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How do we know when a translation is good?

Juliane House

1. Introduction

Fow do we know when a translation is good? 'This question is one of the
most important questions to be asked in connection with translation, and
it is crucial to attempt to answer this question on the basis of a theory of
translation and translation criticisy. In this chapter I will fry just this:
present a theory-guided approach to the linguistic analysis and evaluation
of a transiation. The structure of the chapier is as follows:

FFirst T wili give a brief review of how translations have been evaluated
inside different fraditions and schools of thought. Second, I will present a
functional-pragmatic model for evaluating translations first proposed
some twenty years ago, and revised in the Jate nineties, In the third part
of the chapter the theoretical assumptions and distinctions made in the
modcl are put to the test in a detailed analysis of a German translation of
ant English children’s book. In the fourth and last part of the chapter [ will
briefly discuss the scope of (ranslation criticism.

In trying to answer the title guestion How do we know when a (rans-
lation is good’, we must {irst address the crucial question any theory of
translation faces, namely what translation actually is. This question can be
split up and made more concrete by asking the following three sub-ques-
tions:

{1Y How does a source text relate (o its translation?

(2) How are features of the source text and features of the translation re-
lated to one another, and how are they perceived by human agents
(author, translator, translation recipients)?

(3) Inthe light of (1) and (2) above, how can we tell when a translation
is atranslation, and when itis a text resulting {rom a different textual
operation?

These three basic questions can be taken as yardsticks against which dif-
ferent approaches to evaluating a franslation can be measured and com-
pared. In the following section some of the most influential views on how
- 1o assess the quality of a translation will be described and critically dis-
cussed.
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2. Translation evaluation in different schools of thought
2.1. Anecdotal, biographical and neo-hermenecutic views

Subjective and intuifive assessments of the quality of a translation have
been undertaken since time immemorial by generations of transtators, writ-
erg, philosophers, philologists and many others. Such informal assessments
of translations tend to also appear in reviews of literary works in newspa-
pers and magazines, more often than not consisting of global judgements
such as “the translation does justice to the original” or “the humorous tone
of the eriginal is unfortunately not kept up in the translation” and so forth.

While such incidental and anecdotal evaluations of translations may
have their legitimate place in journalism and other non-scientific genres,
they should be viewed with reservation in the academic field of transia-
tion studies, if this field is to gain respectability as a scientific undertaking.
Anecdotal evaluations of the quality of a translation, based largely or ex-
clusively on the translator’s or transiation critic’s own knowledge, intu-
ition and experience are even today frequently offered in many philolog-
1cal traditions of writing about transtation, especially literary translation,
One such approach is the neo-hermeneutic approach. Iis propagators
look at translation as an individual creative act depending exclusively on
subjective interpretation and transfer decisions (cf. c.g., Stolze 1992),

Instead of striving to set up criteria for evaluating translations that are
empirically based, transparent and intersubjectively reliable, propagators
of this approach think that the quality of a translation must most impor-
tantly be linked {0 “the human factor”, i.e., the translator himsell whose
interpretation of the original and his moves towards an “optimal transla-
tion” are seen as rooted in his artistic-literary intuitions and interpretative
skills and knowledge. Translation is understood to be an individual’s cre-
ative act. Texts have no fixed meanings at all, rather their meanings change
in any historic moment, depending on individual speakers’ positions.

It is inappropriate in the context of this paper to expand on a critique
of the hermeneutic position (the reader is however referred to the recent
lucid discussion in Biihler 1998), suffice it to say that such an extremely
relativising stance as propounded in much hermeneutic work, and espe-
cially the relativisation of “content” and “meaning” is particularly inap-
propriate for the evaluative business of deciding when, how and why a
translation is good.

With respect to the three above guestions, we can state that the herme-
neutic approach only sheds light on what happens between the translator
and features of the original text. The superordinate question of how one
can tell when a translation is good cannot be answered in any satisfactory
manner.
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2.2. Response-based behavioural approaches

Asopposedto the subjective-intuitive approach to evaluating a transiation,
supporters of the response-based view expressly aim at a more reliable,
more “scientific” way of evaluating translations. They dismiss the transla-
tor’s mental actions as belonging to some in principle unknowable “black
box”. This tradition, which is influenced by American structuralism and be-
havicurism, is most famously associated with Nida’s (1964) and Nida and
Taber’s (1969) pioneering work in the sixties, as well as with the few at-
lempts to puf translation criticism on a more respectable empirical footing
undertaken by psychologists and psycholinguists such as Carroll (1966).

Basically, adherents of this approach tried to took at translation recipi-
ents’ reactions to a translation as their main yardstick for assessing a trans-
lation’s quality, positing global behavioural criteria, such as e.g., intelligi-
bility and informativeness and Nida’s “equivalence of response” based on’
his principle of “dynamic equivalence of translation”, i.e., that the manner
in which receptors of a translation respond to the translation be “equivzy
lent” te the manner in which the source text’s receptors respond to the
source text. Assuming that itis true that a “good” translation should elicit
an equivalent response to its original, we must immediately ask whether it
18 at all possible to measure an “equivalent response”, let alone “informa-
tiveness™ or “intelligibility”, If these phenomena cannot be measured, it is
useless lo postulate them as criteria for translation evaluation.

Despite the fact that a number of impressively imaginative tests were
designed to test the responses a translation presumably evokes - using
for instance reading aloud techniques, various cloze and rating proce-
dures — all these methods, in which observable, verifiable gesponses to a
translation were sought and taken as ultimate criteria of its quality, nev-
ertheless failed because they were unable to capture the complex phe-
nomenon of an “overall quality of a translation”. Further, the source text
is Jargely ignored in all these methods, which means that nothing can be
said about the relationship between original and translation, nor about
whether a translation is in fact a translation and not another secondary
text derived via different textual operations.

2.3. Literature-oriented approaches: descriptive translation
studies

This descriptive-historical approach is oriented squarely towards the

translation text, the consequence being that a translation is evaluated pre+”
dominantly in terms of its forms and functions inside the system of the tar- /
getculture and literature {ef. Toury 1995). The source textis of subordinate
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mportance, the main focus — retrospective from translation to original -
being “actual translations”, and the textual phenomena that have come to
be known in the target culture as translations. As a first step, for instance,
Latranslation is on principle taken to be a transtation if, in the context of the
‘culture enveloping it, it is “assumed” to be a ranslation. Interestingly,
Toury’sempirical-descriptive appproach implies a “cleay wish to retain the
notion of equivalence, which various contemporary approaches ... have
tried to do without™ (1995: 61). His notion of equivalence, which might
serve as a yardstick for measuring the quality of a translation, does notre-
fer, however, to a single relationship (between translation and original)
but to “anyrelation which is found te have characterized translation under
a specified set of circumstances”™ (1995: 61) and its norms responsible for
the way this equivalence is realised. According to Toury, transfation equiv-
alence in the descripiive transiation studies’ paradigm is thus never a rela-
f" tionship between original and franslation, but a “functional-relational
concept”, L.e, that set of relationships which has been found to distinguish
appropriate from non-appropriate modes of translation performance for
the particular culture in which the translation operates.
‘The aim of scholars working in this paradigm is 1o not prescriptively pre-
fudge features of a translation textin their relation to some other text, (e.g.,
. the original), but rather to first of all “nentrally” describe the characteristics
-of that text as they are perceived on the basis of native culture members’
knowledge of comparable texts in the same genre. This aim is certainiy legit-
imate and commendable. However, if one aims at judging a particular fext
which is plainly not an “independent™, “new” product of one culture only,
then such a retrospective focus seems peculiarly inappropriate for making
reasonable statements about why a translation gua transiation is “good”.
. While the strength of this approach isits solid empirical-descriptive work
. andits emphasis on contextualization at the micro-level of the reception sit-
“uation and the macro-level of the receiving culture at large, as well as the
inclusion of both a “longitudinal” (temporal, diachronic) and a (synchron-
ic) systemic perspective (considering the polysystemic relations into which
the translation enters with other texts in the receiving cultural system), it
nevertheless clearly fails to provide criteria for judging the merits and
weaknesses of a particular “case”. In other words, how are we to legitimate-
ly say that one textis a translation, and another one not? And what are the
criteria for judging merits and weaknesses of a given “translation text”?

2.4, Functionalistic, “skopos”-related approaches

Adherents of this approach {cf,, above ali, Reiss and Vermeer 1984) claim
that it is the “skopos” or purpose of a translation that is of overriding im-
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porfance in judging a translation’s quality. The way target culture norms are 1/
heeded or flouted in the process of translation is thus regarded as the cru-
cial vardstick in evaluating a translation. According to Reiss and Vermeer,
itis the translator or more frequently the translation brief he is given by the
person(s) commissioning the translation, who decides on the function the
translation is to fulfil in ifs target environment. The notion of function, crit-
ical in this theory, is, however, never made explicit let alone operational-
ized. The reader can enly hypothesise that “function™ in this paradigm is
cenceived as something very similar to the real-world effect of a text,

A distinction is made by Reiss and Vermeer (1984) between equivalence
and adequacy in tfranslation. Equivalence in Reiss and Vermeer’s view refers
to the relationship between an original and its translation whenever both ful-
fil the same communicative function, and adequacy is the relationship be-
tween an original and a transtation where no functional match is obtained,
and where the “skopos” of the translation has been consistently attended to,

Whether such a terminological distinction is necessary and useful for
clarifying the complicated matter of determining the quality of a transla-
tion, is open to debate. Further, the authors do not specify how exactly
one is to go about determining the (relative) equivalence and adequacy
of a translation, let alone how exactly one is to go about determining the
Hinguistic realization of the “skopos™ of a translation. Most importantly,
however, it naturally follows from the crucial role assigned to the “pur-
pose” of a translation that the original is reduced to a simple “offer of in-
formation™ (“Informationsangebot™), with the word “offer” making it
immediately clear that this “information” can freely be accepted or re-
jected, changed or “improved upon™ as the translator sees fit.

In sum, how the global “skopos” of a text is realized linguistically, and,
even more critical, how the adequacy of a translation vis-a-vis this skopos
is (o be determined, is not clear. Functionalistic approaches are solely
concerned with the relationships between features of texts and the human
agents concerned with them. But translation is by its very nature charac-
terised by a double-bind relationship, i.e., any transiation is simultaneous-
Iy bound 1o its source text and to the presuppositions and the conditions
governing its reception in the new target linguistic and cultural environ-
ment, Skopos theory is not an adequate theory to handle the question of
evaluaiing a translation in this fundamental sense.

2.5. Post-modernist and deconstructionist approaches

Scholars belonging to this approach (cf. e.g., Venuti 1995} try to critically
examine translation practices from a socio-philosophical and political
stance in an attempt to unmask unequal power relations, which may, for
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instance, be refiected in a certain skewing in the translation. In a plea for
making translations (and translators) “visible” revealing ideclogical and
mstitutional manipulations, proponents of this approach bcllevc they can
make politically pertinent (and “correct”) statements about the relation-
ship between features of the original and the translation. They focus on
-the hidden forces shaping both the process of selecting what gets trans-
lated in the first place and how an original text is bent and twisted in the
interests of powerful individuals and groups “pulling strings” when se-
v lecting texts to be translated and adopting particular strategies of re-tex-
tualisation, This is certainly a worthwhile undertaking, especially when it
comes to cxplaining the influence translators can exert through their
translation on the recipient national literatures and their canons. Further,
the application of currently influential lines of thinking such as e.g., post-
colonialism (Robinson 1997) to translation studies may certainty vield in-
teresting results. However, one wonders if it is wise to busy oneself with
matters that are extrancous to the translation process itself. In other
words, criticising the lowly, clearly invisible status of the translator, and
giving priority to the socio-cultural and ideological constraints and infhu-
ences on the “cultural practice” of translation may be fascinating in itself
butit also detracts from the many still unsolved problems in the centre of
translation and translation evaluation. Surely, translation is first and fore-
most a linguistic procedure — however conditioned this process may be
by “external forces”™. In other words, before adopting a critical stance of
the translation process from a macro-perspective, one needs to consider
the micro-perspective, the linguistic “nitty-gritty” of the text, or, and this
seems fo me the optimal strategy with regard to tackling the problem of
evaluating a translation, one nght fruitfully consider th(, interaction of
context and text in a systematic way, as has been attempted in some lin-
guistic approaches 1o translation (see below 3).

If comparative analyses of original and translation focus primarily on
the shifts and skews through ideological constraints and unconscious ma-
nipulations, and if an agenda is given priority which “stresses” the theo-
retical, critical and textual means by which a translation can be studied as
a “locus of difference” (Gentzier 1993 93), one wonders how one can
ever differentiate between a translation and a version, i.e., a text that re-
sults from a textual operation which can no longer claim o be in a trans-
lation relationship with an original text.

With respect to the three questions (relationship between source and
target texts; between texts and persons involved in a transtation; delimi-
tation of a translation from other textual operations), we can state that
critical post-modern approaches can give no answer to the crucial ques-
tion of when a text is a translation and when a text belongs to a different
textual procedure
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2.6. Linguistically-oriented approaches

Approaches in which the source text — its linguistic and textual structure
as well as its meaning potential at various levels — is seen as an important
factor int translation, can be found in many different linguistic schools.
Linguistic-textual approaches take the relationships between source texi
and translation text seriously, bui they differ in their capacity to provide
detailed procecures and techniques for analysis and evaluation. Most
promising for transiation evaluation seem to be approaches which explic-
itly take account of the interconnectedness of context and text.

A pioneering linguistically-oriented approach to evaluating a transia-
tion is Reiss’ (1971) attempt to develop a tranpslation-relevant text typolo-
gv. Reiss believed that the text type to which the original belongs is the
most important invariant for a translation, determining all important sub-
sequent translational decisions. ‘Text types ave to be derived from Bithler’s
three functions of language, vielding the three global textual categories of
content-oriented, form-oriented and appellative (conative) texts. Reiss
suggested that these textual types were to be upheld in translation, without
however -- and here the sme criticism made above with respect to her lat-
er work also holds — giving specific indications as to how precisely one
should go about establishing whether and how original and trapslation are
in fact equivalent in terms of textual types {and otherwise}.

Other pioneering linguistic work in transiation evaluation includes the
programmatic suggestions by Catford (1965} and Koller (1979), as well as
by scholars in the so-called Leipzig school of translation. In this early
work, however, no specific procedures for assessing the quality of a trans-
lation were offered.

In more recent times, several linguistically oriented works on transla-
tion such as e.g., by Hatim and Mason (1990}, Bell (1991), Baker (1992),
Doherty (1993), Fawcett (1997) and Gerzymisch-Arbogast and Muders-
bach (1998) have made valuable contributions to evalualing a transiation
by the very fact that all these authors — although not divectly concerned
with transiation quality assessment — widened the scope of translation
studies to inciude recent linguistic concerns with speech act theory, prag-
matics, sociolinguistics, stylistics and discourse analys:s.

Linguistic approaches take the relationship between source and trans-:
lation text seriously, but they differ in their capacity to provide detailed

procedures for analysis and evaluation. Features of the texts and how
they are perceived by language users are mostly well documented, but the
consequences of these relationships determining whether a text is a trans-
lation or not, have not heen a major concern in most of the above studies.

Whenever the “context of situation™ is explicitly taken into consider-
ation, features of the texts and how they are perceived by language users



134 nane House

are alse necessarily accounted for. Attempis to explicitly Enk fext and
context, and at the same time take account of the human agents involved
intextreception and production operating from a functional-systemic ap-
proach provide one of the nost J‘ruitfu] basis for analysing and evaluating
source and target texts (sce e.g., Steiner 1995 and this volume}, Such an
approach has been adopted by h(, present author, who designed a model
for translation quality assessment in the mid-seventies (IHouse 1977, 24d.
ed. 1981). This model was recently revised (House 1997). It will be de-
seribed in the next section.

3. A functional-pragmatic model of translation evaluation
3.1. Basic concepts

While the functional model for tanslation provided by House (1977,
1997) is mainly based on Hallidayan systemic-functional theory, it also
draws Ldu,m,diiy on Prague school ideas (functional style and functional
senfence perspective, 1010@101111(]1110 ete), speech act theory, pragmatics,
discourse analysis and corpus-based dmmthons between spoken and
writien Janguage. The original model also adapted Crystal and Davy’s
(1909) register based schema for contrastive stvlistic analysis, '

The revised model provides for the analysis and comparison of an orig-
inal and its translation on three different levels: the levels of Lanouao‘éi

" Text, Register (Field, Mode and Tenor) and Genre. In what follows | give
- a brief sketch of the model’s eperation.

One of the basic concepts underpinning the model is “translation equiv-
alence”. This concept also underpins our everyday understanding of trans-
fation, Le., “normal”, non-linguistically trained persons think of transla-
tion as a text which is some sort of “reproduction” of a text originally
produced in another language, with the “reproduction” being of compara-
ble value. {Thisis the result of aninfomal interview study conducted by the
present author with 20 non-linguistically trained native speakers of Ger-
man). Over and above ils role as a concept constitutive of transiation,
“equivalence” is also a fundamental notion for transtation criticism. Trans-
lations must be conceived as texts which are doubly bound: on the one
hand to its source text and on the other band to the (potential) recipient’s
communicative conditions. This double-iinkage nature is the basis of the
so-called “equivalence relation™ One of the aims of a theory of translation
criticism is then to specify and operationalize the equivalence relation by
differentiating between a number of frameworks of equivalence, e.g., ex-
tra-linguistic circumstances, connotative and acsthetic values, ziucﬁencc
design and last but not jeast textual and langnage norms of usage that have

L3
L
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emerged from empirical investigations of parallel texts, contrastive rheto-
ric and contrastive pragmatic and discourse analyses.

i a recent attempt 1o make “a case for linguistics in translation theo-
ry”, Tvir (1996) expresses the inherent relativity of the equivalence rela-
tion very well © ‘quwalc,ncc is ... relative and not absolute, ... it emerges
from the context of situation as defined by the interplay of (mdny differ-
ent factors) and has no existence outside that context, and in particular ...
it is not stipulated in advance by an '11001'11]11]1 for the conversion of lin-
guistic units of L1 info linguistic units of L2 (1996 155).

The notion of equivalence is the conceptual basis of transiation and, to
quote Catford, “the central problem of translation- pmchcc is that of find-

ing TL (tar Ou]anouam) Lqumdum A central task of translation theory
is therefore that of defining the nature and conditions of translation equiv-
alence” (1965:21). But the cancept of equivalence is also the basis of trans-
Jation criticism, it is the fundamental criterion of translation quality.
Equivalence is a relative concept, and has nothing to do with identity.
“Absolute equivalence™ would be a contradictio in adiecto. Eqguivalence is a
relative concept in several aspects: it is determined by the socio- -historical
conditions in which the translation act is embedded, and by the range of of-
ten irreconcilable linguistic and contextual factors, among them atleast the
following: source and target languages with their speafic structural con-
straints; the extra-linguistic world and the way it is “cut up” by the two lan-
guages resulting in different representation of reality; the onoma] reflecting
particular linguistic and stylistic source language norms; the linguistic noyms
of the translator and the target language and culture; structural features of
the original; target language receptors’ expectation norms; the translator’s
Lompmhumon and interpretation of the original and his “creativity”; the
translator’s explicit and/or implicit theory of {mnslaizon {ranslation tradi-
tionsin the target culture; interpretation of the original by its author.

Given these different types of equivalence in translation, it is dlear that
- true to the nature of transiation as a decision process (Levy 1967} ~- itis
necessary for the translator to make choices, 1.¢., the translator must set up
a hierarchy of demands on equivalence which he wants to follow. It is also
clear that the mfmy recent polemical attacks against using the concept of

“equivalence” in translation theory, because of its imputed vicinity to

“identity” and formal linguistic equivalence, are quite unfounded. Views of
cguivalence as simply based on formal, synfactic and lexical similarities
alone have been criticised for a long time - not least because 1t has long
been recognised that any two linguisticitems in two differentlanguages are
multiply ambiguous, Further, purely formal definitions of equivalence have
long bu,n revealed as deficient in that they cannot explain appropriate usce
in communicative performance, This is why functional, pragmatic equiva- '

lence has been a concept accepled in contrastive linguistics for along time,
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anditis this type of equivalence which is most relevant for translation. It is
consequently used in the functional-pragmatic model where it is related to
the preservation of “meaning” across two different languages and cultures.
‘/’I‘hree aspects of that “meaning” are particularly important for translation:
Yasemantic, a pragmatic and a textual aspect, and translation is viewed as the
‘replacement of a text in the source language by a semantically and pragmat-
Vically equivalent text in the target Janguage. An adequate translation isthus
apragmatically and semantically equivalent one. As a first requirement for
this equivalence, it is posited that a translation text have a function equiva-
lent to that of its original. Thisrequirement will later be differentiated given
the empirically derived distinetion besween overt and covert translation,
concepts to be discussed below (3.2) in greater detail.

The use of the concept of “function” presupposes that there are ele-
ments in a text which, given appropriate tools, can reveal that text’s fune-
tion. The use of the concept of function is here not to be equated with
“functions of language” — different language functions clearly always co-
exist inside any text, and a simple equation of language function with tex-
tual function/textual type (a procedure adopted e.g., by Reiss 1971 and
also many others) is overly simplistic. Rather, a text’s function — consist-
ing of an ideational and an interpersonal functional component - is de-
fined pragmatically as the application or use of the text in a particuiar
context of situation, the basic idea being that “text” and “context of situ-
ation” are not viewed as separate entities, rather the context of situation
in which the text unfolds “is encapsulated in the text ... through a system-
atic relationship between the social environment on the one hand and the
functional organisation of language on the other” (Matiday 1989: 11).
This means that the text must be referred to the particular situation en-
veloping it, and for this a way must be found for breaking down the broad
notion of “context of situation” into manageable parts, i.e., particular fea-
tures of the context of situation or “situational dimensions”. Inside SYys-
temic-functionalist linguistics, many different systems have been suggest-
ed featuring situational dimensions as abstract components of the context
of situation, as e.g,, Crystal and Davy’s {1969) scheme which was, in fact,
the system adopted and adapted as the basis for the original eclectic mod-

- el of translation quality assessment by House (1977, 1981 3

3.2. The original functional-pragmatic model of translation
evaluation

The original assessment model used three dimensjons characterising the
text’s author according to her/his temporat, geographical and social prov-
enance and five dimensions of language use elaborating, for instance, on
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the text’s topic and social activity and on the interaction of, and relation-
ship between, author and recipients in terms of social role relationship,
social attitude, degree of participant involvement and orality. The opera-
tion of the model involved initially an analysis of the original according to
this set of situational dimensions, for which linguistic correlates are estab-
lished. The linguistic correlates of the situational dimensions are the
means with which the textual function is realized, L.e., the textual function
is the result of & linguistic-pragmatic analysis along the dimensions with
each dimension contributing to the two functional components, the ide-
ational and the interpersonal, in characteristic fashion. Opening up the
text with these dimensions yields a specific textual profile which charac-
terises its funclion, which is then taken as the individual fextual norm
against which the translation is measured. The degree to which the textual
profile and function of the translation (as derived from an analogous
analysis) match the profile and function of the original is the degree to
which the transtation is adequate in quality. The set of situational dimen-
sions is thus a kind of “tertium comparationis”, with the mode! enabling
a detailed linguistic-textual analysis by distinguishing for each individual
dimension iexical, syntactic and textual means of realizing certain fea-
tures of the context of situation. In evaluating the relative match between
original and translation, a distinction is made between “dimensional mis-
matches” and “non-dimensional mismatches”, Dimensional mismatches
are pragmatic errors that have to do with language users and language
use, non-dimensional mismatches are mismatches in the denotative
meanings of original and translation elements and breaches of the target
language system at various levels. The final qualitative judgement of the
translation consists then of a listing of both types of errors and of a state-
ment of the relative match of the two functional componenis.

3.3. The revised model of translation evaluation

In the revised model, the classic Haliidayan concepts of “Tield”, “Mode”
and “Tenor” are used. The dimension of Field captures social activity and
topic, with differentiations of degrees of generality, specificity or “granu-
larity” in lexical items according to rubrics of specialised, general and
popular. Tenor refers te the nature of the participants, the addresser and
the addressees, and the relationship between them in terms of social pow-
er and social distance, as well as degree of emotional charge. Included
here are the text producer’s temporal, geographical and social prove-
nance as well as his intellectual, emotional or affective stance (his “per-
sonal viewpoint”) vis-d-vis the content he is portraying and the
communicative task he is engaged in. Further, Tenor captures “social at-
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titude”, i.e., different styles (formal, consultative and informal). Mode re-
fers (o both the channel — spoken or written (which can be “simple”, 1.e.,
“written to be read” or “complex”, ¢.g., “written to be spoken as if not
written”), and the degree 10 which potential or real participation is al-
lowed for between writer and reader. Participation can be “simple”, 1.¢.,
4 monologue with no addressee participation built into the text, or “com-
plex™ with various addressee-involving inguistic mechanisms character-
izing the text, In taking account of (linguistically documentable) differ-
ences in texts between the spoken and written medium, reference is also
made to the empirically catablished corpus-based oral-literate dimen-
sions hypothesised by Biber (1988). Biber suggests dimensions along
which linguistic chelces may reflect medium, ie., involved vs. informa-
{ional text production; explicit vs. sitnation-dependent reference; abstract
s, non-absiract presentation of informaiion.

The type of linguistic-textual analysis in which linguistic features dis-
covered in the original and the (ranslation are corvelated with the catege-
ries Field, Tenor, Mode does not, however directly lead to a statement of
(he individual textual function, Rather, the concept of “Genre” is newly
incm'pm‘ated into the analytic scheme, “iy between”, as i1t were, the regis-
ter categories Field, Tenor, Mode, and the textual funciion. The category
of Genre is an important addition Lo the analytic scheme for evalualing a
fransiation in that it enables onc to refer any single textual exemplar to
(he class of texts with which it shares a common purpose. Although the
category “register” (Feid, Tenor, Mode) captures the refationship be-
tween text and context, register descriptions are basically limited to cap-
turing individual features on the linguistic susface. In order to character-
ise “decper” textual structures and pattems, a ditferent conceptualisation
is needed. This is attempted via the use of “Genre”. Genre is thus con-
ceived of as a category superordinate to yegister, While register captures
the connection between texis and their “microcontext’, Genre connecls
texts with the “macrocontext” of the linguistic and cultural community in
which texts are embedded. Register and Genre are both semictic systems
realized by language such that the relationship between genre, register
and language/text is one between semiotic pianes which rejate to one an-
other in a Hjelmslevian “content-expression” type, Le, the genre is the
content plane of register, and the register is the expression plane of genre.
Register in turn is the content plane of language, with language being the
expression plane of register (Martin 1993).

The resultant scheme for textual analysis, comparison and assessment
is shown inTable 1 (see next page).

Taken together, the analysis provided in this model vields a textual pro-
file characterising the individual (extual function. Butas mentioned above,
whether and how this textual function can be kept depends on the type of
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Tuble 1. A Scheme for Analysing and Comparing Original and Translation Texts
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\ Subject matter |
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_ Social Role Relationship

- T,

— Participoation
(simplefcomplex)

translation sought for the original. In the following section two fundamen-
¢ally different types of translation and versions will be discussed.

3.4. Two types of translation

The distinction between two different types of translation: overt and co-
vert translation goes back at Jeast o Friedrich Schleiermacher’s famous
distinction between syerfremdende” and “sinbitrgernde Ubersetzun-
gen”, which has had many imitators using different terms. What sets the
avert-covert distinction apart from ofher similar distinctions and con-
cepts is the fact that it is integrated into a coherent theory of transfation
criticism, inside which the origin and function of the two types of trans-
1ation are consistently described and explained. The basic distinction s as
follows: In an overt translation the receptors of the translation are quite
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“overtly” not being addressed, an overt franslation is thus one which must
overtly be a translation, not a “second original”. The source text is tied in
a specific manner to the source language community and its culture. The
original is specifically directed at source culture addressees, but at the
same time points beyond the source culture community because it is also
of general human interest. Source texts that call for an overt translation
have an established worth in the source language community, they are ei-
ther tied to a specific occasion in which a precisely specified source lan-
guage audience is/was being addressed or they may be timeless source
texts, i.e., those transcending as works of art and aesthetic creations a dis-
tinct historical meaning.
A covert tr ans]aﬂon is a translation which enjoys the status of an orig-
inal source text in the target culture. The translation is covert because it
is not marked pmgnmilcally as a translation text of a source fext but
may, conceivably, have been created in its own right. A covert transla-
tion is thus a translation whose source is not specifically addressed to a
particular source culture audience, i.c., it is not firmly tied to the source
language and culture. A source text and its covert translation are prag-
matically of equal concern for source and target language addressees,
both are, as it were, equally direcily addressed. A source text and its co-
vert translation have equivalent purposes, they are based on contempo-
rary equivalent needs of a comparable audience in the source and target
fanguage communities. In the case of covert translation texts, it is thus
both possible and desirable to keep the function of the source text
equivalent in the translation text. This can be done by inserting a “cul-
tural filter” (see below for details) between original and translation with
which to account for cultural differences between the two linguistic
communilies.
‘Franslation involves text ransfer across time and spacc and whenever
Aexts mave, they also shift frames and discourse worlds, “Frame” is a psy-
; chological conu,pt and it is thus, in a sense, the psychological pendant to
. the more “socially” conceived concept of context, delimiting, like con-
41 text, a class of messages or meaningful actions. A frame often operates
‘unconsciously as an explanatory prmup]c Le,, any message that defines a
frame g glvcs the receiver instructions in his miuplc ation of the message
included in the frame. Similarly, the notion of a “discourse world” refers
10 a superordinate structure for interpreting meaning in & certain way,
e.g., as in Edmondson’s (1981) discourse model, a locutionary act ac-
quires an illocutionary value by reference to an operant discourse world.

Applying the concepis of frame and discourse world to overt and co-
vert translation, we can state the following: In overt translation, the trans-

y ¢ lation text is embedded in a new speech event, which gives it also a new

frame. An overt translation is a case of “language mention” (as opposed
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to “language use” in the case of covert transtation), it is similar to a quo-
tation. Relating the concept of “overt translation” to the four-tiered ana-
tytical model (Function — Genre — Register — Language/Text), we can
state that an original and its overt transiation are to be equivalent at the
level of Language/Text and Register as well as Genre. At the level of the
individual textual function, functional equivalence, while still possible, is
of a dilferent nature: it can be described as enabling access to the function
the original has in its discourse world or frame. As this access is to be re-
alized in a different language and takes place in the target linguistic and
cultural community a switch in discourse world and frame becomes nec-
essary, L.e, the translation is differently framed, it operates in its own
frame (md :is own discourse world, and can thus reach at best second-lev-
el functional equivalence. As this type of equivalence is, however,
achieved through equivalence at the levels of Language/Text, Register
and Genre, the original’s frame and discourse world are co-activated,
such that members of the target colture may “cavesdrop”, as it were, i.e.,
be enabled to appreciate the original textual function, albeit at a distance.

In overt translation, the work of the translator is important and visible.
Since it is the translator’s task o give target culture members access to the
original text and its cultural impact on source culture members, the trans-
lator puts target culture members in a position to observe and/or judge
this fext “from outside”,

In covert translation, on the other hand, the translator must attempt te
re-create an equivalent speech event. Consequently, the function of a co-
vert translation is o reproduce in the target text the Tunction the original
has in its frame and discourse world. A covert translation operates there-
fore quite “overtly” in the frame and discourse world provided by the tar-
get cu]uu e, with no attempt being made to co-activate the discourse
worid in which the original unfolded. Covert translation is thus at the
same tme psycholinguistically less complex and more decepfive than
overt translation. It is the translator’s express task to betray the original
and to hide behind the transformation of the original, he is clearly less vis-
ible, if not totally absent. Since true functional equivalence is aimed af,
the original may be legitimately manipulated at the levels of Language/
Text and Register via the use of a cultural filter. The result may be a very
real distance from the original. While the original and its covert transla-
tion need thus not be equivalent at the levels of Language/Text and Reg-
ister, they have to be equivaient at the levels of Genre and the Individual
Textual Function.

In evaluating a translation, it is thus essential that the fundamental dif-
ferences between overt and covert translation be taken Into account.
These two types of translation clearly make different demands on trans-
lation criticism. The difficulty of evaluating an overt translation is gener-
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ally reduced in that considerations of cultural filtering can be omitted.
Overt translations are “more straightforward”, as the originals can be
taken over “unfiltered”. The major difficulty in transiating overtly is, of
course, finding linguistic-cultural “equivalents” particularly along the di-
mension of Tenor and its characterisations of the author’s temporal, so-
cial and geographical provenance. However, here we deal with overt
manifestations of cultural phenomena, which are to be transferred only
because they happen to be manifest linguistically in the original. Judging
whether a “translation” of e.g., a dialect is adequate in overt translation
can ultimately not objectively be given, i.e., the degree of correspondence
in terms of social prestige and status cannot be measured in the absence
of complete contrastive ethnographic studies - if, indeed, there will ever
be sueh studies. In other words, such an evaluation must necessarily re-
main subjective to a certain degree. However, as opposed to the difficulty
of evaluating differences in cultural presuppositions, and communicative
nreferences between text production in the source and target cultures,
whicli characterises the evaluation of covert translation, explicit overt
transference in overt translation is still easier to judge.

In connection with evaluating covert translations, the translation asses-
sor has to consider the application of a “cultural filter” i order to be able
{0 differentiate between a covert translation and a covert version. In the
following section, the concept and function of the cultural filter wiil be
discussed in more detail.

3.5. The concept and function of a “cultural filter”

The concept of & “cuttural filter” is a means of capturing secio-cultural dif-
ferences in expectation norms and stylistic conventions between source
and target linguistic-cultural communities. These differences should be
based on empirical cross-cultural research. Whether or not there is an em-
pirical basis for changes made along any of the pragmatic parameters is re-
flected in the assessment of the translation. Given the goal of achieving
functional equivalence in a covert translation, assumptions of cultural dif-
ference should be carefully examined before any change in the source text
is undertaken. The unmarked assumption is one of cultural compatibility,
unless there is evidence to the contrary. In the case of the German and
Anglophone linguistic and cultural communities evidence of differences
in communicative norms seems now available, 1.e,, the concept of cultural
filter has been given some substance and validity through a number of em-
pirical contrastive-pragmatic analyses, in which Anglophone and German
communicative differences and priorities along a set of hypothesized di-
mensions were hypothesized. Converging evidence from a number of
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cross-culturat German-English studies conductled with different data, sub-
jeets and methodologies suggests that there are Genman communicative
preferences which differ from Anglophone ones along a set of dimensions,
among them directness, content-focus, explicitness and routine-reliance.
(For a summary of this research see House 1996.)

For the comparative analysis of source and target texts and the evalua-
tion of covert transiations, it is essential to take into account whatever
knowledge there is about cultural differences between target and source
communities. It must be stressed at this point that there exists far too little
empirical rescarch in the arca of Janguage-pair specific contrastive prag-
matic analysis — in fact, empirical research in this arca seems to be one
of the major research desiderata in translation studijes for the coming mil-
lennium.

3.6, Distinguishing between different types of translations
and versions

Over and above distingnishing between covert and overt translation in
franslation eriticism, it is necessary to make another important distine-
tion: between franslations and versions.

Overt versions are preduced whenever a speciat function 1s overtly
added to a franslation text. There are two different cases of overt version
production: 1. when a “franslation” is produced which is to reach a par-
ticular audience. Examples are special editions for a youthful audience
with the resultant omissions, additions, simplifications or different accen-
tuations of certain features of the source text ete., or popularisations of
specialist works (newly) designed for the lay public, and 2. when the
“translation” is given an added special purpose. Examples are interim-
gual versions or “linguistic transfations”, resumés and abstracts, where it
is the express purpose of the version producer to pass on only the most
essential fact of the original.

A coverf version, on the other hand, results whenever the translator -
in order to preserve the function of the source text - has applied a cul-
tural fiiter non-objectively and consequently undertook changes on the
situational dimensions, i.c., the original has been manipulated with s
manipulation not being substantiated by research.

[n discussing different types of translations the distinction between a
translation and a version, we implicitly assume that a particular text may
be adequately translated in only one particular way. The assumption that
a particular text necessitates either a covert or an overt translation does,
hewever, not hold in any simple way. Thus any text may, for a specific pur-
pose, require an avert translaton, i.e., it may be viewed as a document
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which “has an independent value” existing in its own right, e.g., when its
author has become, in the course of time, a distinguished figure, and then
the translation should be evaluated as an overt translation.

There may also well be source texts for which the choice overt-covert
translation is a subjective one, e.g., fairy tales may be viewed as products
of a particular culture which would predispose the translator to opt for an
overt translation, or as non-culture specific texts, anonymously produced,
with the general function of entertaining and educating the young, which
would suggest a covert translation. Or consider the case of the Bible,
which may be treated as either a collection of historical literary docu-
ments, in which case an overt transiation would seem {o be called for, or
as a collection of human truths directly relevant to all human beings, in
which case a covert translation might seem appropriate.

Further, the specific purpose for which a “translation” is produced, 1.e.,
the particular brief given to the translator, will, of course, determine
whether a translation or an overt version should be ajimed at. In other
words, just as the decision as to whether an overt or a covert translation
is appropriate for a particular source text may depend on factors such as
the changeable status of the fext author, so clearly the initial choice be-
tween translating or version-producing, cannot be made on the basis of
features of the text, but may depend on the arbitrarily determined pur-

. pose for which the transtation or version is required.

Returning to the three basic issues with reference to transiation criti-
cism — relationship between original and translation, between texts and
human agents, distinction between translation and other secondary textu-
al operations ~ addressed initially in order to assess the differences in the-
oretical and empirical potential between different approaches to transla-
tion criticism, the assessment model presented above is firmly based on a
view of translation as a double-linkage operation. As opposed to views
that show a one-sided concern with the transiation, its receptors and the
translation’s reception in the target culture, the model attempts to take ac-
count of both source and target texts by positing a cline along which it can
be shown which tic of the double-linkage has priority in any particular
translation case — the two endpoints of the cline being marked by the con-
cepls overt translation (source text focussed) and covert translation (tar-
gettext focussed). The relationship between features of the text(s) and the
human agents involved (as author, translator, reader) is explicitly account-
edfor through the provision of an elaborate system of pragmatic-function-
al analysis of original and translation, with the overt-covert cline on which
a translation is to be placed determining the type of reception sought and
likely to be achieved. Finally, explicit means are provided for distinguish-
ing a translation from other types of textual operation by specifying the
conditions holding for a translation to turn into a version.
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Integrating cultural filters that are empirically verified into the evalua-
tion process might be taken to mean that there is greater certainty as to
when a translation is no longer judged to be a translation but rather a co-
vert version. True, in the past twenty years the field of contrastive prag-
matics has begun to make an important contribution to assessing covert
translations in a non-arbitrary way. However, given the dynamic nature
of socio-cultural and communicative norms and the way research neces-
sarily lags behind, translation critics will have fo struggle to remain
abreast of new developments if they want to be able to fairly judge the
appropriateness of changes through the application of a cultural filter in
a transiation between any given language pair.

4, Testing the model: Analysing the translation of a children’s
book

The analysis of the original text and its translation is based eclectically on
Neo-Firthian grammar, rhetorical-stylistic concepts, and concepls and no-
tions adapted from the Prague school of linguistics, as well as from speech
act theory, pragmatic and discourse analysis. On each of the dimensions
FIELD, TENOR, MODE, I differentiate lexical (choice and patterns of
lexical iteins, collocations, co-occurrence ete.), syntactic (parataxis, hypo-
taxis, nature of the verb phrase, mood, tenses, etc.), and textual means
{(cohesion and coherence, theme dynamics, clausal and iconic linkage) al-
though it might not always be the case that all categories are found to be
operative on a particular dimension. The terminology will be as in Table
1 above, with sub-categories of FIELD, TENOR and MODE printed in
italics.

In order to be able to make grounded statements about why and how a
transiation is “good”, both source and translation fext will be analysed at
the same Jevel of delicacy, and the translation text will then be compared
with the source text’s textual profile.

In the following I will try cut the above model with an analysis and
comparison of an English childrer’s book: Peace ai Last by Till Murphy
and its German transiation Keine Ruh fiir Vater Bir (sec appendix for the
two texts; numbers refer to lines in the {exis),

4.1. Analysis of original

FIELD
‘The original is a short picture book for 2 to 6 year olds. It presents a harm-
less, peaceful family idyll in the form of a story about a bear family: M»
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Bear, Mrs. Bear and Baby Bear. The plot is simple, an everyday experi-
ence is described: Mr. Bear can’t sieep, wanders about the house, and fi-
nally drops off to sleep back i his own bed only fo be woken up by the
alarm clock. He is comforted, however, by Mrs. Bear and a nice cup of tea
— a simple story full of warmth and gentle humour, just right for a bed-
(ime story for young children, The title of the book “Peace at last™ is well
in line with this characterisation.

Lexical Means:

Preponderance of jexical items that are likely to be part of the nascent
verbal competence of young children developed in interactions in the im-
mediate hic-ct-nunc epvironment, i.e, their home and neighbourhood
curroundings: fived, go 1o bed, fall asleep, sleep, snore, Baby Bear’s room,
living-rooni eic. -

Sy jc Means:

Clort clauses with simple structures throughout the text.

Textual Means:

Strong textual cohesion which makes the text casily comprehensible and
digestible for young children, Textual cohesion is achieved through a
sumber of different procedures, most prominently ihrough iconic inkage
and theme dynamics.

fconic Linkage:

There is iconic inkage between many clauses in the text highlighting {(for
{he children’s benefit) a reassuring similarity, and thus recognizability of
states and actions, and also heightening the dramatic effects, as for in-
stance i

2,3 Mr. Bear was tired. Mrs, Bear was lired; Baby Bear was tired.

6,10, 13,16, 21, 27 Oh NO!T can’ stand THIS.

6,11,14,17,22, 28: So he got up and went o sleep in Baby Bear's room (the
living room, ihe kitchen, in the garden, in the car}. So he got up aned went
back inio the house.

Theme Dynamics:

Thematic movement frequently arranged in sequences of theme-rheme
movements to ensure given-new grdering, .4, 28-29; foregrounded rhe-
matic fronting in all clauses with onomatopocetic items: 9,12, 15, ete. for
dramatic effect.
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TENOR
Author's Temporal, Geographical and Social Provendnce
Unmarked, contemporary, standard middle-class British English.

Author's Personal (Emotional and Intellectual) Stance
The author views the characters she creates with a warm sense of humour,

empathy and involvement, without becoming sentimental. The characters
keep their dignity and are not infantilized.

Lexical Means:

Characters keep their names including titles: My, and Mrs. Bear, whichre-
sults in aneutral, detached manner of description that aiso adds a humaor-
ous note, considering that the characters are “{eddy bears”.

Syntactic Means:
Monotonous repetition of phrases for humorous effect, e.g. 34, 35 Did
you sleep well — Not VERY well

Social Role Relationship
Author-reader: symmetric, (niimate relationship bhetween both types of
addressees, i.e., adults {parenis and other carctakers) and children, no
“alking down”, no evidence of educational, pedagogic motivation, no
hidden, ideologically induced jecturing.
Author-characters in the story: respect for individuality of characters
through leaving titles and generic ternms {(Mrs. Bear), sympathy, empathy.
Characters amongst themselves: tolerance, sympathy, rony and good
humour.

Title and names (Mr, Mrs. Bear) throughout {he text for humorous cffect.
34, 35: Use of address form “dear” 1o create intimacy.

Syntactic Means:

18: Direct address of veaders creates involvement and intmacy.

e

Textual Means:
24-35: Presence of ritualized move “Fow-are-you” and ritualized sec-
ond-pair part (Not very well) as well a8 ensuing uptake (never mind) 1o
provide stark contrast fo the preceding stOTy of Mr. Bear’s misery and
thus has humorous effect.

37: Short-clipped final phrase 1o seal the preceding promising move:
also closing and “sealing” the relationships in consfort, jntimacy and reas-
surance.
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Social Attitude :
Informal style level: conversational, intimate style characterising the type
of talk occurring in a family.

Simplicity of clauses, co-ordination rather than subordination, simplicity
of noun phrases, lack of pre- and post-modification.

Lgxical Means:

Use of lexical items marked as informal through their use in familiarity

inducing settings; onomatopoetic elements e.g.,, DRIP, MIAAOW, fol-

E‘OSW(’Jd by informal “go” in the past tense (“wenr”); informal conjunction
Sov,

MODE

Mediwm: Complex’

“Written o be read aloud as if not written”, creating for the young listen-
er the illusion that the person doing the reading aloud is inventing it si-
multaneously with the reading, i.e., real-life spontancous oral language is
being simulated. Along Biber's three (oral-written) dimensions: involved
vs. informational, explicit vs. situation dependent, abstract vs. non-ab-
stract, this picture book can be located at the involved, situation-depen-
dent, and non-abstract end of the cline,

Frequency of short co-ordinated clauses linked with and; use of conjunc-
tion so characterising spoken language.

Phonological Means:
Presence of emphatic stress frequent in oral encounters, and marked in
writing through capitalisation (e.g., BRRRRR went the alarm clock).

dextual Means:
Ample use of repetition for redundancy throughout the text in order 1o
make comprehension easier for young readers/listeners.

FParticipation
Complex: monologue with built-in (fictional) dialogic parts.

Lexical Means:

Use of well, a token typically used at the beginning of a response in a di-
alogue (18).
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Svntactic Means:
Presence of rhetorical, addressee-directed utterance (18).

Heavy use of direct speech designed fo increase listeners’/readers’ in-
volvement in the story. This direct speech includes a deliberate “anima-
tion™ of the animals and the objects such as the tap and the living-room
clock that are depicted as emitting (intentionaliy?) noises in a way sug-
gesting interaction with Mr. Bear.

GENRE

Picture book for young children designed to be read aloud by adults, of-
ten as a bed time story. The “communicative purpose” of such a book is
to entertain children, comfort and reassure them, and (maybe) also “efe-
vate” i.e., educate them. In the English tradition, children’s books often
use humour te gently sccialise the young into family life and the world be-
yond. The textis supported by pictures. I have omitted them here as they
do not add anything that the words themselves do not make explicit. In
fact the pictures are the same in the original and the German translation.

STATEMENT OF FUNCTION

The function of the original text consisting of an ideational and an inter-
personal functional component may be summed up as follows: Although
the ideational functional component is not marked on any of the dimen-
sions, it is nevertheless implicitly present, in that the text informs the
readers about certain social activities and events involving the protago-
nists depicted in the text, in other words, it tells a story! However, the ide-
ational component is clearly less important than the interpersonal one,
which 1s marked on all the dimensions used {or the analysis of the text.

The particular GENRE, picture books written for young children, de-
termines that the interpersonal function is primary, its purpose being to
provide reassurance and comfort, a sense of belonging, and increased un-
derstanding of how the world around the child functions.

On FIELD, too, the interpersonal component is strongly marked: The
description of a typical piece of family life, where a member of the family
experiences a sleepless night, is presented in a light-hearted, good-na-
tured, long-sulfering and humorous way, making the story amusing, en-
tertaining and easily comprehensible. On TENOR, the author’s personal
stance as well as the particular social role relationship and social attitude
evident in the text strongly mark the interpersonal functional component:
The relationship between both author and reader, and between the (fic-
tional) characters are characterised by good humour. The informal style
level also clearly feeds into the interpersonal functional component by
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enhancing the text’s intimate humorously human quality. On MODE, the
medium characterised as “written 1o be read as if not written” marked as
involved, situation-dependent and non-abstract, as well as the many
stretches of simulated speech (monologue and dialogue) clearly aiso
strengthen the interpersonal function because of the emotive effect of
spontaneous immediacy and directness.

4.2. Comparison of original and translation and statement of
quality

As opposed to the original, the translation is far from presenting a peace-
ful family wdyll, already the translation’s title: Keine Rulr fiir Vater Biir
points to a rather different story, L.e., the translation transforms the orig-
inal’s positive soothing atmosphere into a “negative” one, falsely ironic
and “funny” in the sense of the German Schadenfreude, i.c., enjoying an-
other person’s misery. [n the translation one recognises a motive found in
many post-68 German children’s books (see House forthcoming): a delib-
erate attempt to reach what is (presumably) perceived as a pedagogically
desirable goal, namely fo encourage children to “emancipate them-
selves”, 1.e, to stand up to their parents. This ideclogical stance is ex-
pressedin a forcedly ironic and “funny” storyline which {barely) cloaks a
clear didactic mandate. The original’s harmless, peaceful story is changed
into a series of minor disasters. This impression is substantiated by the fol-
lowing individual mismatches along Field, Tenor, Mode, and Genre.

FIELD
Textual Mismatches:

[.oss of Cohesion: the enomatopoetic {exical items are not consistently
rendered: (28/29): Und die Sonne schien immer heller vs. (26) SHINE,
SHINI went the sun, presumably in an attempt to “correct™ the original
in that the sun does not make noises and should therefore (presumably)
not be presented in the same vein as the other noeise making objects in the
story. This mismatch results in a loss of humour, precisely because the
imaginative agency of the sun is omitted.

The consistent use of an equivalent of the conjunction so throughout
the text is not kept up in the translation: apart from some repetitions of
the phrase dort wollte er schilafen at the beginning of the text (7,11, 15, 18)
different structures are used. Thus, for example (22): So he went off 1o
sleep is rendered as (23): Er stand aufund ging in den Garten or (28): So
he got up and went back into the ouse is turned into (30): £ stieg aus und
ging ins Haus.
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Syniactic Mismatches: - o
‘The use of onomatopoeia in English is hased on “normal”, e, lexicalized
verbs (e.g., snore, drip, snuffle), the German “equivalents” oftc::n reselz?l)lc
infantilized comic-strip-like interjections {sch-sch-sch, schniff-schniiff).

TENOR

Author's Personal (Emotional and Intellectual) Stance

Loss of humour, sentimentalization and infantilization of characters in
the story.

Lexical Mismatches:

The characters Mr. Bear, Mrs. Bear, and Baby Bear are changed into the
sentimentalized and infantilized German collocations Varer Bér, Muifer
Bér, Baby Bar. This change also means a loss of humour, created in En-
olish precisely through the clash between the titles Mr, Mrs. and Qm fact
that we are here dealing with teddy bears functioning also as children’s
toys.

Clause structures are even simpler than in the English original, i.e., two
simple short clauses are made out of one longer m—ordh;ﬂatcd one: {6/7):
So he got up and went 10 sleep in Baby Bear’s roont vs. Er stand auf und
ging ins Kinderzimmer. Dortwellte er schiafen.

Social Role Relationship

Between author and readers, between author and the protagonists, and
between the protagonists: These three rofe-relationships are clearly inter-
dependent such that the relationship between the protagonistsis a reflec-
tion of the author’s assessment of her readers and her view of her charac-
ters. The relationships are changed quite radically in the German
translation, witness the following mismatches.

Textual Mismatches:

The German translation transforms the book’s positive atmosphere into a
negative one. To start with, the original’s title Peace at last is turned into
Keine Rul fiir Vater Bér, a total contradiction of the original’s title. Andin
keeping with the German title’s ominous prediction (which flies %1‘1 ‘[}gc face
of the originai’s hopeful promise) a consistently negative storyline is con-
tinued until the end of the story, which is also the very opposite of “peace-
fui”. Compare here lines 34 to 37 in the original with the German text’s
lines 28-34. The entire sequence starting with Und die Postisinvented, and
added by the transfator (presumably on the basis of the final picture inthe
book, in which an official-looking envelope can be detected).
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At the end of the original story, the mother is nice, warm, friendly (nev-
er mind, ... a nice cup of rea), and her final words and she did indicate that
she brings the tea as a “sealing” comfort. In the German transiation, how-
ever, the clause Warte, ich bring dir das Frithstiick ans Bett merely hints
that this act is part of her sober daily routine.

Lexical Mismatches:

Framed by the major manipulations of title and ending, the body of the
German text contains a pattern of negativisation and problematisation,
and it is not only the relationship between father and son that is presented
in a negative and problematic way but alse the relationship between
mother and father. Implicitly authoritarian role-relationships are there-
fore built into the translator’s version of the story. The very first sentence:
The hour was laie 1s translated in such a way as to evoke a different role-
relationship between parents and child: s war Schlafenszeit, this clause
mmplies a parental regime (when it’s late and dark, children must be in bed
asleep), where the English original remains a neutral statement. As noted
above, the “neutral” Mrs. and Mr. Bear become Mutter and Vater Bir,
which typecasts them exclusively as parents. Similarly, Baby Bear’s room
becomes das Kinderzirmmer, a generic ferm, i.e., the room is then not an

individual’s room but belongs to someone in the role of a child, the role

relationship between child and parent then being marked as fixed and
normative.

Further, the use of the German expressions mein Lieber und meine Lie-
be (29/30) helps to disrupt the harmony of the happy family idyll por-
trayed in the English original. Despite the deceptive formal equivalence
between my dear and mein(e) Liebe(r), these phrases arve certainly not
pragmatically equivalent. Mein Lieber has a distinctively ironic (not hu-
morous!) overtone.

300 The uncaring and dismissive phrase Macht nichts is also clearly not
equivalent with never mind. In fact, macht nichts 1s much more direct, and
less concerned and polite. The use of macht nichts and warte by the Ger-
man Mutier Bar in particular give her a superficial and indifferent air:
whereas in English never mind relates to alter {never you mind) and is
thus comforting, the German macht nichts refers to self, (das macht mir
nichts aus) a crucial difference not only in terms of perspective but also in
terms of ifiocutionary force.

& (Baby Bir) lag im Bett und spielte Flugzeug 1s different from Baby
Bear was lying in bed pretending to be an aeroplane in that the German
expression implies a division between the world of adults and the world
of children, the laiter “playing at things”. In the English original, Baby
Bear is taken more seriously, treated more as an equal. The German
translation infantilizes and sentimentalizes the character. Similarly, (24)
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He was just falling asleep 1s rendered with a metaphorical expression typ-
ically used in German child-talk (25) die Augen fielen ihin zu.

The “bourgeois” family is presented in the German translation as a unit
which allows for no peace, and Mr Bear, who in English (30) got into bed
and closed his eyes, schiiipfte unier die Decke und seufzte tief in German
(32/33), and he is not content to yawn as he is allowed to do in the English
original, rather he must grumble: (36) brummre Vater Bir.

At the very end of the story {(40) the compound noun Parksiinder (fol-
lowed and intensified by the collocation Parksiinder Daddy (40) epito-
mizes the “Schadenfreude” and the forcedly funny one-up-manship of
the child over his father.

MODE
Participation
In ene instance {(18) in the original, (19) in the translation}, the attempt,
via a rhetorical question, to directly involve participants is not kept up in
the transiation. Instead, the German franslation presents an impersonal,
rather laid back statement with an initial inforimal, regional starter fa.
GENRE
In as much as the translation 1s stili a children’s picture book to be read to
young children, there has been no change in the GENRE of the transla-
tion. However, the “framing” is very different in the text: both title and
endingsetaverydifferent tone: a humorous, innocent book to be read with
pleasure, amusement and joy is turned into an ideclogically laden, peda-
gogically motivated ook embued with a certain forced wit, and a trend to
infantilize the protagonists in the story through lexical and textual means.
As the analysis of a larger corpus (n= 62) of German-Linglish and Lin-
glish-German translations of children’s books has revealed (House forth-
coming), there seem to be patterned differences between texts in this
Genre in the two linguistic and cultural communities. In German chil-
dren’s books there seems to be a tendency to depict a type of role rela-
tionship between children and adults in much the same way as was out-
lined above, i.e., there is more sentimentalization, niore infantilization as
well as less (and different) humour, greater explicitness and a greater
need to impose edifying pedagogic ideas and ideologies on the stories told
in German children’s books.

STATEMENT OF QUALITY

The analysis of original and translation has revealed mismatches along
the dimensions of FIRLD, MODE and in particular TENOR, with a con-
sequent subsiantial change of the interpersonal functional component of
the text’s function. On FIELD, Toss of cohesion was estabiished in several
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cases detracting from the aesthetic and emotive pleasure a well-knit text
will elicit.

On TENOR, the author’s stance is changed such that the franslation
loses the original’s subtle and warm humour superimposing instead a new
note of infantilization and sentimentalization onto the text through syn-
tactic simplification and changes of protagonists’ names and titles. Most
incisive however are the changes in the social role relationship portrayed
in the original and the translation: the original’s positive reassuring atmo-
sphere is transformed into anegative one. “Schadenfreude™ is substituted
for comfort and friendliness. Children are depicted as generically differ-
ent from adults and a more authoritarian relationship and, consequently,
a general “negativisation” and “problematisation” of the role relation-
ship between all the story’s characters is implied, such that “no peace”
can be found - a situation which may have been designed as “funny”, but
is, if pitted against the original, clearly the very opposite.

If we interpret the above results in the light of the analyses of a larger
corpus of German and English children’s books (House forthcoming),
they reflect a culturally conditioned, ideologically tinted difference in the
realization of GENRE between English and German children books.
This difference is most clearly visible in the different framing in the Ger-
man translation: the ttle and the end of the German story guide the read-
er/listeners along a different path than is suggested in the original.

These differences may be interprefed as reflecting differences in Ger-
man and English communicative preferences and norms established in
cross-cultural research (see e.g., House (1996)). For a full understanding
of these culture-conditioned differences, however, one would need much
more data, and a comprehensive comparative analysis of the variocus
strands of mteliectual, artistic, economie, legal and secio-political forces
in the two cultures in question and their influence on text production and
reception. Such a broad ethnographic approach coupled with a detailed
linguistic analysis may be less utopian than it may seem. It certainly is the
most promising and fruitful way of refating context to texf, and texi to
context.

The German translation analysed above can be deseribed as a covert
transiation, in which a cultural filter bas been applied. One wonders, how-
ever, why the transiator or the publisher had not opted for an overt {rans-
lation. 1t is a sad truth that translators of children’s books seem to feel
particularly leensed to produce covert translations making changes
whenever they think these are appropriate thus barring children fron: ac-
cess to the original’s voice. Children are often totally underrated in their
imaginative and learning capacities, Their natural curiosity and their de-
sire 1o be exposed to strange, foreign and different worlds and norms is
simply overrun.
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One reason for this tendency to adapt original texts to the receiving cul-
tures’ dominant GENRE may be the current one-sided, often dogmatic
reception-oriented, hermeneutic climate, which needs, in the opinion of
ihis author, 1o be counteracted by solid text- and context-based hnguistic
analyses,

5. Possibilities and bmpossibilitics of translation criticism

In transiation eriticism it is important to be maximally aware of the differ-
ence between (linguistic) analysis and {(social) judgment, i.c., there is a
difference between comparing, describing and explaining differences es-
tablished in linguistic analysis and judging “how good a translation” is.
Instead of taking the complex psychological categories of ranslation
receptors’ intuitions, feelings, reactions or beliefs as a corerstone for
translation criticism, the above model’s functional-pragmatic approach
focusses on texts, i.e., products of human decision processes. Such an ap-
proach, however, cannot ultimately enable the evaluator to pass judg-
ments on what is a “good” or a “bad” translation. In the last analysis, any
evaluation depends on a large varicty of factors that necessarily enter into
a social evaliative judgement. An evaluative judgment emanates from
the analylic, comparative process of translation criticism, i.e., the linguis-
tic analysis provides grounds for arguing an evaluative judgment. As inti-
mated above, the choice of an overt or a covert translation depends not
on the translator alone or on the text (o be translated, or on her subjective
interpretation of the text, but also on the reasons for the franslation, the
implied readers, on publishing and marketing policies, i.c., factors which
have nothing to do with translation as a Jinguistic procedure. Such factors
are social factors, which concern human agents as well as socio-cultural,
political or ideological constraints and which are often more influential
than linguistic considerations oy the translator herself, However, despite
all these “external” influences, translation is at its core a linguistic-textuai
phenomenon, and it can be legitimately described, analysed and evaluat-
ed as such. More forcefully argued, the primary concern for translation
critics remains linguistic-textual analysis and comparison. A consider-
ation of social factors is, if it is divorced from textual analysis, of second-
ary relevance. Linguistic deseription and explanation must not be con-
fused with evaluative assertions made on the basis of social, political,
ethical or individual grounds. It seems imperative to emphasize this dis-
tinction given the current climate in which the criteria of scientific validity
and reliability are often usurped by criteria such as social acceptabifity,
political correciness, vague emotional commitment or fleeting zeitgeist
tastes. Translation as a phenomenon in its own right, as a linguistic-textual
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operation should not be confused with issues such as what the translation
is for, what it should, might, or must be for. One of the drawbacks of an
overriding concern with covert translation is that the borders between a
translation and other multilingual textual operations become blurred. In
view of this confusion some conceptual clarity can be reached by theoret-
ically distinguishing between translations and versions and by positing
functional equivalence as a sine qua non in transtation.

The core concept of transiation criticism is translation quality. This is a
problematical concept if it is taken to involve - as it mostly, and infor-
mally, is — individual value judgments alone. {tis of course extremely dif-
ficult to pass any “final judgment” of the quality of a translation that ful-
fils the demands of scientific objectivity. This should not, however, be
taken to mean that translation criticism as a field of inguiry is worthless.
But one should be aware that in transiation criticism one will always be
forced to move from a macro-analytical focus to a micro-analytical one,
from considerations of ideology, function, genre, register to the com-
municative value of individual linguistic items. In taking this dual, com-
plementary perspective, the translation critic will be enabled to approxi-
mate the reconstruction of the translater’s choices and to throw some
light on his decision processes it as objective a manner as possible. That
this is a complex undertaking which, in the end, yields but probabilistic
outcomes, should not detract from its usefulness. In translation eriticism,
one should try to reveal, 1n any individual case, exactly where and with
which consequences and (possibly) for which reasons (parts of} transiat-
ed texts are what they are inrelation to their “primary texts”. Such a mod-
est goal might guard the translation evaluator against making prescrip-
tive, apodictic and global judgments {of the “good” vs. “bad” type), which
are not itersubjectively verifiable.

The difference between linguisiic analysis and value judgement is often
ignored when one talks about the quality of a transtation. IBoth compo-
nents, the linguistic and the judgemental are, of course, implicit in trans-
lation evaluation, but they should not be mixed up, nor should the evalu-
ative component be used in isolation from the linguistic component.

In summary and to conclude, translation criticism, like language itself,
has two basic functional components, an ideational and an inferpersonal
one, which lead to two separable steps: the first and primary one referring
to linguistic analysis, deseription and explanation based on knowledge and
research, the second and secondary one referring to value judgments, so-
cial, interpersonal and ethical questions of relevance and personal taste.
Without the first, the second is useless, in other words, to judge is easy, to
explain and understand less so. In other words, we know when a transla-
tion is good, when we are able to make explicit the grounds for our judge-
ment on the basis of a theoretically sound and argued set of procedures.
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Appendix

Source Text:
Jilt Murphy 1980 Peace at Last. London: Macemillan,

1 The hour was late.
2 Mr. Bear was tived, Mrs. Bear was tirad and
3 Baby Bear was tired, so they all went 1o bed.
4 Mys. Bear fell asleep. Mr. Bear didi't. Mrs, Bear began to snore, “SNORJE”
5went Mrs, Bear, “SNORE, SNORE, SNORE.”
6 *0Oh NOI” said Mr. Bear, “I can't stand THIS” So he got up and went to sleep
7 in Baby Bear's room.
8 Baby Bear was not asleep either. Ie was lving in bed protending
D 1o be an acroplane. “NYAAOW! wenl Baby Bear, “NYAAOW! NYAAQW!”
1050k NO! said Mr, Bear, “1 can't stand THIS.”
11 50 he got up and went to sleep in the living-room.
12 TICK-TOCK | wenl the living-room clack . TICK-TOCK, TICK-TOCK.
13 CUCKOO! CUCKOO! “Oh NO!” said My, Bear,
14 %] can’t stapd THIS™ So he went off Lo sleep in the kitehen,
15 DRIP DRIP . owent the leaky kitchen tap.
16 HMMMMMMMMMMM | wenl the ';'cﬁ'igcfamr. “Oh NO," said Mr. Bear,
17 *1 can’t stand THIS” So he got up and went 1o sleep in the garden,
18 Well you would not believe what noises there are in the garden at night,
19 TOO-WHIT-TOG-WIHOO! went the owl.
20 "SNUPFTLIE, SNUFFLE” went the hedgehog,
21 "MIAAOW! sang the cats on the wall, “Oh, NO!™ said Mr. Bear, *1 can’t stand
22 THIS” So he went off to sleep in the car.
23 It was cold in (he car and uncomfortable, but Mr, Bear was so tired that
24 he didn’t notice. Iie was just falling asleep when all the birds started
25 to sing and the sun peeped in at the window, “TWEET TWE
26 SHINE, SHINE |, .went the sun,
27 = 0Oh NO! said Mr. Bear, T can’t stand THIS.”
28 So he got up and went back into the house.

29 In the house, Baby Bear was fast asleep, and Mrs. Bear had

30 turned over and wasn’t snoring anymore. Mr. Bear got into bed and closed
31 his eyes, “Peace at last,” he said to himself.

32 BRRERRRRRRRRRRRR! went the alarm-clock, BRRRRRR!

33 Mrs. Bear sat up and rubbed her eyes.

34 “Good morning, dear,” she said. “I2id you sleep well?”

35 “Not VERY well, dear,” yawned Mr. Bear.

36 “Never mind,” said Mrs. Bear. “I'll bring you & nice cup of tea.”

37 And she did.

EFP went the birds.

157
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Translation Text
Jill Murphy 1981 Keine Rudi fiir Vater Bir. Fransiation by Ingrid Weixelbaumer. Wien/
Mimnchen: Annetle etz Verlag,

i s war Schiafenszeit.

3 Vater Rar war mitde. Muller Bir war miide und Baby By way milde .. also gingen
3 sie alle ins Bett. Mutter Bar schlief sofort cin. Vater BEr nicht,

4 nuiter Bir begann #u schnarchen. CGOH-CH-MEHY, machte Mutlier By,

5 §CH-CHCH-HHL, SCH-CHU FCHA-TEHI ©Oh, NEIN!T sagte Vater T,

6 ~13AS hatte ich nicht aus” Er stand auf und ging ins Kinderzimmer.

7 Dertwollie er schlafen,

3 Baby Bir schiief auch aoch micht. Br Jag im Bett und spieite Flugzeug.

9 WIERE-AUUL, WIFEE-AUUU-UMML “Oh, NEINT sagle Vater B4
10 " AS Balte ich micht aus” Er stand aul und ging ing Wohnzimer.

V1 Daort wollte ex schlafen.

12 TICK-TACK L. machte die Kuckucksuhr in Wohnzimmer... TICK-TACK,

13 TIOIGTACK, KUCKUCK! KUCKUCK “Ob, NEINI sagle Vater B,

14 Dias halte ich nicht aus” Br stand auf und ging in die Kiiche,

15 Dot wollte er schlaten.

16 TROPE TROPE . machie der undichte Wasserhahi. MMM MMM MAMMMMMM..
machie der Kithischrank.

17 ¢, NIETNIT sagte Vater Bir “1AS halte ich nichi aus.”

18 Iy stand aul und ging in den Garten. Dort wollte ¢r sehiafen.

19 Ta. nichi zu glauben, was ¢s da an Gerduschen gibt, nachis im Garten.

20 HUH-WITTHUHUHUHHI machte die Eule. " SCHNUFF, SCINUFF machte der
Tgel,

21 “MIAAUL sangen dic Katzen auf der Mauer. “Oh, NETNT? sagle Vater Bir.

23 *PIAS halle ich nicht aug” ¥ stand auf und ging zu seinem Auto.

24 25 war kall und ungemiitiich im Auto. Aber Vater Bir war so mide,

25 GaB er ¢s gar nicht merkte, Die Augen ficlen ihm zu. Er war schon fast

26 eingeschiafen, da finden die Vogel zu singen an, and die Senne blinzelte

27 zum Fenster herein,

ag W TWITT ZIWITTE zwitscherten die Voeel, und die Sonne schien

2G jminer heller, “Oh, NEIN sagle Vater Bir. “1DAS halte ich nicht aus™

30 Tor sticg aus und ging ins Haus zuriich.

31 Alles war still und friediich, Baby Bar schbief fest, und Mutter Bir

17 hatie sich umgedreht und schnarchie nicht mehr, Vater Bar sehiipfte unter

13 die Decke und seufzte tief, “Endlich Rul’ im Fiaust® sagte er zu sich.

34 BRRERRRRARRR! machie der Wecker. BRRRRR Mutter Bir rieb sich die Avgen
35 und gilmte. “Guten Morgen, mein Licher” sagte sic. “Hast du gut geschiafen?”

26 “Nicht SEHR, meine Licbe”, brummie Vater Bar, “Macht nichts”, sagte Mutter Bir.
37 “Warle, ich bring dir das Frithstiick ans Bett”

38~ Und die Post!? rief Baby Bir.

36 <O, NEINI" sagte Vater Bir, als ¢r den Polizeistemped sab,

40 *PARKSUNDER! rief Baby Bir. “Parksiinder-Daddy!™.
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Intralingual and interlingnal versions of a text —
how specific is the notion of iranslation?

Erich Steiner

We staried the last division on a paradoxical guest: how to trans-
late wintranslatable phrases and words. Our argunent, which in-
cidentally enabled us o solve the riddle of the paradox landed
us In another apparent antinonty: words are the elements of
speech, but words do nor exist. Having once recognised that
words have ne independent existence in the aclual reality of
speech, and having fhas been drawn towards the concept of
confext, our pexi step s clear: we must devole our atteniion (o
the intermediate Ink betweer word and context, I mean 1o the
linguistic text, (Malinowski 1935: 23)

1. Introduciion?

In this paper, an attempt will be made to relate the notion of “versions”
of a text to the notions of rextua! variation and franslation as relationships
between texts. Section 1, after introducing the notion of register, 1lius-
trates intralingual versions of a text, discussing a small set of English texts
and a small set of German texts in turn. Within each set, the texts can in-
formally be said to be versions of each other, We shall then argue that this
informal notion of version can be more technically analysed as a relation-
ship of register variation within these intralingual sets. Section 2, by con-
trast, will focus on interlingual versions, especially translations, arguing
that here, again, we find register-variation, this time across texts realized
in different lexicogrammatical systems (fanguages). In particular, it will
be seen that translated texts are registerial variants of each other, but so
are other, e.g. co-generated, texts in different languages. We thus want to
draw attention to the relationship between translation and multilingual
generation. Chapter 3 will then pose the central question of this paper:
Can translation be comprehensively modelled by conceptualising it as
(restricted) register variation plus realization in different language sys-
tems of some invariant ideational, i.e. propositional, content, or is trans-
lation as a relationship between texts characterised by specific and differ-
ent properties? We shall start with an inspeciion of passages from an
original English advertising text and from its original German translation.
This will be followed by some observations on these two texts which will
show that the transiated text has properties beyond those of a registerial



