, translators resort to omission when the same or similar 

structure does not exist in the recipient culture. However, in this instance, translators 

could have translated the wordplay with another wordplay by maintaining the script 

opposition. For this purpose, they could have changed the sentence into something 

like “N h   g     , H           b l d m k  ” (River trip means honey for Harris). In 

my suggested solution, the wordplay is constructed thanks to the different 

associations that can be created by the word “b l” (honey) in Turkish. It can both 

maintain the script opposition of “perfectly suiting/  m  h  g       ”    w ll     h  

logical mechanism of cratylism. As a result, translators’ attempt to omit the wordplay 

can be concluded as an unsuccessful solution. 

 A similar example is observed in the following part where the author again 

plays with the language in order to create a humorous tone in the representation of 

the content. As is seen, the author provides detailed information regarding the 

features of a barometer. At the beginning, it seems as if he creates an informative 
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text, but when one continues to read, the use of wordplay is realized. While 

explaining the directions of the barometer changing with the wind, the author uses a 

c         xp        “Nl ”   d “El ”, wh ch  mpl     h   w  d  c m  g f  m  h  

north changes the sign of the barometer to the North part while the others coming 

f  m  h  E    ch  g    h    g      h      . U   g  h   d   b  l  uff x “-l ”,  h   u h   

aims to signify the direction through a newly formed word. As there also exists a 

British p     ’  name, Ely, in the source language, the author benefits from this fact 

by pretending to assume that it actually refers to the personal name, underlined with 

the information inserted in the parenthesis. 

 There is one side for 10 a.m. yesterday, and one side for 10 a.m. tomorrow, 

 bu    u c  ’   lw    g    h          l   s ten, you know. It rises or falls for 

 rain and fine, with much or less wind, an done end is “Nl ”   d  h    h   

 “El ” (wh  ’  El  g      d  w  h   ?),   d  f   u   p   ,    d    ’    ll   u 

 anything. (p. 44) 

 TT1: “Bu l   h   gü    m        d k  h    ı gö      l  . H lbu    

        lu h   gü    m        d  b   m        k  şı ı d  bulu  b l   m ?” 

 (p. 33) 

 TT2: B      ı d  “dü    b h 10”, b      ı d  “bugü    b h 10” d    

    ılı    l      . Am       , h     b h   d    u  b şı       ş m    . 

 Y  mu       ü g    gö   düşüp  ük  l    l  . Tık  ık  u    ı  b l  b   ş   

  ö l m    l  . (p. 49) 

 TT3: B       fı dü    b h        u gö        , öbü      fı d  bu   b h      

   u. S b hı    u d  k şup b şı   d k lm          gü kü h    du umu u 

 k  ı dı ı      . Y  mu      d   ıc k h      gö    ük  l p  l  lı   , h     

  ü g    gö   b l  d   ş    . Rü g   ku   d          b       , d  ud          

 ö        dö ü   . Bu b   m    l       k d    ıkl     ı  d           d       

 c   bı    m    l  . (p. 62) 

The comic tone is, however, not reflected in either of the translated versions. TT1 

deletes the wordplay in terms of both its formal structure and sense. TT2 also omits 

the whole part including the wordplay. TT3 seems closer to the sense of the source 

text, since the translator at least tries to render the information regarding the 
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directions of the sign on the device. In other words, the translator prefers to render 

the wordplay by using an explicitating      l            g     f ll w : “Rü g   

kuzeyden eserse bir yana, d  ud          ö        dö ü   ” (    u             d  

when the wind blows from the north and to another when it blows from the east). If 

we were to offer a version in Turkish, it would be okay to preserve the wordplay by 

translating the words “Nl ”   d “El ”    “Ku   ” (North) and “D  u” (East) 

because they are also used as a private male name in the source language. In this 

way, it would be possible to preserve the comic tone of the source text.  

 As is the case in almost all languages, the majority of the wordplays derive 

from the polysemous words, which is also evident in the novel. Unlike the ones 

created at the level of phonology and morphology, polysemous words can easily be 

transferred into other languages as “polysemy is somehow rooted in extralingual 

reality and wordplay based on it can occasionally be reduplicated with little loss even 

b  w    h      c ll  u   l   d l  gu g  ” (D l b      , 1996, p. 135). For this 

purpose, the following section will provide important examples shedding light on 

this issue. Let us start with a very fruitful example in which the author displays a 

vivid play on the words “b w”   d “    k ”         u     p c  . Jerome talks about 

two people who start to direct a boat for the first time in their lives. These two 

novices are presented with  h    m   “B w”   d “S   k ”. Wh l  b w m       

rower closest to the bow of the boat, stroke denotes a rower closest to the stern of the 

boat and is usually considered the most competitive rower in the competitions.  

 To see two novices try to keep time with one another is very amusing. Bow 

 finds it impossible to keep pace with stroke, because stroke rows in such an 

 extraordinary fashion. Stroke is intensely indignant at this, and explains that 

 what he has been endeavouring to do for the last ten minutes is to adapt his 

 m  h d    b w’  l m   d c p c   . B w,     u  ,  h   b c m      ul  d,   d 

 requests stroke not to trouble his head about him (bow), but to devote his 

 mind to getting a sensible stroke. 
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 “Oh, shall I take stroke?” he adds, with the evident idea that would at once 

 put the whole matter right. They splash along for another hundred yards 

 with still moderate success, and then the whole secret of their trouble 

 bursts upon stroke like a flash of inspiration. (p. 151) 

 TT1: H       l dı ı  mı b lm m? Dü   d     gülü  ,       lı      ,  k  

  c m        ı   k  d , b   b   kü  k   km    k lkışm l  ıdı . B    ö d , b    

   k d ... Kü  kl       mp  u u b   k    u du   l   m   l  k lm   c k... 

 K       u du  m  l  . Ö d k  kü         k d k  kü      u u ,   k d k  

 kü  k   pı ı ö d k     b l   ... S  k   ud  g  m k       ıkm dıl   d , bu  ş  

 idman       ık ıl  ....   h     ö d k  d     m  ,     d   ş   m      kl f  d  . 

 (p. 103) 

 TT2: Ac m l     b  b  l    l    mp   u  u m      lışm  ı ı   l m k p k 

   l  c l d  . Ö d k    l    k d k    u  m  ;  ü kü     gö     k d k ,   k 

  p  lc  kü  k   k    du . A k d k  bu        l    , d m  d   b    ö d k    

 u m k      u   ş ı ı ı,   u    p k       k     ldu u u  l     ü   . O   m   

 ö d k  b  ulu ,   k d k     k  d    l  u   ş c  ı  ,  d m g b  kü  k 

   km    ö    m      ö     . Yü  m     k d    l  l  l  ,  m  du um 

 dü  lm  . D  k    kıll  ı   p  l k b   f k   g l  . (p. 167) 

 TT3: H l   k   c m     b      d ld  kü  k   k ş          m k p k keyiflidir. 

 B    ü lü    ı   mp  u  u  u m  ı b ş   m  l  . Ö d k  kü  k     k d k    

    k u du  m  ,  ü kü   k d k  p k b c   k   d  . A k d k            u u  

 ö d k  d   ldu u u,        d k k dı    u  kı ı lı k b l        u um 

    l m k      k  d       l dı ı ı  ö l  . Ö d k  bu  ş  p k b  ulu , 

 arkadakine, “S   b   m kü  k   k ş m  k f      c  ı   k  d   ş    b k!” 

 der. Arkadaki ise, “İ        b   ö   g     m?” d    b     kl f   bulu u . 

 T   ı   b kılı    bu u  bü ü     u u  ö  c      düşü m k  d  . Yü  

 metre kadar bö l  b c   k   c   l  l d k            l    d   b        klı   

 parlak bir fikir gelir. (p. 208)  

Starting from the beginning of the excerpt, Jerome plays on the words bow and 

stroke in many ways to create a humorous effect that is intensified by the repetition 

within the same sentence and the whole excerpt. Therefore, the first script opposition 

occurs in the                f “p  p     m /c mm     u ”. I   dd     ,   ch w  d    

bestowed with the actions that are in accordance with the lexical connotations of 

them. In the following sentences, other meanings of the words come to the fore. For 

      c ,     h        c    ll  g  h  B w’    k  g “    k            ubl  h   h  d 

 b u  h m, bu     d      h   m  d g     g        bl      k ”, w      c  f     d w  h 

 h        c   f “b w”     h   c      f   w  g     lf,   d  h        c   f “    k ”    

the act of hitting or rowing as a stroke oar of a boat. The issues become more 



 

 
 

120 

complex with the following sentence, where bow utters the question to the stroke: 

“Sh ll I   k    stroke”, b   g  g        h   m     g  f     k     “ c    ”. F   ll ,  h  

l          c   u     h  w  d “    k ”        m   ph   c l expression that gains the 

m     g  f “ p ph   ”. However,  h   u h  ’                 ll  h         f    w  

new-rowers by playing on the words is not reflected in the Turkish version. All of 

them turn the wordplay into zero and prefer to render the sense. In order not to be 

judg m    l  b u   h       l     ’      l            g ,        mp            k       

account the Turkish lexicon. Since the Turkish language does not have a 

c     p  d  g w  d  h    cc u        uch d ff      m     g      h  w  d  “b w” and 

“    k ”  mpl , translators do not seem to have any other chance except for turning 

the wordplay into non-wordplay. For instance, while the author uses the word 

“    k ”, TT2    d       w  h  h  f ll w  g  xp        : “  k d k ” ( h  p      wh  

strokes     h  b ck   d   f  h  b   ), “kü  k   km k” (g         k ), “p  l k b   f k  ” 

(a stroke of genius). 

 In another example, with the polysemous word “p  ph   ”, Jerome 

intentionally or unintentionally produces irony, resulting from the fact that the word 

contains both a neutral meaning as to “p  d c    m  h  g”   d a more emotive one as 

to “p  d c    m  h  g b  d         p       ”, which creates incongruity to the normal 

situation. The ironic tone created by this wordplay is intensified by the word 

“gh   l ” g         h  p     h    . A   h   w  d h     c    c     w  h  h  f gu    f 

ghost, the verb “p  ph   ” b   g       m  d   d        m  ph   .  

 George got hold of the paper, and read us out the boating fatalities, and the 

 weather forecast, which latter prophesied “    , c ld, w      f   ” (Wh       

 more than usually ghastly thing in weather that may be) “occasional local 

 thunderstorms, east wind, with general depression over the Midland Counties 

 (London and Channel). Bar. falling. (p. 42) 
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 TT1: [...] J  j g     d  d     k   l  ı       bü ü  h b  l     ük  k    l  

  kudu. S     m      l j    p  u   g    . Bu   p    gö   gü ümü  mü h ş 

 fı  ı  l  , b   l  ,   ş  l  ş     kl  l  d lup   ş c k ı. P.32 

 TT2: G   g  g        k p ı, b      k   k   l  ı ı, hava raporunu okudu. 

 R p  d     mu ,    uk,   ml  h    müjd l      du. İ    ı   klı   

 g l b l c k h    ü lü kö ü  l  ılık,  ı  l  ı   du. “A    ı   m      fı  ı  l  , 

 d  u  ü g  ı, L  d      M  ş ü     d   l  k b  ı  ; b   m     d  düşüş.” 

 (p. 47) 

 TT3: G   g  g             k   gü kü   h   k   l  ı ı    h      hm    

   p  u u  kum    k  uldu. R p  d     mu lu,    uk     u ub  l  h    

 müjd        l    du. Ü  ü   ü  lük “              k    ışl  fı  ı   gö ül c k. 

 L  d      M  ş ü     d   l  k b  ı  l  b  l k   b   m     düş c k  .” 

 Bu l  ı    dı d   d    k     lculu u    ık c k k m  l     b şı   

 gelebilecek d     f l k  l    ı  l  ı   du. (p. 59) 

TT1 does not manage to create the same ironic effect in his version, since the 

translator does not reflect the polysemy in either of his lexical choices. In other 

w  d ,  h   c  p   pp           ul   g f  m  h  p l   m   f  h  w  d  “p  ph   ” 

  d “gh   l ”             f    d       h     g     x . I   h    h    w       l      , 

however, the ch  c   f  h     b “müjd l m k”,   f     g     h   c   f g    g 

someone good news, enables them to transfer the wordplay with a related rhetorical 

device. W  h  h  w  d “müdj ” (g  d   w ), TT2   d TT3 create an incongruous 

situation in the target texts and produce humor. 

 Another interesting example is seen in the digression that shows the yelling of 

Kingston cavaliers upon seeing the imperial caiques. In the sentence that they utter, 

the author uses some exclamatory expressions, one of which can be evaluated as 

wordplay intentionally used by the author for creating humor. As an exclamatory 

 xp       ,  h   u h   u     h  w  d “G d   k ”    um d    b    w  dpl   d     d 

f  m  h  ph     “G d’  h  k ”   f     g     h     l   f  h  Ch    ’  C    . Th   f   , 

it can be concluded that play on the sounds has turned the phrase into the expression 

“G d   k ”  h      u  d        g   f  u p    ,  h ck. Acc  d  g    D l ba     ’  
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categorization, it can be analyzed as a paronymy, since there exists slight difference 

in the spellings and sounds of the phrases. There also exists a similarity between both 

of the phrases as the nails of Ch    ’  C     c    l   c           c      f  u p    . Th  

reason why he prefers to use this wordplay can be linked to his intention to 

emphasize the surprise of the caveliers seeing the imperial caiques because it also 

brings into mind the crucifixion scene of Christ.  

 “What Ferry, ho! Gadzooks, gramercy.” (p. 50) 

 TT1: omission 

 TT2: omission 

 TT3: “S  ulu , m j    l    g l    ! Yüc  İ  ’ ı      l     dı  , şu k  ı ı  

  h  ş mı  ,    l      b   b kı !” (p. 71) 

In terms of the GTVH, the usage of such a wordplay produces humorous effect, 

b   g  g   g  h    w      l pp  g   d  pp       c  p    f “G d’  h  k ”   . “   

 xp         f  u p    ”. With regard to translations, TT1 and TT2 omit the whole 

sentence from the target text while TT3 turns the wordplay into non-wordplay by 

foregrounding only the script related to the nails of Christ. In TT3, the translator 

p  f          d    h   xp         f  u p        “Yüc  İ  ’ ı      l     dı  ” (in the 

  m   f Ch    ’     l ). Though TT3 does not render the wordplay with another 

wordplay, it still manages to recreate the intended meaning of the existing word 

“G d   k ”. H w    ,  t should be underlined that as the wordplay in this example 

is both culture and language specific, it cannot be possible to find a corresponding 

wordplay in the target language. For this reason,  h       l    ’  tendency to render 

the sense of the wordplay cannot be judged as an unsuccessful attempt. 

 A similar humorous context is formed with a polysemous adjective triggering 

ambiguity in the following example taken from the beginning of a digression where 
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J. starts to talk about a sea journey that he has had with his female cousin. The 

following sentence is uttered at the beginning of the story.  

 I remember being terribly upset once up in the river (in a figurative sense, I 

 mean). I was out with a young lady – c u       m  m  h  ’   ide – and we 

 were pulling down to Goring. (p. 86) 

 TT1: Ş md   klım  g ld . V k   l  b   g    kı l           ıkmış ık. B   h   

   m  k  g b  kü  k   d m. D lmış, g   k lmış ık. (p. 59). 

 TT2: B   k      d  ı m k    p   k  k u umu h  ı lı   um. A       fı d   

  k  b m  l   b   g    h  ıml  b  l k   d m. G    g’  d   u kü  k 

   k    duk. (p. 96) 

 TT3: B   k      d       bö l   kş m     l    d    h  d  kü  k   k  k      

 k d   k  k u umu h  ı lı   um. A        fı d   ku    m  l   g    b   

 b    l    h     ılmış ık. (p. 120)  

I   h    xc  p ,  h  u  g   f  h   dj c     “up   ”  upp      w  d ff       c  p  , f  m 

which Jerome aims to evoke humorous effect. The first instance of the adjective can 

b            f       h  m    c mm  l  u  d m     g  f “f  l  g      u     

d   u b d” wh l   h    c  d       c  c   b      l    l   d     h         f b   g 

     u   d     h  b   ”. J   m     m     b   f   f  m  h  f c   h      c         h  

beginning of the story taking place on a boat journey, both of the meanings can 

possibly come to the mind of the reader. In order to underline this polysemy on the 

adjective, the author provides clarifying information in the parenthesis that resolves 

the ambiguity. Translations, however, do not reflet either the logical mechanism or 

the script opposition in their versions. For instance, TT1 omits the wordplay and 

   d     h   xp        “b   g      bl  up   ”    “d lm k, g   k lm k” (   g   

engrossed and be late). As is seen, the translator in TT1 seems to not pay attention to 

 h  c            f  h   dj c     “up   ” and does not recreate the humorous effect in 

the target language. The translators in TT2 and TT3, on the other hand, turn the 

w  dpl                d      l          “k  km k” (   f  l      u ). Th             

do not also manage to produce a similar comic tone. Although the wordplay is 
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language specific in this example, the translators could have recreated the logical 

mechanism by choosing a polysemous expression from the target language. For 

 x mpl , u   g  uch     xp           “   l  b     m k” (   l   l     h  g  u d) 

would enable the audience to think of both the literal and metaphorical connotation 

of the expression in the same sentence. To put it differently, this Turkish expression 

  clud    h   c  p   pp         f “l     l   . m   ph   c l”. Wh l      mpl    “m k  g 

  m     f  l      up   ”,     l   m     “     u    g   m    ”.  

 Finally, I would like to conclude this section with another humorous example 

that derives its humour from the polysemy of the phrase used. While the characters 

are talking about their rowing experiences, J. remembers an anecdote related to the 

owner of the raft who comes up suddenly with a stick in his hand. Even though it is 

apparent from the facial expression of the man that he feels angry with J., he 

          ll  w        m       p      d d    g  d  h   h    . J   m ’  u  g   f  h  

phrase “teach somebody s m  h  g” c     bu       p        g  h   c             

ironical way.  

 H       h ‘ll    ch   u      k  h   b   d    d m k      f   f  h m; bu ,      g 

 that you know how to do this pretty well already, the offer, though doubtless 

 kindly meant, seems a superfluous one on his part, and you are reluctant to 

 put him to any trouble by accepting it. (p. 152)  

 TT1: omission 

 TT2: Ad m     ,   u  kü ükl     lı ıp d     ıl   l   pılı mış 

 gö     c      ö lü   du b  ı      ı  . O       , bu  ş        b ld         in, 

   pıl   bu     k   kl f  k bul      şmı    u u du ! (p. 163) 

 TT3: S          k  d  k      l    l    l   pm  ı     d m k  ldu u u 

 gö     c       ö l  ,  m  bu k  ud  d    u     dımı    h    cı ı   lm dı ı 

   ık       d dı . H  h ld      k     bö l  b     kl f   bulu du u u düşü ü , 

     d h  f  l    hm      m m k      bu   kl f  k b  d  g                . (p. 

 204) 
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As is known, the expression “to    ch   m b d    m  h  g” c   b   g    a script 

opposition depending on both its literal and idiomatic meaning. Therefore, the first 

 pp        c   b  f  m d    “l     l   .  d  m   c m     g”. Wh l       f  h   c  p   

includes the information of giving instruction to someone on a topic, the other refers 

to causing someone to suffer the unpleasant consequences of some actions or 

b h    u  . J’            l m       p          f  h  f      c  p      h    c  d     

becomes obvious in the last sentence of the example where he mentions that the 

owner does not need to be concerned about teaching him about the craft of making a 

raft. To put it differently, the author brings the same scripts into opposition by 

playing on the same phrase. Briefly, the play on the phrase enables to create an ironic 

context in which the character pretends not to be aware of the danger the owner can 

cause to him. TT1 deletes the part including the wordplay from the target text while 

TT2   d TT3 p  f         d      w  h     d  m   c  xp        “   d m k  ldu u u 

gö    m k” (     ach someone what it means), which refers to one of the scripts the 

wordplay implies. With this expression, translators refer only to the negative aspect 

of the wordplay and hence delete the irony Jerome aims to create in the source text. 

Istead of using an explicit expression, the translators could have chosen to a more 

implicit expression or a similar wordplay that includes the phrase “d       m k”. I  

this way, they could also have managed to preserve the irony related to the intention 

of the owner. 

 The following example presents another case that shows how the creative 

interventions by the translators can affect the humorous dimension of the target text. 

For this purpose, some representative examples will be discussed below apart from 

the others given before. In the first example, Jerome wants to show how our stomach 

dominates the other organs, including our heart. As is clear, Jerome personifies the 
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stomach throughout the whole excerpt, sentences of which are characterized by lots 

of metaphorical descriptions and some similes. In addition, the sentences are written 

in an elaborate manner with complex lexical and syntactic structures. 

 Af    h   muff   ,        , “B  dull   d   ull   , l k    b      f  h  field – a 

 brainless animal with listless eye, unlit by any ray of fancy, or of hope, or 

 fear, or love, or life. And after brandy, taken in sufficient quantity, it 

     , “N w, c m , f  l, g      d  umbl ,  h     u  f ll w-men may laugh 

 – drivel in folly, and splutter in senseless sounds, and Show what a 

 helpless ninny is the poor man whose wit and will are drowned, like 

 kittens, side by side, in half an inch of alcohol. (p. 93) 

TT1: Uf cık bö  kl     ıc k  ıc k   ış ı dı ı    bu   f  k    kl f  şö l   lur. 

“Su      mış m  d l   g b    ı ,  u dum du m    l c k ı . Aşk , m şk  

p  d  ! U uş k l!” E    b   k   k d h    k   u   l dı    m d     bu   f   

b şk  h     u  u u : “Gül   l  ! Zıpl ! İ     k  d şl      k   fl  d  ! 

S  m l ! İk  k d h   k          bı  lı b        ı    ıl m  k             h  k    

gö    .” (p. 65) 

TT2: Sıc k bö  k          d  d   k , “S l kl ş,  uh u   l,   l k  k  h     l   

g b  m  ış... gö ü gö m     b        b   h      g b ,    k f  d  b   h   l 

ışı ı,    b   umu ,       g ,    d    ş m       c   l u .” K     ı      l  

m k   d   ldı ı   ,     m   d  d   k , “H  d , ş md  bud l lıkl     p, 

du m d    ı ı , h pl   ıpl , d   l  ı ı güldü ,  ılgı lıkl     p,    m    p   

k  uş,  klı       d        lm ş b        ı     k d       llı  ldu u u,  ki 

p  m k   k  l     ıl    ı  k d      ul  ı   b    d      gö    .” (p. 103) 

TT3: Sıc k  ö  kl  d         m d    d   şö l  b    m   g l  : “M  ış,    ıl, 

u ukl . Tıpkı   l k  k  k  u l   g b  düşü m d  , h     m d     ş . H   

ş    k  ı  ı  k l. İ   d     b         ,    b   umu ,    b   k  ku    d  b   

   g  kı ı  ı ı k l ı . H    ı d , ölümü d  b ş     g     .” Ö      d   b  k   

k d h k    k          b mb şk  ş  l    ö l  : “H  d  b k lım      bud l , 

 u   ı d   hm k   b    ı ı ışl     l    l b k. K lk d      ,       ılık    k  

h  k   h l    gül ü . Ap  lc   şl     p,    m    p    ö l    ö l . İ     

 klı ı ,    d        k  p  m k  lk ld     ıl b  uldu u u, k  k c  b    d mı  

   ıl d  ş şkı  b   k d      u u   dö üş ü ü ü gö     h  k   .” (p. 130) 

TT1 does not reflect the source text in terms of both formal and semantic level. In 

contrast to the formal and flowery diction in the source text, TT1 adopts a more 

colloquial style in his version. It sticks to simpler expressions and short sentences, 

and does not render a number of items in his version. For example, the translators 
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intervenes the target texy by adding some local expressi     uch    “ u      mış 

mandal  ”, wh ch    g     ll  u  d     h     g   cul u      d  c  b  l      d f   

people. His freer version  l   c          m    f  m l      g  l k  “ şk m şk” (love 

affair). For these reasons, it can be concluded that TT1 does not stick to the syntactic, 

formal and semantic features of the source text in his translation, and instead prefers 

to resort to some creative expressions, benefiting from some local expressions. TT2 

and TT3, on the other hand, display contradictory translation strategies. TT2 

produces a translation that replicates almost all the images in the target text and 

shows similarity with the source text in terms of formal language. However, TT3 can 

be considered as the closest one to the source text in terms of stylistic features. Using 

sentences that are more complex in structure and stronger in conveying the irony, the 

translator in TT3 pays more attention to represent the style of the source text author. 

Although TT2 and TT3 are closer to the formal features of the soure text, TT1 

produces a more humorous text in the target language. This can result from the 

     l    ’     d  c          duc    m  c         xp          h       m    f m l       

the Turkish audience, which may be considered an evidence revealing the impact of 

cultural distance in the perception of the humorous effect. 

 As a final example, I would like to analyze an interesting excerpt that 

represents the general tendencies of the translators in a perfect way. The example is 

taken from a scene where J. is wakened up while he is dreaming of the old days 

when the British gain their freedom upon signing the Magna Carta charter, 

remembering the kings and the barons. 

I was sitting on the bank, conjuring up this scene to myself, when George 

remarked that when I was quite rested, perhaps I would not mind helping to 

wash up; and, thus recalled from the days of the glorious past to the prosaic 

present, with all its misery and sin, I slid down into the boat and cleaned out 
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the frying-pan with a stick of wood and a tuft of grass, polishing it up finally 

w  h G   g ’  w    h    (p. 108) 

TT1: B   k  d m    d       l    g l   b    l  ı d   b                

k  muş um. Sı  ımd  p  ıl p  ıl  ı hl  ,  l m kılıcımd … M      md  k  d  

  k  l   m… K  lı   u   ı   dik-d k b kı   um. İ   d   g    d kl    b    

m lum  lu   . A ı d     m   p   k  ı d k  F    ı l    b    ş       km    

k lkış    lk h ml d  bu dü   b   h   f    p l   c   m. Y p   mı ım   p  ım. 

H   b km m! B   k m m   hu? B   m ll     hü             k  lı   k f   u m  ı 

gö    lmış, k c m   L  d b lm m    d   l m   m? J  j’u          ş     m bu 

 ı  d  du dum. B        d     k : “A  ık    c  d  l  d   köp  lu u! K  d  

k  d    k b  l  k b  l   ı ı m    b l  b şl dı . H  d  şu bul şıkl  ı  ık  ı   .” 

Yık  ı     … Elb     bul şıkl    ık   ı ! B   bu  d  m ll     hü             

k ll m    k l u umu    lmışı . M      l  k h   f,    b         l   bu l fl  ı 

b    d m   m  m ş? Ü p     k h   ld   h k k    dö düm. F k   f    h ld  

c  ım  ıkılmış ı. B ll    m d m  m       ı,   b kl  ı  ık  ıp   m  l d k    

      d lgı lı   g     p h p     J  j’u  ı l k göml    l  ku ul dım. (p. 74) 

TT2: B   kı ıd    u muş, k f md  bu   h  l    c  l  dı ı k  , G   g ’u       

du uldu. E       lış du m dı   m, bul şıkl       dım   m k isteyip 

    m d   m     u   du; bö l l kl  d  b   ,   gö k ml  g  m ş    gü  hl  l , 

  f l  l  l  d lu  l   bugü   g        d . S  d l    d m,      ı b   d    kl  

k  ı ıp   m  l d m,         l  l    ld m,       u d  d  G   g ’u  ı l k 

göml    l  p  l   ım. (p. 119) 

TT3: B   kı ıd    u muş k f md  bu   h  l    c  l  dı ı k   G   g    p m  

d k l p        k   hm    lm   c k   bul şıkl       dım   m m   ö l d . 

Bö l l kl  d  b      gö k ml  g  m ş    k p  ıp gü  hl  l  kö ülükl  l  d lu 

bugü   g    g    m ş  ldu. T k     dö üp      ı  ldım, b   d l p     ı l  

d b  d  k l  l  ı  ı ı dım, b    u  m   l    m  l   p      l   k d  G   g ’u  

ı l k göml    l  b   gü  l p  l   ım. (p. 151)  

Although the source text does not include a humorous content, TT1 gains a comic 

tone thanks to the interventionist approach of the translator in TT1. While the source 

text starts implicitly by making reference to the last part of the previous chapter, TT1 

reminds the readers of the context. In addition to that, it creates a new situation that 

does not exist in the source text. The translator puts himself in the shoes of one of the 

important barons and describes his relationship with the king in a humorous way. 

The translator also presents the cowardice of the barons against the king in an 

     c l w  : “B   k m m   hu? B   m ll     hü             k  lı   k f   u m  ı gö   
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 lmış k c m   L  d b lm m    d   l m   m?” (Wh   m I? Am I      h  g     L  d 

who has dared to rise against the king for the freedom of the people). Apart from the 

lexical items, the tone of language TT1 uses contributes to the humorous effect of the 

target text. Even though Jerome writes this part in a formal manner, TT1 uses a very 

c ll qu  l l  gu g    d h  c     ul        c  g u    w  h  h   u h  ’             f 

representing the main characters as coming from the middle-class of the society 

through the language they use. Although there do not exist any slang words in the 

source text, TT1 u     uch w  d     “köp  lu u” (     f   d g), “ l  k h   f” 

(dastard). For these reasons, it is possible to conclude that TT1 “  w     ”  h   p    

and creates a humorous content while the other two translators maintain the stylistic 

features of the source text by adopting a literal translation strategy. In TT2 and TT3, 

translators only render the source text elements and do not produce a humorous 

effect. However, it should be underlined that it is important for the audience to be 

aware of the cultural referents given in TT1 (such as the significance of the king vs. 

the position of the barons) 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

In this study, I aimed to provide a systematic analysis of the translation of humorous 

devices in a world-renowned literary novel that is rich in humorous content. 

Applying the General Theory of Verbal Humor, I wanted to question whether a 

theory of humor could be used to understand and describe the similarities and 

differences between the source text’  humorous devices and their translations in the 

In other words, I tested the applicability and validity of a general humor theory as a 

linguistic framework to define the observed changes in the target texts regarding the 

rendering of humorous content. In the most general sense, my study aimed to 

question whether the assumptions of this general humor theory are valid in the 

rendering of different humorous devices. On the one side, my case study seems to 

support my hypothesis and the assumptions of this general humor theory. In line with 

the general argument of this theory, the study revealed that the differences between 

the source text and target text’  humorous content increased linearly with the height 

of the Knowledge Resources that are organized hierarchically. It also showed that the 

target versions that did not recreate the same or a similar Script Opposition in the 

target language could not generally produce the same or a similar humorous effect in 

the target text. It was seen that though the translators usually reflected the other 

knowledge resources in their versions, they did not recreate the same or a similar 

humorous effect in Turkish. This result verified that the knowledge resources of the 

GVTH could be used as an analytical tool providing a linguistic framework for the 

analysis of humorous effect in another language. 

 On the other hand, I have encountered some limitations of the theory in terms 

of explaining the reasons behind the problems come across in rendering the 
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humorous elements into another language. For instance, the theory does not provide 

answers to the interpersonal factors such as the subjectivity of the reader and the 

translator. It should not be forgotten that the perception of humor could also vary 

from individual to individual, depending upon their knowledge of different cultures 

and languages as well as their sense of humor. Similarly, while the translators (as 

readers) may have difficulty in recreating a humorous element in another language 

though they understand it. As a result, translators (dis) ability to render the humorous 

effect in another language may result from some personal factors, such as the 

subjectivity of the readers, whom are not operating within the framework of this 

general humor theory. As another extra-linguistic factor, the issues related to 

publishing or editorship may also have an impact upon the recreation of humorous 

effect in the target language. As my case study showed, the translated versions do not 

have any italicized word to underline the irony. At this point, it is not possible to 

make certain evaluations through a linguistic analysis. Most importantly, it was seen 

that culture and language specific factors played a significant role in recreating the 

same or similar humorous effect in the translation. As the examples showed, the 

language specific features in wordplays caused some problems to find equivalent 

wordplays in the target language. For these reasons, translators generally resorted to 

rendering their sense into the target language. Similarly, cultural referents in some 

jokes made it impossible to create a similar humorous effect in the target text. 

Finally, this general humor theory remained limited to some extent in terms of 

comparing the general humorous tone of the three translations, since it focused on 

smaller linguistic units and provided source-text oriented analytical tools that 

necessitated evaluating the target texts in accordance with the selected smaller 

linguistic units. However, when the overall effect of the translations was examined, it 
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was seen that the translator of TT1  ppl  d “c mp        ” (Dí   C         R m  l, 

2007) in some parts of the translation and hence made it more humorous when 

compared to both the source text and the other two translations. For instance, there 

occurred significant amount of additions in TT1, especially manifested through 

added colloquial Turkish expressions and various exaggeration remarks. Briefly, 

translation strategies of TT1 to render humorous devices were directed more towards 

the norms of the target text, since the translator seemed to produce a more fluent and 

acceptable text in the target culture. The translator of TT3 and TT2, however, 

displayed different tendencies in their translation strategies. While the translator of 

TT2 almost always tried to stick to the formal and lexical items of the source text, the 

translator of TT3 sometimes added new lexical items in order to increase the 

humorous effect. It was also observed both of the translators of TT2 and TT3 seemed 

not to have paid enough attention to the function of cultural referents in presenting 

the humorous content. They either completely deleted such parts from the target text 

or rendered them literally. Unlike the translator TT1, they did not resort to 

compensation in order to compensate for the loss their version create because of 

linguistic and cultural differences between the source and target language. 

  In terms of study design, the thesis was divided into four main chapters that 

are organized with a topic-based approach. In Chapter 1, I included general 

bibliographical information about the author, which was followed with a part 

involving a detailed discussion of the stylistic f   u     f J   m ’      l . Gaining a 

familiarity with the stylistic features of an author, without doubt, becomes highly 

important in both representing his/her style and the content of work in another 

language. Another reason for my focus on the stylistic features of Jerome resulted 

from the novelty he brought in the understanding of “hum  ” du   g h   p    d. E    
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though his humor shares some grounds with that of the Victorian period when the 

novel was written, it was seen that he introduced what was called “  w hum  ” 

which is characterized by its simple diction, colloquial language and the universality 

of the topics. 

 Apart from this main objective, I attempted to show how the other humor 

theories have an influence on interpreting the humorous elements appropriately in the 

source text. For this purpose, Chapter 2 provided a discussion of humor theories that 

were proved to be useful in decoding the humor in the source text. Within the 

framework of this study, incongruity and superiority theories also presented a 

theoretical ground for describing the function and formulation of the humorous 

devices adopted in the novel. After elaborating on the general problems encountered 

in the transference process of humorous elements into another language, a 

comparative analysis was carried out in Chapter 4. In addition to identifying the 

g     l    d  c            l    ’       l      d c      , I w    d     xplore whether 

the GTVH can be applied to different types of humor or whether they neeed to be 

treated differently in terms of both the conceptual framework and the relevant 

translation strategies to be adopted. For this purpose, I organized such sub-chapters 

as irony, wordplay and metaphor, each of which was evaluated with regard to its 

contribution to the presentation of the humorous content. Before comparing the 

translated versions of the meticulously selected representative examples, I gave 

detailed information about the various mechanisms having an impact upon the 

formulation of humor in ironical, metaphorical expressions and wordplays. This 

study confirmed my presumptions that different humorous devices need to be 

evaluated with different methodological tools. Apart from the GTVH used as a 

general framework in the whole part of the analysis, I attempted to benefit from some 
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of the most comprehensive translation strategies or procedures that have been 

commonly used by the scholars dealing with the issue of “hum     d      l     ”. 

F         c ,      l    ’  d c             d    h       c l u      c   w       lu   d 

  d d  c  b d b    f     g    M    ’  c mp  h       m d l d   l p d f    h  

analysis of translating irony. Translating wordplay, on the other hand, was explained 

 cc  d  g    D l b      ’       l      p  c du    f   pu  . M   ph  -based humor 

w      l   d  h  ugh N wm  k’       l      p  c du   . Th  pu p     f 

incorporating these procedures in the analysis part resulted from the fact that they are 

considered the most comprehensive methods offered so far. The study questioned the 

efficiency and validity of these procedures in describing the humor transference in a 

literary work. In addition, contextual factors were taken into consideration while 

describing the translators (non-) solutions. 

 The case study carried out in the analysis part shed light on various factors 

related to how the knowledge resources of the source text affect the recreation of the 

humorous effect in the target language. Following a very detailed analysis of 

examples from each category, specific and general results were discussed regarding 

 h       l     ’ d c     . F    l , J   m ’        w        xp c  d    c u        u  

translation problems as they embodied the universal features of ironical utterances 

except for one type that relies on the stylistic usage of the author. With regard to 

translating ironical utterances, it was observed that it was important for the 

translators to pay attention to recreating the ironical cues – namely, hyperbole, 

intensifiers, rhetorical questions, and hedges – in their versions. As the examples 

demonstrated, humorous effect gets lost when the ironical cues are not appropriately 

reflected in the target text. In other words, it is possible to argue that replicating the 

logical mechanism of the source text is of vital importance in terms of retaining the 
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same or similar humorous effect in the target language. Secondly, it was shown that 

the narrative strategy also plays an important role in transferring the humorous 

devices with a similar effect. However, the most important factor, as mentioned in 

the GTVH, was found to be related to the script oppositions created by the source 

text author. Translators who did not recreate the same or a similar script opposition 

in their versions were not generally able to retain humor in the target language. Even 

though the target language has the equivalent linguistic devices that will account for 

creating the same script opposition, translators did not use them in their translations. 

As a result, they were not able to create ironical utterances of the same or similar 

effect with those of the source text. While rendering the idiosyncratic ironical device 

of Jerome, translators resorted to explicitation method instead of maintaining the 

same technique in their versions. Adding explanatory remarks was proven to 

decrease the humorous effect in the target text. I    m  p      f  h      l, J   m ’  

irony resulted from the divergences he created at the level of language. Jerome used 

a very formal language in some sections in order to exaggerate simple events or 

mock the pretensions of the people. Juxtaposing different sociolects in the same 

dialogues, he aimed to mock the people coming from lower classes of the society. 

These language-dependent humorous devices were not rendered into the target 

language, since the translators did not reflect the language variety in their 

translations. As a consequence, the register-based irony was not able to be retained in 

the translation. 

 A  f   m   ph   c l u  g  , J   m ’  hum      f d b  c          m l    h   

compare two objects with less or no similarity, personification and hyperbole. 

Jerome benefits from metaphorical expressions in order to elicit irony and laughter. 

Th   w     l    xpl    d    GTVH’  terms and revealed similar results as 
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mentioned in the previous paragraph. When metaphors were turned into the same or 

similar target metaphors by preserving the same script opposition, it was realized that 

the humor effect was successfully rendered into the target language. However, when 

the metaphors contributing to the humorous effect of the sentence were omitted or 

their meaning was explained in the target text, the ironic and emotive effect got lost. 

Finally, the examples indicated that it is important to reflect all aspects of the 

metaphorical expressions in order not to harm the humorous effect. Nevertheless, 

changing the knowledge resources of target, situation and language did not present 

serious problems as long as the same script opposition was retained in the translation.  

 Final category deals with the translation of wordplay that is considered the 

most problematic one to be recreated in another language because of its high 

dependence on the formal structures of languages. Although there are various ways 

of creating wordplay i      x , J   m ’  w  dpl    w    observed to be mostly 

dependent upon the lexical and syntactic ambiguity. In other words, Jerome benefits 

from the logical mechanism of polysemy, which is considered one of the most 

important knowledge resources in formulating wordplays. However, it was 

concluded that translators did not seem to have realized the importance of wordplays 

      m   f  h      l’  c m c     . S m l  l ,  h    lm     lw       d d     u    h  

w  dpl                D l b      ’     m . A      l                g ,  h    l   

resorted to rendering wordplays with non-wordplays by using expressions that 

foreground their sense. It should be mentioned that their failure did not seem to result 

from the lack of an equivalent wordplay in the target language, for which I tried to 

provide evidence with my own translation solutions.   

 In line with the findings of the study, it may be safe to conclude that the 

General Theory of Verbal Humor can make significant contributions to Translation 
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Studies through its knowledge resources used to identify the similarity and difference 

between source text and target text’  humorous elements. Based on these knowledge 

resources, translators can estimate how different the target humor is from the source 

humor and adjust their translation strategies accordingly. As it was found out that the 

priority and the significance of each knowledge resource changes depending on the 

type of the humorous device and some extra-linguistic factors, the genereal humor 

theory can remain limited in terms of evaluating the impact of translation upon both 

the rendering and perception of humor in the target language.  

 It should be underlined that this study did not include the personal factors 

affecting the translation strategies of the translators, which can be problematized in 

another study. In addition, how translations affected the appreciation of humorus 

elements and the  ud   c ’     p          h m w    not tested. Therefore, this thesis 

can be expanded with quantitative case studies that measure the translations’ impact 

on the response of the target audience to the humorous elements of the text. 
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