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A

Adaptation

Adaptation may be understood as a set of translative interventions which result
in a text that is not generally accepted as a translation but is nevertheless
recognized as representing a source text. As such, the term may embrace
numerous vague notions such as appropriation, domestication, imitation,
REWRITING, and so on. Strictly speaking, the concept of adaptation requires
recognition of translation as non-adaptation, a somehow more constrained
mode of transfer. For this reason, the history of adaptation is parasitic on
historical concepts of translation.

The initial divide between adaptation and translation might be dated from Cicero
and Horace (see LATIN TRADITION), both of whom referred to the
interpres (translator) as working word-for-word and distinguished this method
from what they saw as freer but entirely legitimate results of transfer operations.
The different interpretations given to the Horatian verse Nec verbum verbo
curabis reddere fidus interpres (“and you will not render word- for-word [like
a] faithful translator”) — irrespective of whether they were for or against the
word-for-word precept — effectively reproduced the logic by which adaptations
could be recognized.

Adaptation has always existed, since it is a ‘normal’ part of any intellectual
operation; but the golden age of adaptation was in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, the epoch of the belles infideles, which started in France
and then spread to the rest of the world (see FRENCH TRADITION). The
very free translations carried out during this period were justified in terms of the
need for foreign texts to be adapted to the tastes and habits of the target culture.
The nineteenth century witnessed a reaction to this ‘infidelity’ (see GERMAN
TRADITION), but adaptation continued to predominate in the theatre. In the
twentieth century, the proliferation of technical, scientific and commercial
documents has given rise to a preference for transparency in translation, with an
emphasis on efficient communication; this could be seen as licensing a form of
adaptation which involves REWRITING a text for a new readership while
maintaining some form of EQUIVALENCE between source and target texts.

Generally speaking, many historians and scholars of translation continue to take
a negative view of adaptation, dismissing the phenomenon as a distortion,
falsification or CENSORSHIP, but it is rare to find clear definitions of the
terminology used in discussing this and other related controversial concepts.

Main definitions

Since Bastin (1998), there has been no comprehensive definition of adaptation.
The concept continues to be part of a fuzzy metalangage used by translation
studies scholars. Today, adaptation is considered only one type of ‘intervention’
on the part of translators, among which a distinction must be made between



‘deliberate interventions’ (Bastin 2005) and deviations from literality.

It is possible to classify definitions of adaptation under specific topics
(translation strategy, genre, metalanguage, faithfulness), though inevitably these
definitions tend to overlap.

As one of a number of translation STRATEGIES, adaptation can be defined in
a technical and objective way. The best-known definition is that of Vinay and
Darbelnet (1958), who list adaptation as their seventh translation procedure:
adaptation is a procedure which can be used whenever the context referred to
in the original text does not exist in the culture of
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the target text, thereby necessitating some form of re-creation. This widely
accepted definition views adaptation as a local rather than global strategy,
employed to achieve an equivalence of situations wherever cultural mismatches
are encountered.

Adaptation is sometimes regarded as a form of translation which is
characteristic of particular genres, most notably DRAMA. Indeed, it is in
relation to drama translation that adaptation has been most frequently studied.
Brisset (1986:10) views adaptation as a ‘reterritorialization’ of the original work
and an ‘annexation’ in the name of the audience of the new version. Santoyo
(1989:104) similarly defines adaptation as a form of ‘naturalizing’ the play for a
new milieu, the aim being to achieve the same effect that the work originally had,
but with an audience from a different cultural background (see also Merino
Alvarez 1992, 1994).

Adaptation is also associated with ADVERTISING and AUDIOVISUAL
TRANSLATION. The emphasis here is on preserving the character and
function of the original text, in preference to preserving the form or even the
semantic meaning, especially where acoustic and/or visual factors have to be
taken into account. Other genres, such as CHILDREN’S LITERATURE, also
require the re-creation of the message according to the sociolinguistic needs of a
different readership (Puurtinen 1995). The main features of this type of
adaptation are the use of summarizing techniques, paraphrase and omission.

Adaptation is, perhaps, most easily justified when the original text is of a
metalinguistic nature, that is, when the subject matter of the text is language
itself. This is especially so with didactic works on language generally, or on
specific languages. Newmark (1981) points out that in these cases the
adaptation has to be based on the translator’s judgement about his or her
readers’ knowledge. Coseriu (1977) argues that this kind of adaptation gives
precedence to the function over the form, with a view to producing the same
effect as the original text. However, while such writers start from the principle
that nothing is untranslatable, others like Berman (1985) claim that the
adaptation of metalanguage is an unnecessary form of exoticism.

Definitions of adaptation reflect widely varying views vis-a-vis the issue of
remaining ‘faithful” to the original text. Some argue that adaptation is necessary
precisely in order to keep the message intact (at least on the global level), while
others see it as a betrayal of the original author’s expression. For the former, the
refusal to adapt confines the reader to an artificial world of ‘foreignness’; for the
latter, adaptation is tantamount to the destruction and violation of the original
text. Even those who recognize the need for adaptation in certain circumstances
are obliged to admit that, if remaining ‘faithful” to the text is a sine qua non of
translation, then there is a point at which adaptation ceases to be translation at
all.

Modes, conditions and restrictions

By comparing adaptations with the texts on which they are based, it is possible



to elaborate a selective list of the ways (or modes) in which adaptations are
carried out, the motivations (or conditions) for the decision to adapt, and the
limitations (or restrictions) on the work of the adapter.

In terms of mode of adaptation, the procedures used by the adapter can be
classified as follows:

0 transcription of the original: word-for-word reproduction of part of the
text in the original language, usually accompanied by a literal translation

[l omission: the elimination or implicitation of part of the text

[ expansion: the addition or EXPLICITATION of source information, either
in the main body or in a foreword, footnotes or a glossary

[ exoticism: the substitution of stretches of slang, dialect, nonsense words, etc.
in the original text by rough equivalents in the target language (sometimes
marked by italics or underlining)

I updating: the replacement of outdated or obscure information by modern
equivalents

[ situational or cultural adequacy: the recreation of a context that is more
familiar or culturally appropriate from the target reader’s perspective than the
one used in the original
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[ creation: a more global replacement of the original text with a text that
preserves only the essential message/ideas/functions of the original.

The most common factors (i.e. conditions) which cause translators to resort to
adaptation are:

[ cross-code breakdown: where there are simply no lexical equivalents in the
target language (especially common in the case of translating metalanguage)

0 situational or cultural inadequacy: where the context or views referred to
in the original text do not exist or do not apply in the target culture

I genre switching: a change from one discourse type to another (e.g. from
adult to children’s literature) often entails a global re-creation of the original text

0 disruption of the communication process: the emergence of a new epoch
or approach or the need to address a different type of readership often requires
modifications in style, content and/or presentation.

These conditions (which in practice may exist simultaneously) can lead to two
major types of adaptation: local adaptation, caused by problems arising from
the original text itself and limited to certain parts of it (as in the first two
conditions), and global adaptation, which is determined by factors outside the
original text and which involves a more wide-ranging revision.

As alocal procedure, adaptation may be applied to isolated parts of the text in
order to deal with specific differences between the language or culture of the
source text and that of the target text. In this case, the use of adaptation as a
technique will have a limited effect on the text as a whole, provided the overall
coherence of the source text is preserved. This type of adaptation is temporary
and localized; it does not represent an all-embracing approach to the translation
task. Local, or as Farghal (1993:257) calls it, ‘intrinsic’ adaptation is essentially
a translation procedure which is guided by principles of effectiveness and
efficiency and seeks to achieve a balance between what is to be transformed
and highlighted and what is to be left unchanged. Except in the case of local
replacement of metalanguage, local adaptation does not need to be mentioned
in the target text in a foreword or translator’s note.

As a global procedure, adaptation may be applied to the text as a whole. The
decision to carry out a global adaptation may be taken by the translator him- or
herself (deliberate intervention) or by external forces (for example, a publisher’s
editorial policy). In either case, global adaptation constitutes a general strategy
which aims to reconstruct the purpose, function or impact of the source text.
The intervention of the translator is systematic and he or she may sacrifice
formal elements and even semantic meaning in order to reproduce the function
of the original.

As in the case of translation, adaptation is carried out under certain restrictions,
the most obvious of which are:



[ the knowledge and expectations of the target reader: the adapter has to
evaluate the extent to which the content of the source text constitutes new or
shared information for the potential audience

[ the target language: the adapter must find an appropriate match in the
target language for the discourse type of the source text and look for coherence
of adapting modes

[ the meaning and purpose(s) of the source and target texts.
Theoretical boundaries between adaptation and translation

Some scholars prefer not to use the term ‘adaptation’ at all, believing that the
concept of translation as such can be stretched to cover all types of
transformation or intervention, as long as ‘the target text effect corresponds to
the intended target text functions’ (Nord 1997:93), be the latter those of the
source text or different. Others view the two concepts as representing
essentially different practices. Michel Garneau, Quebec poet and translator,
coined the term tradaptation to express the close relationship between the two
activities (Delisle 1986). The very few scholars who have attempted a serious
analysis of the phenomenon of adaptation and its relation to translation insist on
the tenuous
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nature of the borderline which separates the two concepts.

The controversy surrounding the supposed opposition between adaptation and
translation is often fuelled by ideological issues. This becomes evident when one
considers the heated debates that have raged over the translation of the bible
ever since the first versions began to appear. It is this apparent lack of
objectivity about the adaptation process that has prompted Gambier
(1992:424) to warn against what he calls the “fetishization’ of the original text.
After all, it is often argued that a successful translation is one that looks or
sounds like an original piece of work, which would seem to imply that the
translator is expected to intervene actively (i.e. adapt) to ensure that this ideal is
achieved.

The study of adaptation encourages the theorist to look beyond purely linguistic
issues and helps shed light on the role of the translator as mediator, as a creative
participant in a process of verbal communication. Relevance, rather than
accuracy, becomes the key word, and this entails a careful analysis of three
major concepts in translation theory: meaning, purpose (or function, or skopos:
see FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHS) and intention. We could say that
translation — or what is traditionally understood by the term translation — stays
basically at the level of meaning: adaptation seeks to transmit the purpose of the
source text, and exegesis attempts to spell out the intentions of the author.
Adaptation may constitute deliberate intervention on the part of the translator,
but for functional purposes. Most deliberate interventions such as appropriation,
imitation and manipulation imply a shift in authorship (Bastin 2005). This kind of
analysis will inevitably lead translation studies to consider the inferential
communication pattern (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995), rather than the
traditional code model, as the most appropriate frame of reference for the
discipline (see PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AND COGNITIVE APPROACHES).

Adaptation has always been defined in relation to something else — a specific
style, linguistic conventions or a communication model. Translation studies as an
independent discipline now enables us to study adaptation on its own terms, as
both a local and a global procedure. It is imperative to acknowledge adaptation
as a type of creative process which seeks to restore the balance of
communication that is often disrupted by traditional forms of translation. Only by
treating it as a legitimate strategy can we begin to understand the motivation for
using it and to appreciate the relationship between it and other forms of
conventional translation.

See also:

CHILDREN’S LITERATURE; DRAMA TRANSLATION; IDEOLOGY;
LATIN TRADITION; REWRITING; STRATEGIES.

Further reading

Delisle 1986; Foz 1988; Gailliard 1988; Santoyo 1989; Brisset 1990; Nord
1991a/2006; Donaire and LaForge. 1991; Gambier 1992; Merino Alvarez



1992; Farghal 1993; Merino Alvarez 1994; Nord 1997; Bastin 1998, 2005;
Amorim 2005.

GEORGES L. BASTIN
Translated from Spanish by Mark Gregson

Advertising

Advertising texts have been widely studied from the linguistic and sociological
points of view, and have also been one of the favoured objects of semiotic
analysis (from Barthes and Eco to the recent developments of visual and social
semiotics). They have not, however, received the same treatment in translation
studies. Especially before 2000, promotional materials (including sub-genres
such as advertising, publicity and tourist brochures) were mainly used in general
translation handbooks or textbooks as examples, or ‘special cases’ of
translation (see COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION). Although several
specialized articles had already been published, systematic research into
advertising translationper se started only very recently, with monographs
(Guidere 2000a; Bueno Garcia 2000) and edited volumes (Adab and Valdés
2004) beginning to appear from 2000 onwards. Recent research also marked a
shift away from purely linguistic or verbal-only approaches, opening up new
insights into the intersemiotic and multimodal nature of advertising texts, while
also highlighting the need to take the cultural dimension of advertising translation
into account.
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A possible reason for the reticence of early translation scholars to address the
question of translating advertising material may lie in the verbal connotation
traditionally attached to the term ‘translation’, which may explain why the
crosslinguistic and cross-cultural transfer of multimodal promotional texts is
often termed LOCALIZATION, ADAPTATION or (less frequently)
transcreation or rewriting. The latter set of terms suggests a kind of transfer
which is less concerned with issues of ‘faithfulness’ and more, perhaps, with
functional EQUIVALENCE and adequacy. These terms, rather than
‘translation’, may therefore appear more appropriate for use in connection with
advertising, where the QUALITY of the ‘translated’ text is usually assessed
according to functionalist criteria.

Another factor which makes it conceptually difficult for translation scholars to
engage in a systematic analysis of advertising material is the current practice,
adopted by several multinational companies, of developing local campaigns
simultaneously from a brief that avoids culture-specificity as much as possible.
In this process — which Adab (2000:224) calls glocalization — there is no single
advertisement or campaign that can be easily recognized as a ‘source’ text.
Thus, the very TRANSLATABILITY of advertising and promotional texts can
only be accepted on the condition that the term ‘translation’ is taken in its
etymological meaning of ‘transfer’ (across languages and cultures), irrespective
of the extent of ‘departure’ from some ‘source text’ (which might not be
retrievable). It is in this broad sense, then, that the term ‘translation’ is used in
this entry.

Verbal-only approaches to advertising translation

Early research into advertising translation, carried out during a period when
multimodality had not yet gained prominence in translation studies, tended to
focus on the linguistic analysis of the verbal copy. While these studies did invoke
a functional perspective, their scope was limited to identifying the function of
single pay-offs or sentences in the copy, not the function of the advertisement as
a whole. For instance, Tatilon, who advocates ‘traduire non la lettre mais
I’esprit, non les mots mais les fonctions’ (1990:245, emphasis in the original
— ‘translate not the letter but the spirit, not the words but the functions’), offers
as good examples of what he advocates a few English and French slogans
where assonance and puns are recreated in the target language. Similarly, when
Quillard (1998) focuses on the rendering of humour in French translations of
English ads, she mentions the role of pictures in activating puns but does not
include them in her paper; in other words, she isolates the humorous sentences
from the rest of the verbal text, which does not appear in the discussion. In this
type of research, ‘function’ is taken to be the ability of a pun to amuse the
reader, or attract his or her attention. And the assumption is that for the target
text to constitute a good translation, this ability or potential must be recreated.
This justifies the extraction of selected fragments of the copy from the rest of the
advertisement.

A different type of linguistic analysis restricted to the verbal level attempts a
broader understanding of advertising translation by providing verbal-based



evidence for the study of cultural adaptation. For example, Quillard (1999)
investigates differences between the Canadian English, Canadian French and
French versions of the same advertisements to demonstrate the importance of
the localization of cultural values across two communities that share (almost) the
same language but not the same geographical and cultural space (French and
French Canadians), as well as across two communities that share (almost) the
same geographical space but not the same language (English- and French-
speaking Canadians). Similarly, in her analysis of a small corpus of Spanish and
German advertisements for cosmetic products, Montes Fernandez (2003)
explores the way in which different conventions in advertising language may
reflect different cultural conventions.

As these examples suggest, studying the verbal aspects of texts is fully
compatible with studying cultural aspects of advertising in translation (see
below); it also does not necessarily exclude the analysis of other semiotic
dimensions in the translation of promotional material.
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Multimodality and intersemiotic translation

Referring to the translation of advertising and promotional websites, Calzada
Pérez (2005) argues that ‘images need translating as much as words and
cyberspace is nothing if not a huge meeting point which provides information
that is constantly translated back and forth’. This statement summarizes a new
trend in the study of advertising translation, one that attempts to take into
account the range of constraints imposed upon and opportunities offered to the
translator of advertising material by virtue of the modes of expression involved
in each advertising text.

It has been argued that no text is strictly monomodal (Baldry 2000). For
instance, a novel or textbook without illustrations may appear to have only a
verbal dimension, but typographical choices (Schopp 2002, 2005) and the
physical qualities of the paper it is printed on give the words a particular
rendering or inscription (Kress and Van Leeuwen 1996:230-32) that
contributes to the construction of textual meaning. At the same time, advertising
texts on the whole display a high level of multimodality with respect to other
genres, because of their simultaneous reliance on different kinds of stimuli. For
instance, print advertisements usually have verbal and visual components, radio
commercials rely on verbal and aural (sound/music) effects, and street
advertising makes use of verbal and/or visual signs combined with geosemiotic
cues such as position relative to the viewer, proximity with other texts, and
spatial context (see Scollon and Scollon 2003 on geosemiotics). Thus, the
multimodality of advertising texts does not depend only on the fact that
campaigns for the same products may span various media — in other words, that
the same campaign may be run in identical or slightly different forms on
television, street posters, radio, etc. Rather, multimodality is achieved within
each advertising text, even in the case of texts that are traditionally excluded
from the definition of ‘multimedia’, such as print advertisements.

A multimodal approach to the translation of advertisements and promotional
material tends to prioritize three areas. First, it advocates training translators of
advertising material and translation students to analyse relationships among the
different semiotic (rather than merely linguistic) elements of the text (see, for
example, Laviosa 2007; Torresi 2007a). Second, intersemiotic translation is
advocated as a means of effectively localizing the advertising message by
working on the text as a whole — for instance replacing a visual element in the
source text with a new one which can compensate for an unavoidable loss of
meaning in the verbal component of the text, or building an entirely new verbal
text around the visual one to accommodate market differences (Torresi
2007b). Third, on a more theoretical level, scholars of translation are
encouraged to ‘move beyond the written word’ to incorporate ‘the visual, and
multimodal in general’ in their research (Munday 2004:216).

Examples of multimodal, intersemiotic approaches to the study of advertising in
translation include Chiaro’s (2004) contrastive analysis of intrasemiotic and
intersemiotic strategies in international websites and print advertisements for
Italian food products, and Simdes Lucas Freitas’s (2004) study of the way in



which meaning is conveyed across different modes of expression in multimedia
campaigns. While other scholars who have studied the translation of advertising
do not explicitly use the term ‘intersemiotic translation’, they implicitly draw on
the same concept. For instance, Millan- Varela (2004) contrasts a corpus of
European, Asian and South American TV commercials of Cornetto ice cream
within the framework of Kress and Van Leeuven’s (1996) visual grammar.
Bueno Garcia (2000) highlights the importance of elements such as sound and
image in the translation of advertising, while Guidere (2000b: 28) states that ‘les
signes linguistiques du texte publicitaire sont en relation d’étroite dépendance
avec les signes iconiques de 1’image”’ (the linguistic signs of advertising texts are
directly dependent on the iconic signs of the image). Nomura (2000) similarly
emphasizes the importance of the visual in constructing the advertising message,
and discusses the implications for translators. A more subtle analysis is provided
by Valdés (2000), who reveals the importance of what might appear as slight
changes in terms of typography and adjustment of visuals to accommodate
national stereotypes.



Page 9

And as early as 1996, de Pedro proposed a scale for describing the
transnational adaptation of TV advertisements based on the degree to which
both the verbal and the visual are changed, including those cases where an
entirely new campaign is created.

Finally, many of these studies also engage with cultural issues, often identifying
such issues as the very motivation for intersemiotic translation.

Cultural transfer

There are several ways of making an advertising text as persuasive as possible.
Each, however, is largely culture-specific and has to be examined carefully
when an advertising or publicity text is transferred across different languages
and/or social groups.

In their study on multinational organizations, Hofstede (1980/2001, 1991) and
Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) found that different national populations show
different orientations towards what the authors call dimensions of culture (see
also CULTURE). De Mooij (1998/2005, 2003, 2004) applies Hofstede’s
model to advertising, mapping these dimensions onto different consumer
behaviours and advertising styles. For instance, Italians appear to score high on
the “uncertainty avoidance’ dimension, meaning that they value being reassured
by what they already know more than being surprised by something new. This
may explain why advertising campaigns in Italy tend to adopt a style that
complies with the target group’s expectations (Brancati 2002:76—7), rather than
resorting to humour, puns and other creative resources which are popular in
Great Britain, for instance (Pennarola 2003).

But it is not only the form, or style, of advertising campaigns that change across
cultures and languages. In order to fulfil their persuasive purpose, publicity
material and advertisements have to motivate the target group to change their
consumer or public behaviour by appealing either to their aspirations or fears.
Such aspiration or fears, however, are often culture-specific and should be
carefully handled in the translation of advertising material, even in the case of
values, such as cleanliness, which may be assumed to be universal (Torresi
2004).

Cultural values and stereotypes have important implications for professional
practice and training: Fuentes Luque and Kelly (2000:241) point out that ‘the
role of the translator in international advertising ... can in no way be limited to
“purely linguistic” issues’, and suggest that training courses should help would-
be translators of advertising material to become ‘intercultural experts’. Guidere
(2001) agrees that ‘to accomplish his mission successfully, the translator is
required to think and to integrate a certain amount of data, not only about
marketing and basic communication, but also about geopolitics and ethnology’.
Adab (2000, 2001) similarly stresses the importance of cultural values, placing
them in a broader functionalist view that takes into account situational factors as
well as linguistic ones in the context of advertising.



The discussion of cultural issues in the translation of advertising material would
particularly benefit from insights on the cultural adaptation of European or
American advertising campaigns and messages for non- Western audiences.
Important research has been carried out in this area by scholars such as Guidere
(2000a), who highlights the difficulties of translating advertisements into Arabic,
Zequan (2003), who traces some of the terminological choices made in the
translation of a beauty spa advertisement from English into Chinese to
differences in religious traditions, and Chuansheng and Yunnan (2003), who
provide an extensive overview of brand name translation strategies in China. Ho
(2004) analyses the cultural adjustments he introduced in his own translation of
commercial advertising for Singapore as a tourist destination, again from English
into Chinese.

As far as promotional genres are concerned, an obvious example of the
importance of cultural adaptation (and appropriation) to ensure customer
motivation can be found in the translation of tourist brochures. If, as Sumberg
(2004) points out, the profile of the advertised destination is poorly adjusted to
the target readership’s tourist expectations, the brochure will fail to sell the
destination — even though that brochure might very well reflect the actual profile
and reality of the place better than a heavily adapted translation. This highlights a
certain tension between the translation of
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promotional material, which tends to domesticate Otherness in order to comply
with its ultimate persuasive function, and the general preference for foreignizing
STRATEGIES in other genres, in particular LITERARY TRANSLATION. In
the real-life practice of promotional translation, foreignization does not appear
to be a viable choice, inasmuch as strategies of advertising (and of translating
advertising material) that do not take into account local cultural orientations and
preferences are simply likely to fail (De Mooij 2004:181). At the same time, in
educational contexts, as Calzada Pérez (2007a) has argued, domestication in
advertising translation can be exposed and used as a tool to encourage
consumers to develop a critical gaze on consumerist values.

See also:

ADAPTATION; AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION; COMICS;
COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION; CULTURE; GLOBALIZATION.

Further reading

De Mooij 1998/2005; Bueno Garcia 2000; Guidere 2000a; Schopp 2002; De
Mooij 2003; Adab and Valdés 2004; Calzada Pérez 2007a; Laviosa 2007,
Torresi 2007b.

IRA TORRESI

Asylum

Translators and interpreters play a pivotal role in global processes of
communication. Some of the key issues surrounding GLOBALIZATION are
enacted in the political asylum context; these include national sovereignty, the
construction of individual/collective identities and rights, and the question of
territorial borders. The right to asylum is simultaneously a national and an
international issue. The granting of political asylum, which guarantees the
applicant temporary or permanent residence in the country of application,
involves an array of contexts in which interpreters and translators are involved.
Although the contexts and accompanying bureaucratic procedures will vary
from one country to another, all countries are obliged to follow certain basic
procedures as signatories to the 1951 United Nations Geneva Convention and
1967 Protocol.

Instances of interpreted oral communication exchanges take place at the initial
port of entry interview, through the development of narratives that are
elaborated within solicitors’ offices or, more spontaneously and often without
the benefits of any professional legal advice, in the substantive interview with
immigration officials; interpreting ultimately also takes place in yet another
context, namely in the appeals courts. Written documents in the form of identity
cards or certificates, newspaper clippings, affidavits of support, etc. (where
available) must also be translated in order to be included as verification
evidence of an individual claim. The purpose of both oral and written forms of
communication is to determine the credibility of an asylum applicant’s claim of a



‘well-founded fear of persecution’ for reasons of race, religion, nationality,
membership of a particular social group or political opinion.

Research in this field has encompassed four overlapping areas of practical and
theoretical concern: the analysis of micro-interactional exchanges; theorizations
of the status and construction of narratives in the interviewing process; the
macro-social position and positioning of interpreters in the asylum system; and
the role of interpreters in psychotherapeutic sessions with trauma and torture
victims.

Analysis of micro-interactional exchanges, either exclusively with regard to
asylum interviews (Pollabauer 2004, 2006, 2007) or including asylum interview
excerpts in a broader corpus (Mason 2006a), details misunderstandings and
mistranslations in actual asylum interviews, audio-taped and transcribed for
close textual analysis. The research draws on a range of methodological and
theoretical approaches, including interactional sociolinguistics, conversational
analysis and critical discourse theory and considers such factors as the
interactionally-derived coordination and control of utterances, participant
alignment, face-saving strategies and identity. Work in this area focuses on the
role of discourse and power in constructing and communicating identities across
languages and cultures. In particular, it has demonstrated the visibility of
interpreters’ participation in substantive asylum interviews, the contingency of
the interpreter’s role in relation to the needs
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and expectations of the other participants, and the problematic relationship
between inter- preter practices and existing codes of ETHICS that purport to
define this practice.

The focus on the role of narratives in establishing applicants’ credibility has
contributed significantly to research in this area (Barsky 1996, 2001;
Blommaert 2001; Jacquemet 2005; Maryns 2006). In the asylum process,
applicants’ explanations and defence of their asylum case are presented in an
interview or series of interviews involving the construction of a narrative account
of their individual case of persecution. Barsky’s pioneering work in this area
examined the ways in which both INSTITUTIONAL and discursive constraints
impacted on applicants’ and immigration officials’ ability to reach more
culturally-nuanced understandings through a survey of written records of
Canadian Convention Refugee hearings. He suggested that asylum claimants
were overburdened with the task of projecting a self through their narrative
accounts that coincided with the expectations of the interviewing officers. He
further suggested that interpreters be encouraged to act as intercultural agents
and active intermediaries between applicants and the immigration service in
order to compensate for both cultural and linguistic gaps in understanding.

In related work, Blommaert’s (2001) and Maryns’s (2006) studies of asylum
seekers’ narratives in the Belgian asylum system explore in detail what happens
when sociolinguistic repertoires and resources are transferred, forcibly or
otherwise, across cultural and linguistic boundaries. They explore the impact of
applicants’ cultural and physical dislocation from their countries and
communities of origin on narrative production and interpretation in eligibility
determination interviews. Their work highlights the bureaucratic processing of
individual narratives which collapses the idiosyncratic and culturally-bound
experiences of an applicant into a generalizable institutional frame and
interactively denies applicants their right to locally-derived, experiential,
personalized accounts. The transfer of spoken to written accounts in interpreted
interviews is also explored. In certain cases, for example, interpreters will create
a written translation for the interviewing officers from an initial oral exchange.
This form of entextualization of the applicant’s narrative is a further instantiation
of the institutional framing of discourse; as a record of the encounter, it
represents yet another move away from the original account, contributing to the
process of localization, delocalization and relocalization of the applicant’s
original text. In this research, interpreters are seen to play a role in the
institutionalization of culturally specific, locally derived narratives in so far as
they contribute to the construction of versions of applicants’ narratives that
correspond to the needs and expectations of the bureaucracies in which they
are situated and evaluated.

In other cases, as seen in Jacquemet’s (2005) account of the United Nations
High Commission for Refugees’ (UNHCR) registration interviews of Kosovars
and Albanians during the Balkan conflict, Kosovar interpreters functioned to
curtail applicants’ attempts at providing narrative evidence in order to
demonstrate their Kosovar origins, which was a crucial factor in earning them
refugee status. As Kosovar refugees themselves, interpreters were given the



task of assessing the credibility of an applicant’s claim by distinguishing
speakers of the Gheg variety of Albanian spoken in Kosovo from that spoken in
Northern Albania. With this as a priority, experiential narratives of place and
time were deemed irrelevant to the purpose of the interview, in which the
interpreters’ role was transformed to that of communicative detective.
Jacquemet’s research highlighted the perceived importance of the narrative
format for applicants themselves in order to adequately represent their
experiences and the frustrations and uncertainties that arose when this
opportunity was inexplicably denied to them. In addition, the research provides
evidence for what in a number of countries has emerged as an officially
sanctioned — though highly unethical and unreliable — practice of using
interpreters to conduct linguistic identification in order to determine the
nationality of asylum applicants (Eades et al. 2003).

Overlapping in its concerns to theorize the role of interpreters in the asylum
system is research which takes as its starting point the nature and impact of the
macro-social and ideological spaces in which the micro-settings identified above
are situated (Inghilleri 2003, 2005a, 2007a, 2007b). This research theorizes the
social position and positioning of inter-
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preters in the asylum system using Toury’s concept of NORMS and Bourdieu’s
concepts of habitus, field, capital and illusio as a starting point (see
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHEYS). It examines these in relation to the
principal legal and political institutions involved in the political asylum process as
well as interpreter TRAINING programmes to determine the extent to which
observable socially and institutionally derived interpreting norms and
expectations influence the professional practice of interpreters. It also considers
the social and biological trajectories of interpreters and asylum applicants
themselves and the relationship between these and any expectations or
constraints on discursive practices. This research is concerned with
configurations and reconfigurations of the social in local, interactional contexts of
interpreting where interpreters may challenge the normative practices specific to
their own or others’ professions, and where linguistic and cultural
understandings are constituted and reconstituted, including others’ perceptions
of interpreters themselves. It suggests that while at the local level interpreters do
frequently participate in the reproduction of the existing social order, they also
contribute to the production of interactively reconfigured social relations of
power. The overwhelming conclusion of this research — which considers the
asylum systems of Europe, North America and Australia — is that interpreted
asylum interviews occur within a climate of national and international policies of
exclusion that significantly restrict the right of refugees and asylum seekers to be
adequately heard. At the same time, however, it suggests that translation and
interpreting play a central role in the development of expansive conceptions of
human rights and transnational norms which have the potential to expand
applicants’ rights to participate in a constructive inclusive dialogue within the
global politics of asylum.

Another important area of research on interpreting for refugees and asylum
seekers that is also concerned with the generation of a constructive inclusive
dialogue focuses on the issue of mental health. A majority of those seeking
refuge through the asylum system suffer from the effects of physical and mental
torture, the loss of family members through separation or war, and the
difficulties of adjusting to major disruptions and distortions of their life prior to
displacement. Many of those who seek or find help through some form of
counselling rely on interpreters to communicate in the psychotherapeutic
sessions. The quality and choice of interpreter will influence the adequate
reporting of symptoms, psychological assessment and diagnosis and the overall
progress of treatment. An interpreter’s presence can be a positive force, serving
to reassure clients and providing an invaluable source of information about a
client’s culture and language to the therapist. Alternatively, the interpreter can
become a source of additional fear if perceived or known by the client to be on
an opposing side of the political conflict which is the very source of his or her
trauma (Nicholson 1994; Tribe 1999; Tribe and Raval 2003).

A major piece of research by Bot (2005) draws on a range of methodological
and theoretical approaches which relate to the interactional nature of the
therapeutic encounter and also those derived from psychotherapeutic research
traditions, including concept mapping, psychotherapeutic categorization
systems, and intercultural mediation. This research explores the question of how



the therapist—patient relationship is affected by the set of potential roles adopted
by the interpreter and which of the different communicative models available in
interpreter training and research may be most effective in psychotherapeutic
treatment of refugees and asylum seekers. It examines the interplay between
communicative practices and psychotherapeutic ones, revealing the presence of
a multitude of factors that challenge and constrain the communicative behaviour
of therapist, interpreter and client alike. Drawing on conversational analysis, it
focuses on the assignment of turns as indicators of negotiation over control,
conversational alignments and interactional status amongst the participants. It
also examines models of cooperation operating in the therapeutic encounter
which generate distinctive moves regarding, for example, information chunking,
overlap and pause, gaze and gesture.

Research in the area of political asylum makes clear that interpreters and
translators operate as pivotal players within the asylum system. They enable the
system to function by ensuring both the flow of communication and of
applicants. Interpreters and translators serve as active
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social agents in the global political space of the asylum system. They contribute
consciously and unconsciously to both inclusionary and exclusionary practices
as they negotiate linguistic and cultural meanings in the context of institutional
and political agendas and national and international relations of power.

See also:

COMMUNITY INTERPRETING; GLOBALIZATION; INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSLATION; MINORITY; MOBILITY.

Further reading

Barsky 1996, 2001; Blommaert 2001; Inghilleri 2003; P6llabauer 2004; Bot
2005; Inghilleri 2005a; Jacquemet 2005; Maryns 2006; Pollabauer 2006;
Inghilleri 2007a, 2007b.

MOIRA INGHILLERI

Audiovisual translation

Audiovisual translation is a branch of translation studies concerned with the
transfer of multimodal and multimedial texts into another language and/or
culture. Audiovisual texts are multimodal inasmuch as their production and
interpretation relies on the combined deployment of a wide range of semiotic
resources or ‘modes’ (Baldry and Thibault 2006). Major meaning-making
modes in audiovisual texts include language, image, music, colour and
perspective. Audiovisual texts are multimedial in so far as this panoply of
semiotic modes is delivered to the viewer through various media in a
synchronized manner, with the screen playing a coordinating role in the
presentation process (Negroponte 1991).

Since the 1970s, screen-based texts have become increasingly ubiquitous.
Scholars have been quick to bring the investigation of new textual manifestations
— ranging from software to videogames — into the remit of audiovisual translation
research, thus extending the boundaries of this area of study (see also
LOCALIZATION). Chaume (2004) has documented the successive stages of
this expansion by looking at the terms used to designate this field of enquiry
during the period in question. Considering that the mainstream forms of
audiovisual translation — i.e. subtitling and dubbing — were born on the back of
sound motion pictures, it is only natural that the terms *film dubbing’ and ‘film
translation’ came to feature prominently in early scholarly work (Fodor 1976;
Snell-Hornby 1988). The subsequent emergence of television as a mass
medium of communication and entertainment provided new avenues for the
dissemination of translated audiovisual texts, with labels such as ‘film and TV
translation” (Delabastita 1989) and ‘media translation’ (Eguiluz et al. 1994)
gaining visibility in the literature. The most recent developments relate to the
exponential growth in the volume of audiovisual texts produced by and for
electronic and digital media. Terms like ‘screen translation’ (Mason 1989;
O’Connell 2007) and ‘multimedia translation” (Gambier and Gottlieb 2001)




illustrate the extent to which audiovisual translation has outgrown its core
domain of enquiry and annexed neighbouring fields under an all-inclusive
research agenda.

The genealogy of audiovisual translation

Even during the silent film era, exporting films to foreign markets involved some
form of interlingual mediation. The turn of the twentieth century witnessed the
incorporation of written language into the conglomerate of film semiotics in the
form of intertitles (Ivarsson 2002). The use of these texts placed between film
frames grew in parallel with the emergence of increasingly complex filmic
narratives. Intertitles situated the action in a specific temporal and spatial setting,
provided viewers with insights into the characters’ inner thoughts and helped
them negotiate the discrepancies between screen time and real time, during a
period when filmic techniques were rudimentary (Dick 1990). Removing the
original intertitles and inserting a new set of target language texts back into the
film was all that was required to exploit it commercially in a foreign market. But
intertitles also served as the springboard for the development of new forms of
audiovisual translation. In-house commentators were employed to fill the same
gaps as the intertitles (Dreyer-Sfard
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1965; Diaz Cintas 2003), although these entertainers often sought to enhance
the viewer’s experience by spreading gossip about the film stars or even
explaining how the projector worked (Cazdyn 2004). The national industries of
the USA and a number of European countries thrived on this absence of
linguistic barriers to film exports until the aftermath of World War I took its toll
on the financial capability of European industry to fund new projects. By the
early 1920s, American films had come to secure a dominant market share
throughout Europe, pushing some national film industries (e.g. British and Italian)
close to the brink of collapse (Nowell-Smith and Ricci 1998).

According to Forbes and Street (2000), the advent of sound in the late 1920s
put a temporary end to the American domination of European film industries, as
the big studios became suddenly unable to satisfy the demand of European
audiences for films spoken in their native languages. Experimental attempts to
appeal to local European sensibilities — e.g. the “multilingual filming method” and
the ‘dunning process’ (Ballester 1995) — failed to earn the American industry its
lost market share back, and it soon became obvious that new forms of
audiovisual translation were required to reassert its former dominance. During
the second half of the 1920s, technological developments made it possible to
‘revoice’ certain fragments of dialogue or edit the sound of scenes that had been
shot in noisy environments through a process known as ‘post-

synchronization’ (Whitman-Linsen 1992; Chaves 2000). Despite being
conceived as a means of improving the quality of an original recording, post-
synchronized revoicing was soon used to replace the source dialogue with a
translated version, and is therefore acknowledged as the immediate forerunner
of dubbing as we know it today. Concurrent advances in the manipulation of
celluloid films during the 1920s allowed distributors to superimpose titles
straight onto the film strip images through optical and mechanical means
(Ivarsson 2002). By the late 1920s it had become customary to use this
evolved version of the primitive intertitles to provide a translation of the source
dialogue in synchrony with the relevant fragment of speech, thus paving the way
for the development of modern subtitling.

The perfection of these new techniques and their acceptance by European
audiences ended the moratorium on American control of European markets
(Forbes and Street 2000), with American films regaining a market share of 70
per cent in Europe and Latin America by 1937 (Chaves 2000). This second
wave of domination was regarded as a threat not only to the sustainability of
Europe’s national film industries, but also to their respective languages, cultures
and political regimes — in the mid-1930s, the latter ranged from democratic
systems to fascist dictatorships. The multiplicity of European interests and
ideologies would soon lead each country to adopt its own protectionist
measures and/ or CENSORSHIP mechanisms (Nowell-Smith and Ricci 1998),
which were, in many cases, enforced through the choice of specific policies and
forms of audiovisual translation. Despite these efforts, and except for brief
exceptional periods like World War 11, these dynamics of domination were to
remain unchanged.

Subtitling



A typology of subtitling procedures

Subtitling consists of the production of snippets of written text (subtitles, or
captions in American English) to be superimposed on visual footage — normally
near the bottom of the frame — while an audiovisual text is projected, played or
broadcast. In so far as it involves a shift from a spoken to a written medium,
subtitling has been defined as a ‘diasemiotic’ or ‘intermodal’ form of audiovisual
translation (Gottlieb 1997). Interlingual subtitles provide viewers with a
written rendition of the source text speech, whether dialogue or narration, in
their own language. In communities where at least two languages co-exist,
bilingual subtitles deliver two language versions of the same source fragment,
one in each of the two constitutive lines of the subtitle (Gambier 2003a).

Each of the fragments into which subtitlers divide the speech for the purposes of
translation must be delivered concurrently with its written rendition in the target
language via the subtitle. And given that ‘people generally speak much faster
than they read, subtitling inevitably involves ... technical constraints of shortage
of screen space and lack of time’ (O’Connell
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1998:67). Subtitles composed according to widely accepted spatial parameters
contain a maximum of two lines of text, each accommodating up to 35
characters (Karamitrouglou 1998). The actual number of characters that can be
used in each subtitle then depends on the duration of the corresponding speech
unit (Titford 1982).

Since the 1970s, we have witnessed the proliferation of intralingual subtitles,
which are composed in the same language as the source text speech. Intralingual
subtitles were traditionally addressed at MINORITY audiences, such as
immigrants wishing to develop their proficiency in the language of the host
community or viewers requiring written support to fully understand certain
audiovisual texts shot in non-standard dialects of their native language (Diaz
Cintas 2003). However, intralingual subtitling has now become almost
synonymous with subtitling for the deaf and hard of hearing in the
audiovisual marketplace, where accessibility-friendly initiatives are receiving
increasing attention. Subtitles for the hard of hearing provide a text display of
the speech but also incorporate descriptions of sound features which are not
accessible to this audience. To compensate for their higher density (Wurm
2007), this type of subtitle complies with specific conventions in terms of timing,
text positioning and use of colours (Neves 2005). Although subtitles for the deaf
were for a long time restricted to films and programmes recorded in advance,
the development of real time or live subtitling technologies, ranging from the
stenograph and stenotyping methods to speech recognition systems (Lambourne
2006), has increased the accessibility of live news, live chat shows and reality
TV to the deaf community (see also SIGNED LANGUAGE
INTERPRETING).

Historically, the terms ‘interlingual” and ‘intralingual subtitles’ correlated with
open and closed subtitles, respectively. Interlingual subtitles have tended to be
printed on the actual film, thus becoming part of the audiovisual text itself. Given
that they are visually present throughout the screening and universally accessible
to all viewers (except for the visually impaired), interlingual subtitles are said to
be open. Intralingual subtitles, however, have tended to be encoded in the
broadcast signal using a number of technologies, mainly teletext (Neves 2007).
They are known as ‘closed subtitles’ because they are accessible only to
viewers whose television sets are equipped with the relevant decoder and who
choose to display them on the screen while watching the programme. The
advent of DVD and digital television represents a departure from this tradition
as both media provide viewers with closed intralingual and interlingual subtitles,
normally in more than one language.

The subtitling process

The subtitler’s basic working materials have traditionally included a time-coded
VHS copy of the source film or programme and a ‘dialogue list’; i.e. an
enhanced post-production script containing a transcription of the dialogue, a
description of relevant visual information and sometimes notes for the translator
(Diaz Cintas 2001). The text is typically subjected to a ‘spotting’ process,
during which the dialogue is divided into segments that are time-cued



individually. Each dialogue segment is then translated or transcribed in
compliance with certain segmentation and editing conventions (Karamitrouglou
1998), including time—space correlation standards. The output of this process,
normally an electronic list of spotted subtitles, is then returned to the
commissioner of the translation. In recent years, increased circulation of
audiovisual texts in digital format and the development of dedicated software
applications have brought about important changes in the subtitling process.
Although these new technologies are not necessarily available to all freelance
professionals, they now allow subtitlers to complete a project — including the
actual transference of subtitles onto the text — using a standard computer.

Advantages and limitations of subtitling

Empirical evidence suggests that subtitles can deliver 43 per cent less text than
the spoken dialogue they derive from (de Linde and Kay 1999). Given the
constraints arising from the synchronous alignment between spoken sound and
written subtitles that the industry requires (Naficy 2001), subtitlers are expected
to prioritize the overall communicative intention of an
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utterance over the semantics of its individual lexical constituents (Gottlieb 1998).
Deleting, condensing and adapting the source speech are thus some of the most
common subtitling STRATEGIES deployed by professionals. Under such tight
medium-related constraints, subtitling is claimed to foster cultural and linguistic
standardization (Fawcett 2003; Diaz Cintas 2005) by ironing non-mainstream
identities — and their individual speech styles — out of the translated narrative.
Pragmatically, this streamlining process can affect, for instance, the impression
that viewers form of characters in terms of friendliness (Remael 2003). In terms
of Venuti’s ‘domestication/foreignization” dichotomy, the subtitling process
typically leads to the domestication of the source dialogue and the effacement of
the translator (Ulrych 2000).

Subtitling can be viewed as a form of ‘overt translation’ (Battarbee 1986) since
it allows viewers to access the original speech (see QUALITY). Effectively, this
empowers viewers who have some knowledge of the source language but are
unaware of how the subtitler’s work is conditioned by media-related constraints
to monitor and criticize the translation. Criticisms are often levelled at subtitling
because it represents an intrusion on the image and its processing requires a
relatively intensive cognitive effort on the part of the viewer, thus detracting from
the overall viewing experience. On the positive side, advocates of subtitling
highlight the fact that it respects the aesthetic and artistic integrity of the original
text. The viewer’s exposure to a foreign language has also been found to
promote the target audience’s interest in other cultures (Danan 1991). And
finally, subtitling is a comparatively cheap and fast form of audiovisual translation
(Dries 1995).

Revoicing

Although there is a lack of consensus on the scope of the term

‘revoicing’ (Luyken ef al. 1991; Baker and Hochel 1998), it technically
designates a range of oral language transfer procedures: voice-over, narration,
audio description, free commentary, simultaneous interpreting and lip-
synchronized dubbing. In practice, ‘revoicing’ tends to encompass all these
procedures, except for lip-synchronized dubbing, which is commonly referred
to as ‘dubbing’. Although all these methods involve a greater or lesser degree of
synchronization between soundtrack and on-screen images, the need for
synchronization is particularly important in the case of dubbing.

Voice-over or ‘half-dubbing’ (Gambier 2003a) is a method that involves pre-
recorded revoicing: after a few seconds in which the original sound is fully
audible, the volume is lowered and the voice reading the translation becomes
prominent. This combination of realism (the original sound remains available in
the acoustic background throughout) and almost full translation of the original
text (Luyken et al. 1991) makes voice-over particularly suitable for interviews,
documentaries and other programmes which do not require lip synchronization.
Voice-over is also used today to translate feature films for some small markets
in Europe and Asia because it is substantially cheaper than dubbing (O’Connell
2007).



Although it is not always pre-recorded, narration has been defined as ‘an
extended voice-over’ (Luyken et al. 1991:80). This form of oral transfer aims
to provide a summarized but faithful and carefully scripted rendition of the
original speech, and its delivery is carefully timed to avoid any clash with the
visual syntax of the programme. In recent years, a very specific form of pre-
recorded, mostly intralingual narration has become increasingly important to
ensure the accessibility of audiovisual products to the visually impaired: this is
known as audio description. An audio description is a spoken account of
those visual aspects of a film which play a role in conveying its plot, rather than
a translation of linguistic content. The voice of an audio describer delivers this
additional narrative between stretches of dialogue, hence the importance of
engaging in a delicate balancing exercise to establish what the needs of the
spectator may be, and to ensure the audience is not overburdened with
excessive information.

As opposed to these pre-recorded transfer methods, other forms of revoicing
are performed on the spot by interpreters, presenters or commentators by
superimposing their voices over the original sound. Free commentary, for
example, involves adapting the source speech



Page 17

to meet the needs of the target audience, rather than attempting to convey its
content faithfully (Gambier 2003a). Commentaries are commonly used to
broadcast high-profile events with a spontaneous tone. Simultaneous
interpreting is typically carried out in the context of film festivals when time and
budget constraints do not allow for a more elaborate form of oral or written
language transfer (see CONFERENCE INTERPRETING). Interpreters may
translate with or without scripts and dub the voices of the whole cast of
characters featuring in the film (Lecuona 1994).

Lip-synchronized dubbing

Lip-synchronized (or lip-sync) dubbing is one of the two dominant forms of
film translation, the other being interlingual subtitling. In the field of audiovisual
translation, dubbing denotes the re-recording of the original voice track in the
target language using dubbing actors’ voices; the dubbed dialogue aims to
recreate the dynamics of the original, particularly in terms of delivery pace and
lip movements (Luyken ef al. 1991). Regarded by some as the supreme and
most comprehensive form of translation (Cary 1969), dubbing ‘requires a
complex juggling of semantic content, cadence of language and technical
prosody ... while bowing to the prosaic constraints of the medium

itself” (Whitman-Linsen 1992:103—4). In the last three decades, there have
been several attempts to map out the set of variables moulding this transfer
method, mainly by diluting the importance of lip synchrony proper within a
wider range of synchrony requirements. These new and more elaborate models
of dubbing synchrony advocate the need to match other features of the original
film which contribute to characterization or artistic idiosyncrasy (Fodor 1976;
Whitman-Linsen 1992; Herbst 1994; Chaume 2004). At any rate, the relative
weighting of lip matching vis-a-vis other types of synchrony depends on the
target market, with American audiences, for example, being more demanding
than Italians in this respect (Gambier 2003a).

The lip-sync dubbing process

The translation of a source language dialogue list is one of the earliest stages in
the dubbing process. Although access to a working copy of the film is crucial
for translators to verify non-visual information and make appropriate decisions
on aspects such as register or pragmatic intention, this is not always made
available to them (Hensel 1987). The translators’ participation in the dubbing
process often ends with the production of a dialogue list in the target language;
in practice, translators do not concern themselves with lip movements as they
usually lack experience in dialogue adaptation and adjustment techniques
(Luyken et al. 1991). A ‘dubbing writer’ who is adept at lip reading (Myers
1973) but not always familiar with the source language takes over at this point
to ‘detect’ the text. This involves identifying those sounds delivered by screen
actors in close-up shots that will require maximum synchrony on the part of
dubbing actors and marking their presence on the relevant frames of the film
strip (Paquin 2001). Once the adaptation is ready, the film dialogue is divided
into passages of dialogue, called ‘loops’ (Myers 1973) or ‘takes’ (Whitman-
Linsen 1992), whose length depends on the country where the dubbed version



is produced. These takes become the working units during the revoicing of the
dialogue track, which is carried out under the supervision of a dubbing director
and a sound engineer. The involvement of so many professionals in the dubbing
process explains why this form of audiovisual translation is up to fifteen times
more expensive than subtitling (Luyken et al. 1991). The actual translation and
adaptation of the dialogue amounts to only 10 per cent of the overall cost (Dries
1995), although this depends on the genre — with action and humour films being
the cheapest and most expensive, respectively (Muntefering 2002).

Advantages and limitations of lip-sync dubbing

Dubbing allows viewers to watch a film or programme without dividing their
attention between the images and the written translation (Goris 1993). This
reduces the amount of processing effort required on the part of the audience
and makes dubbing the most effective method to translate programmes
addressed at children or viewers with a restricted degree of literacy. In so far as
dubbing is a spoken
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translation of an oral source text, it is possible for the target text to convey more
of the information contained in its source counterpart. Also, dubbing allows for
the reproduction of the original dialogue’s interactional dynamics, including
stretches of overlapping speech and most other prosodic features. On the
negative side, dubbing is expensive and time-consuming. Furthermore, it tends
to draw on a restricted range of voices to which viewers may become over-
exposed over a number of years, which detracts from the authenticity of the
dubbed film. In relation to the translation process itself, the concern of dubbing
practitioners with synchronization and the take-based approach to the revoicing
process has often resulted in a ‘compartmentalization” of the source text. This
adherence to the constraints of micro-equivalence often proves detrimental to
the ‘naturalness’ and ‘contextual appropriateness’ of the translated dialogue
(Herbst 1997; Pérez Gonzalez 2007). It is also held accountable for most of the
so-called “universals’ of dubbed language, including its failure to portray
sociolinguistic variation and its overall tendency towards cultural neutralization
(Pavesi 2005). The transmission of culture-specific terms and values in dubbed
audiovisual texts remains a highly problematic issue. In principle, the revoicing of
the dialogue allows for an easy domestication of the original text, including the
replacement of source cultural references by their naturalizing counterparts, i.e.
their functional equivalents in the target viewer’s cognitive environment (Chiaro
1992). However, these attempts to maintain the illusion of authenticity may
backfire and damage the commercial success of the dubbed product when the
foreign language and culture draw attention to themselves, e.g. through poor
synchronization of mouth movements or the reliance on culturally idiosyncratic
visuals (Fawcett 1996).

Translation in the audiovisual marketplace

Lip-synchronized dubbing, the most expensive method of audiovisual
translation, has traditionally been the preferred option in countries with a single
linguistic community — and hence a large potential market to secure a sizeable
return on the investment. In some cases (e.g. France), the dissemination of a
single dubbed version across the length and breadth of the national territory has
been instrumental in achieving linguistic uniformity, to the detriment of regional
dialects or minority languages (Ballester 1995). On the other hand, the
predominance of dubbing in Germany, Italy and Spain in the 1930s and 1940s
was fostered by fascist regimes. Revoicing a whole film became an effective
instrument of CENSORSHIP, enabling the removal of inconvenient references
to facts and values that clashed with the official doctrine (Agost 1999). Voice-
over, on the other hand, became the transfer method of choice in most Soviet
bloc countries and other Asian markets (e.g. Thailand), either because the
national language was unchallenged (Danan 1991) or because budget
constraints made the cost of lip-sync dubbing simply prohibitive (Gottlieb
1998). Subtitling, on the other hand, thrived in a group of rich and highly literate
countries with small audiovisual markets (Scandinavian countries) and bilingual
communities (the Netherlands and Belgium), as well as in other states with
lower literacy rates but much poorer economies (Portugal, Greece, Iran and
most Arab countries), for whom other forms of audiovisual translation were
unaffordable.




Until the mid- 1990s, the audiovisual marketplace remained divided into two
major clusters: subtitling versus dubbing countries (Luyken et al. 1991). Since
then, however, we have witnessed a series of changes in the audiovisual
landscape, including the ever growing volume of programmes and broadcast
outlets, the development of digitization techniques and the emergence of new
patterns in the distribution and consumption of audiovisual products (Pérez
Gonzalez 2006b). This has contributed to blurring the lines between the
formerly opposing camps: in any given market, ‘dominant’ or traditional forms
of audiovisual transfer now co-exist with other ‘challenging’ or less widespread
types (Gambier 2003a). The combined use of several established methods
within a single programme constitutes developments that continue to contribute
to the hybridization of the media industry worldwide (ibid.).
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Research in the field of audiovisual translation

Although the available body of research on audiovisual translation has grown
exponentially in the last two decades, scholars have tended to gravitate to a
small range of issues, including the effects of medium-related constraints on the
translator’s discretion, transfer errors arising from the search for synchronization
and the failure of translated dialogue to recreate social and geographic variation.
Luyken et al.’s concerns over the lack of systematic theorization (1991:165)
and Fawcett’s warnings against the excessive degree of anecdotalism and
prescriptivism in audiovisual translation scholarship (1996:65-9) continued to
resonate in subsequent work (e.g. Chaume 2002).

On the basis of a relatively small number of experimental studies on viewers’
processing habits, reading strategies or reception patterns (e.g. d’Ydewalle et
al. 1987; Gottlieb 1995; de Linde and Kay 1999; Fuentes 2001), some
researchers have sought to articulate frameworks of rules, time-space
correlations and mediation priorities for subtitling and dubbing practitioners.
Such frameworks of seemingly undisputed assumptions on viewers’ needs
require systematic validation and updating, particularly in view of the increasing
ubiquity of screen-based texts in everyday life and the ongoing fragmentation of
audiences into specialized niches (Pérez Gonzalez 2008). The need for robust
insights into the perceptual and cognitive dimension of audiovisual translation,
however, has been overshadowed in the early part of the twenty-first century by
technological developments in the field, including speech-recognition techniques
(Eugeni 2007) as well as the use of CORPORA and translation memory tools
(Armstrong et al. 2006; see COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION); these
developments seek to respond to the industry’s demand for fast delivery of
automated output.

Audiovisual translation scholars have relied heavily on descriptive translation
studies, both under the umbrella of POLYSYSTEM and NORM theories. In
their attempt to understand what guides the choice of translation
STRATEGIES, specialists have examined the status of the source and target
cultures vis-a-vis one another within the global audiovisual arena (Delabastita
1990); explored how the interaction of power, prestige and other market
factors within a given country has led to the dominance of a specific form of
audiovisual transfer (Lambert and Delabastita 1996; Karamitrouglou 2000);
and looked into the universality of certain filmic rhetorical devices (Cattrysse
2004). A plethora of studies has drawn on these same theories to identify the
operational norms that guide the actual transfer of textual material in the main
forms of audiovisual transfer. Some of these studies have resulted in
descriptions of widely accepted translation standards (Karamitrouglou 1998),
techniques and strategies (Diaz Cintas and Remael 2007). A descriptive agenda
also informs a series of new corpus-based studies of dubbed language, which
seek to demonstrate the limited influence of the source text on the configuration
of emerging target text norms (Pavesi 2005).

Against the backdrop of increased attention to processes of contextualization,
recent publications on audiovisual translation have drawn on theories from



neighbouring disciplines, including pragmatics (Hatim and Mason 1997,
Kovaci¢ 1994) and GENDER studies (Baumgarten 2005). As in other fields of
translation studies, researchers have also investigated the impact of clashes of
IDEOLOGY and power differentials on dubbed or subtitled dialogue (Ballester
1995, 2001; Remael 2003) and looked at the translator’s mediation in terms of
domesticating and foreignizing strategies (Ulrych 2000; Fawcett 2003).
Amateur subtitling cultures such as fansubbing (Pérez Gonzalez 2006b) — which
emerged as a result of the increasing compartmentalization of subtitling
audiences — represent an extreme example of foreignization, known as ‘abusive
subtitling” (Nornes 1999). Amateur translators exploit traditional meaning-
making codes in a creative manner and criss-cross the traditional boundaries
between linguistic and visual semiotics in innovative ways, thus paving the way
for new research informed by multimedia theory (Pérez Gonzalez 2008).

See also:

ADAPTATION; ADVERTISING; COMICS; GLOBALIZATION:;
LOCALIZATION; NEWS GATHERING AND DISSEMINATION;
RELAY.
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Further reading

Delabastita 1989; Luyken et al. 1991; Whitman-Linsen 1992; Dries 1995;
Herbst 1997; Agost 1999; de Linde and Kay 1999; Chaves 2000;
Karamitrouglou 2000; Diaz Cintas 2003; Fawcett 2003; Gambier 2003b;
Remael 2003; Chaume 2004; Neves 2005; Pavesi 2005; Pérez Gonzalez
2007, 2008.
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B

Bible, Jewish and Christian

The Bible, from the Greek biblia, meaning ‘books’, is the sacred text of both
Jews and Christians. The Jewish Scriptures are composed of the Old Testament
(OT), a collection of 39 books written for the most part in Hebrew, with a few
passages in Aramaic. The Christian Bible contains these Scriptures plus the
New Testament (NT), and in some traditions, the Deuterocanon. The New
Testament comprises 27 books, written in koiné Greek between 50 and 100
CE. The Deuterocanon or Apocrypha, also written in Greek, is recognized as
‘canonical’, i.e. authoritative in matters of religious doctrine, by the Roman
Catholic and Orthodox traditions, but not by the Anglican or any other
Protestant denominations.

Bible translation (meaning the translation of both Old and New Testaments) has
been a major preoccupation of the Christian church for the past two millennia.
As of 2006 (UBS World Report), the whole Bible (OT and NT) has been
translated into 426 languages, the New Testament into 1100, with parts of the
Bible now available in 2,403 languages.

History of Bible translation

The beginnings of Bible translation can be traced back to an incident recounted
in the book of Nehemiah (8:5—-8) many centuries before the birth of Christ.
After living for several decades in exile in Babylon, many Jews no longer spoke
or even understood Hebrew. Thus, when the exiles returned to Jerusalem, and
Ezra called the people together to listen to the reading of the Law of Moses, the
Levite priests had to translate the meaning of the sacred texts into Aramaic so
that people could understand. Since that time, Jews and Christians have
continued to emphasize the importance of the Scriptures being understood by all
believers.

The earliest known written translation of the Bible is the Septuagint, a translation
from Hebrew into Greek of the Old Testament texts, carried out primarily for
Greek-speaking Jews living in the Graeco-Roman diaspora. According to
tradition, this version, which includes the Deuterocanonical books, was the joint
work of 72 Jewish scholars who completed the task in 72 days, leading to its
name and abbreviation (Latin septuaginta = 70, LXX). The translation was
started under Ptolemy II of Egypt and carried out in or around Alexandria
during the third and second centuries BCE. Although this translation and its
interpretations of the Hebrew text have been criticized since its inception, the
Septuagint has nevertheless served as a standard reference since that time. It is
the source of most of the OT quotes in the NT. To this day, the Septuagint
retains considerable influence on questions of interpretation and textual matters,
and its study continues to shed light on the principles of translation used in the
ancient world. However, in the second century CE, Jewish scholars — Aquila,
Theodotion, and Symmachus — produced new translations and/ or revised



versions of the Septuagint, which were preserved by Origen (c.185 — ¢.245
CE). The Targum, literally ‘translation’, is a kind of running paraphrase of and
commentary on the Hebrew text in Aramaic, originating from before the time of
Christ but still read publicly in synagogues around the world today.

As the New Testament was compiled and its content fixed by 367 CE under
Athanasius, the bishop of Alexandria, translations were undertaken in various
European and Middle Eastern languages. The NT was translated into Latin, the
language of the former Roman
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Empire (including Northern Africa), as well as into Coptic, spoken by Egyptian
Christians, and into Syriac. This latter translation served newly converted Jews
and/or new Christians in the Mesopotamian region (Syria). The revised Syriac
Bible, known as the Peshitta, the ‘simple’ version, is widely referred to in
discussions of the biblical text.

In 383 CE, Pope Damasus I commissioned Jerome to produce the whole Bible
in Latin, a task completed in 406. This version, known as the Vulgate, served
for centuries as a reference for translations into numerous languages, including
Armenian, Georgian, Ethiopic, Arabic, Persian and Gothic.

In the meantime, scholarly work continued on the OT Hebrew texts, whose
original writing system included only consonants. Though tentative systems to
mark vowels and accents (‘masorah’) were devised in Babylonia and Palestine,
basic standardization only came about in the ninth century, through the work of
Moshe ben Asher and the scholars at Tiberius. This Masoretic text (MT) has
served as the source text for major Jewish and Christian translations since that
time. Its latest complete edition, the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, is used
throughout the world as the primary source text of the Old Testament.

The invention of the printing press around the time of the Reformation and the
growing interest in national languages such as German, English, French and
Spanish led to the publication of Bible translations in various European
vernaculars. Martin Luther, John Wycliffe and William Tyndale were among the
pioneers who translated the Bible in a language accessible to all, often at great
personal sacrifice. Many considered the translation of sacred texts from ‘sacred
languages’ (Hebrew, Greek and Latin) into vernaculars to be heretical.
However, despite serious opposition, this period saw the birth of many versions
of the Bible, which still serve as references today: the King James or ‘authorized
version’ (AV) in English (1611), Olivétan’s French translation (1535) and the
Luther version, among others.

Progress in the translation of Scriptures on the European continent steadily
continued for the centuries that followed, with a sharp increase in Bible
translation activity in the early nineteenth century. This major thrust has
continued, almost unhindered, into the twenty-first century. The 1800s began
what might be called the missionary era of Bible translation. Rising interest in
taking the Gospel to the remotest parts of the world was accompanied by all-
out efforts to translate the Bible into ‘unknown tongues’. In the first wave were
the ‘missionary greats’, whose life work included learning, and reducing to
writing, major languages around the globe: Adoniram Judson (Burmese), Robert
Morrison (Chinese), William Carey (Bengali, Sanskrit, Marathi, Hindi), Henry
Martyn (Urdu, Persian and Arabic). During this period, portions of Scripture
were published in literally hundreds of languages worldwide: Thai or Siamese in
the east, Maya and Quechua in the Americas, Swahili in Africa. Though at times
unmentioned, mother tongue translators were major contributors to Bible
translation during this period. For example, in 1843, Bishop Samuel Ajayi
Crowther, a Yoruba speaker, began work on the Yoruba Bible in Nigeria,
which was finally completed in 1884. This period of missionary activity



coincided with the birth of the influential British and Foreign Bible Society
(1804), as well as many other Bible societies throughout the world: Dublin
(1804), East Pakistan (1811), Ceylon (1812), Ethiopia (1812), Mauritius
(1812), the US (the American Bible Society, 1816) and South Africa (1820).

Alongside the many translations carried out in languages never before written,
the late nineteenth century and the twentieth century witnessed an increase in the
number of Bible translations done in major European languages. Taking English
as an example, following the publication of the English Revised Bible in 1885,
there has been a steady stream of new translations: the American Standard
Version (1901), the Revised Standard Version (1952), the Jerusalem Bible
(1966), the Revised English Bible (1970), the New American Bible (1970),
the New Living Bible (1971, 1989, 1996), the New Jerusalem Bible (1985),
the translation of the OT by the Jewish Publication Society (TANAKH, 1985),
as well as Bible translations done by individual scholars, including Edgar J.
Goodspeed, James Moffatt, Eugene Peterson, J. B. Phillips and Ken Taylor,
among others.

A kind of turning point occurred in the 1950s and 1960s, as a number of
factors led
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to a new focus on Bible translation theory and procedures. In 1947, significant
archaeological discoveries were made at Qumran, with the Dead Sea Scrolls
providing new texts and giving more information on the cultural and historical
context of Scripture formation. At around the same time, new developments in
linguistic and anthropological studies contributed to reflection on the theory and
practice of Bible translation. In response to the growing desire for Scriptures in
non- European languages, emphasis was put on readers being able to read and
understand the Bible. Guidelines were proposed to ensure natural,
comprehensible renderings that would remain faithful to the source texts (Nida
1964; Nida and Taber 1969; Beekman and Callow 1974; Callow 1974;
Barnwell 1975/1986). Decisions taken at Vatican II (1965) promoted the use
of vernacular translations, alongside Latin, in liturgical settings. All these factors
combined to raise interest in and support for what is known today as ‘common
language versions’, translations meant to communicate to the ‘common man’.
These translations, many of which were inter-confessional, first met with
resistance but eventually became best-sellers; they include in English: Today ’s
English Version, also known as the Good News Bible (TEV 1966, 1976,
1994; GNB, 1976), and the Contemporary English Version (CEV 1995); in
French, Frangais Courant (1982, 1997) and Parole de Vie (2000); in
Spanish, Dios Habla Hoy (1966, 1979); and in German, Die Gute Nachricht
(1982, 1997). Today some translations are being produced in simplified
language, for example the Spanish Version en Lenguaje Sencillo (2003),
which can be used by children as well as second-language users.

Through time, the Bible translation cause, once championed mainly by missions,
churches and individuals, has become the work of worldwide organizations
focused on this one particular task. The United Bible Societies (UBS), with its
translation efforts spearheaded by Eugene A. Nida, was founded in 1946 and
currently groups together over 200 national Bible societies, whose primary task
is the translation and distribution of Scriptures worldwide. The Summer Institute
of Linguistics (SIL, also known as Wycliffe Bible Translators), founded in 1942
by Cameron Townsend and until recently led by the missionary-linguist Kenneth
L. Pike, continues to support the work of Bible translation teams around the
world. Made up of expatriates and mother-tongue speakers, the work of these
teams often involves language learning and analysis, in order to establish a
suitable alphabet, written grammar and dictionary, all of which are useful in
pursuing the translation task. While SIL teams initially concentrated on the
translation of the NT, perceived to be more pertinent to evangelistic needs,
interest is now extending to the whole Bible. Both SIL and UBS have a system
of quality control, carried out by PhD-level translation consultants. These two
worldwide organizations are joined in their efforts by many other agencies,
including Pioneer Bible Translators, Lutheran Bible Translators and International
Bible Translators.

At the beginning of the twenty- first century, Bible translation activity has in no
way waned, as more and more Bible translation projects are being put in place
and revisions undertaken. Scripture use has generated new interest in providing
Scriptures in varying formats: study Bibles, comics, Scripture ‘storying’, as well
as non-print media renderings, including music cassettes, videos, radio, TV, on-



line Bibles, etc. Bibles in Braille as well as signed Scriptures are also becoming
available in different sign languages around the world (see SIGNED
LANGUAGE INTERPRETING).

As interest in Bible translation remains at an all-time high, the procedures and
profile of personnel involved in Bible translation continue to evolve. During the
missionary era, the role of mother-tongue speakers was ill defined, and ‘native
assistants’ often remained unnamed. However, today, with colonialism arguably
relegated to history and the role of expatriate missionaries diminishing, a new
era in Bible translation has begun (Bessong and Kenmogne 2007; Sanchez-
Cetina 2007). While in the 1970s translator training was being discussed and
encouraged, today, mother-tongue exegetes and translators are being trained at
a very high level around the world. Undergraduate and graduate training
programmes, including studies in linguistics, communication theory, biblical
exegesis, Hebrew and Greek, along with translation theory and practice, are
producing highly qualified mother-tongue personnel. Whereas in the past most
Bible translation consultants were
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Western expatriates, today’s Bible translation consultants come from every
continent on the globe.

Bible translation teams are also now equipped with new technology. Computers
enable translators to bypass the numerous hand-written drafts of the past.
Through innovative programs such as Paratext (a program designed by UBS
and supported by SIL), translators can have instant access on their screens to
dozens of Bible versions, including the source texts, as well as to dictionary
definitions and parsing of Hebrew and Greek forms. Manuscript spelling and
punctuation checks, which in the past took months of tedious work, are today
carried out in far less time, with the assistance of computer programs. Though
attempts at MACHINE TRANSLATION and ADAPTATION have produced
uneven results in the first instance, or controversial versions in the second, new
technology has given Bible translation teams around the world a new sense of
autonomy.

In some ways, twenty- first-century Bible translators can be compared to the
earliest pioneers — Jerome, Luther and Tyndale — since today, once again, the
major goal is to have qualified mother-tongue translators using biblical languages
to consult the source text, in order to produce understandable and faithful
renderings in their own languages. The difference is that today’s Bible
translators have the advantage of 2,000 years of scholarship, interpretation and
translation models, as well as access to powerful technical tools.

Translation theory and approaches

It is difficult to speak of translation theory during the earliest years of Bible
translation. Examination of the first known translations reveals that different
translators have always used different approaches and conventions. However,
despite centuries and even millennia of reflection and discussion, the basic issues
in Bible translation remain surprisingly the same. These include whether a
translation tends to be more or less literal, that is, how closely the forms and
structures of the source language are reflected in the translation, how
consistently words are rendered (especially ‘key’ terms of special theological
importance), how much the translation adapts the source text to allow for
natural modes of expression in the target language, and how much
“foreignization’ is accepted, allowing readers to experience the ‘otherness’ of a
foreign text. A brief overview of the developments in the last decades of theory
and practice in Bible translation provides some insights into these issues.

In the early part of the twentieth century, the more accepted translations were
those which stayed close to Hebrew and Greek grammatical structures. In the
Anglophone world, for example, the Authorized or King James Version
remained a standard reference, despite its difficult and increasingly archaic
language. Some versions had a goal of verbal consistency, whereby a word in
the source text would be consistently rendered by a single word in the target
language. Such literal translations gave high priority to the form of the source
text and tried to stay close to its word order, sentence structure, etc. But such
translation approaches often resulted in unnatural, and sometimes



incomprehensible, renderings. For example, the RSV ’s literal rendering of St.
Paul’s expression ‘having girded their loins with truth’ (Ephesians 6:14) is not
immediately understood by the majority of English speakers.

In their Theory and Practice of Translation (1969), Nida and Taber put forth
proposals (referred to as the TAPOT approach) for producing a more
comprehensible rendering of such expressions: translators examine and analyse
the source text, extract its meaning (by identifying the content of the ‘kernels’ of
each sentence as well as semantic components of each lexical item) and transfer
that meaning into the target language. This process leads to a dynamic
equivalence translation. Though this approach was modified to emphasize the
communicative functions of language and renamedfunctional equivalence
translation (de Waard and Nida 1986), in both equivalence models meaning has
priority over form (see EQUIVALENCE). Thus, faced with a phrase such as
‘girding the loins with truth’, translators would “unpack’ the phrase to determine
what Paul meant, and then look for the closest natural equivalent expression in
their own language. In the search for a meaning-based translation, many
translators would reject RSV’s rendering as too literal. They would drop
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the archaic verb gird, as well as the confusing Old English /loins, and attempt to
substitute them with modern equivalents. Some common language versions in
English have tried to retain the original image by rendering the passage as ‘stand
ready, with truth as a belt tight around your waist’ (TEV). However, according
to the principles of dynamic/functional equivalence, if the relevance of belt as
part of this defensive military attire is not understood in the target culture, it is
possible to drop the image and express the meaning directly, as in ‘Always be
ready to defend yourself with the truth’.

Another of the basic tenets of dynamic equivalence translation is that what is
implicit in the text can be made explicit, if this is necessary for the reader or
hearer to correctly understand the message of the source text. In the case of
Ephesians 6:14, a Bible translator might be justified in making explicit ‘the truth
of (the word of) God’, an acceptable exegetical interpretation in this context.
Using the dynamic or functional equivalence approach, it might also be noted
that certain languages need to make explicit where this ‘truth’ is kept, which
might lead to an even wider rendering, as in ‘Always keep the truth of God in
your heart/ mind/liver, being ready to defend yourself” (see
EXPLICITATION).

The dynamic equivalence approach thus adapts the translation to the realities of
the target language and culture, so that the meaning or message of the source
text can be clearly understood. Translators are free to use different terms,
different grammatical constructions, and even different word and sentence
orders, in order to express the meaning of the source text. In translation
parlance, this approach ‘domesticates’ the text, by removing difficult
expressions and images which would be incomprehensible or poorly understood
if rendered literally.

An advantage of this approach is that it gives translators the freedom to make
difficult theological concepts clear. For example, comparing RSV’s rendering of
Romans 3:28 to common language versions (TEV and CEV), the latter convey
the message more clearly to today’s speakers of English than the earlier version
does:

RSV For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.

TEV For we conclude that a person is put right with God only through faith,
and not by doing what the Law commands.

CEV We see that people are acceptable to God because they have faith, and
not because they obey the Law.

However, this approach can easily be misapplied. Over-eager or patronizing
translators may end up paraphrasing the text. Some translations of this type
have thus been widely criticized for being too explicit, i.e. adding or even
changing ideas of the source text. This is one of the reasons many of these
versions are undergoing revision today. Indeed, translators can inadvertently (or
advertently!) introduce theological and other ideological biases into their
translations (see IDEOLOGY), a practice deemed unacceptable by most Bible



translation agencies today (Ogden 1997; Zogbo 2002).

Another criticism of this approach is that translators using this model may take
too much liberty, thereby violating historicity. For example, is it permissible for
translators to substitute an animal such as a seal in the key phrase ‘the lamb of
God’, in Arctic cultures where sheep are not well known? Does the use of a
local fruit juice or distilled liquor to refer to wine made from grapes violate the
historical accuracy of the translation and/or rob the text of an important
leitmotiv? Along the same lines, by trying to make everything in the biblical text
‘clear and natural’, translators may flatten out poetic lines and images, or ‘over-
translate’ literary forms, whose beauty is reflected precisely through brevity and
possible multiple readings. This domestication of both the form and content of
the text pulls the translation away from the historical and literary bearings of the
source text. For a detailed assessment of Nida and Taber’s TAPOT approach,
see Wilt (2003a) and Stine (2004).

In the past, where expatriate and/or indigenous translators have had little or no
access to the source texts in the biblical languages, a method known as the
base-models approach has often been used alongside the dynamic/functional
equivalence framework. Thus, if a translation team does not have a member
qualified in Hebrew or Greek, translators are encouraged to use a more literal
version in a
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language they know, such as RSV in English, as the base text, with more
dynamic versions (TEV, CEV) serving as models of what a good translation
might be. Though many New Testaments and some Bibles produced using this
approach have yielded highly readable and popular texts, in some cases this
method has produced translations quite far from the form and meaning of the
source text. Some teams end up translating a model text literally, often
overlooking an excellent solution available in their own language. For example,
translators may look for an equivalent of the dynamic ‘God has given you
victory over the Midianites’ (Judges 7.16, TEV) when the target language might
already have a structure identical to the one in Hebrew: ‘God has given the
Midianites into your hands’.

However, despite the shortcomings and possible misapplications of this
approach, the principles of dynamic/functional equivalence have liberated
translators from a rigid system whereby word-by-word consistency, especially
in relation to key terms, was considered the ideal. Thus, a word like grace
(charis in Greek), which is used in many different ways in many different
contexts in the NT, can be rendered contextually. For example, in standard
greetings (‘Grace to you and peace...”), a natural equivalent in the language
may be used, while another term may be used to translate the theologically
crucial concept of grace in contexts where this is necessary (e.g. ‘by grace you
are saved’). By giving priority to meaning over form and translating contextually,
translators may better render the message of the source text, providing a more
faithful rendering, as established by the norms of this translation theory.

Common language translations have also popularized supplementary materials
and Bible helps. In the past, the text was considered so sacred that certain
versions put in parentheses or italics any word that was not actually present in
the Hebrew or Greek text. Nowadays, almost all Bibles published by UBS
have explanatory prefaces, introductions to each book of the Bible, footnotes
explaining textual variants and word plays, and are equipped with helpful
glossaries, maps, charts, illustrations, etc.

Since the introduction of the dynamic/ functional equivalent approach, reflection
on Bible translation theory and practice continues to evolve. Much thought is
now given to the role of the audience in determining which type of translation
needs to be produced. Scholars speak less of a strict dichotomy between literal
and dynamic translations, tending rather to acknowledge a continuum. For
example, a community may request a translation to be used in worship services,
leading to the production of a liturgical version which preserves the literary
beauty and poetic nature of the Hebrew source text (Zogbo and Wendland
2000). Another community may need a common language version due to their
unfamiliarity with the Scriptures, while other special audiences, e.g. youth, may
well appreciate a translation which exploits the stylistic features of oral genres of
the target language.

Today, before a Bible translation project is begun, great care is taken to define
the context and influences related to a given translation. In Bible Translation,
Frames of Reference (Wilt 2003a), the sociocultural, organizational, textual



and cognitive ‘frames’ involved in shaping and interpreting texts are explored.
Questions of who is requesting, sponsoring and managing the translation (see
Lai 2007), who will be using it and for what purposes, and who is actually doing
the translation, have become fundamental. Audience considerations have also
led to the publication of Bibles with clear ideological and theological slants, for
example, Bibles with feminist, liberation theology, Afticanist, or Afro- American
agendas (Yorke 2000). The close interaction between IDEOLOGY, theology,
ETHICS and translation is today the subject of much debate, raising important
theoretical issues (such as inclusive-exclusive language and GENDER
sensitivity; see Bratcher 1995; Simon 1996; von Flotow 1997), as well as very
practical ones (copyright, marketing strategies, low vs. high cost editions, etc.).

Today the field of translation is alive with discussion and debate, and there is
more communication between theoreticians of Bible translation and those
dealing with translation theory in general. Theorists and Bible translation
practitioners are giving more thought to literary theory (Wendland 2006),
discourse (‘top-down’) analysis of both source and target languages (Longacre
1989; Grimes, 1972; Bergman 1994; Levinsohn 1987, 2000; Wendland
2002), pragmatics and communication theory, in particular relevance theory
(Gutt 1990,
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1991/2000, 2005; Hill 2006). Theorists writing from a non- Western
perspective have further enriched our understanding of the impact of biblical
translation on a wide range of societies (Wickeri 1995; Rafael 1998; Naudé
and van der Merwe 2002; Lai 2007, among others). Consideration of the
skopos or function/goal of a text within its community has become a main focus
of discussion. The question of whether it is possible, necessary or desirable to
reconstruct the source author’s intent, in order to reflect this in translation,
remains a much debated issue to this day.

Despite these new avenues for reflection and research, the basic parameters for
discussing Bible translation remain much the same, as translations continue to be
described as more or less literal, more or less foreign, more or less natural.
Some questions of faithfulness have been resolved or simplified as text sources
for the Old and New Testament, to which translators adhere, are becoming
more universally accepted. On the other hand, faithfulness remains a complex
and intriguing issue in relation to new forms of Bible translation in non-print
media, such as video, song, theatre and other forms of art (Soukoup and
Hodgson 1999).

See also:

BRITISH TRADITION; GENDER AND SEXUALITY; GREEK
TRADITION; HEBREW TRADITION; INSTITUTIONAL
TRANSLATION; LATIN TRADITION; QUR’AN; RETRANSLATION;
STRATEGIES.

Further reading

Nida 1964; Nida and Taber 1969; de Waard and Nida 1986; Gutt
1991/2000; Wickeri 1995; Soukoup and Hodgson 1999; Zogbo and
Wendland 2000; Naudé and van der Merwe 2002; Wilt 2003a; Stine 2004;
Wendland 2004, 2006; Noss 2007.

LYNELL ZOGBO
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C

Censorship

Censorship is a coercive and forceful act that blocks, manipulates and controls
cross-cultural interaction in various ways. It must be understood as one of the
discourses, and often the dominant one, articulated by a given society at a given
time and expressed through repressive cultural, aesthetic, linguistic and
economic practices. Censorship operates largely according to a set of specific
values and criteria established by a dominant body and exercised over a
dominated one; the former can often be identified with either the state or the
Church, or with those social conventions which regulate one’s freedom of
choice at both public and personal levels. In contrasting fashions, both
censorship and translation influence the visibility and invisibility, as well as the
accessibility and inaccessibility, of the cultural capital enjoyed or produced by a
given text or body of texts.

In his seminal work on knowledge, power and repression, Foucault (1975)
argues that the production and representation of knowledge depend on the
ways in which any social system articulates a set of rules. These visible and
invisible rules, however, are not only to be read as repressive instances, but also
as a means of generating further knowledge and power (ibid.: 177, 187, 201—
2). The censorship of translations does not act simply according to the logic of
punishment, but also according to the principle of correction, or in some cases
of self-correction. Thus, when censors punish and regulate the circulation of the
cultural capital of translations, they can also foster further knowledge (Foucault
1975:170-94; Sammells 1992:5-6). For instance, in his work on sexuality,
Foucault argues that in the Victorian era the ban on evocation of sexuality did
not obstruct the production of more discourses on the issue; instead, it
encouraged their regulated and diverse proliferations (Foucault 1981:6-9;
Saunders 1992; Brownlie 2007b; see also GENDER AND SEXUALITY).

Similarly to Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu’s sociological theory emphasizes the
relationship between the agent and the structure (Inghilleri 2005¢) and analyses
their implications for shaping the cultural habitus and field (Bourdieu 1984:170,
63-95, 232; see SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES). In Distinction (1979),
Bourdieu defines the habitus as ‘both the generative principle of objectively
classifiable judgements and the system of classification (principium divisionis)
of these practices’; in other words, as ‘a creative and organising

principle’ (Bourdieu 1984:170). Specifically, Bourdieu argues that to
understand fully how censorship operates, one needs to take into consideration
its relationship with the Zabitus (dynamics of tastes) of the field in which it
circulates. Bourdieu names this censorial condition ‘structural censorship’, and
argues that it is determined by the habitus of the agents belonging to the field
within which a text circulates (Bourdieu 1982:168; Bourdieu 1984:170; Krebs
2007a; Thomson- Wohlgemuth 2007). Furthermore, in its consideration of
transnational dynamics of taste, Bourdieu’s definition of structural censorship
allows us to view the phenomenology of translation and censorship in terms of




both its national specificity and a repertoire of universal themes (for instance
sexuality, religion and IDEOLOGY) shared by different communities at different
times of their history (Bourdieu 1982:168—73). In this respect, censorship has
to be seen not as an institutional set of rules, or even as an overtly repressive
means of controlling public opinion and discourses, but rather as a set of
unwritten rules, shaped both by current zabitus and by the symbolic capital a
text enjoys in a certain field (ibid.: 172—3). Translators thus act as agents
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who, in a visible or invisible guise, can emphasize the text’s otherness or
familiarity from a target culture point of view (Venuti 1995a, 1998b). As a
result, depending on the degree of visibility and acceptability with which
translators wish to endow a text, they will employ different STRATEGIES of
foreignization and domestication. Hence, the relationship between censorship
and translation can challenge current assumptions on the notion of accessibility
of CULTURE, both in overtly repressive contexts and in seemingly neutral
cultural scenarios (Billiani 2007a; see also the General Censorship Resources
website for a wide range of examples of censorial operations).

Censorship in practice

Censorship may be divided into two main categories: INSTITUTIONAL and
individual. As an institutional phenomenon, censorship has existed since at least
399 BC, when Socrates was accused of introducing new divinities and
corrupting the young and thus exposed to the punishment of the State. The
history of the application of censorship measures to translation, however,
remains difficult to trace (Jones 2001: xi; Haight 1970). In particular, the
relationship between censorship and translated texts has always been
questioned in terms of the extent to which translations themselves allow the
circulation of ideas beyond the boundaries imposed by a certain authority; in
other words, in terms of the extent to which translation is a means of evading
censorship (Billiani 2007b). Religious texts, including the BIBLE and QUR’AN,
are a case in point. In 553, for example, Emperor Justinian issued a decree
commanding exclusive use of the Greek and Latin versions of the Bible and
forbidding the use of the Midrash, the Jewish stories that explain or elaborate on
the Bible (Jones 2001:229-32). In this case, the original Midrash texts in
Hebrew were subjected to censorship but translations were deemed
unthreatening,

Examples of translations that have been subjected to censorship abound,
however. Famous instances of banned individual translations belonging to
diverse literary domains (canonical texts, high and lowbrow culture,
CHILDREN’S LITERATURE) and demonstrating the range and practices of
censorship include the following: Macchiavelli’s The Prince (banned in France
in 1576); The Thousand and One Nights (banned in the USA in 1927); H. B.
Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin (banned in Russia in 1852); and Lewis Carroll’s
Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland (banned in China in 1931), among many
others. Similarly, the translations of entire oeuvres have been banned at different
times; for example, André Gide’s works were banned in 1938 in the Soviet
Union and in 1954 in East Berlin, and Upton Sinclair’s were banned in 1929 in
Yugoslavia, in 1933 in Germany and in 1956 in East Germany. The official
reasons for these bans on well-known translations, which cover a broad
chronological and geographic spectrum, are diverse and largely dependent on
the cultural and political specificities of the relevant national context. On the
whole, although many of these bans affected the political and ideological
spheres, they seem to have been mostly concerned with the moral acceptability
of a text. Victorian England is a key example of the complex relationship
between the social and moral sphere in the context of direct or indirect




censorship. Examples of censorship of English texts and translations alike
abound in the Victorian era. The most famous case of censorship, which gave
rise to the term ‘bowdlerization’, is that of Dr Bowdler’s (1724—1825)
expurgated texts: bowdlerization in this case resulted in the simultaneous
circulation of expurgated and full editions which differed in price and thus
addressed diverse audiences (Perrin 1969, 1992; O Cuilleandin 1999:37-9). It
was however the Obscene Publications Act (1857) that marked the beginning
of official censorship of texts which were deemed offensive to readers in Britain.
Henry Vizetelly (1820—-1894) was the first publisher to be tried for circulating
obscene translations of literary books by the French writer Emile Zola: Nana
(1880/1884), Pot-bouille (1882) and Piping Hot! (1886), but especially La
Terre (1887) and The Soil (1888) (Jones 2001:2584-5; King 1978). Vizetelly
pleaded guilty in his first trial in 1888, but he persisted in publishing five more
translations of Zola. In 1889, by then totally impoverished, he was tried again
and imprisoned for three months. Nonetheless, expurgated translations, not only
of Zola but also of Maupassant and Bourget, continued to be
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available. In order to avoid prosecution, various strategies of translation could
be, and were, employed. One such strategy involved leaving the ‘offensive’
word in the original language (i.e. opting for non-translation); another consisted
of using paraphrase or innuendo to communicate the message indirectly
(Brownlie 2007b). At times, CLASSICAL TEXTS which had gained aesthetic
respectability had to be censored, often by the translator him- or herself, in
order to be made available to a wider audience (Jones 2001:164—-6).

Censorship does not necessarily always apply to individual texts. In the context
of censorship, the name of the author and that of the translator can gain
considerable importance: in other words, institutional censorship can officially
reject a text not only because of its content but also because of the author’s
profile or indeed the translator’s identity. In Fascist Italy, translations by authors
such as Thomas Mann and André Gide were banned because they were
believed to be Jewish (Fabre 1998). Similarly, entire genres may be subjected
to censorship. Both in Fascist Italy and in Nazi Germany, translations of
detective stories, for example, were banned as a genre a priori during the last
years of the dictatorship because of the popularity they had gained among
readers. These stories were thought to constitute a vehicle for importing perilous
and immoral examples of antisocial behaviour.

Imported cinema has often been subjected to various forms of censorship
through dubbing and subtitling (Rabadan 2000; Ballester 2001; Vandaele 2002;
Gutiérrez Lanza 2002; see AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION). While reading
might be seen as a private act, screening occurs in front of a purportedly
vulnerable and visible audience (Jones 2001:164—7). Creative censorship, or at
times the translator’s own self-censorship, has been applied to subtitled films,
two well known examples being the Last Tango in Paris (1972; Jones and
Platt 1991) and the renowned Japanese film 4i No Corrida by Oshima Nagisa
(In the Realm of Senses, 1976). Although once censored (in the original as
well as in the subtitled versions), both films are now regarded as masterpieces.
The Japanese film was censored for obscene content, but its main purpose was
to address the repressive politics of 1930s Japan (Jones 2001:797-812, 817—
20). By targeting only the erotic content of the film, the institutional censorial
power was able to set, albeit in a contradictory fashion, the boundaries of the
circulation of the film as well as its modes of reception. Similarly, and in relation
to another genre, until 1968 dramatic productions in the UK were subject to
approval by the Lord Chamberlain’s office, which determined what plays could
or could not be performed (Krebs 2007a, 2007b; Walton 2006, 2007; see
DRAMA).

Institutional censorship often operates more overtly in contexts in which political
freedom is severely constrained. Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany and Franco’s
Spain put into practice a censorial preventive apparatus which specifically and
selectively targeted those translations which were ideologically destabilizing. In
these contexts, censorship functioned as a preventive measure which worked
effectively because of the relevant regimes’ ability to recruit the publishing
industry and bring it in line with the political order. Translations were rarely
sequestrated, because the publishers themselves pre-empted censorship by



guaranteeing their acceptability (Rundle 2000; Van Steen 2007). Here, as
elsewhere when censorship does not involve a complete ban, translations are
identified with a ‘stranger’ who needs to be presented in a particular fashion in
order to become part of the discourse of dominant institutions and political
leaders. One area of translation which generally seems to attract the censor’s
attention under dictatorships is that of CHILDREN’S LITERATURE, due to
the alleged vulnerability of its readers (Craig 2001; Thomson- Wohlgemuth
2007). On the whole, however, recent studies have demonstrated that
preventive censorship allowed agents (publishers, translators, authors) a certain
freedom of manoeuvre, so that they could occasionally succeed in having some
potentially subversive texts published (Fabre 1998; Sturge 2004).

In addition to institutional censorship, translators can also function as self
censors; in other words, they can apply a form of individual censorship. Self
censorship can assume either a private or public significance, depending on the
circulation of the translation in the target culture. Since translating can easily
become a political act of resistance or of acquiescence, the main question to
address is whether this censorial act is conscious or unconscious, visible
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or invisible. Philpotts (2007) discusses the translations and adaptations of radio
plays selected by the celebrated post-war German writer Giinter Eich to
broadcast on National Socialist radio in 1930; these often consisted of the
REWRITING of popular historical and literary material to serve as lightweight
entertainment. Philpotts demonstrates how in anticipating the censorial response
the author-translator denied himself his function as author and engaged in self
censorship in order to conform to the regime’s restrictions (see also for theatre,
Krebs 2007a).

The relationship between translation and (all forms of) censorship has often
been surprisingly productive (Boase-Beier and Holmann 1998:1-17). The
constraints imposed by censorship on individual creativity can paradoxically
result in further production of knowledge, provided there is a degree of shared
mutual understanding among communities (O Cuilleanain 1999:31-44;
Tourniaire 1999:71-80). Ultimately, censorship acts against what lies in that
space between acceptance and refusal: the ambiguous, the composite and,
more importantly, what disturbs identity, system and order. This means that
translation has been and will continue to be a frequent target of censorship in its
various forms, but that it also continues to function as a space for negotiating,
and at times evading, these forms of censorship. It also explains the growing
interest in studying the relationship between censorship and translation, as
evidenced in the range of volumes dedicated to the theme since the beginning of
the 21st century (Rabadan 2000; Ballester 2001; Craig 2001; Merkle 2002;
Sturge 2004; Billiani 2007a).

See also:

ADAPTATION; AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION; CHILDREN’S
LITERATURE; COMICS; ETHICS; GENDER AND SEXUALITY;
IDEOLOGY; PSEUDOTRANSLATION; REWRITING.

Further reading

Perrin 1969; Bourdieu 1982; Jones and Platt 1991; Fabre 1998; O Cuilleanain
1999; Tourniaire 1999; Jongh 2000; Rabadan 2000; Rundle 2000; Ballester
2001; Craig 2001; Jones 2001; Merkle 2002; Vandaele 2002; Sturge 2004;
Billiani 2007a, 2007b.

FRANCESCA BILLIANI

Children’s literature

Translation for children encompasses such diverse forms as the toddler’s board
book, the young adult novel or the illustrated information text, and requires an
understanding of both developmental factors and the world of childhood.
Hollindale’s definition of ‘childness’ as ‘the quality of being a child — dynamic,
imaginative, experimental, interactive and unstable’ (1997:46) underpins the fine
balance of affective content, creativity, simplicity of expression and linguistic
playfulness that characterize successful writing, and therefore successful



translation, for the youngest readers. At the other end of the age-range, novels
addressing the fragility of the adolescent’s self-image demand up-to-date
information on rapidly changing youth cultures.

Central to a discussion of translation for children is the adult—child duality that
raises the question of exactly what counts as children’s literature: texts
intentionally written for children by adults, texts addressed to adults but read by
children, texts read by both children and adults? Definitions of children’s
literature may include any of these interactions, with the adult presence taking on
many guises in children’s books, from the spectre of the didactic narrator of the
eighteenth-century moral tale to the playful ironic asides intended for the adult
reading aloud to a child in Winnie-the-Pooh. Translation may, however, alter
the nature of the adult— child relationship implicit in the source text. Shavit’s
(1986) analysis of the transfer of both Robinson Crusoe and Gulliver’s
Travels from the adult to the children’s literary canon via translation points to
antecedents of the modern phenomenon of ‘crossover’ fiction, i.e. fiction that is
read by or addresses readers of all ages (Beckett 1999). Another example is
provided in O’Sullivan’s (2000) account of the removal of the layer of irony in
the first German translation of A. A. Milne’s classic stories, resulting in a loss of
dual address.

Translating image and sound

A further and fundamental difference between texts for adults and children is the
history of
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children’s literature as a visual medium. Whether they are used to create visual
narratives in COMICS or in picture books, or to punctuate a prose text, images
add a new dimension to the dynamics between source and target languages.
Oittinen (2000) argues that translating illustrated texts requires specialized
training, combining translation studies with classes in art appreciation. A similar
integration of image and language is essential in the rapidly expanding fields of
AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION (O’Connell 2003) and video-game
LOCALIZATION.

Sound, too, is a vital element in translating for the young, since children have
stories read to them and translating for reading aloud demands considerable
competence from the translators (Dollerup 2003). Whether read aloud or
silently, children’s stories require a clear narrative line and close attention to
rhythm. Puurtinen (1995) is one of the few scholars to have examined the effect
of syntactic alterations on readability in children’s literature in her study of two
different Finnish translations of Frank. L. Baum’s The Wizard of Oz. She found
that one of the two versions has a more fluent and dynamic style and is easier to
read aloud. The aural texture of a story, or indeed of lullabies, nursery rhymes
and jingles, is of paramount importance to a child still engaged in discovering the
power and delights of the phonology of her or his native language. Repetition,
rhyme, onomatopoeia, word-play, nonsense, neologisms and the representation
of animal noises are therefore all common features of children’s texts and
require a considerable degree of linguistic creativity on the part of the translator.

Theoretical and critical developments

Critical interest in the translation of children’s literature has developed at an
accelerating pace over the last thirty years, as Tabbert’s (2002) comprehensive
international review of publications and Lathey’s (2006) collection of English-
language articles on the subject indicate. Klingberg, Swedish co-founder of the
International Research Society for Children’s Literature (IRSCL), was one of
the first scholars to pay serious academic attention to translations for children. In
Children’s Fiction in the Hands of the Translators, Klingberg adopted a
prescriptive approach to the practice of ‘cultural context adaptation’ — the
domestication of foreign names, coinage and foodstuffs — for a child audience,
arguing that the literary integrity of the source text should be respected as much
as possible (1986:17). Yet translators and editors are not always prepared to
trust the child’s ability to delight in and assimilate the unfamiliar, often citing a
lack of life experience as grounds for domestication. Award-winning English
translator Anthea Bell has advocated flexibility and autonomy for the translator
who has to ‘gauge the precise degree of foreignness, and how far it is
acceptable and can be preserved’ (1985:7).

Since the 1970s the general trend in the study of translation has moved away
from an emphasis on EQUIVALENCE and faithfulness, towards descriptive
approaches focusing on the purpose, function and status of the translation in the
target culture (see DESCRIPTIVE VERSUS COMMITTED
APPROACHES). Shavit’s (1986) application of Even-Zohar’s
POLYSYSTEM to children’s texts locates translations for a child audience




within a model of literary hierarchies. Shavit argues that the low status of
children’s literature, different cultural constructs of childhood and different
notions of what is ‘good for the child’ have led to radical CENSORSHIP and
abridgement, particularly of classic texts such as Gulliver’s Travels. Sutton
(1996) offers further evidence of ADAPTATION to the NORMS of the target
culture in nineteenth-century translations of Grimms’ Tales where violent and
scatological passages were removed. Didactic interventions in the process of
translation, too, are plentiful, with the toning down of Pippi Longstocking’s
wayward and anarchic behaviour in the first translation into French of Astrid
Lindgren’s modern Swedish classic as a telling example (Heldner 1992).
Similarly, the dialect or slang of a source text may be transposed into standard
language in the process of translation because of pedagogical concerns, a
practice that is particularly significant in children’s fiction with its high proportion
of dialogue. Although there are indications of a greater concern to find an
equivalent register in the target language in recent translations, Hagrid’s non-
standard English is changed to standard French and German in translations of J.
K. Rowling’s Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone (Jentsch 2002).
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Issues of IDEOLOGY in the adoption of different translation STRATEGIES for
a young audience have attracted the attention of a number of scholars.
Fernandez Lopez (2000) discusses intercultural ideological factors in the
translation into Spanish of the work of Roald Dahl and Enid Blyton. The
eradication of racist and sexist language from the work of these authors during
the 1970s and 1980s was ignored in Spanish translations that returned to
earlier, “‘unpurified’ versions of source texts, thereby creating a mismatch
between English and Spanish versions published in the same period. Fernandez
Lopez regards this practice as indicative of political and social factors in the
Franco and post-Franco eras in Spain. An extreme example of translation under
political control is provided by Thomson-Wohlgemuth (2003), whose
investigation into the selection of children’s texts for translation in the German
Democratic Republic reflects the primacy of ideological content in a period
when the child was central to the socialist enterprise.

Narrative communication and the child reader

Two major studies published at the turn of the millennium (O’ Sullivan 2000 and
Oittinen 2000) take a different direction by addressing the complexities of
narrative communication with the child reader. In Kinderliterarische
Komparatistik (2000), of which a shortened English version was published in
2005, O’Sullivan applies the insights of a comparatist to books written for the
young, offering a number of case histories that inspire a fresh look at the
international history of children’s literature. Adapting existing theories of
narrative communication by Schiavi and Chatman, O’Sullivan also proposes a
model that distinguishes between the implied child readers inscribed in source
and target texts. She cites instances where translators have inserted additional
material or explanations for the attention of the child reader in the target culture,
thereby creating an implied reader who needs information that the author of the
source text could take for granted. Such additions also demonstrate a further
aspect of O’Sullivan’s model: the presence of the implied translator whose
voice can be detected within the translated text.

Drawing on Bakhtin’s theories of dialogism, Oittinen (2000) argues that
translation for children constitutes a series of playful and subversive social
interactions that take place between the translator and the source text, between
the translator and the potential child reader, and between the child reader and
the translated text. She encourages freedom and creativity in the translator
whose goal should be child-friendly translation that constitutes a “positive’
manipulation of the source text. Other professional translators besides Oittinen
have made thought-provoking contributions to debates on translating for
children, notably Anthea Bell’s witty ‘notebooks’ (1985 and 1986) on the
translation of names, tense, gendered nouns and other ‘delicate matters’, and
Cathy Hirano’s (1999) depiction of the challenges presented by subtle degrees
of politeness inherent in personal pronouns in Japanese young adult fiction.

Current developments

The GLOBALIZATION of the children’s book market and of children’s




culture generally has had a marked effect on translation, as the international
marketing strategies of recent volumes of the Harry Potter series and the rapidly
decreasing interval between the publication of the original and worldwide
translations demonstrate. Translation into the English language continues to lag
behind translation from English into other languages; nonetheless, prizes for the
translation of children’s literature into English such as the Marsh Award in the
UK and the Mildred L. Batchelder Award in the USA testify to the range and
quality of translation for children and young people within a limited market. The
international exchange of children’s books has always been uneven, partly
because stories enjoyed by children do not constitute a separate ‘children’s
literature’ in all cultures and languages. At the same time, interest in the field
continues to grow as children’s literature and translation scholars work towards
a more complete picture of the role of translation in the dissemination of
children’s literatures across the world. In addition to the publication of a
dedicated reader on translation for children (Lathey 2006), recent edited
volumes (Van Coillie
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and Verschueren 2006) and monographs (Frank 2007) demonstrate a diversity
of approaches and theoretical perspectives. Desmet’s (2007) investigation of
the translation into Dutch of narrative fiction for girls reaffirms Shavit’s emphasis
on literary status as a determining factor in the degree of ADAPTATION and
abridgement in translations for children, while historical research has uncovered
evidence not only of changes in translation practices according to contemporary
constructions of childhood, but also of the impact of translations on the target
culture (Lathey 2006, in press). Seifert (2005) and Frank (2007) draw on
developments in image studies for their case studies on the translation of
Canadian fiction into German and Australian children’s fiction into French
respectively, demonstrating ways in which images of a nation and locale are
constructed as children’s texts move from one language and culture to another.

Looking to the future, children’s responses to translations are still a matter of
speculation and a greater emphasis on empirical research is required to discover
just how much ‘foreignness’ young readers are able to tolerate, especially in
view of research on the degree of sophistication with which young readers
respond to texts (Fry 1985; Appleyard 1990). Research into reader response
to translations may lead to a review of the widespread practice of contextual
adaptation for children at a time when the practice in general is regarded as
exploitative in its appropriation of the source culture (Venuti 2000b: 341).
Moreover, the development of new research methods in translation studies has
the potential to offer new insights into the translation of children’s literature. In
particular, advances in process-oriented studies (see PSYCHOLINGUISTIC
AND COGNITIVE APPROACHES and THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOLS)
may shed light on how translating for children differs from translating for adult
audiences, and large-scale computer analysis of corpora may pinpoint cultural
trends and linguistic patterns in translations for the young.

See also:

ADAPTATION; AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION; CENSORSHIP;
COMICS; LITERARY TRANSLATION; LOCALIZATION.

Further reading

O’Sullivan 2000; Oittinen 2000, 2003; Tabbert 2002; Lathey 2006; Van
Coillie and Verschueren 2006.

GILLIAN LATHEY

Classical texts

Translations from ancient Greek and Latin contribute perspectives on most of
the key issues in translation studies as well as offering insights into related areas
such as reception studies and the history of the book. Types of translation
STRATEGIES applied to classical texts range from the most literal (‘cribs’),
through close translation to creative literary and theatrical ADAPTATION of
classical material across forms and genres. Translation from classical languages




has some distinctive features: the languages are no longer spoken; the corpus of
extant texts is (apart from some fragmentary additions) finite; manuscript
traditions are sometimes disputed and some foundational texts, such as Homer’s
epics, present problems because of their oral composition. Classicists
sometimes display ambivalent attitudes towards translations, since they
represent both a lifeline for the texts and their influence and a threat to the
continuing study of the languages. Access to and appropriation of the texts has
been ideologically loaded (in terms of power relations, class, GENDER and
ethnicity) and their translations have been used to entrench ideas as well as to
extend and liberate them (see IDEOLOGY). Translations have had a continuing
impact on how Greek and Roman culture is perceived and valued and on how
concepts of ‘the classical’ have developed and changed. In this respect, they
provide an important index to critical thought (Armstrong 2005; Leezenberg
2004). The major threads in the translation history of Greek and Latin texts also
overlap with those relating to classical texts in other languages and are part of
wider debates about CULTURAL TRANSLATION.
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Cross-cultural migrations of classical texts

The conceptualization and practices of translation in antiquity laid the basis for
modern theories. Translation and linguistic exchange were part of everyday
public and commercial life in the context of the ancient Mediterranean, Near
East and North Africa. The Greek language, in particular, was crucial to the
expansion of Roman power and cultural development (see LATIN
TRADITION). Translation from Greek into Latin led to debates about ‘word-
for-word’ versus ‘sense for sense’ approaches and about the pragmatics of
domestication, strategies for interpretation and the impact of performance
requirements (in politics as well as theatre). ‘Sense for sense’ translation was
central to the approach developed by Cicero (first century BCE) and refined for
sacred texts by St. Jerome (fourth century CE). The Roman poet Horace
turned the focus to the creative impact in the target language (Ars Poetica 133—
34, first century BCE). Even Schleiermacher’s model of preserving the alterity
of the source for the target audience was to some extent anticipated in the
development of a Roman critical vocabulary for describing different kinds of
relationship between Greek texts and their Latin analogues. This recognized
different translation practices involved in transmission and REWRITING,
including variation, exchange, transfer and transformation. There was a
sometimes uneasy relationship between recognition of the authority of the
source text and the more culturally confident desire for the target text to acquire
a status of its own. Latin translation of Greek texts included early versions of
Greek plays and of Homer that led to an autonomous Latin literature in which
intertextuality supplemented translation as the main aesthetic driver.

In late antiquity and the medieval period (when Latin remained the official
language of the Christian church in the West), Christian attitudes to the religious
and moral values of the texts reshaped transmission patterns. Translation of
material collected in Alexandria and other libraries proved vital in preserving
Greek medical, mathematical and philosophical texts. In the Abbasid period
(second and third centuries H., equivalent to the eighth and ninth centuries CE),
these were translated into Arabic, sometimes with Syriac as an intermediary
language (see ARABIC TRADITION). This activity was epitomized in the
work of Dar El Hikmah (Wisdom House) in Baghdad (Etman 2008). Together
with the work of the twelfth-century Cordovan physician and philosopher Ibn
Rushd (Averroés), which was often mediated through Hebrew and Latin
translations, these translations led to the recuperation of Greek science and
philosophy and their incorporation into the Western intellectual tradition during
the Renaissance (Etman 2004; Haddour 2008).

The work of the translators into Arabic was essentially scholarly. However,
other strands of migratory translation developed through creative work, such as
the rewriting of Greek and Roman texts by neo-classical dramatists in France
and the creative translation of epics within the BRITISH TRADITION. In the
late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the responses to Virgil by John
Dryden (1631-1700) and to Homer by Alexander Pope (1688—1744) not only
contributed to debates about the relationship between the source text and the
target language but also became canonical literary works in their own right.




Dryden’s interest in satire led him to translate from Latin (Persius and Juvenal)
and demonstrate once more the capacity of classical texts to be used as a
vehicle for contemporary political critique, already pioneered by Denham
(Poole and Maule 1995: xxxvi). Denham saw translation as involving a process
similar to alchemy (‘transfusion’), while Dryden’s preferred approach was
‘paraphrasing’, i.e. keeping the author ‘in view’ but following the words less
strictly than the sense. This approach was less free than “imitation’ but more
creative than ‘metaphrase’ (Hopkins 2008). Dryden’s translation of Virgil’s
Aeneid (1697) was extensively excerpted in the commonplace books of poetry
that shaped eighteenth-century tastes. His LITERARY translations directly
influenced later poets such as Pope, Gray, Byron, Burns, Coleridge, Hopkins,
Tennyson and Browning. Dryden’s work shows how a web of translation
practices combines both ‘domesticating’ and ‘foreignizing’ elements and how
categorizations of these can shift. He used previous translations; absorbed the
language of his predecessors Spenser, Shakespeare and Milton, itself already
classicized (Haynes 2003), and in turn influ-



Page 36

enced practice and aesthetics in both translation and literature, making the
boundaries between the two more porous.

The classical translation/transmission symbiosis also activates the crossing of
boundaries of culture and class. For example, Arab translators influenced the
Renaissance in Europe; European tradition reciprocated at the time of the Arab
Nahda (Awakening, c. 1870—-1950), when the impact of classical texts was
partly shaped by the links with French culture. Following Napoleon’s influence,
students and scholars from Egypt had been able to work in Paris, and this
enabled Rifa’a Rafi’ El Tahtawi (1801-72) to translate Fénelon’s Les
Aventures de Téléemaque (1699) into Arabic (see ARABIC TRADITION).
Fénelon’s work had been inspired by Homer’s Odyssey. Subsequently, interest
in Greek texts that had not previously been translated into Arabic profited from
the availability of French translations. These stimulated the pan-Mediterranean
cultural work of Taha Hussein, who, in 1925, founded the Classics department
at Cairo University (Pormann 2006) and led to the translation of the plays of
Sophocles into Arabic (1939), which in turn influenced Arab theatre. Since
then, four Arabic versions of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannos have been
translated into English (Carlson 2005) and have encouraged the re-engagement
between Arabic and Anglophone classical scholarship and theatre criticism.

The history of translation into English also maps the history of education,
historiography and popular culture and is sometimes distinctive for its use of less
well-known texts (Hall 2008). In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, social,
gender and educational barriers were increasingly breached and redefined by
the availability of inexpensive popular translations (for example those published
by Bohn, Everyman, Penguin and the bilingual Loeb series) and the more
prominent role taken by female translators (Hardwick 2000). In the early
twentieth century, the best-selling translations of Greek plays by the Oxford
Regius Professor Gilbert Murray also led to commercially successful London
theatre productions and to the development of a strong BBC radio broadcast
tradition (Wrigley 2005). In the USA, the demands made by undergraduate
humanities and ‘great books’ courses from the 1920s and 1930s onwards
created a huge market for translations of classical texts, especially epic,
DRAMA and historiography (Schein 2007). Translations by scholars such as
Richmond Lattimore (1951, 1965) and Robert Fitzgerald (1961, 1974), and by
Robert Fagles (1984, 1990, 1996) who collaborated with the classicist Bernard
Knox, influenced both literary criticism and popular conceptions of the ancient
world. E. V. Rieu’s prose translations of Homer (1946, 1950) sold millions of
copies and were publicized as eroding differences between ancient and modern
idiom. Rieu’s work made direct speech colloquial (with the unintended result of
dating it) and was criticized for losing the ‘nobility” that had been attributed to
Homer by Matthew Arnold (Hardwick 2000). One of Rieu’s readers was
Patrick Kavanagh, whose poem ‘On Looking into EV Rieu’s Homer’ (1951)
alluded to the influence of translations on poets who did not know Greek (cf.
John Keats’s ‘On Looking into Chapman’s Homer’, 1817) and, by using
images from Homer to link parochial squabbles in rural Ireland with global
conflict, also braided into the Irish poetic tradition a sense of the alignment of
ancient and modern experience that contributed to the use of close translations



of classical texts by Michael Longley and Seamus Heaney (Harrison 2008;
Hardwick 2007a).

Relationships of power between source, mediating and target languages
and cultures

Because of the historical and cultural status of the classical languages there is a
sense in which even the most powerful target language can be perceived as
subaltern in relation to them. Paradoxically, in imperial and POSTCOLONIAL
contexts the appropriation of classical literature and ideas in education systems
has provided counter-texts that both challenged imperial domination and
provided themes and forms for the development of postcolonial debates and of
new senses of identity (Budelmann 2005). Examples of the exchange between
west African and Greek mythology and theatrical practices include Soyinka’s
The Bacchae of Euripides: A Communion Rite (1973), Femi Osofisan’s
Tegonni: An African Antigone (1999)
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and Ola Rotimi’s The Gods Are Not To Blame (1971), each of which employs
close translation alongside linguistic and formal variations from the Greek (Goff
2007; Simpson 2007). South African workshop theatre, in which both actors
and spectators take part in a transformative experience of resistance and
reconstruction, has drawn extensively on Greek plays as a source of raw
material (Hardwick 2007b). A feature of this development has been multilingual
translations and performances that combine the languages normally spoken by
the actors and/or those prominent among the audience.

In theatrical contexts, the term ‘translation’ also covers the semiotics of
performing the play-text — costume, acting style, gesture, movement, masks and
make-up, music, sound and lighting (see DRAMA). The conventional but
problematic criteria of ‘performability’ add a practical dimension to the
aesthetics and philology brought to bear on the rewriting of the source text
(Bassnett 2000; Walton 2006). An initial close translation may be followed by
the preparation of the play-text by a dramatist who may not be familiar with the
source text and language. The preparation of the play-text may be interwoven
with the rehearsal process and the design and direction by theatre practitioners
whose knowledge of the source play and its context of production has been
mediated via the theatrical traditions to which they belong. Interestingly, this
process gives an extended influence to scholarly translations which are used to
mediate the source text. Examples include Heaney’s use of Jebb’s late-
nineteenth-century translations for 7he Cure at Troy: after Sophocles’
Philoctetes (1990) and for The Burial at Thebes (2004).

New translations also involve overt or covert statements about the capabilities
and aspirations of the target language. One example is the blending of literary
Scots (pioneered by Gavin Douglas in his sixteenth-century translation of
Virgil’s Aeneid) with demotic idiom to create a ‘theatrical’ Scots that aimed to
by-pass the English language and to link Scottish theatre with the European
tradition. The Scottish poet laureate Edwin Morgan’s Phaedra (2000), which
was based on Racine’s Phedre and thus drew on Seneca’s Phaedra and
Euripides’ Hippolytus, was written in Glaswegian Scots. In South Africa,
different languages have come together in a new translation of Homer’s //iad
into Southern African English (SAE) by the classicist Richard Whitaker, who
judged that the hybrid SAE would convey the resonances of the source text
better than a translation in standard English, which tends to inflate Homeric
institutions and titles. For example, in SAE the Homeric term basileus is
translated as ‘chief” rather than ‘king’, and this is both more historically accurate
and more attuned to the cultural horizons of readers in South Africa (Whitaker
2003).

Thus the translation of classical texts continues to be a means of negotiating
intellectual, aesthetic and cultural status and of practising realignments (Johnston
2007). It provides a prime example of how rigidly polarized models of alterity
and domestication need to be refined in order to take into account the fluidity
and contingency of the interaction between translation and cultural practices.
Furthermore, because of the richness of its comparative material it not only
provides an index of scholarly trends but also maps symbiotic relationships with



literary and theatrical creativity. The global role of classical translations provides
cultural geographies as well as temporal genealogies.

See also:

ADAPTATION; ARABIC TRADITION; DRAMA; GREEK TRADITION;
LATIN TRADITION; RETRANSLATION; REWRITING; STRATEGIES.

Further reading

Poole and Maule 1995; Bassnett, 2000; France 2000; Hardwick 2000;
Armstrong 2005; Walton 2006; Schein 2007; Hall, 2008.

LORNA HARDWICK

Comics

Comics may be seen as a continuation of other forms of visual sequential art,
from prehistoric graffiti to medieval tapestries to eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century prints and ‘protocomics’ (McCloud 1993; Groensteen 1999).
However, the emergence of comics in their present form ‘is closely related to
the emergence of mass media, due to new means of mass reproduction
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and an increasing readership of the printed media’ (Mey 1998).

Comics developed into a text type of their own thanks to their growing
commercial value in the journalistic field (Kaindl 1999). They first appeared in
colour in the Sunday pages of American newspapers at the end of the
nineteenth century, and were accompanied by daily strips in black and white
(B&W) over the course of the following years. Collections of comics began to
be published in book form shortly afterwards (Carlin 2005; Restaino 2004;
Horn 1976/1999). From the 1920s onwards, comics began to be published
and to gain popularity in other areas of the world, at first in Europe (most
notably in France, Belgium and Italy) and South America (most notably in
Argentina), then in the rest of the world (most notably in Japan). Today, almost
every nation in the world has its own comics industry. The Japanese comics
industry, the largest in the world, has grown steadily and exponentially since
World War II. It is now fifty times as large as the US comics industry — the
second largest — and accounts for some 40 per cent of all printed material
published in the country, compared to approximately 3 per cent in the US
(Pilcher and Brooks 2005:90). Japanese comics, or manga, have developed
their own style and conventions and comprise a vast range of genres targeted at
specialized readerships. They currently fall into five main categories: shonen
(‘boys’), shojo (‘gils’), redisu or redikomi (‘ladies’), seijin (‘adult erotica’)
and seinen (‘young men’). Each category is further subdivided into a myriad of
genres which often overlap and cut across categories.

A large number of all comics published in the world have traditionally been
translated American comics, a situation which led to American comics
conventions merging with and shaping local traditions of ‘visual story-

telling’ (Eisner 1985) as they brought with them a set of genres (funny animals,
familiar comedy, adventure, detective story, etc.), themes and narrative devices,
as well as a repertoire of signs. Conventions which came to be recognized as
characteristic of the art form — even though some of them in fact pre-date
American comics — include the use of balloons for dialogues and thoughts, the
use of speed lines to represent movement, onomatopoeias to represent feelings
and sounds, and pictograms to represent concepts or emotions (Gasca and
Gubern 1988). Japanese comics have been translated in other Asian countries
since the 1960s, but remained practically unknown in Western countries until
the 1980s. From the 1990s onwards translated manga began to circulate widely
also in the USA and in Europe, where they currently represent a considerable
share of the comics market. Japanese comics are now increasingly replacing
American comics as a source of inspiration for Western authors, who tend to
adopt Japanese reading pace, page layout, type of transition between panels,
pictograms and ways to represent the human body and facial expressions,
among other conventions.

Comics come in a number of formats (paper size, number of pages, colour vs.
B&W, periodicity, etc.), each usually originating in a specific country or region.
Anglophone and North- European countries are especially familiar with the
comic strip format of daily newspapers, in colour (on Sunday) and B&W (on
weekdays), with the comic book format (typically of the superhero genre,



based on serialization and distributed as cheap four-colour booklets), and with
the more recent ‘graphic novel’ format (a one-off rather than periodical
publication addressed to an adult or ‘high-brow’ readership). More typical
European formats include the up-market large size, full-colour French album,
and the smaller B&W popular, periodical Italian notebook format. Japanese
Manga (and Taiwanese and Chinese Manhua) are B& W, rather lengthy
volumes with stories which run into hundreds of pages. European and Japanese
readers are perhaps more familiar with anthological magazines than American
readers. A change in the publication and distribution format of comics in
translation may affect the visual reading experience as well as orient translation
strategies (see Rota, 2008; Scatasta 2002).

The publication of a comic in translation typically involves securing reproduction
rights from a foreign publisher, acquiring the films or files from the original
publisher, and ‘adapting’ the product for the local readership. This ‘adaptation’
can be done in-house or commissioned to an external agency, or may involve a
mix of the two. The translator receives a copy of the comic and produces a text
which is usually subdivided into pages and numbered paragraphs, each
corresponding to a balloon or caption
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in the source text. In some cases English may function as a vehicular or
transitional language (see RELAY). For example, Japanese comics are
sometimes translated into other languages based on an American translation
(Jingst 2004), while Disney comics, which are mostly produced and published
in European countries and are often written in languages such as Italian or
Danish, are often translated on the basis of a working English version (Zanettin,
2008a). The translation is then delivered to the publisher, where it is often
subjected to further revision before a letterer erases the source text from
balloons and captions and replaces it with the translation. The art director and
graphic editors are then responsible for effecting any changes deemed necessary
or appropriate to the visual text (editing or removing pictures,
adding/removing/altering colours, changing layout and pagination); they are also
responsible for “packaging’ the product with appropriate paratext (covers,
titles, flyleaves, advertisements, etc.).

Before the advent of computers, the whole process was manual, and letterers
used to erase the source text with a shaving blade and write the target text by
hand. Graphics represented an additional cost for publishers which was often
perceived as unnecessary, unless dictated by institutional or self-censorship.
Words used as pictures (i.e. onomatopoeias, graffiti) and pictures used as
words (i.e. calligrams, ideograms) were often left unaltered in translated
American comics, thus becoming part of the comics conventions of importing
countries. In recent years, however, digital technologies brought about many
changes in the comics industry. Computers and the Internet have not only
changed the way many comics are now produced and distributed (see
McCloud 2000 and 2006 on Webcomics and processes of comics
production), but have also changed translation practices. Introducing changes to
a computer file rather than film has made both lettering and retouching easier
and less expensive.

Comics have mostly been relegated to a marginal position in translation studies.
They are hardly mentioned in general works on translation. Even studies which
adopt a semiotic approach to translation, either in general terms (e.g. Jakobson
1960:350; Eco and Nergaard 1998) or in discussions of a specific subfield of
translation studies such as film dubbing (e.g. Gottlieb 1998), usually mention
comics only in passing. The majority of individual articles dealing with comics in
translation have been written in languages other than English, often on topics
such as the translation of proper names, puns and onomatopoeia (notably in the
foreign translations of Astérix), while volumes entirely or mainly devoted to the
translation of comics are extremely rare, a notable exception being Kaindl
(2004); see also Zanettin (2008b). The number of research articles on the
translation of comics has been growing since the mid-1990s, but it remains
relatively limited.

The translation of comics has often been regarded as a type of ‘constrained
translation” (Mayoral et al. 1988; Rabadan 1991; Zanettin 1998; Valero
Garcés 2000). This term, initially applied by Titford (1982) to subtitling, is now
usually understood to include the translation of comics, songs, ADVERTISING,
and any type of AUDIOVISUAL or multimedia translation, from film subtitling




and dubbing to software and website localization (Hernandez-Bartolomé and
Mendiluce-Cabrera 2004). Although ‘constrained translation’ approaches
stress the semiotic dimension and the interdependence of words and images in
comics, they remain primarily concerned with the translation of verbal material.
Words are seen as subordinated to the images, and the non-verbal components
of comics are discussed only in so far as they represent visual constraints for the
translator of the verbal components.

This approach assumes that pictures in translated comics are not modified, and
thus often restricts the scope of investigation to linguistic analysis. However,
comics are primarily visual texts, and meaning derives from the interaction
between images and written language, both within and across panels and pages.
When comics are published in translation they are often manipulated at both
textual and pictorial level. Such modifications may range from the omission of
panels, or even pages, to the retouching or redrawing of (part of) the layout and
content. Furthermore, images are not universally perceived to have the same
meaning, since non-verbal signs are as culture-bound as verbal signs. The same
graphic convention may have different meanings in comics and in manga; for
example, cloud-like bubbles with
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a tail of increasingly smaller circular bubbles are used to represent thought (in
comics) or whispered dialogue (in manga). Even when images are apparently
not manipulated, they are ‘translated’ by readers according to culture-specific
visual conventions. The prevailing norm for Japanese comics published in
translation now seems to be to retain the original right to left reading direction, a
strategy favoured by fans of Japanese pop ACG (anime-comics-games)
subculture. Not only does the reading of words conflict with the reading of
images in this case, but their interpretation is also filtered through culture-specific
ways of reading visual signs such as the direction of movement and the
disposition of bodily masses in a panel (Barbieri 2004). When translated manga
are instead published as mirror images to conform to Western reading habits,
they entail changes in asymmetry (e.g. left rather than right handedness). The
role played by the manga fan subculture in orienting translation practices is also
evident in scanlation, which consists in the scanning, translating and distributing
through the Internet, by and for communities of fans, of foreign comics that have
not yet been officially published (Ferrer Simé 2005).

While constrained translation approaches are often prescriptive, either explicitly
or implicitly, other approaches adopt a more descriptive stance, complementing
linguistic with cultural and semiotic analysis. Kaindl (1999) proposes a
taxonomy of elements which may be usefully adopted in the analysis of comics
in translation: typographical signs (font type and size, layout, format), pictorial
signs (colours, action lines, vignettes, perspective), and linguistic signs (titles,
inscriptions, dialogues, onomatopoeias, narration). All of these may be
subjected to different STRATEGIES of ‘translation’, such as replacement,
subtraction, addition, retention, etc. In a similar vein, Celotti (2000, 2008)
discusses a number of strategies (translation, non-translation, footnotes, cultural
adaptation, etc.) which are used in relation to the translation loci of comics,
these being the four areas containing verbal messages: balloons, captions, titles
and paratext. Celotti also describes the interplay between visual and verbal
messages in translated comics. Zanettin (2008a) suggests that the translation of
comics may be usefully investigated within a localization framework, understood
in its broadest sense as the ADAPTATION and updating of visual and verbal
signs for a target locale (see LOCALIZATION). In addition to the translator
‘proper’, different actors are involved in the process, and the work of the
‘translator’ is considered in relation to the general context and workflow. If
translated comics are understood as commercial products and textual artefacts
in which ‘translation’ in the sense of ‘replacement of strings of natural language’
is only one component of the process, the publication of a comic in translation
may be regarded as a form of LOCALIZATION.

See also:

ADVERTISING; AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION; CHILDREN’S
LITERATURE; GLOBALIZATION; LOCALIZATION.

Further reading

Zanettin 1998; Kaindl 1999; Celotti 2000; Scatasta 2002; Jiingst 2004; Ferrer



Simo6 2005; Zanettin 2008b.

FEDERICO ZANETTIN

Commercial translation

The question of classifying translation activity by subject domains, topics,
genres, text types, text functions or other criteria is not unproblematic. Some
theorists (e.g. Sager 1994, 1998) attempt to group all translation activity which
is not of literary or religious texts into a category called ‘industrial” or ‘non-
literary” translation. The term ‘pragmatic translation” was introduced by
Casagrande (1954:335) to refer to translation where ‘the emphasis is on the
content of the message’ as opposed to the literary or aesthetic form, and this
term now appears to be used frequently to refer to non-literary translation,
particularly in the commercial sphere.

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL TRANSLATION may be defined in
relation to subject domains (science and technology) which are recognized by
classification systems such as the Dewey Decimal Classification or the Universal
Decimal Classification. However, commercial translation,
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financial translation, economic translation, business translation and other, similar
terms do not correspond so readily to existing classifications of knowledge.
There is thus no consensus on how to label or define this translation activity. The
term used here is one of convenience, intended to cover the translation of all
texts used in business contexts, excluding technical and legal texts. It should be
noted, in addition, that ‘commercial translation’ is sometimes used to designate
translation services rendered for payment, as opposed to ‘voluntary translation’;
this distinction is not pursued here.

Studies of commercial translation

Given the difficulty of classifying this translation activity and the wide range of
text types it encompasses, it is hardly surprising that translation studies as an
academic discipline has paid commercial translation relatively little attention.
However, it can also be argued that it is neglected due to the high esteem in
which LITERARY texts are held, compared with genres considered culturally
less prestigious and therefore perceived as less worthy of study (see also Aixela
2004:33).

Within studies of commercial translation, the main focus in recent years has been
on activities related to the GLOBALIZATION of trade in goods and services.
The stimulation of demand for products across borders through

ADVERTISING and the translation of advertising campaigns has provided a
rich source of material for translation scholars. Most studies (e.g. Jettmarova
1997, 1998; Chiaro 2004; Smith 2006) have focused on the STRATEGIES
used in translating advertising material in particular linguistic and cultural
contexts. Some researchers (e.g. Séguinot 1995) have also examined the range
of competencies or knowledge (business and marketing, legal frameworks,
cultural conventions, etc.) required by translators working on commercial texts.

Closely connected to the translation of advertising material is the phenomenon
of language contact and code switching in commercial texts (see also
MULTILINGUALISM). Recent work on multilingual discourse focuses on the
use of English in non- Anglophone advertising. For example, Piller (2001, 2003)
reports a shift towards multilingual advertising in a corpus of German
advertisements, which is attributed to the perceived status of English as the
language of progress. Similarly, English is used to signal prestige and quality in
the Russian market (Ustinova 2006) and in the Mexican context (Baumgardner
2006). In Martin’s (2006) study of French advertising, the tendency to use
English and global imagery is correlated with social trends, consumer attitudes
and legislative frameworks. Hornikx (2007) provides an example of an
investigation to gauge reception of multilinguality in advertising material by
testing the associations evoked by the foreign language and examining the ways
in which those associations are transferred to the product being advertised.

A number of scholars (e.g. Snell-Hornby 1999) have focused on the translation
of commercial documents from the tourism sector. Sumberg (2004), for
example, analyses how different strategies to attract British tourists to Spain and
France are reflected in the respective tourist brochures and in target text



production strategies. Navarro Errasti ef al. (2004) bring together a collection
of papers which present pragmatic analyses of diverse aspects of tourist
literature and its translation.

Other commercial texts with a persuasive function which have been researched
by translation scholars include company financial reporting documents (see, for
example, Bottger and Biihrig 2003; Bottger 2004). Introductory sections of
annual reports (e.g. the letter to the shareholders) are often the focus of
attention due to the way in which they reflect corporate cultures and the
possibility for variation in how corporate philosophies are expressed in different
cultures. Baumgarten et al. (2004), for example, find that German translations
of letters to shareholders are typically more distant, more neutral, more formal
and more factual than their English source texts.

Theoretical and methodological frameworks
Much of the research on the translation of marketing material is informed by

theories from neighbouring disciplines of cross-cultural communication (e.g.
Katan 1999/2004), semiotics (e.g. Freitas 2004), interpersonal
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communication (e.g. de Mooij 2004), pragmatics (e.g. Navarro Errasti ef al.
2004) and models of multimodal communication and visual design (e.g. Millan-
Varela 2004). In addition, studies of commercial documents have often drawn
on a range of linguistic frameworks, in particular Hallidayan linguistics (e.g.
Baumgarten et al. 2004) and cognitive linguistics (e.g. Charteris-Black and
Ennis 2001).

One of the few attempts to develop a theory of translation applicable
specifically to commercial translation is offered by Sager’s work (1994). He
views the translation process as an industrial one and identifies the various
components of this process: the input material (documents); operations
performed on the material (human translation, MACHINE TRANSLATION,
COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION); the scope and capabilities of the
operator (skills, experience, expertise); and possible end-products (range of
documents produced) (Sager 1994:151). The translation process may be
instigated in various ways: by the writer of a source text; by a prospective
reader of a translation, or by agents acting for writer and/ or reader (ibid.: 140).
The type of end-product produced may be determined by the end-user
requirements, by a particular relationship between the source and target
documents or by the operation that is performed on the source document.
Sager (ibid.: 140-2) also outlines the pre-conditions of translation. They
include, for example, the existence of a set of instructions for the translator and
the presence of a client who is the recipient of the translation. Conditions such
as these exclude translation performed in training settings, translating for
pleasure, or translations done by readers for their own benefit, thus defining
more clearly the scope of professional translation activity.

While Sager’s (ibid.: 116—17) approach requires the translation to bear some
similarity to the source document, it also accommodates the production of
substantially different document types. Based on the status of the source text
and the relationship between the source and target documents, he puts forward
a functional typology of translation which recognizes three types of translated
texts: autonomous, interdependent or derived (ibid.: 179—84). The autonomous
document is a translation arising from a draft or provisional source text which
has no status once the translation is available. Interdependent texts may co-exist
in parallel in bilingual or multilingual versions and the source text is no longer
recognizable; in some cases, e.g. European legislation, the parallel documents
are also functionally equal. The category of derived documents represents the
prototypical translation. Sager further classifies derived documents depending
on whether the translation serves the same or a different function to that of the
source text, and whether it is a full, selective or reduced translation. He presents
a model of the translation process based on these principles, which he later uses
to identify specific characteristics of BIBLE translation, LITERARY
TRANSLATION and technical translation (Sager 1998).

Sager’s approach is useful because it accommodates a range of activities which
occur in professional contexts sometimes overlooked in translation research or
training (see TRAINING AND EDUCATION). In addition, it acknowledges
the role played by situational factors (e.g. time and cost) and personal factors




(e.g. the translator’s ability to tackle the job, the writer’s and reader’s
awareness of translation in the process of disseminating information, the end-
user’s expectations) in the specification and performance of the translation task.
Pym’s (1995b, 2001c¢) discussion of transaction costs, cooperation, mutual
benefits and translatorial ETHICS provides an alternative framework within
which to approach the notions of social effort and to examine the impact and
relevance of different forms of translation activity. Finally, some translator
training manuals (e.g. Gouadec 2007) also offer practical guidance on various
types of commercial translation activity and the translation process.

It has been argued that the wider cultural and social significance of commercial
translation activity has been underestimated. Cronin (2003:2), for example,
asserts that ‘the cultural and intellectual stakes of non-literary translation are
rarely spelled out in any great detail and are generally referred to in only the
vaguest possible terms (“promoting understanding”, “encouraging trade”)’. This
viewpoint provides the motivation for his study of non-literary translation in its
cultural, economic and societal context. In line with current developments within
the humanities more generally, translation studies is now giving greater
prominence to social and SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES to
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translating, and agency and resistance are key themes in this discussion (see
DESCRIPTIVE VERSUS COMMITTED APPROACHES). There is
considerable scope for future research on commercial translation to consider
critically, not just what this activity entails and how students might be trained to
undertake it, but also how and why it is done, its impact on society, and what
roles the translator and his or her translations play in shaping economic, cultural,
societal and political developments.

See also:

ADVERTISING; FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES; GLOBALIZATION;
LOCALIZATION; SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL TRANSLATION.

Further reading

Sager 1994; Séguinot 1995; Sager 1998; Katan 1999/2004; Snell-Hornby
1999; Charteris-Black and Ennis 2001; Bottger and Biihrig 2003; Cronin
2003; Navarro Errasti et al. 2004.

MAEVE OLOHAN

Community interpreting

The term ‘community interpreting’ refers to interpreting which takes place in the
public service sphere to facilitate communication between officials and lay
people: at police departments, immigration departments, social welfare centres,
medical and mental health offices, schools and other institutions. Community
interpreting is typically carried out consecutively, but can also involve instances
of interpreting performed simultaneously (in the form of whispering). The term
covers both interpreting in face-to-face situations and interpreting provided over
the telephone (see DIALOGUE INTERPRETING).

Growth of interest in interpreting from the 1990s onwards, including interpreting
performed in community settings, has led to a proliferation of terms referring to
this type of activity. The variety of terms can be explained by the diversity of
conceptualizations of the activities and actors involved. For instance, in most
countries interpreting between spoken and signed languages in the same settings
detailed above is traditionally termed SIGNED LANGUAGE
INTERPRETING rather than community interpreting. This area has its own
established organizations and journals but is increasingly included in collected
volumes on community interpreting (e.g. Hertog and van der Ver 2006; Hale
2007). Dialogue interpreting (Wadensjo 1992; Mason 1999), liaison
interpreting (Gentile et al. 1996; Erasmus et al. 2003) and public service
interpreting (Corsellis ef al. 2000) are other terms used more or less
synonymously with community interpreting, though each term tends to
emphasize a specific characteristic of the same activity — the communicative
format (involving face-to-face, bi-directional interpreting) in the first two cases,
and the social setting in the third. Some authors tend to avoid the term
‘community interpreting” since it has been associated in some contexts with




amateurism and ad hoc solutions, and with interpreting performed by people
with little or no professional training.

At one time performed only by volunteers, untrained bilinguals, friends and
relatives, sometimes including children — what Hall (2004) refers to as ‘language
brokering’ — interpreting in community settings has developed into a profession
over the past decades, in response to international migration and the consequent
linguistic heterogeneity of most nations (see MOBILITY). Increasingly,
community interpreting seems to be further developing into a number of distinct
areas of professional expertise, such as ‘healthcare interpreting’, ‘mental health
interpreting’, ‘educational interpreting’ and ‘legal interpreting” (the latter
including COURT INTERPRETING, interpreting at police stations and in
immigration and ASYLUM hearings). Nevertheless, community interpreting
continues to be performed by untrained individuals, what Harris (1990) calls
‘natural translators’. This partly has to do with the fact that the need for
community interpreting fluctuates, sometimes very quickly, with global streams
of migration. National and international organizations regularly attempt to set
standards and promote a professional attitude to community interpreting among
those who undertake it as well as their clients. However, the wide variety of
languages involved and the fluctuating demand for interpreter services for each
language tend constantly to frustrate
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these efforts. Community interpreters who can only secure few assignments are
also likely to enjoy limited opportunities for developing their professional skills.
Generally speaking, the level of funding available for appointing professionals
and for professional training programmes tends to fluctuate in response to the
current political climate.

Community interpreting vs. other types of interpreting

The role of the community interpreter is as vital to successful communication as
that of any other type of interpreter. In addition, involvement in face-to-face
interaction emphasizes the community interpreter’s role as both a language and
social mediator. While the textual material for conference interpreting largely
consists of prepared (often written) monologues in the source language,
community interpreters have to handle real-time dialogue — more or less
spontaneous and unpredictable exchanges of talk between individuals speaking
different languages — and they also have to interpret in both directions. This is
often the case also in face-to-face interpreting undertaken in business, media
and diplomatic settings. However, professional community interpreting differs
from most other types of DIALOGUE INTERPRETING in that it is often
understood and/or required to involve a high level of neutrality and detachment;
the community interpreter is generally expected not to side with either party.
The principle of neutrality and detachment, which is taken for granted in
COURT INTERPRETING, has been a major issue of debate among
professional community interpreters and those who train them. Attempts to
define the appropriate level of involvement vs. detachment on the part of the
community interpreter are fraught with difficulties. In practice, a community
interpreter often has to suffer the dilemma of being simultaneously seen as the
immigrants’ advocate and the official’s ‘tool” and helping hand. This also means
that community interpreters can be regarded, from two opposing points of view,
as potential renegades. Their dilemma as mediators is further exacerbated by
the prevalence of social antagonism, ethnic tensions and racial prejudice in most
countries. Many community interpreters are themselves members of minority
groups in the host country, but compared to other members of these groups
they are relatively assimilated into the host society and familiar with its
institutions. Compared to conference, business and diplomatic interpreting,
community interpreting remains a low-status profession which does not attract
high levels of remuneration. This is indirectly reflected in the level of training
made available: where courses are specifically designed for community
interpreters, they tend to be run by colleges rather than universities. However,
since the 1990s courses in community interpreting (especially legal interpreting)
have increasingly been taught as part of undergraduate and master’s
programmes in interpreting at university level. For a discussion of the role of the
interpreter in various settings, see Angelelli (2004).

Content and aims of training programmes

Training programmes for community interpreters vary in both scope and aims. A
general goal is to achieve a high level of accuracy by improving students’
command of their working languages. In addition to knowledge of linguistic



structures, this covers training in the use of specialized terminology and
familiarizing students with the subject areas and administrative procedures of the
particular domains in which they wish to specialize, for example health services,
local government, social services and legal services. Most programmes are also
designed to develop awareness of potential cultural differences between
participants involved in the interpreting event. It is not uncommon for community
interpreters to feel the urge to intervene to smooth cultural differences by, for
instance, explaining or adjusting conventions concerning the degree of formality
in addressing the other party. Differences in conventions concerning when and
where it is appropriate to bring up what to one or both parties might be taboo
topics — such as money, sex and religion — may also require deliberate
interventions on the part of the interpreter to avoid communicative breakdown.
Such intervention by the community interpreter could
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mean preventing the parties concerned from acquiring familiarity with each
other’s conventions of politeness and correctness. Opinions therefore vary
among trainers concerning the role of the community interpreter and the notion
of efficiency in the interpreting context. Ultimately, efficiency can only be
measured against a particular goal, and goals of course differ, coincide and are
generally negotiated in face-to-face interaction.

Some scholars consider it the community interpreter’s professional duty to
inform each (or one) of the parties about what is considered appropriate,
normal, rational and acceptable by another party. Shackman says of the (UK)
community interpreter that ‘she is responsible for enabling the professional and
client, with very different backgrounds and perceptions and in an unequal
relationship of power and knowledge, to communicate to their mutual
satisfaction’ (1984:18). Empirical research has also shown that in practice
interpreters are inclined to prevent possible threats to a smooth exchange from
surfacing in interaction (Jansen 1995; Wadensjo 1998; Davidson 2002). As a
result, the interacting parties may experience ‘mutual satisfaction’ at one level,
but at the cost of an illusory mutual understanding. Research has also
demonstrated that interpreters tend to give higher priority to their role as
coordinators, rather than translators (of spoken discourse), in the sense that
they devote much effort to sustaining interaction, sometimes at the cost of
accuracy in rendering interlocutors’ utterances (Wadensjo 1992, 1998, 2004).
This situation does have its dangers: in assuming the position of the ‘expert’ on
language and culture, and hence taking control of the interaction, the community
interpreter runs the risk of depriving the monolingual parties of power (and
responsibility), following a patronizing model, more or less deciding for them
what they optimally want to achieve in and by their encounter. This becomes
evident when we consider that the monolingual parties in institutional settings
may occasionally lack the interest and motivation to actually talk to one another.
For instance, a suspect meeting a police officer or a child meeting a doctor may
prefer to remain silent. Professional training can be designed to raise awareness
of these and other issues specific to the community interpreter’s work. As a
rule, most training aims to ensure the interpreter’s commitment to a professional
code of ethics and guide to good practice that involves supporting existing
standards on how the monolingual parties’ needs and expectations should be
met.

Most programmes provide training in consecutive and simultaneous interpreting.
They pay varying degrees of attention to note-taking techniques and to
developing relevant skills for sight translation, as well as for written translation.
They generally also include a component on interpreting theory, in addition to
practical exercises and linguistic and terminology training in the languages in
question. Practical exercises involve role-play, language laboratory work and
analysis of audio and video recordings of interpreting practices.

Guidelines instructing public service officials and others on how to communicate
through community interpreters are provided by various institutions, such as
NAATI (the National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters)
in Australia and the Institute of Linguists in the UK. These guidelines include, for



instance, advising officials to speak directly to the other party rather than saying
to the community interpreter ‘tell himto ...’, etc. Such guidelines are both
influenced by and reflected in existing training programmes, where community
interpreters are instructed to speak in the first person. Users of community
interpreting services are also advised to pause frequently so as not to tax the
interpreter’s memory, to plan ahead for interviews in which the assistance of an
interpreter is required, to avoid discussing issues directly with the interpreter in
order not to exclude the other party, and to hire accredited community
interpreters wherever possible.

Accreditation of community interpreters

In many countries, a number of university programmes that specialize in
interpreter training offer a degree or a certificate upon completion of a given
course. These degrees are seldom designed specifically for community
interpreting. Some types of community interpreting, such as legal interpreting,
are relatively
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more likely to be included in a degree programme than others, such as social
service, health and mental health interpreting.

In some countries, accreditation is available through professional organizations;
in others it is available through state-controlled institutions. In the USA, a
Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID) was established in 1964. RID offers
two certifications for Deaf interpreters, the Certified Deaf Interpreter (CDI) and
the Conditional Legal Interpreting Permit-Relay (CLIP-R) (see SIGNED
LANGUAGE INTERPRETING). The CDI is a generalist exam and the CLIP-
R is a legal specialist exam. There is no corresponding registry or testing for
spoken language interpreters in the USA, but the American Translators
Association (ATA) has an Interpreters Division that constitutes a network of
professionals in the field. Sweden was among the first to organize national
accreditation for community interpreters, which has been available since 1976
and is awarded by a state institution, the Swedish Legal, Financial and
Administrative Services Agency. Once authorized, interpreters may take
additional tests for specialist qualifications as ‘court interpreter’ and ‘health
services interpreter’, respectively (Idh 2007). Accreditation in Norway and
Denmark is also undertaken by a governmental body. In Australia, accreditation
of community interpreters has existed since 1977. It is provided by the National
Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters (NAATI). NAATI
accredited interpreters can become members of the Australian Institute of
Interpreters and Translators (AUSIT). In New Zealand, accreditation has been
available since 1987 for community interpreters in English—Maori. These
interpreters are certified by the Maori Language Commission after passing
language exams only. For other languages, interpreters can receive accreditation
through the Australian NAATI, generally accepted as providing a de facto
standard.

In South Africa, the South African Translators Institute (SATI) conducts
accreditation exams for conference interpreters as well as for sign language
interpreters and, starting mainly with the work of the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission, also for ‘liaison interpreters’ (in the Commission’s terminology). In
the United Kingdom, the Institute of Linguists Educational Trust is the main
awarding body; it offers vocationally related qualifications in a wide variety of
languages. These include the Interpreting Diploma in Public Service Interpreting
(accredited for England, Wales and Northern Ireland). A National Register of
Public Service Interpreters, NRPSI LTD, has existed since 1994 (Corsellis e?
al. 2007).

Community interpreters in society

The professionalization of community interpreting (including setting up training
programmes, systems of certification and professional associations) reflects an
official concern for the legal and social welfare of MINORITY , immigrant and
refugee populations. Community interpreting enables those who lack fluency in
and knowledge of the majority language(s) and culture(s) to receive full and
equal access to public service facilities. Support for the professionalization of
community interpreting can also be seen as reflecting the authorities’ concern for



ensuring their own ability to carry out their duties when dealing with people who
are unable or unwilling to communicate in the official language(s). For instance,
a doctor can only provide adequate health care if the patients are able to
discuss their problems clearly and frankly; confidentiality must therefore be
guaranteed. Professional community interpreters are obliged to ensure that the
confidentiality of any interaction in which they are involved is always maintained.
In this sense, community interpreters form an integral part of the social service
system of a modern society and are instrumental in ensuring that all parties have
equal access to and control over those systems. Civil rights and civil
responsibilities are two sides of the same coin. Professional training may focus
on avoiding errors and omissions that might be costly to the public purse, but
seen from a wider perspective, community interpreting is not just about enabling
efficient communication to take place: it is also bound to play a crucial role in
social processes of segregation and integration.
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Research on community interpreting

Community interpreting has attracted the interest of researchers from a diverse
range of academic disciplines. Starting in the 1990s, community interpreting also
began to emerge as a field of study in its own right, which meant that research
on community interpreting has contributed to the interdisciplinary character of
translation studies. Pchhacker (2004) offers an overview of studies on
interpreting and a detailed discussion of developmental trends within this
empirical field. He describes how research initiatives designed to explore and
explain community-based interpreting led to the broadening of an area which
used to be dominated by investigations of simultaneous interpreting performed
at international conferences. Such studies of simultaneous interpreting were for
the most part quantitative and informed by cognitive psychology (see
CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND COGNITIVE
PERSPECTIVES). Research interest in community interpreting, by contrast,
brought in a variety of new theoretical approaches and methodologies.
Pochhacker attributes much of the growth and diversification of interpreting
studies generally to the emergence of research which focuses on interpreting as
social interaction, and which applies detailed discourse analyses as a method of
inquiry, following Wadensjo (1998) and others. Wadensjo’s Interpreting as
Interaction (1992, 1998) features analyses of naturally occurring, Russian—
Swedish interpreter-mediated discourse data, drawn from medical and
immigration interviews. Interpreting is examined in this context as a set of
linguistic and social practices that are embedded in layers of contexts and that
involve various constellations of people. As in many other studies of interpreter-
mediated face-to-face interaction, Toury’s (1995) descriptivist theory of
translation is adopted as a basic point of departure (see NORMS).

Investigations of the dynamics of community interpreting in terms of turn-taking
procedures, face-work and other theoretical frameworks from pragmatics and
conversational analysis have been undertaken by Apfelbaum (1995) and Roy
(2000), who looked specifically at educational settings; by Bolden (2000),
Davidson (2000, 2002) and Valero Garcés (2002), who explored medical
encounters, and by Pollabauer (2004, 2005), who examined ASYLUM
hearings. Pochhacker and Kadric (1999) and Meyer (2004) explored doctor—
patient interaction mediated by relatives acting as interpreters, in Austrian and
German health care, respectively. A thematic issue of the journal /nterpreting
features five studies of healthcare interpreting based on recorded and
transcribed naturally occurring, spoken interaction (Shlesinger and Péchhacker
2005). Some authors have relied — partly or exclusively — on recorded and
transcribed interpreter-mediated role play (e.g. Cambridge 1999; Metzger
1999), on questionnaire-based surveys, on interviews, ethnographic fieldwork
and/or written discourse data. For instance, Kaufert and Koolage (1984) adopt
an anthropological approach in investigating the social role of medical
interpreters in the Canadian Arctic. Barsky (1996) interviews asylum applicants
to investigate the institutional processes involved in securing refugee status in
Canada. Inghilleri (2003, 2005a, 2005¢) and Maryns (2006) explore the
impact of macro-social features on the interpreting activity, applying Bourdieu’s
macro-social theory and discourse analysis. Bischoff and Loutan (1998) bring in



additional theoretical concepts from the field of nursing. Bot’s (2005) study of
interpreter-mediated, therapeutic encounters is informed by sociological and
psychotherapeutic theories and methods. Community interpreting naturally also
interfaces with the study of law, not least in the context of COURT
INTERPRETING, as in Berk-Seligson’s The Bilingual Courtroom (1990)
and Hale’s The Discourse of Court Interpreting (2004). The wide range of
theoretical and methodological approaches to community interpreting reflects
the fact that this practice forms part of a variety of social situations that are more
extensively explored in the social sciences, medicine and law than in the
language sciences.

Since 1995, a series of international conferences devoted entirely to issues of
community interpreting have taken place every three years. The first ‘Critical
Link” conference took place in Toronto, Canada. Like the rest of this
conference series, it brought together practising interpreters, agencies, policy
makers, teachers of interpreting and interpreting researchers. The publications
that came out of these conferences
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(Carr et al. 1997, Roberts et al. 2000; Brunette et al. 2003; Wadensjo et al.
2007) demonstrate a growing ambition to link research, training and practical
concerns, an ambition also evident in other publications on community
interpreting (e.g. Hertog and van der Ver 2006; Hale 2007).

See also:

ASYLUM; CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND
COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES; CONFERENCE INTERPRETING,
SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES; COURT INTERPRETING;
DIALOGUE INTERPRETING; SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING.

Further reading

Gentile ef al. 1996; Carr et al. 1997; Bischoff and Loutan 1998; Wadensjo
1998; Roberts et al. 2000; Brunette et al. 2003; Erasmus et al. 2003; Hertog
and van der Ver 2006; Hale 2007; Wadensjo et al. 2007.

CECILIA WADENSJO

Computer-aided translation (CAT)

The term Computer-aided Translation (CAT) refers to a translation modus
operandi in which human translation (HT) is aided by computer applications. A
competing term, Machine-aided Translation (MAT), is also in use, particularly
within the software community involved in developing CAT applications (Quah
2006:6). A key characteristic of CAT is that a human translator takes control of
the translation process and technology is used to facilitate, rather than replace,
HT.

Technology-based solutions to translation needs are a natural consequence of
the shortened timeframe available for translation and increasing budgetary
constraints resulting from GLOBALIZATION, as well as the progressive
digitization of source content. CAT has become the predominant mode of
translation in SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL TRANSLATION and
LOCALIZATION, where technology is employed to increase productivity and
cost-effectiveness as well as to improve quality. The technology applications in
CAT — commonly referred to as CAT tools — include ‘any type of
computerized tool that translators use to help them do their job’ (Bowker
2002a: 6). Thus, CAT tools range from general-purpose applications such as
word-processors, optical character recognition (OCR) software, Internet
search engines, etc., to more translation-oriented tools such as multilingual
electronic dictionaries, corpus analysis tools, terminology extraction and
terminology management systems (see CORPORA; TERMINOLOGY).
Having emerged as one of the earliest translation technologies in the 1970s,
translation memory (TM) was commercialized in the mid-1990s (Somers
2003a: 31), becoming the main CAT tool since the late 1990s.

Translation Memory technology



TM allows the translator to store translations in a database and ‘recycle’ them
in a new translation by automatically retrieving matched segments (usually
sentences) for re-use. The TM database consists of source text and target text
segment pairs which form so-called translation units (TUs). After dividing a new
ST into segments, the system compares each successive ST segment against the
ST segments stored in the translation database. When a new ST segment
matches an ST segment in the database, the relevant TU is retrieved. These
matches are classified as ‘exact matches’, ‘full matches’ and ‘fuzzy

matches’ (Bowker 2002a). An exact match means that the ST segment
currently being translated is identical, including formatting style, to a segment
stored in the memory. A full match means that the ST segment matches one
stored in the memory with differences only in ‘variable’ elements such as
numbers, dates, time, etc. A fuzzy match is one where the ST segment is similar
to a segment in the memory, which can be re-used with some editing. The fuzzy
matching mechanism uses character-based similarity metrics where resemblance
of all characters in a segment, including punctuation, is checked (Bowker
2002a: 200).

TM technology relies on text segmentation and alignment. Segmentation is the
process of splitting a text into smaller units, such as words or sentences. Most
TM systems use the
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sentence as the main unit, but also recognize as segments other common stand-
alone units such as headings, lists, table cells or bullet points. The user is
normally able to override the default segmentation rules by setting user-specific
rules and also by shrinking or extending the proposed segmentation in
interactive mode. In Latin-based scripts, where white space or a punctuation
mark generally indicate a word boundary, segmentation is relatively
straightforward. This is not the case in non-segmented languages such as
Chinese, Japanese and Thai, which do not use any delimiters between words. A
non-segmented source language can therefore affect TM performance, even
though TM systems are designed to be largely language independent. On the
basis of segmentation, the process of alignment explicitly links corresponding
segments in the source and target texts to make up TUs. Alignment algorithms
are usually based on ‘anchor points’ such as punctuation, numbers, formatting,
names and dates, in addition to the length of a segment as a measure for
correspondence. When a memory is created in interactive mode, alignment is
verified by the translator. However, when automatic alignment is used to create
memories retrospectively from past translations, known as ‘legacy data’,
misalignments may occur. Misalignments may be caused by instances of
asymmetry between the source and target texts, for example when one ST
segment is not translated into one TT segment, or when the order of sentences
is changed in the TT. These problems may be exacerbated in translations
between less closely-related language pairs.

In a relatively short time-span, TM technology has evolved from a first-
generation ‘sentence-based memory’, only able to search exact matches on the
level of the full sentence, to a second generation where fuzzy matches can also
be retrieved. A third generation of TM technology is now emerging where
repetitions below sentence level — sub-sentential matches — are exploited (Gotti
et al. 2005). Translation researchers have discussed the disadvantages of using
the sentence as the key processing unit from the viewpoint of translator
productivity (e.g. Schéler 2001) as well as from the perspective of the
translator’s cognitive process (e.g. Dragsted 2004). More efficient approaches
to identifying useful matches for the translator have been explored (Bowker
2002b; Macklovitch and Russell 2000), but an ideal translation unit which
optimizes precision and recall of matches, while facilitating but not interfering
with the human translator’s cognitive process, is still to be identified.

Translation workflow in CAT

TM systems are usually provided in the form of a translator’s ‘workbench’,
where different tools such as terminology management systems and
concordancers are integrated into the translation environment to facilitate a
streamlined workflow. A distributed translation mode is supported in most TM
products to allow a translation job to be divided and allocated to a number of
translators in separate physical locations connected via an electronic network
(O’Hagan 2005). This client—server architecture enables a team of translators to
share simultaneously the same TM and a termbase on a network, irrespective of
their physical locations. Such a distributed workflow is usually further supported
by translation management tools to monitor and keep track of the progress of



several concurrent translation projects. The need to be able to exchange
linguistic data between different proprietary TM systems has led to the
development of standards such as translation memory exchange (TMX),
termbase exchange (TBX) and, more recently, segmentation rules exchange
(SRX) formats. The localization industry has led this initiative through the
OSCAR (Open Standards for Container/Content Allowing Re-use) group, part
of the Localization Industry Standards Association (LISA). The main advantage
of these standards is the freedom of using different CAT tools for different
projects, as required by each client or agency, while still being able to exploit
the previously accumulated data in any other system.

CAT tools such as TM have introduced new processes in the translation
workflow. For example, a text destined to be translated with TM is likely to
undergo a pre-analysis process. The use of the analysis tool, which is usually a
component of the TM system, provides information on repetitions within a new
ST and matches against an existing TM database. The statistics gained from
these processes
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have various implications, including deductions on translation fees for the
segments with existing matches. TM has also introduced a “pre-translation’
process where TM is used in a non-interactive context prior to beginning the
actual translation process. The pre-translation function compares the new ST
against the contents of the TM database and automatically replaces any ST
matches with the corresponding target-language segments, thus producing a
hybrid text, partly in the source language and partly in the target language. This
function enables clients to avoid giving the translator direct access to their TM
database as well as overcoming the issue of data format incompatibility between
different TM products. However, the resulting text poses a new challenge to the
translator, who not only has to translate the source language fragments but also
to verify and transform into an acceptable translation the target language
fragments which may only partially correspond to given ST segments. Wallis
(2006) suggests that the use of the TM pre-translation function could have a
negative impact in terms of translators’ job satisfaction as well as translation

QUALITY.

Widespread impact of TM

The benefit of re-using previous human translations for the same or similar
segments has been largely accepted in the commercial translation world.
Accordingly, it has become common practice to obtain discounts in translation
fees if there are pre-existing TM matches (Austermiihl 2001:141; Heyn
1998:136). As a result, TM has occasionally created unrealistic expectations
that it instantly provides substantial cost savings without any negative
consequences for the quality of the translation. Even when there are exact
matches, the translator still needs to consider the text as a whole, and in the light
of the new context in which the matched segments are to be inserted. It is
possible for TM to create a ‘sentence salad’ effect (Bédard 2000) when
sentences are drawn (without adequate contextual information) from various
translation memories created by different translators with different styles. A
related problem, described as ‘peep-hole translations’ (Heyn 1998:135),
concerns the cohesion and readability of the translation, which can be
compromised for the sake of facilitating TM — for example, when translators
avoid the use of anaphoric and cataphoric references, opting instead for lexical
repetitions that can yield more exact or full matches. A study on consistency and
variation in technical translation (Merkel 1998) suggests that while the
consistency facilitated by TM is in keeping with the general aim of technical
translation, it is not always welcomed by some translators when the same
segment appears in different functional contexts. Industry sources have also
reported anecdotal evidence of TM’s negative impact on the development of
translation competence, although this needs to be substantiated by in-depth
empirical studies (Kenny 2007). The cost of the software and the steep learning
curve are also seen as negative aspects of TM.

Another controversial issue concerns the ownership of the content of a
translation memory, which can be a commercially valuable asset. The ethical
question of whether or not the particular memory data belong to the
commissioner of the job or to the translator escapes the parameters of



conventional copyright agreements (Biau Gil and Pym 2006:10; Topping
2000:59). The use of the pre-translation function mentioned above is generally
motivated by the client’s desire to maintain exclusive access to their TM
content. At the same time, various initiatives are now emerging to share TM
data on a cooperative basis, as proposed by the Translation Automation User
Society (TAUS), or a commercial basis, such as TM Marketplace licences
(Zetzsche 2007:38), with far reaching implications for the scope of translation
recycling.

Future of CAT

CAT is likely to be enhanced by the use of a wide range of technology
components which have not been developed specifically with translation tasks in
mind. For example, speech recognition systems are becoming a popular CAT
tool among translators, including their integration into TM systems (Benis 1999).
In the area of AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION, speech recognition
technology is being applied to the production of intralingual subtitles for live TV
programmes in
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a mode called ‘re-speaking’, where subtitles are generated in real time by the
subtitler dictating, instead of typing, subtitles to the computer (see Eugeni and
Mack 2006). In terms of the use of Internet-related technology, Bey et al.
(2006) have proposed to design and develop an online CAT environment by
exploiting Web-based collaborative authoring platforms such as Wiki with a
view to facilitating translation work by volunteer translators who collaborate
online.

The increasing availability of CORPORA is also likely to impact the future of
CAT. A feasibility study on the application of Example-based Machine
Translation (EBMT) to AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION (Armstrong et al.
2006), for example, was inspired by the potential re-usability of prior
translations of subtitles which are becoming increasingly available in electronic
form. In parallel with further automation involving the integration of TM and
MACHINE TRANSLATION into the translation workflow (Zetzsche 2007),
fine-tuning of TM technology continues to focus on how to assist the human
translator. The enhancement of CAT applications is likely to benefit from
translator-focused investigations, such as empirical process-oriented translation
research (see PSYCHOLINGUISTIC/COGNITIVE APPROACHES).
Dragsted (2004, 2006), for example, has highlighted a discrepancy between
technology-imposed segmentation of TM and the cognitive segmentation
inherent to the human translation process, and O’Brien (2006) has looked at
differences in translators’ cognitive loads when dealing with different types of
TM matches. Market demands will continue to drive applied research on CAT
but, as highlighted in recent studies eliciting users’ views on TM systems (Garcia
2006; Lagoudaki 2006), involvement of the professional community of
translators in the research and development of CAT tools is crucial in shedding
light on the practical implications of the use of technology in this field.

See also:

CORPORA; LOCALIZATION; MACHINE TRANSILATION;
TERMINOLOGY.

Further reading

Austermiihl 2001; Bowker 2002a; O’Hagan and Ashworth 2002; Somers
2003b; Quah 2006.

MINAKO O’HAGAN

Conference interpreting, historical and cognitive perspectives
Interpreting is the oral or signed translation of oral or signed discourse, as
opposed to the oral translation of written texts. The latter is known as sight

translation.

Interpreting as an official or professional activity seems to have been in
existence since very early times, at least as far back as Ancient Egypt (Hermann



1956/2002). Interpreters have played an important role in history, especially
during campaigns such as the Spanish incursions into Central and South
America (Kurz 1991). Conference interpreters became most visible in the
public eye between the two World Wars and during the Nuremberg trials after
World War II (Baigorri Jalon 2000, 2004). Other forms of interpreting include
business interpreting, COURT INTERPRETING, COMMUNITY
INTERPRETING and SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING. This entry
makes particular reference to conference interpreting.

Types and modes of interpreting

According to Herbert (1978), conference interpreting (CI) was born during
World War I. Until then, important international meetings were held in French,
the international language at the time. During the war, some high-ranking
American and British negotiators did not speak French, which made it
necessary to resort to interpreters. With the advent of simultaneous interpreting,
and especially after the Nuremberg trials (1945—6), conference interpreting
became more widespread. It is now used widely, not only at international
conferences but also for radio and TV (in Japan, ‘Broadcast Interpreting’ is a
recognized branch of interpreting provided by conference interpreters and
interpreters with CI training), various courses and lectures, high-level meetings
in multinational corpora-
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tions, important political and business visits and negotiations, and even in high-
level court proceedings. What distinguishes conference interpreting from other
forms of interpreting today are its modes (cf. DIALOGUE INTERPRETING)
and its (ideally) high performance level, the latter as described in particular by
AIIC, the International Association of Conference Interpreters created in 1953
(see TRAINING AND EDUCATION).

Most conference interpreters have two or three working languages, classified as
A languages (native or native-like), B languages (non-native but mastered to a
sufficient extent for the interpreter to work into them) and C languages (from
which interpreters work into their active languages).

In consecutive interpreting, the interpreter listens to a speech segment of a
few minutes or so, takes notes, and then delivers the whole segment in the target
language; then the speaker resumes for a few minutes, the interpreter delivers
the next segment, and the process continues until the end of the speech.
Sentence-by-sentence interpreting often found in liaison and community
interpreting is not regarded by conference interpreters as ‘true consecutive’,
possibly because it does not involve note-taking and the cognitive pressure
associated with it.

In simultaneous interpreting, the interpreter sits in an interpreting booth,
listens to the speaker through a headset and interprets into a microphone at the
same time. Delegates in the conference room listen to the target-language
version through a headset. Simultaneous interpreting is also done by signed
language interpreters (or interpreters for the deaf), generally from a spoken into
a signed language and vice versa (see SIGNED LANGUAGE
INTERPRETING). Signed language interpreters do not sit in a booth; they
stand in the conference room where they can see the speaker and be seen.

Whispered interpreting (or chuchotage) is a form of simultaneous
interpreting in which the interpreter sits not in a booth but in the conference
room, next to the delegate who needs the interpreting service, and whispers the
target-language version of the speech in the delegate’s ear.

Differences between translation and interpreting

While most scholars stress that translation and interpreting essentially fulfil the
same function, many — especially interpreters — consider that the two are very
different, even incompatible professions. This assertion, as well as alleged
personality differences between translators and interpreters, have not been
substantiated by research. However, as regards actual translation and
interpreting practice, some differences are not controversial. The most obvious
of these arise from the fact that translators deal with written language and have
time to polish their work (at least minutes, but generally hours and often days),
while interpreters deal with oral language, work online with a lag of a few
seconds at most in the simultaneous mode and a few minutes at most in the
consecutive mode, and have no opportunity to refine their output. These
differences have a number of implications:



[ Translators need to be competent writers while interpreters need to be good
speakers, which includes using their voice effectively. Unlike translators,
interpreters also need to achieve immediate understanding of the oral form of
their passive language(s) for immediate processing of acoustic signals with a
wide variety of voices, accents and prosodic features.

[ Additional knowledge required for a specific translation task, be it linguistic
or extra-linguistic, can be acquired during the written translation task but has to
be acquired prior to interpreting to a large extent.

[ Interpreters have to make decisions instantly, with strategies aimed at doing
the best they can with what they have understood on the spot and under
cognitive pressure, while translators” STRATEGIES are generally more
ambitious because of the possibility of acquiring additional information and the
availability of extra time for decision making.

[ Interpreters’ discourse needs to be adequate in both form and content for
on-the-spot processing by their listeners; it does not aspire to the same stylistic
standards as written translation, given that translators’ target texts
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need to meet QUALITY requirements that involve repeated scrutiny by
readers.

These differences may explain why the central concerns of practitioners,
thinkers and researchers in translation and interpreting have largely evolved in
different directions. In translation, the concern has largely been to establish the
best principles and strategies to overcome dissimilarities between the source
language and culture and the target language and culture and produce target
texts that are faithful to the original and its intentions at the same time and
acceptable and effective in the target setting. Such preoccupations have led to
far-reaching analyses and discussions of cultural, literary, philosophical and
sociological issues. In conference interpreting, the main challenge has revolved
around the more technical question of how to cope with the cognitive pressure
involved in having to produce a target speech immediately after listening to the
source speech once (in the consecutive mode) or while listening to the source
speech (in simultaneous mode).

The Effort Models developed in the early 1980s (Gile 1995a) illustrate the main
concerns of conference interpreters. They model simultaneous interpreting as
the parallel unfolding of three ‘Efforts’ (each of which encompasses multiple
cognitive operations): listening and analysing the source speech; producing the
target speech and monitoring it; performing various short-term memory
operations that involve the storage and retrieval of source-speech information
over a period of up to several seconds. The Models assume that each of these
Efforts requires attentional resources and that these requirements add up to a
level close to saturation of the interpreters’ total available resources (the
‘Tightrope hypothesis’ — Gile 1999). The Effort Model for consecutive
interpreting defines a ‘comprehension phase’, during which the interpreter listens
to the source speech and takes notes, and a ‘reformulation phase’, during which
the target speech is reconstructed from the notes and from long-term memory.
In Gile’s model of translation (Gile 1995a), there is also a comprehension phase
followed by a reformulation phase, but no short-term memory component is
highlighted as playing an important role, and the time scale for problem solving is
larger by several orders of magnitude. This model also includes an important
external information-acquisition component which is not found in the interpreting
models.

Unlike translation errors, many recurrent interpreting errors are likely to result
from cognitive saturation or improper management of the interpreter’s
processing capacity. Features of simultaneously interpreted speeches such as
non-natural prosodic patterns (Shlesinger 1994; Williams 1995; Ahrens 2005)
or certain syntactic patterns which result in a large amount of information being
stored in working memory increase the risk of saturation.

History of research on conference interpreting
The history of research into conference interpreting may be conveniently divided

into four periods: early writings, the experimental period, the practitioners’
period and the renewal period (Gile 1994).



The early writings period covers the 1950s and early 1960s. During this period,
some interpreters and interpreting teachers in Geneva (see in particular Herbert
1952; Rozan 1956; Ilg 1959) and Brussels (Van Hoof 1962) started thinking
and writing about their profession in a didactic and professional mindset rather
than an academic mindset. They identified intuitively many of the fundamental
issues that are still debated today.

During the experimental period (the 1960s and early 1970s), a few
psychologists and psycholinguists such as Treisman, Oléron and Nanpon,
Goldman-Eisler, Gerver, and Barik (see Gerver 1976) became interested in
interpreting. They conducted a few experimental studies on psychological and
psycholinguistic aspects of simultaneous interpreting and examined the effect of
variables such as source language, speed of delivery, ear—voice span (i.e. the
interval between the moment a piece of information is perceived in the source
speech and the moment it is reformulated in the target speech), noise, pauses in
speech delivery, etc. on performance. Practitioners rejected both the methods
and the results of such studies which, they argued, were not valid because
subjects, tasks and the experimental environment had
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little to do with conference interpreting as it is practised.

During the practitioners’ period, which started in the late 1960s and continued
into the 1970s and early 1980s, interpreting teachers began to develop an
interest in research. The first doctoral dissertation on interpreting by an
interpreter (Ingrid Pinter, now Ingrid Kurz) was defended in Vienna in 1969.
Numerous papers, as well as more than twenty MA theses and dissertations,
were subsequently written by practising interpreters. The main thrust of this
research came from ESIT (Ecole Supérieure d’Interpretes et de Traducteurs) in
Paris under the charismatic leadership of Danica Seleskovitch, but there was
also much activity in West Germany, East Germany, Czechoslovakia,
Switzerland and other European countries, as well as in the USSR and in Japan.
Most of the research was introspective and prescriptive, and most authors
worked as individuals (as opposed to research teams). Relations with the
scientific community of linguists, psycholinguists and cognitive psychologists
were virtually non-existent except in the USSR, possibly because of the
interpreters’ defensive attitude rather than due to a lack of interest from non-
interpreters (see Gerver and Sinaiko 1978). The prevailing paradigm was
ESIT’s INTERPRETIVE APPROACH, also known as Théorie du sens.

Towards the mid-1980s, a new generation of practitioners began to question
the idealized view of interpreting modelled by the Théorie du sens and to call
for a more ‘scientific’ study of interpreting and for an interdisciplinary approach
to the subject. A conference on the teaching of translation and interpreting held
at the University of Trieste (Italy) in November 1986 (Gran and Dodds 1989),
which was followed by further initiatives from the same university, including the
launching of the journal The Interpreters’ Newsletter and a series of
interdisciplinary studies with neurophysiologist Franco Fabbro, can be seen as a
milestone marking a paradigm shift. Research on conference interpreting
continues to be undertaken largely by teachers of interpreting, but they
increasingly draw on ideas (and sometimes on findings) from other disciplines, in
particular cognitive psychology and linguistics. There are more empirical studies
(35 per cent of the studies listed in the bibliography of CIRIN — The
Conference Interpreting Research Information Network — for 2000-2006, as
opposed to 10 to 20 per cent before 2000). This is however still very low by
the standards of established empirical disciplines.

Theoretical and research issues

Reflection and research on conference interpreting have developed in three
clusters: around the cognitive dimension of interpreting, around training, and
around professional topics.

A large number of studies continue to focus on the central processes of
simultaneous interpreting (cf. CONFERENCE INTERPRETING,
SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES). The initial studies by psychologists in
the 1960s were exploratory. The interpretive theory did not look at specific
linguistic or cognitive mechanisms. Starting in the 1990s, these became central.
In the Effort Models, linguistic issues are viewed as determining cognitive load




to a significant extent. Setton (1999) developed a sophisticated model
combining cognitive and pragmatic factors and claims that linguistic/syntactic
differences are offset by pragmatic markers which facilitate anticipation and
reduce the amount of information that must be kept in short-term memory.

The idea that limitations in attentional resources play an important role in
interpreting is not new. It had already been formulated by Kirchhoff in the
1970s (Kirchhoff 1976¢/2002) and developed into a probabilistic anticipation
model by Chernov (1979/2002, 2004). However, since the 1990s this type of
research has led to a growing interest in the interpreters’ working memory (see
in particular Padilla Benitez 1995; Liu 2001).

In the cognitive research cluster, interdisciplinarity has been a one-way flow,
with conference interpreting researchers importing concepts and theories from
cognitive psychologists, but very little integration of concepts from CI research
taking place in cognitive science. While the work of psychologists on
interpreting in the 1960s and 1970s was holistic, psychologists who have shown
interest in conference interpreting from the 1990s onwards have focused on the
interpreter’s working memory. Findings in the beginning of the new century (Liu
2001; Kopke and Nespoulos 2006) seem
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to indicate that contrary to what was thought initially, interpreters do not
develop a larger working memory space with experience, but rather acquire
cognitive skills which make them less dependent on such space.

Some work on neurophysiological aspects of interpreting was also initiated in
Trieste in the late 1980s (e.g. Gran and Taylor 1990); follow-up studies
focused to a large extent on lateralization of brain functions associated with
interpreting. Other neurophysiological studies looked at activation patterns in the
brain during interpreting and other activities, using various indicators (e.g. Kurz
1996).

In the cluster of research on professional aspects of interpreting (e.g. Miram
2000; Huittinen 2001; Choi 2002; Kurz 2004; Noraini Ibrahim 2005), one
important aspect of conference interpreting which has received considerable
attention is QUALITY measurement. This is perhaps the area where the largest
number of empirical studies have been conducted, focusing mostly on the
relative importance of quality components in the context of user expectations
and evaluations. Studies of user expectations initiated this type of research, one
important pioneer in the field being Ingrid Kurz (e.g. Kurz 1996). These studies
are problematic in so far as the users’ discourse about quality components may
overstate the importance of content and underrate the importance of form. Later
studies have extended to user reactions (see for instance Collados Ais et al.
2003, 2007). Findings of these studies suggest that features of single quality
components, and in particular form-related components (terminology,
intonation, etc.), may strongly influence the users’ perception of other quality
components.

In the same cluster, some research has been conducted since the late 1990s on
TV interpreting (BS Broadcast Interpreters Group 1998; Lee 2000; Kurz
2002a; Mack 2002), stress (Kurz 2002a) and remote interpreting (Braun
2004; Moser-Mercer et al. 2005; Mouzourakis 2005). Some of this research
is done with a view to justifying demands relating to working conditions. The
findings confirm that conference interpreting involves stress, but how interpreters
cope with it in the short and longer term and how and to what extent it is
affected by working conditions, including remote interpreting, remains unclear.

In the cluster on interpreter training (see TRAINING AND EDUCATION),
there is an abundance of prescriptive literature (e.g. Seleskovitch and Lederer
1989) and of descriptions of courses and methods (Moser-Mercer and Setton
2005) and some discussion of the use of new technology in training (de Manuel
Jerez 2003; Sandrelli and de Manuel Jerez 2007). With a few exceptions such
as Sawyer (2004) and Soler Caamaiio (2006), however, there is little empirical
research in the field, in particular on the actual efficiency of the proposed
methods of training.

Developments since the late 1990s

Since the late 1990s, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of
publications arising from colloquia and other meetings around conference



interpreting (Gambier et al. 1997; Englund Dimitrova and Hyltenstam 2000;
Garzone and Viezzi 2002; Collados Ais et al. 2003; Chai and Zhang 2006).
There is also more global interaction, with increasingly active Asian countries, in
particular Japan, Korea and China. In Japan, general interest in conference
interpreting is as old as in the West (see Meta 33:1); what is new is Japanese
scholars’ growing engagement in academic research. This has led to the setting
up of JAIS, the Japanese Association for Interpretation Studies, which
publishes the journal Tsuuyaku Kenkyuu/Interpretation Studies, and to the
publication of more than 100 texts on conference interpreting between 1990
and 1999. In Korea, CI research is more recent. Only a handful of publications
are found in the CIRIN bibliography for 1990 to 1999, but there are more than
60 from 2000 to 2006. The development of CI research in China has been
most spectacular, from less than 10 publications between 1990 and 1999 to
several hundred items since 2000.

A further development concerns the increasing integration of the emerging
discipline of interpreting studies into the larger discipline of translation studies, as
shown by the active participation of scholars specializing in interpreting in all
events and bodies involved in translation studies, be they conferences, journals,
editorial and advisory boards, learned societies where CI scholars often hold
offices,
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or doctoral programmes of translation. This has perhaps been supported by
another trend, namely CI authors’ growing interest in other types of interpreting,
in particular COMMUNITY INTERPRETING, where the central issues are
not necessarily cognitive, but rather sociological and ethical; on the coming
together of translation studies and interpreting studies, see Schéftner (2004).

One important topic where the interests of researchers into interpreting and
translation converge is DIRECTIONALITY': whereas a rather strong Western
tradition prescribed interpreting into one’s A language and an equally strong
Soviet and East-European tradition prescribed interpreting into one’s B
language, this is being reconsidered, just as the principle of work into one’s A
language only is being reconsidered in research into translation (Kelly ef al.
2003; Godijns and Hinderdael 2005). However, the jury is still out on the
relative merits of the two options, because they have not been investigated
empirically to a sufficient extent to allow any clear conclusions to be drawn.

Finally, it is worth noting that some sectors of conference interpreting may be
losing ground as an increasing number of politicians, international and national
civil servants, medical and other scientists now use English in international
encounters, while other forms of interpreting, which have wider social
significance, are constantly developing.

See also:

ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTERPRETING; CONFERENCE
INTERPRETING, SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES; COURT
INTERPRETING; DIALOGUE INTERPRETING;
PSYCHOLINGUISTIC/COGNITIVE APPROACHES; SIGNED
LANGUAGE INTERPRETING; TRAINING AND EDUCATION.

Further reading

Herbert 1952; Gerver 1976; Gile 1995a; Pochhacker and Shlesinger 2002;
Baigorri-Jalon 2004; Pochhacker 2004; Schéffner 2004; Chai and Zhang
2006.

DANIEL GILE

Conference interpreting, sociocultural perspectives

As aresult of the boom in international meetings after World War II, and with
the impact of GLOBALIZATION, simultaneous conference interpreting (SCI)
flourished as a technology-assisted solution to the growing demand for efficient
cross-cultural contact. From the 1950s until around the 1990s, SCI remained
the most visible type of interpreting and the main focus of attention in
interpreting research, with a considerable share of the scholarly attention being
devoted to the cognitive processes of the task. While research in the
neighbouring field of COMMUNITY INTERPRETING placed significant
emphasis on the interpreter as an active agent of communication in a variety of




settings, ranging from healthcare settings to ASYLUM hearings (see also
DIALOGUE INTERPRETING), research into conference interpreting largely
remained focused on describing cognitive processes, using psycholinguistic
methods to explore issues such as attention, working memory and multiple-
tasking (see CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND
COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES). Within a field dominated by cognitive and
psycholinguistic paradigms, markedly less attention came to be devoted to the
position of conference interpreters as professionals working and surviving in
sociocultural contexts, and to the interdependence between the presence and
performance of conference interpreters and the social contexts in which they
operated.

This, however, is not to say that the importance of viewing simultaneous
conference interpreting as a form of situated action was never acknowledged by
scholars in the field. As early as 1976, Anderson argued that interpreting took
place ‘in social situations — situations amenable to sociological analysis’,
contending that ‘in any such setting the role played by the interpreter is likely to
exert considerable influence on the evolution of the group structure and on the
outcome of the interaction’ (1976:209). In a paper exploring ‘interpreter roles’
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published two years later, Anderson went on to highlight discrepancies between
what interpreters claimed interpreting entailed and what they did in actual
situations (Anderson 1978). At about the same time, Kirchhoff (1976a, 1976b)
also stressed the importance of considering interpreting as a communicative
system that is influenced by a number of linguistic and extra-linguistic variables,
drawing attention to the role of context in shaping the meaning of utterances. By
the early 1980s, scholars such as Stenzl were beginning to call for more
observational and descriptive research in simultaneous conference interpreting,
stressing the importance of SCI as an interlingual communicative task that
involves the speaker, the interpreter and the target-culture receiver in a specific
context of situation (1983:48).

Calls to adapt and apply theories and concepts developed mainly in translation
studies marked a turning point in SCI research by introducing new notions such
as ‘NORMS’ and by highlighting the significance of product-oriented
investigations. Shlesinger’s (1989b) pioneering call to extend the notion of
norms to interpreting in general was followed by a number of pleas for adopting
a more sociologically-oriented approach in interpreting studies, one that
involved close examination of actual behaviour during interpreting so as to gain a
better understanding of the norms that govern it (Schjoldager 1995a, 1995b;
Gile 1998; Diriker 1999; Garzone 2002; Inghilleri 2003, 2005b; Marzocchi
2005; Duflou, in progress).

In a similar vein, aiming to test the viability of applying the FUNCTIONALIST
theory developed by Vermeer (1983b, 1989a) and Holz-Ménttéri (1984) to
conference interpreting, Pochhacker (1994) investigated a ‘real-life’ SCI event,
evaluating the interpreters’ output as ‘text-n-situation-and-culture’. This was
the first study in which simultaneous conference interpreting was approached as
complex situated action. Péchhacker investigated various aspects of SCI at a
three-day conference of the International Council for Small Business,
transcribing the recordings of original speeches and their interpretations to
explore — among other aspects — how interpreters dealt with forms of address
and humour (see also Péchhacker 1995).

Pochhacker’s pioneering study on real-life interpreting behaviour was followed
by several studies conducted by various researchers such as Kalina and Setton,
who worked on authentic instances of interpreting and acknowledged the
importance of social contexts, though with different aims and from different
theoretical perspectives. Kalina (Kohn and Kalina 1996; Kalina 1998), for
instance, adopted a discourse-based mental modelling approach and worked
on the recordings of a conference on fraud to explore interpreting strategies.
She complemented her analysis of simultaneous conference interpreting
STRATEGIES with interpreters’ introspective comments on their own
behaviour, thus complementing studies of listeners’ views with those of
interpreters in a conference situation. Monacelli (2000, 2005) and Kent (2007)
similarly examined the views of interpreters; Pochhacker (2005) offers a review
of user surveys in general. Setton (1999), on the other hand, has drawn mainly
on Relevance Theory and used both authentic and simulated data to develop a
cognitive-pragmatic approach to exploring the way in which meaning is



cognitively processed in conference interpreting contexts.

The strongest call for approaching SCI from a sociocultural perspective came
with Michael Cronin’s (2002) appeal for a ‘cultural turn’ in interpreting studies.
Pointing out that the field had remained largely unaftected by theoretical
developments elsewhere in translation studies, Cronin forcefully underlined the
need for fresh perspectives to examine all forms of interpreting ‘as they are
grounded in the economic, cultural and political aspects of people’s lives’ (ibid.:
391).

Perhaps a preliminary sign of such a “cultural turn’ is the emergence in the first
decade of the twenty-first century of a strand of sociologically-oriented research
on conference interpreting that involves investigating the interdependence
between the presence and performance of conference interpreters and the
larger and more immediate social contexts in which they operate (see also
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES). Diriker (2004), Vuorikoski (2004),
Monacelli (2005) and Beaton (2007a, 2007b) all explore various aspects of
this interdependence, thus addressing one of the most persistent lacunae in SCI
research, namely the lack of holistic conceptions of text, situation, CULTURE
and the entire course of action in interpreting settings (Pchhacker 1995:33).
Diriker (2004),
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for instance, combines participant observation, interviews with conference
participants and analysis of recordings at a two-day conference on politics and
metaphysics to demonstrate that the behaviour of simultaneous interpreters in
actual conference settings is more complex than is generally assumed. She
argues that this complexity is most palpable in the relationship between the
speaker and the interpreter who share the same ‘subject position”’ (i.e. the first
person singular /) in the interpreter’s delivery. Vuorikoski (2004) analyses a
corpus of speeches recorded in the plenary sessions of the European
Parliament, looking at how rhetorical devices in original speeches are rendered
in interpretation. In addition to source speech-related factors such as speech
density and rate of presentation, Vuorikoski stresses the importance of affinity
with the sociocultural context of the European Union, highlighting ‘exposure to
the EU genre’ as a determining factor in shaping the outcome of the delivery
(ibid.: 183). Monacelli (2005), on the other hand, combines analysis of
interpreting data gathered at the Italian Parliament with introspective comments
by interpreters to explore self-regulatory (survival) moves of interpreters.
Viewing simultaneous conference interpreting as inherently constraining and
face-threatening for interpreters, she cites distancing, de-personalization and
mitigation of illocutionary force as some of the strategies widely used by
interpreters in her corpus to ensure professional survival. Beaton (2007a,
2007b) looks at simultaneously interpreted political debates during the plenary
sessions of the European Parliament to investigate how certain ideologies are
interpreted and whether interpreter-mediated communication in this context is
influenced by the interpreter’s agency and subjectivity. Based on the analysis of
three cohesive devices (metaphor strings, lexical repetition and intertextuality),
she suggests that simultaneous interpretation in the European Parliament tends to
strengthen EU institutional ideology, and that ‘the very fact that institutional
communication is interpreted is, in itself, ideologically significant” (2007b: 293);
see also IDEOLOGY.

Growing interest in exploring authentic performances of simultaneous
conference interpreting from a sociocultural perspective is also evident in other
publications which appeared during the same period, including Garzone and
Viezzi (2002), where a number of papers review theoretical and methodological
aspects of approaching SCI as situated action. Two further volumes edited by
Schiffner (2004) and Pym et al. (2006), as well as a special issue of The
Translator edited by Inghilleri (2004), all devote considerable attention to the
social dimension of interpreting research.

Despite growing attention to sociocultural aspects of simultaneous conference
interpreting since the early- to mid-1990s, several relevant areas remain largely
unexplored. The most pressing of these include the impact of gender, agency,
IDEOLOGY and power on the behaviour of simultaneous interpreters and the
dynamics of interpreter-mediated interaction in the conference setting. At the
same time, the political and social effects of GLOBALIZATION are beginning
to be felt in the discipline and among practitioners, leading to the emergence of
new avenues of research that were not foreseen by scholars writing in the
1990s. Relevant, often overlapping areas of research that have begun to attract
attention include the positionings available to and taken up by members of the




conference interpreting community in relation to a number of controversial
issues, in particular neutrality, activism, political engagement, and volunteering
for civil society. Babels, the international network of volunteer conference
interpreters which aligns itself with the Social Forum, has received particular
attention, from both practitioners and researchers (see Boéri and Hodkinson
2004; de Manuel Jeréz et al. 2004; Hodkinson and Boéri 2005; Naumann
2005; Baker 2006a, 2006b; Péchhacker 2006; Boéri 2008). Growing interest
in exploring the ETHICS of conference interpreting marks a new point of
departure in the discipline, and a willingness to discuss the interdependence
between conference interpreting, ideology and social contexts.

See also:

ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTERPRETING; CONFERENCE
INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES;
COURT INTERPRETING; DIALOGUE INTERPRETING; IDEOLOGY;
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES.
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Further reading

Anderson 1976, 1978; Shlesinger 1989b; Pochhaker 1994, 1995; Cronin
2002; Diriker 2004; Monacelli 2005; Beaton 2007a; Boéri 2008.

EBRU DIRIKER

Corpora

A corpus (plural: corpora) is a collection of texts that are the object of literary
or linguistic study. In contemporary corpus linguistics, such collections are held
in electronic form, allowing the inclusion of vast quantities of texts (commonly
hundreds of millions of words), and fast and flexible access to them using
corpus-processing software. While most definitions stress the need for corpora
to be assembled according to explicit design criteria and for specific purposes
(Atkins et al. 1992), Kilgarriff and Grefenstette (2003) allow for more
serendipitous collections of texts, even the entire World Wide web, to be
considered as corpora, as long as their contents are the focus of linguistic (or
related) study. No matter how the corpora they work with come into being,
however, all corpus linguists insist on the primacy of authentic data, as attested
in texts, that is, instances of spoken, written or signed behaviour that have
occurred ‘naturally, without the intervention of the linguist’ (Stubbs 1996:4).
Corpus linguists thus take an approach to the study of language that is consistent
with the empiricism advocated in descriptive translation studies since the 1970s.
At that time, scholars became particularly critical of the use of introspection in
translation theory (Holmes 1988:101) and of approaches that viewed
translations as idealized, speculative entities, rather than observable facts (Toury
1980a: 79—81). While Toury conceded that isolated attempts had been made to
describe and explain actual translations, he called for a whole new
methodological apparatus that would make individual studies transparent and
repeatable. It was Baker (1993) who saw the potential for corpus linguistics to
provide such an apparatus, and her early work in the area (Baker 1993, 1995,
1996a) launched what became known as ‘corpus-based translation studies’, or
CTS. Researchers in CTS now pursue a range of agendas, drawing on a variety
of corpus types and processing techniques, and these are addressed below,
following some more general remarks on corpus design and processing.

Corpus creation and basic processing

Best practice in corpus creation requires designers to make informed decisions
on the types of language they wish to include in their corpora, and in which
proportions. Design criteria crucially depend on the envisaged use of the corpus
but have, in the past, centred on the idea that corpora should somehow be
‘representative’ of a particular type of language production and/or reception.
The statistical notion of representativeness is, however, extremely difficult to
apply to textual data, and many commentators now prefer to aim for a
‘balanced’ sample of the language in which they are interested (Kenny
2001:106-7; Kilgarriff and Grefenstette 2003). A general-purpose monolingual
corpus might thus have to include both (transcribed) spoken and written



language, and, within each, samples of a variety of text types, dating from
specific time periods. There may also be a trade-off between including fewer
but more useful, full-length texts on the one hand, and more, but textually
‘compromised’ partial texts on the other (Atkins et al. 1992; Baker 1995:229—
30; Sinclair 1991). Once a suitable breakdown of text types, author profiles,
etc. has been decided upon, the actual texts chosen for inclusion in a corpus can
be selected randomly, or through more deliberate ‘handpicking’. The texts thus
selected may then have to be converted to electronic form (through key-
boarding or scanning), if they are not already available in this form, and
permission to include them in the corpus may have to be sought from copyright
holders. Depending on the intended use of the corpus, various levels of
structural or linguistic annotation are desirable. Basic mark-up may involve
indicating (using a standard mark-up language like XML) the main divisions in a
text (headings, paragraphs, sentences, etc.) or the addition of ‘headers’ that
describe the content of texts, name their authors, and so on. More linguistically
oriented annotation includes part-of-speech tagging,
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where each word in a running text is assigned to a word category (e.g. ‘noun’
or ‘verb’), as well as syntactic parsing and semantic annotation. A number of
sources (Kenny 2001; Meyer 2002; Olohan 2004) provide guidance on the
creation and annotation of corpora. Kilgarriff et al. (2006) is particularly useful
for those interested in including web data in their corpora.

The level of mark-up that a corpus is subjected to will have implications for the
kind of electronic processing the corpus can undergo. Raw corpora — that is,
untagged, unparsed corpora — can be treated as sequences of characters
delimited by spaces (in languages like English); in other words, as sequences of
running or orthographic words. The number of different orthographic words
(types) in a corpus can be easily computed and compared with the total number
of running words (tokens), to yield the type—token ratio, a primitive measure of
the lexical variety in a text (see Kenny 2001 and Daller ef al. 2003 on the
limitations of type—token ratios). Values for average sentence and paragraph
lengths can also be fairly easily computed in a raw corpus (using sentence-
ending punctuation marks and paragraph symbols). Another measure, lexical
density, gives the percentage of running words in a corpus made up by lexical
(vocabulary), as opposed to grammatical words. Put simply, a low lexical
density indicates high levels of redundancy and thus predictability in a text
(Stubbs 1996:73), perhaps making it easier to process than a lexically more
dense text. As long as the analyst can supply a finite list of grammatical words to
be excluded in this calculation, lexical densities are also fairly easily computed.
All these measures have the signal merit of being applicable to every verbal text,
but their interpretation is not straightforward, and they should be used with care.
Other types of processing allow more qualitative analysis of corpus data. The
generation of word lists and clusters, for example, allows the analyst to focus on
particular words or recurring groups of words. A further type of processing
outputs a KWIC (keyword in context) concordance for an input word,
revealing the contexts in which it occurs. Recurring patterns may be discerned
across contexts, pointing to the existence of statistically significant collocates of
the input word. In order to discover regularities in the behaviour of a word form
occurring in a certain part of speech (see Olohan 2004:70—71), however, a
tagged corpus is usually required. Concordancing and basic statistical
processing of raw corpora are discussed in Sinclair (1991). More translation-
oriented discussions are available in Kenny (2001) and Olohan (2004).

Translation-oriented corpus typology

Several scholars have proposed corpus typologies that are of particular
relevance to translation studies (see, especially, Laviosa 1997, 2002). At a high
level of abstraction, corpora can be divided into those that contain texts in a
single language — monolingual corpora — and those that contain texts in two or
more languages — bilingual or multilingual corpora, although, for the sake of
economy, bilingual corpora are sometimes subsumed under ‘multilingual’
corpora (Altenberg and Granger 2002:7). Another broad characterization
depends on whether the texts were originally written in the language in question,
or whether they were translated into that language. By far the best-known
corpora outside of translation studies are large monolingual reference corpora



like the British National Corpus (Burnard 2007), which contains 100 million
words originally uttered or written in British English. Laviosa (2002:37) calls
such corpora non-translational. The Translational English Corpus (Olohan
2004:59-60), on the other hand, is perhaps the best-known monolingual
translational corpus. It continues to be developed under the stewardship of
Mona Baker at the University of Manchester, and currently contains roughly ten
million words of text translated into English from a variety of source languages.

Corpora may also be characterized by the relationship that holds between their
subcorpora, where these exist. Thus, a monolingual corpus may consist of two
subcorpora; one translational, the other non-translational. If the two sets of texts
cover the same genre(s) in roughly the same proportions, were published in the
same time period, cover the same domains, etc., then we can speak of a
monolingual comparable corpus. Monolingual comparable corpora allow
systematic investigations of how translated text differs from non-translated text
n
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the same language, and thus are a vital resource in research that seeks to isolate
characteristic features of translation (see below). Well-known monolingual
comparable corpora include Laviosa’s English Comparable Corpus (1998a,
1998b) and the Corpus of Translated Finnish (Mauranen 2004). Likewise, the
subcorpora in a bilingual corpus may be related through shared values for
attributes such as genre, date and place of publication, domain, etc., and thus
combine to form a bilingual comparable corpus. The New Corpus for Ireland
(Kilgarriff et al. 2006), designed in the first instance as a resource for English—
Irish (Gaelic) lexicography, is one such corpus. Bilingual (or multilingual)
comparable corpora are sometimes used as a data source in contrastive
linguistics, and are valued precisely because they are free from “various
translation effects’ (Altenberg and Granger 2002:8). They are not without
problems, however: as with monolingual comparable corpora, it can be difficult
to ensure comparability between the subcorpora (see Bernardini and Zanettin
2004), and searching for ‘cross-linguistic equivalents’ (Altenberg and Granger
2002:9) is not straightforward. Baker (1995:233) has also expressed
reservations about their usefulness in theoretical translation studies, claiming that
their use is based upon the erroneous assumption that ‘there is a natural way of
saying anything in any language, and that all we need to do is to find out how to
say something naturally in language A and language B’.

The subcorpora in a bilingual (or multilingual) corpus may, on the other hand, be
related through translation, that is, the corpus may contain texts in one
language, alongside their translations into another language (or other languages).
Such corpora are commonly known as parallel corpora, although the term
translation corpus is also used (Altenberg and Granger 2002). Parallel
corpora are usually aligned (Véronis 2000). That is, explicit links are provided
between units of the source and target texts, usually at the sentence level. This
enables bilingual concordancing, where a search for a word in one language
returns all sentences containing that word, along with their aligned equivalent
sentences in the other language. Parallel corpora exist for several language pairs/
groups of languages. Some are a by-product of bilingual or multilingual
parliaments: the English—French Hansards in Canada (Church and Gale 1991)
and the multilingual Europarl corpus (Koehn 2005), which contains the
proceedings of the European Parliament, are two well-known examples. Other,
more handcrafted, parallel corpora are created specifically for use in translation
studies and contrastive linguistics, and a number of variations on the basic
design are possible: a bilingual parallel corpus can be uni-directional or bi-
directional, for instance. Given that bi-directional corpora such as the English—
Norwegian Parallel Corpus (Johansson 1998) contain source texts (or
‘originals’) in both languages, they can also be used as bilingual comparable
corpora, provided, of course, that conditions of comparability obtain. Other
parallel corpora may contain, on their target sides, two or more translations into
the same language of the same source text (Winters 2005), or progressive
drafts of the emerging target text (Utka 2004). Parallel corpora have been used
in translation TRAINING AND EDUCATION to support students in finding
solutions to problems that characteristically arise in translation but not other
sorts of writing (Pearson 2003), and in research into translation SHIFTS
(Munday 1998a, 2002). They have also been used for the extraction of de




facto translation equivalents in bilingual terminography and lexicography
(Bowker and Pearson 2002:171-2; Teubert 2002, 2004), and to provide
empirical data for corpus-based MACHINE TRANSLATION systems
(Hutchins 2005a).

Corpus-based translation studies

Much early work in CTS set out to pursue the research agenda put forward in
Baker’s seminal 1993 article and investigated, on a scale that had not been
possible before, those recurrent features that were thought to make translation
different from other types of language production. These features, also called
UNIVERSALS of translation, included the reported tendency of translated
texts to be more explicit, use more conventional grammar and lexis, and be
somehow simpler than either their source texts or other texts in the target
language. Much of this work was concerned with operationalizing abstract
notions like simplification and EXPLICITATION (see, especially, Baker
1996a), and with investigating the potential of the quantitative techniques
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that corpus linguistics offered. The shift in focus from global statistics (lexical
densities, sentence lengths, etc.) to the distributions of particular words and
phrases marks a transition to more qualitative research. As CTS developed,
researchers also began to integrate insights from related fields to enrich their
analyses. Thus Olohan and Baker (2000), for example, draw on cognitive
linguistics in their investigation of explicitation in original and translated English.
Laviosa (2002) and Olohan (2004) sum up much of the corpus-based research
into features of translation conducted to date, and Olohan’s own case studies
(ibid.) are a particularly rich source of quantitative and qualitative analysis.

The search for generalizations that characterized this early research inevitably
led to the recognition of particularities, and before long researchers in CTS
began focusing on the distinctive behaviour of individual translators. Particular
translators’ styles are addressed in a variety of studies, including Baker (2000),
Bosseaux (2007), Kenny (2001), Saldanha (2004, 2005) and Winters (2005).
All but the first of these are conducted using parallel corpora, and these sources
again draw increasingly on areas such as narratology, semantics, pragmatics,
and even typography, to enable theory and data-rich studies of the translator’s
otherwise elusive presence in translation. Like the studies into general features
of translation mentioned above, these studies are made possible by the
computer’s ability to retrieve and display in useful ways sometimes many
thousands of examples of textual features (from personal pronouns to modal
particles, instances of italics, and hapax legomena) that would otherwise be
difficult to study. Corpus-processing software cannot do the analysis, however,
and researchers in CTS are often faced with the particularly onerous task of
accounting, as exhaustively as possible, for vast numbers of instances of
selected phenomena, including those instances that buck the general trend. Most
of these studies are predominantly descriptive, but efforts are made to establish
connections between translators’ agendas, or the conditions under which they
work, and the translation product. Citing Munday (2002) as a promising model,
Olohan (2004:192) argues for increased contextualization of corpus-based
studies, more integration of analytical tools from other areas, and a greater focus
on translators, in a bid to strengthen CTS’s ability to feed into research that can
better account for causes and effects in translation (Chesterman 2000).

Not all CTS is, strictly speaking, descriptive however: Kenny (2006) is
concerned with the contribution, if any, that CTS can make to translation
theory; and corpora have become indispensable in applied studies. The use of
corpora in translation pedagogy is a particularly dynamic area of research
(Zanettin et al. 2003), and scholars such as Bowker and Pearson (2002:193—
210) and Séanchez-Gijon (2004) have shown how corpora can be of particular
value as an aid in specialized translation.

As the variety of corpora continues to grow — we now have substantial SIGN
LANGUAGE corpora (Leeson et al. 2006), subtitle corpora (Armstrong et al.
2006), multimedia corpora of original and dubbed films (Valentini 2006), and
dialect and other ‘unconventional’ corpora (Beal et al. 2007a, 2007b) — as do
the number of languages and language pairs covered, and given increased ease
of access to corpora, in particular as derived from the world wide web



(Kilgarriff and Grefenstette 2003), we can expect CTS to develop in as yet
unpredictable ways. The current trajectory, however, suggests that the area will
remain a dynamic force in translation studies, and that initial fears that the area
would become bogged down in unnecessary quantification (Tymoczko
1998:652) have proved unfounded. Rather we are seeing the emergence of the
multi-vocal, decentred, inclusive paradigm that Tymoczko (ibid.) predicted CTS
could become.

See also:

EXPLICITATION; LINGUISTIC APPROACHES; NORMS;
TERMINOLOGY; UNIVERSALS.

Further reading

Sinclair 1991; Baker 1993, 1996a; Stubbs 1996; Laviosa 1998c; Kenny 2001;
Bowker and Pearson 2002; Laviosa 2002; Zanettin ef al. 2003; Kruger 2004;
Olohan 2004.
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Court interpreting

The term ‘court interpreting” is widely used to refer to any kind of legal
interpreting, but the courtroom is in fact only one of several contexts in which
legal interpreting may take place. Non-courtroom contexts include interpreting
in police departments (Krouglov 1999), customs offices, immigration authorities
(Barsky 1996; Inghilleri 2003, 2005a; see also ASYLUM); and barristers’
chambers. Courtroom interpreting, however, has come to occupy a more
prominent position and has received more scholarly attention than other types of
legal interpreting.

The history of official court interpreting, as we know it today, is fairly short.
Although it started with the famous war trials which took place in Nuremberg
between November 1945 and October 1946 and in Tokyo between June 1946
and November 1948, the experience of these trials gave rise not to court
interpreting as such but to simultaneous interpreting (de Jongh 1992), which is
only one of the techniques that may be used in court under certain
circumstances. Irrespective of the range of techniques it uses, what most
distinguishes court interpreting from other types of interpreting is its close
attention to ethical issues which arise from the function of the courtroom. In
terms of interpreting strategies, this tends to be reflected in an insistence on
fidelity, impartiality and confidentiality. In theory, the evidence given by a
witness has to be preserved in its entirety, not only through a close rendering of
the sentences and words but also the ‘ers’ and “‘ums’ uttered by the speaker.
The argument here is that what is at issue is a human being’s life and liberty, and
that the court judges the credibility and veracity of an individual by his or her
demeanour to a large extent. Nevertheless, Gonzalez et al. (1991) and O’Tool
(1994a) have observed that prosodic elements and paralinguistic features are
frequently left uninterpreted, and that a witness’s testimony suffers accordingly.
Shlesinger (1991) similarly reports a general tendency on the part of court
interpreters to ‘grammticize’ ungrammatical utterances and observes that ‘the
overriding tendency of the interpreter to delete a false start may in fact lead to
the omission of a self-correction which, it would seem, was expressly
intentional’ (ibid.: 150). Hale (1997) documents consistent patterns of register
variation in the courtroom, with interpreters between Spanish and English in
Australian courts raising the level of formality when interpreting into English and
lowering it when interpreting it into Spanish.

Modern court interpreting has made limited progress in its brief history. This is
primarily due to the complex nature of legal interpreting and the judiciary’s
ambivalent attitude to interpreters in the courtroom. On the one hand, the law is
reluctant to accept interpreters as professionals who are capable of rendering
linguistic messages efficiently (O’Tool 1994b), and therefore as officers of the
law (Morris 1995; Colin and Morris 1996). On the other hand, it insists on
treating the product of interpreting as a legally valid equivalent of the original
utterance. Morris (ibid.: 29) reports that in the English-speaking world, ‘[t]ape
recordings of non- English utterances produced in the courtroom hardly ever
exist; written transcripts are almost never provided’. Challenges to the
interpreter’s performance and credentials, including challenges by defence



lawyers, are not uncommon. For example, in Holliday v. State in Fulton
County, Georgia (reported in Eustis 2003), lawyers for Holliday argued that the
interpreter left utterances uninterpreted which could have led to a different
result. The court hearing the appeal conceded that errors in translation are
inevitable but rejected the appeal on the basis of available evidence. The
lawyers commented that they might consider hiring independent interpreters to
monitor the performance of court-appointed interpreters. The basis of the
argument was that if lawyers wish to object to errors in interpretation, they have
to do it when the errors are made rather than after the event.

The provision of court interpreting as a legal right

For justice to be done, the legal system administering it has to be seen to be fair.
One of the essential tenets of a fair trial is the legal presence of the accused
during the trial. The concept of ‘legal presence’ includes ‘linguistic

presence’ (Gonzalez 1994; Colin and Morris
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1996). This means that the accused must be able to hear and understand what
other witnesses are saying and has to be able to follow the legal proceedings.
Consequently, a person in a foreign country (be it a tourist or a worker), an
immigrant who does not have adequate command of the official language of the
court, the aboriginal populations in countries such as Australia and the United
States, members of MINORITY groups in multi-racial societies such as
Malaysia and Singapore, not to mention the speech or hearing-impaired
population (see SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING), should all be
legally entitled to an interpreter.

The right to an interpreter in a court setting is a legal issue which has received
much attention but remains supported by little legislation in most countries
(Hertog 2002; Tsuda 2002). At an international level, the right to an interpreter
is provided for in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, in the
European Convention on Human Rights, and in the American Convention on
Human Rights; it was also expressed in procedure at the Nuremberg and Tokyo
Trials. At the national level, very few legal systems have formalized this right. In
Australia, for instance, only the state of South Australia has protected it by a
statute. In other states with a large population of immigrants, for example
Victoria and New South Wales, the provision of an interpreter is made or
withheld at the discretion of the trial judge. Common practice in both states
indicates that interpreters are provided as a matter of course, but this does
remain a question of common practice rather than legal right (Access to
Interpreters 1991).

A witness who is only partly fluent in the language of the trial may be denied an
interpreter on the premise that limited knowledge should not be the passport to
an unfair advantage before the court. However, a witness might sound fluent in a
language and be disastrously ignorant of the linguistic subtleties and cultural traits
of that language. A report by the New South Wales Commission in Australia
thus acknowledges that ‘[t]he notion of advantage deriving from the use of an
interpreter arises out of a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of
interpreting’, and that ‘there is no evidence that ... any advantage is actually
secured’ (Multiculturalism and the Law 1991).

The judiciary has long failed to recognize the complexity of legal interpreting and
has consequently expected the court interpreter to act as a conduit, transmitting
messages between the accused, witnesses and members of the court without
any intervention, and irrespective of linguistic and cultural differences among
participants (Softic 1993; Tsuda 2002). This situation has been further
exacerbated by a lack of adequate training in the techniques of court interpreting
(see TRAINING AND EDUCATION) and a general lack of definition of the
court interpreter’s role, leading to deficient interpreting in many cases (Edwards
1995; Hale 2004). As Roberts-Smith (1989:71) has observed,

Untrained interpreters, far from facilitating communication, can cause many
problems. Their language skills may be deficient, they may not have the
necessary appreciation of relevant cross-cultural differences, they may not have
interpreting skills (as opposed to conversational abilities); their choice of words



may be imprecise and consequently misleading and they may have a tendency to
flavour the interpretation with their own views and perception of the facts.

Incompetent interpreting has therefore contributed to the fact that interpreted
evidence is rarely perceived as truthful or reliable (Carroll 1994). Consequently,
rather than benefiting from the availability of an interpreter, and in addition to the
difficulty of understanding the procedures of the court, a linguistically-
handicapped individual may be faced with the added dilemma of whether to use
an interpreter and risk being labelled as evasive, unresponsive and
untrustworthy.

The mechanics and logistics of court interpreting

Broadly speaking, court interpreting is concerned with enabling the client
(whether the accused, witness, or other participant) to understand what is going
on in the courtroom. Different forms of interpreting, and translation, may be
used to achieve this end. An interpreter might be asked to carry out consecutive
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interpreting when a witness is in the dock, simultaneous interpreting when the
witness or accused is listening to another testimony or following other events in
the courtroom (from depositions to sentencing), liaison interpreting outside the
courtroom with council, and even chuchotage (i.e. whispered interpreting) in
some cases (see CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND
COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES for an explanation of various modes of
interpreting). For instance, Shlesinger (1989b) reports that chuchotage was
used in The State of Israel v. Ivan John Demjanjuk (1987-8) to render the
entire proceedings into Ukrainian for the defendant.

Court work also includes sight translation of documents produced in court.
Moreover, it is not uncommon for the bench to ask the interpreter, over a short
recess, to produce a written translation of an exhibit, a transcript of a telephone
conversation or subtitles for a video recording. The various methods of
interpreting used in the courtroom all have their shortcomings. For instance,
O’Tool (1994b) observes that consecutive interpreting leads to lack of
spontaneity and naturalness of communication, and Morris (1995) reports the
unease created in the courtroom by acoustic interference from whispered
interpreting. In the UK Lockerbie trial (2000-2001), the two Libyan
defendants complained to the bench that they were unable to follow the four
simultaneous interpreters appointed by the United Nations. The simultaneous
mode inevitably means that the interpreter has to anticipate information and
deliver the interpreted utterances at a fast pace. The interpreters were equipped
with a ‘slow-down’ button in this case, but the bench was concerned about and
drew the prosecutor’s attention to the fact that the interpreters were lagging
behind. One strategy used by simultaneous interpreters to avoid lagging behind
is anticipation, but this is problematic in the context of the court: unlike
conference interpreting, courtroom interpreting requires attention to detail,
chronology and facts that may seem redundant to the interpreter. The
shortcomings associated with different modes of interpreting suggest that while
allowing communication to take place in the courtroom, interpreting often slows
down the court procedures, especially in cases where inexperienced interpreters
are used (Roberts-Smith 1989).

To enable communication to proceed smoothly in the courtroom, all
interlocutors are generally instructed to speak in the first person, which entails
ignoring the physical presence of the interpreter. The place where the interpreter
is seated therefore plays a significant role in aiding or hindering the
communication process. Seating the interpreter too far away creates acoustic
difficulties for the court and the interpreter alike. Conversely, seating him or her
too close to one party can give the impression that the interpreter is not
impartial.

Impartiality, which is the raison d’étre of court interpreting, places a special
constraint on the court interpreter, who has to distance him-or herself from
witnesses and their immediate families, even when they themselves are in need
of the interpreter’s services. The task is made more difficult by the fact that
judicial concern for guaranteeing the impartiality of the interpreter has given rise
to the principle of excluding the interpreter from pre-trial conferences and the



viewing of relevant documents prior to the commencement of a trial (Gonzalez
et al. 1991:177,291). The judicial view that prior knowledge of the case could
affect the interpreter’s impartiality is, to some extent, understandable. However,
it seems unrealistic to expect an interpreter to walk into a courtroom without
any knowledge of the topic, terminology or chronology of the case and still be
able to perform efficiently, especially given the fact that backtracking and
requests for clarification on the part of the interpreter are generally discouraged
and seen as interrupting court procedures. It is also unrealistic to expect an
interpreter to remain totally unaffected by the narratives recounted in court. The
Acholi interpreter Julian Ocitti reportedly broke down during the trial of
Ugandan opposition leader Dr Kizza Besigye in April 2006 as one state witness
narrated how he killed ten people. WBS Television reported that ‘[c]ourt was
then adjourned for a ten minute break to allow her [the interpreter] to compose
herself, before another interpreter was brought in’ (Ntimbal 2006). Similar
traumatic experiences of court interpreting have been reported in connection
with the Truth and Reconciliation trials held after the fall of apartheid in South
Africa (Baker 2006a: 32) and cases of child abuse (Brennan and Brown
1997:62).
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Like other professionals such as lawyers, court interpreters are bound by
professional ETHICS, and there should arguably therefore be no need to
exclude them from certain procedures in order to ensure their impartiality. Like
conference interpreters, they too need to be briefed about the material they
have to deal with, the topics likely to be raised and the documents to be sight-
translated. Prior access to information in court interpreting is among the most
hotly debated issues between the court interpreting profession and the judiciary.

In addition to these difficulties, court interpreters also have to contend with
extra-linguistic pressures such as speed, interrupted delivery, stress and mental
fatigue, and the extreme variety of topics raised and issues discussed. These,
and the wide range of interpreting modes that have to be mastered and used
skilfully (consecutive, simultaneous, chuchotage and sight translation), all
contribute to the complexity of court interpreting and highlight the importance of
specialized and regular training for court interpreters.

The training of court interpreters

A number of countries such as the United States and Australia have made some
effort to ensure the availability of formal training, examinations, and certification
systems for court interpreters. In the United States, the Court Interpreter Act of
1978 and its amendment in 1988 sought to regulate the profession (Angelelli
2004). COMMUNITY INTERPRETING in Australia tends to involve a great
deal of legal interpreting, and this has led to professional ethics becoming an
integral part of the induction process for newly accredited interpreters. Australia
has also pioneered the provision of leaflets on ‘How to Work with Interpreters’;
these aim to educate the public to make the best use of interpreters.

There are virtually no academic institutions that provide training in court
interpreting specifically. However, some colleges, particularly in the United
States and Canada, offer short courses specifically designed for court
interpreters. With the emergence of translation studies as a fully-fledged
academic discipline, more attention is now being paid to the need to provide full
academic training in court interpreting (Laster and Taylor 1994). In an attempt
to bridge the gap between ‘generalist’ academic training in interpreting and the
specific standards and skills required in the professional world, serious steps
have also been taken in Australia, the United States and elsewhere to provide
certification of court interpreters. Berk-Seligson (1990/2002) points out that no
matter how ethically aware court interpreters might be, quality interpreting can
only be guaranteed through formal training. In Australia, the Community
Relations Commission in the state of New South Wales, the largest provider of
translating and interpreting services in the country, introduced a mandatory one-
week induction programme for practising court interpreters in 2000, in a bid to
ensure better quality.

The situation is also changing in South Africa where a Diploma in Legal
Translation and Interpreting was introduced at UNISA (University of South
Africa) in 1998 (Moeketsi and Wallmach 2005). In Japan, the eight High
Courts which maintain a list of more than 3000 ‘qualified’ interpreters have



been offering a general two-day induction course since 1997 (Arai 1997).
Tsuda (2002) describes a Master’s programme in Translation at the Osaka
University of Foreign Studies which has a strong component of court
interpreting.

Finally, it is worth noting that AIIC (the International Association of Conference
Interpreters) does not recognize even regular court interpreting experience as
equivalent to its ‘200 conference days’ mandatory requirement for membership.
There is no international association that represents court interpreters, but the
United States does have an online network of judicial interpreters (NAJIT). The
International Association of Forensic Linguists (IAFL) dedicates a great deal of
its work to courtroom discourse and the practice of court interpreting.

See also:

ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTERPRETING, CONFERENCE
INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES;
CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES;
DIALOGUE INTERPRETING; SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING;
TRAINING AND EDUCATION.

Further reading

Altano 1990; Berk-Seligson 1990/2002; Gonzalez
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et al. 1991; Shlesinger 1991; de Jongh 1992; Brown 1993; Laster and Taylor
1994; Robinson 1994; Edwards 1995; Morris 1995; Colin and Morris 1996;
Brennan and Brown 1997; Hale 1997; Hertog 2002; Hale 2004.

MUHAMMAD Y. GAMAL

Cultural translation

The term “cultural translation’ is used in many different contexts and senses. In
some of these it is a metaphor that radically questions translation’s traditional
parameters, but a somewhat narrower use of the term refers to those practices
of LITERARY TRANSLATION that mediate cultural difference, or try to
convey extensive cultural background, or set out to represent another culture via
translation. In this sense, ‘cultural translation’ is counterposed to a ‘linguistic’ or
‘grammatical’ translation that is limited in scope to the sentences on the page. It
raises complex technical issues: how to deal with features like dialect and
heteroglossia, literary allusions, culturally specific items such as food or
architecture, or further-reaching differences in the assumed contextual
knowledge that surrounds the text and gives it meaning (see STRATEGIES).
Questions like these feed long-standing disputes on the most effective — and
most ethical — ways to render the cultural difference of the text (see ETHICS),
leaning more towards naturalization or more towards exoticization, with the
attendant dangers of ideologically appropriating the source culture or creating a
spurious sense of absolute distance from it (Carbonell 1996). In this context,
‘cultural translation” does not usually denote a particular kind of translation
strategy, but rather aperspective on translations that focuses on their
emergence and impact as components in the ideological traffic between
language groups (see IDEOLOGY).

Anthropological ‘translation of cultures’

More elaborated uses of the term ‘cultural translation’ have been developed in
the discipline of cultural anthropology, which is faced with questions of
translation on a variety of levels. In the most practical sense, anthropological
fieldwork usually involves extensive interlingual translation, whether by
anthropologists themselves or by their interpreters (Rubel and Rosman 2003:4).
As linguistically challenged outsiders trying to understand what is going on,
fieldworkers may encounter cultural difference in a very immediate and even
painful way: ‘participant observation obliges its practitioners to experience, at a
bodily as well as intellectual level, the vicissitudes of translation” (Clifford
1983:119). Secondly, when the fieldworker’s multidimensional, orally mediated
experiences are reworked into linear written text, this is not simply a matter of
interlingual, or even intersemiotic, translation, but also a translation between
cultural contexts. Since anthropologists assume that language and culture filter
our experiences of the world to a very great extent, evidently it will be difficult
to grasp and convey experiences that take place within a different system of
filters, outside our own frames of reference. The degree to which speakers of
different languages can share a common ground of understanding, and
communication can proceed in the face of potential incommensurability or



untranslatability between viewpoints, has been explored by Feleppa (1988),
Needham (1972) and Tambiah (1990); see TRANSLATABILITY.

Alongside these epistemological worries, ethnography involves writing down the
complex worlds of other people’s meaning in a way that is intelligible in the
receiving language. How much use of transferred source-language terms is
required in that process, how much contextualization, how much approximation
to target-culture genres and narrative forms are questions that are hotly debated
in the literature. Like the literary ‘cultural translator’, the ethnographer has to
reconcile respect for the specificity of the ‘native point of view’ with the desire
to create a text comprehensible to the target readership. As Crapanzano puts it,
the ethnographer like the translator ‘must render the foreign familiar and
preserve its very foreignness at one and the same time’ (1986:52). In
ethnographic practice the balance between these goals varies. Much debate has
focused on the twin dangers of, on the one hand, an ‘orientalizing’ translation
style associated with hierarchical representations of other cultures as
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primitive and inferior to a normative ‘western’ civilization, and, on the other, an
‘appropriative’ style that downplays the distinctiveness of other world views
and claims universal validity for what may in fact be domestic categories of
thought (see Palsson 1993 for an interesting discussion of these points).

Some objections to ‘translation of cultures’

These debates are not always formulated explicitly in terms of translation, but as
Asad explains in an influential 1986 essay, the phrase ‘translation of cultures’ is
a conventional metaphor in anthropological theory. Gaining ground from the
1950s, especially in British functionalist anthropology, the ‘translation of
cultures’ approach saw its task as searching for the internal coherence that other
people’s thinking and practices have in their own context, then re-creating that
coherence in the terms of Western academia. Asad’s critical discussion of the
metaphor shows that in the ‘translation of cultures’ perspective, the
ethnographer-translator assumes authority to extract the underlying meanings of
what the ‘natives’ say and do, as opposed to the sayers and doers themselves
determining what they mean. As a result, the ‘cultural translator’ takes on
authorship and the position of knowing better than the ‘cultural text’ itself, which
is relegated to the status of an unknowing provider of source material for
interpretation. This imbalance of power arises from political inequality between
source and target languages, and itself feeds into dominant ‘knowledge’ about
colonized societies. Thus ‘the process of “cultural translation” is inevitably
enmeshed in conditions of power — professional, national,

international’ (1986:162). Although Asad does not reject the viability of cultural
translation as a whole, he insists that it must always be approached through
awareness of the ‘asymmetrical tendencies and pressures in the languages of
dominated and dominant societies’ (ibid.: 164).

Asad thus challenges the model of cultural translation which assigns to a
dominating target language the authority to survey the source culture and detect
intentions hidden to its members. But the idea of cultures as being text-like, and
thus susceptible to ‘translation’ in the first place, has also been questioned. The
textualizing approach of interpretive anthropology was set out by Clifford
Geertz in The Interpretation of Cultures (1973), which takes a hermeneutic
view of cultures as complex webs of meaning capable of being ‘read’. Much
influenced by Geertz, the critics often labelled as “Writing Culture’ (after the title
of Clifford and Marcus’s ground-breaking 1986 collection) focus on
ethnographic descriptions themselves as texts — “fictions’ that conventionally
make use of particular tropes and genres and that have served to reinforce
hegemonic relationships between anthropologizers and anthropologized. The
concept of translation is frequently employed by these critics, who are interested
in the power of texts to form and re-form dominant knowledge (see also
Clifford 1997). However, their detractors argue that culture should not
necessarily be viewed as system or language, let alone as text, but perhaps
rather as historically contingent conversation and interaction (Palsson 1993).
Additionally, Writing Culture’s focus on textuality has been accused of
sidestepping the concrete political practices which far more powerfully
determine the relationships between cultures (Abu-Lughod 1991).



A more fundamental criticism of the concept of ‘cultural translation’ questions
the very existence of ‘cultures’. The many anthropological critiques of the notion
of cultures, usefully presented by Brightman (1995), show how it can falsely
construct human communities as being homogeneous, monolithic, essentially
unchanging, and clearly bounded by national or other borders. As the Writing
Culture critics pointed out, cultural descriptions based on this conception
participated in constructing the alleged ‘primitivism” of non-western peoples by
representing them as radically separate and sealed off from the describing
western societies. For example, the history of contact, especially the violent
contact of colonialism, was repressed in classic ethnographies so as to present
the quintessential ethnographic ‘culture’ as pure, primordial and untouched by
outside influences. The notion of discrete cultures, then, provided the dubious
framework for the ethnographic description and guided what could be seen and
said about the people being ‘translated’.
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Intersections, internal conflict, mixing and historical change had no place in such
a model of the ideal ‘cultural unit’; these features were attributed to target-
language societies alone. A similar argument is made by Niranjana (1992) for
the case of India: translation in both the textual and the more metaphorical
senses helped to construct an essentialized and ahistorical ‘Indian culture’ that
could be conveniently inserted into a position of inferiority vis-a-vis the British
colonial power.

Cultural translation as processes of hybrid identification

In view of these thorough-going attacks on the model of cultures as distinct
languages that can be translated into other languages, ‘cultural translation’ too is
undermined, at least as a model of inter-‘cultural’ translation between
boundaried, quasi-national entities. Here a related but more figurative and far-
reaching use of the term ‘cultural translation” comes to the fore: the notion,
common in POSTCOLONIAL studies, that translation is less a procedure to
which cultures can be subjected than itself the very fabric of culture. In this case,
‘translation’ is not meant as interlingual transfer but metaphorically, as the
alteration of colonizing discourses by the discourses of the colonized and vice
versa. For Bhabha, the resulting ‘hybridity’ in language and cultural identity
means culture is both ‘transnational and translational’ (1994a: 5) — constituted
via ‘translation’ as exchange and ADAPTATION, especially through the
phenomenon of migration (see MOBILITY ; GLOBALIZATION). In this view,
translation is not an interchange between discrete wholes but a process of
mixing and mutual contamination, and not a movement from ‘source’ to ‘target’
but located in a ‘third space’ beyond both, where ‘conflicts arising from cultural
difference and the different social discourses involved in those conflicts are
negotiated’” (Wolf 2002:190).

Cultural translation in this sense offers a dissolution of some key categories of
translation studies: the notion of separate ‘source’ and ‘target’ language-cultures
and indeed binary or dualistic models in general. Rather than being clear-cut
locations of coherent identity, argues Doris Bachmann-Medick, cultures are
processes of translation, constantly shifting, multiplying and diversifying; the idea
of cultural translation can “act as an anti-essentialist and anti-holistic metaphor
that aims to uncover counter-discourses, discursive forms and resistant actions
within a culture, heterogeneous discursive spaces within a society” and enable ‘a
dynamic concept of culture as a practice of negotiating cultural differences, and
of cultural overlap, syncretism and creolization’ (2006:37).

Although this kind of approach does not specifically rule out the meaning of
‘translation’ as an interlingual practice, clearly it is interested in much wider
senses of translation than the movement from language one to language two.
The danger here, in Trivedi’s view (2005), is that the notion of ‘cultural
translation” might drastically undervalue the linguistic difference and co-existence
upon which translation in the more traditional sense relies. Trivedi accuses
Bhabha of marginalizing bilingualism and translation as specifically interlingual
practices, the precondition for polylingual cultural diversity. He calls for
translation studies to insist on the centrality of translation’s polylingual aspect



and to refute the generalization of ‘cultural translation’ into an umbrella term for
all aspects of MOBILITY and diasporic life.

Trivedi’s criticism might be extended to uses of the translation metaphor in
anthropological and cultural studies which exclude or do not address language
difference, thus potentially presenting a false sense of monolingualism to western
audiences. Metaphorical usage could at worst hollow out the word ‘translation’,
not just into something that need not necessarily include more than one language
but into something that primarily does not include more than one language — a
factor, instead, of shifts and layering within globally dominant English without the
need for bilingual translation to take place. As Bachmann-Medick (2006) hints,
in a nightmare scenario ‘cultural translation’ could mean the adaptation of
everything to the dominant idiom of western capitalism, thus destroying
difference or relegating it to unheard margins of global society. For critics such
as Trivedi, the challenge to translation studies is thus to reassert the crucial role
of translation in all its senses within interdisciplinary debates on cultural
difference and GLOBALIZATION.
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See also:

CULTURE; ETHICS; GLOBALIZATION; IDEOLOGY; LITERARY
TRANSLATION; MOBILITY; POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES;
STRATEGIES; TRANSLATABILITY.

Further reading

Geertz 1973; Asad 1986; Clifford and Marcus 1986; Feleppa 1988; Niranjana
1992; Palsson 1993; Bhabha 1994b; Brightman 1995; Sturge 1997; Wolf
2002; Rubel and Rosman 2003; Trivedi 2005; Bachmann-Medick 2006;
Sturge 2007.

KATE STURGE

Culture

Until the birth of anthropology, culture referred exclusively to the humanist ideal
of what was considered ‘civilized’ in a developed society. Since then, a second
meaning of culture as the way of life of a people has become influential. With the
development of disciplines such as cultural studies, a third meaning has emerged
which attempts to identify political or ideological reasons for specific cultural
behaviour (see Katan 1999/2004:29). Hence, depending on the definition
adopted, culture may be formally learnt, unconsciously shared, or be a site of
conflict. To complicate matters further, anthropologists themselves now
seriously question ‘the old idea of “a people” possessing “a shared

culture’” (Erikson and Nielson 2001:162).

In translation studies, theorists and practitioners are equally divided over the
meaning and importance of culture, though most would tacitly accept that there
is some form of ‘cultural filter’ (House 2002:100) involved in the translation
process

Culture as a system of frames

We can clarify the apparently contradictory definitions of culture by presenting
them as hierarchical frames or levels, each one (to some extent) embedded
within larger frames. This hierarchy is based on the Theory of Types (Bateson
1972), which allows for each of the competing types of culture (i.e. definitions)
to be valid for translation, albeit within their own level. In an extensive treatment
of culture in the context of translation and interpreting, Katan (1999/2004:26)
proposes a definition of culture as a shared ‘model of the world’, a hierarchical
system of congruent and interrelated beliefs, values and strategies which can
guide action and interaction, depending on cognitive context; ‘[e]ach aspect of
culture is linked in a [fluid] system to form a unifying context of culture’. The
levels themselves are based on Edward T. Hall’s popular anthropological
iceberg model, the “Triad of Culture’ (1959/1990), which serves to introduce
one dimension of the system, dividing aspects of culture into what is visible
(above the waterline), semi-visible and invisible (Figure 1). The frames below



the water line are progressively more hidden but also progressively closer to our
unquestioned assumptions about the world and our own (cultural) identities. A
further, sociological, dimension may be described as operating on the iceberg
itself. The levels also reflect the various ways in which we learn culture:
technically, through explicit instruction; formally, through trial-and-error
modelling; and informally, through the unconscious inculcation of principles and
world views.

The extent to which a translator should intervene (i.e. interpret and manipulate
rather than operate a purely linguistic transfer) will be in accordance with our
beliefs about which frame(s) most influence translation. Translation scholars tend
to focus on the more hidden levels, while practitioners are more concerned with
what is visible on the surface.

Technical culture: civilization

The first cultural frame is at the tip of the iceberg and coincides with the
humanist concept of culture. The focus is on the text, dressed (adapting
Newmark 1995:80) in its best civilized clothes of a particular culture. At this
“Technical’ level, language signs have a clear WYSIWYG (What-You-See-Is-
What-You-Get) referential function, and any associated hidden values are
‘universal’. The task of the translator at this level is to transfer the terms and
concepts in the source text abroad with minimum loss (from literature and
philosophical ideas to software
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Figure 1: Adapted from Brake et al. (1995:39; Katan 1999/2004:43)

manuals), so that ‘what you see’ in the source text is equivalent to ‘what you
see’ in the target text. As long as the two cultures ‘have reached a comparable
degree of development’, some have argued, there is no reason why meaning,
reader response and uptake should not be ‘universal’ (see, for example,
Seleskovitch, in Newmark 1988:6, and Wilss 1982:48). This is what Newmark
(1981:184-5) calls ‘the cultural value’ of translation, and indeed the bylaws of
the International Federation of Translators (n.d.) similarly assume that the value
of translation is that it ‘assists in the spreading of culture throughout the world’.
The chapter headings in Translators through History (Delisle and
Woodsworth 1995) give us an idea of what is involved at this level: the
invention of alphabets and the writing of dictionaries; the development of
national languages and literatures, and the spread of religions and cultural values.
Depending on the asymmetries of power, spreading the new terms and
concepts might be perceived as enlightenment, ‘the white man’s burden’, an
affront, the wielding of hegemony or a much-valued addition to intellectual
debate. However, the main concern of translators intervening at this level is the
text itself and the translation of ‘culture-bound’ terms, or ‘culturemes’ — defined
as formalized, socially and juridically embedded phenomena that exist in a
particular form or function in only one of the two cultures being compared
(Vermeer 1983a: 8; Nord 1997:34). These culturemes, or ‘cultural categories’
in Newmark’s terms (1988:9 5), cover a wide array of semantic fields: from
geography and traditions to institutions and technologies. Since Vinay and
Darbelnet (1958), various scholars have offered a plethora of STRATEGIES to
compensate for lack of EQUIVALENCE at this level (see Kwiecinski 2001 for
a useful summary).
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Formal culture: functionalist, appropriate practices

Hall’s second, ‘Formal’, level of culture derives from the anthropological
definition, focusing on what is normal or appropriate (rather than what is
civilized). Hans Vermeer’s definition of culture, accepted by many translators as
‘the standard’, belongs to this level: ‘Culture consists of everything one needs to
know, master and feel, in order to assess where members of a society are
behaving acceptably or deviantly in their various roles’ (translated in Snell-
Hornby 2006:55).

Culture here is a predictable pattern of shared practices which guide actual
(technical level) language use, for example culture-specific genre preferences,
protopypes and schemata, or even simply ‘good style’; see, for example, Clyne
(1991), Ventola (2000) and Candlin and Gotti (2004). What is judged as good
translation practice is also guided by culturally-specific translation NORMS,
rules and conventions, including, among other things: which texts are accepted
for translation; the type of translation and compensation strategies to employ;
and the criteria by which a translation is judged (Chesterman 1993; Toury
1995). Intervention at this level focuses on the skopos of the translation and on
tailoring the translation to the expectations of receivers in the target culture. In
practice, however, it is often project managers and ‘cultural interpreters’ within
the language industry who ultimately mediate Formal culture, leaving ‘the
translator’ with the Technical, ‘lingua’ part of ‘linguaculture’ (Agar 1994).

Informal culture: cognitive systems

Hall calls his third level of culture ‘Informal’ or ‘Out-of-awareness’, because it
is not normally accessible to the conscious brain for metacognitive comment. At
this level, there are no formal guides to practice but instead unquestioned core
values and beliefs, or stories about self and the world. As such, one’s culture,
inculcated for example though family, school and the media, becomes a
relatively fixed internal representation of reality, Bourdieu’s habitus (see
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES), which then both guides and constrains
one’s orientation in the real world. Psychological anthropology defines culture in
terms of a Weltanschauung, a shared model, map or view of the perceivable
world (Korzybski 1933/1958); ‘mental programming’ (Hofstede 1980/2001);
‘the form of things that people have in their mind’ (Goodenough 1957/1964:36)
and which orients individual and community ways of doing things. These are
‘core, primary ethical values’ (Chesterman 1997:149) or ‘transcendental
values’ (Walter Fisher, in Baker 2006a) that guide Formal culture choices. The
hierarchy of preferred value orientations is seen as the result of a community
response to universal human needs or problems (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck
1961), such as relations to time, and between the individual and the group. With
their coining of the term ‘cultural turn’, Lefevere and Bassnett (1990:1; see also
Bassnett 1980/2002) were among the first to popularize the view that
translation is a bicultural practice requiring ‘mindshifting” (Taft 1981:53) from
one linguacultural model of the world to another, and mediating (or
compensating) skills to deal with the inevitable refraction between one reality
and another. Linguacultures have been studied through, for example, the




description of their ‘cultural grammar’ (Duranti 1997:27; Goodenough 2003:5),
defined by Wierzbicka (1996:527) as ‘a set of subconscious rules that shape a
people’s ways of thinking, feeling, speaking, and interacting’. Her emic ‘cultural
scripts’ (e.g. Wierzbicka 2003, 2006) provide strong linguistic evidence for the
need to translate at the informal level. For a more etic approach based on
orientations, see, for example, de Mooij (2004) and Katan (2006); see also
Manca (2008) for a corpus-driven perspective.

Outside the iceberg: power relations

Sociologists and scholars of cultural studies tend to focus on the influence that
culture exercises on society and institutions in terms of prevailing ideologies.
Culture here is seen as the result of the ‘pressures that social structures apply to
social action” (Jenks 1993:25). These pressures mould, manipulate or conflict
with the individual but shared models of the world discussed above.
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Two other fundamental differences distinguish this approach from the traditional
anthropological model. First, individuals (and texts) cannot be assigned to ‘a
culture’ in this view. Instead they have many cultural provenances, are variously
privileged or suppressed from different perspectives, and will negotiate a
position within a set of complex cultural systems that are constantly jockeying
for power. Within translation studies, scholars drawing on POLYSYSTEM
theory (Even-Zohar 1990), POSTCOLONIAL theory (Bassnett and Trivedi
1999) and narrative theory (Baker 2006a) all share this assumption. Secondly,
the system of culture itself is constantly subject to questioning (as is the idea of
cultural relativity). At this level, translators intervene between competing (and
unequal) systems of power, no longer to facilitate but to participate in
constructing the world, acknowledging that texts (and they themselves) are
carriers of ideologies (Hatim and Mason 1997:147). The decision to translate
Salman Rushdie’s The Satanic Verses (1988) or Did Six Million Really Die?
(Harwood 1977) are clear cases in point. The translator at this level is no longer
a detached mediator but is conscious of being ‘an ethical agent of social
change’ (Tymoczko 2003:181), or ‘an activist’ involved in renarrating the world
(Baker 2006b). In a similar vein, Venuti’s preference for foreignizing strategies
‘stems partly from a political agenda ... an opposition to the global hegemony
of English’ (Venuti 1998b: 10), a hegemony that communicates and normalizes
specific (e.g. capitalist, colonial) cultural values. Intervention at this level clearly
raises many ethical questions (see ETHICS); on a practical level the difficulty of
unsettling the third level of culture (Informal or Out-of-awareness) means that
only a fine line separates a successful translation which resists generic
conventions to introduce a new way of writing or way of thinking and an unread
translation; as Baker (2006a: 98) puts it, ‘even breaches of canonical storylines
have to be effected within circumscribed, normative plots [i.e. Formal culture] if
they are to be intelligible at all’.

Ultimately, culture has to be understood not only as a set of levels or frames but
as an integrated system, in a constant state of flux, through which textual signals
are negotiated and reinterpreted according to context and individual stance.

See also:

CULTURAL TRANSLATION; ETHICS; GLOBALIZATION;
IDEOLOGY; NORMS; SEMIOTICS; TRANSLATABILITY.

Further reading

Hall 1959/1990; Bassnett 1980/2002; Jenks 1993; Duranti 1997; Katan
1999/2004; House 2002; Snell-Hornby 2006.
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D

Deconstruction

The issues considered most basic to translation theory, such as those of
signification, meaning, interpretation and intention, also form the core of the
Western philosophical tradition. Deconstruction puts this philosophical, or
‘metaphysical’, tradition into question, particularly its method of conceptualizing
meaning as a presence that can exist outside or before language, and that can be
transferred unchanged between languages. At every point, therefore,
deconstruction is involved with the concerns and the processes of translation.

The term ‘deconstruction’ was coined by Jacques Derrida in the late 1960s as
part of his larger engagement with and critique of the Western metaphysical
tradition, and throughout the 1960s and 1970s this critique focused strongly on
issues of language and translation. Deconstruction does not offer a theory or a
strategy of translation; rather, it thoroughly rethinks the linguistic, semantic and
political operations involved in translation. In so doing, it repositions translation
with respect to the ‘original’ and to language more generally. Directly and
indirectly, deconstruction has altered understandings of the cultural, institutional
and political conditions in which translation occurs.

The works of Jacques Derrida, the most influential figure associated with
deconstruction, consistently discuss the problem of philosophy as one of
translation:

What does philosophy say? ... What does the philosopher say when he is being
a philosopher? He says: What matters is truth or meaning, and since meaning is
before or beyond language, it follows that it is translatable. Meaning has the
commanding role, and consequently one must be able to fix its univocality or, in
any case, to master its plurivocality. If this plurivocality can be mastered, then
translation, understood as the transport of a semantic content into another
signifying form, is possible. There is no philosophy unless translation in this latter
sense is possible.

(Derrida 1982/1985:120)

Deconstruction shows that philosophy in this sense is not possible, that it
necessarily must fail. Meaning is an effect of language, not a prior presence
merely expressed in language. But it does not follow that neither philosophy nor
translation are possible at all. On the contrary, the work of deconstruction
shows that the /imit of language, which prevents pure meaning and total
translation, is also precisely what makes translation possible in the first place,
since this limit ensures that meaning can never be absolute, closed off, or shut
down. Deconstruction rethinks many issues crucial to translation, some of which
will be discussed here under two topics: différance and iterability.

Différance



Pursuing the implications of Ferdinand de Sausssure’s observation that ‘in
language there are only differences without positive terms’ (Saussure
1959:120; emphasis in original), Derrida notes that a signified concept is never
present, or a presence, in and of itself; rather, ‘every concept is inscribed in a
chain or in a system within which it refers to the other, to other concepts, by
means of the systematic play of differences’ (Derrida 1972b/1982:11). This
play of differences is both spatial and temporal. It is spatial because the sign
does not mark the place of some positive presence; rather, it
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marks differential relations to other signifiers. It is temporal because signification
cannot refer directly to the present: it can only make meaning with respect to
already constituted relations among signifiers, and in its very constitution it is
necessarily open to future relations. Pursuing meaning is therefore not a matter
of revealing a content that is already ‘there’; on the contrary, it is a relentless
tracking through an always moving play of differences. For this reason,
deconstruction often speaks not of the signifier, but of the trace. Each element
of discourse is ‘constituted on the basis of the trace within it of the other
elements of the chain or system’ (Derrida 1972a/1981:26).

In order to express the differential movement of language succinctly, Derrida
coined the neologism (or, more precisely, the neographism) différance. The
French verb différer has two meanings, roughly corresponding to the English
‘to defer’ and ‘to differ’. The common French noun différence, however,
retains the sense of ‘difference’ but lacks a temporal aspect. Spelling différence
with an a evokes the formation in French of a gerund from the present participle
of the verb (différent), so that it recalls the temporal and active kernel of
différer (see Derrida 1972b/1982:6—7). Différance is not a concept and
cannot be assigned a meaning, since it is the condition of possibility for
meanings, which are effects of this systemic movement, or play of differences.
The implications for translation are important: since meaning cannot precede
différance, there can be no pure, unified, static ‘original’ and no absolute
division, let alone a hierarchy, of original and translation. Indeed, the ‘original’
relies upon translation for survival. This is not an argument for an ‘anything goes’
approach. On the contrary, it demonstrates the importance of scrupulous
attention both to the singularity of a text’s particular historical and rhetorical
conjunctions, and to a text’s generality, its openness and its participation in the
mobile weave of differences.

Following through on this thinking about différance, deconstruction uses some
terms, such as fext and writing, in a revised sense. Language performs as part
of an open weave with the social, cultural, political, sexual, familial, economic,
etc., so that everything meaningful to us participates in the play of differences, or
‘general text’ (see Derrida 1988). No sign — whether a body part that indicates
gender, a skin colour that indicates ethnicity, or a title that indicates institutional
status — gives access to a ‘real’ presence that can be experienced outside an
instituted system of differences. Likewise, the boundaries between categories,
whether between ‘natural’ languages such as English and French, between races
or genders, or even between the linguistic and non-linguistic, do not precede but
emerge with such an instituted system.

Every ‘identity’ is therefore both singular and general. On the one hand, each
language or culture has a singular way of meaning due to its particular set of
differential relations, and this singularity precludes perfect translatability (Derrida
1988, 1979; de Man 1986:73-93). On the other hand, the boundaries of any
given language or culture are in the first place constituted as relations to other
languages and cultures, and therefore participate in a general code, or ‘text’.
This generality precludes the possibility of absolute singularity and total
untranslatability. The important point here for translation is that translatability



and untranslatability are not mutually exclusive, nor are they poles on a scale of
relativity. Singularity and generality are mutually constitutive, and their structural
interdependence allows for meaning and at the same time prevents both total
translatability and total untranslatability. The /imit of any language is both a
boundary and a structural opening to its outside. Just as this structure makes
translation between languages possible, it also makes possible new ‘translations’
of identities such as race, gender, culture or ethnicity. ‘Translation’ in this more
general sense has therefore become important in fields such as
POSTCOLONIAL and feminist theory (see GENDER AND SEXUALITY)
(Arrojo 1994; Bhabha 1994a; Godard 1990; Spivak 1992b, 1994, 1999).

Deconstruction also stresses that there is no clear-cut boundary between
speech and writing as it is conventionally understood. Contravening a long
tradition that posits speech as ‘natural” and writing as a derived system that
simply represents speech, Derrida points out that the structure of signification in
general depends upon characteristics typically associated with writing: ‘If
“writing** signifies inscription and especially the durable institution of a sign (and
that is the only irreducible kernel of the concept of writing), writing in general
covers the entire
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field of linguistic signs’ (Derrida 1967a/1974:44). This ‘writing in

general’ (écriture) thus corresponds to the revised sense of textuality, or the
‘general text’, discussed above. Signifiers (as Saussure had shown) are not
‘natural’ but arbitrary and conventional: they are always and can only be
instituted, and thus the phonic signifier, like the graphic, relies upon the durable
institution of a sign and its iterability, which guarantees translatability.

Iterability

The verb iterate is defined as ‘to say or perform again; repeat’ (Admerican
Heritage Dictionary). It derives from the Latin iterum, ‘again’, and is also
related to iter, journey’ or ‘route’. This conjunction is useful for thinking about
the implications for translation of deconstruction’s work on the structural
interrelation of the singularity and the generality of every text. If, as discussed
above, each element of discourse is ‘constituted on the basis of the trace within
it of the other elements of the chain or system’, then these elements rely for their
meaning upon their own repetition of past usages, which accrue a fairly stable
history. Without this stability, interpretation and translation would not be
possible at all. Nonetheless, each repetition must also be different from all the
others, since each occurs in a new context and therefore produces its effect
within a different set of systemic relations. The same repetition that builds
stability, then, also builds up a history of differences, so that this stability always
offers multiple routes for meaning, and is thus always capable of being
destabilized. Every meaning effect is disseminated throughout the entire system,
which we can think of as innumerable routes, or pathways of differential
meanings.

This dissemination guarantees that every sign and every text is iterable, or
repeatable, differently. As Derrida puts it, “This has to do with the structure of a
text, with what I will call, to cut corners, its iterability, which both puts down
roots in a unity of a context and immediately opens this non-saturable context
onto a recontextualization’ (1992:63). It may seem a statement of the obvious
to say that signifiers or texts can always be repeated: of course words, phrases
and actions can be repeated or cited, plays can be restaged in new
circumstances, etc. The structure of iterability, however, shows that ideas
about ‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’ translation, like translatability and
untranslatability, are structurally interdependent. Deconstruction does not
suggest that ‘anything goes’, but it does point out that the conditions that make
‘mistakes’ possible are the same conditions that make meaning possible in the
first place.

It may help to return to the connections of ifer to both repetition and travel, and
to think about the dissemination of meaning as similar to a postal system. The
conditions that make it possible to address and to deliver a letter — for example,
numbers and letters of the alphabet can be rearranged and transposed; streets
intersect; multiple routes and detours facilitate travel — are the same conditions
that make ‘mistakes’ possible. In order for a letter to be written and addressed,
it must already be implicated in a differential system full of detours, so that it
always may not arrive. Again, this may seem obvious: we all know that our



letters may not arrive, just as our ‘intended meanings’ may be misunderstood.
Conventional wisdom labels such events as errors or exceptions that somehow
escape or break the rules of the system. Deconstruction reverses this
assumption, positing that detours and multiple pathways constitute any system
that enables meaning; they are not ‘accidents’ belonging to its outside, but are
the conditions of possibility for signification, and for translation.

Deconstruction therefore points out that the decisions involved in translation are
not mere choices between predetermined options, in which case they would not
really be decisions at all. They are decisions in the ‘strong’ sense: that is, they
are made in the face of undecidability. Decision-making ‘positively depends
upon undecidability, which gives us something to decide’ (Caputo 1997:137).
Because meaning cannot be pre -determined, translation must ‘respond’ to its
source by deciding in this strong sense, and thus entails responsibility and
ETHICS. The translator’s decisions are not dissociable from other kinds of
political and ethical delimitations about what is possible or permissible in a
language or culture. Indeed, in responding to a text as foreign, translation
simultaneously defines the ‘same’ and the ‘other’, and puts itself in an ethical
relation with this ‘other’.
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Translation, then, enacts the problem not only of philosophy, but of ethics. This
is why deconstruction is at every point fully involved with the concerns and the
processes of translation.

See also:

EQUIVALENCE; ETHICS; HERMENEUTICS; SEMIOTICS;
TRANSLATABILITY.

Further reading

Derrida 1967a/1974, 1972a/1981, 1979; Culler 1982; Arac et al 1983;
Derrida 1985; de Man 1986; Derrida 1987/1988, 1988; A. Benjamin 1989;
Derrida 1992; Niranjana 1992; Pasanen 1992; Spivak 1992b; Venuti 1992;
Bhabha 1994a; Derrida 1996/1998, 1999/2001; Spivak 1999; Chesterman
and Arrojo 2000; Davis 2001.

KATHLEEN DAVIS

Descriptive vs. committed approaches

Historically, much of the discourse about translation has revolved around
prescribing certain modes of translation, right from the earliest statements of the
famed Cicero and St Jerome, and has centred on the perennial debate over
literal versus free translation. Reflections on translation have been made mainly
by translators who were also scholars or poets themselves, and who defended
their chosen mode of translation in prefaces or other writings (see
STRATEGIES). For example, in his preface to the translation of Ovid’s
Epistles (1680/1992), Dryden, the famous poet and dramatist who also
translated various Greek and Latin poets into English, made a three-way
distinction between metaphrase (word-by-word translation), paraphrase
(sensefor-sense translation), and imitation (very free translation), and
expounded his preference for paraphrase. Prescriptive approaches remained
influential throughout the twentieth century and continue to be so today because
of the importance of translator training (see TRAINING AND EDUCATION).
Within this context, the study of translation has been seen as an ancillary
discipline, a part of linguistics, which serves the practical purpose of producing
better translations and better translators. Newmark, for example, argues that
‘translation theory’s main concern is to determine appropriate translation
methods for the widest possible range of texts or text-categories’ (1981:19).

Descriptive Translation Studies

The emergence of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) in the 1970s,
embodying the aim of establishing translation research as an empirical and
historically oriented scholarly discipline, can be considered a reaction to
centuries-long speculative and prescriptive writing on translation. Holmes
(1972) conceived of translation studies as a discipline which espouses the
structure, goals and methods of the natural sciences. There were to be pure and



applied branches, with the pure branch further subdivided into theoretical and
descriptive branches. The core activity of the discipline was to be theoretical
and descriptive, with any prescriptive orientation relegated strictly to the applied
branch. The main objectives were to describe, explain and predict translational
phenomena.

Toury (1980, 1995), who developed Holmes’s vision and made important
theoretical and methodological additions to Holmes’s model, was heavily
influenced by Even-Zohar’s (1979) POLYSYSTEM theory. He argued that
translational phenomena could ultimately be explained by their systemic position
and role in the target culture. Another source of explanation proposed by Toury
is the concept of NORMS: translators are influenced by the norms that govern
translation practice in the target culture at a certain place and time. Norms are
arguably Toury’s lasting conceptual contribution to the field.

Toury’s approach is firmly target-oriented, since he considers that translations
are facts of the target culture, their characteristics being conditioned by target
culture forces. Another specificity of Toury’s approach is that he chooses not to
offer an abstract definition of translation (since what translation is will be
revealed by the studies undertaken), and he takes as objects of study ‘assumed
translations’, texts that are considered to be translations in the society
concerned. There are different types of descriptive
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study that can be undertaken. The most common perhaps is the study of a
corpus of translations and their source texts. The relationship between source
texts and translations is described, and explanations for the findings are
proposed. Apart from systemic position and norms, a third potential source of
explanation is ‘laws of translation’ (the use of ‘laws’ is in line with the scientific
paradigm to which Toury subscribes). For Toury, the goal of the discipline is to
amass a large number of studies of different genres of translation in different eras
and cultures; based on the findings of such studies, it should then be possible to
propose a series of laws of translational behaviour. Laws express the likelihood
that given types of behaviour will occur under given sets of specifiable
conditions. An example of a law proposed by Toury is that ‘the more peripheral
the status of translation in a community, the more translation will accommodate
itself to established models and repertoires’ (1995:271).

Toury and other pioneers of the descriptive approach, such as Hermans
(1985a) and Lambert (1988), were tremendously important in putting
translation studies on a firm footing as an academic discipline. The descriptivist
approach also laid the foundations for further developments, notably
approaches using CORPORA and tools from corpus linguistics, as well as
approaches that are sometimes referred to as the ‘cultural turn’ in translation
studies and which foreground the role of translation as a cultural vector.

Critiquing descriptivism

DTS has been criticized for its scientificity and rigidity. While supporting many
of the accomplishments of DTS, Hermans (1999) points out such problematic
features as the goal of establishing laws of translation — a ‘positivist chimera’
according to Tymoczko (1998) — and the concomitant neglect of individual
agency and individual translating situations. Particular contexts of production of
a translation can act as a source of explanation for translational phenomena.
Rather than there being only a few sources of explanation, or even one final
source (the systemic position) as in the case of Toury’s theory, the complex
phenomenon of translation calls for multiple sources of explanation (Pym 1998).
Toury’s uncompromising target orientation is also seen as an oversimplification
which overlooks various types of complex translational setting,

Other areas of neglect in early descriptivism include the role of values and the
political and ideological effects of translation. Lefevere (1992a) demonstrates
strikingly, for example, how translations normally reflect target culture ideologies
and mores of particular eras (see REWRITING; IDEOLOGY). Translations
may thus support reigning ideologies and poetics in some cases and promote
non-conformative ideologies in others. Effects also encompass the readership’s
reaction to a translation. Chesterman (1999) argues that the study of both
causes and effects of translations should be given equal importance in research.

The strict division made in early DTS between descriptive and prescriptive
approaches has also been questioned. Concepts which describe practices have
ethical implications: for example, to say ‘X is a translator’ implies ‘X ought to
do what a translator ought to do’. Furthermore, the study of effects can involve



the testing of prescriptive statements about translation (Chesterman 1999).

Another important criticism of DTS is that it adopts a positivistic stance which
assumes that the researcher is able to take an objective position with regard to
the object of study, whereas it is clear that interpretation and perspectival
judgements inevitably enter into descriptions. Arrojo points out that statements
about norms are not in themselves prescriptive, but they are not merely
descriptive either, since they reflect the viewpoint, interests and perspective of
those who elaborate them (Chesterman and Arrojo 2000). Hermans (1999),
too, calls for a more self-critical stance on the part of translation researchers,
and for researchers to fully recognize that they filter translational data through
their individual conceptions and those of the societies in which they are
immersed. For Hermans, the task of the discipline is to theorize the historical
contingency of different modes and uses of translation and of discourses on
translation, including discourses elaborated within translation studies. In spite of
its questioning of the objectivity of descriptivism, the approach outlined by
Hermans still distinguishes itself



Page 79

from prescriptivism in that it does not seek to interfere in the practice of
translation; it seeks rather to account for what happens in translation practice
and in the discourse on translation. Like DTS, it is descriptive, but unlike DTS it
is self-reflexive and self-critical. We might thus call this development ‘Critical
Descriptive Translation Studies’.

Committed approaches

The cultural turn which began in the 1990s heralded a range of approaches
which viewed translation from a cultural perspective. Translation was studied in
terms of cultural systems, including ideological influences emanating from those
systems. Influenced by literary and cultural studies, translation has also come
under the purview of special interest groupings, such as women’s studies, queer
studies and postcolonial studies. Studies of translation undertaken within these
frameworks may remain descriptive. One example is Harvey (2000), who
adopts a descriptive-explanatory approach in his case studies of the translation
of American gay literature into French and vice versa. On the other hand,
research undertaken from the perspective of GENDER and
POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES may make judgements on existing
translations and advocate particular modes of translation in line with specific
ideologies (see below). There has thus been a politically motivated revival of
prescriptive approaches towards translation, based on the recognition of unfair
power differentials in and between cultures and languages. More broadly, we
might call these ‘committed approaches’, because they stem from a concern
with the importance of political commitment. Committed approaches can be
divided into approaches which espouse a particular political commitment and
approaches which are based on a more general recognition of the importance
and even inevitability of political engagement.

A researcher who is directly motivated by a particular political engagement in
undertaking his or her research may prescribe a certain way of translating which
entails an activist and interventionist role on the part of the translator. With
specific reference to the Indian context, Niranjana (1992) argues convincingly
that translation has been an instrument of colonial domination, producing
hegemonic representations of the colonized. However, Niranjana considers that
translation is not doomed to play such a role. The issue here is not one of
presenting a more ‘accurate’ version of the colonized nor of glorifying some
pre-colonial utopia, because that would be buying into the notions of truth, fixed
reality and univocality that Niranjana has already rejected. Rather, Niranjana
advocates modes of translation that reveal the diversity of the indigenous
population. An example might be literalness which foregrounds heterogeneity in
the translation through a mixture of natural and non-natural target language
expressions and both familiar and foreign elements. French-speaking Canada is
another part of the world which has given rise to developments in translation
studies that are driven by political commitment. The aims in this case have been
the valorization of a region and its language, and the promotion of women’s
writing and feminist translation. De Lotbiniere-Harwood (1991) is one of a
number of vocal feminist translators who argue that only feminist- friendly texts
should be translated in the first place, and that they should be rendered using



creative feminist translation strategies. De Lotbiniere-Harwood terms this
‘rewriting in the feminine’. In order to convey the highly playful language used in
the source text to highlight a feminist stance, de Lotbini¢re-Harwood resorts to
creative linguistic and typographical inventions and to paratexts such as notes
and prefaces, thus making her presence highly visible in the translation.

Venuti (1995a) is another politically committed theorist who has been
concerned with the (in)visibility of translators, and with the ethical implications of
translation (see ETHICS). He critiques the current predominance of
neocapitalist values in the English-speaking world and argues that fluent,
‘invisible’ translation into English insidiously inscribes those values in translated
texts, suppressing the foreignness of the source text and resulting in ethnocentric
violence. Venuti thus promotes foreignizing translation STRATEGIES.
Foreignizing tranlation can take the form of choosing to translate a foreign text
excluded by target culture literary canons, maintaining source text features in the
translation, or using a marginal target-language discourse or a heterogeneous
mix of discourses.



Page 80

By signalling the foreignness of the translated text and/or disrupting dominant
target discourses, these strategies challenge the status quo in the target culture.

The second group of committed approaches is in a sense more subtle than the
first, since a particular political commitment is not promoted in this case. Rather,
translation 1s studied as an activist and interventionist cultural activity per se .
This approach is represented by Baker (2005a, 2006a) and Tymoczko (1999a,
2000a, 2003), both of whom share a strong personal belief in the importance of
political engagement, which they have put into practice in their lives outside
academia. As far as their research in translation studies is concerned, Baker and
Tymoczko do not overtly promote a particular political agenda but emphasize
the importance of political engagement more generally. Arguing against the
notion of translators as neutral go-betweens, and of translation as an activity
which takes place in a third space beyond or between specific cultural settings,
Baker and Tymoczko stress the culturally and politically embedded nature of
translators and translation. Tymoczko (2000a) offers a telling example of the
active role played by translation in Irish history. Late nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century English translations of early Irish literature produced a hero
figure, Cti Chulainn, who became the emblem for militant Irish nationalists
participating in the struggle for Irish independence. Years later, the same hero
figure was used by both sides during ‘the troubles’ in Northern Ireland.
However, a 1969 RETRANSLATION of the tale Tain Bo Cuailnge revealed
that this hero was a highly romanticized version of a rather comic and earthy
source text character. The aim of the retranslation was in part to contest the
repressive and regressive movement that Irish nationalism had become.

Descriptive versus committed approaches

Hermans (1999) considers the relative virtues of descriptive approaches and
those committed approaches where the researcher’s political views lead him or
her to advocate a particular mode of translation. He suggests that the direct link
to practice (prescribing what translators should do) in committed approaches is
detrimental to a critical stance. As mentioned above, for Hermans, the task of
translation theory is to account for the practice and conceptualization of
translation in different time periods. Hermans argues that committed approaches
are not the best equipped to accomplish this task because their engagement
limits their ability to adopt a critical perspective, and their blind spots may
constrain their interpretations. It could be said that all studies, both descriptive
and committed, are constrained by interpretative conceptions. However,
Hermans argues that the difference between critical descriptivism and
committed approaches is situated at a deeper level than that of interpretative
constraints, namely the level of presuppositions. Committed approaches do not
question their presuppositions; the particular political stance of each approach is
a given. A critical descriptive approach, on the other hand, could provide space
for self-reflection, for questioning presuppositions, for eclecticism, and for
openness to various viewpoints which may be adopted in undertaking a given
study (Brownlie 2003). Although researchers in the second group of committed
approaches described above do not overtly promote particular political stances
in translation practice, one may assume that these researchers necessarily hold



strong political opinions which may inform their research and remain
unquestioned. They may thus also be liable to the type of criticism outlined by
Hermans (1999).

The strengths of committed and critical descriptive approaches in translation
research could perhaps be combined by adopting Derrida’s (1990) notion of a
‘just decision’, which involves both engagement in the sense of making firm and
justified decisions and the necessity of putting into question one’s existing
conceptions in light of the singularity of particular contexts in which decisions are
undertaken (Brownlie 2007).

See also:

CORPORA; ETHICS; GENDER AND SEXUALITY; IDEOLOGY;
NORMS; POLYSYSTEM; POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES.

Further reading

Lefevere 1992a; Niranjana 1992; Toury 1995;
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SIOBHAN BROWNLIE

Dialogue Interpreting

Among the many designations of various kinds of interpreting, dialogue
interpreting (DI) is a term that seeks to encompass a group of activities seen as
sharing an overall mode of interaction rather than a particular setting. Thus,
whereas professionally recognized terms such as CONFERENCE
INTERPRETING, COMMUNITY INTERPRETING, ‘public service
interpreting’ and COURT INTERPRETING reflect defined areas of social
activity as well as actual professional categories, DI transcends these
boundaries by focusing on the characteristics of a particular mode of interaction,
shared in many, quite diverse socio-professional contexts.

Four essential characteristics may be identified in defining dialogue interpreting
and are reviewed in greater detail below. First, DI involves dialogue, the two-
or three-way exchange of utterances and meanings that are the basis of
conversation, rather than monologue, the most frequent mode of conference
interpreting and of some sign-language interpreting. This fact in turn involves the
interpreter in bi-directional translation, requiring active communicative skills in
both languages and a facility for constant code switching. Second, what is
translated is, in nearly all cases, spontaneous speech and only occasionally the
speaking of what has been written. Typically too, DI is conducted face-to-
face, requiring of interpreters that they manage the exchange and “co-

ordinate’ (Wadensjo 1998) interaction between participants. Lastly, the mode
of interpreting is mostly consecutive, exposing the interpreter to greater
prominence and scrutiny than is the case for simultaneous interpreting.

It follows from this perspective, then, that a wide range of institutionally diverse
interpreting events qualifies as instances of dialogue interpreting. For example,
interpreter-mediated business encounters, although not institutionally within the
domain of COMMUNITY INTERPRETING, belong to a similar interactional
framework and are amenable to the same methods and techniques of
investigation. Indeed, conference interpreters, when they leave the booth to
facilitate face-to-face ad hoc meetings, find themselves facing many of the
interactional issues that are familiar within DI: they temporarily become dialogue
interpreters.

Because DI is a denomination that seeks out interactional similarities between
different fields of interpreting, what follows is not divided into the well-
recognized domains of healthcare interpreting, ASYLUM interpreting, court
INTERPRETING, media interpreting and so on. Rather, this entry describes
the factors that characterize DI as a whole and presents aspects of DI
behaviour as well as avenues of investigation within this field.

Dialogue and participation



In the simplest configuration — assumed by most outsiders and some users of
interpreting services to apply to interpreting in general — the interpreter acts as a
neutral intermediary between two interlocutors of equal status. He or she co-
ordinates a turn-taking routine (Participant 1 — Interpreter — Participant 2 —
Interpreter — Participant 1 — Interpreter — Participant 2, etc.), that may be only
temporarily interrupted for purposes of clarification, repetition and so on. It is
assumed that all of — and only — what is said is interpreted. Such a situation is,
however, rare. Participants may provide their own interpreters, opening up
perceptions of in-group allegiance. Even where interpreters are provided by
third parties, in-group/out-group distinctions may be maintained on account of
ethnic identities or simply because the interpreter is perceived as working for —
and therefore acting in the interests of — a service provider. Usually, participants
do not enjoy equal status in the exchange, as a result of disparities of power
(e.g. police interviews) and/or knowledge and expertise (e.g. doctor/patient
consultations).

Frequently, the event involves more than the three participants of the idealized
situation described above, and a variety of configurations among them. For
example, in a courtroom cross-examination, an attorney (addresser) may
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be putting questions to a witness (addressee) in order to convince a judge and
jury (who are ‘auditors’, that is, ratified participants in the event but not at this
time being directly addressed; see Goffman 1981). In the public gallery are
‘overhearers’, that is, people who are not ratified participants in the exchange
but who witness it and who, by their behaviour (e.g. laughter), may exert
influence on the unfolding of the event. All these categories of participant are
relevant to — indeed, exert pressure in one way or another on — the interpreter’s
behaviour. A wholly different participation framework is apparent in the TV
chat show (Straniero Sergio 1999; Katan and Straniero Sergio 2001; Seferlis
2006). In this configuration, a host may address questions, via an interpreter, to
a guest (addressee) but may equally turn to camera and address comments to
the television audience who, in this instance, shift from the category of
overhearers to that of addressees. The interpreter will then either relay these
comments for the benefit of the guest or simply omit them, thus relegating the
guest to excluded status. Moreover, the host frequently addresses remarks
directly to the interpreter (compliments, admonitions, etc.) that are not intended
to be translated at all.

Now, whereas in this latter setting, the interpreter’s opportunities for gate
keeping and turn management may be circumscribed — these being partly ceded
to the chat-show host — in other situations the interpreter adopts the pivotal role
of co-ordinator of others’ talk (Wadensjo 1998). An important aspect of this
scenario is the changes of ‘footing” (Goffman 1981) or alignment that each
participant adopts towards the others. There is first the interpreter’s choice to
represent another’s speech in the first person (e.g. ‘I want you to tell me ...”) or
the third person (‘he wants you to tell him ...”). The choice however may be
influenced by the questioner, who often prefers to address the interpreter
directly and refer to the intended recipient of the question in the third person:
‘Tell her to ... Ask her whether ...’. This direct communication between, say, a
doctor and an interpreter often leads to an extended dyadic exchange between
these two participants in which the interpreter is positioned as a medical expert
discussing a patient’s symptoms but, for a while, excluding the patient from the
exchange (see Bolden 2000). Alternatively, the interpreter may strive to sustain
a genuinely triadic exchange in which each participant is fully recognized and
everything said is made available to every participant. Even here, though, the
co-ordinating role comes to the fore when interpreters feel the need to explain
their moves to other participants (e.g. ‘I’m just asking her what she means by

Spontaneous speech

Another distinctive feature of dialogue interpreting is that it invariably involves
spontaneous speech (and only occasionally the translation of prepared
statements). The representation in another language of spontaneous speech
requires the interpreter to make a range of judgements and decisions. There is,
for example, the question of how to treat utterances that are, to varying degrees,
incoherent. Barsky (1996:53) provides a telling example of an inarticulate
utterance in French, spoken by a Pakistani asylum seeker, but represented in
coherent standard English by his Pakistani interpreter, clearly acting in what he



saw as the best interests of his client. Hale (1997) provides evidence of
interpreters’ accommodation to the speech style of their addressees, raising the
level of formality in interpreting for the court but lowering it when interpreting for
Spanish-speaking witnesses. The handling of interruptions, interjections, back-
channelling and other features of spontaneous speech also involves the
interpreter in immediate decision making that can determine the direction an
exchange will follow. Frequently, back-channelling markers and utterance-initial
items such as ‘okay’, ‘alright’ and ‘yeah’ function as signals of uptake of what
has been said and thus constitute a form of feedback. They may also however
simply serve as an indication that a speaker is taking (or wishes to take) the
floor. A decision to translate them may have the consequence of making them
more prominent in the exchange than they were intended to be; conversely,
ignoring an interjection that was intended as a turn at talk may close down lines
of communication between the participants (other than the interpreter). In ways
such as these, the gatekeeping role of the interpreter is crucial to the
establishment of common ground (Davidson 2002) in three-way communication
or in separate dyadic exchanges (e.g. interpreter + patient in language A;
interpreter + doctor in
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language B) that tend to exclude participants from full awareness of what has
been or is being said (or transacted or decided).

Face-to-face interaction

The face-to-face situation of DI entails a whole dimension of non-verbal
communication that does not feature (or at least is much less prominent) in
simultaneous CONFERENCE INTERPRETING. Normally, each participant
can establish eye contact with each other participant. In such circumstances,
avoidance or withdrawal of eye contact will in itself communicate meaning.
Since the pioneering work of Lang (1976, 1978), who showed the importance
of gaze for signalling involvement or exclusion, little attention has been paid to
this paralinguistic feature of DI encounters — perhaps on account of the difficulty
of making video-recordings of such material. The direction of gaze, in addition
to its structural role (in attributing or declining turns at talk), is yet another
instrument of power and control, especially where it is non-reciprocal. The
immigration officer, for example, may seek to look her interviewee in the eye
while the latter may (unwittingly) signal powerlessness by directing gaze only
towards the interpreter. The doctor may engage the patient with reciprocal eye
contact but then redirect gaze towards the interpreter when he or she has
something negative to report (the results of tests or a diagnosis, for instance; see
Tebble 1999). Other paralinguistic features such as gesture, posture and facial
expression are equally important, constituting forms of feedback on
interlocutors’ responses to each other’s talk. Given these multiple — and
interacting — features of DI encounters, it follows that such physical details as
the arrangement of chairs may also be more important than is sometimes
assumed by users of interpreting services. Wadensjo (2001), for example,
provides some evidence that the physical positioning of the interpreter in a
therapeutic encounter, either within or outside the sight-lines (or ‘communicative
radius’) of the other participants, affects the degree of affinity or involvement —
and hence willingness to recall and narrate painful events — experienced by the
patient.

The consecutive mode, power and control

One of the consequences of the consecutive mode employed in most instances
of dialogue interpreting is that the interpreter’s output becomes available for
immediate scrutiny by other participants (including overhearers) and comparison
with the other-language utterances it is intended to represent. It is, of course,
frequently the case that participants know at least a little of each other’s
languages, allowing them to monitor the interpreter’s moves, to interrupt or even
to override them. This factor constitutes an inhibiting constraint on the power of
the interpreter as the sole bilingual within the exchange. Generally, though, the
interpreter does enjoy power within the exchange. Gatekeeping, turn-
management and general co-ordination of others’ talk are all mechanisms of
power and control invested in the interpreter by dint of the consecutive mode of
interpreting. But this form of power is to be distinguished from the institutional
power invested in the doctor, immigration officer, business executive, chat-show
host, etc., through their social/institutional position. They are, in effect, the



decision makers, initiating the exchange, steering it, closing it down and, often,
deciding outcomes. They may temporarily share this power by treating the
interpreter as an institutional insider; on the other hand, their power may come
into conflict with the power of the interpreter, on whom they are dependent for
effective communication — as in utterances such as ‘Try to translate as faithfully
as possible’ (Baraldi 2006:238) or “Would you break off now and just say
what he has said?’ (Wadensjo 1998:173). Finally, the distribution of power is
affected by who has access to the discourses that are required within particular
institutional frameworks and genres. By controlling these, the interpreter can
position her- or himself as an authoritative institutional voice and/or can
reposition the client who does not have access to the required discourse into a
convincing interlocutor for the agent of the institution.

In all of the above, it will be apparent that the dialogue interpreter is likely to
experience multiple problems of role conflict and identity (Hale 2005; see also
COMMUNITY INTERPRETING). The growing body of research in DI
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adopts a variety of methodological approaches in order to describe and analyse
these and other features of participant behaviour in DI encounters: conversation
analysis (e.g. Bolden 2000); pragmatics (e.g. Pérez Gonzalez 2006a); critical
discourse analysis (e.g. Pollabauer 2004). Increasingly, historical and
ethnographic approaches (e.g. Fenton 2001; Cronin 2002; Inghilleri 2003,
2005a) are seeking to make good a long-standing deficit in interpreting research
by examining the interpreter’s social and cultural role, their agency at the
interface between the colonizer and the colonized (see POSTCOLONIAL
APPROACHES; MINORITY) or between local, interactional practices (of the
kind reviewed here) and socially constituted norms that serve to govern and
control behaviour (Inghilleri 2003).

See also:

ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTERPRETING; CONFERENCE
INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVES,
CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES;
COURT INTERPRETING; SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING.

Further reading

Wadensjo 1998; Mason 1999; Straniero Sergio 1999; Davidson 2000, 2002 ;
Roy 2000; Inghilleri 2003; P6llabauer 2004; Inghilleri 2005a.

IAN MASON

Directionality

Directionality in contemporary Western translation studies usually refers to
whether translators are working from a foreign language into their mother tongue
or vice versa. The practice of different directions in translation/interpreting
depends on the context in which the activity is carried out. Attitudes towards
directionality also vary in relation to contextual factors, such as market and
political conditions.

There is no consensus about the terminology used to refer to directions in
translation. In English the unmarked direction of translation is into the mother
tongue or language of habitual use. Traditionally, the ‘other’ direction was
prose translation (in French théme as opposed to version), but this was
associated with the academic exercise of making school children translate into
Greek or Latin. Newmark’s service translation (1988:52) is not often used.
Russian, German and Japanese have no specific terminology for directionality,
whereas in Spanish, Italian, Portuguese, Arabic and Chinese translations are
direct (into the mother tongue) or inverse (into the foreign language). This
terminology has also been used in English, but the AVANTI research group at
Granada University (Kelly ef al. 2003:37—40) reject the term ‘inverse’
translation for its negative connotations and suggest using combinations of A, B
and C languages, as defined by AIIC (Professional Conference Interpreters
Worldwide) and used in interpreting. The advantage of this proposal is that it



can account for a variety of directions and variations in a translator’s linguistic
competence over the years. For example, in Catalonia, translators work from
one language of habitual use into another (Catalan to Spanish/Spanish to
Catalan/All  A). Some translators also work from one foreign language into
another (CI B/BI B).

Directionality only began to be studied at the end of the twentieth century when
some scholars in countries where All B translation is common practice
questioned the assumption (particularly widespread in English-speaking
countries) that Bl A translation was the only viable professional option (Kelly
1997; Snell and Crampton 1989; McAlister 1992; Beeby 1996; Campbell
1998; Lorenzo 1999). At first, the debate centred on Bl A versus Al B
translation, but more recently it has widened to include: the difficulties involved
in defining a mother tongue; ethno-linguistic democracy; new models of
translation competence; the role of the Internet and technology; the existence of
other common directions of translation in an increasingly multilingual,
multicultural world with a dominant global language (Grosman et al. 2000;
Kelly et al. 2003; Pokorn 2005; Godijns and Hinderdael 2005; Neunzig and
Tanqueiro 2007).

In popular belief, linguistic competence is symmetrical: the general public makes
no distinction between Bl A and Al B and assumes that a translator will have
no difficulty translating in both directions. This belief
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often extends to employers. On the other hand, translators, interpreters,
translation companies, linguists and translation scholars know that translation
competence is rarely symmetrical. Today, the most common reaction to this
complex issue is to equate quality with native speaker translation. This tendency
has its roots in Romanticism, and after Herder (1767) the assumption was that
translation away from one’s own language was not worth mentioning except to
stress the difficulties involved (Kelly 1979:111). Ladmiral’s position is typical:
he recognized All B translation only as a pedagogical exercise to test the B
language; from a professional point of view, he considered it an absurd
requirement and a hopeless task (1979:40-50). Most international organizations
expect translators to work in the direction Bl A. UNESCO’s
Recommendations on the legal protection of translators and translations
and the practical means to improve the status of translators (1976) state:
‘A translator should, as far as possible, translate into his, or her, mother tongue
or into a language of which he or she has a mastery equal to that of his or her
mother tongue’ (Picken 1989:245).

This prescriptive position has been reinforced by English-speaking scholars and
practitioners enjoying a privileged position with English as the global /ingua
franca , despite the fact that Al B translation is common practice in most
countries: “The convention in the UK is that translation is undertaken into the
language of habitual use’ (Keith 1989:164). The Institute of Linguists Diploma in
Translation in Britain only tests translation into the language of habitual use.
Translation companies advertise native-speaker translators as a proof of quality,
even though individual translators are often listed as bilinguals who can translate
in both directions. Language Monthly’s pioneer survey of European translation
agencies (Grindrod 1986) showed that it was usual for translators to translate
into one or two languages other than the mother tongue; in fact, some translated
into five or six other languages. Britain was an exception to the other European
countries covered by the survey, with only 16 per cent of translators offering
Al B (65 per cent in Germany). The case of Finland is typical of many
countries with lesser-used languages: Betcke’s 1987 survey of All B translation
in Finland (McAlister 1992) showed that between 69.7 per cent and 91.7 per
cent of the 18 text types translated by agencies were from Finnish and yet 94
per cent of the members of the Finnish Translators and Interpreters Association
claimed to be Finnish native speakers.

Historical background

At the beginning of the Christian era, directionality was not an issue in Europe
since most translations were into Latin, the language of officialdom, religion and
learning. The first Christian translators into Latin were probably Greek, and
even for Latin speakers like St Hilary or St Jerome (see LATIN
TRADITION), Latin was not their mother tongue (Kelly 1979:109). It was
only with the rise of the nation states, the Reformation and the development of
the vernaculars that the idea of the superiority of direct translation appeared in
Europe.

In China, in the second century AD, the first translations of the Buddhist sacred



texts from Sanskrit to Chinese were by foreign missionaries, of whom An Shih-
kao, a Parthian, and Chih-lou chia-ch’an, a Scythian, were the most important
(Nienhauser 1986).

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, translators of the Toledo School made the
learning of the East available to the West by All B translations of Arabic and
Hebrew texts, influenced by Greek, Syriac, Persian and Indian scholars. Most
of these translations were done by pairs or teams of translators, which included
Muslim or Jewish converts, and the texts were translated first into one of the
vernacular languages and then into Latin (Vernet 1978) (see RELAY).

The earliest Humanists translated from the mother tongue as a matter of course.
In his criticism of the medieval translations of Aristotle in De interpretatione
recta (1420), Bruno Aretino insisted that a translator should have mastery of
both source and target languages, in this case Greek and Latin, neither of which
were the translator’s mother tongue (Kelly 1979:110).

Martin Luther (1483—1546) (see GERMAN TRADITION) was perhaps the
first to assume that the best translations were always into the mother tongue
(Schwarz 1963:18), and translation out of the mother tongue began to be
regarded only as a pedagogical exercise. However, there were
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important exceptions in science, religion and literature. Scientific treatises
continued to be translated into Latin until the end of the eighteenth century.

In literature, the idea persisted in some quarters that writing in the vernaculars
was like writing in sand, whereas writing in Latin or Greek was like working in
marble. Because vernacular languages such as English were constantly changing
and had a limited number of readers, some works were translated into Latin to
reach a wider audience. For example, Milton’s Paradise Lost was translated
into Latin by Thomas Power (1691) in order to reveal Milton to the world as a
great poet.

Context and directionality practice

Directionality is influenced by the context in which translation takes place:
language combinations, the availability of translators with those language
combinations and of subject specialists, genres, deadlines, different kinds of
institutional controls and individual translators’ expert competence. If the source
language and the target language are in close contact (geographical, commercial
and cultural proximity) there will be more Bl A translators available. This is the
case with French and English. French is taught in English schools as English is in
French schools, and there are French native speaker translators in the United
Kingdom and vice versa. When such proximity between source and target
languages does not exist or only exists in one direction (English is taught in
Finnish schools but Finnish is not taught in England), it will be harder to find

Bl A translators. However, the importance of geographical distance has been
minimized by the Internet.

Among the most important factors that seem to have affected directionality
practices in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries are: globalization and the
increasing volume of translations; the Internet; the use of English as an
international language and as a language of administration within certain
multilingual countries (such as India or South Africa), higher education and
business; the struggle for survival of lesser-used and lesser-translated languages;
immigration and the growth of community translation and interpreting (the 2006
American Translation and Interpreting Studies Association conference focused
on how Spanish heritage students in the South West posed a threat to the
classical definition of directionality).

Market conditions influence directionality. John Wheen (2006:4), the Chairman
of the ATC (Association of Translation Companies), reported among the
SWOTs (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) identified in their
2005 general conference certain market conditions closely related to
directionality: “Weaknesses: Few British nationals with Far/ Middle East
Languages; Internet marketing versus cheap global TSPs [Translation Services
Providers]. Opportunities: Universal English; Web trade; Emerging countries
import/export. Threats: Low cost overseas TSPs improving quality; Indian and
Eastern European cheap English.’

Political conditions also influence directionality. In some countries directionality



is determined by norms designed to assure the political allegiance of the
translator. In Syria and North Korea, the official translators for Spanish
language broadcasts have to be civil servants and, therefore, All B translators.
The broadcasters are Latin American, but they are not allowed to revise the
scripts before going on the air. Martin (2003:428) suggests that attitudes to
directionality in interpreting (the Western European Bl A model versus the
Eastern European Al B model) also have an ideological basis.

Current approaches to understanding directionality

Despite the complexity of translation competence and directionality practices in
different countries, the assumption that native speaker equals quality still prevails
and a recent guide for clients, Translations — Getting it Right (Durban 2003),
written for the ITI (Institute of Translation and Interpreting, UK) and endorsed
by ATA (American Translators Association, USA) and FIT (International
Federation of Translators) advises clients that “professional translators work
into their native language. As a translation buyer you may not be aware of this
but a translator who flouts this basic
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rule is likely to be ignorant of other important quality issues as well.” This issue
has been the topic of several heated Internet debates among translators. Those
supporting direct translation tended to be English native speakers. In one
debate, Chris Durban (2004), the author of the original guide, admitted that:

There is hardly a single statement about translation or the industry that applies in
all situations (e.g. dearth of Japanese to English translators reported here; same
seems to apply for Finnish to English ...). This problem is compounded by
translators making categorically opposing statements/claims (each one usually
being valid or partially so ... if only they’d tell us precisely which section of the
market and which market conditions they are referring to ...).

Whereas attitudes amongst translation associations and companies still seem to
be mainly prescriptive, there is increasing recognition of the complexity of the
issue amongst translation scholars. The different approaches reflect the working
contexts of the authors, many of whom are translator trainers. In the 1990s,
some of the studies on directionality stressed the ‘service” side of Al B
translations. In Finland, McAlister (1992:297) argued that the majority of Al B
translations from Finnish to English were texts for international consumption,
where the argument that the translator has to have native speaker competence in
the target language and culture loses significance. Finnish tourist brochures in
English are intended not only for English native speakers but also for Italian,
Dutch and Japanese visitors. Translators working out of their native language
can translate this kind of text competently, i.e. ‘transmit the intended message in
a language which is clear and sufficiently correct not to strain the reader’s
patience unduly’ (ibid.). In Spain, Beeby (1996) was concerned with training
translators to be aware of their limitations and strengths in Al B translation and
to recognize which genres they can translate competently and how to go about
preparing themselves for the task. The assumption was that All B translation
should be restricted to standardized, informative genres and interpreting in
situations where less than perfect pronunciation and syntax are acceptable if
they do not interfere with the communicative situation. In Australia, Campbell
(1998) evaluated the competencies of immigrants translating from their mother
tongues into English as a second language. The study, which focused on the
development of different aspects of translation competence amongst L.2
translators, rather than the translation product as an inferior version of
translation into the mother tongue, showed that those competencies were not
merely linguistic.

Snell and Crampton (1989:85) stressed the importance of understanding the
source text: ‘In specialized fields it might also be found that it was more suitable
to use a subject specialist with knowledge of the source language than a mother
tongue translator, especially if the text is subsequently to be edited.’

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, scholars are less apologetic about
describing other forms of directionality and two international conferences have
contributed to this more confident approach (Ljubliana 1997 and Granada
2002). Empirical studies have supplied more information about the relationship
between context and directionality and the inadequacy of the terms ‘mother



tongue’ or ‘bilingual’ to define the linguistic and cultural elements of translation
competence. Pokorn’s work (2003, 2005) on the reception of Slovene
literature translated into English challenges the traditional axioms of the
superiority of direct translation. Prun¢ (2003) provides a theoretical framework
based on ethno-linguistic democracy for righting the ideological asymmetries of
directionality and argues that there is no such thing as an a priori optimal
translation because quality criteria vary in different contexts. According to
Lorenzo (2003), dogmatic approaches to directionality derive from linguistic
concepts of translation competence. Her studies of Danish (A)l Spanish (B)
translations suggest that directionality is just one more factor that obliges
translators to activate their strategic competence in order to minimize the risks
involved in decision making. Expert Bll A translators are competent Al B
translators, regardless of the genre. She claims that theoretical frameworks are
being left behind by the technology that has revolutionized documentation
strategies for translators. The sections on teaching Al B
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translation and interpreting in Kelly ez al. (2003) provide an introduction to
some of the new teaching methods being used to develop strategic and
documentation competencies — for example the use of contrastive rhetoric to
develop genre literacy (Beeby 2003), information technology and specialized
translation (Neunzig 2003) — as well as making the most of multilingual,
multicultural and multidirectional teaching situations that are the result of
immigration and exchanges within the European Union.

See also:

FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING; RELAY; SELF-TRANSLATION;
TRAINING AND EDUCATION.

Further reading

Kelly 1979; Grindrod 1986; Grosman et al. 1987; Newmark 1988; McAlister
1992; Beeby 1996; Campbell 1998; Grosman et al. 2000; McAlister 2000;
Kelly et al. 2003; Lorenzo 2003; Martin 2003; Pokorn 2003; Prun¢ 2003;
Godijns and Hinderdael 2005; Pokorn 2005.

ALLISON BEEBY LONSDALE

Discourse analysis

Since it was first used by Zellig Harris in 1952 to refer to the manifestation of
formal regularities across sentences in combination, the term ‘discourse analysis’
has come to mean different things to different people. That what is involved is
the study of language beyond the level of the sentence may in fact be the only
thing that unites a broad array of otherwise disparate approaches. For example,
for some researchers, the term ‘discourse’ includes all forms of writing and
speaking (Gilbert and Mulkay 1984), while for others, it covers only the way
talk is ‘put together’ (Sinclair and Coulthard 1975). Another influential notion of
discourse is that proposed by Foucault (1972), who conceives discourse as
social structure and discursive practice as social practice. Translation studies
has not been less indeterminate in this respect, and translation-oriented models
of discourse have been taking shape along varied and diverse lines since the
early 1980s.

From an applied linguistics perspective, it has been found useful to distinguish
two basic kinds of discourse analysis deriving from two different senses of the
term ‘discourse’ itself (Candlin 1985). The first kind, a text-analytic approach
to discourse analysis, covers the way texts are “put together’ in terms of
product and form, sequential relationships, intersentential structure and
organization and mapping. Subsumed under this purely text-linguistic trend of
analysing discourse would be conversational analysis and work done within
corpus linguistics. The second basic sense of discourse is that which concerns
the way texts ‘hang together’ in terms of negotiative procedures, interpretation
of sequence and structure and the social relationships emanating from
interaction. Included within this more pragmatics-oriented trend would be



Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA; see LINGUISTIC APPROACHES) and
various branches of the study of language in social life, including ‘Foucauldian’
discourse analysis (see Holstein and Gubrium 2005; Scheurich and McKenzie
2005). In actual practice, however, the two approaches inevitably complement
each other, and translational models of discourse have thus been necessarily
eclectic. Yet, within this eclecticism, one can still detect a certain tendency to
focus on the former, more procedural sense of discourse (see, for example,
House and Blum-Kulka 1986; Gambier and Tommola 1993; Snell-Homby et
al. 1994; Dollerup and Lindegaard 1994).

Text-analytic approaches to discourse analysis

The more formal kind of discourse analysis has aimed to portray the structure of
suprasentential entities or social transactions. This is an explicit or implicit
framework-imposition which plays a structure-portraying role. The object is the
determination of interactive acts, and the primary concern on the part of the
researcher is with sequential relationships, working towards the identification of
‘rules’ which will capture certain useful generalizations to account for
relationships between product and form, emphasizing organization and mapping
(Candlin 1985).

This kind of predominantly quantitative discourse analysis has flourished in
applied
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linguistics and is in evidence in such areas of research as conversational analysis
and corpus linguistics (see CORPORA). Translation research, particularly into
text types and literary genres (Hatim 1997), and interpreting research,
particularly into such modes as liaison/community interpreting (Parnell and Villa
1986), have stood to benefit from insights yielded by this textual approach to
discourse.

Conversational analysis concerns the study of talk and other forms of conduct
(such as posture or facial expression) and ongoing activities in the
conversational setting, including turn taking and organization, action formation
and sequence organization. Of particular importance to the analysis of
COMMUNITY and COURT INTERPRETING, as well as interpreting within
the ASYLUM seeking process, has been conversational analytic research into
the practices of ‘repair’. Repair involves stopping the ongoing course of action
to address a trouble/problem (Barsky 2005). Attention has also been paid to
word/usage selection, recipient design and the overall structural organization of
the occasion of interaction (Wadensjo 1998).

Pragmatics-oriented discourse analysis

In certain quarters of Applied Linguistics, the textual product that is subjected to
quantitative analysis has been found lacking as conclusive evidence of discourse
practice, a mere static abstraction. According to Widdowson (2000:7), ‘the
texts which are collected in a corpus have a reflected reality: they are only real
because of the presupposed reality of the discourse of which they are a trace’.
Widdowson goes on to argue that studies of CORPORA provide us with the
description of text, not discourse: ‘Although textual findings may well alert us to
possible discourse significance and send us back to their contextual source,
such significance cannot be read off from the data’ (ibid.: 9). Such misgivings
have paved the way for more critical, PRAGMATICS-oriented, approaches to
the analysis of discourse.

Discourse, genre, text

Alongside the duality of ‘form” and ‘procedure’ in the various competing
definitions of discourse, another useful distinction has been established in
translation studies between ‘discourse’, on the one hand, and ‘genre’ and ‘text’,
on the other (Hatim and Mason 1990a). At a general level, zext refers to a
sequence of sentences serving an overall rhetorical purpose (e.g. counter-
arguing), genre refers to the conventional linguistic expression associated with
speech and writing in certain contexts of situation (e.g. the letter to the editor),
and discourse refers to the material out of which interaction is negotiated and
themes addressed.

Within this three-way distinction, discourse has been accorded supremacy and
is seen as the institutional—attitudinal framework within which both genre and
text cease to be mere vehicles of communication and become fully operational
carriers of ideological meaning (Hatim and Mason 1997). For example, by
employing the rebuttal as a counter-argumentative text strategy, and the ‘letter



to the editor’ as a genre, one could conceivably engage in any of a number of
discursive practices, such as expressing racism or camouflaging real intentions.
The general argument underlying this understanding of language use has been
that, while awareness of the conventions governing the appropriate use of a
particular genre or textual practice is essential in translation, it is awareness of
what discourse implies that ultimately facilitates optimal transfer and renders the
much sought-after translation EQUIVALENCE an attainable objective.

Cross-cultural communication: worldview and perspective

Within and across cultural and linguistic boundaries, different cultural
assumptions and different ways of linguistically acting on these assumptions
underlie people’s capacity to communicate with each other in order to achieve
both personal and global objectives (Tannen 1984). Translation and interpreting
studies have benefited considerably from the application of discourse analysis to
the study
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of cross-cultural communication beyond traditional translation/interpreting
settings (Barsky 1993; Shakir and Farghal 1997). For example, in one
particular study of the kind of discourse in which two parties converse with one
another via a non-professional interpreter/ mediator, it has been found that
different types of mediating roles emerge in the process and that the mediator’s
perception of his or her role determines the criteria for what constitutes an
adequate interpretation (Knapp-Potthoff and Knapp 1987). As Knapp-
Potthoff and Knapp point out, in situations like these, the interaction tends to
drift into two parallel discourses, and the major difficulty of the mediator’s task
consists in managing both while trying to relate them to one another.

Within cross-cultural communication studies, ‘discourses’ are sometimes
understood as ‘the many different ways of speaking that are associated with
different social contexts’ (Lee 1992:51). Adopting such a view, a number of
translation scholars have attempted to tackle the issue of sociocultural practices,
their role in discourse production and the wider implications they have for the
work of the translator and interpreter (see, for example, Baker 2006a).

One of the more interesting hypotheses underlying work in this area has been
that, while all literate language communities possess a number of modes of text
development (e.g. an aural or a visual mode), a particular preference for some
of these and not for others is usually observed. Such preferences reflect
different world views and are motivated by a variety of sociolinguistic factors,
including shared experience, receiver expectations and feedback, power,
solidarity, politeness and so on. For example, the aural mode, which is drawn
upon heavily in a language such as Arabic, is normally not acceptable for written
prose in English. In translation, the failure to switch modes results in negative
transfer and breakdown of interaction (Sa’adeddin 1989).

Extending the scope of cross-cultural studies to include what may be termed
ideological perspectives (Fowler 1991; Kress 1985), discourse analysis has in
recent years been particularly active in tackling not only political discourse
(Fairclough 1989) but also other modes of communication, including academic
and industrial encounters (Kress and Fowler 1979). The general thrust of the
argument in this kind of perspective-analysis relates to the tendency in given
discourses to suppress unpalatable semantic features and give more prominence
to other, more favourable shades of meaning.

An example of this kind of discourse analysis in translation is provided by Crick
(2002) in her assessment of the translation of Freud into English, which exhibits
a number of distinctive features. First, there is a tendency to replace a
humanistic perspective (i.e. way of thinking and writing) by a clinical, quasi-
medical, Greco-Latin terminology (for example, Ich becomes Ego, and so on).
Second, there is a tendency towards de-personalization, by changing actives
into passives, for instance. Finally, the variety of registers and mobility of tones
apparent in the source text are consistently replaced by a uniform
medical/scientific style. It may be instructive here to recall the words of A.
Strachey, one of the translators of Freud (and one of the culprits, according to
Crick): “The imaginary model I have kept before me is of the writings of some



Englishman of science of wide education born in the middle of the nineteenth
century’ (Strachey, in Crick 2002:1057).

In this domain of discourse, translation scholars have thus focused on the
constraints placed on the translation process by the sociocultural content of
communication. The ideological and cultural background initiated in the text by
the author and read off by both reader and translator governs the way in which
the overall meaning potential is realized at both ends of the communicative
channel. Furthermore, the way in which a reader constructs a representation of
the text and relates this to the real world seems to be of crucial importance in
dealing with discoursal meanings (Campbell 1993).

The metaphorical process exploited

The metaphorical process has perhaps been one of the more significant markers
of world-view and ideological perspective in the kind of discourse analysis
under discussion. This may be illustrated from areas of language use as varied as
ADVERTISING and persuasion, on the one hand, and POETRY, on the other.
One basic fact
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about figurative expression may be underlined as being particularly relevant to
the task of translating; this relates to what in discourse circles has recently
become known as the intimacy theory: metaphors do not operate singly, they
form a ‘network’, as it were. Thematic/poetic links are established not only
within the same stretch of language (say, a paragraph or a single oral encounter)
but also within much wider spans, as in the case of a short story or novel (Abu
Libdeh 1991). This has not only enabled translators to see metaphoric
expression in a new light, but it has also encouraged translation theory to
support a ‘beyond-mere-embellishment’ view of figurative expressions. In
poetry, for example, aspects of the message such as sound symbolism, rhyme,
metre, alliteration and so forth are no longer seen as divorced from semantic
content, but as part and parcel of the text’s overall import and effect (Campbell
1993).

The utilization of metaphor in relaying point of view, expressing perspective and
generally propounding a particular brand of IDEOLOGY may be illustrated
from an interesting domain of discourse at work, namely Nuclear Discourse.
The nuclear industry has always been concerned with people’s negative
reaction, and to counter this, what came to be known as nukespeak developed
(Chilton 1985). Nukespeak is the language used to refer to nuclear weapons in
a rather deceptive way, with the intention to mask what such weapons really
are. Examples include Vanguard, Polaris, cruise, and even Strike: the latter
may simply suggest a slap with the hand rather than incinerating thousands of
people. Translators and interpreters are constantly called upon to deal with the
kind of material that primarily serves opaque discoursal purposes such as
nukespeak.

Another domain that has attracted the attention of both discourse analysts and
translation theorists is sexist discourse. A number of principles underpinning
sexist expression of attitude have been identified, and awareness of these rules,
which regulate the PRAGMATICS of communication, have been seen as
indispensable tools for the translator (see GENDER AND SEXUALITY).

Courtroom interaction

Courtroom interaction has been another fertile area for discourse analysis that
has yielded more immediately accessible insights in translation studies,
particularly into the process of interpreting. The central hypothesis entertained
by this kind of research claims that, due to different modes of class- and sex-
socialization, some defendants will be more able to cope with the power
differentials at court than others; for example, middle-class defendants are likely
to know the role expectations better than working-class defendants. The
questions addressed by studies within this brand of discourse analysis thus
include the following: Are those who are unfamiliar with the system
discriminated against? Does the defendants’ linguistic behaviour contribute to
the outcome of the hearing? Would the interpreter make it a priority on his or
her list to preserve the overall coherence of an incoherent defence? Perhaps
more to the point, would the interpreter train him/herself to resist the temptation
of stepping in to help an incoherent defendant? These are some of the problems



with which practitioners are concerned and which have attracted the attention of
the translation theorist (Berk-Seligson 1988, 1990; Morris 1995; Barsky 1996;
Hale 1997; see also: ASYLUM; COURT INTERPRETING; ETHICS).

Competing discourses

A particularly interesting phenomenon, and one with which translators often
have to wrestle, is that of discourse within discourse, or the notion of competing
discourses. This is when a given discourse borrows from or effectively ‘hijacks’
another discourse (Bakhtin 1981), relaying in the process all kinds of marked
meanings that the translator has to preserve by mastering: (a) the pre-discourse
norms of linguistic usage; (b) the unmarked discourse to be departed from; and
(c) the discourse being borrowed for a rhetorical purpose.

An example can be seen in Sykes (1985), who focuses on the expression
‘immigrants and their offspring’, which Enoch Powell, a British politician known
at the time the speech was given for his contentious views on race
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relations, was fond of using in preference to, say, ‘immigrants and their
children’. Within the analytic trend covering this type of discourse, elements
such as ‘offspring ’ are analysed both textually and intertextually. The textual
analysis would involve assessing the choice of given linguistic elements in both
syntagmatic and paradigmatic terms, that is in terms of what is included, and
how, and what is excluded and why. As Sykes (ibid.) points out, Powell’s
lexicon for family relationships is a limited one. These are the terms relevant to
immigrants and their children, together with their frequency of use in the speech
analysed: immigrants and their offspring (2); the offspring of immigrants (1);
immigrant offspring (1); immigrant and immigrant descended population (2). In
this particular domain of family relationships, terms which could have been used
but were excluded are, among others: ‘husbands’, ‘wives’, ‘mothers’, ‘fathers’,
‘parents’, ‘sons’, ‘daughters’, ‘families’. The rule governing inclusion and
exclusion of terms is most relevant to the translator who has to operate within
similar constraints and pay special attention to the overall effect of this kind of
restricted texture.

Linguistic forms such as those from Powell’s speech are intertextually seen by
translators in terms of (a) a pre-discoursal linguistic norm in which synonymy
could be said to exist (e.g. offspring = children); (b) an unmarked, registerbased
discourse (offspring =tlegal); and (c) a marked, imported discourse which
involves the hijacking of the normal discourse of (b), because Powell is not a
lawyer but a politician. The competition of the various discourses can ultimately
be reconciled by arriving at a reading which, while institutionally sound (the text
producer could not be taken to court for libel), is intertextually pernicious: in the
particular context under study, Powell’s remarks are dehumanizing and
reminiscent of statements often heard within racist discourse such as ‘they breed
like rabbits’. Translators work with this intricate network of relationships, each
of which would constitute the limits of discoursal expression which has to be
reached before real intentions are properly relayed.

Further reading

Chilton 1985; Sa’adeddin 1989; Hatim and Mason 1990; Barsky 1993;
Campbell 1993; Hatim and Mason 1997; Wadensjo 1998; Barsky 2005.

BASIL HATIM

Drama translation

Unlike the translation of a novel, or a poem, the duality inherent in the art of the
theatre requires language to combine with spectacle, manifested through visual
as well as acoustic images. The translator is therefore faced with the choice of
either viewing drama as literature or as an integral part of a theatrical production
(van den Broeck 1988:55—6). Translators may approach the play as a literary
work when, for instance, the translation of the complete works of a particular
playwright is undertaken, as in the case of James McFarlane’s translation of
Ibsen’s collected works. When performed on stage, however, the words
spoken constitute only one element of a theatrical production, along with



lighting, sets, costumes and music. Here, because it forms part of an integrated
whole, greater demands are also placed on the translation with respect to its
‘performability’, thus increasing the tension between the need to relate the target
text to its source (the adequacy factor), and the need to formulate a text in the
target language (the acceptability factor) (Toury 1980a: 29; see NORMS).

Dialect, style and register

Satisfying the linguistic requirements of performability may entail adjustments at
a number of different levels. If, for instance, a play was originally written in
dialect, the translator will have to make a decision as to whether there is a
suitable dialect in the TL into which it may be translated. Successful attempts to
overcome this problem include Bill Findlay’s translation of The Weavers by
Gerhart Hauptmann, the 1912 recipient of the Nobel Prize for Literature.
Findlay skilfully replaces the Silesian dialect of the striking loom workers by
Scots and allows the numerous linguistic options made use of by Hauptmann in
German to find their match
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in urban versus rural, regional versus standard, historic versus contemporary
linguistic varieties. The availability of a particular dialect in the TL may also
provide a welcome opportunity for successful transfer of sociolects in the SL
text, which are normally difficult to capture in translation. This appears to be the
case in Quebec, where québécois, marked by a proletarization of language, has
made it possible to find natural equivalents for some Anglo- American sociolects
of writers such as Tennessee Williams, Edward Albee and Eugene O’ Neill
(Brisset 1989).

Other adjustments which may need to be undertaken concern slang and terms
of endearment or of abuse, which may provide an inappropriate audience
response when rendered too literally in another language. Although taboo words
are likely to be universal, the time and place of their use may vary from language
to language. Topical allusions also require careful treatment. While replacements
may be found in the TL, they may be out of character for the whole work itself,
its setting, period or tone. Further difficulties arise if the play is in verse or, as in
the case of a play like T. S. Eliot’s Murder in the Cathedral, in a variety of
verse and prose forms.

Socio-cultural differences

Customs and attitudes also differ markedly from one culture to another.
Hamlet’s dilemma, for instance, would obviously be incomprehensible to an
island race whose culture makes it obligatory for a widow to marry her dead
husband’s brother (Gostand 1980:3). The use of irony, to take another
example, although commonly found in parts of the English-speaking world, is
nevertheless not a universal phenomenon. In Eugene O’Neill’s Long Day’s
Journey into Night, the colloquy between Edmund and his father, with its
thrust and parry, is merely a game to hide the real emotional feelings between
father and son; but this might mistakenly cause consternation in a culture where
any ambiguity of familial relationships is foreign to an audience accustomed to
clear and well defined roles in the family, as in the case of China (Ooi 1980).

Even in the case of more closely related European cultures, there is still the risk
of concepts being either misinterpreted or not fully comprehended. A
production of O’Casey’s Juno and the Paycock in Germany grappled for a
long time with the problem of conveying the idea of tenement houses: these
belong to the slum district of Dublin and stand as a symbol of social
degradation. Although an audience may be provided with an explanation in the
programme note, the specific environment which constitutes the background of
the message and which, as a microcosm, represents the macrocosm of Ireland,
or even the world, cannot be maintained (Venneberg 1980:127). In other cases,
cultural norms or habits may be known but felt to be conjuring up the wrong
associations. When Pinter’s The Caretaker was staged in translation in France,
a French critic reacted negatively to Davies, the tramp, drinking tea. He would
have preferred him to be drinking wine since in France ‘tea is a drink taken
mainly by genteel old ladies’ (Kershaw 1966:61).

Problems such as these show the need for adjustments to be made before a



play can be successfully performed in translation. Being present at the scene of
the action, as immediate witness, is part of the experience of the audience in a
performance situation and creates the impression of participation in the same
system of communication. The audience thus occupies a different position from
the reader of a book who can decide where to stop and reflect, and even
consult relevant works of reference if further clarification is required. The extent
to which adjustments need to be made in order to enhance rapid understanding,
however, tends to depend on the literary norms prevailing in a given language
community at a particular time.

Adaptations and versions

Translation is not a phenomenon whose parameters are fixed once and for all,
as is shown by Heylen’s (1993) discussion of different translations of Hamlet
into French through the ages. The acceptability constraints to which translations
of SHAKESPEARE have been subjected are also illustrated by Voltaire’s
French version of Julius Caesar (cf. Lefevere 1983a: 20—21; van den Broeck
1988:61). Under the influence of neoclassical rules with respect to the unities of
action, time, and place, Voltaire chose to
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omit two and a half acts: the rules dictated that the events related to Brutus and
the remaining conspirators could not be included, and the play had to end with
Caesar’s death.

Because of the position of English as a global language, literature in translation
inevitably takes up a less central position in the English-speaking world than it
does in the literature of nations where less frequently used languages are
spoken. Translation from English into such languages is likely to be closer to the
original, as familiarity with English social and cultural customs can often be
assumed on the part of such theatre audiences. Hence, a play such as
Educating Rita by the British playwright Willy Russell, which tells the story of a
Liverpool hairdresser who enrols at the Open University to study English
literature, may at first seem riddled with problems for the translator, as books
are discussed throughout the play which may not even be available in other
languages. The play was, however, successfully translated into a large number
of different languages, with titles of books, in some cases, simply retained in
English.

Plays originating in less frequently used languages and performed in translation in
English-speaking countries, on the other hand, often require a greater degree of
adjustment because of English audiences’ lack of familiarity with SL cultures
and societies. Not infrequently, leading British playwrights are commissioned to
perform this task, producing what is known as a new version. Recent examples
of this type of ADAPTATION include Pillars of the Community, Sam
Adamson’s version of Ibsen’s play, better known as Pillars of Society, for the
National Theatre in the autumn of 2005 and Christopher Hampton’s
dramatization of Sdndor Mérai’s Hungarian novel staged in London in the spring
of 2006, titled Embers.

Another successful ADAPTATION for the National Theatre was Tom
Stoppard’s reworking of Johann Nestroy’s nineteenth-century Viennese
comedy Einen Jux will er sich machen. Crucial to Nestroy in the original is
the language, in particular the remarkable games he plays with the Viennese
dialect. On the Razzle, Stoppard’s rewrite version (1982), makes no use of
dialect, nor does it incorporate comic songs of the type Nestroy liked to
interpose between scene changes. For comic effect, it relies solely on
Stoppard’s own wit, on newly coined puns and other inventive word games.

In the translation of humour, a particularly difficult problem is presented by
malapropisms, so called after Sheridan’s Mrs Malaprop, inclined to making
fatal mistakes in the form of “‘uneducated blends’ such as referring to ‘epitaphs’
instead of ‘epithets’. Here the challenge to the translator is formidable. There
appear for example to be few if any successful renderings of the malapropisms
used by Gina in The Wild Duck, with the concomitant loss of the comic effect
created in Norwegian. As a result, while Ibsen described his play as a tragi-
comedy, in English translation it emerges as little more than a tragedy.

Adaptations which take the form of ‘creative rewrites’ (Billington 1984) are
most likely to be successful in the case of more robust comedies, less so with



plays concerned with social criticism, and least of all with psychological drama.
This is acknowledged by Stoppard who, prior to his Nestroy adaptation, turned
Arthur Schnitzler’s Das Weite Land into Undiscovered Country, also for the
National Theatre.

In the case of Undiscovered Country, the Ibsenesque undercurrents of the
play made it important to establish as precisely as possible what every phrase
meant, root out the allusions, find the niceties of etiquette, and so on, and
generally to aim for equivalence.

(Stoppard 1981:8)

The fate of other, less successful productions of plays adapted in translation
confirms the need for attention to detail and faithfulness to the original in the
case of psychological drama. Reid (1980) reports on a less than successful
production of Anouilh’s Antigone as the result of some minor, well-intentioned
alterations undertaken by the translator. Feeling that this translation needed
elaboration, the translator added a couple of glosses and deleted a few lines. In
a second translation of the play, however, no such alterations were made. The
dramatic effect of the unadapted translation turned out to be markedly different.
Whereas reviewers of the London production based faithfully on the source text
were in no doubt as to Anouilh’s central themes, American and New Zealand
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reviewers expressed serious misconceptions about the true nature of the tragedy
which the adapted text engendered (Reid 1980).

The inherent danger in an approach to translation that favours a great degree of
adaptation is that it may shift the focus away from the source-language-bound
aspects of a playwright’s work. In the case of Chekhov, Anglicization has,
according to Bassnett (1998:94), reached the point where English translations
have established a traditional way of reading his works that has resulted in a
major shift of meaning and an alteration of the ideological basis of Chekhov’s
thinking: “What we have, therefore, is not a Russian but an English Chekhov,
and it is this playwright, invented through the translation process, whose work
has entered the English literary system.’

Being true to the original playwright while at the same time allowing the target
audience full enjoyment of a dramatic work may in fact be the most difficult
problem facing the translator of drama for the stage (Zatlin 2005). Although not
always easy, in the case of living authors the ideal situation often entails
collaboration between writer, translator and director.

The observation that translators from different cultures and different time

periods will render a play differently in translation (Heylen 1993) also shows
that a framework is beginning to emerge for historical-relative and socio-cultural
models of translation. The links between stage translation and cultural context
have been the subject of attention in Aaltonen’s (2000) Time-Sharing on
Stage: Drama Translation in Theatre and Society. More recently, Anderman
(2005) in Europe on Stage: Translation and Theatre dealt with the subject of
the reception in English translation of the major modern playwrights. Cross-
cultural reception has also been a major theme in Taviano’s discussion in
Staging Dario Fo and Franca Rame (2006).

See also:

ADAPTATION; CENSORSHIP; CLASSICAL TEXTS; LITERARY
TRANSLATION; REWRITING; SHAKE-SPEARE.

Further reading

Bassnett 1980; Zuber 1980; Bolt et al. 1989; Scolnicov and Holland 1989;
Bassnett 1991; Heylen 1993; Brisset 1996; Johnston 1996; Bassnett 1998;

Findlay 1998; Aaltonen 2000; Upton 2000; Findlay 2004; Anderman 2005;
Zatlin 2005; Taviano 2006.
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Equivalence

Equivalence is a central concept in translation theory, but it is also a
controversial one. Approaches to the question of equivalence can differ
radically: some theorists define translation in terms of equivalence relations
(Catford 1965; Nida and Taber 1969; Toury 1980a; Pym 1992a, 1995a,
2004; Koller 1995) while others reject the theoretical notion of equivalence,
claiming it is either irrelevant (Snell-Hornby 1988) or damaging (Gentzler
1993/2001) to translation studies. Yet other theorists steer a middle course:
Baker uses the notion of equivalence ‘for the sake of convenience — because
most translators are used to it rather than because it has any theoretical

status’ (1992:5-6). Thus equivalence is variously regarded as a necessary
condition for translation, an obstacle to progress in translation studies, or a
useful category for describing translations. Given that the concept has been
particularly associated with linguistic theories of translation — which were heavily
critiqued in the 1980s and 1990s (see Pym 1995a; Kenny 2001) — and,
sometimes unfairly, with the idea that translations could somehow convey the
‘same’, necessarily stable and language-independent meaning as their source
texts (as argued, for example, by Rabin 1958), it is not surprising that
equivalence has been in and out of fashion in translation studies (Pym 1992a).
Yet LINGUISTIC APPROACHES to translation have proved tenacious
(Malmkjeer 2005), and it is difficult to find any contemporary theorists who
subscribe to the ‘same meaning’ approach to translation (Baker 2004). Under
the influence of post-structuralism and the analytical philosophy of Quine (1960)
and Davidson (1973/1984) in particular, meaning is now more likely to be
construed as fleeting and inherently unstable, highly subjective and context-
bound, and thus not amenable to replication, whether in the same or another
language (Malmkjaer 2005:15). Thus, when contemporary theorists posit
relationships of equivalence between texts, they do so without appeal to
language-neutral, objective meanings, and they acknowledge the role of
translating subjects, translators, in creating and maintaining these relationships
(Pym 1992a, 2004; Teubert 2002; Eco 2003).

As already indicated, proponents of equivalence-based theories of translation
now define equivalence as a relationship between two texts: a source text (ST)
and a target text (TT). Equivalence relationships are also said to hold between
parts of STs and TTs. In many cases, it is this relationship that allows the TT to
be considered a translation of the ST in the first place. This definition of
equivalence is not unproblematic, however. Pym (1992a: 37), for one, has
pointed to its circularity: equivalence is supposed to define translation, and
translation, in turn, defines equivalence. Unfortunately, few attempts have been
made to define equivalence in translation in a way that avoids this circularity.
Earlier theorists interested in equivalence concentrated, for the most part, on
developing typologies of equivalence, focusing on the rank (word, sentence or
text level) at which equivalence is said to obtain (see, for example, Baker 1992)
or on the type of meaning (denotative, connotative, pragmatic, etc.) that is



prioritized in particular instances of translation. Investigations of the essential
nature of equivalence remain the exception.

Typologies of equivalence

At various levels, and loosely following Koller (1979:187-91, 1989:100—4),
equivalence is commonly established on the basis that the



Page 97

ST and TT words supposedly refer to the same thing in the real world, i.e. on
the basis of their referential or denotative equivalence; the ST and TT words
triggering the same or similar associations in the minds of native speakers of the
two languages, 1.e. their connotative equivalence; the ST and TT words being
used in the same or similar contexts in their respective languages, i.e. what
Koller (1989:102) calls text-normative equivalence; the ST and TT words
having the same effect on their respective readers, i.e. pragmatic (Koller
1989:102) or dynamic equivalence (Nida 1964); the ST and TT words having
similar orthographic or phonological features, orformal equivalence . Baker
(1992) extends the concept of equivalence to cover similarity in ST and TT
information flow and in the cohesive roles ST and TT devices play in their
respective texts. She calls these two factors combined textual equivalence.
Newman (1994:4695) stresses that not all the variables in translation are
relevant in every situation, and that translators must decide which considerations
should be given priority at any one time, thus establishing a kind offunctional
equivalence (see also Neubert 1994).

Kade (1968) and other writers on lexical equivalence, in particular in the area of
terminology (see, for example, Arntz 1993; Hann 1992a and b), combine the
above qualitative distinctions with a quantitative scheme that categorizes
equivalence relationships according to whether there is: a single expression in
the TL for a single SL expression, i.e. one-to-one equivalence; more than one
TL expression for a single SL expression, i.e. one-to-many equivalence; a TL
expression that covers part of a concept designated by a single SL expression,
1.e. one-topart-of-one equivalence; or no TL expression for an SL
expression, i.e. nil equivalence. This quantitative, lexical approach reflects an
earlier concern with language systems (see below) and has been criticized
precisely because it is restricted to the word level and also because it assumes
that the language system can be equated with concrete realization in text (Snell-
Hornby 1988:20).

The nature of equivalence

Writers who have addressed the problem of the nature of equivalence include
Catford (1965, 1994) and Pym (1992a). Catford posits an extralinguistic
domain of objects, persons, emotions, memories, history, etc. (situation in
Firthian/ Hallidayan terms), features of which may or must achieve expression in
a given language. Translational equivalence occurs, he suggests, when STs and
TTs are relatable to at least some of the same features of this extra-linguistic
reality, that is when STs and TTs have approximately the same referents
(1965:50, 1994:4739). Catford thus prioritizes referential meaning here,
although his holistic view of situation in theory allows for other priorities to be
established. Bassnett (1980/1991:6), amongst others, has found this focus too
narrow, and Frawley (1984) is sceptical of any approach to translation that
appeals to identity of extra-linguistic referents: ‘The worlds and possible worlds
differ, and the question of referent is not even the question to pose’ (ibid.: 164).
Catford also comes under criticism (see Snell-Hornby 1988:20) for using
simplistic, invented sentences to exemplify his categories of translational
equivalence, and for limiting his analysis to the level of the sentence. Catford’s



approach may have been criticized, but few alternatives have been put forward.
The problem of pinning down the essential nature of equivalence seems to be
related to the problem of pinning down the nature of linguistic meaning itself.
Pym (1992a) avoids this difficulty by moving away from the strictly linguistic to
viewing translation as a transaction, and equivalence as equality of exchange
value. Equivalence becomes a negotiable entity, with translators doing the
negotiation. The idea of translation as negotiation is developed by Eco (2003).
Even in cases where a translation priority has already been established — for
example, a translator may have decided to attempt to recreate in the translation
the same effect as was intended in the original (dynamic equivalence) — many
outcomes are possible; in this case there are many possible hypotheses as to the
intention of the original text/author, and it is the translator who ultimately
negotiates a solution (ibid.: 56).
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Interlingual and intertextual equivalence

In earlier work on equivalence, theorists made a distinction between
hypothetical mappings between elements of abstract language systems (at the
level of langue) on the one hand, and actual observable mappings between
elements of real STs and TTs (at the level of parole) on the other. Catford used
the termsformal correspondence and textual equivalence respectively to
refer to the two categories. Koller (1979:183—4) made a similar distinction
when he differentiated between Korrespondenz, formal similarity between
language systems, and A quivalenz, equivalence relations between real texts and
utterances. Koller then went on to present A quivalenz as the real object of
enquiry in translation studies. Similarly, Toury (1980a: 24—6) charts the
evolution of the notion of TRANSLATABILITY from an interlingual
phenomenon to an intertextual one. Thus the general view in translation studies
soon came to be that equivalence was a relationship between texts in two
different languages, rather than between the languages themselves. This step
liberated translation studies from debates on interlingual TRANSLATABILITY
based on entire language systems with all their unactualized meaning potential
(see Koller 1979; Pym 1995a: 157-8). Such debates had centred on
incompatibilities between the worlds inhabited by speakers of different
languages and on the structural dissimilarities between languages. Once attention
was focused on texts and utterances, many of the potential multiple meanings
and functions of words and structures in a language system could be eliminated
by reference to their co-text and context, making translation not only more
tractable, but also more realistic.

It is worth noting that the shift of focus from language system to text is one that
has also occurred in related disciplines, for example, contrastive linguistics (see
Altenberg and Granger 2002) and MACHINE TRANSLATION (Hutchins
2005a), and that has been facilitated in these disciplines by the availability of
large parallel CORPORA.

Equivalence as an empirical and a theoretical concept

The narrowing down of the scope of the term equivalence to an intertextual
relation still left plenty of room for competing notions of the concept. Toury
(1980a: 39) identified two main uses of the term: first, equivalence could be ‘a
descriptive term, denoting concrete objects — actual relationships between
actual utterances in two languages (and literatures), recognized as TTs and STs
— which are subject to direct observation’. This definition regarded equivalence
as an empirical category which could be established only after the event of
translation. Toury contrasted this approach with equivalence as ‘a theoretical
term, denoting an abstract, ideal relationship, or category of relationships
between TTs and STs, translations and their sources’ (ibid.).

This dichotomy can be problematic, however: equivalence as a theoretical term,
a prospective and often prescriptive notion, is responsible for acquiring a bad
name for equivalence in some quarters in translation studies. Gentzler (1993:4),
for example, contends that standards of translation analysis that rely on



equivalence or non-equivalence and other associated judgemental criteria ‘imply
notions of substantialism that limit other possibilities of translation practice,
marginalize unorthodox translation, and impinge upon real intercultural
exchange’. Newman (1994:4694), on the other hand, describes translation
equivalence as ‘a commonsense term for describing the ideal relationship that a
reader would expect to exist between an original and its translation’. Newman’s
equivalence is clearly prospective and ideal, although empirical approaches also
feature in the analysis. Pym also speaks about equivalence as a ‘fact of
reception’ (1992a: 64) and about the socially determined ‘expectation’ that TTs
should stand in some kind of equivalence relation to their STs (1995a: 166).

Toury’s empirical category of equivalence has much in common with Catford’s
textual equivalence. A textual equivalent is defined as ‘any TL form which is
observed to be the equivalent of a given SL form (text or portion of

text)” (Catford 1965:27). Equivalent forms can be matched by appealing to the
intuition
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of bilingual informants or by applying more formal procedures such as
commutation (ibid.: 27-8), a method of discovering textual equivalents which
consists of asking a competent bilingual informant to translate stretches of text
and then systematically introducing changes into the SL text to establish how
each change is reflected in the translation. Textual equivalence, according to
Catford, is an empirical, probabilistic phenomenon. The probability that a given
ST form will be translated as a given TT form can be calculated on the basis of
previous experience and recast as a probabilistic translation rule (ibid.: 31).
Snell-Homby (1988:20) finds the same weakness with this view of equivalence
as does Pym (1992a: 37): it is circular; translation equivalence is what is
observed to be equivalent; but Catford’s general approach has found
application in areas such as example and statistics-based machine translation
(see Hutchins 2005) and bilingual TERMINOLOGY extraction (Kraif 2003),
and textual equivalence is the basis of much contemporary work in contrastive
linguistics and natural language processing, where further distinctions are often
made between commonly observed mappings between parts of STs and TTs,
and less common, more idiosyncratic or unpredictable mappings (see, for
example, Kraif 2003; Salkie 2002).

Toury’s equivalence postulate

Equivalence as an empirical phenomenon in translation studies has seen perhaps
its most powerful manifestation to date in Toury’s (1980a, 1995) work.
Whereas other theorists might ask whether two texts are equivalent according
to some pre-defined, prescriptive criterion of equivalence, Toury treats the
existence of equivalence between TTs and STs as a given. This equivalence
postulate (1980a: 113) then allows him to state that ‘the question to be asked in
the actual study of translations (especially in the comparative analysis of ST and
TT) is not whether the two texts are equivalent (from a certain aspect), but
what type and degree of translation equivalence they reveal’ (1980:47).
Toury’s approach, and subsequently Koller’s (1995:196), makes appeal to a
historical, relative notion of equivalence: ‘Rather than being a single relationship,
denoting a recurring type of invariant, it comes to refer to any relation which is
found to have characterized translation under a specified set of

circumstances’ (Toury 1995:61). The NORMS that determine the particular
concept of equivalence prevalent at different stages in history, or amongst
different schools of translators, or even within the work of a single translator,
then constitute a valid object of enquiry for DESCRIPTIVE translation studies.

Toury’s equivalence postulate, as well as his broad definition of a translation as
whatever is regarded as a translation in the target culture (1980, 1995), allow
him to broaden the scope of translation studies to investigate previously
marginalized phenomena. Thus equivalence-based translation theories can
escape the censure of other schools of thought, where it is widely held that
equivalence implies a prescriptive, non-inclusive approach to translation. There
are, however, objections to what is viewed as too wide a notion of equivalence:
Snell-Hornby (1988:21) suggests that the notion of equivalence in the English-
speaking world has become so vague as to be useless, while Pym (1992a,
1995a), Neubert (1994) and Koller (1995) would like to see a more restrictive



view of equivalence reinstated, not least because a more constrained view of
equivalence allows translation to be distinguished from non-translation. Pym
(2004:56) quotes Stecconi (1994/1999:171) to support this point: ‘in most
western cultures today, equivalence is that unique intertextual relation that only
translations, among all conceivable text types, are expected to show’.

See also:

DECONSTRUCTION; FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES; LINGUISTIC
APPROACHES; QUALITY; SEMIOTICS; SHIFTS; STRATEGIES;
TRANSLATABILITY; UNIT OF TRANSLATION.

Further reading

Catford 1965; Toury 1980a; Snell-Hornby 1988; Koller 1989, 1995; Pym
1995a; Toury 1995; Baker 2004; Pym 2004.
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Ethics

Ethical practice has always been an important issue for translators and
interpreters, though historically the focus of concern has been the question of
fidelity to the spoken or written text. In a special issue of The Translator
published in 2001, Pym declared that translation studies had ‘returned to
questions of ethics’ (Pym 2001a: 129). He linked this resurgent interest to a
widening of the parameters of translation to include the translator’s agency and
to a move within the discipline away from the dominance of the descriptivist
paradigm towards globalizing trends that demand increased attention to
processes of cross-cultural communication (see GLOBALIZATION;
DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES). In the same volume,
Chesterman identified four overlapping theoretical models of, or orientations to,
ethical practice: representation, service, communication and NORMS. He also
highlighted the importance of such models to professional codes of ethics which
guided best practice across a range of contexts (Chesterman 2001). In 2004, a
volume dedicated to the theme of translation and ethics appeared as a special
issue of Traduction, Terminologie, Rédaction (Fiola 2004), in which many of
the discussions initiated in Pym’s volume were developed further. And 2005
saw the publication of Nation, Language and the Ethics of Translation
(Bermann and Wood 2005), a collection of essays, several of which had
translation ethics as their primary theoretical focus.

Pym’s declaration in 2001 coincided with the beginning of a post-9/11 era of
global politics, thus sparking an even greater awareness amongst translators,
interpreters and translation scholars of the significance of ethics. The new era
threw the issue of conflicting beliefs and values amongst the producers and
receivers of spoken and written texts, and their relationship to social, economic
and political power, into sharp relief. Drawing on insights from a range of
disciplinary bases, including philosophy, sociology, anthropology, literary
theory, narratology and legal studies, scholars of translation have increasingly
identified questions of ethical responsibility, social activism and personal integrity
as urgent issues that must be considered central to academic and non-academic
pursuits within the field. Despite a growing commitment amongst groups of
translation scholars and practitioners to address such questions, however, we
have not by any means reached a clear understanding of or agreement about
what an ‘ethical’ approach actually means in the context of translation theory or
practice, or the construction of the field itself.

One of the earliest attempts to elaborate an ethics of translation was Antoine
Berman’s L ‘éreuve de létranger: Culture et traduction dans |’Allemagne
romantique (1984), which appeared in English translation in 1992. Berman
developed a critique of the kind of literary translations that operated on the
source text through ethnocentric, annexationist or hypertextual methods,
deforming the text and sacrificing its poetics. He viewed such acts as inevitable
submissions on the part of the translator to unconscious forces that caused
translation to deviate from its essential aim — that of allowing readers to receive
the translated source text as foreign, the Other as Other. Berman offered a
psychoanalytic/textual method through which translators and translations could



be freed from the deforming tendencies that worked against a more open
confrontation between source and target language, a method that both
embraced the notion of an ‘original’ meaning and sought to restore the original
meaning of the source text to its translation (cf. DECONSTRUCTION)).

Venuti has worked with these ideas too, for example, in his distinction between
domesticating and foreignizing (later minoritizing) translations (see
STRATEGIES) and in his focus on the translator’s invisibility (Venuti 1986,
1995a, 1998b). Like Berman, and Schleiermacher before him, Venuti
advocates translation techniques which challenge strategies of fluency and
fidelity, arguing for approaches to translation that highlight the differences
between source and target language and culture. Unlike Berman, however, and
drawing on DECONSTRUCTION, Venuti supports an approach to translation
which allows the translator greater freedom to play with meanings in the original,
in the process challenging the very notion of an original text. His ethical
approach calls for specific political and stylistic practices in translation. In this
sense, he challenges the descriptivist tendency to refrain from an evaluation of
translations as good or bad, correct
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or incorrect (see QUALITY). Venuti has been careful, however, to underscore
the contingent nature of his approach to an ethics of translation, describing it as
an ‘ideal’ grounded in specific cultural, historical and intellectual environments
(Venuti 1998b: 6). Venuti’s passage from ethics to politics has not been without
its critics (cf. Pym 1996a; Tymoczko 2000a; Koskinen 2000a). Problems have
been identified with Venuti’s concepts gua concepts, with the elitist strand in his
thinking, and its exclusively literary and overly prescriptivist orientation. Later
work on ethics has sidestepped such criticisms in favour of engaging more fully
with the philosophical traditions underlying Berman’s and Venuti’s interests in
exploring how the Other can retain its otherness while caught up in the gaze of a
(more powerful) observing subject.

For several decades, postmodernism, the intellectual tradition most associated
with questions of alterity — and deconstruction, in particular — has been
influential in the development of POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES to
translation, with Spivak’s influential work on the politics of translation (1992b)
being one of the earliest attempts to combine a deconstructionist ethics with a
socially activist political agenda (Staten 2005; see also Arrojo 1998). Scholars
working on feminist translations of literary texts have also attempted to combine
post-structuralist theories of discourse with feminist politics (von Flotow 1991,
1997; Simon 1996; see GENDER AND SEXUALITY). More recent work in
the field has explored one of the sources of the deconstructionist ideas that have
informed translation studies, namely the philosophical work of Emmanuel
Levinas. Interest in Levinas’s writings on ethics and subjectivity (cf. Levinas
1989) has coincided with a heightened awareness within translation studies of
the responsibility of the translator as an active agent in geopolitical conflicts and
the ensuing uncertainties over how to act ethically or politically in encounters
with a text, an individual or a community, without relying on the traditional
foundations of identity, IDEOLOGY or rationalist/univeralist moral judgement.
Interpretations and applications of Levinas in the field, though varied (see Staten
2005; Eagleston 2005; Larkosh 2004; Laygues 2004; Basalamah 2005;
Inghilleri, 2008), share a common interest in understanding what occurs at the
moment of encounter with the Other, whether in the form of a literary text, its
author, a refugee, a fellow citizen or a declared enemy.

For Levinas, the question of how ‘I’ as subject respond to “You’ as
other/Other — an other I cannot fully comprehend and who calls my very being
into question — is central to any attempt to conceptualize ethical subjectivity (see
CULTURAL TRANSLATION). For Levinas, the origin of subjectivity is
founded on subjection to rather than reciprocity with the other/Other, a
subjection that precedes consciousness, identity and freedom. Our very
existence, our ‘right to be’ is called into question by the prior existence of the
other/Other, whose presence unremittingly reminds us of our ethical
responsibility. The other speaks to us, makes an ethical claim on us, interrupts
and disrupts our speaking for ourselves; the presence of the other’s ‘face’
before me inspires a wish to destroy it, to do violence to it in order to preserve
my own; at the same time it makes an ethical demand on me that I am not free
to refuse.




Levinas’s conceptualization of ethical responsibility has been interpreted in
different ways within the field. For some, it carries an implication that there are
ethical grounds to be suspicious of the idea of translation, given Levinas’s
identification of our inherent tendency to wish to take power over and reduce
the other to sameness, to comprehension on our own terms (Eagleston 2005).
Others have read in Levinas an ethical-political imperative for the field to accept
and direct its ethical responsibility through the development of a complex
transcultural consciousness and greater reflection on the cultural preconceptions
about translation found both in fictionalized accounts of translators and
interpreters and within the discipline itself (Larkosh 2004; Basalamah 2005;
FICTIONAL REPRESENTATIONS). Levinas has also been read as pointing
the way towards foregrounding the ethical relationship between translator and
author/text at a more interpersonal level, creating a space where reciprocity,
equality and, ultimately, humanity become possible (Laguyes 2004).

Importantly for Levinas, the ethical imperative cannot be accounted for by
social or historical forces, although it can lead to social or political action.
Levinas thus insists on the primacy of ethics over politics. The passage from
ethics to
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politics in the ethical encounter is identified by Levinas through the presence of
the ‘third’ party (/e tiers), that is, a political context within which ethical
obligations open onto wider questions of justice. A certain contradiction,
however, can be said to emerge from Levinas’s wish to situate the ethical
encounter as primary, based in the belief that such an encounter depends for its
immediacy on its detachment from social or historical forces. For Levinas, such
a detachment is crucial in eliminating the risk that the Other will be identified as
other than primordially Good. But once the Other is remembered as of the
world, one of many others, questions that are implicated in every relationship, to
do with identity, loyalty, power, difference and indifference, inevitably emerge
(Inghilleri, 2008; and see Gouanvic 2001).

However differently interpreted in the field, the idea of the ethical in Levinas’s
writings corresponds to views concerning the ethical and political responsibility
of the translator represented in a number of recent publications (Simon 2005;
Salama-Carr 2006; Baker 2006a; Sturge 2007; Timoczko 2007). These
individual and edited works share the insight that translators and interpreters are
unavoidably and actively involved and implicated in questions of responsibility to
others, whether in actual situations of judicial, political, military or ideological
conflict or in the representation of such situations in fictionalized accounts that
they undertake to translate. From this position, they experience firsthand the
tension between self-preservation and real or symbolic violence towards others
of the kind indicated in Levinas. Once the space between translator and text or
interpreter and another speaking subject is acknowledged as irrefutably ethical,
the task of the translator cannot be viewed as simply one of linguistic transfer,
where this is understood as segregated from an ethical injunction.

This creates a further set of questions, particularly with regard to codes of ethics
and codes of practice to which translators and interpreters are professionally
and institutionally tied. The relationship between ethics and professional services
or societies, what is sometimes referred to as the ‘deontology of ethics’ — i.e.
ethics perceived as a set of objective rules or duties that decide ethical
behaviour irrespective of their consequences — has been explored only to a
limited degree. It poses a major challenge for the field of translation when it
suggests the possibility of establishing a set of codes that could distinguish an
ethically ‘correct’ course of action in a given situation from an ethically ‘good’
or ‘bad’ one. A call has been made for a movement back to the deontological,
to the establishment of actual guidelines or codes from professional associations
that would support “altruistic alterity’ in the face of social, cultural and
institutional demands and constraints (Pym 2001a: 134). Timoczko, however,
has stressed the need to situate any codified translation ethics within a context of
self-reflexivity and a recognition of the circles of affiliation and responsibility to
which translators and interpreters are linked, as well as contemporary views of
ethical action (2007:316—17).

There is little evidence, however, that these ideas have been taken up in any
comprehensive and sustained way, and there is no current consensus on the
nature and status of professional codes of ethics. The view that codes of ethics
are needed in order to establish guidelines and enhance professionalism



continues to be widely adopted, with or without the additional caveat that they
must not and cannot always be adhered to. Generally speaking, codes of ethics
within the profession reveal a continued strong emphasis on notions of
impartiality, neutrality, accuracy and fidelity across a range of professional
contexts, including medical, judicial and literary translator and sign language and
conference interpreting associations. There is, however, a growing awareness
amongst some translation scholars and practitioners, including internationally-
based, socially-activist organizations such as ECOS and Babels, that translation
and interpreting are socially- and politically-directed professions, not simply
specialized, language-related activities (Baker 2006a, 2006b; Simon 2005).

The question of whether developments towards an ethical imperative indicate a
turn away from descriptivism towards a new approach to prescriptivism and
deontology remains unclear. It is perhaps more accurate to suggest that
approaches to ethics can be either, or both, depending on how one views the
very question of what an ‘ethics’ of translation entails, and one’s
theoretical/disciplinary
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location. Philosophical or sociological insights tend to do more to reveal the
(pre)ontological or epistemological bases of ethical subjectivity and political
judgement than suggest how subjects ought to act ethically or politically, though
such insights do not preclude a more socially activist stance. Likewise, although
the growing interest in ethics within the field may be motivated by an increasing
acknowledgement of the social and political role of translators and interpreters,
whether working in public contexts such as hospitals, courts, detention centres
and war zones, in technologically-based or corporate contexts, or translating
literary texts, views about what counts as ethical practice and social
responsibility still vary considerably.

Situated somewhere between descriptivism and prescriptivism is the recent
application of a narratological approach in translation studies by Baker (2006a),
which draws on the work of communication studies’ theorist Walter Fisher
(1987). Fisher argues that human beings decide whether something counts as an
ethical practice — that is, whether something has been done for a ‘good reason’
— based on the narratives they have come to embrace about the world(s) in
which they live, not on an abstracted rationality rooted in transcendent ideals.
Thus, ethical choices are grounded in forms of rationality that are inherently
subjective. Applying Fisher’s model, which provides a framework for both
analysing and assessing the underlying values expressed in all narratives, to a
close reading of the narrative of a group of volunteer translators operating as an
offshoot of a commercial translation agency, Baker illustrates how the
relationship between the agency’s humanitarian agenda and its acknowledged
commercial interests can be read alternatively as coherent or incoherent, based
on sound or contradictory values, depending on different assessments of the
rational basis of the agency’s presentation of itself.

A narratological approach can provide the means for a closer reading of the
narratives of professional translation and interpreting associations in order to
assist translators and interpreters to make better informed decisions about their
own reasons for and the possible social or political consequences of adhering to
or challenging these values. Baker also suggests that a critical understanding of
how narratives function can lead to greater resistance to the normalizing effects
of all narratives, not just those pertaining to professional codes of practice. This
is important given that the interpretation of and commentary on oral and written
narratives — including how they function and are assessed in particular contexts
as legitimate stories — is a vital task that is undertaken by translators and
interpreters in a variety of contexts, particularly in situations where asymmetries
of power exist between storyteller and recipient (see Baynham and De Fina
2005).

A commitment to ethical translational practices is likely to engender both
descriptive and prescriptive research, training and practice. It does seem
important, however, that a renewed focus on ethics is not seen as a panacea for
the inevitable and unresolvable tensions and dilemmas that arise in translation
and interpreting encounters, nor as a quest for the holy grail of universal cultural
or linguistic meanings and values. Directed and collective engagement with an
ethics of translation can, on the other hand, serve as a means of strengthening



the possibility of elaborating a role for translation as a positive force for social
and political change. It can also help to create more effective pedagogical tools
for training translators and interpreters to reflect upon their personal and/or
social commitments and challenge existing norms established in codes of ethics
that are untenable in actual contexts of practice (Arrojo 2005; Timoczko
2007:318-22; see also TRAINING AND EDUCATION). Perhaps most
importantly, increased focus on translation ethics within the field can help to
guide translators, interpreters and translation scholars towards their ‘right’ to act
responsibly, and to take their visibility and accountability seriously (Maier
2007). This does not mean that there is likely to be a consensus on what
responsible action entails. A shared aim, however, could be to shift the debate
from questions of impartiality and loyalty to questions of justice and the ‘need to
decide’, and to remain as fixed as possible on the instrumental and utopian
social and political goals that translation and interpreting can help to adjudicate.

See also:

ASYLUM; CULTURAL TRANSLATION; DESCRIPTIVE VS.
COMMITTED APPROACHES; GENDER AND SEXUALITY:;
GLOBALIZATION; HERME-NEUTICS; IDEOLOGY; MINORITY;
POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES.

Further reading

Berman 1984/1992; Levinas 1989; Venuti 1998b; Koskinen 2000a; Pym
2001a; Fiola 2004; Arrojo 2005; Bermann and Wood 2005; Baker 2006a;
Maier 2007; Tymoczko 2007; Inghilleri, 2008.

MOIRA INGHILLERI (AND CAROL MAIER)
Explicitation

Explicitation is the technique of making explicit in the target text information that
is implicit in the source text. Explicitation (and implicitation) STRATEGIES are
generally discussed together with addition (and omission) strategies (Vinay and
Darbelnet 1958/1965). Some scholars regard addition as the more generic and
explicitation as the more specific concept (Nida 1964), while others interpret
explicitation as the broader concept which incorporates the more specific notion
of addition (Séguinot 1988; Schjoldager 1995a). The two are handled as
synonyms by Englund Dimitrova (1993), who uses the terms ‘addition-
explicitation” and ‘omission-implicitation’. Explicitation has now developed into
a cover term which includes a number of obligatory and optional translational
operations (Klaudy 2001, 2003). Papai (2004) distinguishes between
explicitation as a strategy used in the process of translation and explicitation as a
feature of the product of translation, the latter being manifested in a higher
degree of explicitness in translated than in non-translated texts in the same
language.

Defining explicitation

The concept of explicitation was first introduced by Vinay and Darbelnet, who
defined it as ‘a stylistic translation technique which consists of making explicit in



the target language what remains implicit in the source language because it is
apparent from either the context or the situation’ (1958/1995:342).
Implicitation, on the other hand, is defined as ‘a stylistic translation technique
which consists of making what is explicit in the source language implicit in the
target language, relying on the context or the situation for conveying the
meaning’ (ibid.: 344). The results of explicitation and implicitation are often
discussed in terms of gains and losses: for example, because the Hungarian
pronoun system is not marked for gender, part of the meaning of the English
personal pronoun s#e is lost in translations into Hungarian.

The concepts of explicitation and implicitation were further elaborated by Nida
(1964), though he does not actually use the terms ‘explicitation’ and
‘implicitation’. Nida deals with the main techniques of adjustment used in the
process of translating, namely additions, subtractions and alterations. Additions
are divided into the following types (1964:227):

(a) filling out elliptical expressions

(b) obligatory specification

(c) additions required because of grammatical restructuring

(d) amplification from implicit to explicit status

(e) answers to rhetorical questions

(f) classifiers

(g) connectives

(h) categories of the receptor language which do not exist in the source language
(1) doublets

Amplification from implicit to explicit status (category (d) above) takes place
when ‘important semantic elements carried implicitly in the source language may
require explicit identification in the receptor language’ (ibid.: 228). Nida lists
several examples from the BIBLE to illustrate the range and variety of this type
of addition. For example, “‘queen of the South” (Luke 11:31) can be very
misleading when neither “queen” nor “South” is familiar in the receptor

language. .. Accordingly in Tarascan one must say “woman who was ruling in
the south country’”’ (ibid.: 229).

Throughout the 1970s and the 1980s most publications on the subject of partial
translation theories, especially in the field of language-restricted, area-restricted
and culture-restricted theories (Holmes 1972), followed Nida’s example:
explicitation and implicitation were seen as only two among a variety of methods
for addition
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and omission in translation. For example, Barkhudarov (1975:223) identifies
four types of transformations in translation: perestanovka (‘transposition’),
zamena (‘substitution’), dobavleniye (‘addition’) and opushcheniye
(‘omission’). He argues that the most important reason for additions in
translation from English into Russian is ellipsis in nominal structures in English,
that is, the omission of certain semantic components in English surface structure
which were present in the deep structure. Since ellipsis is not characteristic of
Russian, the omitted semantic components are reconstructed in the Russian
surface structure: pay claim thus becomes trebovaniye povisit zarplatu
(demand to raise the pay) and gun licence becomes udostovereniye na pravo
nosheniya oruzhiya (licence for right to carry weapon).

A very detailed typology of lexical and grammatical transformations, including
grammatical additions in Bulgarian—Russian and Russian—Bulgarian translation,
can be found in the work of the Bulgarian scholar Vaseva (1980). In Vaseva’s
view, additions are generated when ‘linguistic asymmetry’ necessitates explicit
expressions in the target language to encode meaning components that are
contained implicitly in the source language. She explains grammatical additions
with reference to so-called ‘missing categories’ and categories with different
functions: Bulgarian has articles, while Russian has none; the possessive pronoun
and the copula can be omitted in Russian, but not in Bulgarian; the direct object
can in certain rare cases be omitted in Russian, but never in Bulgarian. Besides
grammatical additions, Vaseva refers briefly to so-called pragmatic additions,
which are introduced when concepts generally known by the source language
audience may be unfamiliar to the target language audience and therefore
require explanation in the translation.

The explicitation hypothesis

The so-called explicitation hypothesis was formulated by Blum-Kulka
(1986) in what is considered by many to be the first systematic study of
explicitation. Drawing on concepts and descriptive terms developed within
discourse analysis, she explores discourse-level explicitation, that is,
explicitation connected with SHIFTS of cohesion and coherence (overt and
covert textual markers) in translation. Shifts of cohesive markers can be
attributed partly to the different grammatical systems of languages. For instance,
in English—French translation gender specification may make the French text
more explicit than the English. Other shifts in the use of cohesive markers are
attributable to different stylistic preferences for certain types of cohesive
markers in different languages. For example, in English—Hebrew translation
preference for lexical repetition rather than pronominalization may make the
Hebrew text more explicit (1986:19). However, according to the explicitation
hypothesis, it is the translation process itself, rather than any specific differences
between particular languages, which bears the major part of the responsibility
for explicitation (ibid.):

The process of interpretation performed by the translator on the source text
might lead to a TL text, which is more redundant than SL text. This redundancy
can be expressed by a rise in the level of cohesive explicitness in the TL text.



This argument may be stated as ‘the explicitation hypothesis’, which postulates
an observed cohesive explicitness from SL to TL texts regardless of the
increase traceable to differences between the two linguistic and textual systems
involved. It follows that explicitation is viewed here as inherent in the process of
translation.

According to Séguinot (1988:108), however, the definition is too narrow:
‘explicitness does not necessarily mean redundancy’. Séguinot also points out
that ‘the greater number of words in French translation, for example, can be
explained by well-documented differences in the stylistics of English and
French’ (ibid.). In her view, the term ‘explicitation’ should be reserved for
additions which cannot be explained by structural, stylistic or rhetorical
differences between the two languages, and addition is not the only device of
explicitation. Explicitation takes place not only when ‘something is expressed in
the translation, which was not in the original’ (ibid.), but also in cases where
‘something which was implied or understood through presupposition in the
source text is overtly expressed in the translation, or an element in the source
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text is given a greater importance in the translation through focus, emphasis, or
lexical choice’ (ibid.).

Séguinot examines translations from English into French and from French into
English, and in both cases she finds greater explicitness in translation, resulting
from improved topic-comment links, the addition of linking words and the
raising of subordinate information into coordinate or principal structures (ibid.:
109). Her study suggests that the increase in explicitness in both cases can be
explained not by structural or stylistic differences between the two languages but
by the editing strategies of the revisers.

However, support for a version of the explicitation hypothesis may be found in
Vehmas-Lehto’s study (1989), which compares the frequency of connective
elements in Finnish journalistic texts translated from Russian with their frequency
in texts of the same genre, originally written in Finnish. She finds that the Finnish
translations are more explicit than the texts originally written in Finnish. It is
possible, therefore, that explicitation strategies inherent in the translation process
lead to translated texts in a given genre being more explicit than texts of that
genre originally composed in the same language.

Another application of the concept is to be found in Hewson and Martin’s study
of DRAMA translation, which suggests that implicitating/ explicitating techniques
shift “certain elements from the linguistic to the situational level and vice

versa’ (1991:104). In drama translation, in other words, ‘meaningful elements
are transferred from situation into the staging text (stage directions) or integrated
into character’s words’ (ibid.).

Types of explicitation
Obligatory explicitation

Obligatory explicitation is dictated by differences in the syntactic and semantic
structure of languages (Barkhudarov 1975; Vaseva 1980; Klaudy 1993, 2003;
Englund Dimitrova 1993). Syntactic and semantic explicitation is obligatory
because without it target-language sentences would be ungrammatical.

The most obvious cases of obligatory explicitation are triggered by the so-called
‘missing categories’. For example, there is no definite article in Russian.
Translation from Russian into English, which uses the definite article prolifically,
will thus involve numerous additions, as will translation from the preposition-free
Hungarian into languages such as Russian and English, which use prepositions.

While syntactic explicitation generally entails an increase in the number of words
(tokens) in the target text, semantic explicitation consists of choosing more
specific words in the target text. Because of the different linguistic structuring of
reality in different languages, certain concepts such as body parts, colours and
kinship terms may have more detailed vocabularies in some languages than in
others. For example, the English terms ‘brother’ and ‘sister’ cannot be
translated into Hungarian without explicitation, because Hungarian has different



terms for ‘younger brother’ (dcs) and ‘younger sister’ (hug), and for ‘older
brother’ (bdty) and ‘older sister’ (novér).

Optional explicitation

Optional explicitation is dictated by differences in text-building strategies (cf.
Blum-Kulka’s cohesive patterns) and stylistic preferences between languages.
Such explicitations are optional in the sense that grammatically correct sentences
can be constructed without their application in the target language, although the
text as a whole will be clumsy and unnatural. Examples of optional explicitation
include sentence or clause initial addition of connective elements to strengthen
cohesive links, the use of relative clauses instead of long, left branching nominal
constructions, and the addition of emphasizers to clarify sentence-perspective,
among others (Doherty 1987; Vehmas-Lehto 1989).

Pragmatic explicitation

Pragmatic explicitation of implicit cultural information is dictated by differences
between cultures: members of the target-language cultural community may not
share aspects of what is considered general knowledge within the source
language culture and, in such cases, translators often need to include
explanations in
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translations. For example, names of villages and rivers, or of items of food and
drink, which are well known to the source language community may mean
nothing to the target-language audience. In such cases, a translator might, for
instance, write ‘the river Maros’ for Maros, or ‘Lake Fertd’for Ferto.

Translation-inherent explicitation

Translation-inherent explicitation can be attributed to the nature of the
translation process itself. Séguinot draws a distinction between ‘choices that can
be accounted for in the language system, and choices that come about because
of the nature of the translation process’ (1988:18). The latter type of
explicitation is explained by one of the most pervasive, language-independent
features of all translational activity, namely the necessity to formulate ideas in the
target language that were originally conceived in the source language (Klaudy
1993).

Corpora in explicitation research

As one of the potential UNIVERSALS of translation, research on explicitation
gained a new impetus in the 1990s, thanks to the introduction of electronic
CORPORA as research tools in translation studies. Corpus-based studies
revealed new evidence of explicitation as a strategy of translation and of
explicitness as a characteristic feature of translated texts. Olohan and Baker
(2000), for instance, found that the optional connective was more common in a
corpus of translated English texts (the Translational English Corpus) than in a
corpus of non-translated texts in the same language (a subset of the British
National Corpus). Papai (2004), using the ARRABONA corpus which consists
of English and Hungarian parallel texts and Hungarian—Hungarian comparable
texts, identified sixteen types of explicitation strategies (frequent use of
punctuation marks, filling in of elliptical structures, addition of conjunctions,
lexical explanation and addition of discourse-organizing items, among others) in
English—Hungarian translation. The study also revealed a higher level of
explicitness in translated Hungarian texts than in non-translated Hungarian texts.

Explicitation vs. implicitation: the asymmetry hypothesis

Klaudy (2001) examined the relationship between explicitation and implicitation
in operations carried out by translators translating literary works from Hungarian
into English, German, French and Russian and vice versa. Obligatory
explicitation shifts are generally symmetrical, that is, explicitation in one direction
is matched by implicitation in the other. Optional explicitation in one direction
may also be in a symmetrical relationship with implicitation in the opposite
direction; however, due to its optional nature, this type of explicitation is not
always counterbalanced by optional implicitation in the opposite direction.
Klaudy (1996a) demonstrated that translators carrying out English—Hungarian
back translation do not omit elements added in Hungarian—English translation.
Quantitative analysis of semantic variability of reporting verbs in English—
Hungarian and Hungarian—English translations indicated that, while translators
tend to choose more specific reporting verbs in translation from English into



Hungarian (for example, ‘say’ would be replaced by the equivalent of ‘mutter’,
‘burst on’, ‘accuse’, etc.), they do not choose more general verbs in the
Hungarian into English direction (Klaudy and Karoly 2005). These findings
seem to verify the asymmetry hypothesis postulated by Klaudy (2001),
according to which explicitation in the L10 L2 direction is not always
counterbalanced by implicitation in the L2 L1 direction because translators —
where they have a choice — prefer to use operations involving explicitation, and
often refrain from introducing optional implicitation. Should this hypothesis be
verified, it would underpin the assumption that explicitation is a universal
strategy of translation, independent of language-pair and direction of translation.

New developments in explicitation research
Research on explicitation as a strategy and explicitness as a supposed universal

of translated texts has become a testing ground for new experimental methods in
translation studies, such as
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THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOLS and keystroke logging (Englund Dimitrova
2005), and has benefited from new theoretical approaches (House 2004a; Pym
2005a; Heltai 2005). Englund Dimitrova (2005) investigated the translation
process using the language pair Russian—Swedish, focusing on the explicitation
of implicit logical links. The data analysed show that certain types of
explicitation appear to function as translation NORMS and are adopted by
professional translators as part of a highly automatized decision-making
process, while others occur as the result of intralingual paraphrasing in the target
language, as part of the translator’s revision of the target text.

Pym (2005a) attempts to model explicitation within a risk management
framework, arguing that ‘since translation involves communication into a context
with a fewer shared references, it involves greater risks than non-translation,
which does not consistently have this feature. And where there are greater risks,
there are greater opportunities for risk minimization’ (ibid.: 41). Heltai (2005)
raises the question of the relationship between explicitness and processability: if
translations are more explicit than non-translations why is it often more difficult
to read translations? Explicitation may increase redundancy, but increased
redundancy does not always help processing. Heltai offers a detailed
description of the effect of redundancy and ellipsis on the readability of
translated texts.

It is especially revealing to investigate the occurrence of explicitation in modes
of language mediation where time and space constraints might preclude it. In this
respect, studies conducted so far suggest that explicitation is indeed a feature of
interpreting (Shlesinger 1995; Ishikawa 1999; Gumul 2006) and subtitling
(Perego 2003).

See also:

CORPORA; EQUIVALENCE; LINGUISTIC APPROACHES; NORMS;
SHIFTS; UNIVERSALS.
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KINGA KLAUDY
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Fictional representations

With translation (including interpreting) being ubiquitous in the real world, it is
not surprising that it has emerged as a theme or plot device in fiction. Even in its
most imaginative and fantastic shapes, fiction always has a mimetic dimension in
the broad sense of referring back somehow to our understanding of reality and
commenting on it.

There are several other basic conventions of the narrative genre that would
seem to invite the ‘emplotment” of MULTILINGUALISM and translation.
Most narratological models recognize the importance of conflict as the driving
force of plots. Conflicting wants and needs may develop within the same
linguistic community, but in stories describing cosmopolitan fictional realities
(e.g. borderlands, modern cities, international diplomacy, espionage) or stories
involving shifts along the spatial axis (e.g. travel, exploration, conquest,
migration) they may well find expression on the linguistic plane. In that case,
translation may play a part in the conflict’s resolution, or the absence or
mismanagement of interlinguistic mediation may become an obstacle to its
solution. Independently of all the symbolic and sociocultural values that
translation may acquire, the figure of the translator can in this way be central to
the “‘mechanics’ of the plot as protagonist, antagonist or helper, possibly in
various roles (the translator-as-helper may become the protagonist, or turn
enemy, etc.).

Since, in a more rhetorical perspective, the art of narrative largely depends on
the manipulation of the reader’s knowledge and curiosity, translation can be
employed for the sake of mystery and suspense-management too. From
Sherlock Holmes’s adventure with ‘The Greek Interpreter’ (1893) to Dan
Brown’s The Da Vinci Code (2003), one finds countless examples of fiction
where translation serves to encode and then, at the appropriate moment, to
unlock a crucial piece of information, such as a prophecy or a secret message.
Rhetorical effects of a very different nature may be found in COMIC texts
where interlingual misunderstandings and mistranslations are mobilized for
humorous purposes.

Despite all these and other possibilities, in many cases fictional texts will fail to
reflect the multilingualism which is known or can be assumed to exist in the
fictional world. The possibilities that exist in this respect have been summarized
by Sternberg (1981) as follows:

¢ vehicular matching means the allotment of different languages or language
varieties to characters and groups of characters in accordance with our
knowledge of the historical reality represented;

¢ the homogenizing convention is operative when a monolingual text
describes what we know or believe to be a multilingual reality; the credibility



gap that such a non-mimetic policy may entail is mostly taken care of by the
viewer’s or reader’s ‘willing suspension of disbelief’;

¢+ referential restriction applies to texts which are monolingual because the
social milieu of the fictional world is monolingual;

¢ in the much rarer case of vehicular promiscuity, multilingual textual means
are used to express monolingual realities, as in Joyce’s Finnegans Wake
(1939).

It is mainly in fictional texts that show vehicular matching where one expects
translation to become an issue.

A more fine-grained analysis could describe the exact degrees and types of
code-mixing
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and code-switching as well as the quotation techniques that may be employed in
textual representations of MULTILINGUALISM and translation. Moreover,
the data always need to be interpreted in terms of why the fictional text renders
(or significantly fails to render) assumed multilingualism or translation in a certain
way. The linguistic skills of authors and of their entourage and intended audience
are to be regarded as enabling conditions rather than as ultimate explanations. In
many cases, the orchestration of different languages and language varieties in a
text implies some kind of comment on linguistic hierarchies in the real world (see
MINORITY). Thus, the way in which Shakespeare in a play such as Henry V'
exploits the differences and stages problematic passages between English,
French, broken English, broken French, English spoken with Irish, Scottish and
Welsh accents, with a sprinkling of other languages added for good measure, is
partly a mimetic reflection of historical realities but partly also an ideological
projection which reconfigures these realities to show a confident Britain on the
way to unity under firm English guidance and with superiority over its overseas
rivals.

In discussing matters of translation and fictional representations alike, we are
well advised to use an open and flexible concept of ‘language” which
accommodates not only the ‘official’ taxonomy of languages but also the whole
range of subtypes and varieties existing within the various officially recognized
languages (e.g. dialect, sociolect, slang) and indeed sometimes challenging our
neat linguistic typologies (e.g. Spanglish, artificial languages). Institutionalized
power relationships which have taken the form of habit and convenience
continue to prop up the conventional distinction between ‘languages’ and
‘language varieties’ or ‘dialects’, but the dividing line is historical and
problematic. What matters in each instance is the hierarchical patterns according
to which the textual space is divided between the different idioms (e.g. narrative
vs. character voices, main text vs. paratexts, translation or not) and the question
of their function and effect.

Gods, aliens, colonizers, subjects

In fiction as in real life, the translator’s power can be assessed in terms of two
variables: the intrinsic importance of the message, and the distance between the
two cultures which enter into communication via the translator.

Divine messages (e.g. sacred books) provide an extreme example of the
translator’s power. What messages could have a more profound significance
than those coming from an omnipotent God, and what could be more radically
different than the spheres of divine perfection and those of human error?
Different religions and faiths seem to have incorporated an awareness of this
into their belief systems by developing mythical accounts of how God’s divine
message was translated and/or multiplied in languages that humans can
understand, with divine inspiration guiding the human and thus fallible translators
so as to guarantee the EQUIVALENCE, sacrality and orthodoxy of their work
(see BIBLE, JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN). Such accounts of the origin of
sacred texts and their translations constitute a fascinating body of myths
involving translation, but not without reminding us of the blurred line between




“fact’ and ‘fiction’. Whereas sceptics and agnostics will see stories about
divinely inspired translation as fictional projections, more orthodox believers will
believe them to be literally true. Such issues of fictionality and truth also arise,
albeit with a totally different range of implications, in stories in which the account
of translation has an (auto) biographical or historical dimension (e.g. Antjie
Krog’s Country of My Skull, 1998).

One level below the sacred/human interface we find another body of narratives
in which translators may have crucial responsibilities, namely in the realm of
science fiction, where storylines often include communicative problems on an
interplanetary or even intergalactic scale. Here too, the intrinsic importance of
the messages is huge inasmuch as the very survival of a race, planet or galaxy
may be at stake, with mind-boggling linguistic and cultural distances to be
bridged by the translator. But translation appears to be less of a central theme in
science fiction than one would perhaps have expected; the translation problem
is usually ‘either passed over in silence or dispensed with
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in one of three ways that reflect received ideas: telepathy, lingua franca and
machine translation” (Mossop 1996:2). Technology or pseudoscience can
thereby take the place of divine inspiration as the fictional sleight of hand helping
translators to bridge the unbridgeable. The so-called Babelfish in Douglas
Adams’s The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy from 1979 (an earplug with
inbuilt translation facility that renders any message heard into the hearer’s
language) is essentially the acoustic equivalent of the transparent stones through
which Joseph Smith, founder of the Mormon Church in 1830, had to read the
Book of Mormon in order to have the divine message visually revealed to him
in his native English.

Coming down one more step to reach a level where stories about translation
start referring to chronicled human history in a more tangible manner, we find
ourselves dealing with stories which describe — and fictionalize — the encounters
and struggles between continents and peoples. Many of these writings can be
subsumed under the labels of colonial and postcolonial writing (see
POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES). They are typically stories in which
explorers and settlers in the crucial first stages of the colonization process, or
administrators in the later stages of imperial government, depend on the services
of local translators. In these stories translators may have crucial control over
flows of information which determine the fate of entire communities, possibly
continents, and they have to negotiate ocean-wide linguistic and cultural gaps,
aggravated by the opposed interests of indigenous populations and colonizers.
Not surprisingly, the problems of interlinguistic and intercultural mediation in
colonial settings have given rise to a large number of narratives, some of which
have gone on to lead a life of their own as powerful myths in the grey zone
between fact and fiction. Examples include La Malinche and other interpreters
of the conquistadores (see LATIN AMERICAN TRADITION) and the local
interpreters in Africa’s French-speaking colonies (e.g. Ahmadou Kourouma’s
Monne, outrages et ddis , 1990 and Amadou Hampaté Ba’s L ‘étrange destin
de Wangrin, 1973; see also AFRICAN TRADITION).

The translator’s ability to ‘make a difference’ can have potentially heroic or
tragic dimensions, as in the three kinds of stories just surveyed. But in many
narratives, the translator’s agency and impact on history will have more modest
dimensions that might correspond to the endeavours of ‘ordinary’ people simply
going about their everyday business, trying to preserve their moral integrity as
well as character and circumstances permit. This fourth category typically
includes stories involving the multilingual encounters and experiences of
individual travellers, immigrants, nomads, expatriates, refugees and the like
(involving changes of geographical space) and stories set in multicultural
cosmopolitan settings (where interlingual and intercultural contacts occur
regardless of changes of place). Their success and topicality today follow from
the processes of internationalization in our recent history and from the resistance
and anxieties these seem to be engendering. Like ‘travel’, ‘translation’ has
become a kind of master metaphor epitomizing our present condition humaine
in a globalized and centreless context, evoking the human search for a sense of
self and belonging in a puzzling world full of change and difference.



These stories are likely to describe multilingualism and translation in terms of
subjective experience and personal identity rather than in the larger perspective
of human history. History is of course present in them, conditioning experience
and agency, but the translator is not necessarily portrayed as being in a position
to substantially change the course of events. The translator’s experience often
shows the following affective components: trust (the interlocutors who do not
know the ‘other’ language lay their fate in the hands of the translator) and
loyalty (how to balance the conflicting loyalties that the translator may have or
develop towards the sender of the original and/or the ultimate receivers?);
invisibility and personal ambition (given the frequent lack of social
recognition of the translator’s work, how to resist frustration and the temptation
to ‘usurp’ the original author’s role?); untranslatability (given all these
pressures, how can translation ever be unproblematic or straightforward?);
trauma (how to live with the weight of terrible experiences that the translator
may have to absorb and express in his or her own words?); and last but not
least, identity (how can translators prevent the permanent oscillations of
empathy and sympathy, the never-ending switching and adjusting to other
parties, from fragmenting,
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eroding or dislocating their sense of self, leaving them in a space ‘in-between’?).

The more such issues are brought into play, the more the focus shifts from the
‘objective’ reality of the translator’s impact to the subjective, emotional and
experiential dimension of how the process affects individuals and communities.
Something along these lines happens in a wide range of plays (e.g. Brian Friel’s
Translations, 1981), aphoristic notes (Carlos Batista’s Bréviaire d 'un
traducteur, 2003), diaries (Michel Orcel’s Les larmes du traducteur, 2001),
films (Lost in Translation, dir. Sofia Coppola, 2003), and especially short
stories and novels: Isaac Babel’s ‘Guy de Maupassant’ (1932), Desz6
Kosztolanyi’s ‘Le traducteur cleptomane’ (1933/1985), Ingeborg Bachmann’s
Simultan (1972), Francesca Duranti’s La casa sul lago della luna (1984),
Olafur Johann Olafsson’s Absolution (1991), Just Ward’s The Translator
(1991), Javier Mar’as’s Corazon tan blanco (1992), Michael Ondaatje’s The
English Patient (1992), David Malouf’s Remembering Babylon (1993),
Barbara Wilson’s Trouble in Transylvania (1993), Suzanne Glass’s The
Interpreter (1999), Mikael Niemi’s Populdrmusik fran Vittula (2000), José
Carlos Somoza’s La caverna de las ideas (2000; translated by Sonia Soto as
The Athenian Murders,2001), John Crowley’s The Translator (2002),
Jonathan Safran Foer’s Everything is Illuminated (2002), and Claude
Bleton’s Les negres du traducteur (2004), among others. Some of these
narratives reflect the growing fascination of novelists with the very process of
textual representation which has produced the highly self-referential works
known as metafiction. Not surprisingly, in metafictional writing by the likes of
Borges, Cortazar, Garc’a Marquez, Vargas Llosa, Nabokov and Calvino,
translation is the object of much speculation. In a number of cases, the recourse
to PSEUDOTRANSLATION is part of a wider metafictional strategy.

One is struck by the growing number of fictional texts that stage polyglot
characters and translation scenes. Moreover, at the meta-level of translation
criticism and translation studies, these fictional representations are attracting
increasing levels of attention, indeed to the point that ‘the fictional turn’ in
translation studies has recently begun to serve as a catchphrase. In several
cases, this trend signals a postmodern and counter-cultural critique of rational
science: narrated singular experience is trusted more than the lifeless generalities
of empirical research.

See also:

MOBILITY; MULTILINGUALISM.
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Foreign language teaching

Despite the widespread popular assumption that translation should play a major
and necessary part in the study of a foreign language, recent theories of
language teaching and learning have at best ignored the role of translation and at
worst vilified it. From the end of the nineteenth century onwards almost all
influential theoretical works on language teaching have assumed without
argument that a new language (L2) should be taught without reference to the
student’s first language (L1).

The grammar-translation method

The reasons for the rejection of translation are complex; but both the popular
perception and the academic reaction against it derive from the widespread
influence of the grammar-translation method, which has become the
stereotype of the use of translation in language teaching.

In a grammar-translation syllabus, the structures of the L2 are graded and
presented in units (often equivalent to a lesson or the chapter of a textbook). In
each unit a list of new vocabulary items is presented together with translation
equivalents, grammar rules are explained in the L1 and there are sentences for
translation,
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both into and out of the L2, employing only the vocabulary and grammar
encountered in the current and earlier units.

Introduced in the Gymnasia of Prussia in the mid-nineteenth century, the
grammar-translation method spread rapidly and it is still used widely today
(Howatt and Widdowson 2004:151-8). Under its influence written translation
exercises became the central feature of language teaching syllabuses in
textbooks for self-study, in schools and in universities. These exercises are
regarded as a means of instruction, practice and assessment; L2 competence is
measured by the accuracy of the lexical and grammatical equivalence attained in
translation.

Direct method and the rejection of translation

Grammar-translation soon came under attack. At the turn of the twentieth
century, the self-styled ‘Reform Movement’ criticized it for ignoring the spoken
language, for encouraging false notions of EQUIVALENCE and for presenting
isolated sentences rather than connected texts (Howatt 2004:187—98). The
influential phonetician and language-teaching theorist Henry Sweet ([1899]
1964:101) ridiculed the kind of sentence found in a typical translation exercise
as ‘a bag into which is crammed as much grammatical and lexical information as
possible’ and produced parodies in illustration such as ‘The merchant is
swimming with the gardener’s son, but the Dutchman has the fine gun’ (Sweet
[1899] 1964:74). Such sentences, as many have observed, are highly artificial,
divorced from purpose, context and actual use (Firth 1957:24) although these
factors do not in themselves invalidate such sentences as a pedagogic device
(Cook 2001). Other attacks on grammar-translation have cited the
demotivating difficulty of translating from L1 to L2, the reinforcement of reliance
on processing via the L1, strengthening of L1 interference and a detrimental
effect on the acquisition of native-like processing skill and speed (for a summary
of such arguments see Stern 1992:282-7)

Such criticisms have been devastatingly effective in influencing academic opinion
against the use of translation in language teaching. Opposition to the use of
translation has led to its replacement by the directmethod: the teaching of an
L2 using that language (and only that language) as a means of instruction.
Attitudes to translation have varied from a total ban (as in the Berlitz schools),
to an indulgent if reluctant admission of it as a necessary last resort, ‘a refuge for
the incompetent’ (see Koch 1947). Almost all twentieth-century methodologies
are species of the direct method (for descriptions and discussion see, inter alia,
Johnson 2001: chapter 10; Richards and Rodgers 2001; Stern 1992).

Meanwhile, grammar-translation has continued to be used, especially in
secondary schools in many parts of the world. It is one of the few methods
which can be adopted in very large classes and, being structured and
predictable, can give students a sense of confidence and attainment. It is also
suited to teachers whose own command of the L2 may be limited. The typical
teacher of grammar-translation is one whose L1 is the same as his or her
students, and who has learned the L2 as a foreign language; such teachers have



the advantages of understanding the language- specific problems of their
students.

Political and demographic influences

In any discussion of language teaching theory and practice, it is important to
remember the consequences of the position of English as the world’s most
widely learned foreign language (Crystal 1997a: 360—61). In recent years, the
most influential ideas about language teaching have often been developed with
explicit reference to English Language Teaching (ELT), accompanied by an
implicit assumption that they apply to foreign language teaching in general. This
view is strengthened by the focus of attention, deriving from Chomskyan
linguistics, on universal rather than language-specific aspects of language and
language acquisition. Arguments concerning the pedagogic use of translation are
no exception to the influence of these general trends. The relevance of ideas
from ELT to the teaching of other languages, however, should not be taken for
granted. The case for and against translation may vary with the social and
linguistic relationship between a student’s L1 and L2. The
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growing ascendancy of English as the world’s main international language
(Crystal 1997b; Coulmas 1992:187-9; Phillipson 1992:17-37) makes the
issues surrounding its teaching in many ways atypical.

In the twentieth century, the theoretical rejection of translation fitted well with
demographic and economic changes which created new motivations for learning
English, and with changes in the composition of student groups. From the
nineteenth century onwards, immigration into the USA led to a demand for
utilitarian courses focusing upon the rapid development of a functional command
of the language. Increased world trade and tourism, and the growing dominance
of English as a world language, have perpetuated this pedagogic situation.
Language schools in English-speaking countries cater for classes of visitors and
immigrants from mixed linguistic background, making translation impossible. The
typical teacher in such schools is a native English speaker whose expertise is in
direct-method teaching skills and rarely includes command of the students’ L1.
English-speaking countries, moreover, especially Great Britain, have promoted
the employment of such teachers abroad, even in situations where students
share an L1 and translation can consequently be used. A highly questionable
assumption has developed that the native-speaker teacher is necessarily the best
(Phillipson 1992:193-9; Seidlhofer 1999). International publishers have had an
interest in the demise of translation too, as monoglot materials can be distributed
without regard to the students’ first language.

Influence of second language acquisition theory (SLA)

Further opposition to translation in language teaching has been fuelled by
successive theories of second language acquisition (SLA), which in turn derive
from theories of children’s first language acquisition (FLA), where, by definition,
translation has no role to play. Among major theories of FLA have been:
behaviourism, which sees language acquisition as a process of habit formation;
Chomskyan nativism, which views a disposition to acquire language as a genetic
endowment; and functionalism, which sees language acquisition as the result of a
need to convey social meaning. All have in turn had a vicarious influence on
teaching practices, almost none making use of translation. A widespread belief
in the 1970s and 1980s, deriving from a combination of nativism and
functionalism, was that student attention should be exclusively focused on
meaning and communication rather than on form, as this would stimulate the
subconscious acquisition of the language system (Krashen 1982; Prabhu 1987).
Translation, which implies a conscious knowledge of two language systems, and
the deliberate deployment of both, is not among the activities compatible with
this belief. A later return to some limited direction of student attention to
linguistic form in language teaching in the 1990s (Doughty and Williams 1998)
still did not reinstate translation as a means of achieving this end.

The assumptions underlying current SLA theory and attempts to apply them to
language teaching are all highly questionable, especially in their denial of the
inevitable wish of teachers and learners to attempt a conscious and systematic
relation of L1 to L2 via translation. It is clear that, before translation can be
reinstated as an aid to language acquisition, there needs to be explicit



recognition that adult SLA need not necessarily attempt to repeat the stages of a
child FLA, but can be essentially different in kind.

The revival of translation

Most criticisms of translation apply only to the limited and idiosyncratic uses of
translation in the grammar-translation method and overlook the fact that
translation can be used in many other ways (Duff 1989:5—18; Deller and
Rinvolucri 2002). Grammar-translation holds no monopoly, and translation may
be used both more imaginatively and as a complement to the direct method of
teaching rather than an exclusive alternative to it. Activities may involve oral as
well as written practice and focus on connected text rather than isolated
sentences. Successful translation, moreover, may be judged by other criteria
than formal lexical and grammatical equivalence. Students may be assessed for
speed as well as accuracy. They may be encouraged to translate for gist, to
seek pragmatic or stylistic equivalence, to
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consider the features of genre (Swales 1990), or to produce different
translations according to the needs of the audience. Yet, so strong has been the
influence of the grammar-translation method that many critics have been unable
to envisage any other approach to translation in language learning and believe
that, in criticizing this one methodology, they are dealing with the use of
pedagogic translation in general.

Recent years have seen the beginnings of a reappraisal of the role of translation
in language learning and a number of writers have expressed doubts about its
banishment from the classroom (Howatt and Widdowson 2004; Duff 1989;
Stern 1992; Cook 2000:187—-8; Butzkamm 2001; Cook 2001, 2007,
forthcoming). The extremism of its earlier rejection is being recognized and the
use of translation is being readmitted, not only as a matter of expediency
(translation is often the quickest and most efficient way to explain the meaning of
a new word), but also as a theoretically justified activity aiding acquisition. A
number of factors have contributed to this reappraisal. It is acknowledged that
the good practice of translation is an end in itself for many students rather than
simply a means to greater proficiency in the target language. There is a strong
movement in favour of promoting bi-and multilingual practice in schools for
political reasons (Skutnabb-Kangas 2000). It is no longer assumed, as it was in
direct method teaching, that the use of English will take place in an exclusively
monolingual setting. There has been criticism of the chauvinism and illogicality of
the view that native speaker teachers are always the best (Medgyes 1994;
Braine 1999). It is recognized that translation involves far more than formal
EQUIVALENCE.

There is a growing awareness of the formal inaccuracy which can result from an
exclusive focus on communication and a realization that translation can, as it was
traditionally believed to do, develop accuracy. One of the virtues of translation
as an exercise is that the learner, being constrained by the original text, is denied
resort to avoidance strategies and obliged to confront areas of the L2 system
which he or she may find difficult. Another virtue is that translation can focus
attention upon subtle differences between L1 and L2 and discourage the naive
view that every expression has an exact equivalent.

There are thus signs that the outlawing of translation may be coming to an end.
As Kelly (1969:217) observes, the twentieth century was unique in its
vilification of the use of translation in language teaching. Howatt and
Widdowson (2004:312) comment that ‘[t]here has long been a strong case for
reviewing the role of translation in language teaching and particularly its
educational value for advanced students in schools and universities. Properly
handled, it provides a useful antidote to the modern obsession with utilitarian
performance objectives, but the pitfalls that were identified by the nineteenth-
century reformers have not gone away, and the activity remains a demanding

2

one.

See also:

DIRECTIONALITY; TRAINING AND EDUCATION; MINORITY.
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GUY COOK

Functionalist approaches

In broad terms, functionalist approaches look at translation as an act of
communication and understand meaning in terms of function in context. In a
more specific sense, functionalist approaches define translation as a purposeful
transcultural activity and argue that the linguistic form of the target text is
determined by the purpose it is meant to fulfil. These approaches draw on
action theory, communication theory and cultural theory, and include: Vermeer’s
(1978, 1996) Skopos theory, Reify and Vermeer’s (1984, 1991) general theory
of translation, and Holz-Ménttan’s (1984) theory of translatorial action. In
addition to Vermeer and Holz-Maénttéri, other scholars who have made
significant contributions to the development of functionalist theories include
Honig and Kupmaul (1982/1991) (see also their individual contributions, e.g.
Honig (1995; KuBmaul 1995,
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2000b); Nord (1988, 1997), Kupsch-Losereit (1986); Witte (2000), Risku
(1998); Kiraly (2000) and Ammann (1990).

Language function, text function, communicative function

There have been many attempts to classify the functions of language. Among the
most influential are those of Biihler (1934), Jakobson (1960) and Halliday
(1973). Biihler’s Darstellungsfunktion, Ausdruckfunktion and
Appelfunktion refer, respectively, to the representation of objects and
phenomena, the attitude of the text producer towards such phenomena and the
appeal to the text receiver. These three functions correspond broadly to
Jakobson’s referential, expressive and conative functions, although the latter
additionally distinguishes phatic (the use of language to create and maintain
social contact), metalingual and poetic functions. Halliday distinguishes three
macrofunctions: the ideational (representation of experience), the interpersonal
(the speaker’s expression of attitude) and the textual (the internal organization of
language, or the way links are established within the text and between the text
and its context of situation). There is, then, a degree of consensus among these
alternative formulations.

Reif (1971, 1976, 2000) developed a translation-oriented text typology with
the aim of deriving strictly objective criteria for assessing the QUALITY of
translations. Based on Biihler’s three functions of language, Reif} identified three
corresponding text types (informative, expressive, appellative) which she linked
to translation methods. In the translation of informative texts (examples of which
would be reports and textbooks), the aim is invariance of content and the
translation is deemed successful if the information has been transmitted in full. In
the case of expressive texts (e.g. literary texts), the aim is the communication of
artistically organized content and the translation method involves identifying the
artistic and creative intention of the ST author and conveying it in an analogously
artistic organization. The translation of appellative or operative text types (e.g.
ADVERTISING) aims to provoke in the target readers identical behavioural
reactions to those of the reader of the source text, and the translation method
called for is ADAPTATION. Reif3’s approach is source-text based, i.e. she
judges translation quality with reference to the source text (type). Her
translation-oriented text typology is thus, strictly speaking, not a functionalist
theory of translation in the more specific sense in which this label is now used in
translation studies.

There can be no doubt that language functions and communicative functions
impinge significantly on the translator’s task. However, no actual text will exhibit
only one language function, and many texts cannot be assigned to one specific
text type only. Hatim and Mason (1990a), who add pragmatic and semiotic
dimensions to their characterization of the communicative domain of context,
argue that all texts are multifunctional, even if one overall rhetorical purpose will
generally tend to predominate and function as the ultimate determinant of text
structure.

Functionalist theories of translation



The theories developed by Hans J. Vermeer (1978) and Justa Holz-Ménttéri
(1984) reflect a paradigm shift from predominantly LINGUISTIC
APPROACHES and rather formal translation theories, firmly situated within the
framework of applied and comparative linguistics, to a more functionally and
socioculturally oriented concept of translation.

The main point of functionalist approaches is the following;: it is not the source
text as such, or its effects on the source text recipient, or the function assigned
to it by the author, that determines the translation process and the linguistic
make-up of the target text, as is postulated by EQUIVALENCE-based
translation theories, but the prospective function or purpose of the target text as
determined by the initiator’s (i.e. client’s or commissioner’s) needs.
Consequently, the purpose (skopos) is largely constrained by the target text
user (whether reader or listener) and his or her situation and cultural
background. A theoretically sound definition of translatorial action must
therefore take account of all the elements involved in human communicative
action across cultures; in particular, it must take into consideration the client’s
culture, the process of text production
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in its widest sense, and the concept of expert action. Thus, in addition to
linguistic theory, functionalist approaches draw inspiration from (intercultural)
communication theory, action theory (e.g. von Wright 1971, see also Allwood
1995) and text theory, as well as from theories of literary reception (e.g. Iser
1978).

Vermeer’s skopos theory

Skopos theory takes seriously factors which have always been stressed in
action theory, and which were brought into sharp relief with the growing need in
the latter half of the twentieth century for the translation of non-literary text types
(see COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION; SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL
TRANSLATION). Translation is viewed not as a process of transcoding, but
as a specific form of human action which is determined by its purpose. The
word skopds, derived from Greek, is used as a technical term for the purpose,
aim, goal or objective of a translation. Skopos must be defined before
translation can begin; in highlighting skopos, the theory adopts a prospective
attitude to translation, as opposed to the retrospective attitude adopted in
theories which focus on prescriptions derived from the source text. This
prospective view is reflected in the following definition: ‘To translate means to
produce a text in a target setting for a target purpose and target addressees in
target circumstances’ (Vermeer 1987:29).

Vermeer (1978:100) postulates that, as a general rule, it must be the intended
purpose of the target text that determines translation methods and strategies.
From this postulate, he derives the skopos rule: Human action (and its
subcategory: translation) is determined by its purpose (skopos), and is therefore
a function of its purpose. Two further general rules are postulated: the
coherence rule and the fidelity rule. The coherence rule stipulates that the
target text must be sufficiently coherent to allow the intended users to
comprehend it, given their assumed background knowledge and situational
circumstances. The starting point for a translation is a text, written in the source
language, which is part of a world continuum. This text has to be translated into
a target language in such a way that it becomes part of a world continuum that
can be interpreted by the recipients as coherent with their situation (Vermeer
1978:100). The fidelity rule concerns intertextual coherence between the text
that is the outcome of the translational action (the translatum in Vermeer
1989b: 174; the translat in Reify and Vermeer 1991:2) and the source text,
and stipulates that some relationship must remain between the two once the
overriding principle of skopos and the rule of (intratextual) coherence have been
satisfied.

One practical consequence of this theory is a reconceptualization of the status of
the source text. It is up to the translator as the expert to decide what role a
source text is to play in the translation action. The decisive factor is the precisely
specified skopos, and the source text is just one constituent of the commission
given to the translator. The skopos must be decided separately in each specific
case. It may be ADAPTATION to the target culture, but it may also be to
acquaint the reader with the source culture. Fidelity to the source text is thus




one possible or legitimate skopos. Skopos theory should not, therefore, be
understood as promoting (extremely) free translation in all, or even a majority of
cases. The important point is that no source text has only one correct or
preferred translation (Vermeer 1989b: 182) and, consequently, every
translation commission should explicitly or implicitly contain a statement of
skopos. The skopos for the target text need not be identical with that attributed
to the source text; but unless the skopos for the target text is specified,
translation cannot, properly speaking, be carried out at all.

The general translation theory of Reiff and Vermeer

Vermeer’s general skopos theory was further developed and combined with
Reif’s specific translation theory to arrive at a general translation theory (Reif3
and Vermeer 1984, 1991). This theory is presented as sufficiently general
(allgemeine Translationstheorie) and sufficiently complex to cover a multitude
of individual cases. A text is viewed as an offer of information
(Informationsangebot) made by a producer to a recipient. Translation is then
characterized as offering information to members of one culture in their language
(the target language and
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culture) about information originally offered in another language within another
culture (the source language and culture). A translation is thus a secondary offer
of information, with the translator offering information about certain aspects of
the source text-in-situation, according to the target text skopos specified by the
initiator and considering the needs, expectations, etc., of the target text receivers
(Reif and Vermeer 1984/1991). Translation, by definition, involves both
linguistic and cultural transfer; in other words, it is a culture transcending process
(Vermeer 1992:40, 1986).

Whether the skopos of the target text and of the source text is different or the
same for the two texts (that is, whether we have Funktionskonstanz or
Funktionsdnderung in Reify and Vermeer’s terminology), the standard for the
translation will be adequacy or appropriateness to the skopos, which also
determines the selection and arrangement of content. Although Reif3 and
Vermeer depart from traditional approaches that see EQUIVALENCE as a
constitutive feature of (any) translation, they do use the label ‘equivalence’ in the
sense of adequacy to a skopos that requires functional constancy: for example,
if the translation brief requires a faithful reproduction of the words and structures
of the target text, as happens frequently in pedagogical situations (1991:140).
For functionalists, then, the long-standing debate about literal versus free
translation becomes superfluous, since all forms, whether literal translation,
communicative translation, or adaptation, whether documentary or instrumental
translation (Nord 1997:138), are equally valid translational procedures,
depending on the skopos.

Although the terms ‘skopos’, ‘purpose’ and ‘function’ are often used
interchangeably by Reif3 and Vermeer (1984/1991), function is also used in a
more specific sense which derives mainly from Reif’s text typology. In this
sense, it is linked to aspects of genre (Textsorte) and text type (Texttyp). That
is, Reif’s original idea of correlating text type and translation method was
presented as a specific theory to fit into a general translation theory; it has
repeatedly been argued that the two parts of the book ‘do not really form a
homogenous whole’ (Nord 1997:12). In assigning the source text to a text type
and to a genre, the translator can decide on the hierarchy of postulates which
has to be observed during target text production (Reif and Vermeer
1984/1991:196). Such a classification of the source text is relevant only in cases
where functional constancy is required between source and target texts.

However, both Vermeer (1989b) and Reif (1988) have expressed reservations
about the role of genre: the source text does not determine the genre of the
target text, nor does the genre determine ipso facto the form of the target text,
or, indeed, the skopos; rather, it is the skopos of the translation that determines
the appropriate genre for the translatum, and the genre, being a consequence of
the skopos, is secondary to it (Vermeer 1989b: 187).

Theory of translatorial action

The theory of ‘translatorial action’ (translatorisches Handeln, also translational
action) was developed by Justa Holz-Ménttari (1984). Translation is here



conceived primarily as professional acting, as a process of intercultural
communication whose end product is a text which is capable of functioning
appropriately in specific situations and contexts of use. In this conception,
neither source and target text comparison, nor linguistics, has any significant role
to play, and translation is situated within the wider context of cooperative
interaction between professionals (experts) and clients. In developing her
approach, Holz-Miénttéri draws on communication theory and on action theory.
Communication theory enables her to highlight the components involved in a
process of communication across cultural barriers, while action theory provides
the basis for a delineation of the specific characteristics of translatorial action. In
order to set her theory apart from more traditional approaches, Holz-Manttéri
develops, in German, a distinctive and highly abstract terminology, at times
eschewing even the term ‘translation’ (Ubersetzung) in order to avoid the
connotations and expectations traditionally attached to that term (Holz-Maénttéri
1986:355).

Holz-Mainttin’s aim is to provide a theoretical basis and conceptual framework
from which guidelines for professional translators may be drawn. The primary
purpose of translatorial action is to enable cooperative,
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functionally adequate communication to take place across cultural barriers. In
Holz-Maénttén’s terms, the purpose of the translatorial action process is to
produce a message transmitter (Botschaftstréger; literally: ‘message
conveyor’) that can be utilized in superordinate configurations of actions
(Handlungsgefiige) whose function is to guide and co-ordinate communicative,
cooperative action (Holz-Ménttéri 1984:17). Translation and other forms of
(foreign language) text production are conceived as part of, rather than
constitutive of, translatorial action. Texts act as message-conveyor
compounds (Botschaftstrdger im Verbund) of content (7Tektonik), structured
according to function and represented by formal elements (7extur). One
purpose of the translatorial text operations is to establish whether the content
and form components of the source text are functionally suitable for the target
text. In making this decision, the translator cannot be guided by the source text
alone, but must research, in addition, the target culture’s conception of the
subject matter, of text classes and of genres.

Because an action is determined by its function and purpose, its outcome, too,
must be judged by these criteria. The textual profile of the target text is
determined by its function, and whether this is or is not similar to the textual
profile of the source text can only be established through systematic translatorial
analysis (Holz-Ménttiri 1984, 1993). The notion of function is central in two
respects. On the one hand, it forces the translator to embed the product of
translatorial action in a complex situation of human needs. On the other hand, it
forces the translator to embed translatorial action in the social order, i.e. in a
society organized by a division of labour. The main roles in a translation process
are played by one or more persons or institutions. The roles include the initiator,
the commissioner, the text producer, the translator, the target text ‘applicator’
and the receptor, and each role is highly complex.

In establishing a product specification (Produktspezifikation), that is, a
description of the required properties and features of the target text, text-
external factors pertaining to the commissioning of the target text influence to a
great extent the framework within which all the textual operations involved in
translatorial action are to take place. These factors include the aim of the action,
the mode in which it is to be realized, the fee to be paid and the deadline for
delivery, all of which are negotiated with the client who has commissioned the
action. The roles of all actors involved, the overall aim of the action, the
purposes of individual actions within the configuration of actions in which the
text to be produced will be used, the circumstances in which these actions will
take place, and the functions of message transmitters are all subjected to careful
analysis and evaluation.

As experts in translational action, translators are responsible for carrying out a
commission in such a way that a functionally appropriate text is produced.
They are responsible for deciding whether, when and how a translation can be
realized. Whether a commission can be realized depends on the circumstances
of the target culture, and the translator must negotiate with the client in order to
establish what kind of optimal translation can be guaranteed, given a specific set
of circumstances. The translatorial text operations are based on analytical,



synthetic, evaluative and creative actions that take account of the ultimate
purpose of the text to be produced and of aspects of different cultures for the
distances between them to be narrowed (see also Risku 1998).

The translator is the expert whose task it is to produce message conveyors for
use in transcultural message transfer. Translators produce texts to enable others
to cooperate (professionelles fremdbedarfsorientiertes Handeln — Witte
2000:168). Holz-Manttéin’s theory adopts a much wider conception of the
translator’s task, thus creating new professional perspectives (professional
profiles are discussed in Holz-Ménttari 1986:363ft.). For example, the ethical
responsibility of the translator is seen to derive from his or her status as an
expert in the field of transcultural message transfer, because only translators with
the requisite expertise can succeed in producing a functionally adequate text (cf.
ETHICS). This has clear consequences for the training of translators (as
illustrated, for example, by Vienne 2000; Mackenzie 2004; see TRAINING
AND EDUCATION).

Although Holz-Ménttdn’s theory has much in common with Vermeer’s skopos
theory, her approach is even more radical than Vermeer’s in rejecting the
paradigm of linguistics that was still dominant in the early 1980s. Vermeer
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himself comments that her model suggests ‘a wider possibility of approaching
and describing translational acting from a general theory’s point of
view’ (1996:26).

Criticism of functionalist theories

The main objections to both skopos theory and the theory of translational action
concern the theoretical foundations, the concepts used, and the applicability of
the approach (for a more in-depth engagement with a range of criticisms, see
Vermeer 1996; Nord 1997:109-22). It has been argued that Reif3 and
Vermeer’s use of the labels ‘skopos’, ‘purpose’, ‘function’ and ‘aim’
interchangeably has created terminological confusion. The very term skopos is
criticized as being too broad since it may refer to the translation process (the
goal of this process), or to the translation result (function of the translatum), or
to the translation mode (the intention of this mode). For Vermeer, ‘intention,
skopos and function are individually ascribed concepts (by the producer,
sender, commissioner, translator and recipient)’, and if they coincide, they mean
‘the same seen from different points of view’ (Vermeer 1996:8; see also Nord
1997:271t. for a discussion and distinctive definitions). With respect to Holz-
Minttin’s theory, Newmark finds fault with the ‘modernistic abstract jargon of
contemporary Public Relations’ and the ‘businesslike manner of writing” which,
he believes, obscure ‘the real issues in translation’ (1991:106).

Criticism of functionalist approaches on the basis that they transgress the limits
of translation proper and that they do not respect the original (Nord 1997) rests
on the definition of translation and the resulting need to reconceptualize the
status of the source text. In Holz-Ménttin’s model, the source text is viewed as
a mere tool for realizing communicative functions; it is totally subordinate to its
purpose, is afforded no intrinsic value and may undergo radical modification in
the interest of the target reader. The translator is unilaterally committed to the
target situation because it is primarily the message and the commission, rather
than the text itself, that have to be rendered for the client. Newmark (1991:106)
criticizes the emphasis on the message at the expense of richness of meaning
and to the detriment of the authority of the source text. It is mainly because the
source text may be thus ‘dethroned’ (ibid.) that Holz-Ménttin’s theory in
particular has met with objections or reservations, even from theorists who
themselves apply a functionalist approach to translation (e.g. Nord 1991a: 28).
The concept of ‘dethronement’ of the source text had been used by Vermeer
himself, but in the context of stressing that in a target-oriented theory of
translation the source text is no longer the exclusive factor determining the
structure of the target text.

It has also been argued that in their attempt to establish a truly general and
comprehensive translation theory, Reiff and Vermeer force totally disparate
cases of text relations into a frame which they attempt to hold together by
means of the notion of information offer (Schreitmiiller 1994:105), and that
there should be a limit to what may legitimately be called translation as opposed
to, for example, ADAPTATION (Koller 1993). Koller points out that if
translation theory does not ‘strive to differentiate between (original) text




production and translatory text reproduction’ (1995:194; emphasis in original),
it will face a fundamental dilemma since it will not have delimited its object of
research.

However, proponents of skopos theory argue for a wide definition of translation
(e.g. Reif 1990), which in Snell-Hormby’s words (2006:53) is ‘indeed closer to
the realities of translation practice’. Any attempt to accommodate the purpose
of a translation will involve using STRATEGIES that are often listed under
adaptation, for example reformulation, paraphrase and textual explication.
Moreover, a narrow definition of translation would seriously constrain the scope
of research, discouraging scholars from examining various forms of translational
activity that do occur in professional practice and should therefore be addressed
by translation studies (a view shared by Toury 1995).

Reif} and Vermeer’s approach has also been judged less applicable to
LITERARY TRANSLATION than to other text types because of the special
status and ‘apurposive’ nature of literary texts (Kohlmayer 1988; Zhu 2004).
Snell-Hornby (1990:84) argues that the situation and function of literary texts,
where style is a highly important factor, are more complex
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than those of non-literary texts. Thus, although skopos theory is by no means
irrelevant to literary translation, a number of points need rethinking before the
theory can be made fully applicable to this genre. It has been argued, for
example, that to assign a skopos to a literary text is to restrict its possibilities of
interpretation. In literary theory, a distinction is often made between text as
potential and text as realization, and skopos theory appears to see the text only
as realization, and not as a potential which can be used in different situations
with different addressees and different functions. However, Vermeer (1989b:
181) argues that a text is composed with an assumed function, or a restricted
set of functions, in mind. The suitability of skopos theory for literary texts, and
for practically all kinds of text (including interpreting), has been supported by
numerous case studies (e.g. Ammann’s 1990 model of translation critique; see
also Snell-Hornby 2006:64).

A further point raised by Chesterman (1994:153), who otherwise
acknowledges the important contributions of skopos theory, is that even though
a translation may indeed fulfil its intended skopos, it may be assessed as
inadequate on other counts, particularly as far as lexical, syntactic, or stylistic
decisions on the micro level are concerned. Moreover, the focus on translations
being ‘commissioned’ by clients has led some scholars to argue that
functionalism turns translators into mercenaries (Pym 1996b) who simply do
what their clients want them to do. Vermeer’s skopos rule allows for the
interpretation that any end (the purpose as specified by clients) justifies the
means (the choice of linguistic structures). Kadric and Kaindl (1997) therefore
argue for the inclusion of ethical aspects into skopos theory in order to avoid a
misinterpretation of the skopos rule for unethical purposes and to ensure that
translators base their decisions on intersubjectively valid criteria. Nord
introduced the concept of loyalty to highlight the ‘responsibility translators have
toward their partners in translational interaction’ (Nord 1997:125). Function
plus loyalty is thus Nord’s specific variety of functionalist approaches. Whereas
concepts such as faithfulness or fidelity usually refer to relationships between the
texts themselves, loyalty stresses the translator’s responsibilities towards
people, i.e. not only with regard to clients and users of their translations, but
also with regard to the author(s) of the source text. For Nord, the skopos of the
target text must be compatible with the intentions of the source text author(s).
The concept of loyalty thus means a limited range of justifiable target text
functions. This view is supported by Honig (1997:12), whereas for Witte
(2000:43) “loyalty’ to the intention of the source text author constitutes a sub-
skopos of the overall skopos and is therefore redundant as a separate concept.

In sum, the shift of focus away from source text reproduction to the more
independent challenges of target text production for transcultural interaction has
brought an important element of innovation to translation theory. As attention
has turned towards the functional aspects of translation and the explanation of
translation decisions, the expertise and ethical responsibility of the translator
have come to the fore. Translators have come to be viewed as target text
authors and as competent experts in translational action, a development which
releases them from the limitations and restrictions imposed by a narrowly
defined concept of fidelity to the source text alone.



See also:

ADAPTATION; COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION; EQUIVALENCE;
LINGUISTIC APPROACHES; QUALITY; REWRITING; SCIENTIFIC
AND TECHNICAL TRANSLATION; UNIT OF TRANSLATION.

Further reading

Reif 1971, 1976; Vermeer 1978; Honig and KuPmaul 1982/1991; Holz-
Minttari 1984, 1986; Reify and Vermeer 1984/1991; Vermeer 1986, 1987;
Nord 1988; Vermeer 1989b; Ammann 1990; Hatim and Mason 1990a;
Newmark 1991; Nord 1991a/2006; Holz-Manttéri 1993; Koller 1993; Honig
1995; KuPmaul 1995; Vermeer 1996; Honig 1997; Nord 1997; Kupmaul
2000b; Reif 2000; Witte 2000.
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Gender and sexuality

The two concepts — sexuality and gender — are closely related, but tend to be
considered separately in translation studies. Generally speaking, ‘sexuality’
refers to the linguistic representations of sexual practices, while ‘gender’
designates the cultural trappings that accompany biological sexual difference: the
behaviours, dress codes, views, belief systems and treatments that are part of
being male or female in any particular place, time, and group — and the linguistic
representations of these trappings. ‘Gender’ as a concept and an analytical
category entered the field of translation studies in the late 1980s, and since then
a substantial number of books (Simon 1996; von Flotow 1997; Messner and
Wolf 2001; Santaemilia 2005) and articles have been written on the topic.
‘Sexuality’ is a currently developing analytical category in translation studies
(Larkosh 1996), addressing issues such as forms of CENSORSHIP imposed
on representations of sexuality in translation.

Gender and language: Does the term man include woman?

In the 1970s and 1980s, the connections between gender and language were
examined in numerous studies throughout the West that applied feminist ideas
and considered the significance of ‘gender’ in relation to linguistics, literary
studies, anthropology, historiography, philosophy, psychology, politics and,
finally, translation. Virtually every academic discipline in the humanities and
social sciences engaged with this issue, and the general public also took
considerable interest in it. While no consensus on the extent and exact type of
relationship between gender and language use may have been reached as a
result, the fact that such a relationship exists has been established (Cameron
1985; Sunderland 2006). The same goes for the relationship between gender
and literary or historical fame, and the gendered content and meaningfulness of
philosophical, sociological and political texts (where, for example, the term man
has traditionally been assumed to include woman).

The general aim of gender-focused work has been to explore the importance of
‘gender’ as an analytical category where social phenomena are concerned,
demonstrating that the term man cannot, and does not, in fact, include woman,
confirming the inherently sociopolitical connections between gender and
language, and revealing how language reflects power relations between the
sexes.

In the late 1980s and the 1990s, when the focus on female and male as the
major gender categories broadened with the arrival in the academy of gay
activism and queer theory, the neat binary opposition between ‘men’ and
‘women’ that had been so useful to feminisms was challenged. Queer theory
brought with it ideas of contingent, performative gender with similarly contingent
meaning and language use; flexibility and individual choice in regard to gender
came to imply similarly contingent approaches to language use, where the social



and subjective contexts can arguably be as powerful as any learned or acquired
behaviours or belief systems. An approach developed that recognizes gender as
a continuum, and the linguistic identity politics that followed have accordingly
had an important impact on translation studies.

Research integrating the category of gender into translation studies does so on a
number of different levels:
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4 by focusing on gender as a sociopolitical category in macro-analyses of
translation phenomena, such as the production, criticism, exchange, and success
of works, authors and translators;

4 by examining gender issues as the site of political or literary/aesthetic
engagement through micro-analyses of translated texts; and

¢ by shaping the theories applied to or derived from translation praxis.

Gender and sexuality as sociopolitical issues in macro-analyses of
translation

Gender as a category informing macro-analyses of translated texts is largely
revisionist, exposing the fact that women and other gender minorities have
essentially been excluded from or presented negatively in the linguistic and
literary histories of the world’s cultures. Researchers have re-evaluated
historical texts, their translations, authors, translators and sociopolitical contexts
from the perspective of gender. Often large areas of writing and translating such
as women writers and translators in Renaissance England (Hannay 1985;
Krontiris 1992), the translation of sexuality in eighteenth-century Russia
(Tyulenev 2008), or English women translators of science texts in the 1700s
(Healy 2002) are explored in order to examine the effects of gender politics
across a wide swath of society. Such research has raised many further
questions, and not all studies have focused only on the female gender.

One very important area of research has been the revision of translations of key
cultural texts such as the BIBLE or the QUR’AN from a genderaware
perspective, revealing new readings, and REWRITING them for a
contemporary audience. Feminist critiques and RETRANSLATIONS of parts
of the Bible have appeared in several European languages from the late 1970s
(Haugerud 1977; Inclusive Language Lectionary 1983; Korsak 1992),
focusing on the need for inclusive language that directly addresses women in the
congregation and recognizes them in the texts themselves. The Qur’an has
attracted somewhat less attention, but a few studies are beginning to appear
(see The Feminist Sexual Ethics Project and Edip Yuksel’s collection of
‘Unorthodox Articles’, n.d.). Revisionist studies of the Bible have shown that
translations have traditionally hardened Christian attitudes against women,
interpreting these ancient texts ‘creatively’ in order to define women as the root
of evil (Korsak 1994/1995, 2005) or as untrustworthy and incapable (Stanton
1898/1985), and casting the human male in the image of a male God. Centuries
of interpretation and translation have fostered the cultural and political
denigration of women in Christian countries and cultures. While gender-
conscious retranslations of the Bible in the late twentieth century initiated some
turbulent discussions and changes in certain churches and congregations, they
also caused a backlash from the Vatican in the 2001 document entitled
Liturgiam Authenticam (Vatican 2001). This document asserts Vatican
control of Bible translations and insists that a generic male term does refer to all
humans (e.g. man/homme/ Mann includes woman/femme/Frau). Further, it
re-instates the traditional masculine vocabulary for God, Jesus Christ, and the




Holy Spirit, re-aligning these figures once more with the human male.

Historical revision from a gender-conscious perspective has also been
undertaken in relation to other textual, largely LITERARY , phenomena.
Previously undocumented work of women translators in colonial and modern-
day Korea (Hyun 2003), eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Germany
(Messner and Wolf2001) and eighteenth- and nineteenth-century France
(Sirois 1997) has been unearthed and discussed. The output of numerous
neglected or forgotten women writers from the past or from many other cultures
has also been identified, and their works collected, translated or retranslated.
Examples include women writers in India (Tharu and Lalita 1991/1993),
abolitionist women writers in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century France (Kadish
and Massardier-Kenney 1994), women translators (Delisle 2002) and women
writers of post-Cold War East Central Europe (von Flotow and Schwartz
2006). The impetus for such research derives from feminist literary
historiography, which has sought to counter the effects of the literary canon that
has promoted and recognized male writers and translators at the expense of
female writers and translators, thus depriving cultures and societies of the work
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and ideas of an important and different sector of the population. Work on the
translations of women writers has focused on the roles that translators play in
furthering knowledge and transporting texts across cultures, as well as on their
subjective involvement and intervention in such texts. Thus, the story of Julia
Evelina Smith, the mid-nineteenth-century American Bible translator, shows not
only the interventionist power of the individual woman translator working against
the grain of her cultural context, but also the political impact of this work on
others around her (von Flotow 2002). Similarly, the French translations of
Charles Darwin by Clémence Royer have been shown to be strongly influenced
by her personal views on his research and contemporary ideas about eugenics
(Brisset 2002).

Similar work is currently underway with regard to homosexual and gay authors
and references to gay sexuality in translation. Recent research on the role played
by LITERARY TRANSLATION in the westernization of Russia (Tyulenev
2008) shows to what extent sexuality was a more sensitive issue in translation
than in the local literature. A fascinating piece of work on the English translations
of German nineteenth-century sexologists Ulrichs, Krafft- Ebing and Hirschfeld
demonstrates the power of translation to both respond to and reflect target
culture mores, in this case adapting source texts that study and describe
phenomena of human sexuality in such a way as to criminalize and condemn the
phenomena (Bauer 2003).

Gender and sexuality as categories in micro-analyses of translation

When gender serves as a lens for the micro-analysis of individual translations,
the focus is on the minute details of language that (may) reflect the gendered
aspects of a text, or seek to conceal them (often in the case of homosexual
writings). Translations can be shown to be sensitive to such manifestations of
gender, exaggerate them or ignore and obscure them. Often, the translation
effects discerned through such analyses provide clues about the cultural and
political literary climate of the translating culture, or can be understood as a
facet of this climate. Such work also offers valuable re-readings of key writers,
exploring the synchronic or diachronic connections between a writer and his or
her translators, revealing the positioning of writers, translators and researchers
engaged in a triangular struggle for the power to interpret and assign meaning.

Critical translation analyses, or re-readings, of key writers include work on a
number of women writers viewed as important for the feminist movement, such
as Sappho, Mary Wollstonecraft and Simone de Beauvoir. The poetic
fragments that survive from the work of the Greek poet Sappho, one of the few
women known to have been a public literary figure in ancient Greece, have been
translated in many different ways, with translators often filling in the gaps from
their own imagination. Prins (1999), Rayor (1991) and DelJean (1989) study
the way in which English translations of Sappho have historically adapted her
work to the surrounding literary environment and its gender interests, serving,
for example, to support lesbian literary movements in nineteenth-century
England or trite lyricism in 1950s compendia of ancient poets. Similarly, a study
of three different twentieth-century German translations of Mary Wollstonecraft,



one of the first women to publish on the rights of women in eighteenth-century
England, shows that the translating cultures (both pre- and post-1989 East and
West Germany) adapt the text for their own purposes — to support women’s
bourgeois education — and thus obscure much of the political intent, intelligence
and difficulty of the work (Gibbels 2004). Finally, the case of Simone de
Beauvoir in English translation provides many examples of intellectual and
literary CENSORSHIP (Simons 1983; von Flotow 2000a) that has truncated
and misrepresented her thought, making her work appear confused,
conventionally patriarchal, unpalatable, and hardly relevant to late twentieth-
century readers. English translations of Beauvoir also provide excellent
examples of censored sexuality in translation: 1950s male translators working in
the US simply excised her daunting descriptions of awkward contraceptive
contraptions and erotic love scenes.

Studies of the connections between one specific writer and (her) translators
have had a noteworthy impact on the theorization of gender and translation:
Nicole Brossard, a Quebec
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writer of experimental avant-garde poetry and prose whose work has
foregrounded gender in language since the late 1970s, has triggered a series of
translations as well as theorizations that set off work on feminist translation in the
1980s and 1990s (see CANADIAN TRADITION). Written in French, her
work has been translated into dozens of languages, thus posing and re-posing
the problem that every woman writer must face: the nefarious aspects of gender
in the language she has at her disposal and which work against her as a woman
writer. Brossard’s work — like that of Monique Wittig, Mary Daly, Hélene
Cixous, Clarice Lispector and other experimental twentieth-century women
writers — seeks to undermine this conventional language and develop
experimental forms for preferred use in women’s writing. Since she writes in
French, where nouns, adjectives and participles need to be gender-identified (as
in any Romance language, and many others), Brossard delibertately overuses
this capacity to feminize language by coining words such as maternell,
homoindividuell, essentielle and ma continent to write ‘the feminine’ back
into French. The translations of these new forms as well as the commentaries
and theoretical approaches developed by translators on the topic of rendering
feminist neologisms now make up a large corpus on feminist experimental
translation (Godard 1984; Wildeman 1989; de Lotbiniére-Harwood 1991; von
Flotow 2004; Wheeler 2003), also furthering reflection on the act of ‘woman-
handling’ texts (Godard 1990), or intentionally intervening in translation to
express political and personal identity (see DESCRIPTIVE VS.
COMMITTED APPROACHES).

Ideas derived from these struggles around gender identities in experimental
language and translation are also present in work on gay writing and translating.
For example, a certain type of language use identified as ‘camp’ in English
writing and described as ‘language features [that] have come to stand for certain
gendered and subcultural differences’ (Harvey 2000:298) and that are often
‘extrasexual performative gestures’ (Harvey 1998:305) denotes and generates
gay self-identificatory activity. Studies of the translation of this coded neologistic
language into another sociocultural and political context and time have shown
how contingent (gay) identity in language is and to what extent it is negotiated
and devised within a certain source community and, later, within the translating
culture, where such identity issues are often differently expressed, viewed and
handled. Keenaghan’s article (1998) on the ‘gayed’ American rewriting of
Federico Garcia Lorca’s encrypted homosexual images traces some of the
issues around identity-reinforcing or celebratory translation of quietly
homosexual writing, while a detailed study of Plautus translations into German
(Limbeck 1999) traces the power of centuries of CENSORSHIP of
homosexual references in the target culture.

Research questions and agendas

The relationship between gender affiliations of the writer and those of the
translator has led to theorization about whether biological sex or gender
identification play a role in translation, and if so, under what circumstances.
Questions posed include whether men can translate women'’s texts and vice
versa; whether gender identification plays a role in this process; whether a



translator needs to be gay in order to successfully translate a gay writer’s work
(Kinloch 2007); and how women translators have fared in the past with the
male authors they translated (Simon 1996; Delisle 2002).

The practice of feminist translation, as a particular approach to rendering a text
in translation (Godard 1990; von Flotow 1991; de Lotbini¢re-Harwood 1992;
Massardier-Kenney 1997), has raised overarching theoretical and ethical
questions; these include the extent to which the literary and cultural politics of
the moment do or should offer translators the freedom and the political
Justification to view and present themselves as creative and deliberately
interventionist, and what constitutes an ETHICS of interventionist translation in
the name of gender politics.

Studies of the gendered metaphors of translation (Chamberlain 1988/2004,
1998/2001) have raised questions about how perceptions of translation both
reflect and structure a society’s conception of gender relations, tie it in with its
understanding of translation, and reveal the power plays involved in both the
operations of text transfer and male/female relations. In this respect, it is worth
examining how these
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metaphors mould translators’, writers’, publishers’ and readers’ experiences
and uses of translation. Moreover, given the strong link such metaphors
establish between the reproduction of texts and the reproduction of humans, it is
interesting to speculate whether the development of ‘new reproductive
technologies’ will affect this thinking and the treatment of texts (Orloff 2005).

Littau (2000) raises the question of the extent to which psychoanalytic
approaches to gender can help explain and formulate translation theories; more
specifically, she explores how Freudian/Lacanian theories that posit male
heterosexuality as the norm have affected text production and the
conceptualization of translation, and how feminist revision of these theories — by
Irigaray, for example — also revise our understanding of translation.

Differences within so-called ‘gendered minorities’ (see MINORITY)) — such as
women, or GBLT (gay, bi-sexual, lesbian, transsexual) — raise theoretical
questions about the conceptual and actual limits of considering such groups as
homogeneous entities which can be represented or misrepresented by a certain
discourse, or by certain texts in translation (von Flotow 1998; Spivak 1992b).
How much difference within such groups — due to class, race, ethnicity,
IDEOLOGY and other factors — is allowed/accounted for in the identity-
forming discourses around gender, sexuality and translation (Arrojo 1995;
Harvey 2000)?

An as yet undeveloped area of gender-focused research concerns
AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION, where the role played by the sound effect
of gendered voices raises interesting questions, such as how sound carries
gender authority and affects meaning, what connotations and associations it
triggers, and how it plays out in translations of media and audiovisual work.

See also:

CENSORSHIP; DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES;
ETHICS; IDEOLOGY; LITERARY TRANSLATION; MINORITY.

Further reading

Chamberlain 1988/2004; Godard 1990; von Flotow 1991; de Lotbiniére-
Harwood 1992; Arrojo 1995; Simon 1996; Massardier-Kenney 1997; von
Flotow 1997, 1998; Harvey 1998, 2000; Keenaghan 1998; Maier 1998;
Bauer 2003; Santaemilia 2005.

LUISE VON FLOTOW

Globalization

The term ‘globalization’ has been used to broadly describe the profound nature
of changes affecting economies, cultures and societies worldwide from the late

twentieth century onwards. Anthony Giddens has defined globalization as ‘the
mtensification of worldwide social relations which link distant localities in such a



way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles away and
vice versa’ (1990:64).

A central feature of the new, global economy which has emerged in the context
of intensified relations is that it is informational. That is to say, the productivity
and competitiveness of firms in the new economic order depend on their ability
to create, process and apply knowledge-based information efficiently.
Alongside the centrality of information and knowledge, a further distinct feature
is the nature of economic organization which has emerged in late modernity. The
central activities of production, consumption and circulation, as well as their
components (capital, raw materials, management, information, technology,
markets), are organized on a global scale, either directly or through a network
of connections between different economic agents. The importance of the
information technology revolution from the 1970s onwards was that it provided
the tools or the material basis for this new economy. Although the history of
empires shows that economic activity on a supra-national scale is by no means a
novelty in human history, the crucial difference with a global economy is that it is
able to work as a unit in real time on a planetary scale. For the economy to
work as a unit in a multilingual world, however, the mediation of translation is
necessary.

The emergence and exponential growth of the LOCALIZATION industry in the
late twentieth century was the most obvious consequence of the need to satisfy
the translation needs generated by the informational economy in the era of
global markets. Evidence of the
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scale of the translation challenge was provided by the second version of
Microsoft Encarta, which involved the translation into a variety of languages of
approximately 33,000 articles, 10 million words, 11,000 media elements, 7,600
photos and illustrations, 2,000 audio elements, 1,250 maps and charts, 1,500
web links and 3,500 bibliographical entries. The rise of the World Wide Web
has meant a shift to web localization, with a shift from project-based to
program-based localization. In other words, rather than simply taking a web site
at a point in time and putting it into another language a provision must now be
made to translate continuously updated and revised content. An important
impetus for the growth in web localization is the increasing numbers of web
users who are non-English speaking and who prefer web content in their own
language. Indeed, much of the commentary on translation studies to date, in this
context, has focused on issues raised by localization practice (Sprung 2000b;
Pym 2004). What this development points to is the fundamental ambiguity of the
role played by translation in the context of globalization. If information is
acknowledged to be the basic raw material of the new global economy and
significant economic gains are to be made from the production of goods with a
high cognitive content, then not only is language a key factor in the expression of
that information but language also represents a crucial means of accessing the
information. One translation consequence is that speakers of different languages
seek to translate themselves into the language perceived to have the greatest
information-density. This is the translation movement that results in a language
perceived as information-poor gradually being abandoned for a language
deemed to be information-rich. Another consequence is the increase of pressure
on translators and the translation industry to translate ever-increasing volumes of
material more and more quickly, precisely because access to information is so
important and because the availability of such access is an evidence of a
language’s ability to function in the modern world and thus remain an important
source of symbolic identification.

A readily available example of the spread of global relations is the exponential
growth in supra-national institutions in the latter half of the twentieth century. In
1909, for example, there were 37 inter-governmental and 176 international
non-governmental organizations; by the end of century, this number had grown
to 300 inter-governmental and 4,200 international non-governmental
organizations (Goldblatt 1995:28). The growth in these institutions is seen both
as a shift from an exclusive focus on the sovereign nation state as the locus of
governance and as evidence of an increasing awareness of the need to tackle
political, military, cultural and ecological issues at a global level. Given that these
organizations operate in a multilingual world and have in certain instances
(European Union, Amnesty International) a foundational multilingualism as a
feature of their internal organization, translation is a key element of their ability to
function effectively. Indeed, one of the striking features of the impact of
globalization is the manner in which organizations such as Babels have emerged.
Babels is an international network of volunteer interpreters and translators
whose main objective is to cover the interpreting and translation needs of the
Social Forum (Boéri and Hodkinson 2005; Hodkinson and Boéri 2005; Baker
2006b). The Social Forum brings together groups critical of the political,
economic and cultural impacts of globalization. The existence of such a network



and other similar groupings guarantees that linguistic and cultural diversity is
maintained as a core value in movements contesting the assimilationist
tendencies of hegemonic languages sustained by economic and military might. A
further dimension to the issue of translation and resistance in the contemporary
age 1s the implication of translators and interpreters in military conflicts. Baker
(20064a), for example, uses theories of narrative to explore the implications for
translation and translators of their involvement in situations that produce real and
often deadly tensions between global ambitions and local realities.

In a fundamental sense, what is repeatedly at stake in the relation between the
phenomenon of globalization and translation practices is a tension between what
might be loosely labelled centrifugal and centripetal forms of globalization
(Pieterse 1995:45—67). On the one hand, there is the centripetal form, the
notion of globalization as homogenization — implying imperialism, subjection,
hegemony, Westernization or Americanization. On the other hand, there is
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the centrifugal form, suggesting globalization as resulting in interdependence,
interpenetration, hybridity, syncretism, creolization and crossover. Thus, we can
see translation as the sine qua non of the cultural dominance and an agent of
centripetal globalization if we consider that without the services of dubbers and
subtitlers Hollywood dominance of global cinema markets would be
inconceivable (see AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION). Conversely,
translation can be seen as the quintessential expression of centrifugal
globalization if we reflect that it is translation which alone allows speakers of a
language under threat to retain full autonomy, whether this means using software
in their own language on the computer or taking an active part in public life in a
language of their own choosing.

One of the most obvious consequences of globalization for many societies has
been the phenomenon of inward and outward migration (see MOBILITY). In
2002, the United Nations Population Division reported that over 175 million
people were residing in a country other than the one in which they had been
born, and in the period between 1975 and 2002 the total number of migrants in
the world had more than doubled. An ageing population in the developed
world, the insatiable labour needs of the tertiary sector and the continued
presence of warfare and persecution provide a powerful impetus for migratory
movements. Migrants can be those who travel elsewhere to find opportunities
equal to their skills and qualifications or they can be post-industrial migrants
who are available to work anywhere at low rates of pay. The presence of and
increasing awareness of migration results in, among other things, a perceived
need to deal with language issues. Migrants not only translate themselves in the
literal, physical sense of uprooting themselves from one place and moving to
another but they also find themselves having to translate themselves into another
language and culture. It is no surprise, therefore, that the most visible outcome
of the impact of migration on translation studies has been the burgeoning of
interest in COMMUNITY INTERPRETING (Brunette ef al. 2003).

The very global nature of migration, with peoples travelling great distances to
find work, means that alongside proximate we have extended migration. That is
to say, the languages spoken by migrants will no longer generally be the
language of a neighbouring nation state or of an economically disadvantaged
region within the nation state, but will often be from very distant and distinct
language groups. Thus, translation as an issue is especially visible in a world of
increasingly extended migratory networks, where the operations of a global
economy in real time bring citizens in a variety of countries into immediate and
daily juxtaposition with language and cultural difference. Questions of power
and identity are very much to the fore in the realm of migration and translation.
Gaining access to interpreting services is at one level an acknowledgement that
a language community must enjoy the same rights as other citizens in terms of
their dealings with various public bodies; at the same time, access to interpreting
also implies the right to a language identity, to retain and foster one’s own
language and culture. Indeed, a notable feature of the response of nation states
such as the United States, Britain, Denmark and the Netherlands in the era of
globalization has been to focus on language and translation questions in debates
around citizenship and entitlement.



Fundamentally, migration policies divide into policies of translational assimilation
and translational accommodation (Cronin 2006). Under a regime of translational
assimilation, the stated objective of the state is that migrants will only qualify for
citizenship if they can demonstrate satisfactory proficiency in the language of the
state, and policies will be generally aimed at encouraging migrants to assimilate
as rapidly as possible to the dominant or official language of the country, to
translate themselves in other words into the language of their hosts. On the other
hand, a regime of translational accommodation is one which acknowledges the
importance of linguistic and cultural diversity in a society and the contribution of
language and culture to the psychological and social well-being of migrants and
therefore supports translation practices as a way of protecting diversity while
ensuring communication. Needless to say, neither regime tends to exist in
isolation, though depending on the vagaries of domestic politics, one model will
come into the ascendant.

Underlying the opposition between the two regimes of translation is another
issue which is very much to the fore in debates around globali-
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zation, namely the relation between translation and multiculturalism. If, as
Marion Young argues, ‘groups cannot be socially equal unless their specific
experience, cultural and social contributions are publicly affirmed and
recognised’ (1990:37), it follows that equality involves the policy of active
support of linguistic and cultural difference, a policy generally referred to as one
of multiculturalism. It is the rights discourse of multiculturalism which often
serves to legitimize or justify, for example, the provision of community
interpreting services to a particular group. The difficulty is that a multiculturalism
signalled exclusively through difference can end up defining ethnic groups as
unchanging cultural communities, predicated on a static notion of CULTURE
which ignores the constant flux and changing nature of human, social groups.
Interculturalism as distinct from multiculturalism is more concerned with the
dynamics of interaction and developing reciprocal relations of understanding.
Given that translation, by definition, is engaged with the business of
communication and understanding, albeit sharply circumscribed by the power
relationships present in any situation, it inevitably finds itself in greater dialogue
with the emerging interdisciplines of intercultural communication and intercultural
studies in the human and social sciences. Thus, if the 1960s and 1970s have
been loosely periodized as the time of the ‘linguistic tum’ in translation studies
and the 1980s and 1990s as the period of the ‘cultural turn’, it is apparent that
translation studies in the context of accelerated globalization has shown
evidence of an ‘intercultural turn’.

When discussing the nature of globalization, it is commonplace to argue that one
of the most important features of the phenomenon is space-time compression. It
takes less and less time to cross greater and greater distances. A letter can take
days or weeks to arrive, an e-mail message arrives in seconds. The
compression is of course partly a question of circumstance. Those who are not
connected to global networks as a result of economic or social disadvantage
can find themselves even more isolated or marginal than they were previously. It
is nonetheless striking in translation studies itself that one of the consequences of
globalization has been a greater geographical and institutional dissemination of
centres of translation study and research, so that scholars from, for example,
Brazil, South Africa, Australia, China and the Arab world are challenging the
dominance of translation studies research by writers and thinkers from Europe
and North America (Wakabayashi 2005; Hermans 2006). It is without doubt
the increased interaction between scholars from non-traditional centres of
translation research which will be globalization’s most enduring legacy to the
discipline.

See also:
ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTERPERTING; ETHICS; INSTITUTIONAL

TRANSLATION; LOCALIZATION; MOBILITY; NEWS GATHERING
AND DISSEMINATION.

Further reading

Giddens 1990; Young 1990; Goldblatt 1995; Pieterse 1995; Cronin 2003,
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H

Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics is the discipline concerned with understanding and explicating
what is not immediately intelligible. It operates in the first instance within a given
tradition, when the accidents of time and change have rendered access to the
meaning of texts problematic and in need of explication. It can also be applied
across languages and cultures. Viewing translation in relation to hermeneutics
highlights the contiguity of intra- and interlingual translating as the negotiation of
difference and otherness. As an INTERPRETIVE practice translation is framed
by hermeneutic concerns.

Hermeneutics takes its name from the ancient Greek god Hermes, who ran
messages between the gods and between gods and mortals. To carry out his
task Hermes needed to be able to translate between the divine and the human
orders.

The ancient Greek verb hermeneuein, from which the term ‘hermeneutics’
derives, means to interpret, explain, narrate, clarify, translate. Its Latin
counterpart interpretari means likewise to interpret and elucidate.

The development of modern hermeneutics is rooted in the separate disciplines
of exegesis and philology. Exegesis dealt primarily with canonical and sacred
texts, especially the BIBLE. There is a long and rich Jewish tradition of
kabbalistic readings of the Bible. They tease out meanings from a text regarded
in principle as inexhaustible. Christianity too developed sophisticated ways of
interpreting the Bible. The early Church discerned four levels of meaning in the
Christian Bible (literal, figural, anagogical and eschatological). Philology, a
secular discipline, came into its own in Early Modern Europe as part of the
Humanist engagement with Ancient texts. These texts, transmitted in often
corrupt manuscripts, were collated, compared and studied for both authenticity
and meaning. Their interpretation called for detailed knowledge of the relevant
language and historical context.

Modern hermeneutics proper is usually said to begin in the Romantic period
with Friedrich Schleiermacher. Among the major names since then are Wilhelm
Dilthey, Martin Heidegger, Hans-Georg Gadamer, Paul Ricoeur and Jacques
Derrida. All have dealt with questions of translation in their work, sometimes in
considerable and illuminating detail.

Before Schleiermacher, several thinkers in different disciplines had reflected on
the general principles of interpretation. In the Early Modern period, the theory
of translation tended to be subsumed under this heading. This was the case, for
instance, with Lawrence Humphrey’s Interpretatio linguarum (1559) and
Pierre Daniel Huet’s De optimo genere interpretandi (1661, 1683; DeLater
2002). In the eighteenth century, Johann Martin Chladenius presented perhaps
the most thorough account of hermeneutics until then. His Introduction to the



Correct Interpretation of Reasonable Discourses and Writings (1742) held,
in line with Enlightenment ideas, that while understanding required knowledge
and practical skill, for example in comparing different viewpoints, it was not
fundamentally problematic, provided both speaker and interpreter were led by
common sense or ‘reason’. The hermeneutic task consisted in removing
obstacles of language, genre, perspective or historical distance so as to allow a
full and clear view of the meaning of a text. That such a view could be achieved
was not in doubt.

The Romantic conception of language was destined to change all that. For the
Romantics, language was constitutive of thought. Different languages embodied
different ways of concep-
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tualizing the world. As a result, understanding and translating others became
fundamentally problematic. For Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768—1834), who
worked on his hermeneutics for decades without gathering his notes into a
book, ‘understanding is an unending task’ because ‘the talent for
misunderstanding is infinite’ (1977a: 41; Ellison 1990:78).

In Schleiermacher’s view understanding is especially problematic because
linguistic usage and thought are not only interdependent but also highly
individual. Works of art in particular are expressions of creative selthood which
shape language as much as they are shaped by it. To grasp this individuality, one
must put oneself ‘inside’ an author and even awaken meanings the author may
have remained unaware of. Historical and cultural distance and differences
between languages only compound the problem. In his Dialectic of 1814—15
Schleiermacher put it starkly: ‘No knowledge in two languages can be regarded
as completely the same; not even ... A=A’ (1998: xxi).

On a practical level Schleiermacher divides hermeneutics into ‘grammatical’ and
‘technical’ (subsequently called ‘psychological’) interpretation. The former is
concerned with pre-given linguistic structures, the latter with the sovereign
transformative power of individual thought. The two forms of interpretation
operate together and are supplemented by comparison and divination, the
former an exercise in criticism, the latter an imaginative leap into the author’s
subjectivity. By thus attempting a holistic reading and by contextualizing the
utterance as a moment in a life, the interpreter can strive to ‘understand the
utterance at first as well as and then even better than its author’ (1977a: 112).
The continual movement back and forth between the parts and the whole and
between textual detail and context which this type of analysis requires, is known
as the hermeneutic circle.

Schleiermacher’s 1813 lecture ‘On the Different Methods of Translating” is an
offshoot of his hermeneutic concerns. It is informed by the two kinds of
interpretation mentioned above and locates the difficulty of translation in
insuperable difference. The translator must seek to articulate by means of his
own language, and in mimetic form, the specific understanding that he, as an
outsider, has reached in engaging with an author writing in a different tongue that
exhibits a different lifeworld and is being handled in a uniquely individual
manner. The preferred modality of this articulation, the often-quoted ‘bringing
the reader to the foreign author’, is altogether secondary compared with the
formidable nature of the hermeneutic challenge.

If Schleiermacher marks the Romantic break with the Enlightenment, Wilhelm
Dilthey (1833—1911) wrote at a time when positivism provided the model of
the sciences. He is best known today for the distinction he made between the
aims of the natural and the human sciences. Whereas the former seek
explanation, the latter pursue understanding. This understanding is concerned
with history, which does not repeat itself, and with unique creations, which are
expressions of lived experience. Indeed for Dilthey the act of understanding
itself is lived experience in an historical context. In this way hermeneutics begins
to shift from a theory of knowledge, an epistemology, to a theory of being, an



ontology (Ricoeur 1981:53—4).

“Tell me what you think of translation and I will tell you who you are’, Martin
Heidegger (1889—1976) observed in an essay on the poet Holderlin in 1942
(1996:63), confirming the ontological dimension of the new philosophical
hermeneutics. Heidegger’s attempt to rethink Western metaphysics led him to
question the imposition, ever since Greek philosophy, of overarching schemes
on pre-reflexive thought and language. Language for Heidegger is even more
fundamental than for his predecessors. It has the power to open up the world
and point to the totality of existence or ‘Being’. The meaning of a text
consequently exceeds any authorial intention.

Much of Heidegger’s own work, like Jacques Derrida’s later practice, is
grafted on existing texts and seeks to uncover what remains unsaid and
unthought in them. It does this by patiently and sometimes idiosyncratically
tracing their presuppositions and limits, their incompleteness, the ground that
underpins but is not part of the logic they display. When this listening to the
speaking of the language itself is verbalized in critique or translation, it requires
the reporting language to be stretched as well and may even provide access to
its own unthought. Heidegger’s translations of pre-Socratic fragments by
Anaximander,
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Heraclitus and others (Heidegger 1975) are extraordinary exercises, extensive
meditations that incorporate repeated and increasingly radical attempts at
translation, going beyond dictionaries and philology and pushing his own
German to the limits of intelligibility.

Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900-2002) also regards language as man’s distinctive
characteristic, but he is concerned less with metaphysics than with methodology.
Gadamer highlights the dialectic of participation and distancing that marks the
effort to understand, and stresses the historicity of the interpreter who is
confronted with the ‘otherness’ of the data to be interpreted, even though the
latter are part of a historical continuum that comprises the interpreter as well.
Being exposed to history is the precondition for understanding but makes self-
understanding problematic. While it prevents a globalizing view from above, it
permits a ‘fusion of horizons’, the always provisional and hard-won meeting at
the intersection between the familiar and the alien. This explains Gadamer’s
invocation of translation as illuminating the hermeneutic endeavour, since ‘from
the structure of translation [is] indicated the general problem of making what is
alien our own’ (Gadamer 1977:19). In the pages devoted to translation in 7ruth
and Method (1960) Gadamer stresses that translation cannot be a reproduction

of an original, it can only be an interpretation reflecting both empathy and
distance (1989:385-90).

More than any other writer on hermeneutics Gadamer has influenced theorists
and critics of translation, notably George Steiner. Steiner too asserts ‘the
primacy of the matter of translation’ in all cross-cultural comparative work
(1995:11) and thinks of translation as operating both intralingually and
interlingually. He has recast the idea of fidelity in translation in terms of a
‘hermeneutic motion’ in four steps (1975:296—303): initial confidence that the
foreign text has something valuable to communicate, then an aggressive move of
incursion into the alien territory and extraction of meaning from it, followed by
incorporation of new material into the receiving language, and finally the
satisfaction that the original too has been enhanced by being translated. In
Germany Fritz Paepcke (1986) also took his cue from Gadamer. His analyses
favoured a holistic rather than a linguistic or analytical approach. If for Gadamer
conversation was the archetypal hermeneutic model, Paepcke stressed
translation as a personal encounter which called for the translator’s emotional
and physical as well as intellectual investment, an idea that would be reprised in
Douglas Robinson’s The Translator’s Turn (1991).

The dialogic principle informing Gadamer’s hermeneutics has led Paul Ricoeur
(1913-2005) to posit that the self only knows itself through the Other. But
whereas spoken conversation may provide a model for direct understanding as
grasping an interlocutor’s intended meaning, written texts are typically divorced
from such originary intentions and contexts. This is what makes translation as
well as interpretation difficult. Ricoeur (2006) stresses that translation has to
labour to overcome resistance: that of the original which cannot be grasped in its
entirety and thus defies translation, and that of the receiving language, which
cannot hope for a perfect translation. Yet he also dismisses the twin utopias that
would overcome translation: that of an original language which can never be



recovered and that of a universal language which remains forever to be devised.
Instead, Ricoeur celebrates the Babel myth as symbolizing diversity. It allows
him to make translation the paradigm of what he calls ‘linguistic hospitality’, the
site where similarity across languages and cultures is constructed rather than
found and where the host language opens itself up to accommodate the foreign.

The deconstructive practice of Jacques Derrida (1930-2004) is perhaps best
described as a hermeneutics of suspicion (sse DECONSTRUCTION). Derrida
shares Heidegger’s scepticism regarding the Western metaphysical tradition and
its vocabulary, including its two vital translation moments (the creation of a
philosophical terminology in Greek, then the transition to Latin). Like
Heidegger, Derrida explores translation not by trying to dominate it through
theorizing from above but by close engagement with it. His most incisive essay
on translation (Derrida 1985) starts by demonstrating the aporia of translation
conceived as transfer of meaning and continues by translating, in highly ironic
vein, an essay on translation (Walter Benjamin’s ‘The Task of the Translator’)
which rejects the idea of language as a vehicle for meaning. Elsewhere Derrida
has explored,
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in patient detail, the ‘double bind’ of translation as both impossible and
necessary. Perhaps no other contemporary thinker has lavished such attention
on the eminently hermeneutical problems and paradoxes of language, meaning
and translation.

See also:
BIBLE, JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN; CULTURAL TRANSLATION;

CULTURE; DECONSTRUCTION; ETHICS; INTERPRETIVE
APPROACH; TRANSLATABILITY

Further reading

Heidegger 1942/1996; Gadamer 1960/1989; Heidegger 1975; Steiner
1975/1992; Schleiermacher 1977a; Derrida 1985; Ricoeur 2004/2006.

THEO HERMANS

History

Interest in the history of translation has been growing steadily since the early
1990s. Woodsworth (1998) provides a comprehensive overview of
developments up until 1995; this entry focuses on developments from 1995
onwards.

Like most fields within the humanities and social sciences, history has taken a
‘cultural turn” under the influence of postmodernism. There has been a shift from
a (presumably) factual and objective, Eurocentric, top-down history, concerned
with great men, great ideas and discrete political events and nations, to a history
that is seen as narrative in nature, subjective, bottom-up, concerned with either
local or worldwide systems, with ordinary people, popular culture, and the
development of social institutions across political borders and over longer
periods of time. As a result, the ‘great men of history’ approach (Cary 1963)
has given way to studies of individual translators considered in their larger
social, political or cultural context (Wilhelm 2004b). The individual translator is
now seen as representative of a larger social group, for example middle-class
Spanish participants in the conquest and governance of South America (Fossa
2005). There has been a concomitant tendency to take into account issues such
as GENDER AND SEXUALITY (Krontiris 1992), POSTCOLONIAL
contexts (Tymoczko 1999a) and the interplay between history and CULTURE
(Frank 1992). Two related recent developments include examining paratexts
(prologue, epilogue, notes, etc.) as data for historical research (Lavigne 2004;
St André 2004) and looking at the role of translation in the writing and shaping
of history (Payas 2004; Bastin and Echeverri 2004).

Aims and methods

Despite the growing volume of literature on translation history since the early
1990s, there have been few attempts at reflecting on how and why the history



of translation should be researched and documented. Scattered individual
articles have appeared, more often asking questions such as ‘what is the history
of translation?’ than answering them, or simply calling for more studies (Berman
1984; D’hulst 1991; Lambert 1993; Pym 1992b; Bastin 2004). The one salient
exception is Pym’s Method in Translation History (1998). Pym argues that a
history of translation should focus on translators rather than texts, address the
social context and be relevant to the present. He gives concrete and detailed
advice on how to locate, compile and interpret the material necessary to achieve
those aims. For example, Pym suggests the use of CORPORA as a
methodological tool to systematize data for historical analysis, although this
suggestion pulls him away from the translator and towards bibliographic
research of translations. His discussion of the need for reliable data harks back
to Bragt’s (1989) call for such work and puts the spotlight on resources such as
UNESCO’s Index translationum, a database of titles in translation which was
begun in the 1930s. Originally covering just five languages in six countries, and
with a hiatus in publication due to World War I1, the /ndex translationum
expanded rapidly in the 1950s and an online version has been available since
2000. There are, however, some inaccuracies in the information provided, and
the almost total lack of records dealing with translations into certain languages
(most notably Chinese) means that such resources must be used with caution,
bearing in
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mind potential inbuilt biases and cross-checking with other sources whenever
possible (see Foz and Serrano 2005 for insights into the problems and pitfalls of
compiling bibliographies of translations from databases).

Scope

The scope of a history of translation concerns questions relating to the
boundaries of legitimate inquiry: What counts as a translation? Who counts as a
translator? What other types of activities, either associated with translation (such
as editing, printing, publishing) or with translators (their background, finances,
other professional activities, etc.), can or should be discussed when writing a
history of translation? Historically, translation has not been pursued as a career
(Pym 1998), and many works that were considered translations at the time they
were produced would not be considered so by current professional standards.
To what extent do we wish to use modern criteria to evaluate the past? If we
choose to be more inclusive, what are the implications for the contemporary
relevance of a history of translation? Finally, the role of
PSEUDOTRANSLATION; ADAPTATION, summary and other grey areas
needs to be tackled.

Due to the lack of consensus around these issues, and to practical concerns
regarding delimitation and focus (a comprehensive history of translation would
involve countless languages, be unmanageably long and probably unreadable),
in practice each historian draws their own boundaries.

History of translation theory and criticism

Many historians of translation are attracted to writing the history of translation
CRITICISM and theory rather than of translation proper, perhaps because
such works form a relatively restricted set. Some have dealt with the
development of ideas in one geographical region over a limited period of time.
D’hulst (1990), for example, focuses on the history of translation in France, and
Balliu (2005a) on Russia. A pan-European approach, generally from Greco-
Roman times until the early twentieth century, has also been popular (Ballard
1992; Robinson 1997¢).

Steiner (1975/1992) combines a history of European translation theory along
with his own theoretical model of translation. Steiner is not alone in combining
historical research and theoretical arguments of his own; indeed, the potential
for a history of translation theory to offer useful insights or correctives to the
development of contemporary or future theoretical models is one of its
strengths. Such a use of history can be traced as far back at least as Johnson’s
use of translation history to advocate and justify free translation (Johnson
1759/1963:211-17). Venuti (1995a), too, uses historical material to advance a
theoretical argument, and critics of that work have also used historical data to
challenge his theory (Pym 1996a). Gile (2001) is unique in tracing the history of
research into conference interpreting.

History of translation practice



Although some fairly ambitious works covering a wide geographic and temporal
area have been attempted (Kelly 1979), historians working individually
commonly use delimiters from political history, such as the nation (Delisle

2005). An example can be seen in Wyler (2005), who focuses on the Brazilian
tradition. Such studies may be further restricted in terms of time period, as is the
case in Milton and Euzebio (2004), who focus on the 1930s—1950s, also within
the Brazilian context. The medieval and early Renaissance period in Europe
seem to have attracted a great deal of attention, although this was perhaps more
true in the late 1980s and 1990s (see Woodsworth 1998).

Other studies tend to be even more sharply focused, often on the works of a
particular writer or one particular text (Foz and Serrano 2005; Léger 2004).
Such studies frequently touch on the issues of RETRANSLATION and
RELAY (St André 2003a). Moving the spotlight from the author to the
translator, Moyal (2005) discusses how Guizot, a French Restoration translator,
used his translations of SHAKESPEARE and Gibbon to advance his
ideological agenda in France; Wilhelm (2004b) looks at Mme de Staél and the
emergence of liberalism, while St André (2004) situates the translator George
Staunton
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within British debates on the nature of law and Chinese society.

Greek and Roman classics, despite having been translated several times through
European history, have attracted surprisingly little attention to date in translation
studies, although endless debates over the ‘best’ or ‘proper’ way to translate
Homer echo down the ages (see, for example, Arnold and Newman 1914; see
CLASSICAL TEXTS). By contrast, translation of the BIBLE was one of the
first areas to attract the attention of twentieth-century historians (Norlie 1934)
and remains popular today (Sneddon 2002; Delisle 2005). Translation of the
Bible often merges into other areas of historical inquiry, such as LITERARY
TRANSLATION (Barnstone 1993), print culture (Van Kempen 1997) and
TERMINOLOGY (Prickett 1993). The translation activities of missionaries
have also begun to receive attention (Rafael 1993; Demers 2004; Lai 2007).
Perhaps because both the Jewish and Islamic traditions insist that believers
recite holy texts in the original language, there has been less written on the
history of translation in these religions, although there have been some studies of
the translation of the QUR’AN (Bobzin 1993; Versteegh 1991). The translation
of Buddhist scriptures has attracted more attention (Zacchetti 1996; Cheng
2003; Tajadod 2002; see CHINESE TRADITION)).

In general, the history of translation has focused on literary (Corbett 1999;
Thomson- Wohlgemuth 2004) and religious texts. However, a few other areas
have received coverage, most notably science (Montgomery 2000; see
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL TRANLATION).

Due to its ephemeral nature, the history of interpreting has received relatively
little attention, although there have been a few articles on the history of
CONFERENCE INTERPRETING (Keiser 2004; Baigorri-Jalon 2005), at
least one book (Roland 1999), and some interesting uses of indirect
documentation to study the role of interpreters in pre-modern society (Demers
2003; Karttunen 1994; Kaufmann 2005; Lung and Li 2005).

Moving outside Europe

Sanchez and Pinilla (2004) note that certain traditions in Europe, such as the
Portuguese tradition, are relatively neglected. Scattered articles indicate that
various other cultures have rich and varied historiographical traditions in
translation (Baccouche 2000), but because of the lack of translation of scholarly
articles into European languages, they remain little known to the Western
reader. A notable exception is Bandia (2005) on Africa. Articles concerning the
history of translation criticism in China and Asia have also begun to appear in
English (Yu 2000; Cheung 2006; Hung and Wakabayashi 2005b; see also
SOUTHEAST ASIAN TRADITION). The Chinese have a highly developed
historiographical tradition which has long featured the history of translation to
and from Chinese as a significant area of research. Chen (1975) collects
together many significant essays from 1895 to 1965, including works on the
history of the translation of Buddhist texts and the translation of Western
scientific works into Chinese. An entire book is dedicated to the history of
translation in Central Asia from the remote past down to the thirteenth century




(Maitiniyazi 1994), and many articles have been published on the translations by
the Jesuits in the Ming and the Qing dynasties (Li 2000, 2001).

A ‘Canadian School’?

Credit for fostering some of the most recent developments in translation history
must be given to several members of the Canadian Association for Translation
Studies, including Jean Delisle, Judith Woodsworth, Georges Bastin and Paul
Bandia. In 2004 and 2005 they produced two special issues of META devoted
to the history of translation, plus an edited volume based on the special theme
for their 2004 annual meeting ‘Translation and History’ (Bastin and Bandia
2006). They have also been responsible for pioneering work on the history of
translation in Central and South America (Milton and Euzebio 2004; Payas
2004; Bastin and Echeverri 2004; Fossa 2005).

The Canadian School has also led the way in collective approaches, but with
mixed results. A FIT project launched in the 1960s languished for some years
before eventually coming to partial fruition as Delisle and Woodsworth (1995),
which opted for a selective and representative approach rather than the grand
narrative of
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world history that was originally envisaged. Baker (1998) and the present
volume collect essays on various regions, but no attempt is made to connect
them together.

Reflections on the practice of translation history

There has been a concerted effort to argue for the increased visibility and
recognition of translators through the examination of their influence in one culture
or in a wide variety of cultures over one millennium (Delisle and Woodsworth
1995). This type of history may be perceived as a sort of ‘lobbying’ by a
professional organization to show the world that translation matters and that
translators should therefore be treated better. However, this desire to celebrate
the role of the translator threatens to turn all history of translation into
hagiography. In a curious way, the history of translation today resembles early
twentieth-century American history, which uncritically celebrated the founding
fathers. To date, few historians of translation have followed in the footsteps of
revisionist American historians such as Beard (1925). There is a need for critical
reflection on what uses translation has and may be put to, either by the
translator, the client, or the reader. The history of translation is inevitably bound
up with ethical considerations (see ETHICS) and must ultimately address
questions such as why we are writing the history of translation, who the intended
audience of this history is, and what possible impact our research might have,
both on our evaluation of the past actions of other people and on our future
plans.

See also:
BIBLE, JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN; CENSORSHIP; CLASSICAL

TEXTS; PSEUDOTRANSLATION; QUR’AN; RELAY;
RETRANSLATION; REWRITING.

Further reading

D’hulst 1991; Ballard 1992; Frank 1992; Lambert 1993; Delisle and
Woodsworth 1995; Robinson 1997¢; Pym 1998; Woodsworth 1998; Liu
1999; Tymoczko 1999a; Fossa 2005; Kaufmann 2005; Bastin and Bandia
2006; Cheung 2006.
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I

Ideology

A significant problem with the study of ‘ideology’ in any discipline is its
definition and scope. First used in 1796 by Count Destutt de Tracy to refer to a
new rationalist ‘science of ideas’, from the nineteenth century onwards
‘ideology’, from the French idéologie, came to acquire a negative Marxian
sense of illusion or false consciousness (the misguided way of thinking that
characterizes others, such as the ruling classes, for example), and this negative
sense has had a significant impact on the way it was studied (Williams
1983:153—4). Although more contemporary uses of the term in the humanities
cover neutral phenomenological as well as negative senses, the word ‘ideology’
remains problematic, as emphasized by Woolard (1998:8), who states that
‘arguably, even the most doggedly neutral social-scientific uses are tinged with
disapprobation, the truly neutral stance more often encoded by the choice of
other labels such as culture, worldview, belief, mentalité, and so on’.

The terminological confusion associated with ‘ideology’ is exemplified by the
various theoretical frameworks from other disciplines that have informed
translation studies. Thus, for example, the term ‘worldview’ is used by Simpson
(1993:5) to frame his definition of an ideology as ‘deriv[ing] from the taken-for-
granted assumptions, beliefs and value-systems which are shared collectively by
social groups ... [and] mediated [through] powerful political and social
institutions like the government, the law and the medical profession’. This
definition is taken up by Hatim and Mason (1997) in their discussion of
ideological mediation in translation and, using almost the same phrasing, by Faiq
(2004), but in his case to refer to ‘CULTURE’. Other important models used
for uncovering implicit ideology in translation are drawn from critical discourse
analysis (Fairclough 1989/2001; see DISCOURSE ANALYSIS), sociology
(Bourdieu 1991) or the multidisciplinarity of van Dijk (1998), which brings
together aspects of cognition, discourse and society. Some translation theorists
have posited their own terminology and models: Lefevere (1998b: 48), for
instance, describes ideology as ‘the conceptual grid that consists of opinions
and attitudes deemed acceptable in a certain society at a certain time and
through which readers and translators approach texts’ and argues that
translation is governed above all by patronage, which consists of ideological,
economic and status components (Lefevere 1992a: 16; see REWRITING).

In part, then, the problem of discussing translation and ideology is one of
definition and category, giving rise to a range of challenging questions. Is all
human activity ideologically motivated? When is something ‘ideology’ rather
than just ‘culture’, and what is the difference between the two? Can we invoke
the notion of ideology to explain what is only our ‘life-world’, our concrete
human situation (Gadamer, quoted in Bandia 1993:62)? When the publishers of
Anne Frank’s diary remove allusions to her sexuality, is that, as Lefevere
suggests, because there is an ‘ideologically sanctioned image of what a
fourteen-year-old should be’ (1992a: 62—4), or is it simply a matter of



modesty? When Gutzkow, in preparing Biichner’s Dantons Tod for the stage,
‘deletes what may be taken to be offensive to the taste of the middle- and
upper-class readers’ (ibid.: 153), is that an ideological move or a matter of
taste? And what can we say about Lefevere’s own hidden ideology which
decrees that the middle and upper classes are a monolith about whose taste
sweeping judgements may be made?

The essence of ideological intervention in the case of translation is that the
selections
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made during the translation process (not only by the translator but by all those
involved, including those who decide the choice of texts to translate) are
potentially determined by ideologically based STRATEGIES governed by those
who wield power. These can be uncovered by analysing the various target text
selections that impact on the target reader who, nevertheless, generally and
crucially reads the text as though it were a transparent, unmediated rendering of
the original, more or less unaware (or at least willingly suspending the
knowledge) that it is a translated text. The perceived truth status of the words of
the target text can only be uncovered if the source and target texts and their
paratextual framings are compared side by side, even though the motivation for
any SHIFTS may remain open to conjecture.

Translation studies’ interest in ideology is thus firmly linked to the concept of
language and power relations and the distortion, manipulation (Hermans 1985a)
or ‘REWRITING’ (Lefevere 1992a) of the source text and culture in the
process of translation. This interest is explained by what Gentzler and
Tymoczko (2002: xviii) call the inherent “partiality’ of translation, its status as an
inevitably partial representation of the source text. The textual and other choices
made by the translator(s), editor(s), commissioners and other actors must be
selective and therefore also ‘partisan’, since they condition the image, function
and impact of the text in the target culture and may be repressive or subversive
(ibid.).

The ideology of translation strategy

The ‘partisan’ role of translation is highlighted in the assertion by Penrod
(1993:39) that ‘since we are always required when translating to “take a
position” relative to other cultures and languages, we must as well remain ever
vigilant as to the nature of the position assumed’ (see ETHICS). Penrod
interprets in terms of power relations Schleiermacher’s (1813/1963)
philosophical distinction between what are now known as domesticating and
foreignizing strategies of translation (see GERMAN TRADITION;
STRATEGIES). However, the distinction has been redefined many times by
many people, among them Berman (1984) who, writing explicitly about
translation and ideology, talks of ethnocentric and hypertextual translation, and
Venuti (1995a, 1998b), who critiques the dominant, transparent translation
strategies of the Anglo- American tradition. This demonstrates the extent to
which the debate about translation strategies (essentially literal versus free) has
tended to be ideologically motivated, even in its more modern manifestations.

The practice of translation was for a long time, and in some cases remains,
deeply implicated in religious ideology, as can be seen in the grim fate of
translators such as Tyndale in Britain (see BRITISH TRADITION) and Dolet
in France (see FRENCH TRADITION), both burnt at the stake, a fate
mirrored in the twentieth century by the assassination of the Japanese translator
of Salman Rushdie’s Satanic Verses and the subsequent refusal by other
publishers to produce a translation. In many instances, literal translation, or non-
translation (see QUR’AN), of religious and other sensitive texts in traditions
such as the Arabic or medieval European was an attempt to prevent what was




seen as a potential sacrilegious distortion of the sacred word of God.

While the extremes of literal translation attempt to fix and control meaning, the
deconstructionists would claim that all deviations are permissible, needing only
the motivation of an ideology to justify them, because there is no original to be
copied and because the ‘violent hierarchy’ which gives primacy to the source
text can be overturned in favour of the target scheme (see
DECONSTRUCTION). If original meaning does not exist and if the work lives
on in the endlessly deferred meaning of the play of the signifier, then various
forms of ADAPTATION become justified as the main translation techniques
(see below).

As well as (and perhaps even more so than) the textual practices of translation,
ideology reveals itself in recontextualization, the use of paratextual devices such
as prefaces and other material which frame the text (Baker 2006a, 2007), and
in the policy choices of those who control the publication process. The latter
include the decision of whether to commission and publish a translation or not.
In the most obvious cases of ideological manipulation, there is a concerted
policy: thus, in Germany from 1933 to 1945 there was a clear ideology behind
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the selection of texts, with a high number of Scandinavian and Flemish/Dutch
texts translated because of the feeling of kinship the Nazis considered they
shared with the German Volk (see CENSORSHIP). Ideological orientation can
also be gleaned from bibliographical data of books the Nazis published every
year, and by examining reviews in the Party and book-trade press that
supported the racist official policy of eliminating ‘all elements alien to the
German character’ and those felt to be characteristic of foreign literature (Sturge
2004).

The ideological struggle within translation studies

As well as examining the expression of ideology in translation, it is interesting to
consider the ideological struggle that has been taking place to make translation
studies accepted within the academy in many countries. This struggle is
motivated in part by the lower status that has long been accorded to translation
compared to ‘original” writing, and in part by the strength and interests of more
established disciplines: first the Classics, Latin and Greek, which were
prestigious and dominant in many Western education systems until the second
half of the twentieth century, and then Modern Languages. As translation studies
has established itself over a number of decades (from the 1970s onwards), so
research foci have shifted from a “scientific’ linguistic categorization of
translation phenomena to studies that centre principally on the macro-
sociocultural context in which the translation act is performed (see
LINGUISTIC APPROACHES). Both types of study are underpinned by an
ideological agenda. While the scientific study of EQUIVALENCE drew
strength from the absolutist, logocentric philosophy of Plato that was central to
Western rationality, and in which the referential function of language
predominated, so the more ‘cultural’ approaches to translation are also founded
on an underlying and partial ideological base.

In the scientific and technological atmosphere of the early and mid-twentieth
century, there was for a time a feeling that linguistic theory had provided a
‘scientific’ basis for grounding translation in a way that should eliminate
subjective evaluations of ‘accuracy’ and transfer of meaning. One of the main
proponents of this trend was Eugene Nida, who believed that he had found a
neutral point of observation on which to base his concept of dynamic
equivalence. Nida is therefore understandably the prime target of
deconstructionist critiques of ‘closure’, which aim to lay bare the ideological
bases not only of individual acts of translation but also of translation theories in
general. Meschonnic (1986:77), for example, accuses Nida of ‘pseudo-
pragmatism’ and manipulative behaviourism, and Gentzler points to the ‘non-dit’
of ‘the Protestant sub-text’ in Nida’s linguistic approach (1993/2001:59).

To some extent, criticisms of Nida are themselves ideologically motivated. One
of the most frequent criticisms of Nida’s methodology is that its justification for
translating the biblical phrase ‘to greet with a holy kiss’ by ‘to give a hearty
handshake all round’ amounts to complicity on the theory’s part with the
dominant white, heterosexual, male, Western Anglo- American understanding of
what is an acceptable mode of greeting between men. Yet Gentzler, a severe



critic of Nida, has no comparable denunciation to offer of Barbara Godard’s
declaration that the feminist translator ‘flaunts the signs of her manipulation of
the text’ (Godard 1990:94; see GENDER AND SEXUALITY).

The ideological perspective of the analyst thus always plays a role in shaping the
course of his or her argument; this inherent subjectivity and bias of the viewer
and commentator, along with the concomitant relativism of truth, can be traced
back to the Greek Sophists (Hawkes 2003:22-3) and finds its most outspoken
voice in Nietzsche. Even those working firmly within the branch of descriptive
translation studies (Toury 1980a, 1995) which has placed descriptivism at the
heart of inquiry into translation and has proposed a solid basis for the study of
translation as an empirical science (see DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED
APPROACHES), must respond to the criticism that such observation can never
be totally dispassionate and value-free (Hermans 1999:36). Other translators
and translation studies theorists have an openly ideological and political agenda,
and espouse what Brownlie (2007a: 136) calls ‘committed approaches’. For
instance, Canadian feminist translators such as Godard and de Lotbiniére-
Harwood deliberately
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distort the norms of language to highlight the female experience, while the US
translator-academic Suzanne Jill Levine has chosen to work on the apparently
most unpromising ideological texts, in Levine’s case the machista Three
Trapped Tigers by the Cuban Guillermo Cabrera Infante (Levine 1991).
Elsewhere, Cheyfitz (1991) and Niranjana (1992), among many others, have
focused on the unequal power relations between colonizer and colonized, and
between colonial language—native languages, in a concerted effort to
deconstruct these relations and to counter the relevant imbalance (see
POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES). Similarly, as a translator Venuti
(1998:10) sets out ‘an opposition to the global hegemony of English’ and the
erasure of the foreign by choosing to translate ‘minority”’ texts and to translate in
a non-fluent style. This ‘positionality’ of the translator and translation theorist
(von Flotow 2000b: 18), from a postcolonial, post-structuralist or gender
perspective, has its counterpart in the committed work of critical linguists who
seek to uncover the ‘insidious discursive practices in language’ and thereby to
‘challenge’ the ideological practices they enact (Simpson 1993:6). Tymockzo
(2003), too, asserts that the translator is necessarily located in an ideological
position in the target culture, a claim which runs counter to those translation
theorists who depict the translator as a ‘mediator’ or ‘communicator’ (Hatim
and Mason 1997) or in an ‘in-between’ or hybrid ‘third space’ (Wolf 2000).

Much of the work in translation studies has been centred on major world,
especially major European, languages and ideologies, and this has created its
own imbalance to the detriment of lesser-used languages (Cronin 2003:140; see
MINORITY). But the ideological focus on concepts that are rooted in Western
models of translation is increasingly being challenged. Tymoczko (2006:22)
discusses some of the alternative perspectives on translation in non- Western
cultures: the very words and metaphors for ‘translation’ used in India (rupantar
= change of form; anuvad = ‘speaking after’, “following’), in the Arab world
(tarjama = ‘biography’) and China (fan yi = ‘“turning over’), for example,
indicate a radically different focus, one where the goal of close lexical fidelity to
an original is not a given. Furthermore, there are contexts and forms of
translation which challenge traditional thinking in Western translation studies:
thus, Bandia (1993:56—7, 2008) discusses African authors writing in European
languages and argues that translation of their works requires a source culture-
oriented approach which takes particular care to avoid ‘negative stereotyping’
in the transfer into the colonizer’s language; Japan developed the practice of
‘kambun-kundoku’, where Chinese texts were read in Japanese but where no
written target text was produced (Wakabayashi 2005:59); the greater
bilingualism and lower literacy rates in India, as in some other countries, to some
extent obviate the need for formal written or spoken translation (Trivedi 2006),
though such diglossia contains its own hierarchy.

From a historical perspective, then, general questions of power and ideology
are constantly tied up with the relative power of different languages, which has
an important effect on what is translated and how translation takes place. This is
particularly noticeable in the history of Bible translation in a Christian context,
where desire for dissemination of the texts led to translation first into the
international languages of Greek and later Latin, and then in the Reformation



into the new vernacular European languages, all the while against a tense
backdrop of a Church that sought to control that translation and dissemination.
In current times, it is English that occupies a hegemonic position as the
overriding international language, increasingly influencing and even undermining
the viability of scientific and technological genres in other languages (see
Anderman and Rogers 2005). The consequences of such imbalances of power
and the way they convey and frame ideology have attracted growing interest
within translation studies in the first decade of the twenty-first century. This is
illustrated by the publication of a range of volumes on the issue of ideology in
translation, including von Flotow (2000c), which contains mainly historical case
studies; Gentzler and Tymoczko (2002) and Calzada Pérez (2003), which
embrace more interdisciplinary approaches and cover a variety of forms of
translation and interpreting; Cunico and Munday (2007), which examines
ideology in the translation of scientific, political and other non-literary texts; and
Munday (2007), which explores how the translator’s ideology, sometimes
expressed subconsciously, may be
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detected through an examination of specific textual and stylistic choices.

See also:
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Institutional translation

‘Institutional translation” broadly refers to a type of translation that occurs in
institutional settings. The term is problematic, in part due to the categorical
ambiguity of the concept of institution — indeed, translation itself is arguably an
institution in its own right — but also because, somewhere between the
commissioning of a translation project and the publishing of a translation,
translators and translations inevitably become associated with an institution, such
as a multinational manufacturer that commissions a translation or a publishing
house that puts it into print. Nevertheless, ‘institutional translation’ is generally
used by translation scholars to refer either to translating in orfor specific
organizations such as the Translation Bureau of the federal government of
Canada (Mossop 1988, 2006), or to institutionalized social systems such as the
legal system (Colin and Morris 1996) or the health care system (Davidson
2000). Based on this definition, the study of institutional translation is concerned
with organizational, structural, relational, ideological or historical aspects of a
translating institution and their impact on translators and the process and
product of translation.

The importance of institutions to the study of translation was first underlined by
Mossop, who pointed out that translating institutions are a ‘missing factor in
translation theory’ (1988:65). While approaches to the study of institutional
translation are heterogeneous, they all share the assumption that translation is a
socially situated practice (see SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES). This
assumption is evident in the theoretical frameworks employed as well as the
topics of research. Discourse Analysis, Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, tield
and capital, and Latour’s Network Theory are among a wide range of
theoretical tools and methods that are borrowed from other disciplines and
increasingly being used to describe and explain translation in an institutional
setting. Research topics range from a critical investigation of the texts selected
for translation (Tahir-Giir¢aglar 2003) to an analysis of textual features of
institutionally produced translations (Kang 2007); from a scrutiny of the role of




the institutional translator as a social and cultural agent (Rudvin 2006) to the
problematization of the production and reproduction of discursive practices via
translation (Blommaert 2005); from an examination of the translator’s work
routines, status and issues of power and control (Berk-Seligson 1990/2002) to
an investigation of institutional NORMS and CULTURE (Inghilleri 2003); and
from the analysis of institutional goals and IDEOLOGY (Koskinen 2000b) to a
historical description of practices of institutional translation (Hung 2005).
Increased attention to institutional translation is indicative of a shift in the
discipline towards more contextualized explanations of translational practices
and more socially informed approaches to the study of translation.

The history of institutional translation

Although scholarly interest in institutional translation is a relatively recent
phenomenon, the practice of institutional translation has a long history. One of
the earliest and best known examples is the translation of the Pentateuch of the
Old Testament into Greek, commonly known as the Septuagint. According to
the Letter of Aristeas, this translation enterprise began with Demetrius of
Phaleron, Director of the Royal Library of Alexandria, persuading Ptolemy II
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Philadelphus, ruler of Egypt in the third century BCE, to arrange for the
Pentateuch to be translated for the library. After much negotiation between the
relevant parties, seventy-two elders, all knowledgeable in Hebrew and Greek,
were brought to the island of Pharos from Jerusalem to carry out the translation
under the direction of Demetrius, with “all their requirements being lavishly
supplied’ by Ptolemy II (Hadas 1973:119).

Many such instances of institutional translation activities are documented by
historians of translation. BIBLE translation in particular has a long history of
institutional translation practice, although examples of Bible translation as a
private endeavour are also numerous. Some generalizations may be adduced
from such historical accounts: institutional translation is carried out by teams of
individuals with complementary knowledge and skills, working under
established procedures and translating on the basis of explicit principles and
language guidelines. These features can be identified in another well-known
seventeenth-century Bible translation project commissioned by King James I of
England. Non-theological discussion of this project has tended to focus more on
its literary influence and the political agenda behind the King’s commissioning of
the translation. However, the systematic character of the work format and
translation procedures adopted in this project, which involved forty-seven
scholars divided into six committees entrusted with revising each other’s work in
addition to translating their own part of the text — all working with specific
guidelines provided by King James I — have since been replicated in many
institutional projects of Bible translation. For example, Wilt (2003b), a
translation consultant working for the United Bible Societies, describes
contemporary translation projects at this institution as involving the following
roles and processes: translators reviewing the work of others; the team’s
exegete(s) checking translations for faithfulness; reviewers checking dialect use,
style and translation approach; a translation consultant examining the exegesis,
translation approach, content and presentation of supplements; a manuscript
examiner checking the quality of manuscript presentation; and translators
reviewing a camera-ready copy before it is sent to the printer. In addition,
translation work is hierarchically coordinated to ‘assure satisfactory content and
quality of products developed in view of organizational goals’ (ibid.: 51).

This continuity in work format and participation structure is evident throughout
the history of institutional translation, despite the great diversity of this practice.
In China, institutional translation played a critical role in the transmission of
Buddhism, the implementation of trade and diplomatic policies, and the
introduction of Western learning (see CHINESE TRADITION). Translation of
sutras from Central Asian languages and Sanskrit into Chinese was instrumental
in ensuring the spread of Buddhism in China and other parts of East Asia, such
as Korea and Japan. Isolated attempts to translate Buddhist scriptures, which
began around the second century CE, evolved into large-scale, and often
government sponsored projects that were carried out in teams. The process
became more organized and systematic in the third and fourth centuries CE,
with explicit procedures being adopted and various team members collaborating
in distinct roles: yizhu (Chief Translator), a highly revered master, presided over
the translation by orally explicating the Buddhist concepts; chuanyu




(Interpreter) interpreted the Chief Translator’s explication into Chinese; and
bishou (Recorder) compiled the text in Chinese. The final stage of translation
involved checking the Recorder’s notes and cross-checking them against those
taken by the monks and scholars in the audience for verification. During the
earlier period of sutra translation, the Chief Translator was often a foreign monk
who could not speak Chinese. However, even after the linguistic need for
adopting this format disappeared with the emergence of Chinese monk-
translators, teamwork in sutra translation continued. Teamwork has thus come
to be viewed as an important practice that sets the Chinese translation tradition
apart from other traditions, as evident in Lefevere’s comment that ‘the Chinese
tradition emphasizes what we would now call teamwork, while the Western
tradition has often frowned upon that very concept’ (1998a: 22). However, the
history of translation in Europe and other parts of the world features
comparable translation practice in terms of adopting organized procedures,
distinct roles and collective translation. In the European context, the practice of
collective Bible
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translation mentioned above is one example. In thirteenth-century Spain,
translations were undertaken by collective teamwork under the direction of
King Alfonso the Learned. Members of translation teams assumed such roles as
enmendador (Reviser), glosador (Writer of Glossess) and capitulador
(Organizer into Chapters), in addition to the usual translator role (Pym 2000a).
Other instances of teamwork 1n institutional translation are documented in the
history of translation into Arabic: in the seventh and eighth centuries, large-scale
government translation projects were carried out in Baghdad (see ARABIC
TRADITION).

According to Hung and Wakabayashi (2005a: 6), government translation in the
Chinese context constitutes the ‘only continuous translation tradition in history’.
The most prevalent mode of government translation in China was indirect
translation or chongyi (RELAY translation), a practice which reflects the strong
sense of superiority that prevailed among the Chinese in general and the
educated elite in particular. The Chinese belief in the existence of acute cultural
differences between ‘alien’ people and themselves and the resulting Chinese
disapproval of direct communicative interaction with foreigners such as tribute-
bearers may partly explain the prevalence of this mode of translation, which
sometimes involved as many as eight or nine translators in the communication
process. Relay translation continued from the tenth century BCE until the end of
the Ching Dynasty in the early twentieth century. The pervasiveness of the relay
mode of government translation in Chinese translation history is indicative of the
way an institution’s prestige and ideology can often outweigh concerns for
efficiency and effectiveness in interlingual communication. This is also evident in
the case of European Union translation, considered in more detail below.

Work modes and the translating agent

Contemporary modes of institutional translation vary considerably across
institutional and cultural boundaries. While working in in-house translation
departments was the general mode of employment for institutional translators in
the past, perhaps due to the centralized organization of cultures in which many
translators traditionally worked, increased attention to issues of cost and
flexibility mean that partial or complete outsourcing structures now complement
or entirely replace in-house translation (see Pym 2001b and Dollerup 2000a for
discussions of translation in the EU and the UN, respectively). Many institutions
continue to draw on internal resources to meet their translation demands: Lee e?
al. (2001), for example, found that translation in 72.6 per cent of the 223 South
Korean public institutions surveyed (including central and local government,
governmental agencies, public corporations and associations) is undertaken by
n-house personnel, mostly working in teams. Nevertheless, institutions are
increasingly making use of freelance translators and sub-contracting structures,
and exerting different degrees of control over the recruitment of translators, the
quality of translations and text production procedures. This shift towards
outsourcing was made possible by the World Wide Web and the resulting ‘de-
materialization of space’ (Cronin 2003:43; see GLOBALIZATION). The
spatial decentring of translators has also been supported by increased reliance
on COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION, including various electronic




resources, translation memories, terminology-management systems,
LOCALIZATION, web-page translation tools, and MACHINE
TRANSLATION, all of which have significantly shortened the time spent on
translation and streamlined work procedures. Although the dependence on
technological tools at present may be more prominent in certain parts of the
world, such as Europe, or industries (e.g. the localization industry), this trend is
likely to expand globally in the future.

Translation in an institutional setting is thus developing into an intricate process
that involves multiple mediators, or more specifically a network of humans and
technological tools. The institutional production of translation often involves
complex, collaborative work among translators, revisers, editors, experts and
sometimes even source text drafters, as well as a range of electronic resources.
Although collectively produced translations tend to be associated with issues of
speed and quality control in an institutional context, there are other factors
which motivate this practice, most



Page 144

notably the fact that the distribution of responsibility for producing a translated
text among several layers means that the text selected for translation is taken
through a series of processes designed to ensure that the translated output
functions seamlessly as part of the discourse of a given institution. As such, the
notion of the translator in our common conceptualization of translation may no
longer be serviceable in an institutional context: ‘the translator’ is no longer an
individual who translates a text solely on the basis of personal training and
experience, but also a participant in a situated institutional practice that has
become routinized and habituated over time. The distinction between ‘the
translator’ and ‘the translating agent’ in an institutional context and the
reconfiguration of the way in which the role of ‘translator’ is understood in a
translating institution are both issues that require further investigation.

Research on institutional translation

One institution that has been the focus of sustained scrutiny in translation studies
since the 1990s is the Translation Service of the Commission of the European
Union, the largest translating institution in the world. Interest in this particular
institution may be motivated by its sheer size and complexity, and the
consequent light that its description can thus shed on many theoretical and
practical issues of language policy, IDEOLOGY, economics,
GLOBALIZATION and intercultural communication. It may also originate, in
part, from a long-standing bias in translation studies, which remains Eurocentric
in orientation. That said, the perspectives and topics taken up in the discussions
are diverse and have enriched our understanding of translation.

One topic that has been addressed by several researchers is the way in which
textual features of EU translations (e.g. vocabulary, syntax, style) clash with
target language conventions. These features have been discussed in terms of the
EU policy of MULTILINGUALISM, collective and complex translation
processes and procedures, and the concept of ‘hybridity’; the latter, according
to Trosborg, refers to features of translated text that are ““out of
place”/*strange’’/*“‘anusual” for the receiving culture’ (1997:146). Hybridity in
EU translations, in particular, has been associated less with ‘translationese’, or
lack of translational competence, and more with a convergence between
cultures or institutional patterns of behaviour. Another area that has received
some attention in the literature is the institutional culture of the EU. For example,
Koskinen (2000b: 49) suggests that EQUIVALENCE is an “a priori
characteristic of all translations’ within the EU since the EU policy of linguistic
equality presupposes equal value for all language versions. As an inherent and
automatic quality of all translations, the equivalence relationship holds not only
between the source and the target text but among various translations of the
same source text. Koskinen thus argues that EU translations are ‘intracultural” in
that they are reflective of a distinct EU culture that cannot be accounted for by
the dichotomous conceptions of source and target cultures or by the concept of
‘interculture’ as theorized by Pym (2000a). Other scholars have since
attempted to describe this ‘distinct” institutional culture of the EU (e.g. Wagner
et al. 2002; Hermans and Stecconi 2002; Pym 2000b), but Mason rightly
argues that ‘the whole issue of institutional cultures of translating ... is worthy of




a more systematic exploration, across a range of institutions and language
pairs’ (2004:481).

Like many other terms in the discipline, ‘institutional translation’ continues to
evolve and encompass new meanings. While it has so far mostly centred on
translation practice at large and important institutions, the concept is slowly but
clearly being used as a means of understanding and studying translation practice
in general: in other words, there is a growing trend to view and analyse all forms
of translation in institutional terms. This is not surprising given that translation
itself is arguably an institution. It might thus be more productive to adopt an
institutional perspective on all forms of translation. The diachronic, synchronic
and panchronic study of translation practice in institutional terms might then
render new insights about different forms of translation practice and provide
more systematic explanations, alternative explanations and specific empirical
detail that have so far been largely lacking in the discipline.
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ARABIC TRADITION; ASYLUM; BIBLE, JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN;
CHINESE TRADITION; COMMUNITY INTERPRETING; COURT
INTERPRETING; NEWS GATHERING AND DISSEMINATION;
PUBLISHING STRATEGIES; SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES.

Further reading

Mossop 1988; Trosborg 1997; Koskinen 2000b; Pym 2000b, 2001b;
Calzada-Pérez 2001; Wagner et al. 2002; Koskinen 2004; Hung and
Wakabayashi 2005b; Inghilleri 2005b; Mossop 2006; Pym et al. 2006.

JI-HAE KANG

Interpretive approach

The interpret(at)ive approach or ‘the interpretive theory of translation’ (la
théorie interprétative de la traduction) has also been known as the ‘theory of
sense’ (la théorie du sens). It is an approach to interpreting and translation
adopted by members of the ESIT group (Ecole Supérieure d’Interprétes et
de Traducteurs, of the University of Paris III/ Sorbonne Nouvelle), sometimes
referred to as ‘the Paris School’. Developed in the 1960s on the basis of
research on CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, the interpretive theory of
translation remains one of the main paradigms in interpreting studies research. It
was initially applied to TRAINING AND EDUCATION in interpreting, where
it has been very influential (for example, it informs the practice of simultaneous
interpreting at the European Union Institutions), and was subsequently extended
to the written translation of non-literary or ‘pragmatic’ texts (Delisle 1980/1988;
see COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION) and to the teaching of translation.

The Paris School was founded by Danica Seleskovitch. Drawing on her
extensive experience of professional conference interpreting, Seleskovitch
(1975, 1977) developed a theory based on the distinction between linguistic
meaning and non-verbal sense, where non-verbal sense is defined in relation
to a translating process which consists of three stages: interpretation (as
understanding) of discourse, deverbalization and reformulation. A detailed
model of simultaneous interpreting that draws on this distinction is elaborated in
Lederer (1981).

The theoretical background

Drawing on experimental psychology, neuropsychology, linguistics and Jean
Piaget’s work on developmental psychology, researchers of the Paris School
study interpreting and translation in real situations, with particular emphasis on
the mental and cognitive processes involved (see PSYCHOLINGUISTIC
AND COGNITIVE APPROACHEYS). Their research focuses on the
translating process, particularly on the nature of meaning as sense — as opposed
to linguistic or verbal meaning. Sense is composed of an explicit part (what is




actually written or spoken) and an implicit part (what is unsaid but nevertheless
meant by the author and understood by the reader/listener), the latter not to be
confused with the author’s intention. Full comprehension of sense depends on
the existence of a sufficient level of shared knowledge between interlocutors,
without which the confrontation between text and cognitive structures does not
lead to the emergence of sense. Cognitive structures include both the
encyclopaedic or real-world knowledge (bagage cognitif), and the
contextual knowledge (contexte cognitif), which is the knowledge acquired
through the specific and immediate listening to the speech to be interpreted, or
reading of the text to be translated.

According to the interpretive theory of translation, ambiguity, an issue which has
long preoccupied translation theorists and linguists (see MACHINE
TRANSLATION), is in most cases a direct result of a lack of relevant cognitive
‘inputs’ to verbal meaning. The possibility of multiple interpretation arises in
situations in which only the surface or verbal meaning of the text/speech is
available and the translator or the interpreter do not have at their disposal all the
cognitive elements and complementary information needed to extract sense.

Proponents of this approach see all translation as interpretation and
acknowledge the contribution made by Cary (1956), a practising interpreter
and translator who based his description and explanation of written translation
on ‘oral’ translation or interpreting.
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Although different in their modalities, the translation of a written text and that of
oral discourse are both seen as communicative acts. The link between discourse
and the real world becomes increasingly tenuous as written texts age or when
one crucial factor, the ‘vouloir dire’ or intended meaning of the author as
expressed in the specific contextual sense, is lost. Interpreting is considered the
ideal communicative situation: all interlocutors are present, sharing the same
spatial and temporal situation, circumstances and (normally) knowledge relevant
to the topic of discourse.

Interpreting is not based on verbal memory but on the appropriation of meaning,
followed by reformulation in the target language. Translators, too, reconstruct
the meaning of the source language text and convey it to the readers of the
translation. But they normally go one step further than interpreters, by
attempting to ‘equate the expression of sense, to a certain extent, with the
linguistic meanings of the source language’ (Seleskovitch 1977:32).

Seleskovitch distinguishes between two levels of perception, that of the linguistic
tool (rather transient) and that of sense as awareness: ‘Sense [in the listener’s
awareness] results from the merging of pre-established linguistic meaning with a
concomitant perception of reality’ (ibid.: 31). The translation process is seen not
as a ‘direct conversion’ of the linguistic meaning of the source language but as a
‘conversion from the source language to sense and then an expression of sense
in the target language’ (ibid.: 28). Translation is thus not seen as a linear
transcoding operation, but rather as a dynamic process of comprehension and
re-expression of ideas.

Delisle developed a more detailed version of the interpretive approach applied
to translation, with particular reference to the methodological aspects of the
teaching of translation. In Delisle’s view, which is based on text analysis, the
interpretation of the text is defined with regard to specific criteria such as
contextual analysis and the preservation of textual organicity (Delisle
1980/1988, 1993/2003). Delisle focuses on the intellectual process involved in
translation, the cognitive process of interlingual transfer, and stresses the non-
verbal stage of conceptualization. He views translation as a heuristic process of
intelligent DISCOURSE ANALYSIS involving three stages. The first stage is
that of comprehension: this requires decoding the linguistic signs of the source
text with reference to the language system (i.e. determining the semantic
relationships between the words and utterances of the text) and defining the
conceptual content of an utterance by drawing on the referential context in
which it is embedded (Delisle 1988:53—6). The two operations are performed
simultaneously. The second stage, namely reformulation, involves reverbalizing
the concepts of the source utterance by means of the signifiers of another
language; this is realized through reasoning, successive associations of thoughts
and logical assumptions. Finally, the third stage is termed verification and can
be described as a process of comparison of the original and its translation,
which allows the translator to apply a qualitative analysis of selected solutions
and EQUIVALENCE. Its purpose is to confirm the accuracy of the final
translation, in terms of both content and form (see QUALITY).




Relationship to other approaches

By distancing itself from LINGUISTIC APPROACHES in order to explain the
translation and interpreting processes, the interpretive theory of translation
played a pioneering role in the 1960s and 1970s. Although linguistics and
applied linguistics are not seen as constituting adequate frameworks for the
description of the translating process, the interpretive approach is nevertheless
indebted to developments in the fields of PRAGMATICS, text-linguistics and
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS, particularly when applied to written translation.

The ‘theory of sense’ is not to be confused with Newmark’s notion of
interpretative translation which ‘requires a semantic method of translation
combined with a high explanatory power, mainly in terms of the SL culture, with
only a side glance at the TL reader’ (Newmark 1981:35). The interpretive
approach advocated by members of the Paris School in fact argues the
opposite of this position and places much emphasis on the target reader, on the
clarity and intelligibility of the translation and its acceptability in the target culture
in terms of writing conventions, use of idioms, etc., as well as the communi-
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cative function of oral or written discourse. Nor should this approach be
confused with the ontological approach to translation which emphasizes the
subjective conditions of the interpreter and the role played by intuition in text
interpretation and exegesis (Steiner 1975/1992).

The Paris School initially doubted the applicability of the interpretive approach
to LITERARY TRANSLATION. Attention was focused on the kind of
discourse that is aimed at informing, explaining and convincing, and literary
translation was therefore excluded from its field of study. In recent years,
however, the fact that form is seen as a means rather than an end in the
interpretive approach has been evoked to reject the notion of the
untranslatability of literature (Seleskovitch 1988; Lederer and Israél 1991,
Lederer 1994/2003; see TRANSLATABILITY).

The languages used for exemplification in the publications of the Paris School
are mostly English, French and German, and the examples provided are
normally drawn from authentic interpreting and translating situations. Yet,
although the main publications have been translated into several languages,
including English, the interpretive approach as expounded by Seleskovitch, her
colleagues and students has not been widely acknowledged in the English
language literature on translation studies. With the development of interpreting
studies as an independent area of research, however, the approach has
acquired renewed visibility (see, for instance, Setton 1999; Péchhaker 2004;
Pochhacker and Shlesinger 2002).

An overall account of the interpretive theory can be found in Seleskovitch and
Lederer (1984), a collection of articles which also includes some earlier work.
Lederer (1994/2003) offers a clear presentation of the approach and addresses
a number of the criticisms that have been levelled against the theory. Some of
these criticisms include a lack of statistical and quantitative studies (Gile 1995b)
and the unproblematized use of key concepts such as ‘context’ (Setton 1999).
To its credit, however, the interpretive approach has strived to define a clear
terminology to refer to aspects of sense and meaning, which contrasts with the
terminological fuzziness in a number of writings in translation studies. A three-
volume collection of essays (Isra€l and Lederer 2005) provides a
comprehensive and useful retrospective of the genesis and development of the
interpretive theory of translation, and of its engagement and encounters with
alternative and complementary paradigms as translation and interpreting studies
have grown into fully-fledged disciplines.

See also:

CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, HISTORICAL AND COGNITIVE
PERSPECTIVES; CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, SOCIOCULTURAL
PERSPECTIVES; DISCOURSE ANALYSIS; LINGUISTIC
APPROACHES; PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AND COGNITIVE TRAINING
AND EDUCATION.

Further reading



Lederer 1981; Seleskovitch and Lederer 1984; Cormier 1985; Seleskovitch
1987, 1988; Delisle 1988; Larose 1989; Seleskovitch 1989; Lederer 1990,
1993/2003; Delisle 1993; Lederer 1994; Israél 2002; Isra€l and Lederer 2005;
Widlund-Fantini 2007.

MYRIAM SALAMA-CARR
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Linguistic approaches

The term ‘linguistic approaches’ has been used to refer to (a) theoretical
MODELS that represent translation and/or interpreting as a (primarily) linguistic
process and are therefore informed mainly by linguistic theory (for example,
Catford 1965; Nida 1964; House 1977/1981; Hatim and Mason 1990a, 1997;
Davidson 2002), and (b) a diverse range of studies that apply findings, concepts
and methods from linguistics on an ad hoc basis to explain specific aspects of
the phenomenon of translation and/or interpreting. The meaning of any term,
however, is not only a function of what it includes but also of what it excludes,
and in the past linguistic approaches have come to be perceived as distinct, in
particular, from so-called ‘cultural approaches’.

Cultural, or cultural studies approaches, are largely based on a mixture of
cultural studies and literary theory (Baker 1996b). If linguistic and cultural
approaches to translation were to be understood as differentiated purely on the
basis of the disciplines that inform them, they should logically be seen as
complementary rather than opposing paradigms. Arguments in favour of cross-
fertilization have been put forward by Baker (1996b), Tymoczko (2002b),
Crisafulli (2002) and Chesterman (2002b, 2004b), among others. However,
the cultural-studies paradigm emerged later than the linguistic one and built much
of its reputation around the inadequacy of previous linguistically oriented
theories, thus setting itself in opposition to rather than in a complementary
relation with linguistic approaches.

Notwithstanding the truth in some of the criticisms levelled against linguistic
approaches by proponents of the ‘cultural turn’ in translation (Bassnett and
Lefevere 1990), much of that criticism assumes a view of linguistics that has
long ceased to be representative of current trends in the field and, in particular,
of the linguistic theories that have informed the great majority of the discussions
of translation at least since the late 1980s and 1990s (see below). The
opposition between cultural and linguistic approaches is therefore arguably
artificial. Another reason why the linguistic/ cultural dichotomy has become
obsolete is that recent developments in translation studies have benefited from
input from a wider range of fields of study, such as sociology (see
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES), narrative theory (Baker 2006a) and
anthropology (Blommaert 2005; Sturge 2007), making the study of translation
and interpreting a truly interdisciplinary field.

Along with models and concepts imported from other fields, linguistics has
consistently continued to inform studies of translation along the years. Course
material in translator training has always tended to rely on linguistic theory, in
particular text-linguistics (e.g. Nord 1988/1991a) and systemic functional
linguistics (e.g. Baker 1992; see TRAINING AND EDUCATION). The
Thinking Translation series published by Routledge since 1992 provides a
good example of the enduring relevance of linguistic theory. More recent




publications, such as Malmkjer (2005), provide further evidence of the
continued appeal that linguistic knowledge holds for translators and translation
scholars. Apart from discussing a range of linguistic issues — from rhyme and
collocation to implicatures — that are particularly relevant to practical translation,
Malmkjeer explores the implications for translation of different theories derived
from the philosophy of language, in particular universalism and relativism.
Vandeweghe et al. (2007) go as far as claiming that the increasing number of
conferences and publications focusing on
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linguistic aspects of translation might be taken as an indication that translation
studies is experiencing a ‘linguistic re-turn’.

Early linguistic approaches

Fawcett (1997) offers a comprehensive overview of linguistic theories of
translation and how they developed, as well as a balanced assessment of their
strengths and weaknesses. The taxonomies of translation STRATEGIES
developed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1958), for example, represent the first
attempts at systematically classifying some of the linguistic procedures that are
used when attempting to map lexis and syntactic structures across languages.
Despite their lasting influence, such taxonomies were based on knowledge of
contrastive linguistics rather than on how translators work in practice and
therefore failed to describe the operational strategies that guide the actual
translation process (Fawcett 1997:50).

Other linguistically-oriented theorists have attempted to explain translation in
terms of EQUIVALENCE, the most influential being Catford (1965) and Nida
(Nida 1964; Nida and Taber 1969). Both Catford and Nida stress that
translation is not about achieving equivalence of meaning; Catford argues that it
is about finding target text meanings that are interchangeable with source text
meanings in a given situation, that is, when the two relate to some of the same
features of extra-linguistic reality. Catford’s model never goes beyond the level
of the sentence and is out of touch with what translators actually do (Fawcett
1997:56). However, as Kenny (this volume) points out, there have been few
attempts to produce a similarly complete theoretical model, and Catford’s
notion of SHIFTS is still widely discussed.

Nida attempts to formalize general, non-language-specific strategies of
translation, based on transformational grammar and the concept of deep
structure. However, his attempts at moving towards a ‘science’ of translation
are undermined by a prescriptive attitude that sometimes borders on the
patronizing, frequent references to — and lack of definitions for — notions such as
the ‘genius’ of language and ‘natural’ translation, and his insistence on the use of
reader response as a measure of equivalence, particularly in the context of Bible
translation, which seems to serve evangelical purposes rather than scientific
interests (see Fawcett 1997:57—8; Gentzler 1993).

The prescriptive orientation of early linguistic approaches to translation (see also
Newmark 1988) has been challenged by scholars who have argued that it does
not serve the interest of translation studies as an empirical discipline, whose aim
ought to be to explain what translation is rather than what it should be (Toury
1980a, 1995). The descriptive focus on translations as facts of the target culture
also stressed that ideals of QUALITY are inevitably historical and contextually-
bound. This latter argument relates to another criticism of linguistic approaches
to translation, namely that they are ‘essentialist’, that is, they assume that
translation is a question of successfully transferring stable, language-and culture-
independent meanings between source and target texts (see, for example,
Arrojo 1998). These arguments stress that meanings are dynamic, subjective



and therefore not amenable to being ‘reproduced’ (even when they are
iterable, see DECONSTRUCTION).

Incorporating pragmatics and semiotics

Without going to the same lengths as deconstruction and postmodernism in
terms of denying the possibility of stable meanings, attempts at theorizing
language as an instrument of communication begin by acknowledging that
language cannot be divorced from the context of situation and culture where it is
produced. The work of Firth (1956a, 1956b) is frequently cited in this context.
The assumption that cross-linguistic equivalence cannot be posited at the level
of linguistic structures and semantics but must be established instead at the level
of real-world events that involve human verbal and non-verbal actions is also
evident in the work of Catford and Nida.

However, mainstream traditional linguistics has its limitations when it comes to
dealing with the notion of context (Fawcett 1997:72-3), and various scholars
have therefore resorted to neighbouring disciplines such as pragmatics and
SEMIOTICS to account for the phenomenon of translation as performed by
real-life translators/interpreters and experienced by readers/
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listeners. Typical examples include Baker (1992), House (1997), Hatim and
Mason (1990a, 1997), Hickey (1998), and Carbonell i Cortés (2003).
Interpreting studies in particular have drawn heavily on pragmatics to
demonstrate how interpreters reconstruct contextually relevant meanings
(Davidson 2002; Perez Gonzalez 2006a; Setton 1999; Wadensj6é 2000, 2004).

House, whose concern is with translation assessment, insists that translation is a
‘linguistictextual phenomenon and can be legitimately described, analysed and
assessed as such’ (1997:118-19), but clearly distinguishes her model of quality
assessment from purely text-based approaches such as Reif3’s (1971) and
Koller’s (1979/2004), where pairs of source and target texts are compared
with a view to discovering syntactic, semantic, stylistic and pragmatic regularities
of transfer. The model proposed by House (1977/1981, 1997), based on
pragmatic theories of language use, claims that QUALITY in translation is
achieved when the translation has a function which is equivalent to that of the
original, and employs equivalent pragmatic means for achieving that function.

Hatim and Mason (1990a) look at communicative, pragmatic and semiotic
dimensions of context, focusing on translation as a form of inter-semiotic
transfer that involves constraints at the level of genre, discourse and text (see
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS). Genre, the conventionalized forms of texts
employed by members of a linguistic community in certain social situations, and
discourse, understood, following Foucault, as ritualized modes of expression
that reflect ideological positioning, present problems that are resolved in fexts,
where different discourses and genres need to be articulated in a coherent
manner (i.e. within textual constraints). Hatim and Mason (ibid.) argue that the
semiotic system formed by genre, discourse and text provides a suitable
framework for analysing the way IDEOLOGY is mediated through translation.
Their work represents one of the clearest attempts at introducing insights from
more critical linguistic approaches to the study of translation. Hatim and Mason
(1997) bring further issues of ideology, politics and market forces to bear more
explicitly upon their theory.

Critical linguistics

Linguistics has gradually moved from using words and clauses as the unit of
analysis to considering texts as a whole and finally to seeing texts as instances of
discourses that are constantly engaged in the dynamic representation and
construction of knowledge and IDEOLOGY'.

Two fields of inquiry that have proved particularly influential in translation
studies are critical linguistics (CL) and critical discourse analysis (CDA).
The former is a critical approach to DISCOURSE ANALYSIS that uses
Halliday’s systemic functional grammar as an analytic methodology. CDA is not
a single theory or methodology, but rather an umbrella term used to refer to a
series of theories and practices that share certain principles in terms of their
approach to language study. Although heavily influenced by linguistic theory,
CDA also draws from other sources, in particular the work of Foucault and
Bourdieu. Crucial to both critical linguistics and CDA is the view that discourse




is both socially conditioned and shapes social relationships, and that it is
necessary to adopt a critical stance towards the relationship between analysis
and the practices analysed. Both approaches also agree on the need to analyse
authentic instances of verbal interaction in context. Critical linguistics was
pioneered by Roger Fowler and other socially concerned linguists at the
University of East Anglia in the late 1970s, while CDA is associated with the
names of Norman Fairclough, Teun Van Dijk and Ruth Wodak, among others.
Despite the fact that they initially followed slightly different paths (see Fowler
1996), the terms “critical linguistics’ and ‘critical discourse analysis’ are now
used interchangeably.

From the point of view of CDA, translation is seen as a process of mediation
between source and target world views, a process that is inevitably influenced
by the power differentials among participants. Mason (1994) offers a
particularly good example of how detailed linguistic analysis can provide
fascinating insights into the motivations behind translators’ choices. He examines
the translation of a text on social history and shows how ideologically loaded
textual patterns (for instance, the recur-
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rence of words such as memory (which evokes and links together the past and
the present) are downplayed in the target text through (subconscious)
manipulation of theme-rheme structure and breaking up patterns of lexical
cohesion, in such a way that source and target texts end up relaying different
world views.

CDA scholars have tended to focus on certain genres and types of discourses,
and these preferences are also reflected in CDA-informed work in translation
studies. In particular, the discourses of the media (e.g. ADVERTISING and
NEWS GATHERING AND DISSEMINATION), politics and institutions
have attracted considerable attention. Calzada Pérez (2007b), for instance,
presents a thorough analysis of transitivity patterns in the translation of EU
parliamentary speeches, revealing the complex implications of individual
translation choices within an INSTITUTIONAL setting. Schéftner (2003)
describes how the portrayal of a political party’s identity is influenced by
decisions taken at the micro-linguistic level in the production of a bilingual
document. Baumgarten (2007) carries out a meticulous textual analysis of
eleven English translations of Hitler’s Mein Kampf in order to demonstrate how
decision makers in translation position the source text author in relation to
resistant or compliant discourses within the target culture.

Valdeon (2007) examines the ideological implications of the terms
separatist/separatista and terrorist/terrorista in a corpus of media texts from
the BBC and CNN and their Spanish services. Drawing on the notion of
‘audience design’ as well as the conceptual apparatus of CDA, Kuo and
Nakamura (2005) look at patterns of omission/inclusion and stylistic patterns in
the Chinese translations of a news story which first appeared in an English
newspaper, as well as the use of headlines and quotations in other reports of the
same event in two Chinese newspapers, revealing how such choices reflect the
newspapers’ different stances and conceptualization of their own audiences.
Kang (2007) offers a similar analysis of the recontextualization of news on
North Korea published in Newsweek and its South Korean edition, Newsweek
Hankuk Pan.

There is, however, no reason why the insights provided by CDA should be
limited to those areas where ideology tends to be more obviously reflected in
discourse. Olk (2002) demonstrates that mediation during the actual process of
translation can be observed by applying CDA to THINK-ALOUD
PROTOCOLS. The results of Olk’s small-scale study point to a rather low
level of critical discourse awareness among students of translation, which
suggests that critical linguistic approaches may well have applications in applied
translation studies (see also Alves a Magalhaes 2006; TRAINING AND
EDUCATION).

Taking stock and moving on

Some of the criticisms levelled against CDA are reminiscent of the criticisms that
have been levelled — explicitly or implicitly — against cultural-studies approaches
to translation. They have both been criticized for ignoring or misinterpreting the



existence of work in linguistics that, without calling itself ‘critical’, does question
the connection between discourse and social structures by drawing on a wide
range of fields of theoretical inquiry, such as anthropology and sociology (Baker
1996b, 2005b; Blomaert and Bulcaen 2000; Toolan 1997). Although cultural-
studies approaches have not been explicitly challenged in terms of methodology
by more linguistically oriented scholars, repeated calls for empiricism and
systematic linguistic analysis (House 1997; Malmkjaer 2005; Chesterman 1998)
can be seen as implicit criticism of what are perceived as unfalsifiable and
impressionistic claims (Toolan 1997:88), and as analyses based on ‘sketchy’
patterns of power relations that are projected onto the data in CDA (Blomaert
and Bulcaen 2000:455-6).

Stubbs (1997:107) points out that few CDA studies compare the features they
find in texts with typical norms in a given language, which is essential if reliable
generalizations are to be made concerning the effects of different linguistic
choices in society at large. This concern with the relation between micro-
linguistic events and macro-social structures (see also Halliday 1992) is not
exclusive to linguistics but also crucial to the social sciences (Giddens 1979),
and the fact that translation studies has started to look towards the social
sciences in order to reconcile the tension between linguistic research and social
structures (see, for example Inghilleri 2005b; Wolf and Fukari 2007) might be
seen as a move in the right direction.
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The concerns expressed by Stubbs (1997) and Toolan (1997) in relation to
methodological weaknesses do not hold true in much of the recent work in
translation studies that is informed by CDA, where a critical stance has been
fruitfully combined with methods derived from empirical linguistics and insights
from other social disciplines. It now seems to be generally accepted that
acknowledgement of the analyst’s subjectivity does not necessarily lead to the
projection of bias on to the data, nor does striving for rigour in analysis mean
ignoring the fact that language is a socially-conditioned instrument that can be
and is manipulated (consciously or subconsciously) to serve diverse ends. The
debate is now moving on to another question raised by Toolan (1997), namely,
whether CDA should be politically committed (prescriptive) rather than simply
politically aware (see DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES).

In any case, the language/culture tension does not need to be seen as a problem
to ‘solve’. According to Blommaert (2007), debates on whether to separate
language, culture and society in linguistic anthropology have had positive
outcomes, such as the emphasis onfunction as a bridge between language
structure and sociocultural patterns. The same could be said about translation
studies (see FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES). Blommaert also points out
that the quest for functions of language-in-use encouraged linguistic ethnography
to engage with the notion of ‘context’, and praises work in this area for
revealing the ethnographic object as ‘always a composite, complex and layered
one’ (ibid.: 687). In translation studies, the concept of ‘context’ has been
frequently invoked but rarely treated in any depth (Baker 2006¢). This may be
the next challenge to address in the attempt to map the interaction between
language and culture as expressed in translation.

See also:

CORPORA; CULTURE; DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED
APPROACHES; DISCOURSE ANALYSIS; EQUIVALENCE;
FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES; IDEOLOGY; MODELS;
PRAGMATICS; SEMIOTICS; SHIFTS.

Further reading

Hatim and Mason 1990a; Baker 1996b; Fawcett 1997; Hatim and Mason
1997; Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000; Baker 2005b; Malmkjaer 2005; Calzada
Pérez 2007b; Vandeweghe et al. 2007.

GABRIELA SALDANHA

Literary translation

Texts are often popularly viewed as either literary or non-literary, implying that
literature should be seen as a large ‘super-genre’ — with ‘genre’ being regarded
as a category of communication act whose rules are roughly pre-agreed within a
‘discourse community’ of users, but which the producers and audience of an
actual text may also negotiate on the spot (Andrews 1991:18; Stockwell 2002a:



33—4). (Super-)genre rules may be seen in terms of typical features. Typical
features attributed to literary texts include the following (Stockwell 2002a;
Venuti 1996; Pilkington 2000; Berman 1985/2000:296): they have a written
base-form, though they may also be spoken; they enjoy canonicity (high social
prestige); they fulfil an affective/aesthetic rather than transactional or
informational function, aiming to provoke emotions and/or entertain rather than
influence or inform; they have no real-world truth-value — i.e. they are judged as
fictional, whether fact-based or not; they feature words, images, etc., with
ambiguous and/or indeterminable meanings; they are characterized by “poetic’
language use (where language form is important in its own right, as with word-
play or rhyme) and heteroglossia (i.e. they contain more than one “voice’ — as
with, say, the many characters in the Chinese classic Shui Hu Zhuan / Water
Margins Epic), and they may draw on minoritized styles — styles outside the
dominant standard, for example slang or archaism.

Alternatively, literature may be seen as a cluster of conventionally-agreed
component genres. Conventional ‘core literary’ genres are DRAMA, POETRY
and fictional prose; even here, however, a text may only display some of the
features listed above. There also appear to be ‘peripherally literary’ genres,
where criteria such as written base-form, canonicity or fictionality are relaxed,
as in the case of dubbed films (see AUDIOVISUAL TRANSLATION),
CHILDREN’S LITERATURE and sacred texts (see BIBLE, JEWISH AND
CHRISTIAN, QUR’AN). Conversely, genres
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conventionally seen as non-literary may have literary features: ADVERTISING
copy, for example. Thus, while understanding and (re)writing literary texts forms
part of the literary translator’s expertise, literary translators’ real-time working
STRATEGIES and text transformation techniques may vary between literary
text and genre but overlap with those used in other genres.

Traditionally, translation theories derived largely from literary and sacred-text
translation. Thus the interminable debates over EQUIVALENCE, whether
framed as a word-for-word VS. sense-for-sense opposition or as a
literalcommunicative-elegant triangle (Yan Fu, in Sinn 1995), are relevant to
literary translation but much less so to SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL
TRANSLATION, say. Tymoczko (1999a: 30) argues that the focus on literary
translation provides the discipline with high-quality evidence about ‘interfaces’
between cultures and about the linguistic challenges of translating. Hence it can
inform theories, models of practice and research methodologies relevant to
other genres, and vice versa.

The discipline’s engagement with literary translation may be summarized from
three viewpoints: translation as text, translating processes, and links with social
context.

Translation as text

Literary translation studies have traditionally concentrated on source—target text
relations. Theoretical discussions focus on two closely-related issues:
equivalence and communicative purpose. In terms of equivalence, the question
is whether translators can ever replicate the complex web of stylistic features
found in many literary texts. If not, what should translators prioritize? Or should
they see the quest for equivalence as senseless and focus instead on
communicative effectiveness (Holmes 1988:53—4; Jones 1989)? In terms of
communicative purpose, the question is how far translators should prioritize
loyalty to the source writer versus producing a text that works in receptorgenre
terms. How far, for example, should they adapt or update?

Another concern is the translation of style (Parks 1998/2007; Boase-Beier
2006a). Style is important in the context of literature for two reasons. First, it
inadvertently defines the writer’s ‘cultural space-time’. To a modern Italian
reader, for example, the style of Dante’s Divina commedia signals that it was
written by a medieval Tuscan. Secondly, writers may deliberately use non-
standard styles — archaism, dialect, or a style idiosyncratic to the writer, for
example — to encode their attitude towards the text’s content, to mark out
different voices, and/or to structure the text (Boase-Beier 2004:28; Jones and
Turner 2004; Armstrong and Federici 2006). Thus, in Kameni spavac (Stone
Sleeper, 1973), Bosnian poet Mak Dizdar alternates between modern standard
Serbo-Croat and medieval/religious diction. This marks a dialogue between a
modern narrator-figure and a medieval heretic, respectively — a dialogue that
presents today’s Bosnians as the heretic’s descendants.

Translators mediate both aspects of style via their own inadvertently signalled



stylistic space-time, via deliberate stylistic choices, or both. Markedly non-
standard and/or non-modern source text style confronts translators with various
choices. These may include: (a) replicating the (modern) source reader’s
experience by calquing — for example translating Dante’s Divina commedia
into medieval English with a Northern tinge; (b) using different stylistic means to
indicate this experience — for example translating Dante’s Divina commedia
into formal literary Japanese (Venuti 1996); and (c) prioritizing semantic content
by normalizing the style: translating Dante’s Divina commedia into modern
standard Polish, say (Allén 1999). In order to use calquing and other stylistic
devices, translators need expertise in writing multiple styles. Normalizing
arguably risks losing the style’s textual function.

Literary text may also refer intertextually to other texts. Thus, in Joseph Heller’s
Catch 22 (1961), when Yossarian asks ‘Where are the Snowdens of
yesteryear?’ he refers not only to his dead comrade Snowden, but also to
French poet Frangois Villon’s lament at life’s transience (in English, ‘where are
the snows of yesteryear?’). This sets Heller’s translators a considerable
challenge.

Part of the literary translator’s ‘habitus’ (see SOCIOLOGIAL
APPROACHES; Inghilleri 2005¢: 134-5) appears to be the convention that
the




Page 154

translator ‘speaks for’ the source writer, and hence has no independent stylistic
voice. Some scholars, however, advocate that the translator’s voice should be
made distinctly present in the translated text, while others have argued that
individual translators inevitably leave their own stylistic imprint on the texts they
produce (Baker 2000).

Literary translators may express a separate voice in paratexts — the texts that
accompany a core text, such as introduction, translator’s notes, etc. Paratexts
and metatexts (texts about the translated work, such as reviews, publishers’
promotional web-pages, etc.) can provide data about a translation

‘project’ (Berman 1995) and its context. As they may be written by various
‘actors’ (translators, editors, critics, etc.), they can also provide evidence on
attitudes towards translation within wider communities of literary translation and
production (Fawcett 2000; Jones and Turner 2004; see REVIEWING AND
CRITICISM).

Translation as process

Literary translating may also be seen as a communication process. Two broad
translation-studies approaches address this aspect: one largely data-driven, and
one largely theory-driven.

The first, data-driven, approach treats translation as behaviour. Data here
derives mainly from translators’ written reports about their own practice, plus
some interview and THINK-ALOUD studies (e.g. Honig 1985; Flynn 2004;
Jones 2006). Written reports tend to be text- or source writer-specific, often
focus on special problems rather than routine practices, and can lack awareness
of recent translation theory. Nevertheless, written reports and interview studies
can provide data on literary translators’ techniques (i.e. how source text
structures are modified in the target text, and why), and on working
relationships with informants or source writers. The relative lack of literary-
translation THINK-ALOUD studies, however, means that less is known about
the process of arriving at such decisions — though it appears, for example, that
poetry translators can spend considerable time brainstorming ways of
reproducing a source text item’s multi-valency (e.g. its style-marking,
associative meaning, etc.; see Jones 1989, 2006).

The complexity of many literary messages means that literary translators are
conventionally allowed a wide range of text-transformation options. Research
based on creativity as problem solving explores what this might mean in process
and product terms. Here, creativity means generating target text solutions that
are both novel and appropriate (Beylard-Ozeroff ef al. 1998: xi; Sternberg and
Lubart 1999:3) — that is, not directly predictable by source text features, but
constrained by factors such as the translator’s preferred balance between
source text loyalty and target text effectiveness, habitus (seeing oneself as a
‘translator’ or as a ‘poet’, say), etc.

The second approach to literary translation as a process is more theory-driven
and may be termed cognitive-pragmatic. The analysis of literary translation



processes here may be informed by literary cognitive stylistics and the
pragmatics of translation (e.g. Kwan-Terry 1992; Hickey 1998; Gutt
1991/2000; Pilkington 2000; Stockwell 2002a). These studies attempt to
model communication between source writer, translator-as-reader, translator-
as-rewriter and target reader. Source writers are seen as providing ‘interpretive
potentials’ in their text. Readers, including translators-as-readers, infer a most
likely communicative intent from these potentials on the basis of pre-existing
linguistic knowledge, genre knowledge (e.g. how novels conventionally
develop), world knowledge, author knowledge, their developing knowledge of
the ‘text world’ (events, characters, etc., in the text), their own personal
background, and so on. There is also a cost—benefit aspect, which raises
questions such as whether the added value for the reader of a complex word-
play, for example, is worth the added effort exerted in understanding it.

Literary translators-as-rewriters communicate with target readers in a similar
way, though interactants usually also know that the translator is reporting on an
earlier writer-to-reader communication (Holmes 1988:10). Thus, when a
modern translator translates Dante’s earlyfourteenth-century Divina commedia
into Chinese verse modelled on seventh-century Tang-dynasty poetry, he or she
assumes that Chinese readers know that the source work is a medieval classic,
that they realize the target style is meant to signal the work’s medieval-
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classic status, and that this enhanced stylistic experience justifies the extra
writing and reading effort involved.

Links with social context

Literary translation is also a form of action in a real-world context. This context
may be examined in terms of gradually-widening networks: translation
‘production teams’; the ‘communities of interest’, ‘fields’ and ‘systems’ with
which teams interact; and the ‘imagined communities’ in which they operate.
Other issues which are central to the real-world context of literary translation
are connected with the subject-setting relationship: IDEOLOGY, identity and
ETHICS.

A production team is an example of what Milroy calls a “first-order network’:
a relatively small group of people interacting tightly together for a certain
purpose (Milroy 1987:46—7). Production-team research assumes that literary
translation involves not only translating, but also source-text selection, source-
and target-text editing, publishing and marketing. Teams involve various actors
and roles: source writer, translator, editor and publisher, among others. This
implies that the whole team, not just the translator, is responsible for a
translation’s form, sociopolitical effects, and other aspects of its functioning.

Key analytic frameworks used in researching literary translation production
teams include the following: (a) Actor Network Theory, which sees actors as
negotiating, collaborating and/ or opposing each other to form a working
network, formulate its goals and achieve them (Buzelin 2004, 2005, 2006).
Actors may be human (e.g. translators, editors), but also non-human (e.g.
source texts, computers); (b) Activity Theory, which examines the way goals
are structured and pursued within the individual, within the team, and between
teams (Axel 1997; Engestrom and Miettinen 1999); and (c¢) Goftman’s Social-
Game Theory (Goffman 1970, 1959/1971; Jones and Arsenijevi¢ 2005),
which focuses on how actors play socially-defined roles — a translation
production team acting as an ‘embassy’ empowered to communicate with one
group on behalf of another, for example. Alongside these theoretically-grounded
studies, reports provide information about practices at production-team level,
such as copyright, contracts, pay and conditions, working procedures, etc.
(Hamburger 2004; Bush 1998/2001).

In terms of communities, fields and systems, various groupings proposed by
literary translation researchers resemble what Milroy calls ‘second-order’
networks: larger networks than first-order teams, where goals are vaguer or
absent, and not all members need to interact directly with each other (1987:46—
7). Venuti’s ‘community of interest’ (2000a: 477) comprises those affected by a
published literary translation: target-language readers and target-language
writers, among others. Other communities of interest are possible to envisage,
however: the source-language enthusiasts, commissioners and supporters who,
along with the production team, wish to see a translation published, for example.
Communities may also be ‘transnational’, encompassing both source- and
target-language users. They typically interact with other communities in the same



social space. Poetry translations from Bosnia during the 1992—5 war, for
instance, were supported by transnational communities involving both Bosnian
and non-Bosnian players, which aimed to portray Bosnia as a unitary society in
the European cultural mainstream; these communities opposed other
communities which presented Bosnia as barbaric mayhem (Jones and
Arsenijevi¢ 2005).

Bourdieu’s concept of ‘field” (Inghilleri 2005¢: 135; see SOCIOLOGICAL
APPROACHES) focuses on how second-order networks generate and are
shaped by discourse and action. For a translator of novels, say, a relevant field
would be the network of fiction translators to which he or she feels allegiance,
including institutions such as national, regional or international associations of
literary translators. Other relevant fields may be those governing the production
of novels in the target country, or the broad field of professional translation. The
rules or NORMS that condition literary translators’ habitus, in Bourdieu’s
terms, are negotiated and communicated within such fields; they include genre
and style conventions, norms of professionalism, and accepted attitudes to
EQUIVALENCE and creativity. The mid-twentieth-century shift from
widespread approval to widespread disapproval of archaizing style in English
literary translation, for example,
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shows how conventions evolve through discourse within literary and literary-
translation fields (Jones and Turner 2004).

POLYSYSTEM theory sees literary works as forming networks (‘systems’) in
their own right: one example might be translated poetry in Korean. These
determine the canon of high-prestige works and interact with other literary
systems, such as non-translated Korean poetry (Hermans 1999; Even-Zohar
2000). Arguably, however, textual systems cannot be viewed separately from
their social and interpersonal contexts (Hermans 1999:118).

The above models enable translation production to be viewed in a wider
context of processes such as (a) gatekeeping: selecting or failing to select an
author for translation; (b) commissioning: editors seeking translators, or
translators seeking publishers; and (c) extratranslation events: for example,
the release of Spielberg’s film The Color Purple inspiring Chinese translations
of the Alice Walker novel on which it was based (Lee, in progress). They also
provide a framework for analysing the way literary translation networks operate
in a number of respects. These include the following:

¢ The way literary translation networks engage with other literary networks.
During the Cold War, for example, UK readers expected Eastern European
literature to convey raw experience in powerful metaphors, and this filtered the
type of poetry that was translated at the time; this translated poetry, in turn,
influenced the work of British poets such as Ted Hughes (Doce 1997:48;
Jarniewicz 2002).

¢ The way they interact with non-literary networks: those concerned with the
economics of publishing, for example, or politics (Chang 2000); and the way
they interact with networks of subvention, support and patronage, such as
organizations that finance literary translation from a certain language (e.g. the
Dutch NLPVF or the Cervantes Institute).

¢ The way they differ in terms of Bourdieu’s ‘capital’, i.e. power, resources and
prestige. Those supporting the import of a translated Brazilian novel into the
USA, say, may have less capital than those supporting the import of a translated
US novel into Brazil, which results in different sales figures.

¢ The way they use and generate capital internally. Thus literary translation
might be inspired by a source writer’s existing symbolic capital, but — especially
with translation into a globalized language — may also consecrate a writer as a
figure of international worth (Casanova 1999/2005, 2002/in press).

¢ The way they enjoy more or less capital relative to non-translation literary
networks, as shown by the relative sales and prestige of translated and non-
translated literature (ibid.).

¢ The way they may increase the capital of a marginalized source or target
language — as in the case of literary translation into Scots (Barnaby 2002;
Findlay 2004).



¢ The way they may encourage RETRANSLATION of canonical works as
norms change.

In terms of imagined communities, members of first- and second-order
networks also participate in ‘third-order networks’ — communities so
heterogeneous that their grounds for membership and boundaries are best seen
as ‘imagined’, i.e. determined largely by a subject’s belief and self-image
(Anderson 1991/2004). Two imagined communities often seen as relevant to
literary translation are those of CULTURE and nation.

Culture can refer not only to the behaviours, products and ideas seen as
typifying a community, but also to the community itself. Culture’s imagined
status reminds us that the term ‘Hungarian culture’, for instance, may have
powerful metaphoric value for teams and communities involved with translations
of Hungarian literature, but also that it is more a discourse of identity than a
coherent set of real-world properties or people.

Literary translators are often seen as ‘communicators between cultures’. This
trope embraces several different sub-metaphors, including cultural partisanship,
intercultural embassy and globalized hybridity. Cultural partisanship (Alvarez
and Vidal 1996; cf. Tymoczko 2000a) conceptualizes the source and receptor
cultures as separate and holding potentially different amounts of symbolic and
economic capital. Literary translation inevitably ‘manipulates’: because there are
few compulsory solutions,
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translators make choices, and these choices may reveal a sociopolitical stance.
Manipulation may be either hegemonic or emancipatory, depending on whether
it favours the more or the less powerful culture. Venuti links source- vs.
receptor-culture partisanship not only to text selection, but also to the choice
between source-and receptor-oriented style (1995). Arguably, however, a
source-oriented style may stereotype source-culture identity in some contexts
(Shamma 2005) and validate it in others. Similarly, seeing a canonical text from
a hegemonic source culture — for example a SHAKESPEARE play in South
America (Modenessi 2004) — as material for creative ‘cannibalization’ may
challenge the hegemonic relationship. /ntercultural embassy metaphorizes
literary translation as bridging intercultural divides by representing the best
interests of the source writer and culture to the receptor culture. Glocalized
hybridity (Hermans 2002; Gentzler 2002a: 217; Pym 2003) metaphorizes
literary translators as operating in and owing allegiance to a transcultural space.
They ‘glocalize’ by adapting local and/or global concerns in the source text for
an international and/or other local audience. They also ‘hybridize’, merging or
Juxtaposing source and receptor ideas and forms, each of which may derive
from discourses, tensions and collaborations between various intertexts and
interest groups.

Literary translation also engages with discourses of nation: nineteenth-century
translations of Irish literature, for example, helped build a sense of Irish
nationhood in resistance to British colonial domination (Tymoczko 1999a).

Finally, in terms of the relationship between subject and setting, selection
decisions and manipulation of source and target text may reveal literary-
translation actors’ IDEOLOGY and identity: what they believe in, or who they
feel they are (in terms of GENDER or sexuality, for instance). Or they may
deliberately debate or contest issues of ideology and identity.

Ideology is linked to ETHICS. Here, for example, a translator-Aabitus-based
ethic of loyalty to source text features may conflict with an ethic of social justice
which might demand deviation from the original text. Ideological decisions by
translators or other actors may also result in CENSORSHIP or resistance to
censorship. Thus, in late nineteenth-century English translations of Irish
literature, heroes were made cleaner and more noble in order to support the
nationalist cause; after Irish independence, however, unexpurgated
retranslations of these texts aimed to subvert such “pieties of Irish

nationalism’ (Tymoczko 2000:29-30).

See also:

CHILDREN’S LITERATURE; CLASSICAL TEXTS; DRAMA;
FICTIONAL REPRESENTATIONS; POETRY; POLYSYSTEM;
PUBLISHING STRATEGIES; RETRANSLATION; REVIEWING AND
CRITICISM; REWRITING; SHAKESPEARE; SOCIOLOGICAL
APPROACHES.

Further reading



Holmes 1988; Venuti 1995a; Alvarez and Vidal 1996; Bush 1998/2001;
Hickey 1998; Parks 1998/2007; Venuti 1998b; Allén 1999; Casanova
1999/2005; Hermans 1999; Even-Zohar 2000; Bassnett 2000a; Casanova
2002/in press; Stockwell 2002a; Tymoczko and Gentzler 2002; Jones and
Turner 2004; Buzelin 2005; Armstrong and Federici 2006; Boase-Beier
2006a.

FRANCIS R. JONES

Localization

Localization can be defined as the linguistic and cultural adaptation of digital
content to the requirements and locale of a foreign market, and the provision of
services and technologies for the management of multilingualism across the
digital global information flow. By including related services and technologies,
this definition goes beyond that generally provided in the literature, for example
by Dunne (2006b: 115), who defines it as the “process by which digital content
and products developed in one locale (defined in terms of geographical area,
language and culture) are adapted for sale and use in another locale’.

Parrish (2003) points out that the general idea behind localization is not, of
course, new: artists, traders, marketers and missionaries realized hundreds of
years ago that their products and ideas sold better if they were adapted to the
expectations, culture, language
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and needs of their potential customers. It is therefore important to highlight what
makes localization, as we refer to it today, different from previous, similar
activities, namely that it deals with digital material. To be adapted or localized,
digital material requires tools and technologies, skills, processes and standards
that are different from those required for the adaptation of traditional material
such as paper-based print or celluloid, as Shadbolt (2003) and Scattergood
(2003) point out.

In 2007, the localization industry was estimated to be worth in excess of US$10
billion per annum (Benninato and DePalma 2006) and to generate around 60
per cent of the overall income of many large multinational digital publishers such
as Microsoft, Oracle and SAP (Sprung 2000a: ix). For these companies and
their service providers, localization is predominantly ‘big business’. Although
Fry (2003:10) sees localization as a means to ‘level the playing field and redress
economic inequalities, helping to create a better world in which no one is left
out’ by allowing ‘speakers of less common languages [to] enjoy access to the
same products that those in major markets use’, other observers, such as
Kenniston (2005), believe that localization in its current form is actively
contributing to widening what has become known as the ‘digital divide” (see
also MINORITY).

Origins

In the mid- 1980s, large software publishers were looking for new markets for
their products, mainly word processors and spreadsheet applications. They
quickly realized that there was a demand for those products in countries such as
France, Italy, Germany and Spain, where potential customers had the financial
means to pay for them, but would only do so if they were translated into their
respective languages. The multinationals learned their lesson quickly, a lesson
neatly encapsulated in the former German Chancellor Willy Brandt’s famous
quote: ‘If I'm selling to you, I speak your language. If 'm buying, dann miissen
Sie Deutsch sprechen!’ (then you must speak German). As a consequence,
‘localization has become the showcase market strategy of international
capitalism’ (Pym 2004:47).

Many early localization projects turned out to be extremely difficult, and some
ended in financial disaster for the companies involved. They underestimated the
technical difficulties involved in translating text (“strings’) buried in thousands of
lines of code. Some translators simply deleted the code surrounding the strings
they were asked to translate (and in the process rendered the now translated
digital content unusable), while computer programmers did not see the point of,
and in effect deleted, those ‘funny characters’, such as accents or umlauts, on
top of what they considered to be perfectly well-formed words (and in the
process rendered the content displayed to users meaningless). Educating the
translators, as well as the designers and developers of digital content, quickly
became (and still is) one of the most important tasks of localizers.

As the digital content to be localized became more sophisticated, so did the
localization process. The focus on short-term return on investment drove the



large multinational digital publishers to concentrate on two areas to reduce the
cost of the localization effort: recycling translations and internationalization. The
ability to recycle or leverage previous translations using Translation Memory
Systems has been a milestone in the history of localization (see COMPUTER-
AIDED TRANSLATION). Internationalization is the process of designing (or
modifying) software so as to enable users to work in the language of their
choice (even if the software is not localized) and to isolate the linguistically and
culturally dependent parts of an application in preparation for localization. The
better digital content is internationalized, the lower the cost of localization. The
return on investment in internationalization obviously grows significantly as the
number of target languages increases. The ultimate, ideal aim of this effort is that
a product works out-of-the-box in any language; that is to say, users can input
and generate output in their own language and writing system, even though the
user interface might still be in the original language (in most cases English). If the
objective of the internationalization effort was ever to be achieved, localization
could be reduced tojust translation (Schmitt 2000), with no engineering and
testing effort required.
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Localization teams handle projects in different ways, depending on, for
example, whether they work for a publisher (the client) or for a localization
service provider (the vendor). While localizers rightly claim that each project is
different and that the way projects are tackled depends on a large number of
variables — such as the type of content, its release cycle, size, accessibility and
target audience — most projects have a number of standard tasks and stages in
common, as described by Esselink (2000) and Schéler (2003):

¢ Analysis. Before any work on a localization project can start, the original
content needs to be analysed and a number of important questions answered,
among them: Can this product be localized for the target market? Some material
is not suitable for certain markets or is so specific that localization would come
close to redevelopment of the original product. Does the original product
support the specific features of the target language (characters, script)? Are all
strings to be translated and is all material to be localized (images, symbols, etc.)
available to the localizers? What tools and technologies are necessary and
suitable to support translators, engineers and testers? What is the estimated
effort necessary to localize the product (word count, number of pictures, dialog
boxes, etc.)? One of the strategies used during the analysis stage is the so-called
pseudo -translation,where original strings are automatically replaced with
strings expanded by a certain percentage and containing characters from the
target language according to pre-defined algorithms in order to mimic a
translation and to determine the effect this translation would have on a particular
product. Pseudo-translation is a quick and inexpensive way to show, for
example, whether a product supports the characters of the target language,
what effect string expansion will have on the layout of the user interface and to
what extent concatenation was used by developers to create messages. The
outcome of this stage is a report.

¢ Preparation. Based on the outcome of the project analysis and once a
project has been given the go-ahead, project managers, engineers and
‘language leads’ (linguistic coordinators) put together a project plan and a
localization kit. The project plan outlines the tasks, milestones and financial
details of the project and is under constant review throughout the project’s
lifecycle. The localization kit contains all the material needed to localize a
product successfully, from source material to tools, localization and translation
guidelines, test scripts, problem-reporting mechanisms, delivery instructions and
contact details for all individuals involved in a project. This localization kit is
made available to translators, engineers and managers.

¢ Translation. As a consequence of dealing with digital material, translators
working in localization will be required to perform extremely technical and
demanding administrative tasks in addition to translating, such as preparing
TERMINOLOGY databases; maintaining translation memories; analysing and
pre-translating text using automated translation systems; using and maintaining
MACHINE TRANSLATION applications and resources; managing thousands
of source and target files; updating previous translations and checking the




consistency of translations, across product lines, versions and computing
platforms. The pressure to produce high-quality translations within short time
frames and at low cost is extremely high, and although this is seldom officially
stated, time and financial constraints are often more important than the
QUALITY of the translation. While visual localization environments — which
allow the translators to translate strings in context and to see the positioning of
these translated strings in relation to other strings, controls and dialog boxes on
the screen — are available for some computing environments and platforms (such
as Microsoft Windows), it is in the nature of translating digital material that
translators often have to translate (sub-) strings out of context. These strings are
later assembled, at runtime, to become the messages presented to the user on
the screen. Concatenation at runtime can cause significant problems in the
localized digital content and requires careful checking and linguistic quality
assurance.

¢ Engineering/Testing. Properly executed
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internationalization of a product and the availability of visual localization
platforms can dramatically reduce the number of problems introduced during
translation. In particular, problems impacting on the core functionality of digital
products are minimized. However, layout and linguistic problems will always be
quite common and must be identified and fixed before a product can be
released. Testers and Quality Assurance (QA) personnel use test plans, test
scripts and sophisticated error reporting and tracking procedures to ensure the
quality of the localized products. Once the localization engineers have removed
all significant problems, the localized product is signed oft by the QA team and
passed on to the release lab, from where it is released to the customers.

¢ Project Review. Every localization project undergoes a thorough review by
the project team and managers from both the client and vendor site. The quality
of the service provided by the vendor is assessed and strategies to address
problems that were identified during the project are discussed and, where
possible, agreed on, so as to prevent their recurrence in future projects.

Localization projects can differ significantly in their size and the number of
languages addressed. Some are relatively small and confined, but large
localization projects can involve millions of words and dozens of languages, thus
requiring a translation and localization operation that is active around the clock,
across the globe, every day of the week. They involve thousands of people
working for different operations or product groups of the same digital publisher
as well as people working for service providers to which distinct localization
tasks were outsourced.

Future directions

Changes in the economic, technical and sociopolitical arenas are reflected in the
localization industry. At a time when the academic world is finally beginning to
conduct research into localization and to include localization modules on their
degree programmes (see TRAINING AND EDUCATION), teaching
desktop-based localization tools, technologies and processes, the localization
processes are evolving into huge, complicated, standardized, automated and
web-based activities where the tasks performed by localizers of the early days,
1.e. translating strings and performing manual testing, are becoming less and less
important. Automated localization factories are currently being developed to
cope with the increasing demand for localized material; these are automated
localization environments capable of managing localization processes and
automating many of its tasks, and indeed require a much reduced level of human
intervention.

A product such as Microsoft Vista was already being localized into ninety-nine
languages in 2007 (Microsoft 2007), a number that is set to increase in the
future. More localized versions of digital products are now simultaneously
shipped with the original version (simship). Instead of well-defined release
cycles, many publishers are switching over to a continuous stream of small
releases delivered to their customers over the Internet. Large-scale enterprise
localization projects are complemented by smaller-scale, on-demand



consumer localization projects, providing users with ad hoc localized versions
of, for example, websites or customer service information.

Developments are also taking place — for example in the context of the
European Union funded IGNITE (2007) project and the newly established
Irish-based research centre funded by the Science Foundation Ireland — that
will eventually transcend many of the by now well-established concepts in
localization: translation memories (storing and managing previous translations)
will become localization memories (storing and managing process, technical and
linguistic information on previous projects); the idea of different locales (country
and language settings) will be replaced by personal preferences, allowing
individuals topersonalize their production and consumption of digital material.

Another dramatic change in localization will most likely be the growing presence
of developing regions in the digital world, which should firmly establish
development localization in addition to current mainstream short-term
localization efforts driven by return on investment. This may lead to a shift in
focus from the exclusively commercial to the wider political, social and
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cultural dimensions of localization (Schéler and Hall 2005). So far, localization
has predominantly serviced rich countries. Decisions by large multinational
digital content developers on whether a product should be localized into a
particular language and locale continue to be made based on the purchasing
power of the target market, i.e. on the gross domestic product (GDP) in a
particular country, rather than on the number of speakers of a language. Most
large mainstream localization projects will thus include Danish (spoken by
approximately 5 million people) or Swedish (spoken by approximately 9 million
people), but very few, if any, will include Amharic (spoken by approximately 17
million people) or Bengali (spoken by approximately 100 million people). By
contrast, development localization works on the basis that access to and a
presence in the digital world is a right for speakers of any language and should
not be dependent on their income. Promoters of development localization
believe that access barriers to the digital world, causing what has been
described as the ‘digital divide’, can be lowered or even removed, rather than
raised, through localization. Examples of development localization include
initiatives funded by the Canadian government’s International Development
Research Centre (2007) in Asia, the Global Initiative for Local Computing
(2007) and moves by some of the world’s largest digital publishers like
Microsoft (Cronin 2005) to develop alternative localization models that allow
localization projects for markets previously considered not economically viable.

‘Crowdsourcing’ as proposed by Wired magazine author Jeff Howe (2006)
and the ‘wikifization’ of translation raised by Alain Désilets (2007) of the
National Research Council of Canada are two examples of emerging
localization frameworks that are no longer focused on predominantly
commercial concerns. Crowd-sourcing involves the outsourcing of localization
tasks to a large group of people in an open call; wikifization is the impact of
massive online collaboration on the world of localization and translation.
Ultimately, localization may be seen as an instrument of GLOBALIZATION: it
facilitates the movement towards greater interdependence and integration of
countries, societies and economies. The different constituents of the localization
community have just begun to put their interests on the map, to take ownership
and to chart the future course of localization as is demonstrated by the recent
establishment of new, targeted educational programmes (such as the Certified
Localisation Professional Programme, or CL P, by the Institute of Localisation
Professionals), professional associations, trade events and research activities
(Locke 2003; Folaron 2006; Schaler 2007).

See also:

ADAPTATION; COMMERCIAL TRANSLATION; COMPUTER-AIDED
TRANSLATION; GLOBALIZATION; MINORITY.

Further reading

Esselink 2000; Sprung 2000; Localisation Research Centre 2003—6; Schiler
and Hall 2005; Dunne 2006a; Schéler 2007.
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Machine Translation

Machine Translation (MT) involves the use of computer programs to translate
texts from one natural language into another automatically. It is usually
subsumed under the category of computer(-based) translation, together with
COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION.

MT has been the subject of research for more than half a century, ever since the
invention of the electronic computer in the 1940s (see Hutchins 2006 for an
overview of the history of MT). Although high-quality, general-purpose MT is
still a somewhat elusive goal, a number of systems have been in use in specific
areas of human activity for some time, and new approaches are being explored
which hold the promise of enhancing the output quality of MT systems
substantially.

Types of MT systems

Computer(-based) translation can be classified according to a number of
criteria, such as: (i) degree of intervention by human translator, (ii) whether the
system provides generic or customized translation, and (ii1) what system
architecture or approach is employed.

In unassisted or fully automatic MT, the translation engine translates whole
texts without the intervention of human operators. These systems are sometimes
referred to as ‘batch’ systems since the whole text is processed as one task.
The raw output is known as ‘informative translation’ or ‘translation for
assimilation” (Hutchins 2001a) and is generally a ‘quick and dirty” draft
rendition of the original. Assisted MT is generally classified into human-
assisted MT (HAMT) and machine-assisted human translation (MAHT). In
human-assisted MT (HAMT), also known as interactive M T, human translators
intervene to resolve problems of ambiguity in the source text or to select the
most appropriate target language word or phrase for output. In machine-
assisted human translation (MAHT), computer programs are used to help
human translators carry out the translation. An increasingly popular form of
MAHT is COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION (CAT).

Generic MT systems are general-purpose systems that translate texts in any
subject area or domain. They can be used, for example, to get the gist of the
information contained on a web page in a foreign language. Customized or
special-purpose systems are targeted at groups of users who work in specific
areas or fields (domains). Customized MT is much more effective than generic
MT.

In terms of the system’s architecture, MT can be broadly categorized as rule-
based or corpus-based. Rule-based MT (RBMT) is essentially based on
various kinds of linguistic rules. Two major paths are taken in the development



of such systems: the direct approach and the indirect approach. Systems
developed before the 1980s largely adopted the direct approach. These
systems work between pairs of languages on the basis of bilingual dictionary
entries and morphological analysis. They translate the source text word by
word, without much detailed analysis of the syntactic structures of the input text
or of the correlation of meaning between words, and then make some
rudimentary adjustments to the target text in accordance with the morphological
and syntactic rules of the target language. This is the most primitive kind of
approach to MT, but some commercial systems still use it.

During the 1980s, the indirect approach, which is more sophisticated in
architecture, became the dominant framework in MT design. Translation
engines using this approach analyse the syntactic structure of a text, usually
creating
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an intermediary, abstract representation of the meaning of the original, and
generating from it the target language text. The parsing process involves
successive programs for identifying word structure (morphology) and sentence
structure (syntax) and for resolving problems of ambiguity (semantics).
According to the nature of the intermediary representation, two specific indirect
approaches can be distinguished: the transfer-based approach and the
interlingua approach.

Transfer-based MT consists of three basic stages: (i) parsing an input sentence
into a formal meaning representation which still retains the deep-structure
characteristics of the source text; (i1) ‘transferring’, i.e. converting, the ST formal
representation into one which carries the deep-structure characteristics of the
target language, and (iii) generating a target sentence from the transferred
meaning representation. Most of today’s major commercial mainframe systems,
including METAL, SYSTRAN, and Logos, adopt this approach. Two widely
known research projects, Eurotra (funded by the Commission of the European
Communities) and Ariane (at GETA in Grenoble), also used this approach
(Hutchins 1999).

In interlingua MT, the abstract representation of the meaning of the original is
created using an ‘interlingua’ or pivot language, i.e. an (ideally) source/target
language-independent representation, from which target texts in several different
languages can potentially be produced. Translation thus consists of two basic
stages: an analyser ‘transforms’ the source text into the interlingua and a
generator ‘transforms’ the interlingua representation into the target language.
The most obvious advantage of this approach is that, for translations involving
more than one language pair, no transfer component has to be created for each
language pair. The interlingua is used to provide a semantic representation for
the source language which has been abstracted from the syntax of the language.
However, finding language-independent ways of representing semantic meaning
is an extremely difficult task which generally involves either making arbitrary
decisions as to what specific language (natural, artificial, or logical)
conceptualizations should be taken as the basis, or multiplying the distinctions
found in any of the languages concerned, with the result that a vast amount of
information is required. In the latter case, one will obtain, for example, several
primitive interlingual items representing ‘wear’ as a concept because the
Japanese translation of this verb depends on where the object is worn, so that a
different verb will be required depending on whether the object worn is a hat or
gloves, for example (Dorr et al. 2006). The tremendous difficulties involved in
finding language-neutral ways of representing semantic meaning led some
researchers to argue that interlingua MT may not be a viable option within the
rule-based MT paradigm; but successful interlingual systems do exist, the best
known being the Fujitsu system in Japan.

A variant of interlingual MT is knowledge-based MT (KBMT), which
produces semantically accurate translations but typically needs, for the purpose
of disambiguation, massive acquisition of various kinds of knowledge, especially
non-linguistic information related to the domains of the texts to be translated and
general knowledge about the real world. This knowledge is usually encoded



using painstaking manual methods. Examples of KBMT systems include
Caterpillar (Carnegie Mellon University) and ULTRA (New Mexico State
University).

In the 1990s, researchers began to explore the possibility of exploiting
CORPORA of already translated texts for automatic translation. Corpus-based
MT can be classified into two categories: statistical MT and example-based
MT. In statistical machine translation (SMT), words and phrases (word
sequences) in a bilingual parallel corpus are aligned as the basis for a ‘translation
model’ of word—word and phrase—phrase frequencies. Translation involves the
selection, for each input word, of the most probable words in the target
language, and the determination of the most probable sequence of the selected
words on the basis of a monolingual ‘language model’ (Hutchins 2006). Since
the translation engine works on the basis of corpora, building quality bilingual
text corpora is essential to the success of SMT. Where such corpora are
available, impressive results can be achieved when translating texts of a similar
kind to those in the training corpus.

Example-based MT (EBMT) systems also use bilingual parallel corpora as
their main knowledge base, at runtime. In this case, translation is produced by
comparing the input
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with a corpus of typical translated examples, extracting the closest matches and
using them as a model for the target text. Translation is thus completed in three
stages: matching, which involves finding matches for the input in the parallel
corpus; alignment, which involves identifying which parts of the corresponding
translation are to be re-used, and recombination, which involves putting together
those parts of the examples to be used in a legitimate (or grammatical) way. The
process is similar to that used in translation memory (TM) (see COMPUTER-
AIDED TRANSLATION). Both EBMT and TM involve matching the input
against a database of real examples and identifying the closest matches. The
main difference between the two is that the TM system identifies the
corresponding translation fragments but it is up to the human translator to
recombine them to generate the target text, while in EBMT the entire process of
identifying corresponding translation fragments and recombining them to
generate the target text is carried out automatically by the MT engine. This
approach is said to be more like the way humans go about translating since the
target text is produced basically by analogy, and the process can be viewed as
an instance of case-based reasoning (the process of solving new problems
based on the solutions of similar past problems). EBMT is also claimed to result
in more stylish, less literal translations, since fundamentally it is not based on
structural analysis of the input by computer programs (Somers 1999).

Rule-based MT and corpus-based MT represent the two major avenues of
research into MT. The most obvious distinction between the two is that RBMT
is characterized by an effort to interpret — on various linguistic levels — the
meaning of the original, while CBMT is concerned essentially not with
interpreting the original but with finding out the best matching patterns for source
text and target text segments on the basis of an aligned corpus of translation
examples. Within the RBMT paradigm, direct, transfer and interlingual
methodologies differ in the depth of their analysis of the source language and the
extent to which they attempt to reach a language-independent representation of
meaning or communicative intent in the source and target languages. The
Vauquois triangle (Vauquois 1968; cited in Dorr et al. 2006) illustrates these
levels of analysis.

Starting with the shallowest level at the bottom, direct transfer is achieved at
word level. In syntactic and semantic transfer approaches, the translation is
based on representations of the source sentence structure and meaning,
respectively. Finally, at the interlingual level, the notion of transfer is replaced
with a single underlying representation — the interlingua — that represents both
the source and target texts simultaneously. The interlingual method typically
involves the deepest analysis of the source language. Moving up the triangle
reduces the amount of work required to traverse the gap between languages, at
the cost of increasing the required amount of analysis (to convert the source
input into a suitable pre-transfer representation) and synthesis (to convert the
post-transfer representation into the final target surface form) (Dorr ef al.
2006).

MT from the user’s point of view



As far as users are concerned, the most popular MT systems of today are
special-purpose systems, speech translation systems, and online translation
systems.

Special-purpose systems

Current general-purpose MT systems cannot translate all texts reliably. Post-
editing is indispensable if the MT output is intended for dissemination (see
Hutchins 1999 for a description of the four major uses of MT). Post-editing
involves human translators consulting the source texts and hence can be time-
consuming and expensive (Allen 2003). Another way of improving a system’s
output quality is to design the system to deal with only one particular domain
(sub-domain) and/or to pre-edit the source material (input text) using
‘regularized’, controlled vocabulary and syntax to make it compatible with the
expectations of the MT system. MT systems working with such sub-languages
or domain-specific languages (specialized languages of sub-domains) and/ or
controlled or restricted languages (specially simplified versions of a natural
language) to minimize incorrect machine output and reduce
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editing hours are known as ‘special-purpose systems’ or ‘customer-specific
systems’ (see Kittredge 2003 and Nyberg et al. 2003 for a discussion of sub-
languages and controlled languages in MT).

Special-purpose systems are particularly effective in domains where formulaic
or technical language is typically used, e.g. product specifications, maintenance
manuals, government bulletins, legal documents, etc. In some cases such
systems can produce output that can be used without post-editing. For
example, METEO, which was designed for translating Canadian meteorological
bulletins between English and French, has been in use at the Canadian
Meteorological Center in Dorval, Montreal since 1977 without any significant
human intervention whatsoever (Arnold et al. 1995).

Speech translation systems

Made feasible by speech technology in the 1980s, speech translation
synthesizes speech recognition, speech generation and MT technologies. It has
probably been the most innovative area of computer-based translation research
and experienced rapid development since the 1990s. JANUS, a system under
development by Carnegie Mellon University’s Language Technologies Institute
(LTI in collaboration with other research partners of the C-STAR consortium,
addresses speech translation of spontaneous conversational dialogs in multiple
languages using primarily an interlingua-based approach. The current focus of
the project is on the travel domain (Language Technologies Institute at Carnegie
Mellon University 2004).

Online translation systems

With the fast growth of the Internet, more and more MT vendors are
collaborating with Internet service/content providers to offer on-demand online
translation services, with human post-editing as optional extras. In the mid-
1990s, CompuServe began to offer on-line translation of emails and
SYSTRAN made its systems available online for text and webpage translation
in AltaVista’s Babel Fish service. Today, most Internet portals, including
Google and Yahoo, offer free online MT services. The demand for online
translation has given a huge impetus to the development of MT systems. For
example, the need for the translation of Internet content has prompted most
stand-alone PC-based MT software developers to incorporate in their products
the function of translating webpages and email messages. Moreover, by
providing a vast number of customers and potential customers with easy access
to multiple translation engines on a free or trial-use basis, MT developers are
able to engage an unprecedented number of people in the testing and evaluation
of MT systems, which will certainly help improve the systems’ quality over time
and promote the need for research and development in the field.

Challenges in MT

The slow improvement of the output quality of MT is rooted in problems
inherent to language as a form of human communication. Some of these are



problems also faced by human translators, while others are specific to MT.
Broadly speaking, translation requires at least two categories of knowledge: (i)
linguistic, i.e. grammatical, semantic and pragmatic knowledge; and (ii) extra-
linguistic, including knowledge of the subject matter and knowledge about the
real world, or common-sense knowledge. For instance, when asked whether
35,000 x 58,000 is greater or smaller than 1, human beings will readily give the
answer ‘greater’ without actually performing the calculation: they resolve the
question by using their real-world knowledge — in this case, basic arithmetic
knowledge about what an operation of multiplying positive integers will yield; a
computer, however, needs to perform the calculation before giving an answer.
Depending on whether primarily linguistic or primarily non- linguistic knowledge
is required for their resolution, problems in MT can be categorized into linguistic
and extra-linguistic ones. The treatment of extra-linguistic problems is more
difficult than that of linguistic problems because extra-linguistic knowledge is
much harder to codify.

Linguistic problems encountered in MT are primarily caused by the inherent
ambiguities of natural languages and by the lexical and structural mismatches
between different languages.
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Disambiguation, the resolution of ambiguities, has always been one of the
greatest challenges for MT researchers and developers. There are two kinds of
ambiguity: lexical and structural. Lexical ambiguity is typically caused by
polysemy and homonymy. Structural or grammatical ambiguity arises where
different constituent structures (underlying structures) may be assigned to one
construction (surface structure). Typical cases include alternative structures and
uncertain anaphoric reference. Alternative structures are constructions which
present two or more possible interpretations but presuppose that only one is
true. For example, from a purely grammatical point of view, ‘pregnant women
and babies’ can be interpreted as ‘(pregnant women) and babies’ or ‘pregnant
(women and babies)’, although only the former is semantically accurate.

Uncertain anaphoric reference occurs when an expression can refer back to
more than one antecedent, as in the following example: ‘There’s a pile of
inflammable trash next to your car. You are going to have to get rid of it.” Here,
it is not possible to determine, without reference to the context, whether ‘it’
refers anaphorically to ‘trash’ or ‘car’. To disambiguate the second sentence,
MT system developers must encode a great deal of real-world knowledge and
develop procedures to use such knowledge. Specifically, they would have to
encode facts about the relative value of trash and cars, about the close
connection between the concepts of ‘trash’ and ‘getting rid of”, about the
concern of fire inspectors for things that are inflammable, and so forth.

A special type of alternative structure exists in non-segmented languages such as
Chinese, where characters and words are not typographically set off from each
other by an orthographic space (see also COMPUTER-AIDED
TRANSLATION for a discussion of segmentation problems in natural language
processing). For example, the Chinese sentence ‘Bai tian ee zai hu li you yong.

’g ’, meaning, literally, ‘white sky/day goose in lake swim’ may be segmented
in two different ways, resulting in two totally different interpretations of the

[=

sentence: Baitian ee zai huli youyong.

=

‘By day geese swim in the lake’. Bai

tianee zai huli youyong. ‘White swans are swimming in the lake’.

To translate such potentially ambiguous sentences from Chinese into other
languages, the MT system must be programmed first to segment words and
phrases in a context-sensitive way. In this process, ambiguous lexical chunks
and sentence constructions must be disambiguated, with unacceptable and
unsuitable word combinations excluded from processing in the next step of
analysis.

Problems can also be caused by word groupings as idioms/metaphors or
ordinary phrases. Since idioms and metaphorical expressions are not to be
interpreted literally, sophisticated syntactic and semantic analysis is necessary
for the translation engine to determine whether a phrase is an idiom/metaphor or
not. One way of disambiguating word senses is to incorporate compounds in



the MT system’s dictionaries and to have the translation engine consult
dictionaries of compounds first for the meaning of a lexical unit before looking it
up in dictionaries of individual words. For example, incorporating the French
‘pomme de terre’ (“potato’) into the machine dictionary of compounds and
giving it priority in the translation engine’s dictionary lookup procedure should
prevent the mistranslation of the phrase into English as ‘apple of earth’.

Source and target language mismatches

Source and target language mismatches (also known as cases of non-
correspondence or transfer problems) arise from lexical and structural
differences between languages. Lexical mismatches are due to differences in
the ways in which languages classify the world. For example, Chinese
consanguineous kinship terminology is classified on the basis of five parameters:
generation from ego, lineality vs. collaterality, male vs. female, seniority vs.
juniority, and paternal vs. maternal; its English counterpart involves only three
parameters: generation from ego, male vs. female, and lineality vs. collaterality.
In translating from English into Chinese, a term
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denoting a kinship relationship requires specification of the relationship with
regard to all the above-mentioned five parameters. For example, in order to
render cousin into Chinese, the translator needs to determine if it is a
tangxiong, tangdi, tangjie, tangmei, biaoxiong, biaodi, biaojie, or biaomei.
A correct translation of the term requires knowledge beyond what is there in the
text, and will even be impossible if sufficient contextual clues are not available.

Structural mismatches occur when different languages use different structures
for the same purpose, and the same structure for different purposes. The
relative clause construction in English, for example, generally consists of a head
noun, a relative pronoun and a sentence with a ‘gap’ in it. The relative pronoun
(and hence the head noun) is understood as filling the gap in that sentence. In
English, there are restrictions on where the ‘gap’ can occur, e.g. it cannot occur
within an indirect question. In Italian, however, such a restriction does not
obtain. So, while the following Italian original is perfectly well-formed, its literal
English translation is ungrammatical: ‘L uomo che mi domando chi abbia visto fu
arrestato’ (*The man that I wonder who (he) has seen was arrested). Problems
of this kind are beyond the scope of current rule-based MT systems.

Cases where the same structure is used for different purposes include the use of
passive constructions in English and Japanese. In the following example, the
Japanese particle wa (glossed as TOPIC) marks the ‘topic’ of the sentence, i.e.
what the sentence is about:

Satoo-san wa shyushoo ni
erabaremashita.

Satoo-HONORIFIC TOPIC Prime
Minister in was-elected.

Mr. Satoh was elected Prime Minister.

This example indicates that Japanese, like English, has a passive-like
construction, but the Japanese passive differs from its English counterpart in that
it tends to have an extra layer of adverse implication, suggesting in this case that
either Mr Satoh did not want to be elected, or that the election is somehow bad
for him (Arnold et al. 1995).

The convergence of different approaches and technologies

The success of rule-based MT ultimately rests on the successful computer
modelling of the structure of human language and the codification of subject-
matter knowledge and real-world knowledge for computer manipulation. Rapid
breakthroughs in this respect, however, do not seem very likely in the near
future. This is because, on the one hand, computer modelling of the structure of
human language and the codification of relevant knowledge places enormous
engineering demands on the IT industry, giving a rather low return on



investment. Human crafted rules for creating an MT system capable of
translating any kind of text, for example, are considered to require an effort in
the order of 500 to 1,000 person years, and building a specialized bilingual
system (in the order of 10,000 concepts) would require approximately 100
person years (Murzaku 2007). On the other hand, progress on investigating the
formal structure of human language has been slower than that of computer
technology (Liu 2002:1). Thus, while the dominant approach to MT research
today is largely rule-based, there has been an increasing interest in the integrated
use of both rule-based and corpus-based technologies in the so-called ‘hybrid
systems’, which are expected to yield output of higher quality than purely rule-
based systems. Hutchins (1995) notes that linguistic rules in a hybrid system can
be somewhat less complex than in a purely rule-based system. For example,
syntactic analysis may be limited to the recognition of surface phrase structures
and dependencies, lexical information extracted mainly from standard sources
such as general-purpose dictionaries, and corpus-based methods would then be
used to refine the rule-based analyses, to improve lexical selection and to
generate more idiomatic target language texts. An example of a hybrid system is
CATALYST, a large-scale knowledge-based and controlled-language system
for multilingual translation of technical manuals developed jointly by Carnegie
Mellon University (CMU) and Caterpillar. The knowledge-based approach at
CMU was combined with developments in statistical analysis of text corpora for
the rapid prototyping and implementation of
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special-purpose systems (DIPLOMAT), e.g. for translation of Serbo-Croatian
in military operations (Hutchins 2001b).

A number of systems that integrate CAT technologies into MT were developed
in the past two decades. The Institute of Computational Linguistics (ICL) of
Peking University (PKU/ ICL), the Institute of Computing Technology of the
Chinese Academy of Sciences, and the State Key Laboratory of Intelligent
Technology and System of Tsinghua University at Beijing jointly developed a
Chinese—English MT system, primarily oriented towards journalistic translation,
which incorporates corpus-based translation memory (TM) technologies in a
multiple-engine architecture (Bai et al. 2002:124). Fuyjitsu’s software package
ATLAS, which translates from Japanese to English and English to Japanese,
also uses both MT and TM technologies (ATLAS V13).

Since Eurotra, a research project funded by the Commission of the European
Communities, failed to produce the working system that the Commission hoped
would replace the commercially-developed SYSTRAN systems it had been
using, research funded by the European Union has focused more generally on
projects within the broad field of language engineering. Many of these
multilingual projects involve translation of some kind, usually within a restricted
subject field and often in controlled conditions (Hutchins 2005b). However, MT
is usually not used alone but along with computer-aided translation and other
(multilingual) information processing technologies, such as concordancers and
terminology management tools, which are usually compatible with the word
processing systems professional translators customarily use, and are integrated
in ‘translator workstations’.

Promising research directions

Among the many research directions explored in MT in the past decade or so,
two stand out as particularly promising: knowledge-based machine translation
(KBMT) and statistical machine translation (SMT).

Knowledge-based machine translation (KBMT)

Attificial intelligence research discovered that adding heuristics (rules of thumb)
enabled computer programs to tackle problems that were otherwise difficult to
solve. The discovery inspired efforts to build knowledge-based systems to help
solve traditional problems in MT. A knowledge-based system is based on the
methods and techniques of Al and is programmed to imitate human problem
solving by means of artificial intelligence and reference to a knowledge base
(KB), i.e. a database of knowledge providing the means for the computerized
collection, organization and retrieval of knowledge on a particular subject. The
core components of a KBMT are the KB and the inference mechanisms.
Developing relevant knowledge bases or resources (including dictionaries of
grammatical and semantic rules, specialized dictionaries or glossaries, term
banks, translation memories, aligned parallel corpora, world models, etc.) is
expected to improve the accuracy of MT output. A dictionary that contains
useful information on word segmentation, for example, can dramatically reduce



the complexity usually associated with the use of a parser in segmentation (Wu
and Jiang 1998:1). Characterized by a tight integration of automatic translation
technologies with the expertise and experience of highly skilled
linguists/translators, KBMT is viewed as a bridge between the two extremes of
human-only high-quality translation and machine-only low-quality translation,
and generally yields higher-quality output.

The best known KBMT project is KANT, founded in 1989 at the Center for
Machine Translation at Carnegie Mellon University. One example of a re-
designed, object-oriented C++ implementation of KANT technology for MT is
KANTOO, which features a tool (‘the Knowledge Maintenance Tool’) for
knowledge source development. Intended primarily for the developer and end-
user maintainer, the tool provides an interface for structured editing of grammar
rules and domain knowledge and can be used by customers who wish to
continue customizing the grammar and domain knowledge after the delivery of a
finished system.

The Institute of Computational Linguistics at Peking University (PKU/ICL) has
plans to
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build an integrated, comprehensive Language Knowledge Base to support
Chinese information processing tasks (including Chinese—English translation).
The Knowledge Base will consolidate a number of important language-data
resources the Institute has developed in the past two decades, which include,
among other things, the Grammatical Knowledge-base of Contemporary
Chinese (GKB), the POS-Tagged Corpus of Contemporary Chinese, the
Semantic Knowledge-base of Contemporary Chinese (SKCC), the Chinese
Concept Dictionary (CCD), a bilingual parallel corpus, and a multi-disciplinary
term bank (Yu et al. 2004). KBMT technologies have also been applied in
commercial systems such as SDL International’s SDL Kb T System and
Caterpillar Inc.’s Caterpillar Corporate Translations.

Statistical machine translation (SMT)

Statistical analysis of huge, aligned bilingual corpora allows for the automatic
construction of MT systems by extracting lexical and syntactic translation
equivalents from such corpora on a statistical probability basis. For language
pairs such as Chinese—English or Arabic—English, statistical systems are already
the best MT systems currently available (SMT Group at the University of
Edinburgh 2006).

The statistical approach to MT has been developed by teams at IBM, Johns
Hopkins University, University of Pennsylvania, and the Information Sciences
Institute of the University of Southern California (USC/ISI), among other
partners. Knight and Marcu at USC/ISI, for example, devoted twenty person-
years to the development of SMT systems. The key to their SMT software is
the translation dictionaries, patterns and rules (known as ‘translation
parameters’) that the program develops and ranks probabilistically on the basis
of previously translated documents. Knight and Marcu founded a company
called Language Weaver which sells systems for Arabic, Chinese, French,
German, Persian, Romanian and Spanish translation to and from English (Knight
2005; Hutchins 2006).

Google too has reported promising results obtained using its proprietary SMT
engine and its massive text databases. It currently uses SYSTRAN for most of
the language pairs it handles, but is working on a statistical translation method to
implement in most of its online ‘Google Translate’ services in the future.
Although the statistical translation method is now used only in Arabic—English,
Chinese— English, Japanese—English and Korean—English translation, more
language pairs will soon be migrated from the SYSTRAN engine to the
statistics-based Google engine. In 2007, Google improved this engine’s
translation capabilities by inputting approximately 200 billion words from United
Nations materials to train their system. The accuracy of translations provided by
Google has since improved dramatically (Hutchins 2006).

See also:

COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSLATION; CORPORA; LOCALIZATION.




Further reading

Hutchins and Somers 1992; Arnold et al. 1995; Trujillo 1999; Hutchins 2001b;
Liu 2002; Quah 2006.

KE PING
Minority

The relationship between translation and minority languages has been a relatively
neglected topic for much of the existence of translation studies. Translation
theory anthologies rarely included contributions from minority language
perspectives, and little or no allowance was made for the fact that attitudes
towards translation might significantly alter depending on whether the source or
target language was in a majority or minority position. Although a number of the
significant theorists in translation studies in the 1970s and 1980s, for example,
came from smaller countries such as Belgium, Israel and the Netherlands, this
did not translate into a specific concern with the position of minority languages.
It was in the areas of anthropology, area studies, literary and cultural studies —
rather than in translation studies per se — that questions began to be asked
about the relationship between the role of translation for communities in a
subordinate
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position. Yet, in cultural studies the problem was further compounded by the
tendency of POSTCOLONIAL theorists to treat the ‘West” or ‘Europe’ as a
homogeneous bloc and to overlook the significant asymmetry in power
relationships between the different languages of European nation states and
within these nation states (Niranjana 1992). A signal irony of the neglect or
oversight is that minority-language cultures are of course translation cultures par
excellence as they are heavily dependent on translation to supply informational
needs in the language. Translation is a central and inescapable fact of the
economic, scientific and cultural life of a minority language.

It is important to note that for translation studies the concept of minority is
always dynamic and never static. The concept of minority is the expression of a
relation not of an essence. A language may be displaced from the public

sphere and thus increasingly marginalized from use in various areas of life
because of invasion, conquest or subjection by a more powerful group. The
speakers of the minority language thus occupy the same territory as before, but
their language is no longer in a dominant position. A historical example would be
the situation of Irish Gaelic in Ireland. In other instances, it might be the
redrawing of national boundaries after the collapse of empire which results in a
once dominant language now finding itself in a minority position. This was the
case with Russian in the Baltic Republics after the break-up of the Soviet Union.
A crucial distinction between the former and latter situation is that in the latter,
there is a larger linguistic hinterland that translators can draw on for reference
tools, publishers, educational institutions, infrastructural support — all of which
are largely absent in the case of the former.

The relational and dynamic nature of minority status is of fundamental
importance for translation studies as it points to the fact that all languages are
potentially minority languages. Thus, in certain areas such as science and
technology (see SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL TRANSLATION), or in
certain circumstances such as any number of international conferences, the
speakers of major world languages such as Chinese, Arabic, Russian, Hindi and
Portuguese can find that their language has a peripheral or marginalized status.
The relentless expansion of English and the increased incidence of language
death in the late modern period mean that many languages, even those used by
millions of speakers, can find themselves in a minoritized position. This is why
Albert Branchadell uses the term ‘less translated- language’, which ‘applies to all
those languages that are less often the source of translation in the international
exchange of linguistic goods, regardless of the number of people using these
languages’ (Branchadell and West 2005:1). A consequence of this observation
is that the translation experiences of minority languages become relevant to a
much wider community of scholars as the questions of where, what, when and
how to translate become issues for many different languages and language
communities across the globe.

Drawing on the work of Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Lawrence Venuti
pointed out that a “minor language is that of a politically dominated group, but
also language use that is heterogenous, that deviates from the standards, varies
the constants’ (1998a: 136). The German of Franz Kafka, the English of James



Joyce, the French of Michele Lalonde thus demonstrate the creative tension of a
movement between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ varieties of a language as its location
shifts from a point of geographical or historical origin. The increasing
prominence of sociolinguistics in translation studies and the interaction with
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS allowed for greater cognizance to be taken of
language varieties and of the social and political situatedness of utterances in
translation (Hatim and Mason 1997). Conceiving of minority as a function of
political or cultural subjection also meant that in translation studies issues of
GENDER or sexual orientation could be seen from a minoritarian perspective
(Simon 1996; Harvey 2003).

One important reason for factoring in minority status to any consideration of
translation is that theoretical claims are challenged by the specific circumstances
of translation practice in a minority culture. In the context of powerful,
hegemonic cultures to advocate a foreignizing, refractory or abusive approach
to translation could be seen as a subversive, progressive practice which
undermines the homogenizing pretensions of the dominant languages and
cultures. Seen from the point of
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view of a minority language, however, subject to constant pressures to engage
in substantial translation from the major language, an unthinking foreignizing
strategy is the default value which could ultimately lead to the disappearance of
the language. There would no longer be any distinct language into which
translation might be done as the language would in a sense have been translated
out of existence. In this context, a domesticating strategy attentive to the
distinctive features of the minority language and culture could indeed provide a
more vivid example of subversion or resistance than a foreignizing approach
(Tymoczko 1999a); see STRATEGIES. This position would have to be
qualified, however, by the observation that translation does contribute to
heterogeneity in minority cultures and cannot simply be annexed to essentialist
forms of identity politics. The development of the novel form in Catalan, for
example, was greatly facilitated by the translation of British English novels into
the language in the pre- World War II period. In a sense, the problematic for
minority languages bears similarities to a more general question with regard to
the role of translation in cultures, whether translation functions to assimilate or to
diversify. That is to say, the question is whether speakers and writers of minority
languages allow themselves to engage in collective SELF-TRANSLATION, in
wholesale assimilation into the major language, or whether they look to
translation as a guarantor of diversification, as a way of maintaining identity
through difference.

An important dimension to translation-as-diversification is the contention that a
basic right of a language community is to be able to live a full life in the minority
language. One consequence has been to challenge the tendency in translation
studies to consider languages and cultures in a minoritized position principally in
the context of LITERARY TRANSLATION. As language groups based their
arguments for sovereignty and self-determination on the cultural legitimacy of a
distinctive past as illustrated by the evidence of written or oral literature, the
focus of translation theory and history was inevitably on the translation record of
literary exchanges between groups and languages. Such a focus brought with it
the inevitable risk of an antiquarian perspective on minority languages and
cultures. While idealized for a glorious aesthetic past, the languages and cultures
in question were deemed wholly unsuitable to a commercial present or a
scientific future. As a result, Maria Tymoczko has argued, ‘to a very high

degree philological approaches have remained the norm for translating the native
texts of minority and non- Western cultures’ (1999a: 269). However, the
recognition that communities also function linguistically in the areas of science,
technology, business and administration has led to the extension of minority
language issues in translation studies to the fields of SCIENTIFIC
TECHNICAL and COMMERCIAL translation (Cronin 2003). The
relationship between minority languages and science and technology, for
example, does not simply relate to what does or does not get translated into the
minority language. There is the issue of the availability of machine-readable
forms of the language for translation research. A further topic is the cultural
minoritization of major languages in translation through the existence of extensive
intertextual resources on electronic media sourced predominantly in one major
language such as English. For this reason, there is an obvious convergence of
interest between research on language planning and investigation of minority-




language translation. The issue of linguistic normalization, involving the
standardization and spread of a language, has been the focus of work by a
number of Catalan translation scholars, and the contribution of translation to
normalization is a constant feature of nation-building projects, whether these are
to be found in the Western or non- Western world (Branchadell and West
2005). A dimension which is often specific to minority languages in translation is
the importance of the symbolic as opposed to the informational function of
language. That is to say, for political or other reasons speakers of minority
languages may have a perfectly good knowledge of a dominant language
(Catalans knowing Spanish) but still insist on translation from and into that
language. Translation in this instance is not about making communication
possible but about establishing identity or enacting a form of resistance to the
claims of the hegemonic language.

Whether the object of inquiry is pragmatic or aesthetic translation, a basic
problem confronting translation scholars working with
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minority languages is the INSTITUTIIONAL TRANSLATION of their work
in the field of translation studies. The difficulties here emerge at two levels. First,
there is the existence of translation research published in languages other than
major languages and which is not read and therefore not cited in international
translation studies research. Indeed, a notable trend in translation studies
research in recent decades has been the further narrowing of the language range
of the citational base so that at present any work not published in English has a
diminishing chance of featuring in translation studies debate or research. Almost
all languages other than English have now become minor languages in the
translation research community. Second, the presentation of material in
languages that are not widely known leads to difficulties of exemplification, as
examples must be continually translated into a vehicular language or a form of
periphrasis must be used. The complexities of articulation and presentation
involved can therefore lead to a greater reluctance to engage in minority-
language translation research. It is not altogether surprising therefore that much
of the translation studies research in the area of minority languages has tended to
be on languages in contact with English, such as Scots, Irish Gaelic and
(Quebec) French (Corbett 1998; Cronin 1996; Brisset 1996), though in
addition to work on Catalan mentioned earlier, other scholars have discussed
the situation with respect to languages such as Hebrew, Orissa and Indonesian
Malay (Shavit 1997; Pattanaik 2000; Fitzpatrick 2000; St-Pierre and Kar
2007). The research has frequently been of a historical nature as translation
scholars working with minority languages either engage in a process of retrieval,
unearthing an ignored or undervalued translation past, or consider the
consequences of earlier translation policies for the development of the language
or the evolution of the culture.

More broadly, the notion of the minoritization of major languages through
heteroglossia has proved to be an important source of inspiration for scholars
looking at the impact of translation from native languages on the body of
POSTCOLONIAL writing in languages such as English, French and
Portuguese (Bandia, 2008). If postcolonial writers have often found themselves
living and writing in the former imperial centres, it is also true that migration from
former colonies has been a continuous feature of population shift in the
developed world (see MOBILITY). The impact of economic
GLOBALIZATION has further contributed to accelerated migration so that
migrant languages are increasingly becoming a notable feature of the societies of
migrant host countries. Thus, another context emerges in which translation
studies has to engage with the notion of a minority language and indeed, in
translation terms, languages which previously enjoyed rights as minority
languages must renegotiate their terms of co-existence with the new migrant
languages as well as the host language.

Minority languages were a much neglected topic in translation studies for a
relatively long period but the recent resurgence of interest promises to be
sustained by the global importance of ostensibly local concerns.

See also:



ASYLUM; COMMUNITY INTEPRETING; ETHICS; GLOBALIZATION;
LOCALIZATION; MOBILITY; MULTILINGUALISM; POSTCOLONIAL
APPROACHES; SIGNED LANGUAGE INTERPRETING.

Further reading

Venuti 1998a; Tymoczko 1999a; Cronin 2003; O’Connell 2003; Branchadell
and West 2005.

MICHAEL CRONIN
Mobility

The connection between translation and mobility is often traced back to
etymological roots, the Latin word translatio indicating the movement or
transfer of objects and people across space (Campbell 1988:1-2). Travel and
its textual accounts are associated with a form of translation of the Other and
the new in terms familiar to a home audience. Translation, in turn, is configured
as a form of transportation or appropriation of the foreign within the language
and culture of the nation. The coupling between the figures of the traveller and
the translator (or interpreter) is also well established and encompasses historical
as well as phenomenological parallels, starting from the way in



Page 173

which travellers have to either rely on language mediators or take up that role
for themselves. Specialists of subjects ranging from ethnography to postcolonial
theory have approached these concepts and widened their scope in order to
underline the increasingly pervasive role played by various forms of travel,
including the movement across languages and cultures, within contemporary
societies. The links drawn between spatial and linguistic mobility are both of a
theoretical nature — drawing metaphorical connections between two sets of
concepts — and an applied one — relating to the historically determined realities
of two sets of practices and to the way in which they have been connected over
the centuries (Bassnett 1993; Bauman 1987; Forsdick 2005:158; Hulme and
Youngs 2002:9).

A substantial impulse to the adoption of translation as a wide-ranging theoretical
model and to its frequent conjunction with notions of mobility has come, in
particular, from the shift towards a cultural, rather than strictly linguistic,
understanding of translation processes, which in turn produced what Bassnett
called the ‘translation turn’ in cultural studies (Bassnett 1998b). Treating
translation as a broadly intercultural phenomenon invited the reading of
intercultural communication as a translation process. This trend has made
‘translation’ an increasingly popular term in a number of theoretical fields.
During the same period, notions of place and mobility were also becoming more
popular within literary theory and historical criticism, the latter being increasingly
sensitive to the question of narrativity. Michel de Certeau’s often quoted
statement that ‘every story is a travel story, a spatial practice’ (1984:115) is
indicative of this tendency, inviting attention to the textual dimension of mobility
as well as to the spatial qualities of text.

At the same time, the connection between geographic and cultural movement
was also being brought to the fore by a number of historical phenomena which
have come to be seen as characteristic of the late twentieth century. These
include postcoloniality and attendant forms of neo- colonialism;
GLOBALIZATION, accompanied by renewed localism; and the impulse given
by these trends to both physical mobility and the creation of wider and faster
communication networks. Such phenomena have instigated a radical rethinking
of notions of identity and belonging, stressing the role played by asymmetrical
relationships of power with respect to individual choices as well as group
affiliations (Papastergiadis 2000). Increasing attention has been devoted to a
variety of forms of mobility, inflecting the notion of ‘travel” to include gendered
and class-related perspectives as well as notions of economic migration, exile,
diaspora or mass tourism (see GENDER AND SEXUALITY; ASYLUM),
and taking into account transnational forms of identification such as nomadism
and cosmopolitanism. Many of these perspectives, in turn, are connected to
questions of language, translation and TRANSLATABILITY.

Textual and historical studies

A growing number of studies linking travel and translation are concerned with
the way in which both practices have been used in order to construct images of
the foreign, especially, though not exclusively, within Western cultures. Here, the



two terms, ‘translation’ and ‘travel’, are usually understood in a restrictive
rather than open-ended sense, and they are taken as indicative of well-
established practices characterized by fixed points of departure and clearly
defined destinations, by specific source and target texts as well as cultures, and
by neatly (if at times hastily) defined boundaries between these and other,
related polarities. Within these rather narrowly defined confines, travellers and
translators have, for a long time, played the role of intermediaries between
cultures. They have also shared an ambiguous status as, at one and the same
time, privileged witnesses of diversity and potential liars, or even double agents
intent on infiltrating the home community. As a result, questions of faithfulness
and objectivity, transparency and visibility have been common to the debates
which have characterized the fields of translation and travel writing for centuries
(Bassnett 1993, 2002b; Fabbri 2000).

The acknowledgement of these historical similarities has opened up a rich field
of research concerned with establishing the relative prestige, superimposition or
contraposition of translations and travel accounts as parallel yet not fully
interchangeable genres relating to the ferrying and elaboration of cultural
difference (St André
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2006). A related and equally promising area of study concerns the way in which
translation and travel (as well as the written and figurative accounts they
produce) contribute to the establishment of national or regional stereotypes, to
their endurance over long periods of time, and — at least in cases where the
cultures being represented and appropriated are less prestigious than those
actively doing the translating — to the eventual re-absorption of dominant, fixed
images within the source culture itself; this latter phenomenon can take the form
of auto-stereotypes, images which are given widespread credibility in popular as
well as official self-representations of a group, for instance as part of the
discourse produced by the heritage industry in order to support modern forms
of mass tourism (Cronin 1995; Pfister 1996; Polezzi 2000). Such studies in the
parallel history of translation and travel writing can highlight mechanisms through
which translators and travellers play a crucial role in constructing images of
foreign cultures under the sign of difference, at times relegating those cultures
into the realm of the exotic, or even representing them as devoid of ‘civilization’
and therefore pushing them outside the boundaries of the human (Cheyfitz
1991). Alternatively, however, the focus of both travel writing and translation
can be on the positive aspects of a foreign culture, and both travellers and
translators can use their experience of the foreign in order to introduce and
support innovative practices, or to establish an ongoing dialogue between two
cultural poles. An illustration of this trend and, specifically, of the role played by
translation and travel in mediating and highlighting issues of gender across
European cultures, can be found in Agorni (2002), a study which examines the
way in which eighteenth-century British women writers used translations and
travelogues (as well as fictional genres such as the gothic novel) in order to
produce images of Italy which could sustain their own ‘proto-feminist” attitudes
and agenda. On the gendering of travel and translation, see also Bassnett (1993,
2002b) and Monticelli (2005).

This type of work is also typical of a tendency for studies in the interconnected
history of travel, travel writing and translation to combine, at a methodological
level, the analysis of micro-and macro-textual features. Attention to both kinds
of phenomena is evident, for instance, in the essays collected in Di Biase
(2006), a volume which traces detailed portraits of translators/ travellers who
moved across Europe (and, in some cases, beyond its boundaries) during the
early modern period. These travelling translators — ranging from Martin Luther
to John Milton, from Erasmus to Leo Africanus and Garcilaso el Inca — had an
undeniable impact on the development of translation theory and practice, and on
the evolution of Western culture as a whole. Their itineraries are both textual
and geographical (and inextricably so), while their work traces a web of
interconnections which is fundamental for understanding not just literary but also
political and religious history. Combined attention to macro- and micro-textual
phenomena is also central to research which traces the migrations not of
travellers but rather of travel books across languages (Polezzi 2001; Smecca
2003). Given the role played by travellers’ tales in the creation of images of self
and Other, an examination of the foreign travel accounts translated by a culture
at any particular point in time, of the STRATEGIES adopted by the translators,
and of the marketing choices selected by publishers to promote these texts is
potentially revealing of wider cultural trends. Research of this kind also shows



how representational phenomena do not simply work according to a binary
system of oppositions (self/Other; observer/observed; subject/object;
source/target), but rather form part of a complex web of travelling images and
multiple refractions which often involve several layers of writing, REWRITING
and translation. Ultimately, such readings of translation call into question
established views of national cultures as self-contained systems, stressing,
instead, the constant mutability and dynamic interpenetration of cultural
phenomena.

Migrant writing, postcolonial theory and the question of world literature

The practices and notions of travel and translation, together with their multiple
super-impositions, are also a constitutive element of a growing range of
contemporary creative literature. In spite of the fact that travel writers have
often tended to overlook or gloss over the
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role played by translation as a communicative strategy and by translators as
active participants in their journeys (Cronin 2000), the beginning of the twenty-
first century saw the publication of a number of travelogues which centre on
issues of language and translation (e.g. Abley 2003; Drysdale 2001).
Additionally, the growth in global mobility experienced in the second half of the
twentieth century has produced a marked increase in the range of works which
can be classed as ‘migrant literature’ (King et al. 1995). A number of authors
have produced autobiographical or semi-autobiographical works which centre
on the experience of travel, in the form of forced exile, economic migration, or
even privileged cosmopolitanism. Significantly, language and translation are
crucial aspects of many such works (see also FICTIONAL
REPRESENTATIONS), whether in the form of a prolonged examination of the
relationship between linguistic and personal identity (Aboulela 1999; Hoffman
1989) or of the dramatization of the complex mechanisms of allegiance and
belonging which affect dislocated subjects (Gurnah 1996, 2001; Iyer 2000;
Kubati 2000).

This is an area which is attracting increasing critical attention, especially from
specialists in LITERARY TRANSLATION (Malena 2003; Polezzi 2006). One
point of particular interest concerns the intricate relationship between translation
and SELF-TRANSLATION, as well as between explicit and implicit uses of
translation, activated within this kind of writing. A further, related issue raised by
such works concerns the way in which linguistic choices characterize the
relationship between migrant writing and its multiple readerships. Adopting a
host language and being adopted by a host public can constitute a double
gesture of hospitality. That same strategy, however, can also sustain an effective
erasure of difference (rooted in far less welcoming and more discriminatory
motives) and ultimately entrap migrant writing within a condition of invisibility
and marginalization (see MINORITY). Employing a number of languages within
the same text (see MULTILINGUALISM) — sometimes in ways which make
the presence of each idiom immediately evident, or, in other cases, hiding the
presence of such polylingualism underneath an apparently homogeneous surface
— also plays games of inclusion and exclusion which are characteristic of
GLOBALIZATION, its ambiguities and its unevenness at more than one level
(Gentzler 2006). In an early article devoted to the complexities of Francophone
North-African texts, for instance, Mehrez stressed how the works of “Third
World postcolonial plurilingual writers’ have managed to forge ‘a new language
that defies the very notion of a “foreign” text that can be readily translatable into
another language’ (1992:121). Tymoczko (1999a, 1999b, 2002a) has also
underlined the subversive potential of translation processes in colonial and
postcolonial contexts, analysing in detail the connections between translations
and texts produced by multilingual authors, whose linguistic and cultural
allegiances defy the traditional association between language and nation. Such
texts are doubly connected to issues of mobility, through the identity of their
authors on the one hand and, on the other, by virtue of their interpellation of
multiple and often dislocated audiences. The writers are marked, both
biographically and intellectually, by processes of displacement as well as
translation: they are the product of historical phenomena which involve linguistic
and cultural hybridization, resulting in what Salman Rushdie has described as




‘translated men’ (1992:17). Most of them also produce works which address
(often provocatively) readerships that are equally complex, mobile and hybrid.
A number of postcolonial intellectuals — such as Ngiigi wa Thiong’o (1986),
Gayatri Spivak (1993) and Sujit Mukherjee (1981/1994), all of whom are also
significantly involved in translation or self-translation — have posed crucial
questions about who is writing in what language as well as who is translating and
for whom. The mobility of the postcolonial writer is thus compounded by the
mobility of his or her public and the ensuing mutability of reading. Migrant
writers, in particular, are often compelled to take up the role of group
representatives while also striving to assert an individual identity, so that their
work takes on the quality of personal as well as collective testimony (Parati
2005). That voice, with its strong connotations of foreignness and alterity, finds
a way of ‘talking back’ to its multiple audiences, its multiple homes, through
translation — whether this is already implicitly inscribed within a text marked by
MULTILINGUALISM and heterogeneity, or whether it is
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an explicit process of transformation aimed at gaining further visibility and
audibility.

Acknowledging the connection between postcolonial reality and enforced forms
of mobility — including diaspora, exile or economic migration — is also a
constitutive element of the recent tendency to extol the value of dislocation and
of the subsequent ‘translated’ condition understood as an intellectual stance. In
proposing the notion of ‘translated men’, Rushdie, for instance, remarked: ‘it is
normally supposed that something always gets lost in translation; I cling,
obstinately, to the notion that something can also be gained’ (1992:17). Edward
Said, on the other hand, offered as an exemplum of both personal ETHICS
and scholarly practice the figure of the exiled Erich Auerbach writing his seminal
texts on comparative literature in Istanbul in the 1930s and 1940s, stressing that
it is not in nation, but rather ‘in culture that we can seek out the range of
meanings and ideas conveyed by the phrases belonging to or in a place, being
at home in a place’ (1983:8; emphasis in original). While both Said’s
humanism and Auerbach’s Eurocentric vision of literary history have been
subject to criticism, later re-readings of notions of world literature and
cosmopolitanism have underlined the connection between displacement,
multilingualism and possible transnational models of cultural production.

Focusing on another European expatriate living in Istanbul, Leo Spitzer, Apter
has proposed a notion of ‘global translatio’ which is based on the recognition
of ‘a worldly paradigm of translatio studii with strong links to the history, both
past and present, of translatio imperii’, but which also ‘emphasizes the critical
role of multilingualism within transnational humanism’ (2004:108, 104). Apter’s
positive reading of practices aimed at disturbing complacent monolingualism has
found favour with a number of translation scholars. Cronin, in particular, has
argued that ‘the strategy of partial or non-translation is signalling not so much
the failure of translation ... as the necessary complexity of language and culture
without which translation would not exist and which justifies its existence in the
first place’ (2006:130). Cronin’s positive reading of language (and cultural)
difference in a world increasingly characterized by mobility and hybridization
embraces not just global perspectives, but also local ones, managing to offer a
viable critique of recent notions of world literature based on macro-analysis and
systemic models, such as those offered by Moretti (1998, 2004) and Casanova
(2004). While both these authors assign an important role to translation
processes and multilingualism — embodied, in Casanova’s study, by polyglot
cosmopolitan writers travelling from the margins to the centre of the literary
world (see LITERARY TRANSLATION) — Cronin points out that the vision
they propose tends to overlook the importance of local and vernacular
dimensions of literary circulation, as well as the inevitable interconnections
between local and global communication systems. Ultimately, for Cronin, ‘there
is no “world literature” without translation” (2006:132). Cronin’s reading of
contemporary literary as well as sociological theory is thus linked to his call for a
micro-cosmopolitanism which would allow a new perspective on such
oppositions as centre—periphery, urban—rural, modernity— tradition, and could
sustain solidarities, as well as language and translation practices, which are ‘both
local and global’ (ibid.: 19). Cronin’s notion of ‘a micro-cosmopolitan




transnationalism’ (ibid.: 24) draws on his own work on translation and
globalization (2003) and on the relationship between translation and travel
(2000) to stress the role of individual agency and its links with notions of
citizenship and participatory action. This vision is meant to complement
theorizations of a globalized world, such as Appadurai’s portrait of a social
reality in which ‘moving images meet deterritorialized viewers’ to create
‘diasporic public spheres’ (1996:4).

Postcolonial writers and scholars have also underlined the importance of
language policies and politics within the colonial context, as well as the impact of
those strategies for postcolonial subjects and communities. In the early 1990s,
the work of scholars such as Rafael (1988), Cheyfitz (1991) and Niranjana
(1992), while grounded in specific historical contexts, opened up the field to
historical reflection on the role played by translation and by what Niranjana calls
its ‘strategies of containment’ (ibid.: 21) in processes of colonial domination. At
the same time, within the field of travel writing, Mary Louise Pratt introduced

the notion of ‘contact zones’ (a phrase she modelled, significantly, on the
linguistic term ‘contact languages’), in order
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to describe the cultural productivity of colonial encounters and their spatial as
well as temporal dimensions (Pratt 1992:6—7). Her work stresses the role
played, within the contact zone, by transculturation phenomena set within the
context of asymmetrical power relationships, thus providing a viable model for
the analysis of specific colonial and postcolonial scenarios in which language and
cultural politics are inextricably linked. Pratt has not fully developed the
implications of such encounters in terms of language dynamics and translation
practices and, in subsequent work, she has explicitly queried the usefulness of
the notion of translation as an all-encompassing metaphor for the ‘traffic in
meaning’, stressing that a translation-based model of cultural transactions runs
the risk of underlining difference rather than ‘entanglements’ and proposing
alternative ideas on which to construct models for the movement of cultural
forms, such as ‘resonance’, ‘intersection’, and ‘doubling’ (2002:32—4). Ata
more abstract theoretical level, Bhabha’s notion of translation as ‘the
performative nature of cultural communication’ (1994b: 228) has also proven
extremely influential for conceptualizations of translation in postcolonial contexts
marked by high levels of ethnic and cultural hybridity, as well as by pervasive
mobility. Starting from the Benjaminian notion of the foreignness of languages,
which he interprets as an apt description of ‘the performativity of translation as
the staging of cultural difference’, Bhabha relates translation to the notions of
newness, hybridity and liminality — elements which, in turn, he sees as
constitutive, irresolvable and potentially disruptive components of migrant
discourse, thus reinforcing the inherent link between spatial and linguistic
mobility (ibid.: 224, 227). Scholars of migration have begun to use these notions
in order to stress the transformative, dynamic nature of all journeys, as well as
the role played by translation in the construction and negotiation of cultural
difference (Papastergiadis 2000).

Mobility and translation practices

What is common to studies of colonial/postcolonial cultural exchange, world
literature models, and the emerging field of migrant writing is the stress on the
way in which (cultural) translation processes are neither innocent nor
transparent, but are rather enmeshed within uneven relationships of power and
(at least potential) exploitation. These fields also share, however, a certain
ambiguity in their use of the notion of translation, which becomes a wide-ranging
metaphor for almost all kinds of negotiation and transformative influence
between cultures (see POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES). This broadening
of the idea of translation often results in the total or partial erasure of actual
processes of linguistic mediation. Criticisms of this apparent blind spot have
come mostly from within the field of translation studies and have stressed the
need to underline the continuing centrality of language exchange, even within an
increasingly ‘global’ perspective on intercultural communication (Cronin 2000;
Sturge 2007). A relevant example of this type of influential yet ambiguous
theorization can be found in the work of the cultural ethnographer James
Clifford. His assertion that ‘travel’ is to be considered ‘a translation term’
which, like all such terms, ‘used in global comparisons ... get[s] us some
distance and fall[s] apart’ (1997:39; emphasis in original) has been seminal for a
number of works examining the social as well as textual implications of the




overlap between geographical movement and linguistic displacement, yet it has
also invited an extremely wide and at times rather diluted understanding of the
notions of ‘translation’ and ‘travel’.

A more prolonged and critical engagement with the notion of CULTURAL
TRANSLATION and its connection to travel (both as a material and textual set
of practices) is to be found in the work of Talal Asad (1986, 1995) and in his
analysis of the way in which anthropology traditionally misused translation due
to the flawed assumption of an equivalence between ‘culture’ and ‘text’. For
Asad, it is only through a profound misunderstanding of the notion of translation
as a literal activity based on ‘matching written sentences in two languages, such
that the second set of sentences become the “real meaning” of the first’, that
Western anthropologists have been able to maintain a position of superiority
with respect to the objects of their observations (1986:155). According to
Asad, on the other hand, ‘translation is ... at once a sequence of human acts
and a narrative recounting it, both
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being and representation’ (1995:325). Asad’s critique of the notion and
practice of cultural translation underlines both the pervasive role of language
phenomena in the negotiation of cultural difference and the relation between
such processes and the relative positions of power occupied by those involved
in them. As a result, ‘cultural translation’ emerges as a set of practices in which
‘translation’ in its narrower linguistic sense plays a crucial and pervasive role,
ultimately stressing the need for the explicit acknowledgement of the role played
by language difference in encounters between cultures (first and foremost those
fostered by all forms of mobility), while also denouncing the fallacy implicit in
any vision of individual cultures as self-contained, monolingual and coherent
systems (Papastergiadis 2000; Sturge 2007).

These observations remind us of the need to focus on translation and travel as
sets of located practices, rather than (or at least as well as) on their theoretical
interpretations and interpellations. If the textual products of mobility and
translation are constituted by forms of representation, it is also the case that they
have substantial material consequences and ask us to adopt consciously ethical
positions (see ETHICS). Asad’s admonitions on the limits of cultural translation,
like Pratt’s caveats concerning the limits of translation as a metaphor for
intercultural negotiations, are well placed: there may indeed be a risk of dilution
in recent wide-ranging theorizations of the nexus between translation and
mobility; yet such risks can be countered by the antidote of ethically grounded
translation as well as travel practices. The increased role of mobility in
contemporary society raises a number of queries relating to established
associations between national, linguistic and ethnic identities (Cohen 1997;
Simon 2002). While the enhanced presence of multilingual realities within and
across communities does not solve inequalities and asymmetries of power, it
does foster new or renewed forms of multi- and interlingual communication and
solidarity, as attested by recent attempts to ground contemporary models of
cosmopolitan identity — seen as an alternative to the fragmented nature of
intercultural society — on notions of multiple linguistic and cultural affiliation
(Mudimbe 1997; Breckenridge et al. 2002; Vertovec and Cohen 2002). Such
phenomena are accompanied by a growing pervasiveness of translation
practices. These can take explicit forms, such as the increased role of
COMMUNITY INTERPRETING in attempting to ensure access on the part
of refugees, economic migrants and other minority groups to human rights,
citizenship and, more specifically, freedom of movement and expression (Baker
2006a; Cronin 2006). They can also, however, take the form of a textual (and
especially but not exclusively literary) production which is constructed on
multilingual and intercultural experience, relies on multiple layers of individual
and collective memory, and addresses a range of constituencies and
readerships. The results of such practices have the additional effect of querying
the binary model on which translation studies has traditionally been based,
exploding the linear oppositions between source and target text (culture,
language) and calling for a theorization of translation practices which is in itself
more sensitive to the complexity of geographic as well as cultural mobility.

See also:



ASYLUM; CULTURAL TRANSLATION; ETHICS; GLOBALIZATION;
IDEOLOGY; MULTILINGUALISM; POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES;
SELF-TRANSLATION.
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Asad 1986; Mehrez 1992; Bassnett 1993 (pp. 92—114); Asad 1995; Clifford
1997 (pp. 17-46); Tymoczko 1999a, 2000; Cronin 2000; Papastergiadis
2000; Polezzi 2001; Agorni 2002; Apter 2004; Cronin 2006; Di Biase 2006;
Gentzler 2006; Polezzi 2006.

LOREDANA POLEZZ1

Models

Although model theory is a field of study in itself, a comprehensive definition of
the concept of ‘model’ remains problematical. This is partly because models
can be of very different kinds, ranging from iconic or diagrammatic
representations (known as ‘analogue models’) to conceptual and theoretical
models, and partly because there is little agreement among
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theorists about the classification of models into types. Nevertheless, some
common properties of models can be distinguished.

First, a model is always a model of something, called the object, or the original,
or the prototype. In this sense a model, when perceived in terms of its
modelling function, is a vicarious object, 1.e. a substitute. It represents,
reproduces, refers to something else, which is necessarily anterior to it. Model
and prototype therefore have a different ontological status which arises from the
fact that one represents while the other is represented. Neither model nor
prototype need to be physical realities: they can be abstract, mental or
hypothetical entities.

Secondly, a modelling relation is not an objectively given fact or a state of affairs
existing naturally between two entities. A model requires a human subject to
recognize it as a model of something. That is, a model can only be a model of
something if there is someone who perceives it as such and who apprehends an
appropriate relation between model and prototype. The modelling operation
therefore involves three components: a prototype, a model and a human

subject.

Thirdly, the model represents its prototype through approximation. It is not a
reproduction of the prototype in its entirety and in all its aspects. The model
reduces the complexity of the prototype by retaining only certain features of it,
and in so doing establishes a certain similarity or correspondence, between itself
and the object to which it refers. The similarity or correspondence established
on this basis is of a certain kind (it may, for example, be isomorphic), deemed
by the human subject to be functionally relevant. The model exhibits the relevant
similarity or correspondence in a certain manner and to a certain degree.

Finally, while from the point of view of the modelling relation only the
representational aspects of a model are normally regarded as pertinent, every
model of necessity also contains other, non-functional or ‘contingent’ features.

It is possible to consider the relevance of models in the context of translation
from four different angles: (i) the use of theoretical models as heuristic tools in
translation studies; (ii) the use of diagrammatic or analogue models to represent
certain aspects of translation; (iii) the view of translating as a modelling activity;
and (1v) the relation between models and NORMS.

Theoretical models

Theoretical, or conceptual, models are hypothetical constructs which operate at
a higher level of abstraction than the concrete detail of individual phenomena
and may be used as an explanatory framework to account for the world of
phenomena. One can also tentatively project a theoretical model derived from
an established field of knowledge onto a new, wholly or partly unknown
domain. Because the model is first mapped on one field and then applied to
another, it employs language appropriate to the first field to speak about the
second. This enables a conceptual model to function heuristically: the researcher



may derive cognitive gain from deploying the model as a probing instrument, a
prism or searchlight which allows new things to come into view or to perceive
familiar things in a new light. At the same time, theoretical models inevitably
construct the object in their own image: they apply their own terms, categories
and distinctions to the new domain, illuminating certain aspects while obscuring
others.

In translation studies, various theoretical models derived from other domains
and disciplines have been applied. They range from linguistic and semiotic to
literary and sociocultural models. Several of these in turn make use of terms and
concepts imported from other disciplines such as philosophy, history or
sociology. In each case, particular currents of thought within the fields
concerned have served as more refined research tools. For example, the
linguistic model has tended to see translation primarily as a linguistic operation
(see LINGUISTIC APPROACHES). Within this conceptual frame,
structuralist models of translation have focused on relations between linguistic
systems, pragmatic models concentrate on the human interaction in given
communicative situations, psycholinguistic models look at linguistic aspects of
the mental operations involved in the translation process, and cognitive models
are interested in how the mind maps and processes information (see
PRAGMATICS; PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AND COGNITIVE
APPROACHES).
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Relevance theory, for instance, combines pragmatics with cognitive science and
views translation in this light (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995; Gutt
1991/2000). Semiotic models see the field of enquiry as extending to forms of
transfer between signifying systems other than natural languages (see
SEMIOTICS). Sociocultural models and social action theories emphasize
contextual features of translation and the interactive social web tying the various
participants in translation-driven communication together (see
FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES). Literary models have approached
translation in terms of the categories of literary criticism, literary history and
literary theory (see LITERARY TRANSLATION; POETRY). In recent years
gender studies, postcolonial studies, the theory of social narratives and the
sociology of Pierre Bourdieu have served as new conceptual models (see
GENDER AND SEXUALITY; POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES;
SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES). All have led to redescriptions of the
phenomenon of translation.

The models are complementary and they often overlap and conflict. In mapping
the domain of translation in their own terms they also delimit it in different ways,
or highlight precisely the problematical nature of such delimitation. Each model
will prioritize certain kinds or aspects or areas of translation; put differently:
each model constructs translation in its own terms.

Analogue models

Analogue models are used to represent those characteristics of a prototype
considered to be relevant in a given context. They serve an intellectual and
pedagogic purpose in visually foregrounding pertinent features while ignoring
others. In the study of translation, flow charts and other diagrammatic
representations are commonly used to represent certain processes and relations.

As a rule, communication that involves translation is represented as an extension
of the by now traditional scheme ‘senderll message [l receiver’. The extension
features a translator who first acts as a receiver of a message in one language
and then as the sender of a new (translated) message, in another language, to a
new receiver; hence: ‘senderlll messagelll receiverl = translator =

sender2l message2ll receiver2’. The model and its symbolic representation
derive from the information theory of Claude Shannon and Warren Weaver
(1949), and in turn gave rise to the so-called conduit metaphor which casts
language as the vehicle of thought and of translation as a process of decoding
and recoding messages. The model separates the signifier from the signified and
envisages translation as keeping the signified intact while exchanging one signifier
for another across languages. The conduit metaphor has been challenged by
Michael Reddy (1979), among others. Relevance theory also abandoned it and
replaced it with a stimulus and inference model. In translation studies, skopos
theory also adopted this latter model (see FUNCTIONALIST
APPROACHES).

The translation process itself is a mental operation that remains inaccessible to
direct observation. It has nevertheless been hypothetically reconstructed,



especially by psycholinguists and by researchers operating with THINK -
ALOUD PROTOCOLS. In these studies, too, the process of translation is
represented diagrammatically. While the input (the source utterance and its
reception) and the output (the generation of the target utterance) tend to remain
stable in these representations, the considerable differences between the
diagrams reflect different assumptions about the way in which the human mind
processes the incoming information, brings about a conversion of one kind or
another and constructs a new utterance in another language or medium.

Diagrams are also frequently used by philologists to map a variety of textual
filiations, textual and contextual relations between source and target utterances
and the communicative relations within and between the two systems involved.
While flow charts purporting to represent the translation process serve a
cognitive purpose, diagrams of textual, contextual and communicative relations
are mostly pedagogical in nature.

Translating as modelling

Translating can be seen as a modelling activity in that the result of the operation,
the translated text, commonly claims, explicitly or implicitly,
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to represent an anterior discourse in a way comparable to the representational
function of models. This makes a translation into a vicarious object, a substitute
or a metatext. Also, like a model, a translation is a derived, second-order
product, which means that the relation between a translation and its prototype is
neither symmetrical nor reversible. Moreover, a translation can stand as a
representative or substitute of a source text only if a (collective) subject will
recognize it as such. A translation that goes unrecognized as a translation is,
functionally speaking, not a translation at all, because its modelling aspect
remains ineffective. Conversely, a translation which purports to represent an
original and is accepted as such is, functionally speaking, a translation, even if no
prototype can be identified; this is the case with so-called
PSEUDOTRANSLATIONS.

In contrast to models, translations may replace and even displace their
prototypes. They can do so mainly because translation typically involves one or
more semiotic transformations, as a result of which the original is left at the other
side of at least one of these semiotic barriers (such as a natural language) and
may thus become inaccessible to those on this side of the barrier. The modelling
relation itself, however, is not affected by this. Another objection might be that
translations, as opposed to models, constitute objects of the same order as their
prototypes. However, many cultures maintain the ontological distinction by
assigning different places in value and classification systems to translated as
opposed to non-translated texts (see POLYSYSTEM). The two kinds of text
are likely to be ranged in the same class only in cultural situations where all texts
are perceived essentially as transformations of other texts. In those cases, the
notions of translation and of related forms of textual processing and modelling
tend to encompass virtually all text production.

While under their representational and representative aspects translations can be
seen as approximations of their prototypes, all translations also exhibit
contingent features, a material surplus not reducible to the modelling function.

Models and norm theory

Translating involves a process of continuous decision-making which takes place
in a communicative context. Descriptive translation studies in particular have
invoked norm theory in an effort to explain why translators make certain
decisions in preference to other equally available options (see DESCRIPTIVE
VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES). NORMS may be regarded as social
regulation mechanisms which make certain choices and decisions by the
translator more likely than others. They can be understood as particular kinds of
expectations which are shared among most members of a community and tell
them how to behave in certain situations. Whereas conventions are expectations
about how individuals will probably behave, norms are expectations about how
people should behave.

Norms consist of a directive aspect which urges members of a community —
here, translators — to operate in certain ways, and a ‘content’ comprising an
intersubjective ‘notion of correctness’. The latter is a notion of what is proper or



correct in particular situations. Because correctness notions are abstract values,
more concrete models of correct behaviour are derived either directly from the
values and attitudes which make up the correctness notions or from concrete
instances and occurrences which have come to be regarded as exemplifying
such notions. These models can, in turn, serve as prototypes to be imitated, as
examples of good practice.

Compliance with a set of translation norms regarded as pertinent in a given
context means that the product, the translation, is likely to exhibit the requisite
relation with the original and conform to the relevant textual or discursive model
or models (see QUALITY). In other words, establishing conformity with
relevant models occurs both at the level of the translation as representation and
at the level of its contingent features. The former concerns the translation as a
model of its original, the latter bears on those textual elements which are not
directly relevant to the translation’s modelling function but affect its quality as a
text in relation to other texts of the same genre.

Cultures and their subdivisions are complex
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entities containing a diversity of competing, conflicting and overlapping norms,
conventions and models embedded in different spheres of activity, which
themselves form part of changing historical configurations (see HISTORY). It is
one of the tasks of the historical study of translation to identify translation norms
and models and explain their nature and functioning.

See also:

PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AND COGNITIVE APPROACHES;
DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES; FUNCTIONALIST
APPROACHES; LINGUISTIC APPROACHES; NORMS;
POSTCOLONIAL APPROACHES; SEMIOTICS; SOCIOLOGICAL
APPROACHES.

Further reading

Shannon and Weaver 1949; Stachowiak 1965; Reddy 1979; Sperber and
Wilson 1986/1995; Bartsch 1987; Pazukhin 1987; Hermans 1991; D’ Andrade
and Strauss 1992; Hermans 1993.

THEO HERMANS

Multilingualism

Though both are widespread intercultural phenomena, multilingualism and
translation are rarely considered in connection with each other. Whereas
multilingualism evokes the co-presence of two or more languages (in a society,
text or individual), translation involves a substitution of one language for another.
The translating code does not so much supplement as replace the translated
code: except in a classroom setting perhaps, translations are not meant to be
read side by side with originals. Schleiermacher’s ideal reader, ‘who is familiar
with the foreign language’ yet to whom ‘that language always remains

foreign’ (quoted in Lefevere 1992b: 152), remains the exception, not the rule.
Far from having its origin in ‘a certain ability for intercourse with foreign
languages ... among the educated part of the population’ (ibid.), translation is
today more commonly assumed to cater for monolingual readers by disclosing
unknown literatures to them, thus effectively restricting bilingual competence to
the translators themselves.

Denison (1976) framed the relationship between translation and multilingualism
in an unusual yet stimulating fashion. Whilst popular belief considers translation
‘a more natural and necessary human undertaking than the active, functional
plurilingualism of whole communities in daily life’, he argues, ‘it turns out that
where groups of people find themselves obliged to participate in heterolinguistic
communication networks, functional plurilingualism is the solution [most] often
adopted’ (1978:313). Translation tends to occur in two types of cases, the first
of which being those instances ‘where individuals and groups from mutually
remote parts of a continuum lacking a /ingua franca need to interact’ (ibid.).
The fact that those living in the Western world, where communication typically



needs to bridge long distances, consider this to be the default situation does not
imply that it actually is: Denison gives many examples (from the Amazon area,
as well as from Africa and New Guinea) where adult multilingual competence is
the rule, not the exception. Likewise, he goes on to say, ‘translation is seldom
necessary for purely informative needs’ but tends to be employed for
‘considerations other than the straightforward communication of

information’ (ibid.). Many of those considerations could be called tactical, in
that translation is often invoked ‘for reasons of ritual, dignity, civil rights or
[even] time-gaining’ (ibid.: 314) by participants who do have a passive
understanding of what was said in the other language but prefer to have it
repeated in their own. Communication of information alone, then, cannot
account for the use of Gaelic place names in Wales or for the presence of
English road signs (including important ones like slow and danger) in Pakistan
(ibid.: 314-15). In those and many more instances, translation is not carried out
in order to ‘re-encode basic semantic information for the benefit of a
monolingual” but rather ‘to convey a different set of social

presuppositions’ (ibid.: 316).

The poetics and politics of multilingual writing
This might be all the more true in literature, where conveying semantic

information can hardly be said to be the main issue. More often than not,
something else is at stake when the
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decision is made to (re)translate a text of literary and cultural significance. Thus,
when Mexican- American Ilan Stavans (2003:253—8) was provoked into
producing a ‘Spanglish’ version of the opening lines of Cervantes’ Quixote, this
gesture caused quite a stir, not least in America’s Latino communities. Whereas
some language purists simply did not think the mixed speech of illiterate
immigrants was ‘worthy’ of such an endeavour, other critics pointed out that
those educated enough to be able to write in Spanglish should just stick with the
original Castilian text (Kunz 2005). But these reactions miss the point Stavans
was trying to make. He did not intend his translation to act as a replacement for
the original, but rather as proof of the stylistic and indeed literary possibilities
Spanglish could offer to whoever is willing to explore them (on bilingualism in
Chicano literature in general, see Keller 1984; Bassnett 1985; Flores 1987,
Reyes 1991; Arteaga 1994; Rudin 1996).

In literary poetics, ‘multilingualism’ stands for the use of two or more languages
within the same text (Bem and Hudlett 2001; Canonica and Rudin 1993;
Sarkonak and Hodgson 1993; Grutman 1997). In principle, texts can either
give equal prominence to those languages or merely add a liberal sprinkling of
foreign tongues to a dominant language clearly identified as their central axis.
The latter solution is much more commonly encountered, with the actual quantity
of foregrounded linguistic material varying widely. For a Romantic poet like
Gérard de Nerval, a short Spanish title (E/ desdichado) was enough to conjure
up exotic landscapes and valiant knights. The writer of fiction, on the other
hand, may want to either incorporate larger foreign language samples — taking
up entire paragraphs or even pages, as in Tolstoy’s War and Peace and
Sterne’s Tristram Shandy — or make repeated use of them in order to obtain
the desired effect.

The study of textual multilingualism does not always involve a close examination
of a writer’s actual language skills, since writers have been known to consult
either their entourage or a nearby library (or both). Philologists like J. R. R.
Tolkien, who devised an ingenious linguistic system for 7The Lord of the Rings,
tend to be rare. Even if a biographical link can be shown to exist, it is
questionable whether it enhances our understanding of this writing practice.
Does Charlotte Bronté’s stay in Brussels, for instance, explain the role of
Adgele’s French in Jane Eyre? Secondly, polyglot writing does not always
require a polyglot public, though its deciphering more often than not requires
some imagination (compare Forster 1970:12—13 to Baetens Beardsmore
1978:93 and Sternberg 1981:226). While such knowledge no doubt adds to
our reading pleasure, we need not master Russian to enjoy Anthony Burgess’s
Clockwork Orange or Latin for Umberto Eco’s Name of the Rose. Thirdly,
from the vantage point of textual analysis, it matters relatively little whether
dialects, slang, classical, national or indeed artificial languages make up the
multilingual sequences. The impact of these varieties will depend as much on the
ways in which they are textually embedded as on the values attached to them in
society (Grutman 1993, 2002).

Multilingualism translated



The romantic discovery and subsequent fetishizing of ‘national mother tongues’
has undoubtedly affected the ways in which ‘foreign’ languages are viewed,
learned, and hence used in literature (Forster 1970). The degree of
multilingualism in a text might even be said to be commensurate with the status
of the corresponding literary system: literatures that are either young,
postcolonial (Ashcroft et al. 1989) or belong to linguistic minorities (Lagarde
2001) tend to show more openness to linguistic diversity than the firmly
established canons of the former imperial powers (see POSTCOLONIAL
APPROACHES; MINORITY). In literatures belonging to the latter category,
such as England’s or France’s, exotic languages presumably spoken by foreign
characters are either sampled to provide comic relief or, worse, dismissed ‘as
an irrelevant, if not distracting, representational factor’ (Sternberg 1981:224). It
is not by chance that Shakespeare’s Caliban, Crusoe’s Friday, and Voltaire’s
Ingénu all speak their master’s language.

Writers can of course also decide to incorporate translations into their text,
thereby creating a buffer for those unable (or unwilling) to read foreign
languages. In Walter Scott’s day, for instance, Latin was still a must for the
educated classes. He therefore could let one
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of his characters, when requested to give his opinion on the outcome of the
Jacobite uprising, quote a Roman historian in Latin: “Why, you know, Tacitus
saith “In rebus bellicis maxime dominatur Fortuna”, which is equiponderate
with our own vernacular adage, “Luck can maist in the mellee’” (Scott
1985:335). Scott’s decision to append an approximate version as an
intratextual gloss (a more literal translation would be: ‘In matters of war Fortune
mostly rules’) shows he did not want to alienate his less-educated readers — he
was, after all, one of the first to write what we now call best-sellers. At the
same time, he established a particular rapport with those ‘happy few” who
actually did share his knowledge and love of the Classics.

It has been argued that such ‘cushioning’ of foreign words and expressions
reduces them to mere exotic signs without questioning the power relations
between representing and represented codes: ‘the forceful proximity of both
items represents the failure to achieve cultural symbiosis’ (Zabus 1990:354).
For bilingual readers, such tagged-on translations might indeed seem
unnecessary. Yet for monolingual readers they create a suspense by only
progressively revealing the secret of the foreign language. Instead of excluding
monolingual readers from a bilingual text, they guide them ‘through it with utter
carefulness’ (Rudin 1996:225-7, in response to Dasenbrock 1987:16).

When language is itself a topic, translations accompanying heterolinguistic
utterances may focus less on referential meaning and highlight more subdued
cultural connotations. In Lawrence’s Women in Love, for example, Ursula
Brangwen calls the dominant behaviour of a tomcat ‘a lust for bullying — a real
Wille zur Macht — so base, so petty’, to which Rupert Birkin replies:

I agree that the Wille zur Macht is a base and petty thing. But with the Mino, it
is the desire to bring this female cat into a pure stable equilibrium, a
transcendent and abiding rapport with the single male. Whereas without him, as
you see, she is a mere stray, a fluffy sporadic bit of chaos. It is a volonté de
pouvoir , if you like, a will to ability, takingpouvoir as a verb.

(Lawrence 1960:167)

By joining translations that have such a different ring in English (“a lust for
bullying’ and ‘a will to ability”), yet are supposed to mean the same in German
and in French (/a volonté de pouvoir is the common French translation of
Nietzsche’s Wille zur Macht), Birkin’s comments become metalinguistic in
nature, albeit in a stereotypical way. The harsh German sounds suggest
violence, while French confirms its penchant for rhetorical niceties, as Ursula
stresses in her answer: ‘Sophistries!’.

What happens to multilingualism in translation (Delabastita 2002; Delabastita
and Grutman 2005b; Frank and Bodeker 1991; Kunz 1998; Lefevere 1995;
Meylaerts 2006; Mezei 1988, 1998)? According to Henry Schogt, who
compared Western translations of the Russian classics, ‘as a rule only the main
language of the text is replaced, the foreign elements remaining

unchanged’ (1988:114). Antoine Berman (1985:79—80; 2004:284-5), on the



other hand, believes most translators will rather reduce the interlingual tension
found in the original. Additional complications arise when the target language
happens to be the embedded foreign language of the source text. In his version
of Thomas Mann’s The Magic Mountain, French translator Maurice Betz
successfully maintained the distinction between the narrator’s voice and those of
Hans Castorp and Madame Chauchat, in spite of the fact that the latter two
already spoke French in the original German text. Such feats are rare. Usually,
multilingual texts undergo the fate of Lawrence’s novel, as becomes clear from a
cursory look at the French rendering of the passage quoted above:

Je suis d’accord que la volonté de puissance est quelque chose de vil et de
mesquin. Mais avec Minou, c’est le désir d’amener cette femelle a un équilibre
stable et parfait, a un rapport transcendant et durable avec le male célibataire.
Tandis que sans lui, comme vous voyez, elle est un simple fragment égaré, une
parcelle ébouriffée et sporadique du chaos. C’est une volonté de pouvoir, si
vous voulez, en prenant «pouvoir» pour un verbe.

(Lawrence 1974:210)

All traces of foreignness have been conveniently erased. Gone is Nietzsche’s
German, and with
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it, the pseudo-philosophical gist of the conversation. Gone, as well, is the
stylistic contrast between English and French as the preferred idiom for making
love. This is almost completely neutralized, except for a footnote mentioning that
the second ‘pouvoir’ (set apart in the text by quotation marks and italics)
already figured in French in the original. But so did rapport and the earlier
volonté de pouvoir, which go undocumented. Because of such ‘technical’
problems — but also because linguistic diversity flies in the face of many
perceived notions of language, culture and identity — foreign languages are
usually at considerable risk of disappearing or having their subversive potential
downplayed in translation (Grutman 2006:20-24).

See also:

GLOBALIZATION; MINORITY; MOBILITY; POSTCOLONIAL
APPROACHES.
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Traugott 1981; Vidal 1991; Canonica and Rudin 1993; Sarkonak and
Hodgson 1993; Grutman 1997; Hoenselaars and Buning 1999; Serrano 2000;
Bem and Hudlett 2001; Levy 2003; Marin Ruano 2003; Delabastita and
Grutman 2005a; Meylaerts 2006.
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News gathering and dissemination

Translation in news gathering and dissemination (or ‘news translation’ for short)
can be considered with respect to two different sets of concerns. The first of
these is the question of the relationship between two texts; the second is the
nature of the process within which the translation is undertaken. The first is not —
if taken in isolation from the second — very different from translation considered
in other contexts: the relationship is influenced by a range of factors, which
include the translator’s understanding of the context and purpose of the original.
The second takes as its focus the nature of organizations involved in news
gathering and dissemination and is concerned primarily with who undertakes
translation, in what context, for what purposes. The first is concerned primarily
with news output, or news considered as a series of statements about the world;
the second is concerned with the process within which that output is produced.
The two may also be considered in combination, typically in order to investigate
the extent to which the process has an impact upon the relationship between the
two (or more) texts.

News translation occurs primarily (but not exclusively) at the point where news
crosses national boundaries; this is because of the traditional association linking
news media with the nation state and national language (Anderson 1982) and
has implications for the nature of news translation, as discussed later in this
entry. However, this traditional association is no longer universal because of the
rise of MINORITY (or lesser-known) language media in previously monoglot
states, and transnational media operating in widely used transnational languages.
Moreover, many nation states are inhabited by linguistically diverse populations,
with associated media, and indeed may not have a single national language (for
example, India, Switzerland and many African nations).

While there are many studies of the language of news (for example, van Dijk
1991; Bell 1991; Fowler 1991; Fairclough 1995), such studies largely ignore
the role of translation; their predominant focus is the discursive structure of news
and a frequent concern is the extent to which particular articulations of words
and expressions — especially recurrent ones — may impact upon public opinion
(see Ackerman 2006 for a particularly detailed example). This focus is also to
be found in some studies of news translation (see various examples in Baker
2006a). Other recent studies in translation focus on the information needs of a
global economy, which include information transfers in the form of news (Bielsa
2005; Cronin 2005). Central to such concerns is a debate about the relationship
between ‘globalization” and ‘localization’ (see GLOBALIZATION), in which
the functional needs of transnational linguistic transfer are poised in an unstable
equilibrium between the demands of transfer (for example, speed and
comprehensibility across cultural boundaries) and the demands of local
reception, where comprehensibility may be subject to the dynamics of spatially
limited cultural forces. Here, the relationship between source and target texts is
understood as a product of the process in which the linguistic transfer is




undertaken.

If news translation is studied as a phenomenon in its own right, it is because it
can be considered an articulation of discourse which produces its own range of
effects: here, the act of translation is assumed to potentially produce transfers of
meaning independently of other activities which produce such transfers. Thus,
such analyses commonly take as their
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primary evidence divergences in meaning between original texts and derived
texts in the target language and treat them as clear evidence of transfers of
meaning that have occurred exclusively in the act of translation (Schéaftner 2005;
Baker 2006a: 137-79; Valde6n 2005; Kang 2007).

News translation occurs at various points in the overall process of news
gathering and dissemination. Any given item of reported information may be
translated at any of these points, or indeed more than one of them, which may
lead to divergent translations of the same original text circulating simultaneously
(see Steele 2006 and Norouzi 2007 for discussions of a problematic example).
Additionally, the overall process of news gathering and dissemination is divided
between organizations with different roles in the process. These fall into three
main categories: (a) media accessed directly by the public, such as broadcast
channels, newspapers and magazines; (b) news agencies, which are typically not
accessed directly by the public but only by client organizations such as publicly
accessible news media; and (¢) monitoring organizations, such as government
departments, NGOs and activist/advocacy groups, which circulate reports to
clients, colleagues or supporters and potential supporters. Public access media
and news agencies are sometimes distinguished as ‘retail” and ‘wholesale’ news
(Boyd-Barrett 1980). Some broadcasting organizations act as both, for
example the BBC, CNN and Al Jazeera. News agencies, especially outside the
Western parliamentary democracies, are frequently owned or controlled directly
by government (Boyd-Barrett and Rantanen 1998).

The location and nature of translation in the news process depend on two
factors: the internal structure of the news organization and its clientele. The three
categories of news organizations have different editorial practices, which lead to
different translation strategies (see below). The points at which translation may
occur are as follows: during the reporting (initial news gathering) stage; during
the editing stage, where reports are transformed into output text — which may
derive from more than one original report; and during the dissemination process,
where reports are transferred between different news organizations.

At the reporting stage, translation commonly occurs where a reporter is unable
to communicate directly with relevant sources of information; this is frequent in
international reporting, where journalists employed by media from one nation
work temporarily in another nation. It is increasingly the case that international
correspondents spend only short periods of time in particular posts abroad
(Kalb 1990: xiv), and foreign reporting is increasingly done from transnational
‘hubs’, where a team of reporters covers the affairs of a group of nations (Hess
1996:99-100). There has been vigorous recent debate, especially in the USA,
over the extent to which these arrangements may have negative effects upon
such reporting (Hamilton and Jenner 2004; Arnett 1998). The debate focuses
primarily on the role of reporters employed by ‘retail” media rather than news
agencies, whose reporters are commonly nationals of the host nation.
Translation ‘in the field’ is usually done by personnel who are not specialized in
translation and interpretation (usually called ‘fixers’), for whom translation is
only part of the job description, and may not even be its most important part
(Palmer and Fontan 2007; Tumber and Webster 2006:106—15). Translation



here consists of advising journalists about the content of local media and
interpreting interviews with relevant sources of information; such translation
commonly consists of summary rather than in extenso translation (Palmer and
Fontan 2007). Translation in this context may consist of multiple stages, for
example from a local language into a more commonly spoken national language
and on into the target language or a transnational language. Thus, a journalist
who has worked in Darfur (Ostian 2004) explains that a local language is
typically translated into Arabic by a local translator, and the Arabic is then
translated into the ultimate target language by a second interpreter. No survey
currently exists of the extent to which such multi-stage or RELAY translations
are practised in news gathering. The use of a vehicular transnational language
such as English by all participants is of course also common.

Where reporting is done directly by a journalist working for ‘retail’ media, it is
common for contextualizing material to be incorporated at the moment of
original composition. Agency
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reports, however, are usually restricted to the event being reported, intended as
they are for incorporation into the reports put out by a wide variety of client
organizations. Reports produced by commercial, transnational agencies carefully
use terminology which is as “neutral’ as possible, as client organizations may
have very different cultural or political affiliations. The editorial policies of
government-owned agencies, or activist organizations, as well as the language
used in their reports, commonly reflect the policy of the controlling organization.
These factors impact upon translation strategies; they also influence textual
choices in material accompanying video footage put out by agencies (usually
called ‘dope sheets’), which is commonly provided in a vehicular transnational
language.

At the editing stage, journalists commonly assemble documents from disparate
sources — typically, agency reports and reports from one or more of their own
reporters. Where such amalgamation also involves translation — for example,
from a foreign national agency or media — it is normal for this to be undertaken
by a journalist working on the story who has relevant bilingual competence,
since translation is viewed as only one component of the process of transfer
from one news organization to another (Orengo 2005:169—-70; Schifther
2005:158; Tsai 2005). Among other implications, this means that an act of
news translation undertaken at the editing stage is frequently — if not usually —
based upon more than one ‘original’ text, with these texts commonly
summarized and amalgamated in the same process as translation.

At the dissemination end, translation may be undertaken either at the output or
reception stages. Many news agencies produce output material both in the
national language of the nation to which the agency belongs and also in a
transnational language, most commonly English. Middle Eastern news agencies
benefit from the fact that the commonest national regional language, Arabic, is
also a transnational language — as, of course, do English language agencies, and
to a more limited extent Spanish news agencies. Major agencies which translate
their own material (or some selection of it) include the European Broadcasting
Union (which circulates in English and French), Xinhua (China) and Agence
France Presse, both of which circulate material in English as well as the original
agency language. There are also agencies which specialize in bringing news from
particular areas of the world and making it available in a target language;
Outherenews, for example, specializes in making news from the Arabic-
speaking world available in English (Outherenews 2006). Alternatively, bilingual
journalists in ‘retail media’ may take incoming texts and adapt them, by both
editing and translation, for the audience in question.

Translation may also be undertaken by media monitoring organizations, which
access a wide range of media in a variety of languages and disseminate versions
of the reports they retrieve to clients and other interested parties. Probably the
largest of these are the two main English language media monitoring
organizations: the BBC and the American Open Source Center (OSC). The
BBC maintains a monitoring section which monitors media from outside the UK
and is administratively and financially separate from the rest of the organization;
it serves a wide variety of clients, including UK government departments. The



OSC similarly monitors media external to the USA. Many organizations
undertake translinguistic media monitoring, the results of which are circulated as
a working tool: for example the US military in Iraq has a monitoring service for
Arabic language media (and rumours) called the ‘Baghdad Mosquito’ (Shanker
2004).

Because of the association between news translation and national boundaries,
translation tends to occur in the category of foreign news, which is commonly
subject to editorial processes different to those of domestic news. It has often
been pointed out that large sections of the planet are condemned to silence in
the media of the industrial West, a situation that is exacerbated by the fact that
the media of ‘Third World’ nations depend upon the big Western-owned
transnational news agencies for news about these nations’ own neighbours. In
addition, foreign news is widely regarded in the USA as uninteresting to most of
the media audience (Arnett 1998). In general, news from abroad is more
frequently subject to summary, abbreviation and editorial selection than
domestic news, a process sometimes brutally summarized as ‘McLurg’s Law’,
according to which publication of news depends upon this equation: the scope,
importance or drama
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of events must increase in proportion to the distance separating the event from
the reporting medium (Palmer 2000:28; Schlesinger 1987:117). This has a
particular impact upon news translation: it means that translation in this context
primarily takes the form of summary rather than in extenso translation. Indeed,
translation strategies in news gathering and dissemination must generally be
acknowledged as a mixture of selection, summary, contextualizing commentary
and in extenso translation (see STRATEGIES).

As a result of the processes described above, translated material may exist in
several, sometimes divergent, versions. For example, when President
Ahmedinejad of Iran was quoted in English language media as saying that ‘Israel
should be wiped off the map’, this quotation was taken from versions of a
speech published in Farsi by the official Iranian Government news agency on 26
October 2005. During the following hours, three translations of this speech
were widely circulated among international and transnational media; one was
done by the Farsi section of the BBC Monitoring department, one by
correspondents of the New York Times working in Teheran, and one by the
pro-Israeli, US-based monitoring organization MEMRI (Middle East Media
Research Institute). The translations differed in significant ways (Steele 2006)
and have since been heavily contested (Norouzi 2007). There was also an
English language translation put out by the Iranian news agency itself, in two
divergent versions (IRNA 2005a, 2005b), and subsequent summaries and
partial translations appeared in reports by other English language news agencies.

Although this last example is only a single case, it illustrates the principles
outlined here. First, it indicates the centrality of the institutionally embedded
process involved, where translation is undertaken by both journalists and
employees of media monitoring organizations. Secondly, as a result of the
insertion of translation into other editorial processes, particular translations
become accepted as the equivalent of the original text as they move along the
chain of information transfer. Thirdly, it illustrates the relationship between in
extenso translation and summary, since the phrase in question was only a small
part of an extensive text which was already summarized in the translations
referred to here. Fourthly, it indicates the multifarious nature of the transfer
process, where a small number of original translations give rise to a large
number of quoted reports, due to the insertion of translation into other editorial
processes. And finally, it shows — by being the exception that tests the rule —
how rarely translation in news is questioned. This translation was questioned,
and as a result it was seen to be problematic. It is impossible to know to what
extent news translation is the source of problematic language transfers, as such
questioning is rare — but see Radin (2004) for another problematic example.

See also:

GLOBALIZATION; INSTITUTIONAL TRANSLATION; STRATEGIES.

Further reading

Hess 1996; Boyd-Barrett and Rantanen 1998; Hamilton and Jenner 2004;



Bielsa 2005; Orengo 2005; Schéffner 2005; Tsai 2005; Valdeon 2005;
Ackerman 2006; Kang 2007; Palmer and Fontan 2007.

JERRY PALMER

Norms

The notion of ‘norms’ was first introduced by the Israeli scholar Gideon Toury
in the late 1970s to refer to regularities of translation behaviour within a specific
sociocultural situation (Toury 1978, reprinted in Toury 1980a). The concept
proved influential during the 1980s and 1990s and has supported an extensive
programme of research in translation studies, though mainly in the domain of
written translation (see CONFERENCE INTERPRETING,
SOCIOCULTURAL APPROACHES).

Historical and theoretical background

The impetus for Toury’s work, including his notion of norms, came from the
POLYSYSTEM approach developed in the early 1970s by his colleague
Itamar Even-Zohar. Prior to the
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development of the polysystem approach, studying translation often consisted of
an evaluative comparison of source and target texts, in isolation from both the
source and target contexts of literary production. Even-Zohar’s work effected a
shift away from this treatment of translated texts as isolated elements and
towards a historical and social understanding of the way they function
collectively, as a sub-system within the target literary system. One of the main
achievements of polysystem theory then has been to shift attention away from
the relationship between individual source and target texts and towards the
relationships which exist among the target texts themselves (Baker 1993).

Apart from directing attention towards translated texts as a body of literature
worth investigating in its own right, there are other aspects of the polysystem
approach and of Even-Zohar’s work in general which prepared the ground for
Toury’s concept of norms and the research methodology which he went on to
elaborate under the umbrella of ‘Descriptive Translation Studies’, or DTS for
short (see DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES). These
include: an explicit refusal to make a priori statements about what translation is,
what it should be, or what kinds of relationship a translated text should have
with its original; an insistence on examining all translation-related issues
historically, in terms of the conditions which operate in the receiving culture at
any point in time; and an interest in extending the context of research beyond the
examination of translated texts, in particular to include examining the paratextual
and evaluative writing on translation, for example prefaces, reviews, reflective
essays, and so on (see REVIEWING AND CRITICISM).

Toury is primarily interested in making statements about what translation
behaviour consists of (rather than what it should consist of). Moreover, given
the systemic framework which provides the theoretical basis of his work, these
statements cannot consist of a random selection of observations. They have to
take the form of generalizations that are applicable to a particular class or
subclass of phenomena and to be ‘intersubjectively testable’ (Toury 1995:3).
The notion of norms provides a descriptive category which makes it possible to
elaborate precisely such non-random, verifiable statements about types of
translation behaviour. Rather than attempting to evaluate translations, the focus
here is on investigating the evaluative yardstick that is used in making statements
about translation in a given sociocultural context.

Investigating norms

Toury (1978, 1980a) proposed a tripartite model in which ‘norms’ represent an
intermediate level between ‘competence’ and ‘performance’. Competence is
the level of description which allows the theorist to list the inventory of options
that are available to translators in a given context. Performance concerns the
subset of options that translators actually select in real life. And norms is a
further subset of such options: they are the options that translators in a given
sociohistorical context select on a regular basis. What Toury has done, then, is
to take the dualism common in mainstream linguistics at the time (competence
and performance in Noam Chomsky’s terms, or langue andparole in
Ferdinand de Saussure’s terms) and introduce an interlevel which allows him to



investigate what is typical rather than simply what is or what can be. This
interlevel of norms enables the analyst to make sense of both the raw data of
performance and the idealized potential of competence.

The notion of norms assumes that the translator is essentially engaged in a
decision-making process. Toury (1995) further suggests that being a translator
involves playing a social role, rather than simply transferring phrases and
sentences across a linguistic boundary. The translator fulfils a function specified
by the community and has to do so in a way that is considered appropriate in
that community. Acquiring a set of norms for determining what is appropriate
translational behaviour in a given community is a prerequisite for becoming a
translator within that community. However, Toury has always stressed that
norms are a category of descriptive analysis and not, as the term might imply, a
prescriptive set of options which are thought by the analyst or scholar to be
desirable. One identifies norms of translational behaviour by studying a corpus
of authentic translations and identifying regular patterns of translation, including
types of strategies that are typically
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opted for by the translators represented in that corpus. Thus, as Hermans puts it
(1995:215-16), this approach ‘liberated the study of translation by urging
researchers to look at translations as they had turned out in reality and in
history, not as some armchair critic thought they should have turned out’.

Toury (1978/1980a: 53—7, 1995:56—-61) discusses three types of translational
norms: initial norms, preliminary norms and operational norms. The initial norm
involves a basic choice between adhering to the norms realized in the source
text (which, it is assumed, reflect the norms of the source language and culture)
and adhering to the norms prevalent in the target culture and language.
Adherence to source norms determines a translation’s adequacy with respect
to the source text; adherence to norms originating in the target culture
determines its acceptability within that culture (cf. the more politicized notions
of foreignizing and domesticating STRATEGIES). Preliminary norms concern
the existence and nature of a translation policy (in terms of the choice of source
text types, individual source texts, authors, source languages, etc.) and the
directness of translation, i.e. a particular society’s tolerance or intolerance
towards a translation based on a text in an intermediate language rather than on
the source language text (see RELAY). And finally, operational norms
concern decisions made during, rather than prior to, the actual act of translation.
Toury discusses two types of operational norms: (a) matricial norms, which
have to do with the way textual material is distributed, how much of the text is
translated, and any changes in segmentation, for example as a result of large-
scale omissions, and (b) textuallinguistic norms, which concern the selection
of specific textual material to formulate the target text or replace particular
segments of the source text.

Translational norms can be investigated using two main sources: textual sources,
namely the translated texts themselves, and extratextual sources, i.e. the
theoretical and critical statements made about translation in general or about
specific translations.

Toury (1995) offers another perspective on the notion of norms. Instead of the
competence/ performance framework, it is possible to view norms from a social
angle in terms of their potency : sociocultural constraints in general can be seen
as lying along a continuum, with absolute rules at one end and pure
idiosyncrasies at the other. Norms occupy the middle ground between these
two extremes; seen from this angle, norms ‘always imply sanctions — actual or
potential, negative as well as positive’ (ibid.: 55). Norms themselves in turn form
a graded continuum , with some being stronger/more rule-like and others being
weaker, tending towards idiosyncrasy. This gradation will vary within a given
socio-culture, so that an overall weak translational norm may be almost rule-like
in certain types of translation. For example, avoiding cultural substitution as a
translation strategy may be a relatively weak norm today in dealing with
canonized authors and texts; but in COURT INTERPRETING, the norm is
much stronger: cultural substitution is simply not allowed. The interpreter
typically has no latitude to replace an element which he or she thinks might be
opaque for the audience with one that has a broadly similar function in the target
culture. This injunction is likely to render the occurrence of cultural substitution




highly atypical in a corpus of interpreted utterances in court.

Other scholars have discussed norms in terms of their potency, making a
distinction between norms and conventions and/or between constitutive and
regulatory norms (Chesterman 1993; Hermans 1991, 1993, 1996; Nord
1991b, 1997). The difference between norms and conventions is that the latter
are not binding and only express preferences. In terms of the distinction
between constitutive and regulatory norms, the former concern what is or is
not accepted as translation (as opposed to ADAPTATION, for instance), and
the latter concern translation choices at the lower levels, i.e. the kind of
EQUIVALENCE a translator opts for or achieves.

Chesterman (1993) attempts to refine the notion of norms further by
distinguishing between professional norms and expectancy norms. Professional
norms emerge from competent professional behaviour and govern the accepted
methods and strategies of the translation process. They can be subdivided into
three major types: accountability norms are ethical and call for professional
standards of integrity and thoroughness (see ETHICS); communication norms
are social and emphasize the role of the translator as a communication
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expert; relation norms are linguistic and require the translator to establish and
maintain an appropriate relation between source and target texts on the basis of
his or her understanding of the intentions of the original writer/commissioner, the
projected readership and the purpose of the translation (ibid.: 8-9; see
FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES). Expectancy norms ‘are established
by the receivers of the translation, by their expectations of what a translation (of
a given type) should be like, and what a native text (of a given type) in the target
language should be like” (ibid.: 9). In attempting to conform to the expectancy
norms operating in a given community, a translator will simultaneously be
conforming to the professional norms of that community (ibid.: 10).

From norms to laws

Consistent with his and Toury’s overall empirical approach that seeks to
emulate scientific modes of enquiry, Even-Zohar had suggested as early as
1986 that no scientific activity and no theory is conceivable without the
formulation of laws of behaviour (1986:75). Such laws have to describe the
relations between variables or constraints which apply in a particular domain.
Toury incorporated the notion of laws into his research programme from the
beginning, as outlined in the maiden issue of 7arget (Toury and Lambert 1989;
see also Hermans 1999:91), and went on to elaborate it in some detail from
there on (Toury 1991, 1993), eventually devoting an entire chapter to it in his
1995 book.

Toury begins by specifying two types of statement that do not and cannot
constitute theoretical laws, namely, lists of possibilities that are not connected
with specific constraints operating in a given domain, and directives, or lists of
prescriptions, since there is no guarantee that these reflect actual behaviour.
Laws have to be derived from actual behaviour and have to be expressed in a
conditional form that signals the relationship between behaviour and constraint:
if X, then the greater/the lesser the likelihood that Y, where Y stands for
observed behaviour and X for the constraint or conditioning factor that
influences that behaviour. The idea, clearly, is to endow theorizing about
translation with a predictive and explanatory power similar to that attained in the
sciences.

An example of a translation law is the ‘law of interference’, where the
‘observed behaviour’ is interference and the conditioning factor is the relative
dominance of the languages/cultures involved: ‘tolerance of interference — and
hence the endurance of its manifestations — tend to increase when translation is
carried out from a “major” or highly prestigious language/culture, especially if
the target language/culture is “minor”, or “weak” in any other

sense’ (1995:278). Problems with terms such as ‘minor’ and ‘weak’ aside,
what this ‘law’ predicts is greater levels of interference (syntactic, lexical,
stylistic, etc.) in translations from, say, English into Arabic or French into Swahili
than from Arabic into English or Swahili into French. The law may be further
refined by introducing additional conditioning factors, relating to genre or time
span, for example.



Assessment

The concept of norms ultimately gives priority to the target text, rather than the
source text, and has therefore effectively replaced EQUIVALENCE as the
operative term in translation studies (Hermans 1995:217). More importantly,
the concept of norms ‘assumes that the primary object of analysis in translation
studies is not an individual translation but a coherent corpus of translated
texts’ (Baker 1993:240). This position has had far-reaching consequences in
terms of elaborating an explicit definition of the object of study in the discipline
and providing the basis for a relevant research programme that has informed
numerous studies to date (see, for example, Hyun 1992; Du-Nour 1995;
Overas 1998; Karamitroglou 2000, among many others). It has also been
instrumental in preparing the ground for corpus-based studies of translation, a
development which has proved highly influential (see CORPORA).
Nevertheless, the concept of norms, and particularly that of ‘laws’, have not
been without their critics.

Hermans (1999) offers the most extended and critical assessment of Toury’s
work to date. Hermans (1995, 1999) points out that the choice of ‘adequacy’
and ‘acceptability’ as the polar alternatives for Toury’s initial norms is
unfortunate
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(because confusing) and conceptually suspect. On the one hand, the idea of
reconstructing the ‘adequate’ translation with which a given choice in the target
text could be compared is utopian and unworkable. On the other hand, what is
‘adequate’ is ultimately a matter of individual judgement on the part of readers,
who invest the text with meaning. A better alternative, Hermans argues, is to
replace these terms with ‘source-oriented’ and ‘target-oriented’ (1999:77).
Hermans further argues that it is unproductive to think of norms as involving
choices between two alternatives (adequacy/acceptability): ‘If translation is a
sociocultural activity, as the norms concept suggests, there seems little point in
trying to conceptualize it in terms of a choice along a single axis’ (ibid.).

Baker (2007, in press) criticizes norm theory more broadly for focusing on
repeated, abstract behaviour rather than the intricacy of concrete, everyday
choices. By focusing our attention on repeated behaviour, she argues, norm
theory ‘privileges strong patterns of socialization into that behaviour and tends
to gloss over the numerous individual and group attempts at undermining
dominant patterns and prevailing political and social dogma’ (ibid.: 152).
Crisafulli (2002:35) similarly suggests that the abstractions of norm theory
downplay the importance of ‘human translators living in historically determined
circumstances’, and Pym (1998:111) argues that ‘theorists and describers of
translational norms spectacularly sideline questions concerning power
relationships or conflictual groups’.

The notion of ‘laws’ has been met with limited enthusiasm on the whole. One
objection is that it assumes a clearly bounded, discrete category (‘translation”)
whose various manifestations across time and space can be reduced to a
common denominator (Hermans 1999:92; Tymoczko 2007:155). As with
norms, the search for laws, argues Crisafulli, ‘also isolates certain features in an
abstract realm where historical problems have no or very little

bearing’ (2002:34).

Nevertheless, although translation studies has generated a highly diverse range
of theoretical and methodological agendas and approaches since the mid-
1990s, some of which have restricted the influence of what was once the major
paradigm of research in the discipline, the concept of norms, and DTS more
broadly, continues to inform a considerable volume of the research conducted in
the field, even as scholars persist in questioning some of its basic premises.

See also:

CONFERENCE INTERPRETING, SOCIOCULTURAL PERSPECTIVES;
CORPORA; DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED APPROACHES;
EQUIVALENCE; EXPLICITATION; MODELS; POLYSYSTEM; SHIFTS;
STRATEGIES; UNIVERSALS.
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Hermans 1991; Toury 1991; Baker 1993; Chesterman 1993; Hermans 1993,



1995; Toury 1995; Hermans 1999; Schéftner 1999; Crisafulli 2002.

MONA BAKER



Page 194

P

Poetry

The central question that all studies of the translation of poetry have asked,
implicitly or explicitly, is whether poetry can be translated (see
TRANSLATABILITY). It may seem obvious that it can, for poetry has always
been widely translated, and some poets, such as Catullus or Rilke, have been
translated many times. In fact, translated poetry plays such a large part in the
literature of most cultures that it is taken very much for granted (Honig 1985:1).
English readers of Virgil or Omar Khayyam or Alvarez’s (1992) anthology
Modern European Poetry, for example, might see the poems as foreign
without necessarily reading them as translations. This could be taken as
evidence that they have been successfully translated, if translation is viewed as a
type of writing which avoids drawing attention to itself.

The opposite view — that poetry translation is difficult or even impossible —
arises from the coincidence of two assumptions: (i) translated poetry should be
poetry in its own right (see, for example, Coleridge 1990:200); (ii) poetry is
difficult, cryptic, ambiguous and exhibits a special relationship between form and
meaning (Furniss and Bath 1996:13). These two assumptions together have led
many writers — such as Weissbort (1989: x) and Raftel (1988: vii) — to suggest
that the translation of poetry, more than that of any other genre, demands both
special critical abilities and special writing abilities. One way of negotiating this
difficulty is to translate poetry into prose, an approach sometimes favoured (see,
for example, Arnold 1954:316; Selver 1966:13ft.; Weissbort 1989: xii) for
writers such as SHAKESPEARE. This might be because prose is seen as
easier to write, although Scott (2000:163) argues that prose translations of
poetry have their own ‘resourcefulness’ and their own freedoms. Prose
translations are, however, the exception.

Another way of dealing with the supposed difficulty of poetic translation is to
move away from the original, producing what Lowell called /mitations (1958)
or what Paterson calls versions (2006:73ft.). Hamburger (1989:51) sees such
deviation from the original as ‘an admission of defeat’; yet many translators of
poetry feel it is the only way to produce translated texts which aim ‘to be poems
in their own right” (Paterson 2006:73).

The skopos of poetic translation

One way of expressing the fact that translated poetry aims, in general, to be
itself poetry, is to say that the aim or skopos (Nord 1997:27) of its translation is
to carry over the source text function into the target text; it is thus an
instrumental translation (see FUNCTIONALIST APPROACHES). However,
if it is to avoid being what Hamburger saw as merely a ‘springboard’ for one’s
own work, then it must aspire also to be documentary, to give ‘some idea of
what the original is actually like” (Honig 1985:177, 179), and especially to allow
its readers to see those very difficulties which make it poetic. The common




tendency to publish translated poetry bilingually, especially in recent years,
points to this documentary aspect. Especially for the bilingual reader, the
relationship of the translated poems with the source text is highlighted by a
similar layout in both languages. Thus recent books such as the Welsh anthology
by Minhinnick (2003), Crucefix’s version of Rilke’s Duino Elegies (2006) or
Gardner’s translations of Dutch poet Remco Campert (2007) suggest that
successful translation of poetry does not depend upon the reader’s belief that
the translated poem is an original. Yet translators like Minhinnick point out that
they
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attempt to ‘restyle’ (2003: x) the poems where necessary. The notion that
translation means in essence documentary writing, and therefore we need a new
term (“version’ or ‘imitation’) to describe translation of poetry which is also
instrumental, was behind Jakobson’s suggestion that what poetry required was
not translation but ‘creative transposition’ (1959/2000:118).

Other writers do not see the need for instrumentality in translated poetry as
running counter to the idea of translation. Gutt, for example, argues that poetic
texts demand ‘direct translation’ (1991/2000:167): they must preserve the
stylistic qualities of the original. The focus on poetic style as a way of combining
documentation of the poetics of the source text with the necessary
instrumentality of the target text (even if not put in the same terms) is shared by
a number of theorists of poetic translation (e.g. Tabakowska 1993; de
Beaugrande 1978; Boase-Beier 2006a) who argue that the translation of poetry
must take into account the special nature and language of poetry and the type of
reading it demands.

Translation and the nature of poetry

The idea that there is something peculiar to poetry which, if captured in
translation, will allow the poetic effects (Gutt 1991/2000:164) of the original to
be recreated is implicit in descriptions of poetic translation as writing which
captures what Pope called the “spirit” (Lefevere 1992b: 64f.) or Rowan
Williams the ‘energy’ (2002:8) of the original poem. One way of making this
abstract notion more concrete is to equate it with style, because style can be
seen as the result of the poet’s choices (Verdonk 2002:9), and therefore the
embodiment of poetic voice (Stockwell 2002b: 78) or mind (Boase-Beier
2003a), as well as that which engages the reader (Boase-Beier 2006a: 311t.).
This focus on style as central to poetic translation is found especially in the
writings of: (1) translators who are themselves poets and can be assumed to
have an inherent (perhaps unconscious) knowledge of how poetry works (e.g.
Pope, Paterson or Williams), and (ii) critics who take the view that a theoretical
understanding of poetry is essential not only to the reading of translated poetry
but also to the act of translation (e.g. Tabakowska 1993; Boase-Beier 2006a).

There have been many debates about the characteristics of poetic style and
whether they distinguish poetry from prose or indeed literary from non-literary
texts (e.g. Fowler 1981:1621f.; see LITERARY TRANSLATION). Some of
the elements that have been put forward as distinctive of poetic style are:

¢ its physical shape (Furniss and Bath 1996:13), including use of lines and
spaces on a page

¢ its use of inventive language (Eagleton 2007:46) and, in particular, patterns of
sound and structure (Jakobson 1960:358)

¢ its openness to different interpretations (Furniss and Bath 1996:225)

¢ its demand to be read non-pragmatically (Eagleton 2007:38)



The layout in lines can be seen as a signal to read the text in a particular way: as
a text in which style is the main repository of meaning (Boase-Beier 2006a:
112). Typically, writers will speak of recreating particular aspects of style such
as metaphors (Newmark 1988/1995:104—13), repetition (Boase-Beier 2003b)
and ambiguity (Boase-Beier 2004); all these are stylistic resources which,
though present in non-poetic language, are used in greater concentration in
poems and add up to Eagleton’s sense of ‘inventiveness’. Ambiguity, in
particular, is a stylistic device which allows for different interpretations and thus
its preservation in translation enables the poem to retain its ability to fit different
contexts (Verdonk 2002:6f.). Discussions on the nature of poetry suggest that
there might be poetic characteristics that are universal; yet poetic traditions vary
from one culture to another and, as Connolly (1998:174) points out, this is also
an important consideration in translating poetry.

How to translate poetry: theory and process
Concerning the processes involved in poetry translation, a common question

asked is whether the process of interpretation and creation are separate or not.
Some writers
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appear to suggest that they are: Sayers Peden (1989) speaks of ‘dismantling’
the original poem and ‘building’ the translation, Bly speaks of the eight ‘stages’
of translation (1984), Barnstone of two (1993:49) and Diaz-Diocaretz (1985)
explicitly distinguishes the process of reading from the production of the new
poem. Others differ: Jones (1989:188) says that such stages are ‘helical rather
than unilinear’; Scott (2000) goes further, maintaining that reading and
translation are inextricably linked. In this latter view, creativity is an element in
reading as much as in writing. This seems also to be what Felstiner (1989:36)
implies in calling his translation of Celan ‘the closest act of reading and of
writing’. 'Yet Hamburger (interviewed in Honig 1985) maintains that translation
is, for him, a less creative act than writing his own poetry.

A further question that translation (or any activity which has been theorized)
faces is that of the relationship between theory and practice. It is generally held
to be the case (see Chesterman and Wagner 2002) that theory describes
practice in a way which offers a (partial) explanation for observed phenomena.
Others, especially practising translators who are not themselves theorists (ibid.),
tend to see theory as dictating practice. Though this view is often frowned on as
being prescriptive rather than descriptive, and therefore denying theory its true
character as MODEL, the distinction is not, in fact, so clearcut. Toury, for
example, says that descriptive theory can help make predictions about practice
(1985:34-5). Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that theory can enhance the
translator’s knowledge of what is possible (Boase-Beier 2006a: 111).

For the translation of poetry, two main types of theory are of relevance: theory
of the literary text and theories of translation. That theory which explains how
poetry works will help the translator of poetry is the view expressed by
Tabakowska (1993:1) and Boase-Beier (2006a: 111), as mentioned above.
Other literary and linguistic theories may lead us to question the authority of the
author (Lecercle 1990:127), of the source text (Montgomery et al. 2000:279)
or the notion that there is one correct interpretation (Scott 2000); see
DECONSTRUCTION; HERMENEUTICS. Theory may thus help free the
translator from the constraints of the source text, and could therefore be seen as
a source of creativity for the translator (Boase-Beier 2006b).

Theories of translation can be important in increasing awareness of particular
issues, such as translation politics (see GENDER AND SEXUALITY;
DESCRIPTIVE VERSUS COMMITTED APPROACHES) and ETHICS.
Venuti’s concern with foreignization (1995a: 20), for example, might lead the
translator to consider to what extent poetic language is itself foreignized
language. Theories that specifically aim to describe the translation of poetry
include the ‘seven strategies’ described by Lefevere (1975).

Theories of poetics, stylistics and translation are also of value in the TRAINING
AND EDUCATION of translators, and in reading translated poetry. Just as
students can be taught to read poetry critically, and to acknowledge the need
for multiple interpretations, so they can be made aware of the consequences of
such stylistically aware reading for translation.




There are, then, several different ways of translating poetry, but it would be fair
to say that most poetry translators aim to create translations that work as poetry
in the target language. In fact, it could be argued that if poetry, by nature, uses
language which is strange and devices which both draw the reader’s attention
and allow freedom of interpretation, then translated poetry is in the best possible
position to embody what it means to be poetic.

See also:

ADAPTATION; CLASSICAL TEXTS; DECONSTRUCTION; DRAMA
TRANSLATION; HERMENEUTICS; LITERARY TRANSLATION;
REWRITING; TRANSLATABILITY.

Further reading

Lefevere 1975; Bly 1984; Diaz-Diocaretz 1985; Honig 1985; Raffel 1988;
Biguenet and Schulte 1989; Jones 1989; Weissbort 1989; Boase-Beier 2004,
2006a.

JEAN BOASE-BEIER
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Polysystem

Originally arising from the work of a group of Russian literary theorists, the
concept of the polysystem has received considerable attention in the work of
certain groups of translation scholars since the mid- 1970s. While offering a
general model for understanding, analysing and describing the functioning and
evolution of literary systems, its specific application to the study of translated
literature — an area frequently marginalized by literary theory — has given rise to
much useful discussion and research.

The origins of the polysystem model and the work of Itamar Even-Zohar

In the early 1970s, Itamar Even-Zohar, a scholar from Tel Aviv, developed the
polysystem model on the basis of his work on Hebrew literature. Its roots,
however, lie in the writings of the late Russian Formalists Yury Tynyanov,
Roman Jakobson and Boris Eikhenbaum. Matejka and Pomorska (1971)
provide a good English-language introduction to the ideas of Russian
Formalism.

Although many aspects of their thinking are taken up by Even-Zohar, probably
the most significant contribution of the Formalists is the notion of system. This
term, which was originally defined by Tynyanov (1929), was used to denote a
multi-layered structure of elements which relate to and interact with each other.
As a concept, this was flexible enough to be applicable to phenomena on
various levels, thus enabling Tynyanov to view not only individual works, but
also whole literary genres and traditions — and ultimately even the entire social
order — as systems (or even ‘systems of systems’) in their own right.
Furthermore, within the wider framework of his work on the process of literary
evolution (Tynyanov 1971), the use of the systemic concept led to this process
being viewed as a ‘mutation of systems’ (ibid.: 67).

Using the work of Tynyanov and other Formalists as his starting point, Even-
Zohar took up the systemic approach in the early 1970s more or less from the
point where they had left off. His immediate aim at the time was to resolve
certain problems connected with translation theory and the historical structure of
Hebrew literature, and his application of the Formalists’ ideas in these areas
resulted in the formulation of what he termed polysystem theory.

In Even-Zohar’s writings, the terms ‘system’ and ‘polysystem’ are to a large
extent synonymous. However, the latter term was proposed in order to stress
the dynamic nature of his conception of the ‘system’ and to distance it from the
more static connotations which the term had acquired in the Saussurean
tradition; an account of the provenance and rationale of the term polysystem can
be found in Even-Zohar (1990:9—-13). It should also be pointed out that Even-
Zohar’s use of the terms ‘system’ and ‘systemic’ is quite distinct from that
associated with Michael Halliday’s systemic functional grammar, which forms
the theoretical basis of Catford’s (1965) model of translation (see
LINGUISTIC APPROACHES).




According to Even-Zohar’s model, the polysystem is conceived as a
heterogeneous, hierarchized conglomerate (or system) of systems which interact
to bring about an ongoing, dynamic process of evolution within the polysystem
as a whole. From the first part of this definition, it follows that polysystems can
be postulated to account for phenomena existing on various levels, so that the
polysystem of a given national literature is viewed as one element making up the
larger sociocultural polysystem, which itself comprises other polysystems
besides the literary, such as the artistic, the religious or the political.
Furthermore, being placed in this way in a larger sociocultural context,
‘literature’ comes to be viewed not just as a collection of texts, but more
broadly as a set of factors governing the production, promotion and reception
of these texts.

Essential to the concept of the polysystem is the notion that the various strata
and subdivisions which make up a given polysystem are constantly competing
with each other for the dominant position. Thus, in the case of the literary
polysystem there is a continuous state of tension between the centre and the
periphery, in which different literary genres all vie for domination of the centre.
The term ‘genre’ is understood in its widest sense, and is not restricted to ‘high’
or ‘canonized’ forms, i.e. ‘those literary norms and works ... which are
accepted as legitimate
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by the dominant circles within a culture and whose conspicuous products are
preserved by the community to become part of its historical heritage’ (Even-
Zohar 1990:15). It also includes ‘low’ or ‘non-canonized’ genres, ‘those norms
and texts which are rejected by these circles as illegitimate’ (ibid.). Thus the
literary polysystem is made up not only of ‘masterpieces’ and revered literary
forms (such as the established verse forms), but also of such genres as
CHILDREN’S LITERATURE, popular fiction and translated works, none of
which have traditionally fallen within the domain of literary studies. The new,
non-elitist, non-prescriptive approach which this rejection of value judgements
has made possible has had far-reaching consequences for the field of translation
studies.

Although so-called low forms tend to remain on the periphery, the stimulus
which they give to the canonized forms occupying the centre is one of the main
factors which determines the way in which the polysystem evolves. Thus, for
Even-Zohar literary evolution is not driven by a specific goal but is rather
brought about as a consequence of ‘the unavoidable competition generated by
the state of heterogeneity’ (1990:91). Another facet of this competition can be
seen in the further tension which exists between primary (innovative) and
secondary (conservative) literary principles: once a primary form has been
accepted into the centre and has managed to achieve canonized status by
maintaining its position there for some time, it will tend to become increasingly
conservative and inflexible as it attempts to fight off challenges from newer,
emerging literary ideas. However, it will eventually — and inevitably — succumb
to a newer model which will ultimately evict it from its privileged position at the
centre of the polysystem.

Polysystem theory and translation

While the polysystem concept was designed specifically in order to solve certain
problems connected with the study of translation, it is clear from the above that
as a theory it accounts for systemic phenomena of a considerably more general
nature. However, much of Even-Zohar’s writing is devoted to a discussion both
of the role which translated literature plays in a particular literary polysystem,
and also of the wider theoretical implications which polysystem theory has for
translation studies in general.

Regarding the first of these questions, Even-Zohar argues for the recognition of
limited systemic relationships between the seemingly isolated translated texts
which exist in a given literary polysystem (1990:45—6). These relationships
concern the principles of selection imposed on prospective translations by the
dominant poetics, and also the tendency for translated texts to conform to the
literary NORMS of the target system. Having established the systemic status of
translated literature, Even-Zohar then proceeds to discuss its role and
significance within the literary polysystem.

Although it might be tempting, on the basis of the scant attention traditionally
accorded to translated literature by most branches of literary studies, to
conclude that it will invariably occupy a peripheral position in the polysystem, it



would in fact be a mistake to do so. While a peripheral situation is of course
normal, Even-Zohar identifies three sets of circumstances in which translated
literature can occupy a more central position (ibid.: 46—8). The first of these
involves the situation in which a “young’ literature in the process of being
established has not yet been crystallized into a polysystem. In this case,
translated literature becomes one of its most important systems as the emerging
literature looks to other, older literatures for initial, ready-made models for a
wide variety of text types. The second instance in which translated literature
may occupy a central position in a given literary system is when the original
literature of that system is ‘peripheral’ or ‘weak’, as for example occurs when
the literature of a small nation is overshadowed by that of a larger one. The third
set of circumstances occurs at moments of crisis; at such turning points in the
evolution of a polysystem, the vacuum left when older, established models cease
to be tenable can frequently only be filled by an influx of new ideas via
translation. At times other than these, however, translated works tend to be
representative of more conservative, secondary NORMS, and consequently
come to act as a means of maintaining traditional, even outdated models.
However, it should be pointed out that regardless of the overall state of the
literary polysystem, the translated literature within it
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will not necessarily all behave in the same way; like any other literary form, it
comprises its own stratified polysystem.

Given the fact that translated literature can take on a variety of roles in the target
polysystem — either by conforming to already existing models or by introducing
original elements into the system — it inevitably follows that the ways in which
translation is practised in a given culture are themselves dictated by the position
which translated literature occupies within the polysystem. To use Even-Zohar’s
words, ‘translation is no longer a phenomenon whose nature and borders are
given once and for all, but an activity dependent on the relations within a certain
cultural system’ (1990:51). This new insight inevitably leads to a widening of the
definition of translation itself. Past definitions have frequently been formulated in
highly prescriptive terms, and texts not conforming to accepted theoretical
preconceptions have frequently been denied the full status of ‘translations’,
instead being dubbed ‘imitations’, ‘adaptations’ or ‘versions’ (see
ADAPTATION). The work of Even-Zohar, on the other hand, suggests that
translation scholars have been asking the wrong questions, and aims at a new
definition of the discipline itself by acknowledging the fact that the parameters
within which the translation process is carried out in a given culture are
themselves dictated by the models which are currently operative within the
target literary polysystem. This fundamentally non-prescriptive approach has led
to three extremely important insights (see DESCRIPTIVE VS. COMMITTED
APPROACHES).

The first of these is the suggestion that it is more profitable to view translation as
one specific instance of the more general phenomenon of inter-systemic transfer.
This has the advantage not only of enabling us to examine translation within a
wider context, but also of allowing those features which are genuinely peculiar
to translation to stand out against the backdrop of this wider context (see Even-
Zohar 1990:73—4). The other two insights follow on from this first one. The
second concerns our conception of the translated text. Instead of limiting the
discussion to the nature of the EQUIVALENCE which exists between source
and target text, the translation scholar is now free to focus on the translated text
as an entity existing in the target polysystem in its own right. This new
targetoriented approach, now chiefly associated with the name of Gideon
Toury, has led to a large volume of descriptive work investigating the nature of
the target text, for example in terms of the features which distinguish it from
other texts originating within a particular polysystem (see UNIVERSALS).
Furthermore, translated texts cease to be viewed as isolated phenomena, but
are rather thought of as manifestations of general translation ‘procedures’ which
are determined by the conditions currently prevalent in the target polysystem
(Even-Zohar 1990:74-5). The third insight concerns these translation
procedures themselves. Once it has been recognized that the target text is not
simply the product of selections from sets of ready-made linguistic options but is
rather shaped by systemic constraints of a variety of types (concerned not only
with language structure but also, for example, with questions of genre and
literary taste), it becomes possible to suggest explanations for translation
phenomena (such as the appearance in a translated text of functions native only
to the source system) within the more general context of inter-systemic transfer




(ibid. 75-7).
Further developments

Three substantial early case studies that use polysystem theory are Yahalom
(1980, 1981) and D’hulst (1987). Further systemic concepts have been
proposed to supplement the model: Lefevere (1983b: 194), for example,
suggests the addition of notions of polarity, periodicity and patronage (see
REWRITING). A number of scholars have questioned the necessity of the
primary/secondary distinction (Lefevere 1983b:194; Gentzler 1993:122).
Gentzler further suggests that the influence of Russian Formalism is too strong,
and that polysystem theory needs to break free from some of its more restrictive
concepts (1993:122-3). However, the influence of Even-Zohar’s thinking has
been considerable, the new approach which it has engendered being particularly
associated with groups of scholars in Israel, Belgium and the Netherlands.
Probably t