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Introduction

Translation studies as a discipline has grown enormously in the last two

decades. Each year sees new translation programmes, new journals, new
translation titles added to the burgeoning list of publications in the area.
Conferences on translation topics are organized around the globe and
attract keen, committed audiences. Contributions to the discipline come
from the fields of machine. translation, history, literature, philosophy,
linguistics, terminology, interpreting, screen translation, translation
pedagogy, software localization and lexicography. This list is indicative
rather than exhaustive. There is evidently great diversity in translation
studies but is there much unity? Have the different branches of transla-
tion studies become so specialized that they can no longer talk to each
other? Would translation studies be strengthened or weakened by the
search for or the existence of unifying principles?

It could be argued that translation studies is simply going the way of
other disciplines in a world where in the sciences alone there are esti-
mated to be 90,000 specialisms. The path of development is the path of
meiosis, with fragmentation the inevitable consequence of disciplinary
expansion. Fragmentation indeed is celebrated by many postmodern crit-
ics as a triumph over the totalizing theories of modernity, theories that
erased difference in the name of unity and sacrificed the peripheral to the
centripetal coercion of ‘master’ theories. Translation, which involves lan-
guage and culture contact, border crossings, power brokering, is certainly
an activity that is sensitive to the pressures of culture, politics and place
and to the persistent danger of erasure and invisibility. The historical
experience of translators has certainly been a strength in making transla-
tion theorists aware of how what is deemed to be marginal may in fact be
central to the construction of a language, culture or society. For this very
reason, it is important that in our discipline we do not practise our own
forms of exclusion.

In this volume we have brought together translation theoreticians
from the fields of machine translation, interpreting, feminist theory,
computer-assisted translation, advertising, literature, linguistics, screen
translation and translation pedagogy to counter the tendency to partition
or exclude in translation studies. It is important that machine translation
specialists and literary translators be found between the covers of the
same book if only because the nomadic journeying of concepts is often
the key to intellectual discovery and renewal. Celebrating our differences
does not entail denigrating the commonality of our concerns. Too often
the discipline of translation studies can fetishize difference at the ex-
pense of memory. Linguistics was embraced with enthusiasm in the 1960s
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and early 1970s and then abandoned with similar gusto in the 1980s, de-
spite the fact that the discipline of linguistics itself has changed radically
in those years and still has much to teach us. Systems theory was champi-
oned and then pilloried and yet the full insights of systems theory have
still to be properly applied to translation studies. Machine translation
was hailed as the translation Messiah and then became the butt of a thou-
sand jokes repeated ad nauseam about howlers found in MT output. Yet
machine translation is a very different activity from that practised in the
early 1960s, a fact that is forgotten or conveniently ignored. The blind
embrace of theoretical fashion can lead to much theoretical redundancy
as the same observations appear endlessly in different terminological
guises. Theory should be as much an act of memory as an act of inven-
tion and we should be loath to cast aside disciplines that are suddenly
deemed to be useless or irrelevant.

If it is important to remember the past, the future too should not be
forgotten. New technologies, for example, are having a decisive impact
on the nature of the translation profession and we must remain aware of
developments that are changing and will continue to change in very real
ways the working practices of translators.

Harlequin, not Jerome, could in our time be considered the emblem-
atic figure of translation studies. Information theory, linguistics, systems
theory, gender theory, semiotics, and cognitive psychology are some of
the disciplines that have been appropriated by translation theoreticians
to provide the perfect theoretical ‘fit’ for translation studies. Is the inter-
disciplinary whole greater than the sum of the disciplinary parts or do we
have juxtaposition without shape, colours without form?

It is striking that though we talk to each other more and more, even if
frequently within rather than across translation specialisms, we seem to
talk on the whole to ourselves. Countless conferences, articles, and books
on history, sociology, anthropology, politics, new technologies, and phi-
losophy in the late twentieth century simply ignore the question of language
and translation. And yet in an era of globalization, migration, mass tour-
ism, multilingual federal structures, postcolonial debate and exponential
progress in information technology, translation studies is arguably at the
very heart of our attempts to comprehend the developments in the late
modern age. The articles in this volume illustrate the capacity of transla-
tion studies to deal with a very diverse range of phenomena, a capacity
that was already evident in the Translation Studies Conference organized
by Dublin City University in 1996, a conference that originally prompted
the idea of a volume of articles on the theme of unity in diversity. The
volume is as much about questions as answers and one recurring question
is: does translation studies have a number of core distinguishing features
that set it apart as a discipline in its own right?
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Would greater disciplinary integration be a gain or a loss? Or is trans-
lation studies merely experiencing an epistemological crisis of confidence
that has afflicted most areas of human enquiry since the 1960s? Transla-
tion Studies: Unity in Diversity? examines these questions and others in
articles from many different areas of translation studies. The articles draw
attention to the complex nature of the translation transaction and indeed.

“reveal a number of cases of previously unexplored aspects of the phe-
nomenon of translation. The collection deliberately brings together areas
of translation studies that are often’ addressed in separate volumes and
arenas in order to suggest areas of common interest beyond the necessary
boundaries of specialization. The merits of unity and the virtues of diver-
sity are debated from theoretical, practical and professional perspectives.

Theory is rarely a stranger to orthodoxy and translation theory is no
exception. The articles in the first section of this volume challenge as-
sumptions that are made about the nature of translation. Gender and
translation, the consequences of translation for self-construction and the
position of translation in the cultural and economic dynamics of globali-
zation are considered in addition to specific speculation on the pertinence
of translation to late twentieth-century experience.

Luise von Flotow, in ‘Dis-unity and Diversity: Feminist Approaches
to Translation Studies, details the impressive growth in recent years of
feminist scholarship in the area of translation studies. She then charts the
lines of antagonism and tension that separate the different feminist theo-
reticians, particularly centring around the questions of history, identity
and positionality. The article argues that theoretical unity is of question-
able value and that for feminist theoreticians of translation, diversity is
not simply a consequence of the complexity of the object observed but is
a desirable outcome of any theoretical endeavour. Susan Ingram exam-
ines the autobiographical writings of Alice Kaplan and Eva Hoffman from
the standpoint of the bilingual author for whom writing is an act of trans-
lation. The contrasting experiences of Kaplan and Hoffman are analyzed
in the context of translation as either dispossession or emancipation, a
form of humiliating alienation and displacement or a powerful means of
personal and cultural enrichment. Walter Benjamin’s reading of ‘the Kaf-
ka situation’ and the writings of Deleuze and Guattari on ‘minor’ literatures
are integrated into a theory of authorial identity that is crucially depend-
ent on the figure of translation.

Translation in national context is the theme which links the five
articles by Brown and Sherlock, Sohir, St-Pierre, Wakabayashi and
O’Connell. While these authors are all writing from quite diverse cul-
tural perspectives, dealing with different languages (Scots, Welsh, Irish,
Hungarian, Japanese and the many languages of India) and different
translation processes, the question of context recurs in all of the articles.

.
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The context or environment in which a translation is to be received will
determine which translation process is most appropriate. It may be more
appropriate to adapt texts to the social, cultural and political climate of
the target culture, as described by Brown and Sherlock in their account of
.the challenges 'they faced in translatlng the ancient Greek myth of Anti- .
gone into contemporary, Scots and Welsh. Or perhaps in cases where a
particular genre does not exist in a culture, it is better to create fictitious
translations of works, i.e. texts masquerading as translations and which
have no source text, rather than genuine translations as has happened in
the case of science fiction in Hungary. The Indian experience of transla-
tion shows the extent to which relations of power between languages are
reinforced by certain translation policy decisions. In other cases, it may
be that knowledge of the source language is a prerequisite for the under-
standing of the target text, a notion explored in Wakabayashi's fascinating
overview of marginal forms of translation in Japan. In the case of Ireland,
assumptions made about the target audience have crucial consequences
for screen translation policies. Indeed, whichever process translators
choose, whether to adapt, to transpose, to create or to translate in the more
conventional manner, their choice is determined by their understanding
of the expectations and capabilities of their audience.

Brown and Sherlock discuss aspects of the nature of translation and
proceed, on the basis of that discussion, to consider the nature of the
Scots and Welsh languages. They discuss the nature of the process in
which myth, specifically Greek myth, may be translated into another cul-
ture. The authors argue that the process usually called ‘adaptation’ is
actually one of translation of a significant mythic structure from the pre-
mises of one cultural frame to another in a way analogous to the translation
of text from one language to another. They also discuss the ways in which
Welsh and Scots are capable of dealing with the material of the Antigone
play as written by Brown within a Scots cultural frame. Finally, they
raise some tentative hypotheses about modern Scots and Welsh as lan-
guages. Anik6 Sohér examines how science fiction and fantasy novels are
developed and established in Hungary through translation and pseudo-
translation. Paul St-Pierre draws on the plurilingual reality of modern
India to argue that translation principles are not immutable, ahistorical
universals but are grounded in the specific linguistic, historical and po-
litical experiences of a country. The notion that one should, for example,
only translate into one’s mother tongue is both impractical and culturally
harmful in the Indian context. He explores the translation relationships
between the different Indian languages and the role of English as a filter
language. St-Pierre alludes to the notion of ‘transcreation’ to demon-
strate how translation into English can often be a way of reinforcin grather
than weakening different language identities in India. Judy Wakaba-
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yashi’s article focuses on two non-prototypical methods of rendering
foreign texts into a form comprehensible to Japanese readers. The first
method, kambun kundoku, uses grammatical indicators and marks indi-
cating word order so as to allow Japanese readers direct access to Chinese
texts. Another practice common throughout Japanese literary history has
been adaptation, with both traditional Chinese tales and European works
being adapted to varying degrees, often by famous writers who have used
adaptations as a stimulus for their own creative activities. She examines
the degree of acceptance in Japan of these practices as translation, and
the nature of the relationship between the source and ‘target’ texis in
these instances. Eithne O’Connell examines the choices and constraints
that are operative in screen translation. She emphasizes the distinct na-
ture of dubbing and subtitling and challenges traditional explanations that
are put forward to explain the choice of dubbing over subtitling. O’Con-
nell stresses the importance of language politics and language planning
in screen translation decisions, particularly with respect to minority lan-
guages. She also draws attention to factors of age, literacy levels and
gender that can influence the choice of dubbing or subtitling.
Theoretical work in translation studies, as in any other discipline, is
powerfully informed by appropriate descriptive studies. Irena Kovacic
points up the complexity of subtitling and the often significant variation
in subtitling choices from one subtitler to another. Using a set of textual
parameters and Halliday’s model of linguistic functions she examines
the nature of differences in the work of six different subtitlers. Her article
highlights the significance of language register and ideational function in
the analysis of subtitles and speculates as to the impact of subtitling dif-
ference on audience reception. Christina Schéffner’s contribution to this
volume reveals an interest in using real L1 and L2 texts in discussions of
translation. This time the focus is on the translation classroom, but Schif-
fner suggests that newly emerging text types will lead to a questioning
across the board in translation theory of fundamental concepts such as
parallel text and text type. Peters and Picchi describe procedures that
have been developed at the Istituto di Linguistica Computazionale, Pisa,
to construct and query bilingual corpora and to extract significant data
for translation purposes and contrastive textual studies. They treat both
parallel corpora, i.e. collections of source texts and their translations into
a target language, and bilingual comparable corpora, collections of L1
and L2 texts, that, although they were produced in comparable L1 and L2
contexts, do not actually bear any translation relationship to one another.
Sara Laviosa’s article describes the use of a monolingual English compa-
rable corpus to identify features that differentiate translated text from
text originally written in English. She focuses in particular on the hypoth-
esis that simplification is characteristic of translated text. What Laviosa




XX Unity in Diversity

and Peters and Picchi have in common is an interest in establishing rigor-
ous procedures for the empirical investigation of translation.

Computer-Aided Translation and Machine Translation have under-
gone considerable changes over the last decade and no adequate account
of contemporary research in translation studies can afford to ignore these
areas. One recent development, the advent of translation memories, relies
on the cooperation of humans and computers: humans do the transla-
tions; computers store and recycle the same translations. In her article,
Sharon O’Brien explains the basic principles of translation memories and
text alignment systems and their use in the software localization industry,
one of the biggest users of such systems. O’Brien’s article is followed by
a contribution from one of the leading industrial experts in Computer-
Aided Translation (CAT), Matthias Heyn. Heyn broadens the debate on
translation memories with a detailed discussion of the technology involv-
ed, the users it serves, and its psychological and financial impact on
translators. He argues that the relatively simple interfaces that translation
memory (TM) systems come with belie the complex internal functioning
of such systems, and he debunks the notion that it is just the software
sector that uses TM systems, stressing that user profiles are changing,
and broadening, all the time. The growth of application areas for this
technology in turn means that the core functionality of TM systems has to
be extended to cope with the diversity of user needs, and Heyn provides
a much more fine-grained classification of these needs than have been
seen in previous discussion. Magnus Merkel, in his contribution, offers a
detailed analysis of the responses of technical translators, project leaders
and translation customers to the issue of variation and consistency. He
does this specifically in relation to the use of translation memories and
other CAT tools. Merkel finds that translators on the whole are positive
in their attitude towards translation tools and value consistency in techni-
cal translation. However, he finds evidence of considerable variation in
what translators deem to be the ‘best’ translation of particular segments
and wonders whether translators will always be willing to accept the
translations suggested by TM based programs. Customers also expressed
certain reservations about excessive reliance on translation memories that
had not been properly verified. More generally, among technical transla-
tors themselves there was a strong awareness of the importance of
functional contexts in dictating translation choices.

Human Translation and CAT have not always been seen as compat-
ible, and Reinhard Schiler would argue that many human translators still
have (misguided) misgivings about the role computers are playing in the
translation process. Schiler argues that traditional translators have a sys-
tem of values and references that can make them ill-disposed towards
CAT. Translation realities, however, mean that CAT is being used more




