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Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to discuss the relationship between reported speech and translation. 
By reported speech or speech representation, I mean “instances of language use that are 
themselves representations of some other instance of language use” (Chesterman 1998: 
189). My intention here is to test Brian McHale’s (1978) narratological typology of seven 
types of speech representation with the help of translation studies. My argument will mainly 
be based on Brian Mossop’s (1998) article where he defines translating as speech reporting. 
An important question concerning McHale’s typology in the light of translation studies is: 
does this typology cover all the possible cases of speech representation? Could translation 
studies bring something new to his typology?  

 

1. Speech representation in translation studies 

1.1. Translation as reported speech 

Speech representation, mimesis and translation have often been discussed2 in translation 

studies partly because translating itself can be seen as speech reporting; when translating we 

are normally ‘repeating’ a discourse that existed before.3 Brian Mossop (1998: 231) defines 

translating as “the quoting, in sequential chunks, of the wording of a written, oral or signed 

text, with an imitative purpose.” Mossop’s concept of quoting is based on the theory 

                                                 
1 This article was initially written in 1999 as my CETRA paper. I would like to thank Gideon Toury 
for supervising it then and Andrew Chesterman for his pertinent comments on my paper in 1999 and 
2003. I would also like to thank Reine Meylaerts for giving me this opportunity to finally publish my 
article, mutatis mutandis. Many thanks also to the two anonymous referees, whose comments helped 
me to cut, shape and update the article. 
2 Cf. for example Folkart, Barbara (1991) Le conflit des énonciations: Traduction et discours 
rapporté. Montréal: Les Éditions Balzac; Hermans, Theo (2007) [Chapter 3]; Mossop (1998); 
Taivalkoski-Shilov (2006). 
3 Roman Jakobson wrote already in 1959: “Most frequently, however, translation from one language 
into another substitutes messages in one language not for separate code-units but for entire messages 
in some other language. Such a translation is a reported speech; the translator recodes and transmits 
a message received from another source. Thus translation involves two equivalent messages in two 
different codes” (Jakobson 1989 [1959]: 55). In Mossop’s (1998: 239-240) view, Jakobson’s 
definition of translation (and not translating) as reported speech is not satisfactory because the latter 
confuses reporting with stating the meaning of an utterance. 
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presented by Clark and Gerrig (1990), who study quotations as speech acts, not in regard to 

their function. Their concept of quotation is not the same as verbatim reporting because 

even quotations without propositional content (blah blah blah, so and so, such and such) are 

possible according to them (Clark and Gerrig 1990: 780-81). Quoting is then defined as the 

“nonserious”, selective demonstrating or depicting of the original speaker’s speech act (ibid: 

764 and passim). This means that when we are quoting someone’s utterance, we are 

mimicking him/her (i.e. showing), we are not describing (i.e. telling) what the person said. 

Mossop (1998: 245) calls translating free direct quoting; it is not exact-words quoting 

because the language is not the same, but it is direct because the speech act is demonstrated, 

not described. Mossop (1998: 245-246) considers cases where the translator indirectly 

describes the speech act of the original to be “marginally translational.” However, the 

history of translation offers several examples of translators reporting indirectly the author’s 

words (see e.g. Taivalkoski-Shilov 2006: 109-111; Hermans 2007: 72-73). Consequently, 

the scale direct – indirect is not the best possible way to describe translating as reported 

speech.   

What are the benefits of regarding translating as reported speech? Mossop (1998: 239) 

points out that when translating is defined as reporting we no longer have to deal with the 

difficult notion of intentions. The translator makes his/her interpretation of the source text 

on the basis of what the original writer or speaker said (or, in the case of subtitling, what the 

translator hears from the sound track). And reporting someone’s words can, as Mossop 

(1998: 239) puts it, “include both intended and unintended meanings.” 

Another benefit of the quoting theory in translation studies is the concept of selectivity in 

reported speech. According to Clark and Gerrig (1990: 775-80), when quoting, we select 

features of the original speech act that we consider pertinent to demonstrate. We can 

demonstrate the delivery (voice pitch, gestures etc.), the linguistic act (illocutionary or 

locutionary act, propositional expression etc.) and the language (register, language proper 

etc.) of the original speech act. In translation, of course, the language usually changes 

whereas the propositional content and linguistic act stay the same. Also other aspects 

(delivery and register for example) than the language proper of the speech act often 

disappear in translation, which leads to shifts in speech representation. 
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1.2. Reported speech in translation 

Most of the studies that have focussed on reported speech — the way in which the discourse 

or the thoughts of the characters are represented in a text — in translation have been based 

on the traditional trichotomy indirect discourse, direct discourse and free indirect discourse. 

Occasionally free direct discourse (Simonin 1984; Randell 1986) has been included. In 

these studies, translation scholars have noted shifts that diminish the polylingualism (i.e., the 

diversity of languages, sociolects, registers etc.) of the target text.  

The reduction of polylingualism in translation can mean two things. First it can simply mean 

the uniformization of the language and of the registers of the target text, without a shift in 

the type of reported speech. Bernard Vidal (1991) for example describes how Afro-

American vernacular has been standardized in the dialogue (direct discourse) of the French 

translations of Faulkner’s The Sound and the Fury. These kinds of shifts are in fact very 

common in translated literature and reflect the fact that the translator has left out various 

features of the original speech act from his/her report. The reasons may be cultural (the 

norms of the target culture), linguistic (non-existence of a similar register in the target 

language), idiosyncratic (the translator’s taste and goals of the translation) or (why not?) 

coincidental.  

Another form of the reduction of polylingualism in translation is caused by the shift from a 

polyphonic type of reported speech towards a monophonic one. This means that the 

coexisting voices of the narrator and the character become a single voice in the translated 

text. When free indirect discourse is rendered by indirect discourse or non-reporting 

narration (i.e. the narration of other events than the speech of the characters), the remaining 

voice is that of the narrator. When it is transformed into direct discourse, the voice left is the 

character’s.  

These transformations can also be explained in many ways. Firstly, the forms of reported 

speech may depend on linguistic phenomena (grammatical devices), which are often 

language-bound. It is therefore natural that, since characteristics of the types of reported 

speech differ across languages (Coulmas 1986: 14), they might not always be transferable to 

others without considerable modifications in the message of the utterance. And the message, 

the propositional content, of the utterance is usually considered more pertinent than its 

linguistic characteristics.  
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Secondly, there are the poetics of the target culture and the expectations of the receiving 

audience. The key question then is: are the forms of reported speech – or, more accurately, 

are the target language counterparts of linguistic, stylistic phenomena that are characteristic 

of the various types of reported speech – acceptable in the target culture? Are they familiar 

or too strange to the target audience, including the translator him/herself? In the latter case 

the motive for possible simplifications is then the lack or the novelty of the particular type 

of reported speech in the target literature. This is the hypothesis that many researchers have 

proposed in their analysis of the simplifications of reported speech in translation. For 

example Dorothea Kullmann (1992: 327-28), who had studied free indirect discourse in the 

German translations of Flaubert’s Madame Bovary, noticed that before free indirect 

discourse was ‘discovered’ in Germany, the first translator, Legné, replaced instances of it 

by direct discourse in the translation. The translator thus made it easier for the reader to 

notice that a speech act had taken place in the narration. Harald Kittel (1990: 63-65), 

studying self-narrated monologue4 in an anonymous 19th-century German translation of 

Charles Brockden Brown’s Edgar Huntly, explained the absorption of the voice of the 

experiencing self in the voice of the narrating self in terms of contemporary literary 

practices. Elina Randell (1986: 25-29), in her analysis of the translations of William 

Faulkner in Finland, noticed that the first Finnish translators in the 1940s accustomed their 

readers to the stream-of-consciousness technique by switching the free direct discourse of 

the original to direct discourse in the beginning of the segments containing stream-of-

consciousness, and by altering the division of paragraphs in the text. The main concern of 

these translators has therefore been the response of the target-text reader. They have 

primarily sought intelligibility in their translations. And since free indirect discourse and 

free direct discourse are less ‘readable’ than the traditional forms, if one is not accustomed 

to dealing with them, they have been modified for the benefit of the reader’s 

comprehension.  

The tendency to simplify polylingual reported speech might also be linked to the 

explicitation hypothesis presented by Blum-Kulka (1986: 21). According to my 

interpretation, this is the opinion of Jenny Simonin (1984) and Rachel May (1994). Simonin 

(1984: 52-55) explains the shifts from free direct discourse towards direct discourse in a 

French translation of Döblin’s Berlin Alexanderplatz by the translator’s perplexity or fear of 

                                                 
4Self-narrated monologue means free indirect discourse in 1st person narratives. For self-narrated 
monologue cf. Cohn: 1978. 
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the polyphonic structure of the original. The textual mess of the original has therefore been 

“tidied up” by the addition of quotation marks and dashes and by the modification of the 

paragraph format. In the translation it is no longer unclear who speaks. Rachel May (1994: 

83-91) writes about the (oedipal?) struggle of the translator with the narrator of the original 

text, and notes that translators not only have a tendency to diminish the role of the narrator 

of the text but to “explain and neutralize” features of the text in their wish to “present their 

readers a well-ordered product.” In reported speech this effort towards well-orderedness 

means that translators have a tendency to create boundaries between the entwined voices of 

the narrator and the character in free indirect discourse. Interestingly, translators seem to 

create a single and more central consciousness in the target text; narrators of translated texts 

take over a more omniscient role than the narrators in source texts. This means in my 

opinion that “normalizing” translating may not only imply the disappearence of 

polylingualism but also of polyphony in the Bakhtinian sense.  

So, translating implies the simplification of the voices in the text? According to Theo 

Hermans (1996) the matter is not that simple. There is a new factor5 in the structure of the 

translated text that Hermans calls the translator’s voice. This voice’s existence in a text 

varies on a scale of total invisibility to overt presence and is visible through e.g. paratextual 

markers like the translator’s notes and comments in brackets. The way that translators frame 

the translated text by their prefaces and other introductory material are also part of the 

translator’s voice and influence the way that the target readers will interpret the foreign 

author’s words, even if the source text itself was translated integrally and without 

modifications (see Hermans 2007: 55-56, 58-60, 76). This is actually the case with quoting 

as well, where the frame is always different, the voice of the reporter is mixed with that of 

the original speaker, and the reported utterance is therefore never the same as in the original 

context. Thus, partly because of the presence of the translator’s voice, the quantity or the 

quality of the voices in the target text are never the same as in the source text. 

In the next section I present McHale’s typology of seven types of reported speech and 

discuss it in the light of quotation theory and translation studies. 

 

 

 
                                                 
5 See also Schiavi (1996), who writes about the narrative hierarchy in a translated text, which is 
more complex than that accounted for in traditional narratology. 
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2. Typology of speech representation 

2.1. From ‘pure’ diegesis to ‘pure’ mimesis 

Brian McHale’s (1978: 258-60) typology of seven different types of reported speech is 

based on the literary categories of mimesis (imitation) and diegesis (authorial presentation). 

The seven types are located on a scale from the ‘purely’ diegetic to the ‘purely’ mimetic. 

This typology is more comprehensive than the traditional trichotomy direct discourse, 

indirect discourse, free indirect discourse and is therefore especially suitable for translation 

analysis. More importantly, other categories could be introduced to McHale’s continuum, 

which makes it a flexible scale that can be modified according to the needs of the analyst.6 

I shall now introduce the seven types of reported discourse as distinguished by McHale. All 

these types have informational, linguistic and stylistic characteristics. The examples of each 

type of reported speech are taken from Henry Fielding’s novel Joseph Andrews (= JA) 

except the last type, free direct discourse, which is from McHale since this type did not 

really exist in 18th-century English. The typology progresses from the most diegetic form to 

the most mimetic one: 

1. diegetic summary: [H]e endeavoured to answer her as well as he could, to which 

she [Mrs. Adams] had just finished her Reply, (for she had always the last Word 

everywhere but at Church) when Joseph and Fanny entered their Kitchin (--) (JA, IV, 

viii, 169, emphasis mine). 

2. summary, less “purely” diegetic: The Parson and his Wife had just ended a long 

Dispute when the Lovers came to the Door. Indeed this young Couple had been the 

Subject of the Dispute (--) (JA, IV, viii, 168, emphasis mine). 

3. indirect content-paraphrase (i.e. indirect discourse): The poor Woman (--) 

answered, nevertheless, with pretty good Confidence, though not entirely void of Fear 

of Suspicion, that she had not seen him that Morning (JA, I, vii, 23-24, emphasis 

mine). 

                                                 
6 For an interesting recent work on speech representation, see Vandelanotte, Lieven (2009) Speech 
and Thought Representation in English: A Cognitive-Functional Approach. Berlin: Mouton de 
Gruyter.   
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4. indirect discourse, mimetic to some degree: They had no sooner entered the 

Room, than he began to revile them, saying, ‘that Robberies on the Highway were 

now grown so frequent, that People could not sleep safely in their Beds, and assured 

them they both should be made Examples of at the ensuing Assizes’ (JA, II, xi, 173, 

emphasis mine). 

5. free indirect discourse: A young Man, who belonged to the Law answered, ‘He 

wished they had passed by without taking any Notice: But that now they might be 

proved to have been last in his Company; if he should die, they might be called to 

some account for his Murder. He therefore thought it advisable to save the poor 

Creature’s Life, for their own sakes, if possible; at least, if he died, to prevent the 

Jury’s finding that they fled for it. He was therefore of Opinion, to take the Man into 

the Coach, and carry him to the next Inn’ (JA, I, xii, 47, emphasis mine, italics 

original). 

6. direct discourse: Instead of returning any of the Curt’sies or extraordinary 

Civility of Mrs. Adams, the Lady turning to Mr. Booby, cried out, ‘Quelle Bête ! Quel 

Animal !’ (JA, IV, ix, 178-79, emphasis mine, italics original). 

7. free direct discourse: Fainy’s head suddenly got very light. Bright boy, that’s me, 

ambition and literary taste.... Gee, I must finish Looking Backward ... and jez, I like 

reading fine, an’ I could run a linotype or set up print if anybody’d let me. Fifteen 

bucks a week ... pretty soft, ten dollars’ raise (McHale 1978: 260, emphasis mine). 

As the reader can see, the most diegetic form contains the least amount of information about 

the speech event (e.g. finished her Reply) and no traces of the style of the utterance. The 

contrary is true for the most mimetic forms.  

 

2.2. Seven or 8 ½? Reconsidering typologies of reported discourse 

McHale’s typology signifies a step forward in the classification of types of reported speech. 

It should be noted, however, that his scale is a formalized simplification of the nature of 

mimesis and diegesis, and the degree of mimesis or diegesis in reported speech should never 

be determined a priori. First of all, as Meir Sternberg (1982: passim) shows, direct types of 



Kristiina TAIVALKOSKI-SHILOV, “When Two Become One: Reported Discourse . . .”                                                            8 

 

© 2010. Omid AZADIBOUGAR (ed.).  Translation Effects. Selected Papers of the CETRA Research Seminar in 
Translation Studies 2009. http://www.kuleuven.be/cetra/papers/papers.html 

speech representation are not necessarily more mimetic than indirect ones. (McHale [1978: 

259] says that “all novelistic dialogue [i.e. direct discourse] is conventionalized or stylized 

to some degree.”) Indirect types of reported speech may mimic the idiolect (e.g. 

phonologically/ orthographically) of the characters more than standard direct discourse. 

Sternberg therefore argues for the notion mimesis-in-context instead of mimesis-in-abstract 

(1982: 149). His point about the “reproductive fallacy” of direct discourse7 (1981: 237) 

becomes extremely clear in the following examples of direct discourse, presented by Brian 

Mossop (1998: 245):  

 

1. “I’ll get it translated by tomorrow”, said Gwendolyn slowly. 

2. “I’ll...get...it... translated...by...tomorrow”, said Gwendolyn. 

 

3. “I’ll get it translated by tomorrow”, said Gwendolyn in French. 

4. “Je le ferai traduire pour demain”, said Gwendolyn. 

 

In examples 1 and 3 Gwendolyn’s utterance and aspects of its language and delivery are 

described in the reporting clause whereas in examples 2 and 4 they are depicted 

typographically and linguistically in the utterance itself. These examples show that, if we 

are to use mimesis as a criterion here, an internal scale from less mimetic to the mimetic 

should be established at least within the category of direct discourse.  

It is interesting to note in this context that Andrew Chesterman (1998), who also considers 

translation as a form of reported speech, regards cases like example 3 (i.e. translations) as 

being the most diegetic type of reported speech. Chesterman (1998: 189-192) presents a 

typology8 of Interpretative modes based on the concept of resemblance: the similarity that 

exists between the representing proposition and the represented one. The typology is the 

following, progressing from the most resembling to the least resembling class: Free direct, 

Direct, Free indirect, Indirect, Act report, Summary and Translation. In my opinion, 

however, we do not have to place translated direct discourse in a separate class because that 

would make it difficult to classify the types of reported speech according to linguistic 
                                                 
7 On the reproductive fallacy of direct discourse, see also Rosier, Laurence (1999) Le discours 
rapporté: Histoire, théories, pratiques. Paris: Duculot, 237-244; Slembrouck, Stef (1999) 
“Translation, direct quotation and decontextualisation.” Perspectives: Studies in Translatology. 7/1: 
81-108; Tuomarla, Ulla (2000) La Citation mode d’emploi: Sur le fonctionnement discursif du 
discours rapporté direct. Helsinki: Gummerus, 24-26. 
8 Chesterman’s typology is an adaptation of Leech and Short (1981). 
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criteria (namely person and tense). It suffices to distinguish it from other subtypes as being 

the most diegetic form of direct discourse. 

Henry Fielding’s use of direct discourse in Joseph Andrews is very varied. He makes use of 

at least four types of direct discourse: 

1. quote from literature:  

a) translated: [Parson Adams says:] ‘The Text will be, Child, Matthew the 5th, and 

Part of the 28th Verse, Whosoever looketh on a Woman so as to lust after her’ (JA, IV, 

viii, 170, emphasis original).  

b) incorrect: And now the witty Spark, seeing his Jokes take, began to rise in Spirits; 

(--), he repeated,  

Molle meum levibus cord est vilebile Telis9 (JA, II, xi, 174, emphasis original). 

c) verbatim:  

same language: [A] Voice from an inner Room (--) sung the following Song:  

The SONG./ Say, Chloe, where must the Swain stray,/ Who is by thy Beauties undone,/ 

To wash their Remembrance away,/ To what distant Lethe must run?/ (--) (JA, II, xii, 

184, emphasis original). 

other language: [Parson Adams says:] ‘Do you imagine sailing by different Cities or 

Countries is travelling? No.’  

Cælum non Animum mutant qui trans mare currunt10 (JA, II, xvii, 223, emphasis 

original). 

2. iterative11 direct discourse:  

Both she and her Husband soon lost all Apprehension from their Friend’s Presence, 

and fell to their Disputes with as much Vigour as ever. These were still pursued with 

                                                 
9 A verbatim quote of this verse by Ovid (Heroides, xv. 79) would be: “‘molle meum levibusque cor 
est violabile telis’ (‘My heart is tender and easily pierced by the light shaft’)” (Fielding 1967: 146 
n3).  
10 “‘Those who cross the sea change climate, but not their state of mind’ (Horace, Epistles, I. xi. 27)” 
(Fielding 1967: 181 n1). 
11 By iterative, I mean the same thing as Genette by iterative narration (1972: 147-148): a unique 
report of an utterance that occurs n times.  
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the utmost Ardour and Eagerness, however trifling the Causes were whence they first 

arose. Nay, however incredible it may seem, the little Consequence of the Matter in 

Debate was frequently given as a Reason for the Fierceness of the Contention, as thus: 

If you loved me, sure you would never dispute with me such a Trifle as this (JA, IV, x, 

183, emphasis original). 

 

3. ‘verbatim’ direct discourse:  

a) same language: ‘I would never mention Aversion.’ answer’d the Beau, ‘with that 

Face*12; dear Lady Booby, wash your Face before you mention Aversion, I beseech 

you’ (JA, IV, ix, 179).  

b) code-switching: He then returned to the Lady, and cried, ‘I find the bloody 

Gentleman is uno insipido del nullo senso. Damnata di me, if I have seen such a 

spectaculo in my Way from Viterbo’ (JA, II, v, 138-139, emphasis original). 

c) other language: [T]he Lady turning to Mr. Booby, cried out, ‘Quelle Bête! Quel 

Animal!’ (JA, IV, ix, 179, emphasis original). 

 

4. phonological-orthographical direct discourse:  

Upon which he said, ‘No, Sir, no, I should not have been so rude to have taken it from 

you, if you had caal’d vurst; but I’d have you know I’m a better Man than to suffer the 

best He in the Kingdom to drink before me in my own House, when I caale vurst’ (JA, 

II, xiv, 200, emphasis original). 

 

Can these types be organized on a continuum according to their mimetic nature? Intuitively, 

it would seem that they progress from the least mimetic type (1) towards the most mimetic 

one (4). The quote from literature would then be the least mimetic type of direct discourse, 

the source of the reported speech being in itself a stylized form of language use, literary 

language. The next type, iterative direct discourse, is what Clark and Gerrig (1990: 771) 

                                                 
12 There is a footnote in the text: “Lest this should appear unnatural to some Readers, we think 
proper to acquaint them, that it is taken verbatim from very polite Conversation” (JA, IV, ix, 179). 
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call a generic quotation.13 This means that the quoted utterance is actually a stereotype of an 

utterance and describes more the attitude of the reporter towards the reportee than the 

utterance itself. In this particular case the intradiegetic narrator is jesting about female 

behaviour during domestic disputes. This generic nature of the type would make it less 

mimetic than ‘verbatim’ direct discourse, where the utterances only seem to take place 

once. Phonological-orthographical direct discourse is the most mimetic type on my list 

because it also depicts aspects of the delivery of the utterance in one way or another.  

The examples above and the ones presented by Mossop clearly show that the category of 

direct discourse is insufficient in McHale’s typology. The question also arises whether other 

additional categories should be included at the other end — or in other parts — of the scale. 

McHale (1978: 258, n7) himself mentions Norman Page’s (1973) two categories of mimetic 

indirect discourse (ID): ‘parallel’ ID which is lexically mimetic and ‘colored’ ID which is 

phonologically-orthographically mimetic. This means that type 4 in McHale’s scale, 

indirect discourse, mimetic to some degree, could be divided into two subtypes. 

Moreover, Geoff Thompson (1996: 511-518) has proposed an interesting scale of “language 

reports”, i.e. reported speech (quote, echo, paraphrase, summary and omission) where there 

is a category — omission — also for cases where a speech event took place but no 

information is given at all about the content of the utterance. Thompson gives the following 

example of an omission: “He walked down the stairs, still muttering” (1996: 518, emphasis 

original). This could cover the cases mentioned by Clark and Gerrig (1990: 780) like blah 

blah blah, which I would not qualify as occurrences of diegetic summary.  

Let me sum up all the types and subtypes of reported speech discussed in this section. 

McHale’s continuum could be expanded as follows: 

1. omission (Thompson) 
2. diegetic summary 
3. summary less “purely” diegetic 
4. indirect content paraphrase 
5. indirect discourse, mimetic to some degree 
 - lexical (Page) 
 - phonological-orthographical (Page) 
6. free indirect discourse 

                                                 
13 Here are two generic quotations, presented by Clark and Gerrig: “That’s not a Twinkie, that’s ‘I 
want it, I need it, and I’m going to have it.’ That’s not a breakfast cereal, that’s ‘I’m worried about 
colon cancer’ [Jon Carroll, San Francisco Chronicle] (Clark and Gerrig 1990: 771). 
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7. direct discourse 
 - translation (Chesterman and example 3, presented by Mossop) 
 - quote from literature (translated, incorrect, verbatim) 
 - iterative direct discourse 
 - verbatim direct discourse (same language as the reporting verb, different language, 
 code-switching) 
 - phonological-orthographical direct discourse 
8. free direct discourse 

 

This is indeed a very detailed typology, and for my doctoral thesis, I simplified and 

modified it. The criterion according to which I distinguished varieties of speech 

representation was not the mimesis – diegesis dichotomy but the narrator’s apparent control 

over the character’s speech, a criterion I had taken from Leech and Short (1981) but which 

actually fit well also McHale’s scale (see Taivalkoski-Shilov 2006: 51-54).  

An important step in the developing of my own typology was the redefinition of Geoff 

Thompson’s omission. It became the paraliptic summary, a more rhetorical type of reported 

discourse. By this type, which bears resemblance to the rhetorical device of paralipsis,14 I 

mean the narrator’s explicit refusal to report what the character said (see Taivalkoski-Shilov 

2002). Added to McHale’s scale, this gave me a continuum of eight types of reported 

discourse ranging gradually from the absolute control of the narrator (paraliptic summary) to 

the absence of apparent control of the narrator (free direct discourse):  

- paraliptic summary  
- diegetic summary  
- summary, less ’purely’ diegetic  
- indirect content-paraphrase  
- indirect discourse, mimetic to some degree  
- free indirect discourse 
- direct discourse  
- free direct discourse  

 

Interestingly, the concept of the reporter’s control over the quoted speaker’s discourse was 

very suitable also for studying translating as speech reporting. As Theo Hermans points out 

(2007: 72-74), some translation and interpreting strategies resemble these types of reported 

discourse (see also Taivalkoski-Shilov 2006: 240). Quite surprisingly, even paraliptic 
                                                 
14 “The rhetorical device of emphasizing or drawing attention to something by professing to say little 
or nothing about it, or affecting to dismiss it (usually with such phrases as not to mention, to say 
nothing of, etc.); an instance of this.” Oxford English Dictionary on-line. Accessed 16 May 2010. 
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summary, in this case the explicit refusal to translate, has sometimes been used as a 

translation strategy.15  

 

3. Conclusion 

 

To regard translating as speech reporting can be useful not only for translation studies, 

where it suggests new ways to define translating, but also for narratology. In the present 

paper I have been evaluating McHale’s typology in the light of quotation theory and 

translation studies, which have helped me to locate the weak points in his classification – if 

it is based on the mimesis – diegesis dichotomy. As quotation theory helps us to discover, 

the notion of direct discourse is much more problematic and never as automatically mimetic 

as one might believe. If a scale of reported speech were to be based on the dichotomy 

between diegesis and mimesis, it should take into consideration also aspects of the delivery 

and of the language of the speech event.  

Theo Hermans and I, among others, have observed that translation strategies resemble types 

of reported discourse. This, if anything, corroborates the hypothesis according to which 

translating is speech reporting. For real translators, such a definition of translating is 

hopefully beneficial because it makes their subjectivity and personal role in the translation 

process more acceptable. As Theo Hermans puts it, “All translating is translating with an 

attitude” (2007: 85), and this is exactly what makes translations interesting. Why would we 

bother studying translations if there was nothing new there to be found? 

                                                 
15 See e.g. Clarissa’s French translation, where the translator writes: “(On se croit obligé de 
supprimer ici un détail fort long et fort anglais, de toutes les méthodes que la Sinclair et le valet de 
chambre de M. Lovelace avaient employées pour découvrir Clarisse, et pour la faire arrêter sous 
prétexte de dette. Les circonstances n’en peuvent être touchantes que pour ceux qui connaissent 
parfaitement les usages d’Angleterre [etc.])” (Richardson 1999: 442).    
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