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TRANSLATION STRATEGIES AND PROCEDURES
FOR HUMOUR CATEGORIES
When analysing humour translation, it is necessary to define categories of humour (or types of jokes) first and then establish translation strategies and procedures (techniques or methods). In contrast to translation strategies (the translators’ global approach or plan of action on a given text, according to their intention), translation procedures are used for sentences and smaller units of language within that text. Translation procedures are methods applied by translators when they formulate an equivalence for the purpose of transferring elements of meaning from the Source Text (ST) to the Target Text (TT) [5]. 

J.-P. Vinay and J. Darbelnet distinguish between direct and oblique translation strategies and within these two strategies between seven methods, or procedures [10]. Direct translation comprises borrowing, calque and literal translation with the latter being the preferred procedure unless structure, metalinguistic factors or meaning are compromised. Oblique translation comprises transposition (change from one part of speech in the ST to another in the TT), modulation (change in semantics and point of view), equivalence (different languages describing a situation by different means, e.g. idioms) and adaptation (changing cultural reference). There are some other linguistic theories of translation that single out similar translation procedures [5; 9], though they may use different terms for the same procedures. Thus, the term “close translation” is used for literal translation, “through translation” [9] – for calque, “transference” [9] – for borrowing, “cultural equivalent” [9] – for adaptation. Moreover, some procedures are specified. Recategorisation, denominalisation, recasting are singled out as types of transposition [5]. Such methods as synonymy [5; 9]; expansion [9], or amplification [5]; reduction [9], or concentration [5] can be considered as kinds of modulation. In addition, there have been proposed two general translation procedures: omission and compensation. 
Humour researchers have pointed out the correlation between translation strategies and certain types of humour. There have been distinguished three general categories of humour/jokes: a) universal humour/jokes, b) culture-specific humour/jokes, and c) language-specific humour/jokes. In terms of translatability, universal jokes are the easiest to translate whereas language-specific jokes are the most difficult. There have been suggested different translation strategies for some of the most common categories of humour, namely wordplay/punning and irony. 
One of the best-known definitions of wordplay, or punning, is given by D. Delabastita: “Wordplay is the general name for the various textual phenomena in which structural features of the language(s) are used are exploited in order to bring about a communicatively significant confrontation of two (or more) linguistic structures with more or less similar forms and more or less different meanings” [4, p.128]; “the pun contrasts linguistic structures with different meanings on the basis of their formal similarity”[ibid.]. S. Attardo defines puns as “the language-based jokes, where a word may be replaced with another that sound and often looks similar, but has a distinctive meaning” [2, p. 177]. According to the type and degree of similarity, D. Delabastita further divides puns into the following categories: homonymy, homophony, homography and paronymy [4, p. 128]. 
Puns can be generally translated as follows. 1) Pun rendered as pun: the ST pun is translated by a TL pun; 2) Pun rendered as non-pun: a non-punning phrase which may retain all the initial senses (non-selective non-pun), or a non-punning phrase which renders only one of the pertinent senses (selective non-pun), or diffuse paraphrase or a combination of the above; 3) Pun rendered with another rhetorical device, or punoid (repetition, rhyme, referential vagueness, irony etc.); 4) Pun rendered with zero pun (total omission, or avoidance strategy); 5) ST pun copied as TT pun, without being translated; 6) Addition: a compensatory pun is inserted where there was none in the ST (possibly making up for strategy 4 where no other solution was found); 7) Editorial techniques: footnotes, endnotes, comments in translator’s forewords etc. [3, p. 192-226].
Many scholars have viewed irony from different perspectives: R. Tanaka, D.C. Muecke, W. Nash, M. Mateo, A.A. Alharthi and others. Most of them express their dissatisfaction with the conventional definition of irony as “saying one thing and meaning another” as it is neither a comprehensive nor accurate description of irony-creating techniques. As M. Mateo states, “irony depends on context, since it springs from the relationships of a word, expression or action with the whole text or situation” [6, p.172]. Following D.C. Muecke and R. Tanaka, she defines irony as a pragmatic category which activates an “endless series of subversive interpretations” [ibid.] and states that “the double interpretation of irony is therefore different from that of wordplay, which is the product of a linguistic structure and it is a question of different meanings rather than interpretations" [ibid.]. A.A. Alharthi defines irony as ‘the process of creating the opposite’, and more specifically as ‘the contradiction between what a person says and what he means, what s/he says and what s/he does, what s/he means or says and what others understand, and what is expected or intended and what happens’ [1, p.19]. There are three main types of irony: verbal (a speaker says a word or expression and means the opposite), situational (a situation in which there is an incongruity between what is logically expected and what happens), and dramatic (the difference between what the audience/reader is aware of and what the character is not).
M. Mateo, using D.C. Muecke’s classification of irony types [7], proposed a list of possible strategies of irony translation, after studying a corpus of three English comedies translated into Spanish: 1) ST irony becomes TT irony with literal translation; 2) ST irony becomes TT irony with “equivalent effect” translation; 3) ST irony becomes TT irony through means different from those used in ST (e.g. verbal irony becomes kinetic irony, the use of intonation is replaced by lexical or grammatical units); 4) ST irony is enhanced in TT with some word/expression; 5) ST ironic innuendo becomes more restricted and explicit in TT; 6) ST irony becomes TT sarcasm (overt criticism); 7) The hidden meaning of ST irony comes to the surface in TT (no irony in TT); 8) ST ironic ambiguity has only one of the two meanings translated in TT (no double-entendre or ambiguity in TT); 9) ST irony is replaced by a “synonym” in TT with no two possible interpretations; 10) ST irony is explained in footnote in TT; 11) ST irony has literal translation with no irony in TT; 12) Ironic ST is completely deleted in TT; 13) No irony in ST becomes irony in TT [6, p. 175-177]. 

To sum up, oblique translation strategies predominate for both wordplay and irony. In both direct and oblique strategies wordplay and irony can sometimes lose their original humorous effect. In some cases, translators use addition (compensation) to make up for the earlier “forced” omission of wordplay or irony.
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