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Translation and Relevance:

Cognition and Context
(Ernst-August Gutt, Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 2000)
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= A4l 9] HRALSHY] =(1989) S 78 Bgsto], SH3F 210 2 (1991), AH41 ¢
AFAY Yo Y& (Deirdre Wilson)d} © 223 ¥ (Dan Sperber)7} 35 A
&3l BAA 7| E A2 B (communication) 2] 3T A] ©] E(relevance theory)
= UG Aol gk TF Aol A A A oo 2 285 7] HQl Aot &
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otk AAZ, HH ] A
2A HGA] HHo] AA 9
= Aoty A 238 T
(exact art)ol] FHA = oA, 3 (precision), 1
(equivalence)= L 738l= 7|so|ge= Aot
13 FAZHE AL 27 M99 $54E tdFe ol RdEdE 501, =7
QF 3F-$-2~[Juliane House]¥] 715 &5/ 2 (functional equivalence model) D%
B 7EA]e A AR HAL o] 202 “UX| TS AA| St H A}
ATk BEof AR 3 WY o] 71X H 7 evaluation) S “E- & ”(purpose) ol th
St F-3H ol 2A8HE #l o] B (Reif) 2t Wl 27 2(Vermeer) 9] o] & EHE2) A
£ 47| Bre o B33 ol 55 of7]drhaL £
A= MG Q] sHEZ o202 E3] o] FojA = 7| 5F 9 HZ(functionalist
approach)®] A&2 B/ 3 7 (descriptive-classificatory approach)= H| #3+t}.
o] o] 22 W HYES FH E(classes)E 7 o}“ 38 A Al & (classification
schemes) 2] Al gt o] &3t Zlo] 7] wjitoll, 73S 53l Yyl generalization)
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1) Juliane House, A Model for Translation Quality Assessment (Tiibingen: Gunter Narr, 1981).
2) Katharina Reiss and Hans J. Vermeer, Grundlegung einer allgemeinen Ubersetzungstheorie
(Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1984).
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AAE 99 g7 AFEY FAESZHE HY dAS IO o]
UukA o] & A A=, HEE 9 AFA B (communication) ©] &0 A A

A o] o]t} o] AL 8 9] (behavior) B.TH= ¢10]% & (competence) @] 7 of] A
YAIAE S HE Ao ®w X—]/\](mind)g] AR AR 7SS HEs Adstaat st
= Aotk 2 A o] o] B2 TGt e 8 £ R/ AT WHE] ol &
o] FAAA S} BEE AFTA 2] SHA rAhF o B3t FFe o]d)s
1A} FhE o] ot

3. [2%: &&&A 0lZ]

2784 FE= A4 W o] EW) He AddA
ATEI) AT S 7 sk Q1Y Fas AAleE S
2B 283 0|0 SALEE] BHoI A BopE, do] %

A= (stimulus)& T30 2H 52 50| ofu]sh= u,

A "ok 71 HE e Al G L BEE Ao]F F o Z 9]
(semantic representatlons)o] o4 Z o] AL Al Ao 13
Tk o] TdL HA] “Z A 7] Q" (assumption schemas) o2 “H A =
o B3she] SR S A2Fo| HA BT AU o2
Fdo] Fos gugtt FA T E, FolX oA AA o= o
© 020 Eoh oo 2RO ZHE FH /%S (context)= F3tH] EA
210 2 volzithal Wttt FAB/A o] 24 EH ol AL HA) 4
= MA el gl g A E (assumptions) 2] FE O 24 4 2]H 2 A (psychological
construct)©] ™ 1A 2 3 7:‘(cogmtlve environment)©|Th. & o] A ThYsE HH
o] EEQl, B84 84, 52 71Yolv A%t} b HlA F2 312 A
HolN 247 AR zRE SA50lA SAEA BAY 3je] oz 2g
SHA Foh e A A F A Q) AtAFol gt AL i3t B 7He] 1A 8
o238 SA7} SRSE MR T NS QA A e Aekcomen
selection). ©] £ o] Mele A= 7|Yolgte Fx7t 7ted 3 A2 =Y
(processing effort)= 53l % } o] 7} A 713 B AAEZRE &
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3) AR FH{AA o2 T2 HoA F2 A8k Ut} Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson,
Relevance: Communication and Cognition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986).

4 ~2vl9) sroleke e & Aol ol B E BEelu Jalo) ase oaou B2 wols
o3 A S NA Ao1H & Aol whe} Fo97hE “ojmlahnn F e cUehlen BaE P4 5
7hshe Qo] AA oIk,



2 0 & A gtate] e gttk= AukA 2 (consistence with principle of relevance)
S HA ST =5 AEAA o] <
AAES JrtaTAAME FAst 2 5 AoHW o]def AR E Foly dotn

7 A| -t} (contextual effects or modifications).5)
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H A7l A EFo] AL, AT oA s B a3 =8 glo] 3kAte]
ool a5 FH3] a8lal HA43ko g FEITH A S F AT 9o g
= 3Ate] F9 Y 8 A osfistr] 98l FA= ARilo] 7R AR ZHE] HEste
#739] 74337 (optimal relevance) S 2o At QAT 9] A3 TTA o]
%, oAtAE o] B A 7] YA, siAtel Al Ee] EHS s (AT 4
A ZBABAE FEL T UAES) o & Aol AUtk A= E3H FAAA o] 2
Al “loose talk™E A8 o, “F=E4]/3 41 4 A3 (interpretive resemblance)©] 2}
= MEs Ax3 S A7 ADstaz ste 443 o & oAta Tl e T
ZA YR AR g S @50 & Aolth o] AL FHAglo] Hol=
Ale] FFER o] RHEH = 2ol ofE Folzl T oA = AR F(GTHA
oMol siAF Al orlE AiEide WAoE A FoE ALEH
+ (interpretive use) A |tk 9 v|3taz} s A4S
talk) SFA| 7F, 749 A2 o] 9 A<l 50 2 HE
2 ) Ao 2 Ta1A} Shh(interpretively resemble). L) A A HHA o] 2 shA}
© A3 Ao Fdo] A4l Bzs FASHA FAA A FEE A AEE Ao
T 937& o229 ZA=Z 4=tha notion of faithfulness). L&} w3}
(utterances)ol] A=, & HA| o] sfAF o2 T} dl= Y (resemblance
between propositional forms) =, A & T2 FH A= o2 Ju]E FAe 4= 3]
7] wiitoll, 22 FWo] HAE wont A8 rhssitt A8 A o2 AR, A
A frabdolgte N3-S tErt ol | WA o RS 7HA A e AR dHEslol,
o F-Eoha gt

d

M TES MY o802 A HAANT i 22 Vo2 ot F o =d
S A7)8EA, 35221, House) 9] “XE 22 ¥ 9 (covert translation) 7 'd =

5) EHAHA &3 Z2 FHol = Al 71K 77 21tk contextual implication, the strengthening of
assumption already held, and the elimination of assumptions.
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o2 531 o} o] H& WA 9 ARt HHo]e] F3target culture)©ll
A DA EF(source text) B2 7]5S IEE EH Aot F Mo} 584}

5 AR tde=E st e, oHd TRY WIS UsFYH A
<”(functionalist approach)2] o] & o]} & 4= o} a8y A= v o2
3t A, AL S A vl A o] O E A Fol A Vs 2N AN A7 = W

o] Fejol e YLEQ =2 ALsle tole EAo] lga 2o} 3 %
o] 7)5& WMol HESTH 34 230l 4 V]S H O E I Yt TE
AL, o] 2 W9 7H 712 A1 Jig o] 2 4 glokar vt} g W3
LET FA A oA, Y (Honig) ¥ FH D (Kubmaul)®)-2> HH ol glojA] A
£HQ QR AEE AN HXAE 755 oEA Gl o] AES 237 HFE B
= W o] 25 ALSATH F A W& 75 WA i -5 A
B, 2 AAES dEd F-HAY, 2 gAEF O FA o -t
o o w3} A A sk

AZE T AojE(@ol et Wgol) 7he] JataF e oA Aol &=
A AU & R

e 75d BATE FAEE Aed W
J&e QoA x4l st
of s F1 Utk A= dEY YuRT= WHo] i HF(target
audience) 7 9] JATHS 1ejstal W B AE 9 7|52 ou|RkS FA|gH o]
of 2 Ao SAAR] o 2 A, 7| FE THE= A A (manual) HYS = 5 3
<, 45 FEgle] AniatEe] 7|FE Z2HE & A= Vs HAT A St
H YA Be Aot
TEE & Ao 1He] A& Z(descriptive) Y JAtaFS oje] 4247} o
H gALAF Y A=E e b 283 B E V|eS 7HA D YA &7 Wi
o, - V&S I 594 S MYAE 3l =aS wolor shtha @
TSk dof At WYL Thsst g AF oA BES AFoE HEHE
& d# o AAEo] 7 FHA o] HESF ok dohe 740]‘;}. ol¥l HolA
o] o] Mg A= =8 o] & F(receptor language audience)2] 0] 2} F3}ol o)<
gt o]F Ao AREAZE sttt 259 dolE Aol A9 JALA T <] o] &
AAE Tl E o, HHL2 o]A| Ted] Yo B o] &R ¢Fa1, HY

o) 543 A T3 5ol ojFete g o A Fstal v
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6) Hans G. Honig and Paul KuBmaul, Strategie der Ubersetzung (Tiibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag,
1984).
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47Fol| Al b= 19600 o] = M o] B3} A Ao QlojA, M i
oA o] drt} AL T A SR 2 H a1 IR 53] FE3= T
o}z 7] Azt watt) A ARE HAdo Qo] YE o] & E)(form)
B Y59 9v] AgA Q] o] 2 E (meaning-oriented approaches)= ©] Zof| A]
st 2 FAPEE A A A gt ol th(Nida)ol] ol W ¥« 5 4/7]
5 &% ”(dynamic/functional equivalence)ol] #3F o] &2, A= HYd 3l
oA wAIA S FEjol #AS ZHRAINE, o]Al= WA A gk W F8A}
(receptor) ] ¥F-&-ol] 23S B33 JThD) S | 5824 ¥hgo] dojet 1
ZTo WS 2 AR TS ERE dof sithe Aotk T wkg2
Hit 7Y AFol L WAIAE vt2A] o]l = A= Holojok &t 1 o] 3
T ZERET oy g} AtAT Y £, 18l PFoEY AHAS ABEE
1

0% o

_

ofr

it
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£-9] “z1 222" (naturalness) ¥} 4
£”(idiomatic translation)= A3 A1 & o) A
A, olg3 M o]E2E 0] A= AL
2 A9 WAAE Al
AR = M2 Fo

FAEA o] &< #A

AL Q7o) 227 o)

= O
™A o]v|(surface meaning) S Th2 HFE
=& AAST 2™ EA7F H e AL dHEA
o] o] Eo A HZol, )17t YALA TS
Al (contextual assumption)S A &g O 72 AFZ Q0 oAlAhF o] o] F o] XAt
(primary communication situations), 842 A& A& o]3sl= = dojdth
(secondary communication situations). TTE& $2}2] ¢, & 2313 A4 F 9
FEolA, “Ad53 55437 oA dit e HAIAE AEstazt she &
Ao| #38}4 ztolE £ 3] HolFw= HAE0 A DA A2 ¥ (linguistic
translation)®] Z 25 Fal S5 A=A &S A 7S A& HMAAE

O

rl

7) Eugene A. Nida and Charles Taber, The Theory and Practice of Translation (Leiden: Brill, 1969). ]
o] oA A9 HAI X ghE A2 AT FAEAA olFfsta A F715 d3tE NEEH
HRES st 25k g Z2 AAFH <1 o] (meaning)E E 3t

8) John Beekman and John Callow, Translating the Word of God (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan,
1974). =8 = < (Mildred L. Larson) o] #82 H Y o|2& dutz oz FusiuA, A5
o g T “9FA e SHo g udstl FZ, A Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence (New

York: University Press of America, 1984).
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A olafstaA e G5 A FEA B WY FER Wgo) 2P BF
of o] el ol YA, B o e W — S8 FAH
Aol YoM E WAAZ AP 93) Aol A thA|7k dojdtt — o= AAH
ok e 1 A S 9lo] e MY o] 2ol Mol 5 5+ girkn FA

AR A ALY ARSI BEH WY O EE FAE 714
Foodohn Boh B84 W9 o2 — ofulE AR A WY Gindirect

translation) S 7ol & 3ttt — WAIA & o] et d Ha3sithd, Tt 2
T4 HYRYE= 47 91| (implicature)E Xt} THA] & 2 A H (explicature) =
v 7|2 ket o] 3 93 8] 2 e HAEE ER A o]l o] 317l ¢1o] ¢
E3S TZX(surface structure)®} WA|ZQ oJu|E WESI= AFT TE(deep
structure) & 7HA| = U, MY olgte A2 vIE A5 729 9r|E HYste AL

2 AEFY ANE AR} A ARE & ¢ =ddjojof sttpa Be Aot}
Yy AAE o] o] AR, F TEE W] FEs] ol wHA A
GH P2E JHIL A HAAZ JEHAS o] MY o3& Lo}
ATk o] AL #EAH MY o]Eo] “2o]”E “form-meaning correlate” 2 K 11, B
ZEQ gu7t FE7t gle £ AKX BEE TF3oha B 7] v o]tk

AA= Yz E 9uE groldi= @A o] E9 9 (principle of relevance:
o A2 HE T WE A7 ol 7HE A B S Fohdl = H4

o =85 st Ath2 A Avl=9] 1274 (indeterminacy)= 1ZFe] oA}
2T RFECR AFIY T B U o] EA= WxdE v EF

o

o] oJv|E 5 3Hexplication)F o2 JAAT O EA S &5t Jvta =4
ghot. B3k o] 2 gt W o] AHEL HFEolA WwolEA A7 = FET

f

sATe 2 A “dEH FEAY o2 Uedl AR NEAL AT
Welo) Adze) g g0 8 Wgho s Jabs 2at4 Hjolo] J2AL 3t
satm Qloka vl gatch wek W ae] A Tl H Evbe REL WY £4
59 MOlA 4t3 WA R o] QA ABAA AT E ksl A A o] T}.10)
AT TS0 0|23 FL87F o] 2L YPE WA %9} TU3 ML F=735)4
%3 Thek 2P ol R WS A Teiut Ak B3} julo] Y3k R AP A
e 150 A3 Mo BAS 1214 52 2314 9ALAE ASto A AF o]

ﬂJVﬁ+ﬂﬂLﬂﬂ@%ﬂﬂ%%ﬂ%ﬂﬂ%ﬂ@i%ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁ@

H (interpretive use)©] AT Et} F HHolghe= AL AE0] edte BE

9) FE2<(Larson)S 747 A H 9} KA o] A4 H (absent information)S T+ 3}, TAS HA o] ¥
FAAME ¢ Ak FF3
10) ¥1<! tlo(Wayne T. Dye)= ©| A2 “principle of personal relevance”2}1l 3} At} HZ, The
Bible Translation Strategy (Dallas: Wycliffe Bible Translators, 1980).
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BEA AEEH WAH gr S & @il Be o]&5olth Ly WY
Zpol ool et 27}, & A, TS S Hg2 n e I o=
S 7P A "ok o] A2 MY FE8AEY A A S 7 FHEglo] & P Y
HAIAE 718 = Aol vRE ozt & ¢ Avh AA= kAl AL
2, uaA e SALE ool Bake Wel oL We 48450~
#A 9] Y] 2}2] -8 (consistent with the principle of relevance)= W73 W=

% st Aotk & Wde] Aol 3 FRUAZYE 2 D (relevance-
determined), & o] o] &3} o} g+t (context-dependent) 31 ©] T,

6. [6%: & Ol Atojoil M2 siAMA HA]

oA AAE QR Eo ouju} A xS Aestiat s W W o)
WY o] 29 A7 E F S FAXNIEA, Me] dES M H R §7Y
(interpretively resemble)E A -S wf, FHATA JAIALT o]2A dofvte 7
32 AT ofd YT YA e FFol oW B B4 A2 9]
EAE Fede Auude 948 1 57 pdd Andd gat 449 B
WENE D sn GGHAL, FF0A 2L FE =92 95 @
A Hek o] 2 B i w2 o] WA, Fule] ]3] AFH}

[e)
(context-determined). A A= F 10} Alo] 2] &) 412 -8 (interlingual interpretive
use)ol] oA, & FAHA Fode =8 7k, ©ed] +HAJN A, 7
o] YXZHE 2= £AE A | A= ME & £8t A 2= Ao
£ FATOR Q37 AuaAY A oA 23] HAGFEAS A
T a9E oldslel= ¥ B2 =2 (processing cost)Z} EFE 7HA A S
o stk S fAH O E MYt H oA, A BE 5SS HYE
T f7] WZel, guE3 715 AdeA Hdhd Futo] glAl Aot
(Levy)= ©] A€S 3 wjd] 7|54 @A & F(functional hierarchy) S whebA A
3t & A Qe Anhlh 1y AAe o] 7|52 B £/ %71}0] 4 8314
oro AT HFA3T} Q3|8 TEE o|#3 7| 5d OA BRH dFH o wE
Adele] ARG E 4AdA o202 dystaz} gt %%Lﬁ]g ZHE
At AiES TS HaA st Y-S HIE
A 2te, 29| A 7H(processing effort)S 5 71A| 71 A] &
Folet & & Utk 2 Ak Mol A oA FaF AL, Tl

o{w

AN

11) Jiri Levy, Die literarische Ubersetzung: Theorie einer Kunstgattung (Frankfurt: Athendum, 1969).
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A e A A B Qe A7bel @ Aot Aol 2As ok Py 7
P H1S e 84 145 B0t g weiA o] 1A 7 2R ol
Fol Aty A, FApA o] 22 =
A= M o] 29 A A2 dubZ ] M o] &9 wAI7} ofy 2, AHuA
o wAlztT AE Yo

T2 2 Axbe oy oj&5elA 2AsL =
o Zlo|q AP e, ¥=T B 97} welo) 3
I AR EC] AE g A UA &5 o, “o3]H < 5543 (lexical equivalence)<]
A5 S AXSHAA, A A F2@ A AYE

HYAIZ F54,2) oo 28-S %—:”Eﬂﬂmqg
B AR ole @ QRS E 2% ABBAe 429 4HH 48]
HA, R A Y A= 25 ZH o] 7Fg o v] 9l = (significant)
s guaae) 9Folgn wadh % wAe) Ay Abge oA
HAEH A e, oS 501 MM A A BdE S0l s
Fe Ao 71529 AFEAA o a7} 7] dEol o

FARA o] 2] A Lol
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’(unnaturalness) ©. 2 74 ¥t}
L “&Al%F 97 (simultaneous interpretation)ol| = A &= =H|, §
oA E AFolA dojo] #AE FHS Z*%‘HOFX] o
o

AT
: oo
,«“

fr fo e [

=2
—?%Q‘HOF O}Lﬂl C’ﬂg =1, QUV} T 8HA B
o o2 BESHE A% 2 50
o ol HHEIU AHE T2 ol YHEY FT, F2
3B AA A F o 233} = (consistent with the principle of re levance) -/V}
o paz 4WE 5 Aok FRA
AEHOE A= M o] 20 3lojA Aol SAste L sh= 44 W
L EAS £ A3 0o} A

fl



673l FE= ddole] Mgl glojA & EA 9] 2ds BESH AL st
=g o = wu|gto} of7|E e DHntE FHBAY o]E& T MES AFGS
2 Bz gty S8 Qg thek 2 g EA o tigt £45 A
SkA gt

Az S¥8] APsH I HHHE MGste 2udo] FEsEA, HA}
= Aol HAES Fou = b whalA, 2= A A B &I
23t} g~ E 9} whsl(utterances) & 2P| 0 & HIS2EHA &2 T AAN
aRAEC] 28d e EAES HA= & F itk 59 B e s &7=

X 31 (verbatim reporting)v= M A A= E7Fs3sith 18y 2EY Y £A4S B
TetaAt ete =8-S A 2RAR] A RYE TS AL o Esk=
Moz edte A (clues)S Al F st lolth o] AL “oAtA T o] @A et
A FET HHSHS AT v B A dE ¢l e EE AT
o] GXES BE o ot 28T wol A1 o FRER ofye}, &
do] HAES HESH Hu FE= “YAAE 9 ©AE”(communicative

U] B

AN E, JAtaT Y dA = 4“]§51
EAL A9 g RoFE AAE &

wolth 28y FAI7F He A2 AMEES R U E4 < R 25 H
JrtaE o SAE B EA] Kokl 1319 sﬂéq
24 40 ZRE AHAHQ AL E ] Thi
Aol Pojo] FH Al AAE A% RAYvhe AL otk ot 8421 9] oJALA
5] A= (stimulus) @k % &}2] Q122 37 (cognitive environment) 2] 24 sl %3}
E O] FA XS Ho|th. FTTA o] E2 HAd dojA JAAH B9 T8 A

i}
mlm

ro 1 (o
[
ol
=
N

o)
o)

O:
¢

I «ou) o] ke FHES AL EESE gt o] o]EoX FAY NFEL
Al A ARG} Ads B ok =83 A H(logical entry), AFHZ AR
(encyclopedic entry), ©13] 2] X (lexical entry). 4 #3A] o] 2L o] &3 /i

o o]n) A% 7ol whel #u 3 3Hglo] 2] FAl6lA =22 Fuol
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woll, g &4 28 FAME S FFete W2 o] A& A7l Folof gt
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13) Nigel Turner, “Style”, James H. Moulton, ed., A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 4
(Edinburgh: Clark, 1976).
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Filig=g
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229l ¥ ¥ (semantic representation) }'d F2] E7Y uf, o] Tojr} 7} ALA
Z 9l 4 X (encyclopedic information)ol] whe} H]S=3 FH2o A2 FHo 7
HAS e & ke Zlolth4) H 5 2 3o 9]‘:’]%75.?_] EHOZ AF
HAdv FA g%, JALE Foto] FH O 29 43 7 (processing effort)
a7l A¥F 2P0 E 2o Aolth vtd AFA FA S
(tropes)©] WHE-H o] A& AMEETH, 71 82 219 7190 AFH], &
S Bt 1 @50 A4H 7R, AFE 7|99 WAEZHEH Y
Al o] A& 92 & I (contextual effects)S T4 1A 5351 5113} 7o
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13
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— ‘—l
ol et AL 3l (utterance) 9} T o] 2P S ZHEH L& A, ¥HE-Z QI
FAF BHY ALES A Fo] a3E A FHof, A Y P, =t
ol 1 A Bl FAAHS AA OB FE& /7 HHo] 2 Aotk F
A, FAEE 59 I RS2 AT B o317 &9 AAZA 7]
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o) o} A A A Q)
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o], Hlzgt T /9 Aol = vl of ghrhar At

AFAZ, G5 2ol T E 71X 7} oA, o] A X YALAE 9 THA

14) 9ol “hello”el= HlF4F AAIY -2 “Yours sincerely””} HAA| &4 9] Fof B& To7} o
7]el] s gt
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15) Katharine Barnwell, “Towards Acceptable Translations”, Notes on Translation 95 (1983), 19-25.
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16) Kevin Smith, “Translation as Secondary Communication: The Relevance Theory Perspective of
Ernst-August Gutt”, J. A. Naude and C. H. J. Van Der Merwe, eds., Contemporary Translation
Studies and Bible Translation: A South African Perspective, Acta Theologia 2002, Supplementum 2
(Bloemfontein: UFS, 2002), 108.
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(interpreter) Q] & Ao &A% 9] 3} AH(communicator) 2= A S TE
St ok M2 o] s A3} QAL AF o] Ao = 19] o] &2
AL EE Q] SR AP o7 2 Ad A I FHS 7R Y Tk

Aol thgt TFFA 2 o] &S AN A st FEY 542 o= HE AHH
AT & 4 Atk AT B W 2 ELS Td AFLES HUBA of
E1h02 HAHE WL AN A9 S5 S S AdlE O B o) At
3B Aok AR FIete AAY, AT Ad Hao Wy EA8}
Al G, g W7 e g i o o] W) o] Bofl RS HoAFH HYS
st= Zlo] stute] o Mg 7Hx IS 2EF O E X8l

<F 8 o]>(Keyword)

ABBA o2, 4 A ALg, ABBA 92, A9 A W, N7 B

relevance theory, interpretive use, the principle of relevance, direct translation,
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interpretive resemblance
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<Abstract>

Book Review - Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context
(Ernst-August Gutt, Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 2000)

Dr. Bum-Sik Kim

(Seoul Women’s University)

Ernst-August Gutt wrote this dissertation to provide a unified account for a
complex phenomenon of translation in terms of communication theory. As his
relevance-theoretical framework, he used relevance theory developed by Sperber
and Wilson (1986). He argues that translation should be accounted for in the
cognitive approach to communication. His overarching principle for translation as a
successful communication is that there should be always an expectation of optimal
relevance, defined as adequate contextual effects at minimal and justifiable
processing effort. Basically, Gutt considers translation as a secondary form of
communication based on assumptions between translator and receptor in
communication, rather than on knowledge.

Gutt contends that translation is an interlingual interpretive use of language by
which translator plays a significant role in conveying the meaning of the original
text to the target audience. By way of interpreting the source text, translator should
yield adequate contextual effects at minimal process cost. Every translation,
whatever method translator chooses to use, should be consistent with the principle
of relevance. Without offering any preferred translation, he suggests that translators
should determine the expected level of interpretive resemblance in translation,
thereby determining the conditions for communicative success. What matters is not
to choose direct translation or indirect translation, but to be consistent with the
principle of relevance so that the implied communication between translator and
receptors can be effectively communicative in interpreting the meaning of the
original.

Gutt’s ground-breaking relevance-theoretic analysis of translation made a
contribution to improve our understanding of translation in terms of cognitive

psychology.
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