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Summary

This thesis is about ‘naturalness’ in the translation of novels from English into
Persian. It studies, describes and explains the cultural and linguistic factors
determining naturalness.

This thesis consists of eight main chapters, as well as Introduction and
Conclusions Chapters. The Introduction Chapter sets the problem, its significance, the
questions to be addressed in the thesis and the hypotheses held. Chapters 1 to 4
discuss theoretical matters: a review of translation theories, different approaches to
naturalness, analysis of possible features involved in naturalness leading to a
comprehensive definition of naturalness, and methodology of the study, that 1s, the
different methods and the procedure followed in this research.

The next four chapters, 1.e. chapters five to eight, have looked at the problem
from different perspectives. Chapter 5 analyses the historical situation and relations
within and between the Persian literary and socio-political systems that gave rise to
the need for translation and establishment of the new genre of the novel in Iran.
Chapter 6 deals with the norms and models constraining the Persian translators’
behaviour, through an analysis of norms and their roots within the Persian literary
polysystem. Chapter 7 1s a cultural analysis of the period after the Islamic Revolution
and compares this pertod with a 15-year period before the revolution. The Islamic
Revolution 1s a very important turning point according to the cultural viewpoint and
provides a very interesting opportunity for the comparison of cultural activities before
and after the revolution, given the fact that this revolution is often considered to have
a more cultural nature than a political one. Chapter 8 1s a linguistic analysis that deals
with the micro-structural level of the study, it studies the cohesive devices of
reference and ellipsis and the relevant features that determine their naturalness or
unnaturalness.

Finally, the Conclusions Chapter gives a summary of the conclusions reached
in the previous chapters, discusses the limitations of the present study and suggests

some relevant topics for further studies.
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Transliteration

® The Persian (as well as Arabic and Turkish) words have been transhterated
according to the standard system used in the Oxford Dictionary. All the Persian (as
well as Arabic and Turkish) words (except the proper names) have been written in

italic form.

® This system has been simplified here: No distinction has been made between the

different letters in Persian with similar pronunciations (though they have different

pronunciations in Arabic. That is, ‘s’ represents _»’, ‘&’ or ‘2’, °f’ represents "<’ or

E o ? £ 4

‘b’ “h’ represents ‘o’ or ‘z’, and ‘z’ represents ‘3 °, ‘%’, ‘2’ or ‘¥’
® The silent ‘&’ (*2”) at the end of Persian words/syllables has been represented by

‘e’. but in proper names it has been represented by ‘eh’, except in ‘Allame’ and

‘ Akhundzade’.

® The sign () preceding a vowel (a, o, ¢, a, @ and ) at the beginning of Persian
words (excluding proper names) and in the middle represents the letter hamze ‘¢’ (a

glottal stop).

® The sign (‘) in Persian words represents the letter ‘ayn ‘¢ ' (another glottal stop).

:‘a <

® The signs a, @t and 1 in Persian words represent long vowels ‘V’, ‘s’ and ‘s’ like

the vowel sounds in the English words car, root and meet. These signs have been
replaced with a, u (ou or 00) and i in the transcription of proper names.

s

® The signs gh, q, and kh represent Persian letters ‘g¢’, ‘@ and ‘¢’ respectively.

English alphabet does not have such letters.

® In quotations the original forms have been preserved.
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INTRODUCTION

A. Statement of the Problem

The natural way of expression is the way native speakers use their language. It is

described as ‘well-formedness’’ in linguistics, ‘acceptability’ in pragmatics and
sociolinguistics, and ‘naturalness’ or ‘acceptability’ in translation studies,’ and its

violation is divided into ‘grammatical’, ‘collocational’ and ‘cultural’ clashes’ (or

‘structural’, ‘semantic’ and °‘pragmatic’ clashes). Interference from the source

language (SL) is said to be the main cause of this phenomenon in translated texts.”

 «wWell-formedness’ in linguistics is divided into syntactic, semantic and pragmatic which are called

grammaticality, mcaningfulness and acceptability respectively.

2 In this thesis, the expression ‘translation studies” with small lctters refers to the field in general.

However, ‘Translation Studies’ with capital letters, whether modificd by some attributes such as
Empirical, Cultural, Descriptive, Systemic and so on or not, refers to the target-onented approach to
translation which will be discussed in detail in the thesis. This distinction does not apply to
quotations, in which the original forms have been preserved.

3 See. John Beckman and John Callow, Translating the Word of God (USA: The Zondervan
Corporation, 1974), pp. 161-162.

* For cxample, sce

E. A. Gutt, Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991), p. 116.
J. C. Sager, Language Engincering and Translation: Consequences of Automation (Amsterdam: John

Benjamins, 1993), pp. 238-9.



Introduction 2

Translators as well as teachers and critics of translation consider naturalness
(or acceptability) and accuracy (or adequacy) as two major criteria in assessing
translation.

This thesis intends to study, describe and explain cultural and linguistic factors
involved in the naturalness in the translation of novels from English into Persian as
well as reasons for clashes (inappropriate use) of textual cohesive devices that lead to
unnatural English-to-Persian literary translation. This study is descriptive and does
not intend to evaluate the linguistic ‘correctness’ or ‘accuracy’ of equivalents, 1.e. of

translated cohesive devices.

B. Significance of the Problem

Translation features prominently as a means of social, cultural and literary

communication between Iran and the rest of the world. It has been a lively cultural

activity both before and after the Islamic Revolution.” The revolution has undoubtedly

boosted translating in Iran,® and there is certainly a need for scholarly research to shed

light on this phenomenon from different perspectives.

As Beekman and Callow put 1t, ‘each language has its own inventory of
linguistic forms which serve as a vehicle for any message conveyed in that language.

The point being stressed here is that there is a natural use of those forms common to

the native speakers of each language.””’

> Sce Chapter S on the translation and the rise of the novel in Iran.

® Sce Chapter 7 on the impact of the Islamic Revolution on translation.

" Beckman and Callow, p. 40.
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The violation of naturalness creates ‘translationese’. The study of this
‘interlanguage’ or ‘third language’ will help us improve our understanding of
translation processes. Some case studies have been carmed out on
naturalness/unnaturalness of linguistic elements both in Iran and in other countries.

One of the topics studied in Iran is the ‘collocational clash’, which deals with

‘acceptability’ at the sentence level.® Similar analysis on the ‘acceptability of

translated texts’ has been undertaken in other countries as well.”

In Iran there has been some research undertaken that is related specifically to
‘cohesive devices’ in Persian. Lotfollah YarMuhammadi is the pioneer in making

contrastive analyses of English and Persian cohesive devices from a contrastive

linguistics point of view." His students and followers have adopted his model of

® Hussein Mollanazar, ‘The Role of Collocation in Translationese’ (Unpublished mastcr’s thesis,

Tarbiat Modarres University, 1990).

Mahdi Nowruzi Khiabani, ‘Sources of Collocational Clashes’, in Language and Literature: the
journai

of the College of Persian Literaturc and Foretgn Languages of Allame Tabataba’i University,

7 & 8(1999), 1-11.
> Some examples of relevant studics on the ‘acceptability’ of translated texts arc as follows:

Martin Gellerstam, ‘Translationese in Swedish Novels Translated from English’, in Translation
Studies
in Scandinavia, cd. by L. Wollin and H. Linquist (Lund: Liber Forlag Malino, 1986), pp. 88—

95.
Tiina Puurtinen, ‘Dynamic Style as a Parameter of Acceptability in Translated Children’s Books’, in

Translation Studies: An Interdiscipline, Translation Studics Congress (1992: Vienna;
Austria), cd. by M. Sncll-Homby ct al. (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1992), pp. 83-90.

Inkeri Vehmas-Lehto, ‘Identifying Translated and Authentic Texts: an Expeniment’, I7.1.T., 3 (1989),

131-143.
'% Some of his publications in this ficld are as follows:

Lotfollah YarMuhammadi, ‘Lexical Cohesion in English and Persian in Contrast’, in his collection of

papers, Fifteen Articles in Contrastive Linguistics and the Structure of Persian: Grammar,
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contrastive analysis and have done some studies on one or more of the cohesive ties

as proposed by Halliday and Hasan."' They work in contrastive linguistics, and intend

to apply their findings to the teaching of Enghlsh as a foreign language (TEFL).
Although they use translation as their basis of study, they do not usually use a large
corpus of translated texts nor do they look at the problem as a translation
phenomenon. They all use Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy of cohesive devices as the
model for their studies.

Other studies have been done from a non-contrastive linguistic point of view.

For example, Miremadi has studied reference and ellipsis mainly at the sentence level

in Persian.'* My contribution, however, will be the investigation of reference and

ellipsis on the level of text in translated novels.

Text and Discourse (Tehran: Rahnama, 1995), pp. 125-138.
L. YarMuhammadi, ‘Barrest-ye Mogabele-'i-ye 'Lrja‘-e Sarith va Zemnt dar Motiin-e Engilisi va
Farsi’ (‘Explicit and Implicit Reference in English and Persian Texts), in Proceedings of
the
Third Linguistics Conference, I'eb. 24-25, 1996, held by Allame Tabataba’i University and
Institutc for Humanities and Cultural Studies, ed. by Muhammad Dabir-Moghaddam and
Yahya Modarresi (Tchran: Allame Tabataba’1 University, 1998), pp. 1-19.

"' For example,

R. Sahragard, ‘Lexical Cohesion in English and Persian’, paper presented at Tabriz-Baku 1st
Conference on Language Teaching Issucs (Tabriz, Iran: 1991).

Fatimmch Seddigh, ‘Lexical Cohesion in English and Persian Journalistic Texts: A Contrastive
Approach’ (Unpublished master’s thesis, Shiraz University, 1991).

Sorour Javaherian, ‘Elliptical Structures in English and Persian® (Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Islamic Azad University, 1996).

'2 Seyed-Ali Miremadi, ‘Hazf-e be Qarine dar Zaban-e Farsi bar Paye-ye Nazariye-ye Hakemiyat

va Marja ‘-gozint’ (‘Ellipsis in Persian on the Basis of Government and Binding Theory’),
in Language and Literature: the journal of the Collcge of Persian Literature and Foreign
Languages of Allame Tabataba’i University, 3 (1998), 37-85.

S. A. Miremadi, ‘Nazariye-ye Marja ‘-gozini, Yek Magqiile-ye Farsi va Bayan-e Yek Moshkel” (‘“The
Binding Theory, a Persian Case and the Statement of a Problem?’), in Proceedings of the
Third Linguistics Conference, Feb. 24-25, 1996, held by Allame Tabataba’1 University
and Institute for Humanities and Cultural Studies, ed. by Muhammad Dabir-Moghaddam
and Yahya Modarresi (Tchran: Allame Tabataba’t University, 1998), pp. 105-126.
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In other countries, cohesive devices attract increasingly more attention. Some

studies have been done on different aspects of textual cohesive devices,” and many

translation theorists put emphasis on the need to study cohesion in translation. "

C. Questions

The issue of naturalness is a complicated one but my aim is to address the following
questions on naturalness. Is naturalness dependent on the source language or on the
target language? Is naturalness different in translated texts and original writings (In
the same language)? Is there a binary or non-binary distinction between naturalness
and unnaturalness? Is there a borderline between naturalness and unnaturalness or a
degree and continuum of naturalness/unnaturalness? What are the causes of

unnaturalness? Can they be predicted, formulated and avoided? What

shifis/adjustments are needed so that a natural text is produced?

I also intend to address a set of questions on contextual and historical siting of

translations or uncover the position of translated text within the socio-cultural context

of modemn Iran. Some of the [ollowing questions can be illuminating. For instance,

what were the socio-cultural conditions that led to, and governed, the emergence and

1 Inkeri Vehmas-Lehto, ‘Cohesion Flaws in Translations’, in Empirical Research in Translation

and Intercultural Studies: Selected Papers of TRANSII Seminar, Savonlinna 1988, cd. by
S. Tirkkonen-Condit (Tibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag, 1991), pp. 171-182.

Bart Papegaaij and Klaus Schubert, Text Coherence in Translation. Dordrecht (I1olland: Foris, 1988).

Shoshana Blum-Kulka, ¢Shifts of Cohesion and Cohcrence 1n Translation’, in Interlingual and
Intercultural Communication: Discourse and Cognition in Translation and Second
Language Acquisition Studies, cd. by Juliane House and Shoshana Blum-Kulka (Tibingen,
Germany: Narr, 1980), pp. 17-35. Reprinted 1in The Translation Studies Reader, cd. by
Lawrcnee Venuti (London and New York: Routledge, 2000), pp. 298-313.

Y For example, see Peter Newmark, About Translation (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 1991), p. 69;

and Pecter Fawcett, Translation and Language: Linguistic Theories Explained (Manchester: St.
Jerome, 1997), p. 91.
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spread of translation activity? What 1s/was the position of translated novels within the
Persian literary  polysystem? What was translated and why? Who
patronised/commussioned translation? What influences and effects have the translated
novels had on the Persian literary system? What shifts has translation introduced into
the Persian literary system? What impacts has the socio-cultural context of the Iranian
society had on the translation activity? Is there a relationship between the position of
translated novels and the norms they developed?

The Islamic Revolution in Iran (1978-9) is a significant turning point n the

socio-political, and cultural context that has had a great impact on the literary
polysystem, including translation activity.” The position of translation after the

revolution will be explored and the impact of the revolution on the translation of

novels will be investigated and compared with the role of translation before the

Islamic Revolution.

D. Hypotheses

My main hypotheses can be summarized in the following way:

1- Naturalness has a positive correlation with regularities in micro-level shifts

and a negative correlation with SL interference. "

2- Naturalness/acceptability may depend on/vary according to changes in
socio-cultural context, and major social changes and turning points in a culture may

have significant influence on the norm of acceptability.

1> Sec Chapter 7 on the impact of the Islamic Revolution on translation.

' That is, naturalness is reflected in regularitics in shifts and an improvement in cither of them will

have a positive cffect on the other. On the other hand, unnaturalness can be attributed to interference
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3- As translation is a human activity, a translator’s performance in respect to
conforming to TL norms or the superordinate norm of acceptability 1s not
homogeneous throughout his translation. That 1s, different states of mind, e.g,
tiredness, annoyance, drowsiness, stress, worres, etc. may affect his or her
performance during the process of translation. A completely homogeneous behaviour
should not be expected from a translator. Sometimes, a translator leans too much on

the SL text and forgets his or her duty towards the readers.

E. Method, Material and Subjects

This thesis adopts a descriptive method. It proceeds in a top-down manner, that 1s,
from historical background and socio-cultural context to norms and conditioning
factors, and finally to textual cohesive devices. Wherever possible or available,
statistics and quantitative data will be provided in addition to qualitative analysis.

This study can be categorised as a product-oriented and function-oriented

descriptive translation study (DTS) according to James Holmes’s paradigm of

translation studies, proposed in ‘The Name and Nature of Translation Studies’"’.

James Holmes divides the discipline of translation studies into two main branches: the

‘pure’ and the ‘applied’ one. The pure branch is also divided into ‘theoretical’ and

or ncgative transfer; in other words, any increcase in the (negative) interference from the source text
will decrease the degree of naturalness of the translated text.

'" The carly version of this paper was rcad at the Third Intemational Congress of Applied Linguistics

in Copenhagen as carly as 1972. Later the full English text of the paper became available as a small
brochurce published by the University of Amsterdam (Holmes 1975). This seminal paper has been
published in many collections of sclected papers and translation journals since then. FFor example, in
Translation across Culturcs, ed. by Gideon Toury (New Delhi: Bahri, 1987), pp. 9-24, James
Holmes, Translated: Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies (Amsterdam: Rodopi,
1988), The Translation Studies Reader, cd. by Lawrence Venuti (London and New York: Routledge,
2000), 172-185, and in thc Iranian Journal of translation, Motarjem, 1 (1991), 5-14 (trans. by
Muhammad Recza Hashemi). Holmes’s cxtensive presentation is invaluable as a systematic
introduction to the structure that translation studies should eventually have. It crystallises translation
studics as a scientific discipline in its own right.
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?

‘descriptive’ studies. The concept of ‘descriptive’ imphes that this study does not
intend to be ‘prescriptive’, 1.e. provide practical gutdelines for translators, nor does it
want to make value judgements as its primary aim.

This thesis blends empirical description, with polysystem theory and norm

concepts as well as cultural studies and socio-political analysis.

1. Context analysis

My purpose 1s to check the use of cohesive devices in translation and survey their role
in the naturalness of translated novels. It is a textual analysis. However, this certainly
necessitates siting within a wider context of situation, i.e. socio-cultural conditions
into which the translation is received. Translation is a cultural and historical as well as
linguistic phenomenon. Therefore, it is imperative to explore its context and its
conditioning factors, and to look for grounds that have shaped and can explain the
reasons for the overall product of translation. As Theo Hermans puts it, ‘discussions

of translation 1ssues should therefore take into account the interplay between a whole

set of factors comprising language, literary tradition, [...] and socio-cultural

situation.””® In other words, a phenomenon should be studied in its natural

environment, a culture that includes its historical background. This study not only
claims that translation as an event inevitably involves socio-cultural factors, but also it
attempts to integrate the cultural dimension into translation. It presupposes that
translation does not occur in a vacuum, 1t happens in a certain culture, environment,
with the translator as an active agent aware of the position of translation in the target

cultural/literary system and of the models, norms and constraints that the society

'® ‘Theo Hermans, Translation in Systems: Descriptive and Systemic Approaches Explained



Introduction O
imposes on him or her. The emphasis 1s put on the integration of cultural factors into
this study for better understanding, description, and explanation of the translation
phenomenon. In this way, translation studies can benefit from (applied) linguistics,
sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology, literary theories, cultural studies, and many
other disciplines.

Therefore, the translation of novels, a most prominent subsystem of
translation 1n Iran, will be studied as part of the modem Persian literary polysystem
This text-type will be studied in its historical and socio-cultural context in order to
shed light on the notion and norm of naturalness.

The theoretical frame of reference of the contextual analysis of this study is

the cultural-semiotic framework formulated by Itamar Even-Zohar in his seminal

paper, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem’.'” This

paper argues for the necessity of considering translated literature as a system rather
than treating individual translated texts on an individual basis. It furthermore
discusses the conditions under which translated literature may maintain a central or a
peripheral position n the target hterature and the dependence of the norms that

govern the act of translating and its product on that position. It provides a systemic

framework to study the function of translation of novels.

(Manchester: St. Jerome, 1999), p. 26.

'’ "This paper was first presented to the pioncering colloquium on “Literature and Translation”, held in

Louvain in 1976 and published in its proceedings: Literature and Translation: New Perspectives in
Literary Studies, ed. by James S. Holmes, J. Lambert, and R. van den Broeck (Leuven: Acco, 1978),
pp. 117-127. It was also published in revised versions in Translation Across Cultures, ed. by Gideon
Toury (New Delhi: Bahn, 1987), pp. 107-1135, in Poetics Today, 11:1 (Spring 1990), 45-51, in
T'ranslation Studies Reader, cd. by Lawrence Venuti (London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 192-197.
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2. Text analysis

Two textual relations or ‘cohesive devices’, 1.e. inter-sentential pronouns and ellipsis,
will be studied in this research. They constitute the micro-structural level of this

study. The theoretical framework in regard to ‘cohesive devices’ used in this research

study is the one developed by Halliday and Hasan in Cohesion in English (1976)”. 1

will provide their counterpart paradigms in Persian, then compare these English and
Persian cohesive devices in translated novels.
The theoretical framework to be used in this study with regard to checking the

‘naturalness’ or ‘acceptability’ of the literary translations is the one formulated by

Gideon Toury in his book, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond®'. As

acceptability is a primary or superordinate norm related to, or subsuming, other target
language norms, Toury’s discussion of norms are also taken into consideration.

On the micro-structural level, data were collected from (segments of) a few
translated novels, some typical ‘unnatural cases’ were selected {rom these segments,
and these assumed unnatural cases were checked against the native speakers’
competence by means of questionnaires. These questionnaires were intended to elicit
the ordinary readers’ response based on their intuitive judgement. It was assumed that
the native speakers who were considered to be the common readers of such a text

could judge the ‘acceptability’ of a translated text or segments of it.

20 Michac! A.K. Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan, Cohesion in English (London: Longman, 1976).

2! Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Amstcrdam: Benjamins Library, 1995).
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Some 70 BA and MA students at the faculties of Foreign Languages of two

state universities in Tehran” were asked to answer these questionnaires. These

students, between the ages of 18 to 30, were assumed to be part of ordinary
readership of translated novels in Iran. Students at state universities in Tehran come
from different geographical areas of Iran, and hence represent various ethnic groups
and dialects. A wide range of competence can be expected from such a group of

subjects in relation to the ‘standard’ Persian language and “Tehran’ dialect.

The number of novels studied in this study was limited. The books that were
covered in the textual analysis, i.e. checking their natural use of cohesive devices, are
as follows:

(1) Two translations of Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness into Persian
rendered before‘ and afier the revolution,

(2) Three translations of William Golding’s Lord of the Flies into Persian
rendered before and after the Islamic Re;xolulion.

However, other books have been reviewed so as to provide a wider socio-
political background in an attempt to illustrate the cultural effects of the Islamic
Revolution on the translation of novels.

The Islamic Revolution (1978-9) i1s a turning point in the Irantan culture,
therefore, different translations of the same novels have been chosen in order to see
the difference between the ones translated before and those translated after the

revolution.

22 1 ¢. Universities of Tehran and Allame Tabataba’i
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F. Definitions and Limitations

Most key terms used in this thesis are defined in Chapter 3. The key terms that will be
discussed and defined in detaill include °‘naturalness’ or ‘acceptability’, ‘shift’,
‘interference’, ‘translationese’, and ‘hybridity’. In Chapter 8 ‘cohesion’, ‘ellipsis’, and
‘reference’ will also be defined.

As 1t 1s not practical to analyse the whole translated novels in full in this study

(on the micro-structural level), some samples or segments of the novels are selected

for study so as to represent” the whole texts. These segments cover both dialogue

and description sections of the novels, that have distinctive features 1n respect to their
register and level of formality.

Out of five cohesive devices (reference, substitution, ellpsis, conjunction, and
lexical coheston) discussed by Halliday and Hasan, two of them, 1.e. reference and

ellipsts, have been chosen. Only personal pronouns in the ‘reference’ category are

3 <Luc van Doorslaer (1995) has proposed that we distinguish between quantitative and qualitative

aspects of representativeness. The quantitative aspect strikes a balance between cconomy and
credibility: the sample should be large enough to be credible in hght of the purpose of the cxercise, but
small cnough to permit appropriate depth. The qualitative aspect is a matter of interpretation and
judgement. Extra-textual information can help here.” (Hermans, Translation in Systems, p. 70.)
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explored. Moreover, samples of each translated novel will be studied, not the whole

translation.
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CHAPTER ONE

TRANSLATION APPROACHES

Translation has always been considered as a crucial activity. However, 1t has gained
much more status in the twentieth century due to several causes, some of which are
the needs for closer communication and mutual understanding among nations, higher
degrees of literacy, and developments in economy and technology.

Traditionally, literary scholars, poets, religious figures, and philosophers have
expressed different views on translation, which they gained mainly through personal
experience. The main topic of discussion for them was whether the translator should

be faithful to the source text or {free from it. As Mary Snell-Homby puts it,

For 2000 years translation theory (some call 1t ‘traditional’, others now
dismiss it as ‘pre-scientific’) was primarily concerned with outstanding
works of art. The focus was therefore on literary translation, and at the
centre of the debate was that age-old dichotomy of word and sense, of

‘faithful’ versus ‘free’ translation.**

#* Mary Sncll-Hornby, ‘Linguistic Transcoding or Cultural Transfer? A Critique of Translation Theory

in Germany’, i Translation, History and Culture, cd. by Susan Bassnctt and André Lefevere
(London: Printer, 1990), pp. 79-86 (p. 79).
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A. Linguistics-based Translation Theories

With the rapid growth of translation in the twentieth century, mainly regarding non-

literary texts, a great need was felt to fill the gap between the theory and practice of

translation and to expand and clarify the discussions on the translation action.?

In the 1950°s and 1960’s, with the boom 1n linguistics, a feeling arose among
translation scholars that they could use the findings of modem linguistics (e.g.
Saussure’s, Chomsky’s, or Halliday’s) for the study of translation. They tried to give
a scientific nature to their discussions and assigned names such as ‘theory’ (4
Linguistic Theory of Translation, Catford 1965) and ‘science’ (Toward a Science of
Translating, Nida 1964) and the like. John Catford based his translation theory on the
systemic grammar concept of the British linguist Michael A K. Halliday, and Eugene
Nida developed a translation theory that included concepts from transformational
grammar.

These scholars tried to introduce the linguistic concepts and models into
translation theory. They have been successful in expanding the discussion on
translation. For example, a controversy has been added regarding the nature of
translation; 1.e., whether translation 1s an ‘art’, a ‘craft’ or a ‘science’. They could also
further expand and clarify to some extent the traditional controversy between
faithfulness and freedom of the translator by changing this binary distinction into

‘equivalence’ as their main concemn.

£ Sncll-Homby says, ‘The picture changed suddenly after the Second World War, along with the

cuphoria that hailed machine translation in the early 1950s, when there was a call for scientific rigour
within the field of translation, to replace what was felt to be hazy speculation. This gave rise to the
“scicnce of translating” as understood by Nida (1964) and to the school of ibersetzungswissenschaft
that developed 1in Germany.” (Ibid., pp. 79-80.)
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In ‘scientific’ approaches, attempt has been made to get detached from

traditional theories. Willis Barnstone puts the 1ssue 1n the following way:

Theory does not properly describe commentary on translation before our
time. What is closely called theory is strictly speaking not theory but rather
principles leading later to theory. [...] |

Before the twentieth century all those who wrote most eloquently

about translation [...], produced not translation theory (though we call it
that) but history of translation principles and practice as applied to
literature. |...]

So, more accurately, before our century theory is the history of
prescriptive goals in the practice of literary translation. Or, early theory 1s

the history of the prescription and practice of hterary translation.”®

By detaching themselves from the past ‘pre-scientific’ period, they also

excluded literary texts from their analysis.

Comparing Chomsky’s and Nida’s theories, Edwin Gentzler describes the

concept of ‘a unified entity’ in their theories,

Although the two theories evolved for different rcasons, they both assume
that there exists a deep, coherent, and unified entity behind whatever
manifestation language takes: the “core,” the “kemel,” the “deep structure,”
the “essence,” the “spirit” are all terms used by Nida, many of which derive
from Chomsky. [...] The two approaches attempt to demonstrate difterent
kinds of objects at the centre — one arguing the existence of universal rules
of grammar and universal lexical forms; the other making metaphysical

claims about an original divine message.*’

The linguistics-based translation theorists believe that the translator should try
to understand and translate the single ‘message’ intended by the author in the original

text. Gentzler relates Nida’s belief in the single message of the original text,

26 Willis Bamstone, The Poetics of Translation: History, Theory, Practice (London: Yale University
Press, 1993), pp. 221-222.

77 dwin Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories (L.ondon: Routledge, 1993), pp. 46—47.
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Nida argues that the deep structure of the language — composed of the sign
iIn context — can be inferred through study of the language and culture and
through exegesis of these signs over the years. Only then can the appropriate
response to that structure be determined and universalized. Nida builds his
theory on the premise that the message of the original text not only can be
determined, but also that it can be translated so that its reception will be the

same as that perceived by the original receptors.”®

One of the central issues in linguistics-based theories 1s equivalence. In her
book, Translation Studies: An Integrated Approach, Snell-Hornby describes the role

of the concept of equivalence in linguistics-based translation theories and its

relationship with the ‘unit of translation’.”” Then she proceeds to claim that the

concept of equivalence is ‘highly controversial’ and vaguely defined:

The concept of equivalence was basic to any linguistically oriented
translation theory, whether the scholars concerned wrote i English
(Catford, 1965; Nida and Taber, 1969) or German (Kade, 1968; Reiss,
1971; Wilss, 1977). It is however a highly controversial concept, and despite
a heated debate of over twenty years, it was never satisfactonly defined in its

. 0
relevance to translation.’

Nida and Taber propose ‘dynamic’ equivalence — the translated text
producing the same effect on the audience as the original had on its audience — as
opposed to ‘formal’ equivalence and observe, ‘Translating consists in reproducing in

the receptor language the closest natural equivalent of the source-language

31
message.’

2 1bid., p. 54.

¥ Mary Snell-Homby, Translation Studies: An Integrated Approach (Amsterdam: John Benjamins,
1988), p. 10.

% Sncll-Homby, in Translation, History and Culture, 1990, p. 80.

! Eugene A. Nida and Charles R. Taber, The Theory and Practice of Translation (Leiden, the
Netherlands: Bnill, for the United Bible Society, 1969), p. 12.



Translation Approaches 18

Henry G. Widdowson, an influential applied linguist, distinguishes three kinds

of equivalence: structural, semantic and pragmatic.”* Other kinds of equivalence may

be encountered in the linguistically oriented approaches to translation, such as
‘formal’, ‘functional’, ‘communicative’, ‘tddiomatic’, and ‘textual’, making the concept

rather complicated, vague and useless.

André Lefevere proposes to abandon the concept of equivalence altogether™

while Theo Hermans comments on the rise and fall of the concept of equivalence and

suggests that the notion of ‘norm’ is a much more useful concept.”

As we can see, this new approach (i.e. the linguistics-based approach to
translation), which has been successful in the study of translation to some extent, has

its own drawbacks.

2 “We should distinguish between three kinds of cquivalence. The first of these, which T will call

structural equivalence, involves the correlation of the surface forms of sentences by reference to some
ad hoc mecasure of formal similarity. The second, which I will call semantic equivalence, involves
relating different surface forms to a common deep structure which represents their basic ideational and
interpersonal clements. The third kind of cquivalence is one which 1nvolves relating surface forms to

their communicative function as uttcrances and this I will call pragmatic equivalence.” (Henry G.
Widdowson, Explorations in Applied Linguistics (Oxford: OUP, 1979), p. 105.)

33 “The main problem with equivalence is, of course, that translators and translation scholars cannot

agree on either the kind or the degree of equivalence necded to constitute real cquivalence. It therefore
seems that it’s time to abandon the concept altogether, as morc and morc contemporary writers on
translation (such as Mary Sncll-Hornby) are doing, since equivalence, they claim, has become so
vague that it hardly denotes anything anymore or, conversely, that it denotces all things to all pcople.”

(André Lefevere, Translating Literature: Practice and Theory in a Comparative Literature Context
(New York: The Modern Language Association of America, 1992a), p. 10.)

3 ¢ Although translation studics today constitutes anything but a unified ficld of study, some of its

larger disciplinary shifts have been felt more or less across the entire range of the subject. At an carly
stage, for example, “fidclity” was replaced by “equivalence™ as a theorctical and methodological
concept in applied as well as in descriptive and theoretical approaches to translation. In the last ten
years or so, “‘equivalence” too has been progressively questioned and hollowed out, largely in favour of
the concept of “norms™.” (Theo Hermans, ‘Norms and the Detenmination of Translation: A Theorctical

Framework’, in Translation, Power, Subversion, cd. by Roman Alvarez and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal
(Cleveland: Multilingual Matters, 1996), pp. 25-51 (p. 25).)
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Following the tenets of the traditional approaches to translation, due to a

didactic preference or in Toury’s words, ‘an overriding orientation towards practical

applications’,” the linguistic approaches remained mainly prescriptive and normative

in nature. They have 1ssued criteria that were supposed to be used by translators in
their practice and by critics in judging translators’ works. Instead of reflecting and
describing the real phenomenon of translation, they have based their theories on
abstract models developed in linguistics. Consequently the gap between practical
translators and theoreticians has widened. Translators have continued to do thetr job
ignoring such calls for order and discipline; and critics have continued to apply

subjective criteria while discussing translated texts. No wonder, as Gideon Toury puts

it, ‘in real-life situations, priority has often been given to quite different options. Not

without reason, to be sure.”*®

The prescriptive theories make rules; however, translators do not [ollow them

*" This was echoed by Roger Bell when he claimed that most translation theorists in

the ‘English-speaking world at least’ have been and still are, dominated by the rules

put forward in Tytler’s essay written two centuries ago in 1790, An Essay on the

¥ Toury 1995, p. 2.
* 1bid., pp. 2-3.

3 Wolfram Wilss observes,

‘The prescriptive theories make laws/rules which they usc to asscss translations — these translations
will be regarded defective according to those rules — and to teach translation — however, the leamers
will not follow those rules. So what are the uses of these prescriptive rules?’

‘Findings from cmpirical psychological investigations of dcecision-making behaviour have
mcanwhtle convincingly shown that people arc rarcly disposed to, or incapable of, conforming to
normative theories.’

(Wolfram Wilss, Knowledge and Skills in Translator Behaviour (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1996),
p. 181.)
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Principles of Translation. He considers this ‘normative approach’ to translation as

the ‘fundamental cause of impoverishment’ of the translation theory.*

He says that Tytler’s rules are all ‘normative prescriptions deriving directly

from the subjective and evaluative description of the “good translation”.””” However,

he claims that there have been some exceptions to this trend, particularly the works of

Nida and Catford in the mid-1960s.*’ Trying to conceal the prescriptive nature of the

linguistics-based approaches to translation he adds that the ‘rules’ discussed in

linguistics, on the other hand, seek to be of the descriptive, constitutive type; he says,

Our position is (when playing the role of a descriptive linguist), necessarily,
the converse; we are in search of descriptive rules which help us to
understand the process, not normative rules which we use to monitor and

judge the work of others.*

He further claims that the only way to get rid of such normative views is to

resort to linguistics.*’

** “Translation thcory finds itsclf today seriously out of step with the mainstrcam of intcllectual

cndcavour in the human sciences and 1n particular 1in the study of human communication; to our
mutual impoverishment. The fundamental cause of this state of affairs 1s, we firmly belicve, the
normative approach — the sctting up of a series of maxims consisting of do’s and don’t’s — which
can be traced back to thc oncntation quoted above (Tytler’s rules of translation).” (Roger Bell,
Translation and Translating (New York: Longman, 1991), p. 10.)

P Ibid., p. 11.
“ 1bid., p. 10.
' Toid., p. 12.

2 <1t is difficult to see how translation theorists can move beyond the subjective and normative

cvaluation of texts without drawing heavily on linguistics. The need for access to and familiarity with
the accumulated knowledge about the nature and function of language and the mcthodology of
linguistic enquiry must become more and morc pressing and less and less deniable if translation theory
is to shake off individualistic anecdotalism and the tendency to issuc arbitrary lists of ‘rules’ for the
creation of ‘correct’ translations and sct about providing systematic and objective descriptions of the
process of translation.” (Ibid., p. xv.)
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Another drawback of the linguistic-based studies of translation is source-
orientedness. The point of departure in the linguistic approaches to translation 1s the
source text. That is, the original text i1s assumed to be all-powerful, real and
authoritative and the translation is considered, as Bassnett puts it, a ‘copy’, a
.+

‘secondary’ and a ‘poor version of the superior original’.”” Thus, linguistics-based

translation scholars assign a secondary role, at best, to the translator. They consider

him a slave at the service of the original text and a servant to the author.
Linguistics-based translation scholars have applied linguistic paradigms,

concepts and models, or better to say ‘merely speculative entities’, which constitute

their theory, directly and quickly to the practice of translation; i.e., to make normative

rules and principles of translation, out of an urgent need in translation training

centres.™

Toury criticises ‘an overriding orientation towards practical applications’ as

follows:

Small wonder that a scholarly framework geared almost exclusively towards
applicability in practice should show preference for prescriptivism at the

. L : . L a5
expense of description, explanation and prediction.

There are two major problems with such a jump and connection. On the one
hand, such models and concepts were of a dubious onigin. That 1s, these concepts and

findings are based on an ‘abstract’ language (i.e., Chomsky’s notion of ‘competence’

43 Susan Bassnett, ‘The Mecek or the Mighty: Reappraising the Role of the Translator’, in Translation,

Power, Subversion, cd. by Roman Alvarcz and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal (Cleveland: Multilingual
Matters, 1996), pp. 10-24 (p. 12).

“ Toury 1995, p. 1.

Y 1hid., p. 2.
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or Saussure’s concept of ‘langue’) that does not exist in reality, and on carefully
selected sentences (imperfect chunks) made by the ‘ideal native speaker’ (ie,
fabricated by the linguist himself). Bell admits accepting two of the major tenets of
twentieth century linguistics, ‘competence’ and ‘sentence as the largest linguistic unit’

in his theory:

We have been tacitly accepting two of the major tenets of twentieth century
linguistics: (1) that the goal of linguistics is to specity the rules of the code
possessed by some kind of idealized speaker of a language — linguistic
competence or, though not a wholly equivalent term, langue — and, (2) that

the largest linguistic unit which can be described is the sentence.™

On the other hand, these concepts and models have not undergone empirical
tests of validity; that is, they have not received their validity from objective study of
the real phenomenon: the translation product. As Toury puts it, backing ‘one’s claims
with mere “examples” often invented and ‘a handful of quotes torn out of their

original co-texts and contexts’ cannot ‘attest to anything at all’ nor does 1t provide

‘representativeness’ of the behaviour.”’

On the whole, linguistic approaches do not intend to deal with literary texts,
especially poetry. Firstly because their main impetus came from the greater need for
the translation of non-literary texts; and secondly because they regard literature and
the translation of literature as quite difficult and time-consuming to deal with. They

are willing to work on the translation of technical texts that provide rules to be used

® Bell, p. 161.

‘" Toury 1995, p. 2.
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in their guidebooks for training situations. This 1s best reflected in Bell’s views on the

‘scientific’ point of view and ‘objective descriptions’ of translation.*

The ‘art’ section of translation, which is almost impossible to ‘teach’ and i1s
very ‘special’, is then put aside. They have been reluctant to “waste’ their time on

something that may yield little for them. Thus, they have tried to push literary

translation (or translation of literature) into a comner.”’ Snell-Homby records this
exclusion of literary texts from the ‘translation science’ n her book.”® Similar

reservations have been made by Bassnett and Lefevere.”

The ‘excessive formalisation’ in linguistics has brought about a ‘sctentific
fatigue’ among the scholars who considered language as something ‘dynamic and
operative’. In translation studies James Holmes criticised the structural and

transformational linguists for working just at the level of the sentence; then he called

“® Bell, pp. 4-5.

9 Ramstone summarises the state of affairs as follows:

‘In our century translation theory is theory, largely linguistic and philosophical and not specifically
directed toward literature. Applied linguistic theory, however, relates morc readily to information
transfer, Bible translation, and translation by professional interpreters. Linguistics and philosophy
have always been more comfortable with technical than with literary translation; they are concerned
with what Louis Kelly calls an object-centred rather than a person-centred view of language behaviour.

[..}V
‘Linguists have focused on the “word” as a unit of translation, later on the “text,” but not on
the literary text, which is a “special case” not worth the effort. [...]°

‘Most of the older figures in linguistics who have wnitten substantial volumes on translation
thcory, Georges Mounin, John C. Catford, Eugene Nida, Jean-Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet, avoid
the literary. They do not speak to and arc unread by thosc who actively translate literature.’
(Bamnstone, pp. 222-223)

% Snell-ITomby 1988, p. 1.

! See Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere, eds., Translation, History and Culture (London: Printcr,
1990), p. 4.
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specifically for the analysis of the text.”* Similar views have been expressed by Snell-

Homby.™”

The linguistic schools following a ‘scientific’ approach to the study and

teaching of translation began to shift their focus of attention. The Leipzig school,

which began in the mid-sixtics, has also evolved considerably.>

One can summarise the drawbacks of these linguistics-based theories in the
following way:

(1) Prescriptive nature: They are directed primarily at teaching translators or
evaluating translations, and thus are prescriptive and normative in nature.

(2) Source-orientedness: They all tend to be source-oriented n nature,
arguing that the original contains some sort of intended single fixed ‘message’ (a
consistent and unified whole), which carries the information necessary for its

subsequent rendering in another language, to which the translator has access and must

> «One of the great drawbacks of practically all the linguistic translation theories that we have had up

to now has been that they have had to work with a linguistics which 1s only interested 1n the sentence
and linguistic phenomenon below the sentence level; linguistics itsclf in the structural period and even
in the transformational period had been very {rightened of going beyond the sentence. Translation, on
the other hand, and certainly literary translation, 1s so obviously a question not of translating a scrics
of sentences but of translating a text which happens to consist of sentences among other things that the
linguistic approach has had the great shortcoming in practically all the hinguistic theories that 1 know
of not being able to touch this aspect of translation: the text level.” (James S. Holmes, Translated:
Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies, p. 94.)

>3 Snell-llomby, in Translation, History and Culture, 1990, p. 81.

> Gentzler explains the cffect of this shift on Neubert, a Leipzig translation theonist:

~“This turn to modern linguistics leads Neubert to develop what has come to be known as the “top-
down model” for translation. In “translatorische Relativitét® he wriles that the essential translation
unit is the entire text, from which one calculates backwards to amve at the global proposition, which
is then divided up into smaller, single transportable semantic units (Neubert, 1986: 101; scc also
Ncubert, 1985: 135). [...] He talks about text equivalence in terms of a tnacroproposition, which
corresponds to the semantic content of the source text and which 1s then broken down into a fabric of
words mapped on to syntactic structures (Neubert, 19806: 935).” (Gentzler, p. 70.)
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remain faithful. These approaches tend to hold an 1deal conception of the translation
as reproducing the original.

(3) Reluctance to study literary texts: Linguistics-based translation theories
are not specifically directed toward literature that has a ‘special’ language difiicult to
analyse. They have focused on the ‘sentence’ — mainly made by themselves or taken

out of context — as a unit of translation, later on the ‘text’, but not on the literary

text.

However, Snell-Homby believes that despite the drawbacks, translation
studies can still benefit from some approaches, methods and concepts developed 1n

linguistics:

It is certainly true that the relationship of linguistics to translation studies,
especially to literary translation, is complicated, that only a limited number of
issues in linguistics are relevant for translation and that hnguistic models can
hardly ever be adopted wholesale. There are however approaches and
methods originating in linguistics which have been successfully adapted for

translation, and there are concepts developed from the study of language
which have considerable potential even for literary translation.”

Then a new development was felt necessary in linguistics. Enrique Alcaraz

gives the reasons for the emergence of a development in linguistics,

In the last decades of this century a great number of linguists have started to
feel the ‘scientific fatigue’ [...], mainly caused by the excessive abstraction or
formalization of the predominant theories and models. This fatigue, which 1s
a clear signal of the emergence of a new paradigm, pragmatics, 1S
materializing in (1) the abandonment of the underlying models and theories
that had been the basis for the research that had been carried out previously,
and in (2) their replacement with new theornes that tackle language as
something dynamic and operative, which has been called ‘language In
action’. For the holders of these theories [...], linguistic analysis 1s more the

33 Sncll-Homby 1988, p. vii.
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exploration of a dynamic ‘communicative phenomenon’ than the

examination of a static ‘linguistic system’.”®

Discourse analysis (pragmatics or text linguistics) 1s a reaction and

improvement over generativism and structuralism. It differs from the previous models

of linguistics in many ways.”’ Two major differences are mentioned below:

a) Language is not something abstract produced by an ideal native speaker
separated from the context of situation (i.e. competence). Language 1s an observable
dynamic phenomenon,; it is in action among the producer, the receiver(s) and socto-
cultural situation. Language is studied in performance.

b) The methodology used in studying such phenomenon 1s, then, a descriptive
(empirical) one.-

This approach to the study of language has opened new horizons and 1ts

findings and paradigms can be used to the benefit of translation studies.” Thus,

** Enrique Alcaraz, ‘Translation and Pragmatics’, in Translation, Power, Subversion, cd. by Roman
Alvarez and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal (Cleveland: Multilingual Matters, 1996), pp. 99-115 (p. 104).

5 Michacl Stubbs summarizes the principles of the British linguistics (mainly discourse analysis, from

Firth via Halliday to Sinclair) that sharply contrasts thc Chomskyian pninciples. Thesc principles
concern the following:

e The nature of linguistics: That (1)1t 1s cssentially a social science and an applied science.

e ‘The nature of data for linguistics: that (2) language should be studied 1n attested, authentic
instances of use (not as intuitive, invented i1solated sentences); that (3) language should be
studied as whole texts (not as isolated sentences or text fragments); and that (4) texts must be

studied comparatively across text corpora.

e Thc essential subject of linguistics: that (5) linguistics should study meaning; that form and
mcaning arc inscparable; and that (6) lexis and grammar are interdependent.

e The nature of linguistic behaviour: that (7) language in use mvolves both routine and
creation; and that (8) language in use transmits culture.

¢ The conceptual structurce of the discipline: that (9) Saussunan dualisms (cspecially langue —
parole and syntagmatic — paradigmatic) are misconceived and hence require radical revision.
(See Michael Stubbs, Text and Corpus Analysis: Computer-assisted Studies of Language and
Culture (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996), p. 23)

>* Christina Schiffner describes the development from a narrow linguistic approach to text-linguistic

approach and its impact on translation studics as follows:
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Lefevere maintains that text linguistics, having developed ‘the second phase of
linguistics-based thinking about translation’ by viewing the text in a certain situation

or culture as the unit of translation, adds a necessary ‘functional dimension’ to the

study of the translation that is of the ‘utmost value for literary translation’.>’

Discourse analysis does not create unnecessary complicated paradigms and

models. It can be used for every type of text, including the literary ones.” It also

takes into consideration units that are bigger than just single sentences.

Discourse analysis (pragmatics) observes texts within real contexts and takes
into consideration all the relevant factors involved in commumnication. It can be related
to Descriptive Translation Studies that take real texts and socio-cultural contexts as
objects of study. They can certainly be of benefit to each other since their object of

study and methodology overlap.

B. Empirical Translation Studies: A Cultural Turn

These drawbacks of the linguistic approaches to translation studies have brought

about new attitudes to translation. James Holmes attempted to redeline the discipline

Since we do not translate words or grammatical forms, but texts with a specific communicative
function, the limitations of a narrow linguistic approach soon became obvious. Thus, a logical
development was that in the 1970s, the insights and approaches of text linguistics, a new (sub-)
discipline of (applicd) linguistics, were adopted 1n translation studies. Thus, regulanties of the
text itself, of the genre, and of the context were given more consideration. (Christina Schifiner,

‘ The Concept of Norms in Translation Studies’, in Translation and Norms, cd. by Christina
Schiflner (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 1999), pp. 1-8 (p. 3).)

* Lefevere 1992a, p. 9

® Hatim and Mason write, ‘In discourse analysis, many works now subject literary and non-litcrary

discourse to thc same analysis and show similar linguistic processcs at work. Fowler (c.g. 1986)
illustrates many of the ways in which literary as well non-literary texts create their cffects. IFor the
translator, one such shared concern may be the rhetorical structuring of a text and the use of logical
conncctors to cnablc rcaders to retrieve intended meanings.” (Basil Hatim and Ian Mason, The
Translator as Communicator (London: Routledge, 1997), p. 3.)
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of translation studies in his influential paper, ‘The Name and Nature of Translation

Studies’ which he read in the Translation section of the Third International Congress

of Applied Linguistics, held in Copenhagen, 21-26 August 1972.°' His model has

been accepted and followed by some other translation scholars. New concepts and

approaches have been developed by these scholars,®® such as ‘polysystem’,’

s 65

“ ‘power relations’ and ‘cultural tum’,” and ‘norms’ and

‘manipulation’,
‘strategies’®.

Gentzler records the general acceptance of James Holmes’ essay as the

‘founding statement’ for translation studies and emphasises its ‘empirical’ nature,

Holmes’ early work culminates in “The Name and Nature of Translation
Studies™ (1972/5), generally accepted as the founding statement for the field.
In the essay he lays out the scope and structure for the new discipline. Most

*! Sce Toury 1995, p. 7.

52 Bassnett gives an account of the new development in translation studics as carly as 1980: ‘It is

possible now to see very clearly developing lines within the overall discipline of Translation Studies
work that originates from within applied linguistics continucs to flounish, and there 1s now a distinct
branch of rescarch concemned with translation and the philosophy of language. The systems theory
approach, with its emphasis on the target pole can be said to constitute a school of thought within
Translation Studies and significantly, with the publication of the tnformation shect TRANSST in Tel
Aviv and the journal Target, this school now plays a major role intemationally. Elsewhere, linked
originally to the systems approach but more directly concerned wath the 1deological implications of
translation, there is a huge expansion of rescarch that considers intercultural transfer in its linguistic,

historical and socio-political aspects.” (Susan Bassnctt, Translation Studies (London: Routledge,
1980), p. xvi.)

%3 Sce Itamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem’, in

Translation across Cultures, pp. 107-115.

4 Sce the Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation, cd. by Theo Hermans (London:
Croom Helm, 1985).

®> Sce Translation, History and Culture, cd. by Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere, 1990,

% See Toury 1995.
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importantly, Holmes conceives of the approach as an empirical practice, one
which looks at actual translated texts as they appear in a given culture.®’

In the introduction to Manipulation of Literature, Hermans, summarising the

basic assumptions of the group®®, argues that “The work of Itamar Even-Zohar in

particular is directly associated with the new approach,” and suggests that

participating scholars share

a view of literature as a complex and dynamic system, a conviction that there
should be a continual interplay between theoretical models and practical case

studies; an approach to literary translation that 1s descriptive, target-
oriented, functional, and systemic; and an interest in the norms and

constraints that govern the production and reception of translations.®

If one tries to give an attribute to ‘Translation Studies’ developed or
advocated by target-oriented scholars like Itamar Even-Zohar, James Holmes, André
Lefevere, Theo Hermans, José Lambert, Susan Bassnett, Gideon Toury, Mana

Tymoczko, Hans Vermeer and Mary Snell-Homby, the terms in stock imnclude:

7 Gentzler, p. 93.

*® Sncll-ITomby describes the Manipulation School as follows: “The second major school of thought in

Furopc views translation studies as a branch of Comparative Literature. This school 1s at present
centred round the Dutch-speaking arca and is represented mainly by scholars such as André Lefevere,
Jos¢ Lambert and Theo Hermans, but it also includes Susan Bassnett-McGuire 1n England and some
Isracli scholars such as Gideon Toury. [...] Recently some leading members of the group published an
anthology of essays with the title the Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation
(Hermans 1985), on the basis of which they have been dubbed the “Manipulation School.” [...] Their
starting-point is the exact oppositc of that represented by the linguistically oriented school {...], not
intended equivalence but admitted manipulation. {...} These scholars nearly all work in Comparative
Literaturc and confine themselves exclusively to literary translation, which the linguistically oriented
German theorists dismissed as being deviant language inaccessible to ngorous analysis or scientific
explanation. [...]°

‘Conversely the scholars from the Low Countries explicitly reject the influence of linguistics
for their field of studies. [...}°

‘The approach of the “Manipulation School” ts based on the concept of the literary
polysystem going back to the Russian Formalists and the Prague Structuralists, but in particular as
developed by the Tel Aviv Scholar Itamar Even-Zohar (1978 and 1979). (Sncll-Homby 1988, pp. 22—
24))

°> Theo Hermans, cd., The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation (1985), pp.
10-11.
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‘systemic’, ‘target-oriented’, ‘descriptive’, ‘functional’, ‘cultural’ and ‘empirical’.

Here the last term i1s chosen for closer analyses. ‘Empirical’ means systematic

description and analysis of ‘concrete data’. One reason for the preference of this term

is to encompass all target-oriented cultural translation theories that work with
concrete data, 1.e. real translated texts as well as relevant historical cultural contexts.

Toury discusses the application of the empirical methods to translation. In

order to improve the potential of translation studies beyond description and

explanation of translation phenomenon to predict likely solutions, Toury introduces

. : . . 70 . .
‘experimental’ procedures used in controlled situations.™ Further, he mamtains that

translation studies intends to become ‘an autonomous discipline of an empirical

s 7
nature’.”' He argues,

Whether one chooses to focus one’s efforts on translated texts and/or their
constituents, on intertextual relationships, on models and norms of
translational behaviour or on strategies resorted to in and for the solution of
particular problems, what constitutes the subject matter of a proper
discipline of Translation Studies is (observable or reconstructable) facts of
real life rather than merely speculative entities resulting from preconceived
hypotheses and theoretical models. It is therefore empirical by its very nature

" “The introduction of empirical methods [...], can hardly qualify as an internal evolution of any

previous paradigm of translation studics itself. Not even the impetus for applying them to translation
phenomena originated within its boundaries. [...] This genesis notwithstanding, the introduction of
empirical methods, proved to be a true landmark 1n the evolution of the discipline, and it certainly
looks like they arc here to stay.’

“The object of such an approach (the application of cmpirical mcthods to translation
phenomena) is by no means to prescribe anything. [...] On the other hand, this approach docs not settle
for the mere description (plus local explanation) of individual phenomena either. As 1t becomes the
empirical science it claims to be part of, it aspircs to predict as well; namely, what 1s likely to occur
under various sets of (specifiable) conditions. To be sure, it 1s precisely in shedding new light on these
interdependencies and increasing thetr predictive capacity that I see the greatest potential contribution
of cxperimentation, duc to two of its inherent (and interconnected) traits: relative controllability of
variables — and high rate of repeatability.” (Gideon Toury, ‘Experimentation in Translation Studies:
Achicvements, Prospects and Some Pitfalls’, in Empirical Research in Translation and Intercultural
Studies, ed. by Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit (Tubingen: Gunter Narr, 1991), pp. 45-06 (pp. 45-46).)

T Toury 1995, p. 242.
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and should be worked out accordingly. However, despite incessant attempts
In recent decades to elevate 1t to a truly scientific status, as the empirical
science it deserves to become Translation Studies is still in the making. "

Toury claborates his notion of empirical methods further, and adopts
‘empirical’ as an inherent quality and integrative constituent of his Descriptive
Translation Studies. For Toury, ‘empirical’ refers to the method that can describe,

explain as well as predict translation solutions (1.e., actual translated texts) under

certain cultural conditions.” He considers it ‘so appropriate’ to give ‘an empirical
status’ to translation studies.

In his response to a criticism from Niranjana”*, Hermans also uses the name
‘Empirical Translation Studies’ for the discipline.” By ‘empirical’ he means the

systematic, empirical description, 1.e. descriptive and explanatory analysis of the

concrete data or ‘real’ translated texts within the relevant cultural context.

2 1bid., p. 1.

¥ “Translation Studies is called for to tackle fully and systematically three types of issues which differ

In scope and level:

(1) all that translation CAN, in principle, involve;

(2) what 1t DOES 1nvolve under vanious sets of circumstances, along with thc REASONS for
that involvement, and

(3) what 1t 1s LIKELY to involve, under one or another array of spccified conditions. {...]’

“Thus, only when the imitial potentials subsumed under (1) have been modified by diversified
factual knowledge accumulated 1n actual studies (2) will ample grounds have been furmnished for
making certain predictions, and 1n a justifiable way too, as becomes the ecmpirical status so appropriate
to translation studics. In this vein, (3) would pertain to the theoretical branch again, only in a far more
elaborate form.’

“To put 1t differently: the cumulative findings of descriptive studies should make it possible
to formulate a series of coherent laws which would state the inherent relations between all the
vanables found to be relevant to translation.” (Toury 1995, pp. 15-16.)

T4 . . . . . : . .
Niranjana uses the term the ‘empirical science’ of translation referring to Toury’s insistence on

‘systematic, empirical description’ and criticises his theory for ignonng the ‘asymmetrical relations of
power’. (Tejaswint Niranjana, Siting Translation: History, Post-structuralism, and the Colonial
Context (Berkeley: University of Califormia Press, 1992), p. 60.)

73 Hermans, in Translation, Power, Subversion, 1996, p. 41. However, 1n his recent book, Translation

in Systems (1999), he chooscs the name ‘descriptive and systemic translation studies’.
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Empiricism, however, brings about its own problems. One of them 1s the
interpretation of the text. Peter Newmark, in his book Approaches to Translation,

outlines the varying effects of signs on different interpretants as follows:

Semiotics — the science of signs — 1s an essential factor in translation
theory. The American philosopher C.S. Peirce (1934) 1s usually regarded as
its founder. He stressed the communicative factor of any sign: ‘the meaning
of a sign consists of all the effects that may conceivably have practical
bearings on a particular interpretant, and which will vary in accordance with

the interpretant’ — no sign, therefore, has a self-contained meaning.”

This leads us straight to the assumption that different interpretations may in

turn lead to different translations. This issue was certainly a central thought in André

Lefevere’s book Translating Literature’’ and a logical consequence.

A consequence of the text interpretation in Translation Studies 1s ‘target-

orientedness’. Toury elaborates this concept as follows:

Neither source text nor even translation relationships would have been
excluded from a target-oriented program of Descriptive Translation Studies.
They were just given a different status. This 1s also to say that “orientedness’
is far from tantamount to ‘exclusiveness’, as wrongly interpreted by many:
the present approach i1s characterized as target-oriented because this is
where its observations start. By no means should 1t be taken to mean that
this is where thesec observations would also be exhausted.

Looking at it from another angle, 1t 1s only reasonable to posit that a
study in translation activities which have already yielded their products
would start with the observables; first and foremost, the translated

utterances themselves, along with their constituents.”

This new approach to translation studies is best represented in Toury’s

theoretical book, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (1995). Tdury has

6 Peter Newmark, Approaches to Translation (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1981), p. S.
" Sce Lefevere 1992a, pp. 10-11.

8 Toury 1995, p. 36.
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adopted Holmes’s mapping of translation studies and the empirical method of
research, and ntroduced ‘norms’ goveming the translator’s behaviour. What

Translation Studies intends to do, as Toury puts it, 1s

to focus one’s efforts on translated text and /or their constituents, on
intertextual relationships, on models and norms of translational behaviour or
on strategies resorted to in and for the solution of particular problems, what
constitutes the subject matter of a proper discipline of Translation Studies 1s
(observable or reconstructable) facts of real hfe rather than merely
speculative entities resulting from preconceived hypotheses and theoretical

models.”

The shift to the descriptive study of ‘actual translational behaviour’ does not
mean that other linguistic or literary disciplines that take translation as their object of

study totally ignored the reality. On the contrary, as Toury puts It,

All this is not to say that no attempts have been made to account for actual
translational behaviour and its results. Quite the contrary. However, most
descriptive studies have been performed within disciplines other than
Translation Studies; e.g., Contrastive Linguistics, Contrastive Textology,
Comparative Literature, stylistique comparée, or — 1n more recent days —
Text-Linguistics, Pragmatics, or Psycholinguistics. Thus, while their subject
matter could well have been translational, the theoretical and methodological
frameworks within which it was handled could not, if only because their
interests lacked the wish to fully account for all that translation may, and

. 80
does involve.

Translation Studies intends to study real translations synchronically as well as
diachronically. That is, when several parallel translations of the same original text

reproduced by various translators at diflerent periods in history are compared with

? Ihid., p. 1.

*0 Toury 1995, p. 3.
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each other (as well as with the original), they will better clarify the general constraints

and problems under which translators have chosen their strategies and choices.®

This school proposes that the translation researchers extend their corpus of

study beyond one translation, or one pair of texts."” This point is advanced

particularly strongly by Toury and Gentzler.®

A very important notion developed by this school 1s the operation of norms
and models on translators. Translators are active agents when facing choices in the
process of translating. They are not slaves to the original text. They are influenced by
certain norms and models derived from the target socio-cultural conditions, 1.e.
context of situation. Taking these norms and models into consideration by the
researcher in Translation Studies is of great significance in understanding, explaining
and predicting the translator’s choice of various strategies in different/certan

condittons. The power structure influencing the translator’s decisions is regarded as

important in Translation Studies. Lefevere believes that

Potential translators need to learn about the conditions or constraints —
ideological, poetical, sociocultural, and linguistic — under which texts come
into being and the potentially different constraints under which they are to be

translated.®

' As Gentzler puts it, ‘The addition of an historical horizon, albeit a purely literary one, is an

important one for the development of translation studies, for it provides not only a basis of comparison
but also implies a diachronic evolution of language.” (Gentzler, p. 85.)

%2 Toury 1995, p. 38.

) Toury elaborates the comparative study of two kinds of parallel translations: synchronic and

diachronic. (Sce Toury 1995, pp. 72-73.) Gentzler deems it necessary to ‘study not just singlc texts,
but rather multiple translations of thc same onginal text as they occur in one receiving culture at
different times 1n history.” (Gentzler, p. 130.)

* Lefevere 1992a, p. 13.
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Toury, too, relates the translation process to the socio-cultural constraints.®

He divides these constraints into three types along a graded continuum (on a scale)
according to their potency: rules (general, relatively absolute and objective) at one

pole, pure 1diosyncrasies (subjective) at the other and norms (intersubjective) in the

middle ground.® Then he distinguishes three types of norms that influence translation

decisions: the initial norm, preliminary norms and operational norms including

matricial norms and textual-linguistic norms.”’ He further talks about the inherent
specificity and unstable, changing nature of norms.*

Hermans acknowledges the importance of Toury’s approach’’, and then he

connects norms to the translator’s decisions and choices.”’ He further elaborates on

norms and explains how they act as practical constraints on, or guide, the translator’s

5 ‘In its socio-cultural dimension, translation can be described as subject to constraints of several

types and varying degrec. These extend far beyond the source text, the systemic differences between
the languages and textual traditions involved in the act, or even the possibilities and limitations of the
cognitive apparatus of the translator as a necessary mediator. In fact, cogmition itself is influcnced,
probably even modified by socio-cultural factors. At any ratc, translators performing under different
conditions (e.g., translating texts of different kinds, and/or for different audiences) often adopt
diffcrent strategies, and ultimately come up with markedly different products.” (Toury 1995, p. 54.)

% See ibid., p. 54.

87 See ibid., pp. 56-59.

8% Sce ibid., pp. 62-63.

> Hermans, in Translation, Power, Subversion, 1996, p. 25.

* “The agents, faced with an array of possible options, have to make choices and decisions about how

to proceed.’

‘It 1s here that the concept of norms can be usefully brought in. They facilitate and guide the
process of decision-making. Norms govern the mode of import of cultural products — for example, of
the translation of literary texts —— to a considerable extent, at virtually cvery stage and every level,
whenever choices between alternative courses of action need to be made.’” (Ibid., p. 28.)
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choices.” He isolates and defines ‘rules’, ‘decrees’, ‘conventions’, and ‘norms’ as

different types of constraints;, then he identifies a ‘hierarchical structure of power

relations’ among them’ Bassnett has further developed these concepts in

Constructing Cultures.”

There 1s a tendency in the nature of Empincal Translation Studies that the
field can benefit from the adjacent disciplines — the interdisciplinary nature. As
Bassnett says, ‘A distinguishing feature of work in Translation Studies has been the

combming of work in linguistics, literary studies, cultural history, philosophy, and

anthropology.””

She also supports the ‘plurality of voices’ in translation studtes: ‘Translation

is, after all, dialogic in its very nature, involving as it does more than one voice. The

study of translation, like the study of culture, needs a plurality of voices.”

It may be said that as far as the models and paradigms in other disciplines can

enhance the descriptive/empirical nature of translation studies in upgrading it to a

> “‘Norms arc prescriptive rules: they have a nommative semantic load and are used to guide, control, or

change the behaviour of agents with decision-making capacities. [...]°

‘Since norms mmply a degree of social and psychological pressure, they act as practical
constraints on the individual’s behaviour by foreclosing certain options and choices, which however
always remain available in principle. [...] But since all action within the scope of conventions and
norms requires the individual’s consent to some degree, such action 1s always a form of co-operative
action.” (Ibid., pp. 30-31.)

2 Ibid., p. 32.

>> Sec Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere, Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary Translation
(Clevedon: Multihingual Matters, 1998), pp. 6 and 137.

> Bassnett 1980, p. XI.

>> Susan Bassnett, ‘The Translation Tum in Cultural Studies’. in Susan Bassnctt and André Lefevere
(1998), pp. 123-140 (pp. 138-139).
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general theory of translation, they are not regarded as a threat to the autonomy of the

discipline.

Translation studies, as a culturally oriented subject, draws on a number of
disciplines, including psychology, ethnology and philosophy, without being a
subdivision of any of them. Similarly, it can and should utilize relevant
concepts and methods developed from the study of language (this despite
massive misgivings on the part of scholars in literary translation [...]) without
automatically becoming a branch of linguistics or having to adopt linguistic

methods and theoretical constructs wholesale.”

Another rewarding feature of Empirical Translation Studies is that 1t tries to
be comprehensive in its coverage; that is, it intends to cover every kind/aspect of
translation: literary and non-literary texts. While expressing regret about the

‘exclusive’ nature of linguistic and literary approaches to translation in their coverage

of certain types of texts, Snell-Homby feels optimustic that the culturally onented
approach to translation can bridge the gap.”’

But Empirical Translation Studies are not without their drawbacks. There 1s a
general reluctance in Translation Studies, especially among literary scholars, to relate
their theoretical discussions to application. This can be accounted for by two major
factors. The first is a reaction to the bitter consequences of the quick jump of the
linguistic approaches to applied situations, another one 1s the general tendency among
literary scholars to think that literary translation cannot be taught at all; 1.e., 1t 1s an

‘art’. Toury evades the responsibility of the scholar to draw conclusions from the

theoretical branch to applied extensions:

°® Sncll-Hormby 1988, p. 2.

7 <1t is a sad fact that the linguistic and literary approaches to translation have up to now been

mutually exclusive. [...] The culturally oricnted approach to translation thcory has some potential for
bridging the gap, and indeed it implicitly embraces all kinds of translation.’ (Snell-Homby, in
Translation, History and Culture, 1990, p. 84.)
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To be sure, 1t has always becn my conviction that 1t is no concem of a
scientific discipline, not even in the so-called ‘science of man’, to effect
changes in the world of our experience. Thus, as it should have become clear
by now, I would hardly subscribe to the view (epitomised by Peter Newmark

but shared by so many) that “translation theory’s main concermn is to
determine appropriate translation methods.” (Newmark 1981: 19).”°

As a contrast, we can quote Wollin and Lindquist who believe that

Apart from being a pure science, adding to our general knowledge about the

world, translation studies, or translation theory, certainly has a mission as an
applied science, aiding translators, teachers at translators ‘colleges,

translation critics and translation buyers.”

Nevertheless, Toury does not totally reject ‘the possibility of drawing

conclusions from theoretical reasoning, or scientific findings, to actual behaviour’, but

he puts this responsibility and the consequent blame on practitioners themselves.'®

Some scholars, however, take a more moderate stance. Van Leuven-Zwart

discusses the relevance of descriptive translation studies for the teaching of

translation:

Research into the relation between translations and originals 1s important not
only for Descriptive translation studies — also Applied translation studies,
and notably the teachung of translating, could benefit from developments in
this research. |...]

The pont 1s that methodologically sound descriptions of translations
can serve to show prospective translators that they can make deliberate

choices in the translation norms and strategies that they use.'®’

”® Toury 1995, p. 17.

* Lars Wollin and Hans Linquist, cds., Translation Studies in Scandinavia: Proceedings from the

Scandinavian Symposium on Translation Theory (SSOTT) I, Lund 14-15 June, 1985 (Lund: Liber
FForlag Malmo, 1986), pp. 9-11 (p. 10).

100 Toury 1995, p. 17.

"0 Kitty M. van Leuven-Zwart, ‘Translation and Translation Studics: Discord or Unity?® in Empirical

Research in Translation and Intercultural Studies, cd. by Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit (Ttbingen: Gunter
Narr Verlag, 1991), pp. 3544 (pp. 41-42).
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Likewise, Lefevere maintains that translation writers can familiarise
prospective translators with ‘problems’ and ‘solutions’; they can provide students

with examples of strategies that have been successful, as well those that have failed in

102

the past, without prescrnbing any of them ™ Palma Zlateva’s thinking goes along the

same lines.'®

Thus, it i1s clear that the reluctance towards application is not an inherent
quality of the Empirical Translation Studies.

So what conclusions can we draw from this discourse within TS? Perhaps
three major points need to be emphasized:

1. Target-oriented paradigm: In this approach, translation i1s regarded
basically as a text in its own right, as an integral part of the target culture. Translated
messages are primarily determined by TL socio-cultural constraints and norms — and
not merely as a copy of another text (the notion of an original authontative text with
a fixed interpretation has been destabilised.) Translation Studies begin from the target
text and the norms underlying its actualisation.

2. Descriptive approach: The emphasis on the target text naturally leads to a
primarily descriptive approach that rejects the prescriptive and evaluative attitudes of

both traditional and lingustics-based translation theories.

'%2 Lefevere 1992a, pp. 12-13.

'93 < Just as linguistics compiling descriptive grammars of languages do, in effect, also codify current

usage which is accepted as some kind of “norm”, translation scholars also codify translational norms,
current and/or past. The distinction between codifying norms and imposing them 1s vital here:
translation scholars codify practice and offer 1t for possible guidance, but the final decision always
remains with the translator, who 1s, after all, a human being capable of making dccisions, not a
machine that 1s fed onginals, blindly performs some abstract rule-govemed operations, and “outputs™ a

translation.” (Palma Zlateva, ed., Translation as Social Action: Russian and Bulgarian Perspectives,
(London: Routledge, 1993), pp. 2-3.)



Translation Approaches 40

3. Actual translated texts as the object of study: Emphasis has also shifted

from the translation process and the problems underlying it to the result (the product
and function), the translated text as a historical fact. Thus, the studies in this approach
are concrete and empirical, with a strong emphasis on practical fieldwork and case
studies. This means that the writings of the ETS scholars concentrate on describing,
analysing and explaining translations, comparing different (parallel) translations of the

same work, on investigating the reception of translations and tracing broad historical

surveys.

Both linguistics-based translation theories and Empirical (culture-based)
Translation Studies can provide some guidelines for the present research. Both
attempt to be ‘scientific’ in the real sense in order to analyse, explain and predict the
phenomenon of translation.

A major difference lies with the definition of the object of translation studies.
‘Text 1n a certain socio-cultural situation’ as the object of study, as developed by text
linguistics or discourse analysis, can bring these two approaches close to each other.
Another major difference is concermed with the approach to the study. The linguistics-
based theories begin to study translation process or product with the source text (the
original) and use the vague standard ‘equivalence’ in order to measure how successful
a translation (the copy) is; whereas the culture-based (empirical) Translation Studies
begin their study with the target text as an original text in its own right, and focus on

the ‘norms’ of translation in a certain situation and culture that constrain the real task

%4 See also Hermans 1985, pp. 10-11, Snell-Homby 1988, pp. 24-25 and Gentzler 1993, pp. 133-134

for a summary of the major tendencies in translation studies.
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of translation. Both approaches claim to be descriptive in their studies and try to
avold prescription.

This research will primarily follow the tenets of the empirical (culture-based)
Translation Studies, though 1t will also take into consideration some findings of
discourse analysis. The main focus will be on the translated texts — an integrated part
of the target language — as the object of study and attempt will be made to describe,
analyse and explain some micro-structural elements of the studied texts.

Comparison of translated texts that 1s proposed in the Empirical Translation
Studies will be also of significance here. ‘Naturalness’, the topic of this study, will be
approached from a target-oriented perspective. This topic will be discussed in the

next chapter from the perspective of different translation approaches.
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CHAPTER TWO

APPROACHES TO NATURALNESS

In this chapter we shall look at different approaches to naturalness starting with
linguistics and continuing with traditional views of translation, linguistics-based
translation theories, cultural approaches, and Empirical (Descriptive and Systemic)
Translation Studies. Different translation approaches have used different terms to
refer to the concept of ‘naturalness’. For example, traditionalists use ‘beauty’,
‘fluency’, and ‘ease of expression’, linguists use ‘well-formedness’ and ‘acceptability’,
linguistics-based translation theorists use ‘naturalness’ and ‘idiomaticity’, Translation

Studies scholars wuse ‘acceptability’, and cultural scholars use ‘fluency’,

‘transparency’, and ‘domestication’ to refer to more or less the same concept from

different perspectives.'”

105 < y ¢ - . '
Other near synonymous terms arc also used: such as ‘smoothness’ in traditional views, ‘normality’

in linguistics-based theories, ‘readability’ in Translation Studies, ‘assimilation’ and ‘acculturation’ in
cultural approaches. All discuss more or less the same concept though from different angles.



Approaches to Naturalness 43

A. Linguistics: Well-formedness and Acceptability

Linguistic approaches to the concept of ‘naturalness’ vary. In order to describe and
account for this ‘beauty of the form’, ‘ease of expression’, or ‘fluency’ in an elaborate
and clear way (or as they claim, ‘descriptively’ and ‘scientifically’) linguists have used
and expounded different terms and concepts such as ‘well-formedness’ (or
‘grammaticalness’/*grammaticality’), and ‘acceptability’ as opposed to ‘oddity’, ill-
formedness’, and ‘unacceptability’. ‘Acceptability’ covers a wider semantic area than
‘grammaticalness’ (a special case of ‘acceptability). ‘Acceptability’ (as discussed in
hnguistics) and ‘naturalness’ overlap in their semantic areas to a very large
proportion.

Most traditional grammarians as well as modern linguists make a distinction

106

between grammatical and lexical oddity ™ (or abnormality, anomaly, deviance,

incongruity, ill-formedness, etc.). John Lyons mentions this distinction made by

linguists and philosophers:

Traditionally, linguists and philosophers have distinguished between two
principles of well-formedness in the construction of sentences and phrases:
one n terms of which they are said to be grammatical (vs. ungrammatical),
the other in terms of which they are said to be significant (vs.

meaningless).'®’

'*® Alter the development of Pragmatics, a third division is put forth, i.c. ‘pragmatic well-formedness’.

Thus, Papegaal) and Schubert adopt three types of ‘grammaticality’: ‘There are various classifications
of grammaticality, but most of them roughly distinguish something like syntactic, semantic and
pragmatic grammaticality. According to such accounts, in syntactically deviant utterances the form of
words and syntagmata violates the rules, in semantically deviant utterances the formal arrangement is
correct, but the combination of meaning-bearing elements runs counter to sclection rules and in

pragmatically deviant texts semantically correct utterances do not fit into any imaginable situation.’
(Papcgaay and Schubert, p. 192.)

'*7 John Lyons, Semantics (Cambridge: CUP, 1977), p. 117.
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Noam Chomsky distinguishes grammaticalness from meaningfulness:

‘Grammar 1s best formulated as a self-contained study independent of semantics. In

particular, the notion of grammaticalness cannot be identified with meaningfulness.*'®®

Lyons (1977) raises ‘corngibility’ as a criterion to distinguish between

grammatical unacceptability and collocational (lexical) unacceptability.'® Frank R.

Palmer, too, uses this criterion to distinguish between these two kinds of oddity..110

Chomsky introduces the notion of ‘acceptability’ and contrasts 1t with

111

grammaticalness (or well-formedness).”” He considers ‘grammaticalness’ a ‘far more

important notion’. However, Robin Lakofl completely rejects 1t (e,
grammaticalness) as ‘neither necessary nor possible within a coherent linguistic

theory’:

198 Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (The Hague, the Netherlands: Mouton, 1957), p. 106.

9% Sec Lyons, pp. 379-384.

"0 <1f a grammatical rule is broken, we can, and usually will, correct the sentence while if the sentence

conforins to no gramunatical rules we simply rule 1t out as gibberish. Where, however, the deviance
lies 1n the collocational (sclectional) restrictions, 1.e. 1s lexical, we shall usually try to make sense of
the sentence by looking for a context in which it might be used, for we would normally assume that
collocations imply semantic compatibility. For instance, “John drinks fish” might scem to be deviant,
until we think about fish soup, and it 1s by no means difhicult to find a poetic interpretation (or even
possibly a scientific one) for “The water 1s fragile.” * (Frank R. Palmer, Semantics (2nd ed.)
(Cambridge: CUP, 1981), p. 134.)

"' “Let us usc the term “acceptable” to refer to utterances that are perfectly natural and immediately

comprehensible without paper-and-pencil analysis, and in no way bizarre or outlandish. Obviously,
acceptability will be a matter of degree, along various dimensions. [...]°

“The notion “acceptable” 1s not to be confused with “grammatical”. Acceptability is a concept
that belongs to the study of performance, where grammaticalness belongs to the study of competence.
[...] Like acceptability, grammaticalness is no doubt, a matter of degree (cf. Chomsky, 1955, 1957,
1961), but the scales of grammaticalness and acceptability do not coincide. Grammaticalness is only
one of many factors that interact to dctermine acceptability. Correspondingly, although onc might
propose various opcrational tests for acccptability, i1t is unlikely that a necessary and sufficient
operational criterion might be invented for the much more abstract and far more important notion of

grammaticalness.” (Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Massachusetts: The MIT Press,
1965), pp. 10-11.)
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Another way to view the grammatical/acceptability distinction 1s to say that
grammaticality 1s a special case of acceptability. A sentence 1s grammatical if
it 1s acceptable according to purely linguistic criteria. Grammaticality is
acceptability short of social and psychological differentiations. Then 1t seems
fairly apparent that grammaticality is a very highly specialized and not
terribly useful concept, outstde the realm of strictly autonomous syntax. As
soon as we concur that autonomous syntax is not a viable level of analysis
(as various works written in the last ten years have, I feel, conclusively

proved), we see that a separate notion of grammaticality is neither necessary

nor possible within a coherent linguistic theory.'"”

The difference between these two terms and concepts: “well-formedness’ and
‘acceptability’ is that the former belongs to a model of ‘abstract’ language devoid of
its social context and its real users, that is, the Chomskian model of language as
‘competence’. This notion is criticised by linguists who study language in its real
context, those who do not isolate language from its users. They, who study the
‘performance’ of language, prefer to use ‘acceptability’ as a necessary concept to
describe a ‘natural’ usage of language.

Van Dijk talks of ‘theoretical’ versus ‘real’ properties of utterances as
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grammaticalness vs. acceptability. "~ Beaugrande and Dressler compare these two

opposing attitudes and, quoting Lambek, distinguish grammaticality f{rom

acceptability.'

" Robin Lakoff, ‘You say what you are: Acceptability and Gender-related Language’, 1n

Acceptability in Language, c¢d. by Sidney Greenbaum (The Hague: Mouton, 1977), pp. 73-85 (pp.
75-76).

'3 Teun A. van Dijk, ‘Acceptability in Context’, in Acceptability in Language, ed. by Sidnecy
Greenbaum (The Hague: Mouton, 1977), pp. 39-61 (p. 39).

' «Lambek (1961: 167) sarcastically pointed out the disparity of attitudes: “At one extreme there are

those who call every utterance a sentence. [...] At the other extreme there are those who would declare
cannibalism ungrammatical on the grounds that ‘man’ does not belong to the class of food-nouns.”
Lambek 1s addressing two opposed outlooks on language study: (a) the insistence on actually occurring
grammatical data as all belonging to the language, and (b) the belief that a grammar can specify all
possible relationships independently of actual occurrences. To mediate betwecen these opposites, 1t has
become customary to distinguish between grammaticality (what is stipulated by an abstract grammar)
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In judging whether a sentence or an utterance is well-formed or not, an

informant uses his imagination. This is put by Levelt et al. as follows:

If one asks an informant how he performs the judgement task, a usual
answer 15 something like: ‘I try to imagine a situation in which the phrase or
sentence can be said.” The informant seems to ‘use’ imagery in answering
the grammaticality or acceptability question: he tries to find a cognitive,

preferably visual, context in which the sentence could make sense.'"”
Linguistics owes much to George Lakoff for the inclustion of presupposition

into his grammar, called ‘fuzzy grammar’.''® Lakoff provides a few sentences such as,

(15) (a) My uncle realizes that I’'m a lousy cook.'"’

My cat

My goldfish
My frying pan
[...]

Then, he discusses the possibility of their being considered as acceptable by

some people. Finally he concludes: ‘One’s judgement of the well-formedness of

and acceptability (what is actually accepted in communication).” (Robert-Alain de Beaugrande and
Wolfgang Ulrich Dressler, Introduction to Text Linguistics (London: Longman, 1981), pp. 129-130.)

"> W.JM. Levelt et al., ‘Grammaticality, Paraphrase and Imagery’, in Acceptability in Language, ed.
by Sidney Greenbaum (The Hague: Mouton, 1977), pp. 87-101 (p. 89).

' [ Iérmann describes Lakoff’s approach as follows:

‘Lakoff (1971b) maintains that any discussion of well-formedness has to include presuppositions about
“the nature of the world”, The type of inclusions, he says, depends on linguistic competence, whereas
the actual judgements about well-formcdness relative to extralinguistic knowledge are vested in
performance. According to Lakoff, a grammar ought to generate not only descriptions of sentences but
pairs (P, S) which consist of the presupposition P relative to which S i1s granunatical. While
welcoming Lakoff’s attempt to bring the notion of grammaticality closer to that of the intelligibility of
the world, we still miss the necessary psychological treatment of presupposition.” (H. Hérmann, 7o
Mean to Understand: Problems of Psychological Semantics, trans. by DB.A. Tankowsk: (Berlin:

Springer-Verlag, 1981), p. 140.)

''7 George LakofT, ‘Presupposition and Relative Well-formedness’, in Semantics: an Interdisciplinary

Reader in Philosophy, Linguistics and Psychology, ed. by Danny D. Steinberg and Leon A. Jakowits
(Cambridge: CUP, 1971), pp. 329-340 (p. 332).
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sentences seems to vary with one’s beliefs or assumptions. [...] Judgements of well-

formedness depend on extralinguistic factors.”'”® He proposes a model of grammar

where S (a sentence) 1s paired with P (presupposition) relative to which S is

considered well-formed.'"” Thus, Lakoff believes that extralinguistic factors affect

only judgements of deviance (semantic oddity), but not those of grammatical well-
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formedness.”” By mtroducing the notion of °‘degree of well-formedness’ in his

grammar, he tries to bridge the gap between the theoretical well-formedness and the

pragmatic acceptability of expressions.

In Fuzzy grammar (a model of grammar proposed by Lakoff (1973), the
well-formedness of sentences i1s viewed as a scale ranging from |1
(completely well-formed) to 0 (completely ill-formed), rather than the
standard dichotomy of well-formed/ill-formed. The degree of well-
formedness of a sentence depends on the rules which have applied in its
dertvation. Thus a rule in Fuzzy grammar will have associated with 1t a rule
function defining the degree of well-formedness of its output. The degree of
well-formedness depends on the rule involved and on factors entering into
the rule. It 1s claimed that ‘hierarchies’ or ordering relations exist within
factors and that these hierarchies will be largely constant from speaker to
speaker. However, difterent speakers will have different acceptability

thresholds.'”

"8 1bid., pp. 332-33.

''> *Suppose that S is well-formed only relative to PR. Then a speaker will make certain judgements

about the well-formedness or ill-formedness of S which will vary with his extralinguistic knowledge.
If the presuppositions of PR do not accord with his factual knowledge, cultural background, or beliefs
about the world, then he may judge S to be “odd”, “strange”, “deviant”, “‘ungrammatical”, or simply
i}l-formed relative to his own presuppositions about the nature of the world. Thus, extralinguistic
factors very often enter in judgements of well-formedness. This is a matter of performance. The
linguistic competence underlying this is the ability of a speaker to pair scntcnces with the
presuppositions relative to which they are well-formed.” (Ibid., pp. 329-330.)

"% «Extralinguistic factors do not affect grammatical well-formedness, a notion from the theory of

competence which is defined only for (PR, S) pairs; such factors do affect judgements of deviance,
which concems performance, i.e., the use of a sentence in a given context. The failurc to observe this

distinction has led to considerable confusion in the past decade.” (Ibid., p. 337.)

'l B. A. Mohan, ‘Acceptability Testing and Fuzzy Grammar’, in Acceptability in Language, cd. by
Sidney Greenbaum (The Hague: Mouton, 1977), pp. 133-148 (p. 134).
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B. Traditional Views of Translation: Fluency and Beauty

The history of traditional translation theory was a continual rehashing of the same
faithful (literal, formal) versus free theoretical distinction and connecting ‘beauty’ and

‘fluency’ to free translation and ‘ugliness’ and ‘strangeness’ to faithful translation.

In the pre-hnguistic period of writing on translation, which may be said to
date from Cicero through St. Jerome, Luther, Dryden, Tytler, Herder,
Goethe, Schleiermacher, Buber, Ortega y Gasset, not to say Savory, opinion
swung between literal and free, faithful and beautiful, exact and natural
translation, depending on whether the bias was to be in favour of the author

or the reader, the source or the target language of the text.'*’

George Steiner says, ‘the theory of translation, certainly, since the seventeenth
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century, almost nvariably divides the topic into three classes.” ™ A famous triple

scheme of this sort is the one put forth by Dryden. Here is Steiner’s summary of

Dryden’s views:

The true road for the translator lies neither through metaphrase (word-for-
word translation) nor imutation (free translation). It is that of paraphrase or
‘translation with latitude’, where the author 1s kept in view by the translator,
so as never to be lost, but hus words are not so strictly followed as his sense,

and that too is admitted to be amplified, but not altered.'**

Thus, Dryden chose a middie way to compromise between the literal and free
methods of translation. This muddle way for Tytler is a ‘good translation’ that is
attainable through the ‘union of ease with fidelity’. Writing the first book on the
principles of translation (1790), Alexander F. Tytler (i.e. Lord Woodhouselee)

describes the qualities of a good translation as follows:

‘%2 Newmark 1981, p. 38.

'*> George Steiner, After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1975), p. 253.

‘24 Ibid., pp. 255-256.
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I would describe a good translation to be, that, in which the merit of the
original work 1s so completely transfused into another language, as to be as

distinctly apprehended, and as strongly felt, by a native of the country to
which that language belongs, as it is by those who speak the language of the
original work.

Now, supposing this description to be a just one, which I think it is, let
us examune what are the laws of translation which may be deduced from it. It
will follow:

A. That the translation should give a complete transcript of ideas of
the original work.

B. That the style and manner of writing should be of the same
character with that of the original.

C. That the translation should have all the ease of the original
composition.'®

He describes the last quality or requisite of a good translation — the ‘ease of
the original expression’ — as the most difficult part of the translator’s task. Then

comparing the translator’s task with that of a painter, he implies that a good

translation requires an artistic ‘union of ease with fidelity’.'* ‘Ease of the original

expression’, Tytler’s term for the concept of ‘naturalness’, was an improvement over
‘beauty’ and could describe the concept of ‘naturalness’ much better. His description
of ‘ease/naturalness’ and particularly his notion of the ‘union of ease with fidelity’
have strongly influenced translation theorists during the last two centuries

Tytler believes that the ‘composttton’ (language) produced by adopting ‘the
literal mode of translation’ abounds in ‘barbarism, solecisms, and grammatical

inaccuracy’; and such mode ‘gives us obscure and unintelligible sentiments, conveyed

'> Alexander F. Tytler, Essay on the Principles of Translation (London: Dent, 1962 (1790)), pp. 8-9.

' Tbid., pp. 112~113.
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in barbarous terms and constructions, irreconcilable to the rules of the language in

which he uses them.’'?’

Like Tytler, Barnstone talks of the ‘fidelity to beauty in the original’,'*® he also

beheves that when the beauty of the form is ignored, the translation becomes

‘gibberish’ and unattractive.'” Discussing the faithfulness and freedom of the

translator, he prescribes ‘clear and beautiful’ writing as ‘one enduring ethical principle

in literary translation’,'

C. Linquistics-based Translation Theories: Naturalness

The linguistics-based translation theorists mixed traditional views with new findings of
modern hnguistics in the 20th century in order to provide a ‘scientific’ nature for their
theories.

The ‘qualities of a good translation’ that were put forth by Tytler have been
retamned up to the present time in some books written on translation. The third quality,
"ease of original composition’ or ‘ease of expression’, to use Tytler’s words, has given
Its way to a new term, that 1s, ‘naturalness’. Bamwell, writing on Bible translation,

enlists the three most important qualities of a good translation as follows:

T Tbid., pp. 67-68.
'%® Barnstone, p. 269.

'22 Ibid., p. 230.

0 “After the moral slogans of discipline, the debate over faith and freedom, there remains one

cndunng cthical principle 1n literary translation: the true cthical task of the translator is to be a good
writer, to produce a work that is clear and beautiful, however close or distant the inspiring source
voice.” (Ibid., p. 261.)
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1) Accuracy — Correct exegesis of the source message, and transfer
of the meaning of that message as exactly as possible into the receptor

language.

2) Clarity — There may be several different ways of expressing an idea
— choose the way which ordinary people will understand.

3) Naturalness — 1t is important to use the natural form of the
receptor language if the translation is to be effective and acceptable. A

translation should not sound foreign. "'

Newmark expounds these qualities, especially naturalness, in an elaborate way:

For all texts (except the ones you know are ‘odd’ or badly written but
authoritative, innovatory or ‘special’, e.g., where a writer has a peculiar way
of writing which has to be reproduced, [...]) for the vast majority of texts,
you have to ensure:

(a) that your translation makes sense;

(b) that it reads naturally, that it is written in ordinary language, the
common grammar, 1dioms and words that meet that kind of situation.
Normally, you can only do this by temporarily disengaging yourself from the

SL text, by reading your own translation as though no original existed.'*

Newmark outlines the translation ‘standards of excellence’ that can be

‘determuned only through the informed discussion of experts or exceptionally

intelligent laymen’'”’ in translation evaluation as follows:

After mustakes have been ‘proved’ by reference to encyclopaedias and
dictionaries, experts have to rely on their intuition and taste in preferring one
of two or three good translattons of a sentence or paragraph. [...] The main
matters under dispute may be whether the translator has understood the
tone, the writer’s attitude towards the information presented. [...] Further,
the experts, the third readers, have to decide intuitively whether the text is
natural ("Would one actually see that on the printed page?’), with the

! Katherine Bamnwell, Introduction to Semantics and Translation (Horseleys Green, England:

Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1980), p. 15.

132 Peter Newmark, A Textbook of Translation (London: Prentice Hall International, 1988), pp. 24-25.

133 Newmark 1981, p. 8.
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proviso that they first agree what kind of printed page they are talking about.
In the case of ‘expressive’ writing the criterion is: ‘would he write that?’'**

He also describes ‘three points of reference’ in translation criticism:
I- the readers’ concept of natural usage or social language (naturalness),
2- the lmnguistic differences between the target language and the original

(accuracy),

3- checking the translation and with it the original in relation to the truth, the

material facts, and moral and aesthetic principles'”, so that the translation is evaluated

as an independent freestanding work. (Basically non-linguistic)'*°

However, he rejects the generality of ‘naturalness’. Although he asserts that it

IS an ‘appropriate’ criterion for some translations, he also adds that it can be

‘irrelevant’ for others.'”’

Translation theorists such as Nida and Taber believe that the best translation
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should not sound like a translation.”” Among a scries of polar distinctions raised by

Nida and Taber there is ‘naturalness’ as opposed to ‘formal correspondence’.*’ They

also mtroduce ‘dynamic equivalence’ as opposed to ‘formal correspondence’.

4 1bid., p. 18.

> In a recent interview with Motarjem (‘The Translator”), an Iranian Journal of Translation, Peter

Newmark explains the third critenion as referring to ‘the facts and truth of the original text’ and ‘moral
valucs generally related to human nights that are reflected in the words chosen by the translator’.
(Muhammad Shahba, ‘Interview with Peter Newmark’, Motarjem (‘The Translator”), 29 (1999), 17—
26 (pp. 18-19).)

% Peter Newmark, About Translation (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 1991), p. 163.

Y Tbid., p. 39.

'** Nida and Taber, p. 13.

¥ 1bid., p. 14.
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Therefore, one may conclude that there is a high correlation between naturalness and

dynamuc equivalence. As Nida puts it,

A translation of dynamic equivalence aims at complete naturalness of
expression, and tries the receptor to modes of behaviour relevant within the
context of his own culture; it does not insist that he understand the cultural
pattems of the source-language context in order to comprehend the

message. ' *

Catford states that there is merely a relative formal correspondence between
languages, and considers the notion of formal correspondence a useful one in the
discussion related to theory of translation.'*! He also contrasts formal correspondence

with ‘textual equivalence’.'¥

Beekman and Callow connect their concept of ‘naturalness’ with the concept
of ‘ease’ developed by Tytler: ‘The ease with which a message will be understood

depends on the naturalness of structure, and such naturalness of structure is assured
by the importance the speaker or writer places upon his message.’'*’ Like Tytler, they
compare the level of naturalness in the receptor language with that of the original.

“The naturalness of the translation and the ease with which it is understood should be

comparable to the naturalness of the original and to the ease with which the recipients

of the original documents understood them.’'*

' Eugene A. Nida, Toward a Science of Translating (Leiden: Bnll, 1964), p. 159.

'“! John C. Catford, A Linguistic Theory to Translation (London: OUP, 1965), §104 and § 304.
"2 Ibid., § 1034.

'} Beekman and Callow, p. 39.

4 1bid., p. 34.



Approaches to Naturalness 54
They introduce a new concept: ‘the dynamics of the original’ and a new type
of fidelity: the ‘dynamic fidelity’ in order to incorporate ‘naturalness’ as part of

fidelity to the original;

A translation which transfers the meaning and the dynamics of the original
text 1s to be regarded as a faithful translation. [...] The expression, the
dynamics, means that (1) the translation makes a natural use of the linguistic
structures of the RL and that (2) the recipients of the translation understand

the message with ease. '’

Beekman and Callow distinguish between ‘naturalness’ and ‘familiar

information”.'* Following this argument, Mildred L. Larson stresses that ‘new

information’ can be expressed in a ‘natural and clear manner’.'"’

. . . . 4
E. A. Gutt offers a critical review of views on naturalness.'* He surveys the

views of Beekman and Callow on naturalness and ‘idiomatic translation’ and criticises

them for overlooking the significant role of context.'’

"> Ibid., p. 34.

148 “The dynamics of the translation are not dependent on familiar information. New information can

be presented in a dynamic form. It 1s often said that a translation should not sound like a translation at
all. This statement applies to the manner in which the information is communicated but not to the
matter which 1s communicated. Thus, the images used in live figurcs (parables, allegoncs,
ilustrations, and similitudes) need not be replaced by substitutes to attain meaningfulness even though
to do so would clothe the message in familiar terms and make it more immediately relevant to some
particular scgment of socicty.” (Ibid., p. 41.)

" Mildred L. Larson, Meaning-Based Translation: a Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence

(Lanham: Umversity Press of Amenica, 1984), p. 430.

"% It is claimed at times in the literature that a good translation should read not like a translation at all,

but like a target-language original. Usually this merely expresses the requirement that in terms of
style, or naturalness of expression, a translation should be indistinguishable from a receptor language
original. Hlowever, at times this claim reflects the idea that there are instances of translation where the
translated text 1s intended to function like a target language original. (Gutt, p. 45.)

' “Let us tum to the claim that idiomatic translations should resemble the onginal in its “dynamics”.

[...] They (Beekman and Callow 1974) point out that some allowance needs to be made for problems
caused by differences in language and culture: “Such a comparison of the dynamics of the original
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The opposite of naturalness is ‘lack of naturalness’ which is more tangible and
discernible. Providing some examples indicating ‘lack of naturalness’, Beekman and

Callow try to define 1t as follows:

Basically, lack of naturalness in form means that the translation does not
“flow” 1n a normal way. It may be stilted and jerky; it may have “too much

crammed” 1nto too few sentences; or it may emphasize the wrong things and

not emphasize the right ones.

Then they further explain,

Lack of naturalness in form is not simply a matter of sounding a bit stilted,
or heavy, or obscure. It can readily lead to distortions of the message itself;

so that lack of dynamuc fidelity may pass into lack of fidelity to the

meaning.

A concept related to unnaturalness is that of ‘clash’ — the explicit instances

of unnaturalness. Beekman and Callow distinguish between three types of clash:

grammatical, collocational and cultural clashes that correspond to syntactic, semantic

and pragmatic ill-formedness in linguistics. >

Gutt maintains that the ‘relevance’ principle can account for unnaturalness:

with that of a translation must bear 1n mind that the message may have been casier for the original
recipients to understand because Greek was the language of both writers and readers, and they shared
the same or similar cultures” (Beekman and Callow 1974: 34). Yect they do not consider thesc
differences as scrious obstacles that might invahdate the demand for naturalness and ease of
comprehension of the translated text because the writers [...], “wrote to be understood™: “[...] On the
other hand, the message was not dependent upon these local advantages since the writers were not
penning abstract theses or obscure philosophies but had a very practical aim in view; they wrote to be
understood.” (Beckman and Callow 1974: 34.)) This statement reveals a significant lack of
appreciation of the crucial role that context plays in communication: 1t seems to strongly imply that
there is a way of “writing to be understood” that is independent of differences in contextual
assumptions, such as ansc from historical, cultural and other differences.” (Ibid., pp. 90-91.)

'>° Beekman and Callow, p. 42.

blbid., p. 44.

152 See Beekman and Callow, p. 162.
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I believe that many instances of ‘unnaturalness’ in translation can be
accounted for in terms of inconsistency with the principle of relevance, if

both processing effort and contextual effects are considered.'*

Translation theories, particularly linguistics-based approaches to translation,

have always discussed and questioned the validity of (the extreme versions of) two

opposite approaches to, or methods of] translation: i.e., literal vs. free."”* Beaugrande

and Dressler, for example, question the success of an unduly literal or an unduly free

translation. The former may create an ‘awkward or even unintelligible’ text while the

latter may ‘cause the original text to disintegrate and disappear altogether’.'™

These methods are widely considered as two extremes or opposing polarities
and usually rejected. Along with this rejection, translation theorists try to introduce
and describe an in-between proper method.

Some theorists have tried to cut through this conflict between literal and free
approaches to translation and put an end to discussions between advocates of literal

translation and those adhering to free translation by introducing an overriding

principle of translation: the determining role of the reader, and the equivalent effect',

1.e. to produce the same eftect on the readership of the translation as was obtained on

the readership of the original. Newmark puts it in the following way:

Since the nse of modern linguistics, and anticipated by Tytler in 1790,
Larbaud, Belloc, Knox and Rieu, the general emphasis, supported by
communication-theornists as well as by non-literary translators, has been
placed on the reader — on informing the reader effectively and

' Gutt, p. 116.
134 See footenote 122.

> Beaugrande and Dressler 1981, p. 216.

> Nida and Taber (1969) call it ‘dynamic equivalence’.
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appropnately, notably in Nida, Firth, Koller and the Leipzig School. [...]

Koller (1972) has stated that the equivalent-effect principle of translation is
tending to rule out all others particularly the predominance of any formal

elements such as word or structure.'®’

However, Newmark thinks it (1.e., equivalent effect on the target reader) is
‘llusory’, and believes that the old opposition between ‘emphasis on source and

target language’ will persist as ‘an overriding problem’ in translation theory and

practice.””® In order to narrow this gap, like Beekman and Callow (1974), Newmark

differentiates among different levels or degrees of literal or free methods of translating
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by developing and describing up to eight types of translation.””” He describes them

elaborately 1n his book ‘4 Textbook of Translation’ (1988) and puts them in the form

of a flattened V diagram as follows:

___“SL emphasis _ TL emphasis
Word-for-word translation Adaptation
Literal translation Free translation
Faithful translation Idiomatic translation
Semantic translation Communicative translation’'*

Commenting on these methods, he remarks:

I should first say that only semantic and communicative translation fulfil the
two main aims of translatton, which are first accuracy, and second, economy:.
[...] In general, a semantic translation is written at the author’s linguistic

37 Newmark 1081, p. 38.
158 Newmark 1981, p. 38.
"*? Sec Newmark 1981, pp. 38—40 and 1988, pp. 45-8.

"% Newmark 1988, p. 45.



Approaches to Naturalness 58

level, a communicative at the readership’s. Semantic translation is used for
‘expressive’ texts, communicative for ‘informative’ and ‘vocative’ texts.'®

Newmark believes that ‘communicative’ method makes a translation ‘more

natural’, and ‘semantic’ translation causes ‘clash’.'®

Literal translation, especially highly literal type or word-for-word translation,

has often been considered to be the source of ‘translationese’. Nida and Taber remark

that ‘in some instances translators have actually tried to ‘remake’ a language.’'®® They

call this artificial language ‘translationese’ and believe that it is caused by formal

fidelity:

A good translation of the Bible must not be a ‘cultural translation’. Rather, it
1S a ‘linguistic translation’. Nevertheless, this does not mean that it should
exhibit in 1ts grammatical and stylistic forms any trace of awkwardness or
strangeness. That i1s to say, it should studiously avoid ‘translationese’ —

formal fidelity, with resulting unfaithfulness to the content and the impact of

64
the message.’

Describing ‘translationese’, Steiner states that the translator who adopts ‘strict
literalism’ produces an ‘interlingua’, ie. texts made up of unchecked ‘lexical
transfers’, of ‘grammatical hybrids’ that belong neither to the source nor to the target

language; he denounces such translation as ‘Greek English’ or ‘the slipshod farrago of

. . 165
franglais .

%1 1bid., p. 47.

'%2 Newmark 1991, p. 166.
'> Nida and Taber, p. 4.
%4 Ibid., p. 13.

%> Steiner, pp. 316.
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»

Alan Duff, in hus book Third Language, calls such ‘an English of no place and

no time’ ‘a third language’ and ‘a hybrid of French and English’.'® He also rejects

this ‘third language’ and attributes it to ‘the influence of the source language’."®’

The traditional views use ‘beauty’, ‘fluency’, and ‘ease of expression’, and
hinguistics-based translation theorists use ‘naturalness’ and ‘idiomaticity’ to refer to
the same concept. They consider ‘ease of the original expression’, ‘fluency’, or
‘naturalness as a cnterion of a good translation and reject ‘strangeness’,
‘translationese’, or ‘hybndity’ for which they blame the literal (or word-for-word
method of) translation and interference from the source language. Neither of them
discusses the political implications of ‘naturalness’ explicitly though some scholars in

the field of the Bible translation have mentioned the importance of ‘naturalness’ in

disseminating the Word of God in other cultures.'®®

D. Cultural Approaches: Foreignisation versus Domestication

In contrast, Venut’s recent influential approach advocates a cultural view of

translation. He arrays a set of dichotomies dividing translation theory into two

approaches: on the one hand, ‘foreignization’,'” ‘resistance’, ‘translator’s visibility’,
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Alan Duft, The Third Language: Recurrent Problems of Translation into English (Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1981), pp. 12 and 116.

"“TIbid., p. 116.
%8 For example, see Nida and Taber 1969.

' It seems that the Russian Formalism has inspired Venuti to devisc his theory of ‘foreignization’. As

Gentzler hints 1t; he talks about a concept that Translation Studies scholars have borrowed from
Russian Formalism: ‘defamiliarization’:

‘Borrowing another aspect of Russian Formalism, perhaps its best known and most easily
cmbraced principle — the defamiliarization (ostranenie) device — Translation Studics scholars
attempt to measure the text’s relation to its tradition. Because they did not inflate the valuc of
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and ‘archaizing’ tilting towards the author and the source text, and on the other hand,
‘domestication’, ‘submussion’, ‘fluency’, ‘translator’s invisibility’ and ‘transparency’
privileging the target culture and readers. He prefers and takes sides with the first
translation method; however, it may not be accepted by the dominant trend in Anglo-
American culture.

Venut: defines ‘fluency’ and ‘transparency’ as two features related to the
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‘hegemonic classes’ in the Anglo-American culture.’™ He further relates ‘fluency’

with the ‘ethnocentric violence of domestication’.'” He defines ‘transparency’ and

describes 1t as an ‘illusionistic effect’:

Transparency occurs only when the translation reads fluently, when there are
no awkward phrasings, unidiomatic constructions or confused meanings,
when clear syntactical connections and consistent pronouns create
intelligibihity for the reader. When the translation is a poem in free verse,
varied rhythms that avoid jogtrot meters are needed to give the language a
conversational quality, to make it sound natural. [...] These formal
techniques reveal that transparency is an illusionistic effect: it depends on the
translator’s work with language, but it hides this work, even the very
presence of language, by suggesting that the author can be seen in the

translation, that in it the author speaks in his or her own voice.'”

He believes that ‘submission’ to ‘fluency’ and ‘domestication’ can best describe the

English-language translation theory and practice that he disapproves.'”

the content, meaning, or original 1dea of a work, Russian Formalists could focus on aspects that
did not conform and made the text special, different, and especially strange.” (Gentzler, p. 79.)

79 See Venuti, p. 43.
17 Ibid., p. 61.
"2 1bid., p. 286.

'3 *The theory and practice of English-language translation [...] has been dominated by submission, by

flucnt domestication, at least since Dryden. [...] English-language translators have let their choice of
foreign texts and their development of translation strategies conform to dominant cultural values in
English, and among thesc values transparent discourse has prevailed, even if in varying forms.” (Ibid.,
p. 309.)
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Other Translation Studies scholars have also discussed the phenomenon of
‘domestication’ or ‘acculturation’ in translation. For example, Bassnett and Lefevere

introduce the concept of ‘analogy’ that leads to ‘the obliteration of differences

between cultures and the texts they produce’ in a democratic way.'™ Piotr Kuhiwczak

uses the concept of ‘appropriation’ to refer to the process of ‘domestication’.'”

Some scholars put more emphasis on the political nature of ‘domestication’
(or ‘naturalness’). Douglas Robinson, for instance, records that for foreignisers,
‘assimilative’/‘domesticating’ translation is a ‘primary tool of empire’.'” Niranjana
considers ‘colonal discourse’ to be what the Western translation theorists called

‘natural’ language.'”’

'™ *The most obvious form of negotiation between textual and conceptual grids is that of analogy; it is

also the most superficial onc, and the one that leads, incvitably, to the obhiteration of differences
between cultures and the texts they produce. Analogy 1s the casy way in negotiations between cultures,
precisely because it slants the culture of ongin toward the receiving culture, whosc prestige 1s
perceived to be so much greater. But 1t need not be the only way.’ (Bassnett and Lefevere 1998, p. 7.)

'"> See Piotr Kuhiwezak, ‘Translation as Appropriation: the Case of Milan Kundera’s The Joke’, in

Translation, History and Culture, ed. by Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (London: Routledge,
1990), pp. 118-130.

'"® “The driving idea behind this set of assumptions is that assimilative or domesticating translation,

which used to be called “sense-for-sense” translation, 1s a primary tool of empire insofar as it
cncourages colonial powers (or, more generally the “stronger” or “hegemonic” cultures) to translatc
foreign texts into their own terms, thus eradicating cultural differences and creating a bufferzone of
assimilated “sameness” around them. Members of hegemonic cultures are therefore never exposed to
true difference, for they are strategically protected from the disturbing experience of the foreign-
protected not only through assimilative translations but also through five-star hotcls in third-world
countries, and the like. Members of penpheralized cultures in tum are forced to “write for
translation”, to preshape their cultural expressions to meet hegemonic expectations. In this way
diversity 1s gradually leached out of the world, and we are all immeasurably impoverished.” (Douglas

Robinson, Translation and Empire: Postcolonial Theories Explained (Manchester: St. Jerome, 1997),
p. 109.)

'"7 ‘European translations of Indian texts prepared for a Western audience provided the “educated”

Indian with a whole range of Orientalist images. [...}] English education also familiarised the Indian

with ways of seeing, techniques of translation, or modes of representation that came to be accepted as
“natural.” (Nitranjana 1992, p. 31)
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Anthony Pym relates some criticism of ‘naturalness’:

Some translation theories turn this technocratic evasion into an incipient
morality, finding in “natural” language a kind of universal common ground
to be attained and retained. Such 1s the paradise targeted by Nida’s “closest
natural equivalence” (1959: 33) and, more belligerently, by Newmark’s
campaign against jargon, pretension and superficially asymmetric
discrimmation. |...]

There have been numerous outcries against naturalness of language.
One of the loudest came from Roland Barthes, who bluntly declared the

apparently democratic tongue to be not only undemocratic but qute simply
fascist, since “fascism does not prohibit the saying of things; it obliges things
to be said” [...] Missionary-translators may simularly suffer from a lack of
neutrality, since in many languages God must be either male or female, and

natural common ground is hard to find.'”

- Also, Robinson notices that the post-colonial foreignisers seek a ‘remedy’ to
the problem — created by domestication — of levelling the diversity between
cultures: ‘The remedy to this situation, for the post-colonial foreignizers, 1s a mode of

translation designed to retain and assert difference and diversity by sticking closely to

the contours of the source text.”'” Niranjana also expresses a preference for the

foreignisation strategy and ‘heterogeneity’ over ‘homogeneity’.'*

‘Foreignisation’ has been cnticised from different perspectives and for various

reasons. Lefevere disapproves of the use of Schieiermacher’s model for modem

‘The “scholarly” discourses, of which literary translation 1s conceptually emblematic, help maintain
the dominance of the colonial rule that endorses them through the interpellation of its “subjects.” The
colonial subject is constituted through a process of “othering” that involves a teleological notion of
history, which views the knowledge and ways of life 1in the colony as distorted or immature versions of

what can be found in “normal” or Western socicty.” (Niranjana 1992, p. 11.)

7 : .
'"® However, Pym continues to answer such criticism, ‘And yet Barthes managed to express amorous

scntiments 1n fragments of beautiful French; and Bible translators manage to translate. [...]’

‘The tongue 1s neither naturally neutral nor a fascist conspiracy. The neutral ground sought
by democratic ethics can be expressed in language, but 1ts expression requires work, transformation
and creation, be 1t by the translator or by the discontent author.” (Anthony Pym, Translation and Text
Transfer (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang GmbH, 1992), pp. 161-162.)

'”? Robinson, p. 109.
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translations, because ‘Schleiermacher and some of his contemporaries produced their
translations not for the monolingual reader who has no access whatsoever to the

oniginal, but rather for the educated reader who was able to read original and

translation side by side.”'*!

There 1s an important controversy brought about by Venuti. He rejects

‘fluency’ by associating it with ‘aristocratic literary culture’ and ‘hegemonic classes’,

in other words, with elitism.'** At the same time, his ‘foreignising’ strategy produces

a kind of translation appropriate for ‘a limited readership, an educated elite’.'™ It is

certain that when a translation ‘submits to fluency’, to use Venuti’s terminology, the
scope of the readership expands; that 1s, the number of readers who are able and

willing to read such a passage increases. However, if we believe that only a hmited

readership, a highly educated elite, should read or have the right to read literature,'®

then we can make our composition as unintelligible and as strange as we like. A

{ranslation may follow a foreignising strategy; however, as critics record, such a

translation may not gain acceptance with the receptors and the receptor culture.'™

**9 Niranjana, p. 120.
! André Lefevere, ed., Translation/ History/ Culture (London: Routledge, 1992b), p. 5.
'*2 Venuti, p. 43.

'83 Ibid., p. 101.

'** This view that ‘literaturc is an exclusive right of the clite’ might have been acceptable when

cducation was not available to the public and the printing machine was not yct invented. At that time,
onc might think that common people did not have access to literature, so it was not necessary to write
In a manner to be understood by ordinary pecople. Still, this seemingly acceptable view is also
debatable sincc 1n many cultures lilcrature (poctry, plays, etc.) was written to be recad orally or
performed on the stage for the ordinary people who could not rcad themsclves.

'*> Venuti himself reports the pitiful fate of those who rejected ‘fluency’ and advocated foreignising
strategy. (Venuty, p. 309.)
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Another type of criticism of ‘foreignisation’ is the total rejection of
polarisation between ‘foreignisation versus domestication’. Robinson rejects the
distinction between ‘foreignising’ and ‘domesticating’ a text, for being based on a
‘naive linguistics’; he maintains that ‘there are infimte varieties of “familiarity” or

“ordmarnness” 1n a language’ that ‘certainly do not all imprison their users in

hegemonic or colonial prison cells of the mind’.'*® This type of criticism (or rejection

of dichotomues) will be expounded and discussed 1n detail 1n the next chapter.

This ‘resistance’ towards ‘domestication’ and attempt to impose ‘foreignness’
on the target language or revival of the original text and culture can be criticised for
different reasons. Firstly, ‘resistance’ against the dominant domestic cultural values,

or against the ‘domestication’ or repression of foreign cultures does not necessarily

require the production of any translationese or unnatural language since naturalness

Also, Piotr Kuhiwcezak provides a historical fact regarding Byron’s translations into Slavic
languagcs:

‘Polish, Czech and Russian scholars have produced detailed bibliographical lists of all Byron
translations, only to acknowledge that almost none of these carly cflorts have survived as literary texts.
The translations which have survived are those in which Byron was domesticated, and was ablc to
cnter the blood-stream of national literatures.” (Piotr Kuhiwczak, ‘Translation and National Canons:
Slav Perceptions of English Romanticism’, in Translating literature, ed. by Susan Bassnett
(Cambridge: Brewer, 1997), pp. 80-94 (p. 84).)

Kuhiwczak believes that translated litcrature can survive through the process of ‘appropriation’,
‘adaptation’ or ‘domestication’. In the same vein, Bassnett maintains that “‘For a translation to survive,
it has to cross the boundaries between cultures and enter the hiterature into which it is translated.’
(Susan Bassnett, ‘Intricate Pathways: Observations on Translation and Litcrature’, in Translating
Literature, c¢d. by Susan Bassnett (Cambridge: Brewer, 1997), pp. 1-13 (p. 8).)

'*® “The distinction between “foreignizing” and “‘assimilating’ “domesticating” a text is in any casc

based on a natve linguistics. For post-colonial foreignists, “the familiar” i1s a narrowly circumscnibed
realm of language or culture grounded 1n ruling-class ideology and a blandly repressive “ordinary
language”. To translate into this “familiar” or “ordinary” language 1s always, thercfore, to impose a
hegemonic straitjacket on a text — onc that Venuti calls “fluency” or “invisibility”. But there are
infinite vaneties of “famihiarity” or “ordinanness” in a language, and they certainly do not all imprison
their users in hegemonic or colonial prison cells of the mind. What seecms “famihiar” or “ordinary” or
“fluent” 1s never an intrinsic property of a word or phrase; it is sometimes built up by long usage, so
that 1t may seem intrinsic (though it too can and will change with time), but in other cases it is purcly
situational, so that a ncw coinage, something no one has ever heard, strnikes cveryone present with the
force of nghtness and a new word is born.” (Robinson, p. 111.)
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applies to the manner of expression but not to the matter of information. Secondly

‘naturalness’ is different from ‘familiar’ information’."*’ Thirdly, the language itself is

not naturally ‘a fascist consptracy’. Fourthly, the ‘natural’ use of language is not
exclusive to the hegemonic societies or classes, other societies and underprivileged
classes also prefer ‘naturalness’ to preserve their national culture and language — not

because this tendency has been imposed on them by hegemonic cultures or former
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colonial empires.” Finally ‘paturalness’ in translated (literary) texts as expected by

ordinary readers of literary texts allows some degree of ‘novelty’ or ‘originality’.

E. Empirical Translation Studies: ‘Acceptability as a TL Norm’

Another way of approaching naturalness is through a system of norms. Toury
introduces the concept of ‘norms’ and ‘strategies’ in Descriptive (Empirical)
Translation Studies. As 1t was said in Chapter 1, he divides translational norms into
‘mitial’, ‘primary’ and ‘operational’ ones and considers ‘adequacy’ versus
‘acceptability’ as the mitial norm that the translator chooses as his or her overall

strategy — the basic choice he or she should make.

7 Beekman and Callow say that naturalness is not ‘dependent on familiar information. New

information can be presented in a dynamic form. It 1s often said that a translation should not sound
like a translation at all. This statement applics to the manner in which the information is
communicated but not to the matter which is communicated. Thus, the images used in live figures
(parables, allegonies, illustrations, and similitudes) need not be replaced by substitutes to attain
mecaningfulness even though to do so would clothc the message 1n familiar terms and make it more
immediately relevant to some particular segment of society.” (Beckman and Callow, p. 41.)

'*® Bassnett and Lefevere talk about ‘negotiation between cultures’ in which the slanting of ‘the

culture of origin toward the recerving culture, whose prestige 1s perceived to be so much greater {...}
need not be the only way’. (See Bassnett and Lefevere 1998, p. 7.) André Lefevere gives two reasons
for the tendency to naturalise foreign texts: one is the assumed ‘centrality’ and the other is the
‘homogeneity’ of the target culture. (See Lefevere, 1n Constructing Cultures, p. 14.)
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According to Toury, ‘adequacy’ refers to the necessity of adhering to the

source-language norms and ‘acceptability’ refers to the requirement of subscribing to

the target-language norms.'® As regards the meaning of ‘initial norm’, he explains:

The term “initial norm’ should not be overinterpreted, however. Its initiality
derives from its superordinate over particular norms which pertain to lower,
and therefore more specific levels. The kind of priority postulated here is
basically logical, and need not coincide with any ‘real’, i.e., chronological
order of application. The notion is thus designed to serve first and foremost

as an explanatory tool '

He believes that the initial norm is a cline or continuum having two poles:

‘acceptability’ and ‘adequacy’; and in the translation process there is always a

‘compromuse’ between these two poles; that is, any translation stands somewhere on

this continuum between these two poles.'*!

He distinguishes the acceptability of a translation from acceptability in original

compositions. He also distinguishes ‘acceptability’ from ‘acceptance’ of translated

02
texts.] :

[t 1s advisable to start by studying assumed translations, along with their
constituents, n terms of their acceptability in the system(s) of which they
purportedly form part. [...] It 1s only that once ‘alien’ texts have been
brought into the picture, 1t tends to get blurred — especially in cases where
the acceptability of a translation qua translation does not fully concur with
acceptability in general; that 1s, when the norms governing the formulation of
translated texts differ from those which govemn original compositions. From
that point on, 1t may be difficult to re-adopt the initial ‘native’ stance and

') Toury 1995, p. 56.
"0 1bid., p. 57.
PIbid., p. 57.

Y2 Ibid., pp. 172-3.
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approach the translation as a text in its own right, and not just as a
representation of another text.'”

He considers the adoption of an ‘adequate’ strategy as the source of an

‘artificial”’ model of language (i.e., an ‘unnatural’ language'™):

Consequently, when the first position (1.e. ‘adequate’ translation) is fully
adopted, the translation can hardly be said to have been made into the target
language as a whole. Rather, 1t 1s made into a model-language, which is at
best some part of the former and at worst an artificial, and as such
nonexistent variety. In the last case, the translation 1s not really introduced
into the target culture either, but is imposed on it, so to speak. Sure, 1t may

eventually carve a niche for itself in the latter, but there 1s no initial attempt

to accommodate it to any existing ‘slot’.'”

Toury’s notion of ‘acceptability as a norm’ has been adopted by many

translation theorists,'” Palma Zlateva,”’ Vehmas-Lehto'™ and Tiina Puurtinen'”

among others.

3 hid., p. 71.

7 ¢f. Nida’s concept of ‘translationese’.

93 “Toury 1995, p. 60.

% For instance, van Leuven-Zwart reports on a study, ‘These shifts on the micro-structural level point

to a so-called target-orientcd approach: thc translator scems to have used mainly the nomm of
“acceptability”. His most important aim scems to have been to produce a text which sounds as
“normal” and as acceptable as possible 1n Spanish.” (Van Leuven-Zwart, in I‘mpirical Research in
Translation, p. 41.)

In another instance, Tymoczko records, ‘These adaptations indicatc that Geoflrcy’s
translation is intended to be an acceptable translation rather than an adequate one; 1t 1s onented to the
target culture rather than to the source culture.” (Mana Tymoczko, ‘Translation in Oral Tradition as a

Touchstone for Translation Theory and Practice’, in Translation, History and Culture, cd. by S.
Bassnett and A. Lefevere (London: Routledge, 1990), pp.46-55 (p. 52).)

*7 Zlateva modifies Toury’s notion of ‘acceptability’ and ‘adequacy’. She takes ‘acceptability’ as part

of ‘adequacy’. (Palma Zlatcva, ‘Text and Pre-text: “Adequacy” and “Acceptability” 1in Crosscultural
Communication’, in Translation, History and Culture, cd. by Susan Bassnctt and André Lefevere
(London: Routledge, 1990), pp. 29-37 (p. 29).)

"% Vchmas-Lehto equates ‘acceptability’ with ‘naturalness’ and defines them as compatibility with

‘target language norms’. (Vehmas-Lehto, ‘Cohcesion Flaws 1in Translations’, p. 171.)
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Throughout the history of translation studies, the concept of ‘naturalness’ has
developed very much and gained new dimensions — linguistic, literary, cultural, or
pohtical. With the evolution of this concept, new terms have been used to refer to it
and 1ts relation with related concepts have been discussed in a system of concepts.
When ‘beauty’ and ‘smoothness’ were not considered appropriate, ‘fluency’ and ‘ease
of expression’ were used, and finally the more refined terms of ‘naturalness’ and
“acceptability’ are used in the twentieth century. Translation scholars have discussed
different aspects and characteristics of this concept. The next chapter will bring
together such discussions n an attempt to provide a comprehensive definition for

naturalness.

" Tiina Puurtinen talks of the ‘degree’ of acceptability without relating it to ‘adequacy’: ‘The degree

of the linguistic/stylistic acceptability of a translation depends on the extent to which the translation
conforms to the norms and conventions prevailing in the language and style of the TL literature (or
rather a scction of it).” (Puurtinen, p. 85)
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CHAPTER THREE

TOWARDS A DEFINITION OF NATURALNESS

This chapter tries to incorporate a thorough review of previous critical positions on
‘naturalness’ and goes on to draw out various parameters of naturalness that are
going to be used and tested later on in the study. My aim in this chapter is to
summarise, develop, discuss, assess and evaluate the main theories and views that
have been put forward in the previous chapters on ‘naturalness’ so as to draw out
possible features of naturalness that can be used to build up the overall outline of
naturalness. These features will be summarised in the conclusion to the chapter in an
attempt to propose a comprehensive definition of naturalness. This conclusion indeed
constitutes an important delineation of the features that I am going to work with later
in the thesis. Meanwhile, defimtions are given for such concepts as ‘translationese’,

‘Interference’, ‘shifts’, and other related terms and notions.

A. Theoretical Problems in Translation Studies

There are some theoretical problems and false assumptions in translation studies that
affect the concept of naturalness negatively. Three important ones will be discussed

here. The first theoretical problem in translation studies 1s a lack of consensus on the
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basic concepts used in the discipline. When scholars of the same field discuss a
subject, first they should agree on basic concepts and terminology. When defined
clearly and referred to certain specified things/factors, such concepts, then, can
provide a shared platiform for scholars of a discipline. However, when the concepts
are broad, there mught be misunderstandings or misinterpretation among scholars; i.e.,
each may refer to, or take, one separate aspect of the same concept. As an example,
take ‘faithfulness’. This concept has been the cause of several hundred years gf debate
among scholars, some defending it and others rejecting it. The problem is that both
groups have rarely tried to define the concept, along with its various aspects clearly
and comprchensively. If a theorist ever managed to provide a clear-cut (and hence
limited) definition for this concept, his or her definition would clash with other

theorists’ definitions; that 1s, there has been no consensus on a common concept.

Toury is clearly aware of this fact®”, and emphasises the following

shortcomings 1n translation studies termmnology: (1) different characterisations given
to the contents of terms, (2) disagreement in determining and delimiting the object of
study 1n translation studies and (3) fallacious rejection of somebody else’s concepts.
The fuzziness, fluidity or shppery nature of concepts and terms is a
problenvweakness prevalent in diflerent approaches to translation studies.
Snell-Homby refers to the vital nced for a common ‘frame of reference’ in

subjects:

There are however at least two salient points that have emerged from the
discussion which may prove vital for the discipline of the future. Firstly,
whether or not one may agree with the individual theories, the fact remains
that they have provided basic concepts and terminology, as well as an

290 Toury 1995, pp. 21-22.



Towards a Defimition of Naturalness 71
urgently needed frame of reference, without which no scholarly discipline

can develop. [...] A bridge across the gulf has yet to be built, so that, when
two translation scholars from different countries and different backgrounds

talk about translation, they may have some common ground.’

[t seems then that translation studies, as a discipline, requires (a) shared
concepts and a common terminology, (b) division of each concept nto its

constituents, i1.e. various aspects and factors i1t has encapsulated, and (c¢) clear
definition and codification of different concepts — as well as their various aspects and
the factors involved. That is, the concepts in translation studies should be defined
clearly and labelled with certain common terms.

This process of codification has been under way to some extent in linguistic
theories. Holmes believes that linguistic theories have the advantage of working with

a ‘highly formalized language’, of being able to provide models and to make use of

‘standard forms of terminology’.***

Another theoretical problem in translation studies is the polarization of
concepts. There has been a general tendency throughout the history of translation to
juxtapose translational concepts and make polansations between them. This, we have
taken unconsciously from our socio-cultural norms, such as the distinctions and
polarisations between ‘good’ and ‘bad’, ‘East’ and ‘West’ and the like. Snell-Homby

considers the ‘tendency to categorize’ as an ‘minnate’ quality in man, and defines

‘dichotomy’ and ‘typology’ as two kinds of ‘categories’.””

201 Sncll-Homby, in Translation, History and Culture, 1990, p. 85.

292 Holmes 1988, p. 94.

03 Snell-Homby 1988, p. 26.
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However, Tabakowska considers this tendency to be based on ‘the system of

Arnistotelian philosophy’ and identifies it as ‘the classical theory of categories’:

In Western thinking, for over twenty centunies order was imposed upon
reality by the system of Aristotelian philosophy. Aristotle’s metaphysical
opposition between essence and accidence underlined the classical theory of
categories, which was a comerstone of all sciences and all humanities.
Adherence to the prnciple of the ‘either-or’ character of category
membership made theorists ask questions to which no empirically verifiable

answers could be provided.**

Tabakowska records the fundamental contradiction between mental

categorisation of ‘dichotomous oppositions’ and the ‘relative’ nature of the reality.*”

What 1s important regarding these dichotomues 1s that they are inherited,
intuttive and non-scientific ‘implicit conclusions’ that Empirical Translation Studies

should get rid of. This 1s stressed by Kuhiwczak:

The opposition between freedom and fidelity has bred several other binary
oppositions 1n translation studies. One of them i1s between translation and
adaptation. [...] Bassnett undermines the usefulness and validity of the
distinction between translation and adaptation by pointing to its theoretical
weaknesses. |...]

If there 1s so much unhelpful inherited scholarship conceming
translation, what direction might a useful vanety of translation studies take?
There 1s no doubt that further discussion of meaningless concepts will leave

nobody any the wiser.”®

%% Elzbieta Tabakowska, Cognitive Linguistics and Poetics of Translation (Tubingen: Gunter Narr,
1993), pp. 13-14.

S 1bid., p. 13.

% Piotr Kuhiwczak, ‘Better a Live Sparrow Than a Dead Eagle: Back to Renaissance View of

Translation as Cultural Assimilation’, in Cross Words: Issues and Debates in Literary and Non-
literary Translating, ed. by lan Mason and Chnistine Pagnoulle (Licge, Belgium: University of Licge,
1995), pp. 21-26 (pp. 25-26).
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Commenting on traditional translation dichotomous distinctions, Toury rejects

them as lacking ‘explanatory power’.%"

Snell-Hornby observes that in all translation approaches, theorists have

imposed some kind of dichotomy.**® She reports a challenge to the validity of the

dichotomy theory and the development of a new theory of ‘prototype’.?” She

cnticises the ‘age-old polarized dichotomy’ and expresses her preference for a

‘spectrum or cline’:

Translation studies has been hampered by classical modes of categorization,
which operate with rigid dividing-lines, binary opposites, antitheses and
dichotomuies. Frequently these are mere academic constructs which paralyze
the finer differentiation required in all aspects of translation studies. In our
approach the typology is replaced by the prototypology, admitting blends

7 “What they [i.c., those translation theorists who have swom by the need to proceed deductively] did

instead was to tamper with their data; ¢.g., by imposing on it distinctions between “fuller” and “less
fuller” realizations of the framing definition, which was thus ¢levated to a kind of maximum, or else
by introducing additional (a priori, and hence non-cultural and ahistorical) distinctions, e.g., between
“translation” and “adaptation”. Of course, the number of these distinctions could be multiplied almost
indefinitely, and, at any rate, they do not offer very much explanatory powcr, when it comes to
culturally contextualized phenomena.” (Toury 1995, pp. 31-32.)

‘% Snell-Hornby 1988, p. 27.

209 Snell-Homby 1988, pp. 26-27. Also, Hatim and Mason record dissatisfaction with dichotomies in

translation studics and various attempts made to replace them: ‘The third set of dichotomies identificd
at the beginning of the chapter had to do with translator’s orientations; “literal” vs. “free”, “form” vs.
“content”, and so on. The unsatisfactory nature of these distinctions and of the debates centred round
them 1s amply documented. Various attempts have been made to replace them with other scts of terms,
scen as being more closcly related to what translators actually sct out to achieve. Nida’s (1964)
“formal equivalence” and “dynamic equivalence” sought to distinguish between the aim to achicve
cquivalence of form between source and target texts and the aim to achicve equivalence of effect on
the target language rcader. Similarly, Newmark (1981: 39) distinguishes between “semantic
translation” (relating as closely as the structures of the target language will allow the “exact contextual
meaning” of the source text) and “communicative translation” (again, equivalence of cffect). Thesc
polar opposites scem to have been interpreted as representing mutually cxclusive alternatives and as an
initial, free choice which a translator makes. Whatever the valuc of these distinctions, it is 1mportant
to regard them as representing the opposite ends of a continuum, different translation strategies being
more or less appropriate according to different translation situations. But it is the Skopos (or purposc

of translating) which poses the greatest challenge to dichotomices of this kind.” (Hatim and Mason
1997, p. 11.)
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and blurred edges, and the dichotomy gives way to the concept of a
spectrum or cline against which phenomena are situated and focused. "’

Despite this suggestion, there are still several binary distinctions which are
used 1n Translation Studies, such as ‘adequacy vs. acceptability’, ‘normalisation vs.
novelty’, “"domestication’ vs. foreignisation’ and the like.

These dichotomies (binary distinctions) carry two problems with them. Take,
as an example, the binary ‘fidelity vs. fluency’, ‘accuracy vs. naturalness’, ‘adequacy
vs. acceptability’ or ‘foreignisation vs. domestication’. The first problem with them is
that “either-this-or-that’ choice is not true; i.e., one may say there is a degree between
the two poles, as Toury (1995) adopts a degree between the two poles ‘adequacy’
and “acceptability’ in his translation theory. Still, there is a further delicate problem
here: 1t 1s not true at all that these two poles (whatever identification they may
assume) are opbosite to each other; indeed they are distinct norms or variables which
may influence each other to some extent that can theoretically be measured. So these

norms and strategies should be dealt with separately to find their degrees of probable

occurrence and correlation with each other. %!

A third theoretical problem is the notion of the ideal, perfect translation that

has been nurtured and advocated implicitly or explicitly by theorists, teachers or

20 1hid., p. 3.

! Linda Schenck supports this ‘both/and’ view: *What hope to do 1n this paper is to move you onc

stecp further on the road toward dissolving the cternal either/or dichotomies of literal versus free
translation. [...] The more I read of literature, literature in translation and translation theory, and the
more I translate, the firmer my conviction becomes that translat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>