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A. Abstract 

We have chosen to research the book Three Men in a Boat by Jerome K. 

Jerome since it is abundant with both humour and irony. The multiplicity of Hebrew 

translations will allow us to examine translation patterns through the analysis of three 

Hebrew translations. The translators whose works are examined are A. Epstein 

(1924), Yair Burla (1971) and Danny Kerman (2002). 

In this work we claim that Three Men in a Boat contains two separate 

addressers of humour and irony: the implied author (Booth, 1961) and the narrator. 

We have shown that it is possible to attribute the humour and irony to the different 

entities in the participation framework. Our analysis draws upon Goffman's (1981) 

definition of footing. In order to expose the actions of the implied author we have 

analysed different cues of humour and irony and added three unique cues that we have 

recognized throughout the analysis of the text: 'stylistic duet'; 'absurd'; 'lip service'. 

These three cues relate to implied author's evident actions, and therefore we claim that 

they can be used as criteria for his recognition. The 'stylistic duet' is based on 

registeral variation up and down along with a juxtaposition that underlines the salient 

stylistic difference; the 'absurd' is based on extreme accounts of reality; 'lip service' is 

based on context – expression of contradictive opinions along the text. 

Our aims were as follows: (1) basing the claim that it is indeed possible to 

attribute the humour and irony in the text to the different entities in the original 

participation framework, and that the distinction between humour and irony supports 

the distinction between the implied author's meaning and the narrator's meaning; (2) 

examining the hypothesis that the original participation framework is not reproduced 

in the different translations following shifts in the attribution of humour and irony; (3) 

establishing Hirsch's model for distinguishing between cues for irony and humor in 
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the context of literary texts (2008, [Hebrew]). According to Hirsch's model, flouting 

of Gricean maxims or the sincerity condition and the detection of echoic mention or 

of pretense are cues to ironic meanings, and script opposition and the violation of 

expectations, joke framing and word play or non-sense are cues to humoristic 

meanings. Hirsch also suggests viewing explicitations as additional cues for irony in 

translation, and non-explicating shifts as additional cues for humour in translation. 

The translational hypothesis was that the translations did not consistently 

reproduced the ownership of humour and irony as it was in the source text, which 

resulted with an alteration of the three-way relationship reader-narrator-implied-

author. 

Our conclusions have established the distinctions proposed in Hirsch's model. 

We have also shown that the humour and irony are attributable to the different entities 

in the participation framework. We have found that when the characters (chiefly the 

narrator) create humour or irony, it serves their characterisation by the implied author. 

The narrator tends to criticise the other characters directly or indirectly, considering 

himself the very acme of perfection. This characteristic is the main target of the 

implied author's critic. When the implied author expresses humour or irony, it served 

the text's implied meaning, i.e. conveying a social message as for appropriate and 

non-appropriate conduct, independent thought and even literary tendencies. Irony 

serves the implied author mainly to convey these social-instructional messages, while 

as humour serves him to draw the reader, soften the irony, and present it as 

sympathising irony, and through that to create a readiness among the readership to 

accept the criticism he expresses and identify with it. We have indeed found that the 

translations did not consistently reproduced the attribution of humour and irony to the 

original producers, and therefore the three-way relationship reader-narrator-implied-
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author in the source text is different from the one held between the Hebrew reader and 

the translated implied author and narrator. 

In Apstein's translation we have found a sweeping elevation of register that 

affects the three unique cues. The elevation affects the narrator's snobbish 

characterisation: in the target text his speech register is not much higher than the 

overall register of the text and he sounds quite like the other characters. This also 

causes most of the literary critic over the flowery-romantic style to fade away from 

the text. The implied author's presence is not reproduced: the elimination of the 

unique cues often eliminate his authorship. As a result Apstein's translation turns the 

source into a more humoristic than ironic text, and the social critic becomes topical. 

In Burla's translation we have found a tendency to edit the source text and 

strengthen most cues. The strengthening of the cues in the target text served the 

unique cues. We have found only one incident were the implied author's presence was 

nulled. In all other cases it was emphasised. His translation reproduces most topical 

cues relating to the characters and their follies, and when these included social 

criticism it was unchanged, but when it was not possible the reproduction of topical 

humour was prioritised. 

In Kerman's translation we have found that most cues were meticulously 

reproduced, to the point of literal translation at times. This has in fact created 

alterations in the effect of the text, instead of accurately preserving it. The attempt to 

translate the text into a more fluent, modern register brought about the annulement or 

fading away of two out of the three unique cues indicating the implied author's 

presence in the text.   


