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Abstract

This research paper attempts to address the question of equivalence
in the translation of Si Phaendin (Four Reigns) by means of stylistics
and comparative linguistics, and in so doing aims at promoting
stylistics as an indispensable tool in text analysis and translation. In its
comparative study, the research employs Halliday and Hasan's (1968)
cohesion framework and compares cohesive devices in the text and 1ts
translation in order to reach a conclusion on equivalence of cohesive
devices in Thai and in English and to account for adaptation in the
translation. The study finds that the translation shortens the text by
omitting certain features of the text and finds other textual devices to

maintain its cohesion and equivalence to the original text.
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Introduction

This research starts with a simple question of quantity and
equivalence. A crude observation reveals that the English translation of
S1 Phaendin 1s much shorter than the original Thai text. The original is
divided into two volumes, with a total page count of 1,287, while the
translated version comes in a single volume, containing 656 pages. This
leads to the question of adaptation, transformation and omission, hence
the reflection on the equivalence and ‘truthfulness’ of the translation as
a whole.

As a more detailed study ensues, it becomes apparent that the
organisation of i1deas and order of narration are different. To compare
the two texts and evaluate the translation in these aspects, one needs
to look at the organisation and continuation of ideas as in the cohesion
of the discourse. The omissions and alterations in the translation can be
examined through the comparative study of cohesive devices in the two
texts.

The practice of stylistic analysis is rarely found in studies of Thai
literature, which are typically grounded in impressionistic interpretations.
However, with the need to appraise translated literature, standards or
criteria need to be developed. Stylistics can and should be included in the
studies of translation as it is a thorough study of a text and its structure

and as the translator needs to analyse and interpret the text, both at the

semiotic and stylistic level.
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Objectives

1. To analyse the text and the translation of Si Phaendin

through a stylistic framework: namely, cohesion.

2. To account for the adaptations and omissions in the transla-

tion.

3. To compare cohesive devices used in the Thai and English
texts.
Limitations

The research applies cohesion (Halliday and Hasan, 1976 and
Chanawangsa, 1986) in the comparative analysis of Pramoj’s (1953)

Si Phaendin and Bunnag’s (1981) Four Reigns.

Literature Review

Stylistics (Simpson, 2004 for instance) is the textual study
of texts, particularly literary ones. It is an application of science, the

rigorous systematic methods of linguistics, to the arts of literary language.

This corresponds with the notion of translation as both art and science.

Stylistics can lend itself as one of the indispensable tools in literary

studies and 1n translation.

Stylistics employs a vast array of linguistic frameworks to
textual analysis to account for the reading and interpretation of a text.
All aspects of the text, however, cannot possibly be examined with a
reasonable degree of thoroughness of scrutiny in a single study. There-

fore, this research focuses itself on cohesion because it best addresses
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the problem arising from the general observation of the quantitative
discrepancy and because it is a new addition to the study of translation

equivalence.

Cohesion 1s an integral property of text, as opposed to discon-

nected sequence of language. It 1s a semantic relation which “occurs
when the interpretation of some element in the discourse is dependent

on that of another” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 4). Cohesion, according

to Halliday and Hasan, is not a structural relation, as it is not restricted
by sentence boundaries. “Cohesion is defined as the set of possibilities
that exist in the language for making text hang together: the potential
that the speaker or writer has at his disposal. This is a purely relational
concept...” (1bid: 18-19). In other words, cohesion is a semantic
relation realised through lexico-grammatical devices such as reference,
substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion.

Reference 1s “the relation between an element of the text
and something else by reference to which it is interpreted in the given
instance” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 308). The linguistic items classed
under reference are not interpreted semantically in their own right, but
refer to something else for their interpretation, hence link the two
lexical items together. Reference words in both Thai and English are
pronominals, demonstratives and comparatives, though pronouns in
T'hai include zero-pronoun and pronominally-used nouns such as kinship
terms, personal names and titles.

While reference is a semantic relation, substitution is a
grammatical one. “Substitution is subject to a very strong grammatical
condition”; 1t works only with the same class as the item for which it

substitutes (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 32). Substitution in English is
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categorized according to the unit of language for which it substitutes:

nominal. verbal and clausal substitution. However, nominal and verbal

substitution does not feature in Thai; repetition and deletion are more

common devices.

Substitution and ellipsis are very similar. Ellipsis can be seen as
a kind of substitution, that by zero. Ellipsis occurs in “sentences, clauses,
etc. whose structure is such as to presuppose some preceding item, which
then serves as the source of the missing information. An elliptical 1item
is one which, as it were, leaves specific structural slots to be filled from
elsewhere” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 143). It differs from substitution

in that the latter “requires an explicit linguistic form such as do, one, etc.

to form a place-marker for the presupposed item, whereas 1n ellipsis
nothing is inserted into the slot” (Chanawangsa, 1986: 83). Due to this
similarity, they can be used interchangeably in some contexts.
Conjunction is different from the other cohesive devices. It 1s
not cohesive in itself. It expresses “certain meanings which presuppose
the presence of other components in the discourse” (Halliday and Hasan,
1976: 226). It generally links clauses, sentences or even paragraphs while
reference, substitution and ellipsis mostly link elements of difterent clauses
or sentences together (Chanawangsa, 1986: 167). Extensive in the original

work, the 16 types of conjunctions in Chanawangsa’s thesis are addi-

tive, enumerative, alternative, comparative, contrastive, exemplificatory,
reformulatory, causal, purpose, result, conditional, inferential, temporal,
transitional and continuative. Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) categories
of conjunction claims that the four basic types of additive, adversative,

clausal and temporal provide sufficient scope for subclassification

within them.
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Lexical cohesion, however, involves lexical items, which are
of the open class. It creates cohesion by repeating and confirming the
preceding texts. Lexical cohesion can be formed though reiteration or

collocation. Within reiteration, repetition 1s pervasive in Thai (Chana-

wangsa 1986: 139), though 1t 1s thought to reduce informativity. It 1s
used to avoid confusion of reference and to compensate for the lack of
noun and verb substitutions. Halliday and Hasan (1976) focus on word
repetition and class this cohesive device under lexical relationship. On
the other hand, Chanawangsa expands this category to include structure
(parallelism) and meaning (paraphrase) as repetition in Thai occurs at
the phrase and clause levels as well as the word level.

To conclude on cohesion, according to Halliday and Hasan
(1986) 1n their studies of cohesion, there are three kinds of relation
in language: 1) relatedness of form (substitution, ellipsis and lexical
cohesion), 2) relatedness of reference (reference and reiteration), and
3) semantic connection (conjunctions). There 1s some overlapping in
their classification. However, this does not present a problem as: “the
purpose of the present study is to make it easy to analyse and compare
texts 1n respect of their cohesive properties” (76). One should bear in
mind that “the different forms of cohesion are nowhere sharply set apart
one from another” (87). To interpret an item as belonging to one category
or another does not fundamentally affect the study of cohesion.

Coheslon 1s a necessary feature of language in that it provides
texture to text. Speakers use cohesion to signal texture and to give clues
to addressees 1n their reaction and interpretation of text. It signals
boundaries of texts; where a text or topic ends and another one begins.

Cohesion studies by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and Chanawangsa
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(1986) are employed 1n looking at the cohesive relationships within
the two texts and how the Thai text undergoes transformation in the

translation to maintain cohesion as in the English text.
Contrastive analysis, as employed 1n this research, can be used

to explain difficulties 1n translation or strategies used to deal with them

(Nida, 1964 and Baker, 1992) though more commonly done in language
teaching (cf. Kaplan, 1966; Bloom, 1981 and Krzeszowski, 1990). It 1s
based on the 1dea of tertium comparationis, that the texts compared must
have comparable traits, something in common (Hoey and Houghton, 2001
47) which coincides with the notion of equivalence 1n translation (See
below). The fact that there exist cohesion studies 1n Thai (Chanawangsa,
1986) and English (Halliday and Hasan, 1976), with the tformer based

on the latter’s framework, demonstrates that cohesion 1s a linguistic
feature present in Thai and in English and that the two languages
have comparable traits. However, one criticism of contrastive analysis,
possibly of stylistics and other forms of text analysis, 1s that it rather
focuses on the text as a product. Kaplan (1988) refutes this by arguing
that, in doing so, it does not ignore the process of translation (289). This
study, aware of such criticism, looks at discourse, defined as the way
a text is put together (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975), the way in which

the text hangs together in negotiative and interpretative procedures.

Moreover, according to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 328), “The linguistic
analysis of literature is not an interpretation of what the text means; 1t 1s
an explanation of why and how it means what it does™. This demonstrates
that stylistics focuses on the process as well as the product of inter-

pretation and translation.
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The notion of equivalence, a relationship between the source
and the target text, 1s developed to evaluate a translation. Equivalence
1s one of Retsker’s (1974) three forms of correspondence analogy and

adequacy being the other two (qtd. in Fawcett, 2001: 122). According

to Kenny, “equivalence 1s variously regarded as a necessary condition
for translation, an obstacle to progress in translation studies, or a useful
category for describing translation” (2001: 77). It is introduced in Nida
and Taber (1969), and advanced in Pyon (1992), Baker (1992 and 1994)
and Koller (1989 and 1995) to name a few. The term “stylistic equiva-

lence” appears in grammar-translation in English language teaching to

mean something beyond grammatical and lexical equivalent (Cook, 1989:
117). Koller (1989) in his study of pragmatic equivalence examines
whether the source and target texts produce the same effect on their
respective readers. Pragmatic equivalence is possibly theoretically
the most accountable for evaluation of translation. A translation is
successful when i1t carries all the meaning of the original text and
produces the same effects in the readers. However, reader-response is

difficult, 1f not impossible, to account for. Therefore, this study can be

viewed as a continuation from Baker’s (1992) study of textual equivalence

In the similarity in the information flow and the cohesive roles which

the source and target texts play in their respective texts.

Results and Discussion

From the comparative analysis of cohesion in Thai and in the
English translation, equivalence of cohesive devices in Thai to those in

English can be summarised as follows:
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Pronominally used nouns Personal pronouns
Zero pronoun Pronoun reterence
Nominal substitution

Gapping of the subject in

compound and complex structures

Repetition Pronoun reference
Substitution
Reiteration
Omission

The English translation uses personal pronouns in place of
pronominally used nouns. Zero pronouns in Thai are filled out by various
cohesive devices such as pronoun reference, nominal substitution and
eapping of the subject in compound and complex sentences. Clausal

substitution is replaced by an extreme opposite of either omission or

reiteration. The cohesion of nominal ellipsis is made more explicit
through nominal substitution; verbal ellipsis by reiteration. However,
clausal ellipsis in Thai is often considered redundant and is, therefore,
omitted in the translation. Repetition, which is a prominent feature in
Thai, is equivalent to reference, substitution, reiteration and omission

in English. The other devices not included in the table are the same In

both languages.
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Below are examples to illustrate these instances of equiva-

lence.

Pronoun Reference

Pronominally used nouns (such as kinship terms, titles and

names) and zero pronouns are special features in the Thai language,
which denote socio-cultural attitude in the speaker. They can pose a
problem 1n translation into English. In the translation of Si Phaendin
(hencetorth, SP) into Four Reigns (FR), the translator uses personal
pronouns 1n place of pronominally used nouns and zero pronouns.

Most of the SP 1s told from the point of view of Phloi the main
character. The character “LL{” is called thus as it is the second-person
address form used by Phlo1. This kinship term, however, is interpreted
as a third person in the translation. Also, “b¥” can be used as a first-
person pronoun in a direct speech. The following excerpt 1s an instance
where a kinship term (44) and a personal name (WAB¢%) is changed

into personal pronouns (“you’ and “me”

‘wane WU (& MANAIDENS “You are coming with me, Phloi,”

wewla  luvinaasuseuluaaeiingn | Mother said. “Since it’s quite clear
that he doesn’t want me under his care

» dl | | j l Q/ | Co
LN@W]%VLS\ILE%EI\‘JLLB\ILLG’J meﬂﬂ@m

and protection any more, I must go.

e NI Lfiwﬁﬂuﬁmﬁﬁaqamﬁauﬁu
o Let the course of karma take me

losagldsan neasintiuae9dien  wWa

o . y where 1t will. Better than to stay and
NN UYNANTILNDIDEN Y LA UNE

be trampled on like a bonded slave...
v laiean Wiusionly.. But you have to stay, Phoem. His

(SPI: 24) | Excellency refuses to let you come

with us. ...
(FR: 9)
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“LN” here is used as a first-person pronoun, “I”’ and “me” in
English. Personal names can be used as second-person pronouns. In
English Phlo1 and Phoem are referred to as “you”, followed by their

namecs.

Zero pronoun also poses a challenge to translation of Thai

into English. The most common strategy to cope with zero pronouns
1s to fill them out with the appropriate personal pronouns. In the example
below, when the subject pronoun referring to “Khaeks” 1s omitted (as
signified by @), the English text uses the pronoun *“they”. The transla-

tion also uses the complex structure of present participial with omitted

agent nouns as equivalent to the zero pronouns 1n Thai.

LN WD ULNIAA usl,mg' WD o The letter was from Ot, telling

2anaNReAlS o Avaumiudasanly | her that An was still feeling weak, O

a a Y o o . | havine been seasick and © unable
S8 2 lifuazls o AwuAFNAUUY we 5

a X " o ~ . | to swallow anything solid for days.
WAEIW 2 BRI 2 VANIEN o tWaEaE

“The name of this town 1s Columbo.”

D6 LA AU UL UGN LNIN DU . _
eJe] \1’3\] 161 & o he went on to inform her. “Khaeks

A 5 = | e/ ) o ©Co
SastianGunhlaanly Ausuaneiiés (Indians) are all over the place. A lot

11]1%&86 % ma‘ﬁua'mé'w 2 Watdsde o | of them come up to the boat. T hey
%’amﬂnué’u‘lﬂ smell mouldy and @ make a lot of

(SPII: 102) | OB -

(FR: 349)

Substitution

Clausal substitution in Thai 1s replaced by either omission or
reiteration, depending on whether the translator considers the substitution
redundant or needing to be made explicit. In the example below, the clausal

substitution is not translated. It considers the link to Khun Sai’s previous

utterance not necessary. The response “Oh no!” seems to be suthcient.
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NI UWEYUN A N “...‘My father looks forward

LNNENO AR vhudaanag | to having royal highness as grand-

M%ﬁwmmma et uYSqenaz Lo | children,” she used to Say.

~i @ 44 )99 - . ~
WAL UNTZRIALAN ) Han Oh no!”™ Mother cried, scan

NS 198 “memmaﬂwqﬁu dalized yet laughing at the same

p= p . tlme
LY &l’ﬂﬂﬁi@@ﬁ%?

(SPI: 60) (FR: 32)

On the other hand, in the next example the substitution is

9/

made explicit through reiteration. “DN8994” refers to the fact that Phloi
1s not coming out to Meet Phi Nuang, which is not realised explicitly in

the text. Therefore, the English translation makes an explicit statement

“1f you don’t come”’.

“I‘ﬁ' waa&rﬁ aaﬂiﬂm{laamasﬁﬁ! “...You still don’t want to see
SIS TRLDAAUNUNADIFN “aan | him?”

luvioeue audaud s9ssunvuae No, not yet.

Q/
6§ o A @

00Y LN OERTaNERINSSEET &y “Well, if he goes and hang
X ) Uy himself, don’t blame me.”

i =N / q.:' / ]
USNRBEAEUNTIUDE TS AU Oh no! How could Choi say

such a thing even in jest?

S A It you don’t come you’d better
SIGHATeNI o

v o & 4 L o send a message or something. He’s
‘eI uaLF AT uaan w3189 b

TaL00u 9 (s 1Tl 3 A5

66

Mo . In a bad way, believe me.”
Aoy visaehnaslslulundeiag oen
(FR: 95,

| 27

LNARITUIN lenaamesu & @neues L
5 v U italics mine)

MLMUNEIIIN ©) agjene
(SPI: 174,

italics mine)
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It is remarkable that substitution in Thai is not equivalent to

that in English. This, however, could be due to various textual and

contextual factors of the spoken discourse. Choi’s 1nsistent request
in Thai is made more explicit through the dialog sequence 1n the

translation with the narrated speech in the second paragraph of 5P

being transformed into Phlois’s free direct speech in FR (for further

discussions, cf. Wannasin Bell, 2008)

Ellipsis

The English text tends to use substitution in place of nominal
ellipsis in Thai to make the cohesion more explicit. In the Thar text,
“AaALALIN” and “UANLBIA” are instances of nominal ellipsis with the
quantifier "8\ A" as head. In English the substitution form ‘“the one”
for “one queen” is used. Nominal ellipsis (“several”) and reiteration

(“entourages”) are also used.

AU ILA e “I think this reign will have only

NTONLNWRDY”  ATLINNG «rqrla] | one queen, Mae Phloi. He has been

2 s asuanisosuensinasien s | €ducated in England and the English
phudi (well-born; of noble birth) do

not have several wives.”

QU A 1

AABInnan llilsiuiagaursan

@ @ l Y.

| ~ 6 A |
YINUI1ANDIALAEIIITIBEWNAUIHN | Prem. He may be going to have just

Nile D10eetiuads Sundadinui | the one as you say. If so, all the more

l3idaenneudney o1lnaluaseide | unnecessary for me to go and pres-
ent myself to her. For 1if there were

to be several [...], perhaps as wives
of the king’s servants we might be

A UNTRE RN NLF189A

l9Ane...

(SPIL109) called upon to choose among difterent

entourages...
(FR: 356)



150 215815AaLenaes i 8 ailis 2

There are many instances where the English translation uses
other cohesive devices in place of verbal ellipsis in the Thai text. The
excerpt below 1s an example of such instances. The verbal clause “N9<

NCAT" appears three times; hence, in the Q-A sequence, total ellipsis

1s used. Only the new information 1s supplied in the response.
Repetition of the word “tickets™ serves as a cohesive tie in the English
text; however, the main point of discussion seems to shift from “V159
N<A3" 1n Thai to the fact that “tickets” can be bought for the performance.
The information about who is performing in the play is explicitly
supplied by Khun Prem. Clausal substitution, marked by “so”, is used.

This confirms Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) statement regarding the

interchangeability of ellipsis and substitution.

(o o | o \’L ./ | e o
DENNAUUE  LAUIAZ LANTDNLLN You’ll see for yourself, Mae

WaRE” AMMUINGODL “MUILNIINERT
09.': 6 :{/ Qs :El/ n: |
YIERIDIAST @) 9 ezl Fadmiu
‘waaa\lﬂ@”

“lasnssazas Fadnazls?” wase

DINDENIIY €

‘B A WTUNILITILN [1199

AvAS] ULE MIHALNTIALATIT UG

WIZLONWIIANLR LML §IUFING D998

2/

TR Lﬁ'aﬁmﬁuﬂwqo Farh”
(SPII: 111)

Phlo1. I'm getting tickets for this play
Nai Luang 1s staging. He’s acting in
it and so is Phra Worakanya.”

“Tickets, Khun Prem?”’

“Oh, yes, tickets are being sold

to the public and the proceeds will go
to help maintain the Wild Tigers.”

(FR: 358)
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Like nominal ellipsis, verbal ellipsis 1s omitted in the translation
when there 1s sufficient informativity in the preceding texts. The translated
text may use other devices such as repetition or reiteration to create the
cohesive tie in the text—which entails that the main focus or the ‘theme’

of text may be changed.

Since ellipsis presupposes the information supplied in the previ-

ous text, the English translation sometimes treats this as a repetition and

redundancy, as 1n the excerpt below:

3 q.:r P~ 2/ ) I rﬁl

YNANOUUINULNIDE AN TN She entered the room only a few
Faunaaunazlannizanaan lwias | moments after the meal had started,
g‘jaﬁﬁqﬁaﬂﬁmﬂu%m carrying a krathong of boiled rice and

el Wiaaslsu” eouaneSag | wearing a sorrowful expression on her
- face.

R U > .00 D...
[...] AN TOHUNDURUIG R

Y o o “Why the rice?” inquired her
“VL‘]_]L%JT’II’YJEjﬂB\I’M']VLE\I” ATUEEID J q

astonished aunt. “There 1s enough of

A A G

DNDEIIRIY “DNNDBATIUNDY”

rice here for everybody.”
(SPI: 72)

(FR: 39, italics 1n original)

The Thai excerpt depicts the use of clausal ellipsis in the

Q-A sequence. On the other hand, in the translation the information of

what Choi has brought 1s supplied in the narrated speech. Therefore,

the Q-A sequence, which does not advance the conversation, 1s omitted.

Repetition
The English translation uses many other cohesive devices
In place of repetition in Thai. In the example below, the Thai text 1s

marked by the repetition of the verb “3849” while the word “cry”’ (also
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“cried”) 1s repeated only three times in the translation. Verbal substi-
tution (“do” and “did” for “to cry”) and synonym (“shed one tear”)

are used 1nstead to avoid repetition.

”’j 2l DENNARINSRd Wi e [T ‘But why?’ Khun Choei asked.
laswivisan AT "Why not cry when you feel like it?

AWDINU ) Nsaddeimiey | Ldo, T can’t carry on like Khun Big
ey Sister Un, that’s all’

“EaAl A  OMLTE & qu'uvl,éi Listen, my dear,” Choi said. ‘You

A o oA g o . | and Khun Un can cry as hard as you
LANBD WAL B JLLN QMQ%L'ﬁ@LLﬂ

Y G A v w2 v o | lIke. Khun Un’s old enough and you
Laduasduiiie Saavnansasle |
, - are happily married to your dear Khun
E]HNQML“ITEIﬂaﬂ Q\by UU%?@ﬂiaﬁiﬁﬁﬂ

Luang, and both you are Phloi’s sisters.

And 1f Phlot hadn’t cried we’d have
had to beat her until she did, wouldn’t

i st il lesaoie inszlianmang

AREMIUTEN DY FIULNNRDLYIN

DUTIINAT BN 095G 096 LS a

we? People expect you to be stricken

WIIERITE AUAUABWVIWTIAIN | (b e vour husband dies. But me, if I

Q/ | L/ Q/ Y e
NIWANNILAIU IWTWANEITNUAN | shed one tear too many, people would
e Fudeadeluiasdr euwand start asking: What was Khun Prem do

85 El’iﬁgﬂvl,d ‘) FeNTEL!” to that woman anyway? ...
(SPII: 258) (FR: 450)

In the next example, the noun phrase “NUT8141" is repeated
five times, possibly to accompany the fact that Khun Prem talks about
them repeatedly. This excerpt also has many temporal COIlJllIlCthIlS
forming a collocation chain such as ”La\lmu AalUaN TN IRALR
1NNLQ@’1 GECNQITS 1ﬂLL@Q Iﬂﬂlﬂﬂﬂ ﬂ?’]’m Khun Prem’s involvement

with the contingent is repeated and continual.
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9 The war was over. In Europe there
were victory parades and proces-

sions, and the Thai contingent took

ﬁwm@ 15 panMIsean MU E W

part in some of these. Khun Prem was

I d c::i

“Vl W Wﬂ‘ﬂ‘ﬁ'ﬁ@']ﬁ']ﬂﬁﬂﬂ%&l@ﬂiﬂ&l

thrilled and enjoyed talking about them

at great length. When the soldiers

0 mﬁwﬁg’waé’h NS5 UIAINYNT

arrived back in town he was there In

| o o A 2 Co
mamu‘luunaﬂﬂma%i@\ bHTINW the front line of the cheering crowd,

Ga::l::':l

‘V]‘V’i'l‘ia’lﬁﬂ‘].ll,té’? ﬂMLﬁﬁﬁdﬂM’iadwa” and the ensuing weeks saw /im ac-

F 3G uLeueatlan ﬂ‘i‘l?ﬁl,ﬂm%a 3 tively involved in the various home-

P coming celebrations

y _ so much so that
L3 8\15 LN b33, ..

he had no time left for anything else.
(SPII: 77) | And when that phase had passed /e
promptly took up another engrossing
avocation. A fund was set up for the

Roval Navy to acquire a new battle-
ship; ...

(FR: 334)

In English, there is no repetition of the kind. Synonyms of
“contingent” and “‘soldiers” are used instead of the repetition, together
with the collocation chain of “war”, “victory parades and possessions”,
“Royal Navy” and “battleship”. Khun Prem’s dedication to the soldiers

is in the repetition of the use of pronoun references “he” and “him”.

Temporal sequences still feature strongly in the English translation.

Conclusion

A fundamental significance of cohesion is in the interpreta-

tion of discourse. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), “It 1s the

continuity provided by cohesion that enables the reader or listener to
supply all the missing pieces, all the components of the picture which

are not present in the text but are necessary to its interpretation” (299).
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As textual understanding and interpretation play a vital part in transla-
tion, the study of cohesion of text as in this research has significant
implications for translation studies as a whole. The comparative study

of SP and its translation demonstrates how cohesion plays a part in

interpretation as retlected through the translation.

The findings of this research regarding cohesion have numerous
implications for translation studies. With an understanding of cohesion
In an original text and an awareness of its equivalence in the target
language, translators can make informed decisions in their adaptation
of texts.

The main objective of this research 1s, however, to demonstrate
how stylistics can be applied to enhance the studies of translation. Though

cohesion 1s the chosen framework 1n this study, other frameworks that

lead to a better understanding of texts can also be applied. SP is chosen
as a case study as the difference in volume of the original and the trans-
lation 1s apparent. However, any translated text is worthy of academic

attention as the translation needs to be evaluated systematically rather
than 1mpressionistically. Stylistics is an insightful tool and should be
applied to other translations to enhance the understanding of languages

and translation in general.
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