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Introduction

Translatien Studies — A discipline and its terminology

The 1990s are an exciting time for Translation Studies. Worldwide,
the study of translation-based topics is assuming an increasingly high
profile. International conferences are being organized, PhDs are being
written, and new MA programmes are being set up all the time; in
Great Britain alone, for example, at the time of writing postgraduate
programmes in various aspects of Translation Studies are being offered
by at least ten universities. Similarly, new textbooks and monographs
are being produced at such a rate that it is becoming increasingly
difficult to keep abreast of all the developments in thinking about
translation. Furthermore, the whole endeavour has been characterized
by a sheer determination to move forward in what can be meaningfully,
usefully and — perhaps most importantly — non-trivially said about the
practices of translation and the characteristics of translations. There
is a positive feeling in the air that, while our grasp of certain matters
connected with translation remains somewhat hazy, we are gradually
increasing our knowledge and understanding of this mmgumg yet
highly complex subject.

However, Translation Studies as a discipline is in many ways still
in a state of flux. Translation can be seen as a point of intersection
between many different academic subjects; it is an area in which
many other disciplines have legitimately expressed an interest, and
conversely one which has provided its own experts with insights
which can profitably be shared elsewhere. There is for example a
considerable exchange of knowledge, insights and methodologies
between Translation Studies and fields as diverse as literary studies,
philosophy, anthropology and linguistics; indeed, such is the level of
intellectual cross-fertilization that some writers have suggested that
the field should be known as an interdiscipline (see Snell-Hornby
1991, 1994). Similarly, there are a number of equally legitimate rea-
sons which scholars have had for pursuing an-interestin: Translation
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Studies. For example. some are motivated by highly practical con-
cerns, such as the need to provide future translators or interpreters
with training which is of the highest possible quality. the desire to
raisc the professional profile of translators and interpreters, or the
wish to develop increasingly powerful machine translation systems:
others, on the other hand, simply seck to provide ever more accurate
and comprchensive explanations for certain phenomena in the world
about us, without being primarily concerned with the possible prac-
tical applications which may accrue. Thus goals and objectives can
vary considerably within the discipline. Of course, Translation Stud-
ies has been enriched by dint of possessing such a multi-faceted
nature. However, at the same time this very nature has meant that
there is still considerable lack of agreement on the irreducible mini-
mum of concepts which should form the foundation on which to
build; added to this is the fact that Translation Studies is a relatively
new discipline which is in many ways still “finding its feet”. The
result of such a situation has often been that different branches of
the discipline have at times experimented with widely differing
methodologies, some of which have been imported wholesale from
other arcas of academic study, and not all of which, unfortunately,
have been entirely germane to the study of translation. This is per-
haps particularly true of certain approaches adopted from various
branches of linguistics.

The impact that this situation has had on the evolving terminol-
ogy of Translation Studies has of course been considerable. Along
with their methodologies, whole terminologies designed as the de-
scriptive apparatus for completely different areas have been taken
over by the discipline. A particular instance of this is the way in
which a number of writers interested in investigating translation
from a linguistic angle have in the past adopted terms coined in
linguistics, often optimistically assuming that these terms and the
notions which lie behind them are equally valuable in the investiga-
tion of translation. However, there have of course been many occasions
where terms have been borrowed and successfully adapted to their
new environment; in this way the terminology of Translation Studies
has been enriched by imports from disciplines as varied as linguis-
tics, literary theory and even mathematics and biology. Finally — and
probably most significantly from the point of view of the long-term
health of the discipline as a whole — there has also been a huge
amount of “native” terminology, or in other words terms which have
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been coined in order to describe concepts and phenomena specifically
relevant to the study of translation.

This last category of terms — which is the area on which the Dic-
tionary 1s almost exclusively focused — can be said to derive from a
number of sources. First of all, many terms have been coined using
what one might call “standard terminological morphemes™. For ex-
ample, a number of terms contain that highly productive suffix -eme
(for example architranseme and repertoreme). Similarly. other terms
have been formulated by using recognizable roots to create a seman-
tically transparent compound (such as minimax, polvsystem and
translatology). However, such coinings are probably in a minority.
as most of the terms in the Dictionary are quite simply “normal”™
English words which are being used in a new, technical sense. In-
deed, the English language (among others) has been rifled for ideas
which might cast new light on some aspect of translation. Abusive
translation, compensation, identity, lovalty, mapping, overt trans-
lation. protest, target language, thick translation. third code,
unbounded translation and voids are all examples of such terms.
In this connection words containing the prefixes re- (e.g. recodifica-
tion. recomposition, re-creation, reformulation. restatement and
rewriting) and trans- (e.g. transcendence, transfer. transfusion,
transmission, transmutation and transplantation) have (quite
understandably, given the nature of translation) found a particularly
widespread application.

In each case, the meaning (or one of the meanings) of the word in
Guestion is figuratively extended so as to encompass the translation-
al phenomenon to which it refers. Moreover, some of these uses (such
as mapping, target language and transfusion) are clearly metaphorical
in that they invite comparison between (some aspect of) translation
and some other real-world phenomenon. Clearly, as Nida points out
when talking about models of the translation process, our choice of
terms must above all be dictated by “their practical usefulness and
their explanatory power” (1969:489). Of course, most terms — including
those listed above-succeed in reflecting important aspects of trans-
lation. However, there is surely a sense in which the terms which we
choose to coin will influence the way in which we view translation.
Many words could be used as translation terms but for some reason
arc not. Indeed it would be possible to argue that a large proportion of
the words in any standard English dictionary are at least potentially
applicable to translation; however, it is purely a matter of speculation
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whether Translation Studies would have been channelled in a
significantly different direction had another, paraliel set of terms been
selected. We must therefore conclude — as Nida does in the case of
models — that, while terms are “essential aids to comprehension”,
they must not be allowed to “dictate the nature of what they are
supposed to explicate™ (1969:488).

However, if the terminology affects the way thinking develops, its
precise shape can also in some ways be said to provide a kind of
profile of the way the discipline of Translation Studies as a whole
has been evolving. Thus, for example, a considerable number of
terms have arisen to describe types of translation which represent
various stages between the extremes of literal and free translation
(e.g. interlinear translation, word-for-word translation, meta-
phrase, idiomatic translation and imitation), while a large number
of (generally speaking more recent) terms bear witness to the re-
markable parallel evolution of the idea of distinguishing translation
according to the extent to which the function of the original can or
needs to be reproduced in the translation (e.g. covert translation,
secondary translation, observational receiver and documentary
translation). In this way, many of the issues which have occupied
centre stage in the discipline over the last few decades are reflected in
the sheer number of synonymous or related terms which refer to
them. Detractors might wish to argue that this situation represents a
conceptual log-jam in which a small number of concepts are end-
lessly reworded and relabelled without anything being brought into
sharper focus. On the other hand, it could also be taken as evidence
that people working in different parts of the world — and often in
different languages and traditions — have frequently shared concerns
and preoccupations which have been remarkably similar. While those
who hold such a view would argue that translation is infuriatingly
difficult to pin down with a single theory, always keeping one step
ahead of one’s attempts to categorize it in some way, they might also
hope to see the terminology undergo a process of crystallization as
various clearly defined approaches and commonly accepted insights
gradually emerge.

Aims of the Dictionary

It is against this background that the Dictionary has been written. For
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this reason one of its aims is — within the limitations of a reference
work of such dimensions — to provide an overview of some of the
issues, insights and debates in Translation Studies, inasmuch as these
are reflected in the discipline’s terminology. What this means in prac-
tical terms is investigated below.

Firstly, as stated in the previous section non-Translation Studies
terms have been kept to a minimum in order to be able to devote as
much space as possible to terminology specific to the study of trans-
lation. This means that while such terms are sometimes given a brief
gloss in the discussion of a translation term, they rarely themselves
form the subject of a separate entry.

Secondly, as a kind of “‘snapshot” of the discipline, the Diction-
ary tends to concentrate on work produced within the last three or
four decades. This is not to say that nothing has been included which
originates from before this period; however, most of the earlier works
which have been consulted (such as those by Dryden, Schieiermacher
and Walter Benjamin) are generally considered to be classics.

Thirdly, in order to give the Dictionary a broader overview it has
been decided to include some important non-English terms. These
have mostly been taken from works by the major scholars writing in
French or German. However, it should be pointed out that the Dic-
tionary is not intended as a multilingual glossary. It is thus not the
work to consult if you are wanting to know the German for
pseudotranslation, for example; similarly, very few entries are in-
cluded with the main purpose of explaining interlingual differences in
usage. The principle reason for discussing foreign terms is simply to
provide monolingual readers of English with access to some of the
important approaches which have been developed in these languages
by making available in English some of the terms which they have
generated.

The fourth point concerns the need to provide a reasonable breadth
of perspective on terms, rather than just one point of view. Translation
Studies contains many different and often conflicting perceptions.
insights and beliefs, and reflecting this, the Dictionary does not
exclusively follow one single approach. It is therefore possible to find
statements in different entries which. taken out of context, seem to
contradict each other. For example, terms such as exegetical fidelity
reflect the conviction of most Bible translators that their source text
has a single, correct meaning which has to be retrieved and conveyed,
while in the entries on information offer or metatext, for example,
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one finds the opposite view that the meaning of a text i1s determined
not only by the author’s original intentions, but also to a large extent
by the language in which it 1s written, the context in which 1t is meant
to be read and indeed the personality, interests and beliefs of the
reader (or, of course, translator). A further, natural consequence of
trying to provide a balanced overview is that no particular attempt
has been made to reconcile differing attitudes to the validity and
applicability of such translation strategies as adaptation or literal
translation. However, it is of course impossible to rid oneself of all
bias, although the attempt has been made, for example, to avoid
using certain terms and stylistic effects (such as target-oriented,
traditional, pre-scientific and prescriptive, or unnecessary inverted
commas) in such a way that they might appear to be conferring
either strong approval or strong disapproval on what they arc being
applied to.

The Dictionary is thus designed to follow a basically uncritical.
“hands-off”" approach. In line with this, it secks to document the
accumulation of knowledge and insights which has occurred over
the last few decades, rather than introducing large numbers of new
terminological distinctions. The one main exception to this is that on
occasion attempts have been made to suggest ways of distinguishing
between various terms which refer to a similar phenomenon (such as
third code, third language and translationese), or in areas where
some confusion seems to exist (such as the terminology used to de-
scribe different types of corpora). However, there will no doubt be
those who argue with the emphases that the Dictionary contains or
consider that a particular group of terms should not have been given
the prominence accorded it. In response to such potential criticism. it
should be pointed out that a work of this type inevitably represents a
selection, and that one can only hope that the criteria used are not too
personal, partisan or slanted in any other way.

While the Dictionary offers an overview of the discipline in the
ways described above, it is essential to remember that itis a diction-
ary of terms, not topics. Consequently the Dictionary has tended to
draw mainly from sources which are rich in terminology, regardless
of how well established they are considered to be. Reading the Dic-
tionarv the user might thus get the impression that certain very
important figures in the discipline (such as George Steiner and Georges
Mounin) are not properly represented. It should be stressed that this
is not due to any lack of appreciation for the major contributions
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which these writers have made to the disciphine; it is simply a result
of the fact that their contributions, important as they are, are not
terminology-rich. Similarly, many important topics (such as lizerary
translation, the translation of names or the impossibility of transla-
tion) have not been included as entries in their own right, although
many of the issues which they involve are raised in the discussion of
specific terms. Readers can properly expect all prominent authors
and major themes to be better represented in encyclopaedias. which
cssentially deal with topics and not with terms (sec for example An
Encvclopaedia of Translation: Chinese-English- English-Chinese,
published by the Chinese University of Hong Kong. The Routledge
Encyelopedia of Translation Studies (in press) and the de Gruyter
encyclopacdia, which is due to appear sometime after the year 2000).

Some theoretical problems

The problems involved in writing a dictionary of this type are consid-
erable. Many of them do not need to be aired in public: however. in
order for the user to obtain a fuller understanding of the nature of
translation-specific terminology. it will be necessary to discuss two
particularly problematic areas.

Firstly, as statcd above, there is the question of selection. Itis clear
that no reference work can hope to be completely exhaustive; in the
case of the present Dictionary, there were certainly a large number of
terms which were considered for inclusion, but were eventually re-
jected, at least as separate entries. Thus for example, many minor
terms have either been omitted entirely, or explained briefly in the
context of a more important term (so that junction is explained under
texteme, and cultural filter under covert translation). Furthermore,
there would quite simply not have been room to accommodate all the
“normal” English (let alone French or German) words which are
constantly being press-ganged into service in Translation Studies.
Many words of this type are used in ways which are clear and trans-
parent, and often also informal and ad hoc; consequently, no separate
entry has been considered necessary for suchitems as cover-to-cover
translation, content-based translation, naturalization, or reader-
oriented translation, as well as for many of the re- and trans- words
listed above.



