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The Concept of Norms in Translation Studies

Christina Schatfner
Institute for the Study of Language and Society, Aston University, Birmingham B4 TET

The Concept of Norms

In the lnng history of translation, such notions as accuracy, correctness, or well-formedness have played an impmtant role in
assessing the quality of a translation. Depending on what is under stood by translation, these notions have been given different
significance. De&pﬂe much research over the past 50 vears, translation studies has not developed into a homogeneous
discipline and there is no agreement on its central concepts. Different approaches exist side by side_ each of which focuses on
specific aspects. looks at the product or the process of translation from a specific angle, and uses or avoids specific
terminology. One of the concepts that has been used differently within translation studies and whose value has been both
asserted strongly and called into question, is the concept of norms. Both Gideon Toury and Theo Hermans have contributed
substantially to this debate and to the development of the concept of norms in and for translation studies. They are the two
main contributors to this CIL.5 issue which is based on a seminar on 'Translation and Norms' held at Aston University in
February 1998

Research within translation studies has been concerned with the description of actual translations, with the formulation of
general principles. and with practical applications. Norms play a role in all these respects since they are related to assumptions
and expe:tatinnﬁ ab out correctness and/or appmpﬂatme&i Bartsch (1987: xii) defines norms as 'the social reality of
correctness notions'. That is, in each community there is a knowledge of what counts as correct or appropriate behaviour.
including commumnic attve behaviour. Ina society, this knowledge exists in the form of norms. Norms are developed in the
process of socialisation. They are conventional, thev are shared by members of a community, i.e. they function
intersubjectively as models for behaviour, and they also regulate expectations concerning both the behaviour itself and the
products of this behaviour.

Bartsch (1987), who applied the norms concept to linguistics, differentiates between product norms and production norms,
which, however, are closely related. Product norms regulate what a product must look like in order to be regarded as correct
and appropriate. They concern the correctness and the well-formedness of linguistic expressions (ie. inguistic norms as
related to the language system) as well as the correctness of therr use (i.e. communicative norms as related to communicative
behaviour). Production norms concern the methods and strategies by which a correct product can be achieved (cf the
'operational norms' in Toury (1995: 58).

Language and language use can be judged as correct from a phonological, morphological, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic

point of view. There is also a difference between what is possible in a language, regardless of context (described by rules), and
what is considered appropriate in a given context
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(described by conventions or norms). When conventions are enforced with normatrve power they are considered to be norms.
Norms are binding, and their violation usually arouses disapproval of some kind among the community concerned. The force
of a norm is built up in the relationships between norm authorities | norm enforcers, norm codifiers, and norm subjects. For
example, grammar books and lexicons provide models for correct linguistic forms_ language teachers correct wrong or
inappropriate communicative behaviour, or teachers of translation judge a text to be a good or a bad translation.

In translation studies, the debate about norms has shifted from linguistic norms to translational norms (cf. Schiffner, in press),
mainly thanks to the influential work by Toury and Hermans.

Linguistic Norms in Translation Studies

When a more systematic study of translation began in the second half of the twentieth century, it was very much influenced by
(applied) linguistics . Translation was understood as a linguistic phenomenon, as an operation pexfnrrﬂed on languages. This
operation was seen as a process of transcoding between source language (SL} and target language (TL), as ilustrated by the
following definition:

Translation may be defined as follows: the replacement of textual material in one language (SL) by equivalent material
in another language (TL). (Catford, 1965: 20)

Any difference between SL and TL that became obwvious in a translation was attributed to the differences i the two linguistic
systems. Consequently, translation studies was concerved as a linguistic discipline. The precise description of the systematic
regularities between signs and combinations of signs in the two languages involved was seen as a precondition for the faithful
and accurate reproduction of the source-langnage text. The target-language text was required to be identical to the SL-text in
content, style, and effect, and to respect the rules and norms of the TL. Linguistic translation studies, thus, were basically
interested in the norms of the language systems. The linguistic units of SL and TL were l:Dﬂ:lpEI'Ed in order to set up
mechanisms (in the sense of normative translation principles) for overcoming differences in the language structures encountered
in the process of translation. A translation norm in this context was defined as translating a linguistic umit by its generally
accepted equivalent (a position which is still held by some scholars today, as evident in the debates).

A huge number of studies into specific inguistic phenomena provided detailed explanations of regularities in SL and TL, and
tried to dertve rules, or norms, for translation. Topics that were discussed in journal articles or i books were, for example,
how to translate German conditionals into Russian, the substitution of word classes in translation, German pre-nominal
extended attributes translated into English (all examples taken from the German translation journal Fremdsprachen between
1974 and 1980). The starting point was always a specific inguistic structure or phenomenon in the SL for which methods of
translation were provided, as a kind of ready-made solution for the practising translator.

Highly influential in this respect have been the seven methods of translation
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of the Stylistigue comparée (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1958), set up on the basis of a comparison of the lexical and syntactic
structures of English and French. A similarly practical and pedagogical purpose underlies Newmark's (1988) seven translation
procedures, and Friederich's (1969) techniques of translation for the language pair English and German_ All these studies are
based on a contrastive analysis of lnguistic units and svntactic structures which are seen as correct in the two languages.

Friederich's book Technik des Ubersetzens. Englisch und Deutsch first published in 1969 and reprinted several times since
then (latest edition 1995) can serve as an illustration of the studies that were conducted within this normative lin guistic
approach. In 25 chapters, Friederich discusses linguistic translation problems and gives techniques (practically in the sense of
mules) for dealing with them. The problems he discusses range from lexical issues to syntactic structures, with a specific focus
on differences in the linguistic systems of English and German. All chapters are constructed in a fairly similar way: the
translation problem is given, and the various possible solutions are illustrated by a large number of examples, which, however,
do not go beyond the sentence level. There are no comments about the context or the genre. The focus 1s on showing the
possibilities that are allowed by the linguistic svstems. Therefore, Friederich's presentation is often rather general, which
becomes obvious in formulations such as 'in the German language we can. . ', or 'the English language allows . . .". Such
general statements make his translation procedures highly prescriptive.

The concept of norms is important in two respects in lingustic approaches to translation. On the one hand. they are concerned
with the lingumistic norms of the two langnages, i.e. how to produce utterances and texts that are correct according to the
respective rules and norms. On the other hand, the relations and regularities between the two linguistic systems that were
discovered on the basis of contrastive analyses were 'translated’ into guidelines or rules for the translator, mostly with
prescriptive intent (cf. frequently encountered formulations such as 'translators must (not) . . _, should . . ', etc.). Translation
procedures and similar suidelnes, however, were formulated i a rather general way and gave the impression that they are
applicable throughout. A chosen TL-form may well be correct an:n:nrdmg to the rules of the language system, but this does not
necessarily mean that the text as a whole appropriately fulfils its c ommunicative function in the TL-situation and culture. Since
we do not translate words or grammatical forms, but texts with a specific communicative function, the limitations of a narrow
linguistic approach soon became obvious. Thus, a logical development was that in the 1970s, the insights and approaches of
textlinguistics, a new (sub-)discipline of (applied) inguistics, were adopted in translation studies. Thus, regularities of the text
itself, of the genre_ and of the context were given more consideration.

Norms and Conventions in Text-hnguistic Approaches

Textlinguistics defines the text as the basic unit of communication and, therefore, as the primary object of research. For
translation studies this means that the text itself is considered to be the unit of translation. Translation is no longer defined as
transcoding linguistic signs. but as retextualising the SL-text. The focus has changed from reproducing meanings to producing

texts, as

< previous page page 3 next page >



< previous page page 4 next page >

Page 4
ilstrated in Neubert's definition of translation as 'source-text induced targettext production’ (Neubert, 1985: 18).

The basic assumption of textlingumstic approaches to translation is that SL- and TL-text do not only differ in their sentence
structures, which are determined by the respective linguistic systems, but also in regularities beyvond the sentence boundaries.
In other words, text norms need to be added to the norms of the linguistic systems (Neubert & Shreve, 1992: 22ff ). Based on
identified regularities, texts can be categorised into text-types, genres, text-classes. Text-typological, or genre conventions, are
culture-specific and can change over time, which makes genres relevant for translation studies. As a result of a systematic
comparison and description of genres in SL and TL, prototypes of text types, or genre profiles, can be set up. Such profiles
can serve as models for the retextualisation of the SL-text according to the TL conventions. In other words, knowledge of
cross-cultural similarities and/or differences in genre conventions is crucial to the translator in order to produce appropriate

TL -texts.

In this context, the notion of norms becomes relevant again, in the sense of knowledge of genre regularities, i.e. knowledge of
how to produce a text as an exemplar of a genre (or text tvpe) according to the norms. It also involves expectations about the
structure of a particular text. With reference to texts and genres, many scholars prefer to speak of conventions instead of
norms (e.g. Reill & Vermeer, 1991: 178), with the argument that norms are usually associated with rules, and non-adherence
to them results in sanctions. Conventions_ however, are not binding, but only embody preferences.

In recent years, an increasing number of studies have investigated genre conventions, both at macro- and micro-level, from a
translational perspective (e g. Gépferich, 1995, and the contributions in Trosborg, 1997). Genre profiles are useful for
translation practice and translator training. but also mited. On the one hand, not all genres are highly conventionalised and,
therefore, more readily predictable as to their structure. And on the other hand, a large portion of texts contain both constant
and variable elements_ which textlinguistic translation studies must be aware of in their attempt to discover text type-specific
translation regulanties, as Wilss (1996: 21) points out. Hatim and Mason (1997) explicitly inchude departures from norms into
their model text typology. They argue that unmarked texts correspond to the norm, i.e. they operate within the constraints of a
recognisable genre. Departures from norms are usually motivated, e.g. by stylistic reasons, and translators need to be able to
recognise such deviations and to deal with them (Hatim & Mason, 1997: 54).

The Concept of Equivalence

Both linguistic and text-linguistic approaches are very much concerned with devising optimal methods of translation and with
providing gmidelines for translators. For both approaches, translation mvolves a specific relationship between the source
(language) text and the target (language) text. This relationship is typically labelled equivalence_although there have been
several definitions of this notionwhere it is not rejected outright (e g. by Holz-Manttan, 1984, of also Halverson, 1997).

When the target text is expected to be a faithful reproduction of the source text,
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then equivalence is defined as identity (of meaning and/or form). not necessarily in the strict sense of interchangeability and
complete reversibility, but more often in the sense of equal value or correspondence (cf. Snell-Hornby, 1988: 13ff). Types of
equivalence were suggested in order to specify the relationship between SL-text and TL-text, for example Nida's formal
equivalence and dynamic equivalence (Nida, 1964), or Koller's denotative, connotative, text-normative, pragmatic, and
formalaesthetic equivalence (cf. Koller, 1979: 215f). It has been (and still is) argued that translation needs to be set apart from
other kinds of derived texts, as reflected in the opposition of translation (proper) and adaptation (e g. Koller, 1979, semantic
translation and communicative translation (Newmark, 1981), overt and covert translation (House, 1977), and that the label
'‘translation’ should be reserved for those cases where an equivalence relation obtains.

There is still much controversy on this point, and this is also apparent in the debates presented in this issue. Functionalist
approaches see equivalence as one possible relationship among others (e.g. Reiss & Vermeer, 1991). Descriptive translation
studies, of which both Toury and Hermans are representative, see translation as the result of a socially n:nnte:!-;ted behavioural
type of activity (Toury, 1980). or as implving 'a degrea of manipulation of the source text for a certain purpose’ (Hermans,
1985: 11). Toury shifted the focus of attention by s.awng that a translation is every text that is regarded and an:n:epte:d as a
translation by a given community. For him_ equivalence is only a label that is affixed to a translational relation that is assumed to
exist between two texts (Toury, 1980: 39, 65). This reversal of perspective npe;ned the way to a reassessment of the notion of
equivalence, since now we can ask for the type of translational relation that exists in a certain case, and for the reasons that
one ﬁpecrﬁc type exists and not another. The crucial instrument to help answer these questions is the concept of norms, i.e.

translational norms.

Translational Norms

Norms function in a community as standards or models of correct or appropriate behaviour and of correct or appropriate
behavioural products. Whereas linguistic and text-linguistic (and also to a certain extent functionalist) approaches focus on the
product (i.e. the target text) and on the linguistic norms and genre conventions that determine (the production of) this product,
Toury defines norms as being central to the act and the event of translating. Norms are 'a category for descriptive analysis of
translation phr—;nnﬂ:l ena' (Toury, 1980: 57), or more specifically, norms are 'the translation of general values or ideas shared by
a certain communityas to what is ﬂght and wrong, adequate and inadequateinto Epec,rﬁc petrformance-instructions appropriate
for and applicable to specific situations' (Toury, 1980: 51). Translational behaviour is contextualised as social behaviour, and
translational norms are understood as internalised behavioural constraints which embody the valies shared by a community.
All decisions in the translation process are thus primarily governed by such norms, and not (dominantly or exclusively) by the
two language systems inmvolved.

Toury (1980: 53ff) described three kinds of norms: (1) preliminary norms, which decide the overall translation strategy and
the choice of texts to be translated. (2) initial norms, which govern the translator's decision to adhere

< previous page page 5 next page >



< previous page page 6 next page >

Page 6

primarily to the source text or to the target culture, and (3) operational norms, which control the actual decisions made during
the act of translation. If it is accepted that norms are central to translating, then their nature and their function need to be
explained more systematically. This involves questions such as: how can we establish which particular general concept of
translation prevailed in a particular community at a particular ttme? How does this concept compare to general concepts of
translation that were valid at another time and/or in other communities” Who are the norm authorities? Who introduced
changes in dominant norms, and why were they accepted? Since translating is situated in time and space, any answer to such
questions implies a careful description of the situation and the culture in which such norms obtain. As Halverson (1997:216)
observes, 'the consequence of adopting a norm-based theory of translation is that the object of study for historical-descriptive
approaches becomes regularities of translation behavior (norms) and the sitmational/cultural features which may account for
these regularities’.

In the two main contributions to this CILS issue, Toury and Hermansalthough opting for different styles of presentation and
argumentationprovide examples of translation (or translator's) behaviour which they explain in terms of norms or conventions.
In discussing an historical case, Adrianus de Buck's 1653 translation of Boethius, Hermans uses the concept of norms to
inquire into the translator's choices. He argues that the choices which a translator makes simultaneously highlight the excluded
alternatrves, and that in this way hght can be shed on the interplay between the translator's responses to expectations.
constraints and pressures in a social context. Toury reflects on the E}LI}EEtﬂﬁDﬂﬂ about the nature and role of translation within a
society, and thus on the expe::tannnﬁ about preferred options. by giving as an example three different Hebrew versions of
Hemmgﬁﬁr ay's short story 'The Killers'.

Translational norms prevail at a certain period and within a particular society, and they determine the selection, the production
and the reception of translations. Based on the work by Toury and Hermans, Chesterman (1993, 1997) differentiates between
expectancy norms and professional norms. Expectancy norms refer to what the target language community expects a
translation to look like ‘regarding grammaticality, acceptability. appropriateness, style, textuality. preferred conventions of form
or discourse and the like' (Chesterman, 1993: 17). Professional norms govern the accepted methods and strate gies of the
translation process, and they can be subdiided into three major types: accountability norms, communication norms, relation
NOTHS.

Bartsch (1987:176) speaks of norms as consisting of two parts: norm content and normative force. The norm content is a
socially shared notion of what is correct, and, as Hermans argues in his position paper, norms and conventions are intimately
tied up with values. Dominant values in a society reflect the power relationships in that society. This has as a consequence that
translation can never be value-free. Translations as cultural and historical phenomena are characterised by opagueness, and by
lack of transparency or neutrality. In contrast to Toury, Hermans argues against retaining the notion of equivalence in our
discourse on translationa problem that formed a substantial part in the debates.

As said above, the notion of equivalence has plaved an important role i the perception and presentation of translation. Pym
(19935) makes a useful distinction
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between an external view of translation (held by clients, or readers, of translation, who are assuming that translation means
sameness ) and an internal view (held mainly by translation scholars, who know that translating is much more complex).
Because of this complexity, some translation scholars prefer to speak of translation as rewriting, textual manipulation, or
appropriation, and they argue that equivalence is not really a broad enough term to cover the kinds of activities that translators
do. But exactly how mmuch and what kind of rewriting is prescribed, preferred or allowed in practice, depends on the prevailing
concepts of translation. This brings us to the aspect of the normative force, and to the related question of who has the power
to enforce norms.

If norms 'act as constraints on behaviour, foreclosing certain options while suggesting others' (Hermans, 1991:161), they also
provide models and guidelines for correct behaviour. As far as inguistic norms are concerned, they are usually codified in an
institutionalised way, for example in grammar books and lexicons. In translation studies, scholars have attempted to set up
normative translation laws and translation rules or gmdelines, typically with a practical purpose in mind (particularly teaching).
Such rules are meant both to explain translation regulanties and to predict certain structures (thus miting choices), and typical
formats are 'fthen’, or 'translators must, should, ought to'. In these contexts, however, 'normative’ is meant in the sense of
‘prescriptive’. This sense is, unfortunately, also often found in standards or handbooks on translation, cf -

The translation should be a faithful rendition of the work into English; it shall neither omit anything from the original text
nor add anvthing to it other than such verbal changes as are necessary in translating into English. (4 Handbool for
Literary Translators, 1991: 16, quoted in Venuti, 1995: 310)

In its sense of 'descrptive’ it refers to the study of the norms themselves or to the study of the 'products, processes or
behaviour that are taken to constitute or represent norms' (Chesterman, 1993: 11). It is this descriptive sense which is
dominant in the two main contributions of this CIL.S issue. The ambiguity of the terms 'norm’ and 'normative’ is sometimes
obvious in the debates, although less so in the responses. The written responses come from scholars who did not attend the
meeting, which has made it possible to widen the perspective and add some new ideas.

Describing translation as norm-governed behaviour in a social, cultural, and historical situation, raises a number of issues. For
example, how do we get from the norms to the text. and how do we reconstruct norms from textual features? What is the
relationship between regular patterns in texts and norms? How do translators acquire norms,_ do they behave according to
norms, and are they conscious of their norm-governed behaviour?7 What happens ff translators show some kind of deviant
behaviour? Are translators themselves powerful enough to introduce and change norms? Are there translation specific norms.
or more general norms in society that also nfluence translational behaviour”? What can sociological theories contribute to an
understanding of norms? Do norms really exist, as social facts, or are they just hypotheses? Is the behaviour of translators
indeed governed by norms, or are they rather actively invobred in the mamtenance of norms (cf. Simeoni's habitus-governed
account, Simeoni, 1998).
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These are some of the questions raised and discussed in the two main contributions, in the debates and in the responses. Some

have not (yet) been answered in full: some will continue to provoke controversy. New questions will utndoubtedly emerge as a
result of our academic interest in translational phenomena.
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A Handful of Paragraphs on 'Translation' and ™Norms'

Gideon Toury
The M. Bernstein Chatr of Translation Theory, Tel Aviv Unmversity, Tel Aviv 69 978, Israel

The format of paragraphs has been chosen to present questions and a few tentative answers on the theme of translation and
norms. The formulation of questions is an important aspect of any research programme, and it has been the basis for
descriptive explanatory research as well. Translating as an act and as an event is characterised by variability, it is historically,
socially and culturally determined. in short, norm-governed. In the paragraphs below, the following issues are discussed: the
relationships between social agreements, conventions, and norms; translational norms, acts of translation and translation
events, norms and values, norms for translated texts vs. norms for non-translated texts, competing norms. Comments on the
reactions to three different Hebrew translations of Hemingway's short story 'The Killers' are presented at the end of the paper.

1 An Introductory Note on Aims and Strategy of Presentation 1

This text should not be regarded as a full-fledged paper which offers a well-rounded presentation of all that mav be invoked
by the two title notions and their possible combinations. The main aim of the text is to supply food for thought for anyone
wishing to get into the right mood and prepare for the Aston Seminar on 'Translation and Norms'. Abowve all. it is meant to lay
down some ground rules for an open discussion.

As experts on diet know only too well, food is much more digestible when served in small. well-dosed quantities. It is also
much more appetising that way. It is this kind of strategy that was adopted for the present document, and for the very same
purposes. Thus, my humble aim is to supply a cocktail (shaken, not stirred) of select questions with a number of tentatve
answers and an odd (more general) hxputhem The document should therefore be seen as no more than a series of
paragraphs on the theme of our seminar; a (hopefully) coherent whole with a minimum amount of cohestve devices, mainly a
number of cross-references, which should allow for a multi-directional kind of reading_ I trust this would be acceptable st the
same, in view of the fact that, especially in the UK. the notion of 'paragraph’ has gained considerable circulation and a measure
of respectability as a mode of presenting ideas on translation

In a way, this is a tribute to Peter Newmark, then, who invented the genre of 'Paragraphs on Translation'. However, as
experts on multiingualism and language transfer would surely appremate at the root of my thinking in terms of paragraphﬂ
there was also contemporary colloquial Hebrew, where #5 mé kéta (literally: 'listen to a paragraph/segment’ but actually
something like 'wanna hear something wewdfunny') is a common discourse organiser; a marker of opening setting the tone for
a rather casual mode of presentation (Maschler, i press), which is only too fitting for the amms and strategy of my
presentation.

Let me make the terms of reference of my position paper as clear as possible:
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as always, my main interest hies with descriptive-explanatory research rather than mere theonsing. For me_ theory formation
within Translation Studies has never been an end in itself. [ts object has always been to lay a sound basis and supply an
elaborate frame of reference for controllable studies into actual behaviour and its results, and the ulimate test of theory is its

capacity to do that service.

Moreowver, I consider the formulation of guestions an m:rpm‘tant aspect (and phase) of any research programme. Therefore [
truly believe it 1s questions we should be focusing on in our seminar rather than any answers that may or may not be suggested,
this document included. At the same time, I hope we'll be starting our negotiations with one agreement at least; namely, that the
association of 'translation’ and 'norms’ is not just valid, from the theoretical point of view, but of potential value too, for
whatever each one of us may be interested in doing within Translation Studies; otherwise why take up this topic in the first
place? As will soon become clear, my choice of the word 'negotiations’. in this connection, is all but rhetorical

In order to keep a minimmm amount of order in this progression of paragraphs, topics for possible discussion will be presented
in two separate clusters: a general one, tackling the notions of agreement, convention and norm within a social setting, followed
by a more specific chuster, where the same notions will be taken up again and tied to translational behaviour. Some
methodological pﬂiﬂti will also be made where appropriate. Whatever is related to these topic-areas will follow a second
introductory section of a historical nature, an attempt to supply some contextualising facts to the use of the notion of norms in
Translation Studies in the last few decades. Those who find this section too long or too personal are advised to skip it and
mowve directly to paragraph-chuster 3. I feel obliged to do it this way in view of the many distortions in the way recent
developments in the discipline have been presented, most notably in Gentzler (1993), which seems to have become a standard
work, in this respect.

2 Historical Observations on the Association of ™Norms' and 'Translation'

Let's agree to refrain from going into the question of who was the first to say what. Due to our incomplete knowledge of the
history of our own discipline, where the wheel has been and is still being re-invented time and again, such questions are bound
to generate hot debates; which is not bad in itself, had it not been for the fact that such debates would nevitably lead us way
off track. Personally, I am more than willing to waive all claims for originality of thinking and give up any credit one might like
to give me for havmg been the first to tackle translation as the norm-governed behaviour it tends to be; credit which I never
claimed anvway.

Thus, it goes without saving that it wasn't [ who suggested the association of 'translation’ and 'norms’. This association was
very much present, if only maplicitly. in the work of Jiri Levy, (1969 [1963]) and James 5 Holmes (1988), with whom [ have

always felt the strongest affinity. as well as a number of other scholars. All of these could easily have carried their research well
into the realm of translational norms because the foundations were certainly there. Needless to say, they all had predecessors
of their own, which would have made it possible
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and not uninterestingto trace the association of 'translation’ and 'norms’' further back.

All this notwithstanding, I am probably the one person who would have to take the responsibilitythe blame, some will no doubt
insistfor having injected the heaviest dose of norms into the veins of Translation Studies in the 1970s and early 1980s, in as
much as the substance thus injected indeed dissobved into the bloodstream of the discipline (which is one thing [ hope to see
verified during our seminar). At the very least I would have to be granted with having made 'norms’ a kind of legal tender in the
discussion of translation practices and their results; because there have surely been quite a number who have adopted the term
as little more than a catch-phrase. That is, without reflecting on any of the necessary consequences, or even trying to find out
what those consequences might have been.

For me, the beginning was over 25 vears ago, when I started researching for my PhD dissertation; and the notion of norms
first pre&e;nted itself as a means of elegantly bridging a gap I encountered while trving to account for the observed results of
translational behaviour during a limited period of time (the crucial vears between 1930 and 1945) in the history of translation of
one text type, prose fiction, within one culture/langnage: the Hebrew one.

The gap I am referring to was between the notion of translation as it had come to be used by the beginning of the 1970s and
the principles of establishing a corpus for a descriptive-explanatory study such as the one I had in mind. The main problem
was how to draw a ]'llitlﬂﬂblﬂ non-arbitrary line between that which would be included in the corpus because it pertains to
translation as conceived of by the culture in question. and that which would be left cutside of it because it does not. The
necessary demarcation could simply not be worked out on the basis of any of the l:Dﬂl:E:ptllﬂ]lEﬂhDﬂE [ was able to lay my
hands on, and for quite a while [ became a fervent collector of definitions of translation, in the wild hope of hitting upon the
ultimate one.

[ soon realised that my difficulties stemmed from the very nature of the essentialistic definition, imposing as it does a deductrve
mode of reasoning, rather than the formulation of any single definition. Even the most flexible of these definitions. as long as it
still purported to list the necessary and sufficient conditions for an entity to be regarded as translational. proved to be
unworkable. It then dawned on me that, in the very attempt to define translation, there was an untenable pretence of fixing
once and for all the boundaries of a category which is characterised precisely by its variability: difference across cultures,
variation within a culture and change over time. Not only was the field of study thus offered considerably shrunk, in
comparison with what cultures had been and were still willing to accept as translational, but research mited to such pre-
defined boundaries could not help but breed a circular kind of reasoning: to the extent that the definition is taken seriously,
whatever is tackledselected for study because it is known to fall within its domainis bound to reaffirm it; and if, for one reason
or another, it is then found to be at odds with the initial definttion, it will have to be banished from the corpus. In extreme
cases, when actual behaviour is in little congruence with the definition, there would remain
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hardly anything to study as translations, which is mconsistent with presystematic mtuitions based on our acquaintance with the
history of translation.

The way out of that deadlock seemed to me to try and have variability in all its facets introduced into the notion of
translation itself whereby any kind of realisation of that notion would necessarily be regarded as historically, socially and
culturally determined: in brief. as norm-governed.

Needless to say, any attempt to close the gap in any real manner necessitated a lot more than the mere introduction of a
WORD such as 'norm’' into the theoretical arsenal (in which Itamar Even-Zohar's 1971 seminal PhD dissertation was of
paramount importance, in my particular case). It had to be made operable. | therefore invested time and effort in theoretical
and methodological elaborations on the NOTION of norm, especially in relation to its possible application to translation.

The results came into the open during the pioneering Conference on Literature and Translation, which was held in Leuven
(Belgmm) n 1976 (for the Pmceedjngﬁ see Holmes er al 197 8)my first mternational conference ever. Unfortunately, it was
only the skeletal English version (Toury, 1978) rather than the full Hebrew text (Toury, 1977) which became av ailable, and
that version was quite correctly characterised as overly schematic; a reflection of its haﬂng been a mere summary. In fact,
schematism proved to be the strength of that paper as well as its weakness. making it appealing to some and repellent to
others. even to this very day. It worked particularly well when regarded alongside Even-Zohar's presentation to the same
Conference, entitled 'The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem' (Even-Zohar, 1978). Unfortunately,
the close connections between the two were all too soon forgotten, which was no great help to the appropriate reception of
my first paper on norms.

Unlike the development in recent years, conferences on translation, especially truly scholarly ones, were quite rare in the
1970s. Even against this backdrop, the Leuven Meeting was a unique event: with very few exceptions, it brought together a
non-randomly selected group of relatively young scholars, many of them graduate students like myself I therefore found myself
preaching to people who were basically on the verge of conversion to a sociocultural way of ﬂ:mﬂ-:mg about translation

anyway. Many of them had, in fact. crossed the critical threshold and were ready for more. This is probably the sense in which
my partner in the present Seminar. Theo Hermans (who was among the participants of the Leuven Conference himself), later
claimed that time was ripe for a change of paradigms of this precise nature and that translation scholars were well prepared for
one brand or another of systemic reasoning which has the notion of norms built mto it (Hermans, 1995). Unfortunately, while
this might have been true for the group convening in Leuven and thewr disciples, it hardly held for Translation Studies as a
whole. [ have already expressed my wonder as to the extent to which it holds today . _ .

At the beginning of the 1980s, a number of colleagues, especially vounger ones, adopted the notion of norms and tried to

apply it to their own corpora, trying to solve the problems they themsebres were keen on sobing. Some of them even
developed the notion itself in different ways, or at least criticised the simplicity and rigidity of my skeletal presentation, making
me rethink it in more and more
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dviamic terms. Due to thewr personal backgrounds, most of the scholars who tried their hands with the notion of norm were
first and foremost engaged in the study of literary translation. However, while this focused interest is easy enmlgh to explain, it
is not the case that literature is the only domain where translation can be expected to be norm-governed. It is simply that the
notion of the norm has hardly been put to a serious test as an explanatory tool in any other field. This, in other words, is a
weakness of Translation Studies in the present phase of its evolution and of its proponents as indriduals, rather than of the
notion of the norm itself, which has much wider, mavbe even universal applicability (see first attempts to apply the notion to
Conference Interpreting. of all modes of translation; most notably in Shlesinger, 1989 and Harnis, 1990. To judge from recent
conferences, these attempts will soon be revived.)

This marks our transition to the closter of paragraphs. beginning with the more general ones.

3 Social Agreements, Conventions and Norms

Norm-hunting, in any domain of human behaviour, clearly indicates that a sociocultural perspective was opted for. To the
extent that such a perspective can be justified. there is no escape from taking seriously what the Social Sciences have to offer
us. We need not become sociologists ourselves to do so. In our case, we can still wish to solve the specific riddles of
translation, but we would be doing so on the assumption that translation is basically a sociocultural, and hence norm-governed
activity (see paragraph 4.1). In the following paragraphs, a selection of sociocultural notions will be presented. in a way which
would pave the way for their subsequent association with translation

3.1 Agreements and conventions

An mportant assumption of sociologists and social anﬂn’npulngiﬁtﬁ is that there must be some humanly innate flair for
ﬁumahs.mg which some have named sociabilizy. This faculty is assumed to be activated whenever a mmber of persons come
into contact and start exploning their situation with a view to Iving together. They do this whether what is at stake is the
establishment of a new group or just the sustenance of an existing one. As J. Davisan anthropologist who tried to systematise
the notion of 'social creativity’ and render it serviceable n explaining the making and maintenance of social groupsrecently put
it

People use their given sociability to create agreements about actions. So, our worlds achieve the appearance of
stability and regularity becanse we agree that certain actions are acceptable in appropriate circumstances, and

others are not. (Dawvis, 1994: 97 italics added)

Rather than given, (tacit or explicit) 'agreements about actions' are always negotiated, with or without the ntervention of
language. Such negotiations, which require some time, result in the establishment of social conventions, according to which
members of the group will behave when they find themselves under particular circumstances. They often do so in the form of
behavioural routines. "What we create iswithin agreed lmitsa predictable event, from which certain choices have been
excluded'. 'So when we are [socially] creative we
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attempt to create order and predictability and to eliminate choice, or at any rate to confine choice within certain prescribed
limits' (Davis, 1994: 97).

3.2 Negotiations and re-negotiations

In as much as a group is indeed formed, or its existence sustained, the process involing negotiations, agreements and
conventions-and-routines can thus be regarded as inevitable. The exact way it proceeds in any indvidual case, by contrast, is
not given in any way. Rather_ it is a function of the prevailing circumstances. Many times it may even seem as ff it could so
easily have been otherwise' (Davis, 1994: 97). At the same time, in retrospect, what was opted for can normally be accounted
for; the agreements themselves as well as the way they were negotiated and reached.

Nor is the establishment of a societal group merely a time-consuming process. In addition to its gradual nature it is also a
never-ending one: as long as the group has not collapsed. social order and everything that goes with it are constantly being (re-
megotiated; the more so when new members wish to join the group or when it is challenged by rivalling groups. Small wonder,
then, that the process also involves adustments, and hence changes, of agreements, conventions and behavioural routines. In
fact, the most one would get is temporary, sometimesi e. in very unstable societieseven momentary states of equilibrium.

3.3 Conventions and norms

Conventions are a necessary outcome of any striving for social order, as well as a means for its attainment and maintenance.
At the same time, they are not specific and binding enough to serve as guidelines for (and/or a mechanism for the assessment
of) instances of behaviour and their products. Due to their inherent vagueness, the acquisition of conventions poses special
problems to newcomers to a group, which would be the normal case with new translators starting to work in and for an
established society (paragraph 4.11). There is a 'missing link' here which the notion of norm seems a good candidate for

supplying.

3.4 Norms

Norms have long been regarded as the translation of general values or ideas shared by a groupas to what is conventionally
right and wrong, adequate and inadequateinto performance instructions appropriate for and applicable to particular situations,
specifving what is prescribed and forbidden, as well as what is tolerated and permitted in a certain behavioural dimension (the
famous 'square of normativity', which has recently been elaborated on with specific regard to translation, e.g. in De Geest,
1992: 38-40). They do so even if one refuses to accept that values act as caunsal elements of culture, as a sort of ultimate ends
towards which action 1s directed. and mamtains mstead that

culture influences action not by providing the ultimate valies toward which action is oriented, but by shaping a
repertoire or 'tool kit' of habits_ skills, and stvles from which people construct 'strategies of action’. (Swidler, 1986:
273)
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As long as there is such a thing as appropriate vs. inappropriate behaviour (according to an underlying set of agreements).
there will be a need for performance instructions as well. In a way, then. norms may be seen as part of Swidler's 'tool kat”:
while they may not be 'strategies of action' in themselves, they certainly give riseand lend ustificationto such strategies.

3.5 Norms vs. normative formulations

Not only can social negotiations be carried out with or without the intervention of language (paragraph 3.1). but also the norms
themselves which would govern behaviour need not be formulated at all: They may well remain implicit. At the same time,
there is always at least the possibility of having norms verbalised, in order simply to comment on them (or on norm-governed
behaviour and its results) or even as part of the process of mnparting them to others to ensure social continmuity.

This possibility notwithstanding, it is m:rpm'tant to bear in mind that there is no identity between the norms as the guidelines, as
which they act, and any formulation given to them in language. Verbalisations obviously reflect awareness of the existence of
norms and their significance. However. they always embody other interests too. particularly a desire to control behaviouri.e.
dictate norms (e.g. by culture planners)or accownt for them in a conscious, systematic way (e.g. by scholars). Normative
formulations may, therefore, serve as a source of data on norm-governed behaviour, and hence on the undetlying norms as
such, but they mav do so nnlﬂ. indirectly: if one wishes to expose the bare norms, any given formulation will have to be stripped
of the alien interests it has accumulated.

3.6 Norms and regularities of behaviour

Obwviously, there is a point in assuming the existence of norms only in situations which allow for alternatrve kinds of behaviour,
involving the need to select among these, with the additional condition that selection be non-random. In as much as a norm is

active and effective, one can therefore distinguish regularity of behaviour in recurrent situations of the same type, which is the

clearest manifestation of the 'order and predictability' Dawvis (1994: 97 regards as charactenistic of social creatmvity (see

paragraph 3.1).

Needless to say, whatever regularities are observed, they themselves are not the norms. They are only external evidence of the
latter's actvity, from which the norms themselves (that is, the ‘mstructions’ which vielded those regularities) are still to be
extracted; whether by scholars wishing to get to the bottom of a norm-governed behaviour or by persons wishing to be
accepted in the group and hence needing to undergo socialisation (paragraph 3.7).

There is an interesting reversal of direction here: whereas in actual practice, it is subjugation to norms that breeds norm-
governed behaviour which then results i regularities of surface realisations, the search for norms within anv scholarly
programme must proceed the other way around. Thus, it is regularities in the observable results of a particular kind of
behaviour, assumed to have been governed by norms, which are first noted. Only then does one go on to extract the norms
themselves, on the (not all that straightforward) assumption that
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3.7 Norms and sanctions

In an established group. norms are basically acquired by the indrviduala newcomer to the group on whatever groundsin the
process of his'her socialisation (paragraph 3.6). Very often, these normsor even the basic agreements and conventionsgo on
being negotiated throughout one's entire life in the group, for instance, when members struggle to establish their own positions
within the group (or vis-a-vis its other members). Moreover, certain indviduals may be more mstrumental than others in
effecting changes in the norms, depending on the status and position they have acquired in the group.

Be that as it may, unlike the weaker, more obscure conventions (paragraph 3.3), the notion of norms always mplies
sanctions;actual or at least potential. whether negatrve (to those who violate them) or positive (to those who abide by them).
Within the group, norms also serve as a yardstick an:n:nrdmg to which instances of behaviour and/or their results are evaliated,
the second, complementary role any kind of norms is designed to fulfil

3.8 The graded and relative nature of norms

The mstruction-like constraints of the norm type are far from monolithic: not only are some of them more binding than others_
at any single point in time, but thewr validity and relatrve strength are bound to change over time.

Firstly, in terms of their porency, constraints on behaviour can be described along a scale anchored between two extremes:
g&neral relatively absolute rules on the one hand. and pure idiosyncrasies on the other. The vast ground between the two
extremes is n:n:upied by norms, which, in turn, form a graded contimmm: some are more rule-like, othersalmost idiosyncratic.
In fact, wemembers of a group as well as observers from without, including researcherscan recognise a mode of behaviour or
its results as being idiosyncratic (or inevitable, for that matter) only agamst the backdrop of our acquaintance with the middle
ground and its internal gradation. Nor is the centrality of norms metaphoric only, in terms of their relative position along a
posited contimmm_ In a very strong sense, the other two types of constraints are mere variations of norms, and not
independent entities. Consequently, they may easilvand justifiablybe redefined in thewr terms: rules as '[more] objective’,
idiosyncrasies as '[more] subjective [or: less inter-subjective]’ norms.

Secondly, the borderlines between the various types of constraints are diffuse. Each of the concepts, inchuding the grading
itself_ is relative too, depending on the point of view from which they are regarded. or the context into which they are entered.
Thus, what is just a favoured mode of behavior within a large and/or heterogenous group may well be assigned much more
binding force within a particular subgroup thereof, which is likely to be more homogenous too (e g. translators among text-
producers, translators of literature among translators, translators of poetry among translators of literature, translators active in a
systemic centre vs. translators who operate on the periphery, etc_ ) A
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similar kind of relatmity can be discerned in terms of types of activity, forming either parts of each other (e_g. interpreting, or
legal translation, within translation at large) or just sharing adjacent territories (e.g_ translation criticism vs. actual translation
[paragraph 4 9]). Thus, even ff it is one and the same person who engages in more than one activity, and’'or belongs to more
than one (sub)group, s’he may well abide by different norms, and manifest different kinds of behaviour, i each one of his‘her
roles and social contexts. The ability to manoesuvre between alternative sets of norms is of course an important aspect of social
life, and its acquisition is an important component of socialisation.

Thirdly, along the remporal axis, each type of constraint may and often does move mto its neighbouring domain(s) through
processes of rise and decline. Thus, under certain circumstances (which would have to be specified). mere whims may catch
on and become more and more binding, and norms can gain so much vahdity that, for all practical purposes, they become as
strong as rules. This may also happen the other way around, of course: what used to be binding may lose much of its force,
what used to be common may become rare, what was once common to many may become idiosyncratic, on occasion even
bizarre. Needless to say, what was taken up in basically synchronic terms under the second point can also be projected on the
diachronic axis, which compounds the possibilities as well as the difficulties inherent in the scholarly hunt for norms.

3.9 Norms and power relations

As already indicated (paragraph 3.7), shifts of validity and potency have a lot to do with changes of status. and hence with
power relations; whether these occur within the group itself or whether power is imposed on it from without (a claim
whichwhen stripped of its ideological overtonesis far from an innovation of postmodernist, feminist. post-colonialist and
suchlike approaches to society and culture). Whatever these shifts, they can always be accounted for in connection with the
notion of norm, especially since, in as much as the process goes on and social agreements are re-negotiated, the constraints
are likely to cross its realm (paragraph 3.8). i.e. actually become norms, at least for the time being.

Hawving covered some general ground, let us move on to tying the notions of social agreements, conventions and (especially)
norms to the particular kind of behaviour which translation appears to be.

4 Norms of Translation
4.1 Does transiation carry the notion of morm'?

It has often been claimed that every act of translation imvolves a unique encounter of an mndridual with a text within a specific
communication situation. Does such a view of translation carry the notion of 'norm’ at all?

'The scope of sociability covers all our actrities', says Davis (1994: 97); and translation is certainly an activity which is of
soctocultural relevance.

We try to do all these things in a conventional way, and when we agree that we have options we try to create
conventional ways of deciding among them. And vou should note that creative activity 1s continnous: [conventionalised
kinds of behaviour] would cease to happen if we did not, so to
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speak, renew the understanding which makes them, each time [ . ]. (Dawis, 1994: 97)

In fact. it 1s not difficult to see why translation should lend itself to treatment in terms of sociability, and quite easily so. After all,
it 15 basically performed within a sociocultural context, more often than not for the consumption of persons other than the
producers of the translated texts themselves, who may be said to form some kind of a group together (paragraph 4.4). While
there does exist the notion of socially mmgmﬁn:ant translation (ie. individuals tranﬁlatmg for themsebves, so to speak; e.g. Harris
& Sherwood. 1978). its practice is surely negligible. Moreoverand more importantly. in this contextmost socially-redundant
instances of translation can be expected to simulate socially-relevant ones anyway, wittingly or unwittingly. Consequently,
norms are bound to affect them too. and the same norms, at that (which is one important way how porential sanctions may be
said to be taken into account [paragraph 3.7]).

4.2 Acts of translation vs. translation events

But is translation not a cognitive process? Does it take place anywhere else except in an individual's brain? And if this is the
case, what could the explanatory power of sociocultural notions such as conventions and norms possibly be? Should acts of
translation not be accounted for in purely mental terms? Should we not all turn to the cognitive sciences, if what we are
interested in finding out is what translation activities consist of and how they proceed in 'real life'?

True enough. All translation decisions are made in an indmvidual's brain. At the same time, positing an incongruity, let alone
contradiction, between the cognitive and the sociocultural seems a gross exaggeration, especially in the context of translation;
an incongruity which diminishes to the point of losing its pointed tip as soon as a distinction is drawn between the act of
translation, which is indeed cognitive, and the context of situation where the person performing the act, and hence the act
itself. are embedded, which has sometimes (e.g. Toury, 1995: 24594 ) been called the rranslation event.

Needless to say, no translation event can be said to have taken place unless an act of translation was indeed performed. On
the other hand. at least in socially-relevant instances of translation, including simulated ones (paragraph 4.1), all cognitive
processes occur within contexts which constitute events. This much I believe should be taken for granted. and it should be
justification enough for approaching the overall event in sociocultural terms.

One thing [ would not venture to do here is tackle the intriguing question of how, and to what extent. the emvironment affects
the workings of the brain, or how the cognitive is influenced by the sociocultural, even though this would surely make an
invaliable contribution to our understanding of translation (see, in this connection, recent attempts to use the notion of 'meme’
in Translation Studies, especially to account for changes in the concept of translation itself and the way they travel; most
notably in Vermeer, 1997 and Chesterman, 1997 ) We will return to the possible influence of the environment on translation
performance i the more specific context of socialisation; in this casethe emergence of an indnidual translator within an
established sociocultural setting (paragraph 4.11).
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4.3 'All is predestinedbut freedom of choice is granted'

But is the concept of norm, especially in its application to translators, and hence its association with translational behaviour, not
too rigid. as many seem to maintain? Is it really the case that acceptance of the idea that translation events are basically norm-
governed entails the denial of free choice during an act of translation which is embedded in #t7Not at all! To borrow a concept
from traditional Jewish thinking: 'All is predestined but freedom of choice is granted' (dvor [The Sayings of the Fathers], 3:
15).

To put it bluntly_ it is always the translator herself or himself. as an autonomous indmvidual, who decides how to behave, be that
decision fully conscious or not. Whatever the degree of awareness, it is s’he who will also have to bear the consequences.
Remember the notion of sanctions (paragraph 3.7)7 At the same time, it is clear that, even though there is always the
possibility that one would be willing to take the risks which unconventional, non-normatve decisions entail. under normal
conditions, a translator would tend to avoid negative sanctions on ‘improper’ behaviour as much as obtain the rewards which
go with a 'proper’ one. Needless to say. it would make an interesting project to study the [negative and positive] sanctions that
may be associated with translational behaviour and their (possible and actual) effects on instances of performance within
defined sociocultural settings (see the way Daniel Simeoni has recently related the concept of 'norm’ and Bourdieu's notion of
'habitus' in the specific context of translation, Simeoni, 1998).

In fact. translators have even been known to act differently, or at least to produce different surface realisations of the category
'‘translation’ (i.e. differently looking utterances), when working for different commissioners, e_g. in order to be given more work
by the same commissioners, or at least to escape the need to have their products edited by others, which many translators
abhor. To be sure, freedom of choice is exerted not only when one chooses to behave in a way which does not concur with
the prevailing norms. It is also exercised when one seems simply to reaffirm one's previous commitment to these. After all, in
principle, there is always an alternative, otherwise there would be no need for norms in the first place (paragraph 3.6).

4.4 What group is it where agreements are negotiated?
If agreements and conventions are constantly being negotiated (paragraph 3_2), and if norms are one of their outcomes and

modes of n:r:plammtannn in actual behaviour [paragraph 3.3). it would only be proper to enqmre as to where those
negotiations take place, in the case of translation; in other words, what constitutes 'the group’ in question. For instance,

. How homogeneous (or heterogeneous) should that group be taken to be?

. Would it always consist of members of the same categories?

. More spectfically, would it include acting translators only (which would vield a very mited group indeed). or persons
plaving other, adjacent roles as well; whether i the production of translations itself (e g. editors [of translations_ or even texts

in general]; teachers, especially of translation; translation critics; censors; publishers) or around it?

. And what about (average or specific) consumers of translated utterances:
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would they be taken to form part of the group too? And, ff so. would it not mean going way too far with the notion of
‘group’”’?

. In a heterogeneous group, how powerful are the translators themselves, with respect to the creation, negotiation,
maintenance and change of translational norms? Do they occupy the centre or a peripheral position?

. And what about indriduals who play several roles alternately? Is it all that certain that they would act according to
exactly the same norms while assuming their different positions?

This 15 an intriguing domain about which translation scholars seem to know precious little, bevond a small number of accounts
of isolated indrvidual cases. There seem to be many alternative patterns here. Thus, there may be larger and smaller groups
involved in the negotiations, more or less closely-knit or diffuse. more or less hamuganenu& more rigid in their (personal or
ie:tuﬂal} composition, etc. It is not totally unjustified to assume that these differences would manifest themselves as significant,
in their implications for translation behaviour and the norms governing it. However, this is about all I would say, at this point
(see again Stmeoni, 1998 ).

4.5 The value' behind transiation

Translation is a kind of activity which mevitably confronts different languages and cultural traditions, and hence different
conventions and norms on each pertinent level. Thus, the value behind it. or the basic tools in a translator's 'tool kit', for those
who refuse to accept that values behave as cansal elements of culture (paragraph 3 4), may be described as consisting of two
major elements; namely, producing a text in a certain (so-called 'target’) language,

(1) which is designed to occupy a certain position, or fill in a certain slot, in the culture that uses that language while_ at the
same time,

(1) constituting a representation in that language/culture of another, preexisting text in some other language. belonging to some
other culture and occupying a definable position within it

It is clear that these two types of requirement derive from two sources whicheven though the actual discrepancy between them
may vary greatlyshould be regarded as different in principle. Often they are incompatible in practice too, so that any attempt to
abide by the one requires a price in terms of the other, which breeds an inherent need for compromise.

4.6 Norms and efficacy

The mevitable compromise between the constraints drawing on the two different sources, while always realised by an
individual. is strongly affected by sociocultural factors which determine its appropriateness; the behaviour by the enveloping
circumstances, the act by the event. Among other things, this can be seen as a strong factor of efficacy.

Thus, were it not for the regulative capacity of norms, the tensions between the two sources of constraints, and hence between

adequacy and acceptability (as a translation or as a target-language text) would have to be resolved on an entirely ad hoc
basis, and with no clear vardstick to go by. Indiscriminate_ totally
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free variation might have been the result, which would have made it next to mpossible to locate an act of translation and/or its
results within their social context and assign them any cultural relevance. Everything may well have been seen as equal to
everything else, which is most certainly never the case; not even in the most permissive of societies. Not even if the ideology
appears to be there.

4.7 Regularities of behaviour again

In fact, as any cursory look will ascertain, translation as practised within a particular culture, or a certain sector thereof, tends
to manifest quite a number of regufaﬂf;!e; in terms of both translational adequacy and an:n:eptabﬂlh (as well as thewr preferred
blends), a fact which we have already taken as strong evidence of the potency of norms (paragraph 3.8). On the other hand,
these regularities may well differ from the ones exhibited by another culture, cultural sector, or even the same culture in another
phase of its evolution (which amount to the same thing, theoretically 5peal-:|ng}

One consequence of the existence of such regularities and thewr acknowledgment is that, even if they are unable to account for
them, people-in-the -culture can at least tell when a translator has failed to adhere to sanctioned practices. For instance, they
may not be able to sqy that a certain phenomenon in a translated text reflects mterference from the source text/language, but
they will at least have a hunch as to what they are expected to feel about it. within the preferences of their culture. Different
cultures have been known to have had different thresholds of tolerance of interference. Some of them even preferred to have
them in translated texts; e.g. in the translation of "Works of Wisdom' (in contradistinction to the translation of "W orks of
Beauty") into Hebrew in the Middle Ages (see Toury, 1998).

4.8 How regular would vegularvities' need to be?

'Regularities’ thus turn out to be a key notion in descriptive studies into translational behaviour and its results as well. In fact,
the establishment of recurrent patterns is the most basic activity in the pre-explanatory phases of a study, the phases where
data are collected and analvsed and discoveries are being made. Also, it is first and foremost discerned regularities_ rather than
any of the individual phenomena as such, which would then be explained on the assumption that the behaviour which vielded
them was indeed norm- -ZOV erned [’paragraph 3.6). all the more so as not every observed phenomenon will be subsumable
under one of the emerging recurrent patterns in the first place. The beauty of human behaviour, whether under cognitive or
sociocultural observation, is that there is no 100 per cent regularity. not even in the behaviour of one person while translating
one text, which concurs with the graded and relative nature of the notion of norms (paragraph 3.8). Complete absence of any
regularities should also be regarded as marginal: if one looks hard enough (or extends one's corpus enough), reflections of any
possible mode of behaviour are sure to be found.

What may seem more frustrating than failure to come up with any absolte findings (which both 'never' and 'always' mply) is
that, very often, regularities will first manifest themselves in rather low percentages. Consequently. it will not
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be all that clear just how much significance should be assigned to each observed regulanity. The main reason is that it is almost
as hard to establish sampling rules for translational behaviour, or even its textual-nguistic results, as it is to take 'everything’
into account. Justifying the status of a body of material as a 'sample’ in terms of Translation Studies is even harder.

In actual fact, what a researcher often starts out with is a rather arbitrary set rather than a Proper corpus; a group of texts, or a
mumber of lower-level phenomena, which may be both accidental. from a translational point of view, and highly hetn:mgeneau&
(i.e. devoid of clear regular patterns). The way to go from here is to try and break the mitial set into sub- groups on the basis of
one feature (variable) or another which will have emerged as significant (for that set) during the study itself. This pmn:echn’e 15
bound to vield a substantial increase of hnmngenmh reducing each sub-group's accidentality and gradually rendering it
repre&entamﬂ in terms of that particular variable; in other words, a proper corpus. Within such sub-groups. regularities are
bound to increase. often considerably. If found to be too small now, any subgroup-turned-corpus could then be expanded:;

this time on the basis of the defining feature itself, and hence in a much more justified (and justifiable) fashion.
4.9 Are translational norms transiation-specific?

Due to their contending sources (paragraph 4.5), there is no way that the norms governing translation in their totality (that is.
the overall 'normative model' a translation event is subject to) will be identical to the ones operating in any other field. be it
even a closely-related one. One may of course expect correlations, including partial overlaps. but never full identity. Norms
can also be imported from one type of behaviour to another (always with some [necessary] modifications), but the vahie of
each one of these norms is likely to be different due to its different systemic position. The same holds for norms imported from
a different group engaging in the same kind of activity, within the same culture and society or in different ones.

Let us look at three types of activity which are closely related to translation: communication in non-translated utterances,
translation assessment and translator training.

Tvpe one: Communication in transiated vs. non-translated utterances. Here, partial overlap is to be expected, as a
translation is always an intended utterance in the target language and culture: one aspect (or phase) of any act of translation
involves formulation in that language, and the norms governing this activity may of course be more or less similar to the norms
governing the composition of a non-translated utterance, and more or less different from them. At the same time. since
translation is not reducible to that aspect'phase alone, only partial overlap can be expected.

Overlap between the norms governing translation and non-translation can be expected to grow in direct proportion to the
centrality of target-language 'normality’ in translation. which is of course a norm-governed idea. 'Acceptability as a translation'
may thus become a variety of 'acceptability’ in general. which would normally imply reduced interest in the principles governing
the
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source text (or the internal "web of relationships’ which constitutes it) and their reconstruction.

Conversely, imitations of textual-lnguistic behaviour in another culture/language (or of certain types of translation from it) may
be attempted in non-translational communication as well. The resulting texts may thus bear close resemblance to translations
without there ever having been an identifiable source text. This option has often been selected by the creators of so-called
‘fictitious translations' (e.g. Toury, 1995: 40-52). precisely in order to convey the impression that those texts had in fact been
translated. i.e. lead the people-in-the-culture astray on the basis of what they have come to associate with 'genuine’
translations.

Whether the one extreme or the other (and both of them are extremes!), the likely result is a blurring of the borderline between
translations and non-translations: all texts would tend to look alike, and whatever differences there may be, it won't be easy to
attribute them to the translation‘non-translation opposition. On occasions, such an opposition may be found out to have been
completely non-functional in the culture in question: even if it is retained on the level of the acts whereby texts are generated.
translations may still be presentedand acceptedas originals, and originals as translations, without this having any cultural
repercussions.

Such seems to have been the case in the early Enlishtenment period in Hebrew literature (Toury, 1995: 131ff). People-in-the-
culture, producers and consumers alike, did not really care which texts were based on foreign ones in a one-to-one manner
and which texts were based on them in a one-to-many ratio, or even just erubndwng the pI':Lt‘lClplEE of the models underlyving
particular text-types. Today's scholars face a great many difficulties in ascertaining which one is which, but, in an important
sense, they may be trving to solve riddles of very little historical significance. if that is what they are dmng

Tvpe two: Translation vs. translation assessment. These two activities differ in a different sense: with respect to the
translational product, the one activity is prospective, the other one is refrospective. Even ff both result i textual entities_ their
end-products are of a different order too: translations are the result of a direct application of translational norms whereas
assessments employ first and foremost norms of evaluation and of evaluation-presentation, including the norms governing the
composition of evaluative texts. As regards translational norms, evaluators just react to them and their results. Sometimes they
may try to extract them from the results of translational behaviour. to a certain extent even verbalise them. What they never do
is implement the norms_ unless they wish to offer an alternative translation (which may be a strategy of critics, even teachers,
whereby they change for some time their role, and hence the kaind of activity they are engaging m).

Basically, translation and evaluation are two different activities, then, whose governing principles can simply never be 'the
same’. What they can do is reflect the same overall arfitude towards translation, each in its own domain. In this sense,
translators and evaluators may belong to the same group (paragraph 4.4). However, even this is not a theoretic al must, nor
does it always occur in practice. Thus, critics and translators may, and often do have differens values, e g. they may
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favour different blends of acceptability and adequacy; on occasion, even if translation and criticism are performed by one and
the same person.

To give an example: whether (or under what cirn:m:t&tann:&&} a translator would feel obliged to read the source text in its
entirety before s’he embarks on its translation is a basic ﬁtrategn: decision which may rely more or less on social factors, that
is, be norm-governed: be it direcily (e.g. there exists an 'instruction’ to do precisely that) or indirectly (e.g. through a marked
dominance of an initial norm of translation adequacy). Now. whereas every translator who has finished translating will have
been through the source text at least once, many translation evaluators, including critics writing on literary translations, or
members of committees awarding translation prizes, may never feel an urge to even peep into the orniginal, let alone read it in its
entirety. What is most significant here is not simply that this happens, but that a societal group may accept it, sometimes even
prefer it that way.

Type three: Translation vs. translator traiming. This may well be the trickiest comparison. One would think that persons
who have been entrusted by society with the training of translators at an accelerated pace, would see their task as imparting
modes of behaviour to the non-initiated the way they are normally practised, thus preparing them for acceptance in and by the
relevant group (paragraph 4.4). However. this is often not the case. What many students of translation are actually being
offered draws on an admixture of concepts borrowed from sources deemed more 'respectable’ than the behaviour of real
translators under normal sociocultural conditions; mainly disciplines such as inguistics, text-linguistics or pragmatics. These
concepts are supplemented by mtuitions, sometimes very good ones, but all too often seasoned with a speck of wishful
thinking. In the most extreme cases, the claim is even made (at least rr:r:rphmﬂv} that there are things that SIEﬂ'pl“.' should be (or
else should never be) done; by virtue of what translation allegedly 'is', and not by virtue of a sheer convention; in fact, not
seldom in contrast to existing conventions and the agreements which underlie them.

There is normally an ideology behind such attitudes, and ideoclogies tend to imvolve a mantpulation of existing normatrve
patterns. Thus, many teachers of translation see it as their task to effect changes in the world at large, wishing, as it were, to
take active part in the process of (re-)negotiation which is constantly going on (paragraph 3.2). They would of course claim
that the prevailing situation is badly i need of improvement, but this would not affect the basic clamm that what they are trving
to do is change a state of affairs, and one which others, inl:ludjng the group of practising translators, may well regard as
petfectly satisfactory. They do what they do from a position of almost absolute power (vis-g-vis their students), power which
was granted to them by the instifutions in which they work; sometimes, though not always, and certainly not necessarily. on the
basis of their own recognition by society as translators (see, in this connection, Chesterman's 'professional norms',
Chesterman, 1993). However, the edge teachers have over their students does not necessarily imply similar position and
power within society at large; not even in the 'translatorial' group, whoever it mav consist of.

It is possible to say that training institutes often behave like closed groups,
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having conventions and norms of thetr own. They are trving to impart these norms to newcomers to this closed group and
through them and their future translational activityto society as a whole. Unfortunately, transition from such a group mto the
'world' may not always be all that smooth. In extreme cases it may involve real pain and frustration. Thus, it has not
infrequently been the case that the graduates of a translation programme had to undergo a process of forgetting a great deal of
what they had been taught and adjusting, at least in part, to prevalent norms of sociocultural appropriateness; very often the
very same norms their teachers wished to see changed.

4.10 But are all translations 'good'?

Are teachers of translation (or critics, for that matter) all that wrong? Has everything become so relative that there is no such
thing as a bad translation any more? Of course there is, even though there is definitely nothing objective or absohite about that
notion either. Rather, notions of what would constitute a bad translation (or a good one, for that matter) are as changing as the
notion of translation itself. In fact, mdged by our (irrelevant) norms, even the ones we apply to the case of the translation of
religious texts, the King James Version of the Bible is surely not a very good translation. From today's point of view_ its
centrality can m]lﬁ. be explained in historical terms. Acknowledging its 'inherent' qualities as both an English text and a
translation into English would require the ad:}pﬁnﬂ of another attitude, associated with a completely different set of norms,
those that were at play at a different point of time and hence in another culture.

The basic thing one must be ready to accept is that bad translations are first and foremost translations, not something
completelv different. Cunﬁequentlv whether an item which would be concemved of as a translation is 'good’ or 'bad’ will be
determined by an extension (or further ﬁpecrﬁcannn} of the normative model pertinent to the culture where it came into being
(or the appropriate section within it). It is not that members of a societal group cannot arrive at a valid conclusion in an intuitive
way; it is that, ff and when required to account for thetr attitude_ they will have to draw on that set of normsor else be unable to
justify thetr mtmtrve verdict.

Thus, any attempt to mmpart the way 'good’ translations are (to be) done, e.g. by teachers of translation (paragraph 4.9), may
backfire; namely, when society refuses to accept that those are indeed good. Significantly enough, it is often the case that even
teachers in one and the same institute, or critics within one culture, do not assess a translation the same way. Differences of
assessment, again, may look idiosyncratic, a matter of personal taste and temperament, and to a certain extent this is precisely
what they are. However, to an even greater extent they are a result, or a reflection of the affiiation of different persons to
different (sub)groups, and to that extent they are a function of norms again. (For the possibility of having different, even
competing norms within one and the same group see paragraphs 4 12 and 4.13))

4.11 How does an individual acquire translational norms?

In modern times, many translators (but still a minority) are indeed being trained, even conditioned. in professional or academic
training institutes. We
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have just touched upon their possible fate (paragraph 4.9). Others, probably the vast majority, pick up the conventions and
norms pertinent to their job through a process of mitiation within the culture itself, a specific mode of socialisation (paragraphs
3.6-3.7). In view of the lack of any real longitudinal studies into the making of translators outside of the schooling svstem, the
only way to sketch this process is speculative; namely, on the basis of what we know about socialisation in general, with the
addition of some translation-specific considerations. The present writer also made use of his insights as to how he himself
became a translator back in the 1960s; namely, before he ever did any Translation Studies.

Firstly, if the internalisation of norms is really that important an aspect of translational behaviour, then the acquisition of that
knowledge, and of ways of coping with it in real-life simations, should count as a major aspect of socialisation in relation to
translating. My assumption here is that, being a mode of communication, translating is likely to involve environmental
feedback, which may come from any other party to the communication event. This feedback is normative in its very essence: it
concerns the well-formedness of a translation. not just as an utterance in the receptor language and culture, but first and
foremost as an assumed translation [Tmm 1995: 31-35), that 15, a realisation in the culture and language in question of the
mode of text- pmchln:tmn translating is taken to be. At least by rr:uphn:annn the norms embodied in that feedback also apply to
the (minimal, optimal. necessary, etc.) relationships between assumedly translated utterances and their assumed sources,
especially in terms of whatever should have remained invariant. By extension, thev also determine the appropriateness of the
strategies used to dertve a translational output from a given mput utterance under those conditions of invariance, even though
there can be no one-to-one relation between a procedure and the results of its application

Secondly, it is the all-pervasiveness of sanctions (paragraph 3.7) which lends such normative feedback its influence on a
translator's behaviour. Under normal conditions, one would wish to avoid negative sanctions on 'mproper’ behaviour as much
as obtain the rewards which go with a 'proper’ one (paragraph 4 _3). This aspiration holds especially for the novice, whodue to
lack of sufficient experienceis likely to feel insecure as to what translating is all about, according to the conception of the group
in and for which s‘he will be operating. and who, on the other hand, may be looking for recognition by that group in his‘her
capacity as a (socially-relevant) translator. It is precisely this view which gradually crystallises for her/him in a process of
initiation. It may, of course, prove wrrelevant again, if and when that person moves to another group, especially if the new group
forms part of a completely different culture. Under such circumstances, another process of socialisation may be required.

Thirdly, in the initial stages of one's development as a translator, the feedback directed at him'her is exclusively exrernal: overt
responses to one's translational products, final or interim. A novice simply has no means of assessing the appropriateness of
various options and/or of the alternative strategies that may vield them. Little by little, however, translators may start taking
potential responses into account too. They thus develop an inrernal kind of monitoring mechanism, which can operate on the
(interim) product as well as on the act of translation as such.
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Fourthly, as socialisation in relation to translating goes on_ parts of the normatrvelv-motrvated feedback are probably
assitnilated by the translators as they gather more and more experience, modifying thewr basic (ie. innate) comp etence and
gradually becoming part of it. Many decisions will now be made more or less auromatically. It may also be hypothesised that,
to the extent that a norm has been internalised and made part of a modified competence, it will be applied to instances of more
spontaneous translation too, namely in situations where no sanctions are likely to be imposed. It is in this sense that socially-
insignificant instances of translation may be said to simulate socially-significant ones (paragraph 4.1). Some translators may
then go on to take active part in the re-negotiations concerning translational conventions (paragraph 3.2) which will sometimes
result in a change of norms.

4.12 Alternative norms within a group

One thing which makes translational decision-making less demanding than it may have sounded so far in terms of the risks
taken, even though probably more complex in terms of its underlving mechanisms, is the fact that, at every point in the life of a
societal group, especially a comprehensive and/or heterogeneous one, there tends to be more than one norm with respect to
anv behavioural dimension. Consequently, the need to choose between alternative modes of behaviour tends to be built into
the very system, so that socialisation as concerns translating often includes acquisition of the ability to manoeuvre efficiently
between the alternatives (paragraph 4.6).

Multiplicity of norms does not amount to no norms at all, much less imply anarchy. For it is normally not the case that all
existing norms are of an equal status, so that choice between them would be tDtEI]l‘.’ free, or devoid of any implications for the
assessment of the person's behaviour and/or his/her position within society. "vTanDeuﬂmg between alternative modes of
behaviour thus turns out to be just another norm-governed activity, necessarily involving risks of its own.

4.13 Competing norms

Norms operating within one and the same group are not merely different from each other. Quite often they are competing too.
After all, in the dynamic structure of a living society, there is always a struggle for domination, as a result of which norms may
change their position vis-a-vis a certain centre of gravity, the more so as the centre itself may be undergoing shifts.

‘What complicates matters even more is the fact that each group-within-a-group (and all groups tend to be hierarchically
organised) may have its own structure of centre vs. periphery, entailing an internal struggle for domination of its own, in
addition to (and sometimes as part of) its participation in the overall struggle. Consequently. one has to be as clear as possible
as to whether one is talking about changes of (sub)systems or changes within one of them.

Firstly, there is variation within a culture. Whether within one ( sub)system or between the various (sub)systems regarded as
building up one higher-order entity, it is not rare to find side by side three tvpes of competing norms, each having its own
followers and a position of its own: the ones that dominate the
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centre, and hence direct translational behaviour of what is recognised as the mainstream, alongside the remnants of previous
sets of norms and the rudiments of what may eventually become new ones, hovering in the periphery (and/or near the centre of
lower-order (sub)systems). This is why it is possible to speakand not derogatorily eitherof being 'trendy’. 'old-fashioned' or
‘progressive’ in translation as it is in any other behavioural domain.

Secondly. there are changes over time. One's status as a translator, in terms of the norms one adheres to, may of course be
temporary: many translators fail to admust to the changing requirements, or do so to an extent which is deemed msufficient.
Thus, as changes of norms occur, formetly progressive translators may soon find themsebves just trendy, on occasion even
downright passé.

At the same time_ regarding this process as involving a mere alternation of generations can be misleading, especially if
generations are equated with age groups. While there often are correlations between one's position along the 'dated'-
‘mainstream’- avant-garde’ axis and one's age, these cannot, and should not be taken as ievitable, much less as a starting point
for the study of 'norms in action'. As already maintained, there is nothing deterministic here.

In fact. research shows that it is often paapla who are in the early phases of their initiation as translators, whether young or not
so young of age, who behave in the most epigonic way. Insecure as most of them understandably are, thax like to play it safe
and tend to perform according to dated. but still valid norms. One way to axplam this is to realise that a beginner's deviant
behaviour would more readily be regarded by society as 'erroneous’ rather than 'innovative': while both may be applied to the
same mode of behaviour (or its products), the different values assigned to them makee all the difference in the world!

Such a conservative tendency is firther enhanced if would-be translators recerve reinforcement from socialisation agents,
especially powerful ones. holding to dated norms themselves. No wonder that revolutionsi.e. large-scale changes of
paradigmhave often been made by experienced translators who had, moreover, attained considerable prestige by behaving
‘appropriately’, 1.e. according to mainstream norms_ After they internalised those norms, and having attained more than mere
recognition by society, they can afford to start deviating from them and get away with it

4. 14 Constraints, strategies and norms

There is another pair of notions which deserves a lot more attention than it has recerved so far, namely that of 'strategy’ and
'norm'. Let us regard as a strategy any set of moves utilised in trying to solve a percerved prablaa:t perceived by the one
performing the act, that i1s.

Intuittvely, there seems to be some connection between strategies, on the one hand, and norms on the other. However, the
nature of that connection has not been clarified; probably mainly due to the fact that those who focused on translation
strategies (e.g. Wolfgang Lorscher, 1991) have normally considered mere acts of translation rather than franslation events
(paragraph 4.2) whereas most aama:ul‘aa*a]lﬁ. oriented scholars have not followed the progression from the event to the act. [

believe it 1s about time that we had both ends meet, if only for the purpose of supplying better. more comprehensive and more
flexible
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explanations of the translational behaviour of mdmiduals within a societal context (and see Simeoni, 1998 once again). Such
explanations are also bound to assign a third notion, that of constraints, its proper place in the account of translation rather than
its mere 'opening conditions’.

5 By Way of Conclusion: A Story of Three 'Killers'

Let me conclude with one of my favourite cases, which may be taken as a nut-shell exemplification Gf many of the points made
throughout this document. In the last few decades, three different Hebrew translations of Hemingway's famous short story 'The
Killers' were published. at almost identical intervals, and not very long ones, at that- the first translation (A) was published in
1955, the second one (B) in 1973 and the third and last one (C) in 1988. Linguistically. each one of the three textual entities is
of course different, which is all but surprising; the more so as every translator seems to have been aware of the earlier version
(s). In fact. some of the decisions made by later translators could be taken as indications of so-called 'polemical translation':

see Popovic, 1976:21))

‘What is most interesting, however, and not all that evident, is that when asked to put the three translations in their correct
chronological order, everyvbodvfrom complete newcomers to thinking about translation to experienced translators, teachers of
translation and translation scholarscame up with precisely the same order. Moreover, with very few cases of local
disagreement, when asked to justify their ordering, they all based it on the same series of features; basically an assortment of
semantic, grammatical, syntactic, pragmatic and stylistic markers, as well as translation relationships, which the subjects seem
to have associated with "typical behaviour' of literary translators into Hebrew at the three different points in time (or at least of
its gradual change along time).

Now, the significant thing is that, in spite of a 100 per cent agreement between dozens of subjects who have undergone this
pseudo-experiment, they were all wrong: the order they came up withwhich was based on their intuitiveto learned ability to
identify relevant markers and associate them with modes of translation (and, ves, the norms which governed them)that order

did not conform to reality. Thus, the order they all gave was ACE instead of ABC.

‘When [ disclosed the names of the translators (actually, four of them, because the 1973 version (B) was prepared by two
persons jointly). there were quite a number of subjects who were able to correct their initial ordering. The names acted as
additional information for them, because they had cultural knowledge as to who was more or less likely to count as 'dated’,
'mainstream’ or 'avant-garde’ in their translational behaviour.

Finally, once all subjects learnt of their factual error, it was relatively easy to explain to them how, historically rather than
chronologically speaking (that is, in terms of the approprate norms and their position in society), they had not been all that
wrong, after all. Thus, only one of the three translations was appropriate for the time at which it was produced and the
expectations of its intended consumers, namely, the first one (A). The other two versions were either ahead of their time (B) or
somewhat obsolete (C); two kinds of desiation from 'mainstream norms' which were antomatically 'corrected’ by all readers.

The bottom line seems clear enough: not only are there norms associated with
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translation, but people-in-the-culture know how to, and actually do acttvate them; not only while producing translations
themselves but while consuming them as well. What is still unclear is whether production- and consumption norms are exactly
the same, even in this indnidual case, 1.e. which group it is that generates and negotiates translational norms_ but we have
already presented this as a moot point (paragraph 4.4).

Note

1. I have decided to have the paper published in a format almost identical to that which served as basis for the seminar_ ie.
with only minor amendments. The reason behind this decision is to let the readers see how I tried to stimulate the debate.
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The First Debate

The Meaning of Hamler and Poems

Peter Newmark (Surrey University): Gideon said that translation is always changing and what was considered to be a
translation some vears ago would not be recognised as one today. I think that it would. I myself think that a translation
basically remains the same. There is a bit too much of talk about avant- garde norms, or old-fashioned and reactionary ideas in
vour position paper. I do not recognise such terms in translation. I do recognise norms, but [ think norms are in many ways
superficial compared with the more permanent elements of a text.

Gideon Toury (Tel Aviv University): I am sorry, but I must disagree, partly becanse [ have been working on translation within
a tradition where the differences are much more marked. because everything took place at an accelerated pace. For example,
at the end of my position paper, there is the story of 'The Killers', by Ernest Hemmgwav The difference in time between the
three translations was something likke 15 vears. and in spite of the v ery short distance in terms of time, it was very easy for
almost every native speaker of Hebrew to locate them correctly. Only, as it turned out, they were not correctly located. The
translations were done in different ways, one of them i the normal way for its time, the other proved to be an avant-garde
translation. It was not an avant-garde one to start with, it was simply different, desiant. They could not know i the 1970s that
15 vears later this would be the way that the average translator would work. The third one was simply dated. But all these
ways do not have any one common denominator, they have nothing in common. [ think vou and [ are interested in two
different aspects: although we would both agree that there is a common denominator which vou can find in the texts over time,
or even across cultures, but there are also differences. many of which would be due to different norms. You would be more
inclined to focus on that which the texts have in common, whereas I would be more interested in the differences and the
sources of these differences.

Peter Newmark: If T get a translation of, let's say Hamler, | want to know how close it is to what Hamler means. That is what
[ am looking for. [ am not mterested in whether it is avant-garde or not. [ would expect it to be written in the modern language.
hopefully, although there are exceptions even to that.

Theo Hermans (University College London): I think that there is no clear answer to the question what Hamler might possibly
mean. Let me refer to an essay by Stanley Fish about Elake's poem 'Tiger Tiger, burning bright'. The poem consists of a
mumber of questions which the reader can answer with either 'ves' or 'no’. Which answer you choose depends on how you
read the words, on what value vou attribute to the words in the text. For example the word 'forest', does it mean a pnmtn e
and good natural habitat or does it mean hostile environment? So what a reader construes as the meaning of the text is not
fixed and stable but it depends on where s’he comes from. We cannot read Hamlet in the same way as a reader in the
nineteenth century did. The French do not read Hamlet in the same way as the Russians, and even the English text is not
stable. What Hamlet means is what
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we make of it, or what a community of readers accepts as valid readings at a certain moment.

Peter Newmark: [ do not think that 'Tiger, Tiger . . ', one of the most wonderful poems in the English language . has been
misinterpreted. There are no good or bad connotations in the word 'forest’.

Gideon Toury: But the question is simply: Should we read the poem through the eves of somebody reading it in 1998 or not?

Peter Newmark: Y ou should simply read poetry as poetry. The eighteenth century was certainly the century of norms, of
elevation of style, and celebration of Tyiler. However, Blake was against n:t:rnsd:ramti and he was in favour of relaxing, and he
was a wonderful poet. The recognition which I get when I read 'Tiger. Tiger . . .' is what interests me. The fact that [ read it in
the late twentieth century and Blake wrote it in the eighteenth century is of no iﬂ:rpmtance_

Peter Bush (The British Centre for Literary Translation, University of East Anglia): If you were going to translate Blake,_ then it
would matter.

Peter Newmark: [ don't think it would. [ think that one wants to translate Blake into the modern language.

Gideon Toury: That would be a first norm-directed decision that vou would make, to translate it into the modern language.
Why not translate it into archaic language, or into an artificially archaised kind of language

Peter Newmark: Because I am not capable of it. and also because it would make my vision of Blake something which is
artificial. There are some translations, for example of Dante, where archaic language has been successful, but these are
exceptions. A lot of things are according to norms, and a lot of things are not according to norms. [ am not trying to make it a
rule that all translations should be made into the modern language . There are exceptions, but the translator has to be capable of
empathising with the work.

Theo Hermans: The reason why I brought Blake up in the first place, was to try and answer the question about what Hamler
means. There is this nice essay which demonstrates that when we interpret Blake, individuals and groups of individuals do not
do so randomly. There are readings of Blake which are not regarded as valid by communities. Neither can the meanings that
we aitribute to a particular poem be unequivocally reduced to the essence of the text. The point of ﬂ:lentmmng Blake and the
essay by Fish is precisely to suggest that there are interpretive communities within which, at a certain point i ttme and place,
certain readings are accepted as valid, or preferred, and others are not. Interpretation, too, is norm governed.

Bible Translations

Peter Newmark: When [ read a poem, or Hamlet, or some other text, I want to understand what it means. Or when I, as a
teacher, speak about a text with my students, I want to give them an insight into what we are talking about.

Gideon Towry: As an indvidual person, I am not interested in a text in the same way as [ am interested in it when [ am doing
scholarly work, especially along historical lines. Would yvou not like, for example, to be able to give vour students
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an insight into why the King James Version of the Bible would be regarded as a terrible translation nowadays?

Peter Newmark: [ am surprised by vour remark. When vou say this, you mean becanse of a few maccuracies, presumably. It
is wonderfully written and translated, and therefore the reverse of 'terribly bad'. The King James Version of the Bible has been
one of the formative influences in the English language.

Gideon Toury: Right, but it was not very well written in terms of the seventeenth century. It became very well written when the
English language changed.

Peter Newmark: [ wouldn't agree with this. To me, something that is "well written' is well written whenever it was written. [
assume that vou are talking simply about the inaccuracies of that version when you say that the King James translation is now
considered to be poor.

Gideon Toury: No! It was considered to be good English, but had it been produced today, with the norms that we now hold
vis-d-vis translating_ it would be considered as a very bad translation.

Peter Newmark: But what are your reasons?
Gideon Toury: The reason is that this is not the normal way of doing translations nowadays.
Peter Newmark: Are vou talking about the changes in the language?

Gideon Toury: I am talking about what one normally does when one encounters a word which one does not understand. At
that time they simply transliterated it for thewr version of the Bible, and that would not be done today. The conception of
translation nowadavys does include transhteration, but to a very imited degree, with respect to names etc., but not with respect
to a word like 'mammon’, for example. We know that there is the word 'mammon’ in the King James Version, because the
translators simply did not understand what it was. There are dozens of words like this in the Bible, and I think it would be
regarded a very deviant kind of solution, had it been used today.

Peter Newmark: But 'mammon’' has to be read i its context. It has been incorporated into the English language , meaning
wealth, greed, and it is well understood. Many words are transliterated or transferred today.

Gideon Toury: Nobody knows what it means. In modern Hebrew it means 'heaps of money', but this is its meaning in modern
Hebrew, it is definitely not biblical.

Beverly Adab (Aston University): Peter. vou were talking about getting an insight into what a text means, and that a well-
written text means well-written at any time. What are vour criteria for evalating if something is well written? Doesn't the
perception of a text as being well-written rely on an understanding of the norms that were valid at the time a text was written?

Peter Newmark: Not with Shakespeare. I consider Shakespeare to be well-written. It expresses thought closely, it expresses
the topic closely. It is a concise, accurate, lyrical approach which uses all the resources of language. You are confusing norms
with standards. Norms are social and [ am trying to produce some kind of individual judgement which other people would
consider to be
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subjective. The Manipulation School relies on what they call descriptive, objective approaches. Well, this is important, but I
also think one needs to include subjectivity, and especially when one is talking about literature which is full of imagination and
intuition. This is my approach to 'good writing'.

Theo Hermans: Cnﬂ:ung back to the Bible translations. [ do not agree with what Gideon said, namely that the Authorised
Version, had it been written today, would be regarded as a poor translation. I would say that it depends on the context, and
on what kind of audience feels itself as being addressed. For example. the French Chouraqui translation, which is even much
more literal than the Authorised Version, and also has all the Hebrewisms that the Authorised Version has but to a much
greater extreme, is accepted in some circles. Very recently, an English translation along the same lines was published. But, [
think_ that neither Chouraqui nor this new literalist English translation will ever achieve general acceptability. And this notion of
acceptability also answers Peter Newmark's original question about how translation changes. [ think the key to that answer
could be that there is a difference between periods and communities regarding what certain communities at certain moments
accept or do not accept as translations. The best example I can think of is du Bellay's argument in the smteenth century. He
writes that translation, because of its nature, does not allow any room for manoewvre for the translator, and therefore cannot
lead to elegant. eloquent texts. If vou wish to impm‘t into vour culture texts which are elnqu&nt and well-written . then vou
should not translate. What vou should do instead is imitate. To him_ 'translation' and 'imitation’ are two very different concepts.
A hundred vears later. also in France, Nicolas Perrot D'Ablancourt does all the things that du Bellay calls 'imitation', and yet
he calls them 'translation'. The operations that he performs have not changed What has changed is that du Bellay would not
regard mmitation as translation, where as D'Ablancourt encompasses under 'translation’ also all those things that a hundred
vears before were called 'imitation’. So it has to do with what you accept under a certain category or under a certain term.

Paul Chilton (Aston University): There are some iteresting points in du Bellay's theory of translation. What he meant by
imitation is not completely clear, but some light is shed on it by the fact that he used a metaphor, the metaphnr of dlgEStlDﬂ He
talks about digesting, Epec,rﬁca]lx digesting the vocabulary from Italian literature, as well as Latin. and the point of this is to
expand the literary vocabulary of French. The whole endeavour has a political context. In fact, the title of that tract Défense et
illustration de la faﬂgue frangaise is not accidental. It is a defence of French against the pre&ttge: of Italian culture and Italian
literature. The whole notion of translation and imitation of du Bellay is part of a political project, which is the production of a
French national culture as part of a French nation state. So this is one crucial way in which translation can fit into a much
broader sociopolitical context. The other point which comes out from du Bellay, is that there is no clear-cut boundary between
languages. He regards the boundaries as fluid. realised. for example. in bringing words in in the process of translation. When
vou translate from one language to another, you actually import all of the morphology and phonology of the source language.
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Theo Hermans: [ agree. In the text of du Bellay's treatise, the way in which it Ehﬂ.ﬂgf.‘;i from ipeal:ing about translation to
talking about 'tmitation’ is absoltely Shﬂﬂng and the metaphor that you mentioned is crucial in this. He speaks about
swallowing, dlg&ﬁtmg ingesting the writing of the Italians. This way of speaking about it belongs to a long tradition of writing
about imitation, going back to the Romans, and as being distinct from translation. We know exactly what he is talking about
and why the two concepts meet, perhaps even ov erlap to some extent, but are seen as essentially two very different exercises.
And vet, when one hundred years later D' Ablancourt is talking about his form of translation and admits that not everybody
might be willing to call this translation, he is doing exactly what du Bellay called imitation. They do the same things, but they put
very different labels on them.

Historicity and Subjectivity

Peter Bush: Gideon, on the one hand vou say that vou have an approach which is hiitDI‘iCiE:i.tlg and on the other hand vou have
one which is ﬁumulugv:al This is fine, but actually. I think, the whole idea of 'norm' seems to leave out history. Then you make
a distinction between yvourself as a scholar and b ourself as a reader. This is a convenient division, but | am not sure that it
works so easily, because however scientifically objective vou would like vour scholarship to be, you cannot exclude vourself
from vour research. If translation is changing. vou as a scholar are subjectively analysing that change. There is a dialectical
interaction, but you seem to be leaving out the subjectivity. For example. vou said that to read eighteenth-century translations,
we need to find out about eighteenth-century norms to read them correctly. You could reconstruct what vou perceive to be
eighteenth-century norms of translation, but that would in no way be an aghteenth century conception of norms of translation.
That would be a reconstruction carried out in the 1990s from yvour point of view as a scholar of translation.

Gideon Toury: Is there any other way of doing history?

Peter Bush: There is no other way of doing history, but that is why all of that has to be taken into consideration in vour
theorising. You talk about norms shared by communities, but by which communities? And what does community mean?

Gideon Toury: Well, it is part of the research programme to find out what constitutes a community. For example, when I talk
about translation into Hebrew. a tradition I have some knowledge of. I know about the different personalities of translators.
what groups thev belonged to, I know about the way they argu&d among themsehves, the periodicals they had. what intentions
they had. and so on. I am not ignoring that, and I am also not ignoring the subjective part. In order to justify one's decision to
do any kind of research, we must be aware of the fact that we cannot neutralise ourselves completely, but that we should also
try not to ivolve too much of our subjectrity into the discussion.

Alexandra Lianeri (Warwick University): If one denies the existence of a universal concept of translation and recognises, as
Descriptive Translation Studies do, the multiplicity of conceptions of translation in different cultures, then the employment of a
positivistic approach to translation phenomena, which
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would argue that the langnage of translation theory can be neutral and purely descriptive, becomes problematic. One cannot
simply describe data without inposing or using one's culture and cultural presuppositions. [ think that the notion of 'pure’
description leads to a self-contradiction as it does not account for the fact that one's scientific definition of translation, which is
socially and culturally specific, would determine one's appman:h to the historical realities under study. When we speak of a
sociologically oriented approach to translation, which view of society do we have? The description of society in terms of
systems theory, which assumes that both the formation and change of norms are determined by the need of the system to
maintain its wabﬂlhf and coherence, is not a neutral depiction of sociocultural phenomena. I also wonder about the extent to
which this view can be reconciled with vour argument that norms are also the products of unequal power relations within the
target community.

Gideon Toury: You seem to like dichotomies, whereas [ always try to compromise because we need to forge tools with which
we go about our work. [ really do not see a huge opposition between sociology and history, or between studying social
eroups and the changes that occur within them. I think that nowadays sociology no longer works without a notion of dynamics.
And dynamics assumes Ehﬂ.tlgE:E not only looking at more or less stable or unstable states of affairs at a certain point of time,
but also studying changes over time.

Peter Newmark: [ think we ought to be talking more about morals and aesthetics than about sociology and anthropology,
although these have thewr place i any translation discussion. But [ would like to know whether we are talking about translation
of imaginary subjects, that is literature, or about translation of fact. 1.e. non-literature_ I think in our discussion it is unclear what
people are tallang about.

Peter Bush: [ am not a relativist, nor am [ a post-modernist. [ believe that texts exist and that authors wrote them, but [ also
believe that readers interpret them. What I am interested in is the relationship between a text that is historically produced in a
particular context and is then read, and whether there is any communality in this expenience. | am mterested in this from the
point of view of a literary translator, as a translator of imaginative fiction. This is why I worry about ichnlarshrp that wants to
leave out 5ub]ectmw because it seems to me that literary translation, like many other forms of translation, is an intensely
subjective experience which is historically and socially constructed. A theory of scholarship that wants to analyse that practice
but that leaves out its own ﬁubjecmihf how would this ever penetrate that subjectivity which it is trying to analyse? Gideon, if
you want to leave out subjectivity in vour own research, that's fine. But I think we have to find a way for including subjectivity
in our research in order to explore other issues which would then also reflect on norms in translation.

Gideon Toury: The question of the deliberate omission of subjectmvity is directly related to the use of data in a general context.
Many translation scholars are trying to find regularities. You personally are probably more interested in finding irregulanities. I
could question your approach by saying that you will never know what would count as idiosyncratic or indvidual unless vou
know what the general background is. This is a vicious circle for all of us.
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Norms and Ethics

Theo Hermans: Earlier, I spoke about interpretation. and that it is norm governed. I think we need to add that it is also
acquired, it is learnt. School children and students learn to read texts in certain ways, and this changes over time. This also
places an ethical re sponsibility on the person teaching interpretation, and equally, the person teaching translation does have an
ethical responsibility. [ do not think that Gideon can deny that what he and Peter Newmark and other translation scholars write
about translation does affect the concept of translation that we have. To that extent vour hanging on to the notion of
objectivity, vour desire to stand back from the object of study, is not entirely persuasive to me.

Gideon Toury: Before I started doing translation studies in the early 1970s, I had been translating. and I also indulged in
translation criticism. The first thing I decided to drop was my side occupation as a reviewer, and I decided to do so precisely
because I came to realise that a review coming from my pen would be read differently than a review from somebody else. I
am not unaware of my subjectivity, although I have tried to neutralise it. [ think that for society at large, doing translation is
much more important and influential than doing translation studies. This is why [ still continue doing translation, [ want to leave
a mark on my own society. And when [ do translate in my own society, | am well aware of the times when [ break rules and
norms. I do it considerately. I take into account the possibility that my translations will not be accepted. or that they will be
imitated by others. I am not an unethical person. but I still think that there is a difference between ethics in translation and
translation teaching on the one hand, and ethics in translation theory. on the other hand.

Peter Newmark: In my theory of translation, there are five medial factors. and one of them is morals, which I think is
important

Gideon Toury: Yes, but basically in a prospective way of thinking about translation.

Peter Newmark: Of course, for me as a teacher, it is the prospective view of translation, rather than the retrospective view,
which most mterests me.

Gunilla Anderman (University of Surrey): Gideon, are there times when vou wish vou had called 'norms’ something else? And
if vou had. do you think we would be having a different type of discussion?

Gideon Toury: No, I don't. There is always a problem when vou devise something which is new, even 1ff it is not absohately
new but building on previous ideas. You need words to talk about it. There are two ways to go about this: firstly, vou invent
vour own words, but then yvou may talk a kind of strange or foreign language and nobody else understands you. The other
way is to use existing words but redefine them. This would seem an easier option. but it involves difficulties of its own. When
vou read about the new ideas, but vou have not really learned the new uses of the word, then yvou keep reinterpreting what
vou are reading according to your previous knowledge of these words. This is a delicate issue, and [ have not worked out
which way is really better. I still think that using existing words makes life easier, although [ may be wrong. Theo
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Hermans keeps writing that I should drop the use of the word 'equivalence’ because [ have redefined it. But if I changed the
name now it would caunse more problems that if | stick to a term and keep reminding the reader that it means something
different to what they might expect. As far as the term 'norms’ is concerned, I am not sure. [ have made selections from
various existing approaches to norms, but [ don't think I have changed anyvthing myself. [ have decided, though, unlike other
people. not to regard conventions as very weak norms, but as something else.

Models for Reconstructing Norms

Loredana Polezzi (Warwick University): We have been talking about norms and reconstructing norms, and how to historicise
them. I think that the notion of the norm is essentially important because it helps to produce guestions. These questions can
then be turned into a model, but we can also safely say that we want to historicise these questions. What we have in the end is
not an abstract model for reconstructing norms that could work at any time and anywhere, but rather a checklist to help us
with our research, a kind of strategy for saying: these are the questions we should be looking at. But we are not trying to make
a model out of these, which can be applied without any historical context. Some of these questions may produce very
interesting answers in some historical or social circumstances, and some of them may not.

Gideon Toury: I would not say that a model and a checklist are mutually exclusive, although [ am not so sure if I understand
correctly what you mean by 'model in this context. But also if vou want to formulate questions, this would not mean that vou
have to go to extremes and say that from now on we have a checklist and we will ask the same questions all over again. [
would say that questions are acceptable. but let the corpus dictate or at least direct the asking of the questions. We certainly
should not work with a closed checklist. And once vou ask questions vou are aming at a model. A 'model’ for me, in this
context, would be a structure of norms.

Loredana Polezzi: Y ou talked about the aim being to reconstruct norms, and how to go about it. I wonder whether we
shouldn't go one step further and say that in the end it is not really the norms that we are interested in, but how a norm was
formed, how it has changed, what the position of translation was in this changing of norms, etc. It is really the dynamics of
change that we should be interested in. This relates to what Theo was saving earlier about interpretative communities. So we
ask what translations do in certain settings and how they function for the people who recerve them. And the answers will be
different. depending on the community and the time. When we look at what translations do_ we also need to ask how the
translation was produced and what the intention was. Whatever the translator did at that time, whether it was constructing a
French literature or not, can we take it as intentionalised? And as a translation moves through history, is it doing the same
thing_ or is the same translation used to do something completely different?

Gideon Toury: I would certainly agree that we do not wish to end up with just a formulation of norms. We should also ask
additional questions such as 'why
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do translators stick to certain norms and not to others”? Where were they imported from? What happened later on”' [ cannot
say if this imvolves intentionality, becaunse [ am working in a different terminological set where ntentionality is alien. [ would
have to reinterpret the term in some way if [ wanted to include it. And even though I have been working with the notion of
norm for 25 vears. [ would not pretend to have all the answers to the questions [ myself ask. There are probably many
questions [ have never even asked! I do not see anything wrong with this. In one of my articles [ called translation studies an
'optimistic discipline’ because there is always some new question to address. And I do research into translation because it is a
fascinating issue.

Theo Hermans: When vou say that you should let the corpus generate the que&hnnﬁ vou are putting the cart before the horse.
Even the constitution of vour corpus is governed by a particular model. There is always a theory first of all. which directs the
attention, otherwise you would not be able to see anything at all. Of course you are adapting as you go along. but it is your
searchlight which illuminates certain things and obscures others. The relevance of studying norms historically would be that vou
do not do it for its own sake. It is not the norms or the construction of the norms in themselves that matters, but ultmately it is
how people handle norms. Why do certain norms apply and not others? What strategies do people develop to handle these
norms? And vou do that in order to study cultural history, the cultural relevance of translations. You would ask questions like
why did certain translations matter or why not? What difference did they make in society, why did they bring about which
changes? All our constructions in these terms, about what we regard as the significance of a certain translation, or what kind of
norm complexes appear to be relevant, are onlvy constructions, not reconstructions.

Defining ( Tyvpes of) Norms

Paul Chilton: One of the things that strikes me, as an outsider to the area of translation studies. is the fact that the discussion of
norms and whether there are absolute criteria for something called 'good writing' is taking place at all. These questions have
been discussed in other social sciences for a long time. It seems to me to be self-evident that norms of some kind are
uperahng in translation as an area of human behaviour as in others. What troubles me is that it hasn't really been made clear
what is meant by 'norm' as it has been used here. I am parl:lcularh interested in the idea of "ethical norms' and how these may
enter into translation. There seem to be other ideas of 'norm’' around, for example norm almost in the sense of an etiquette, or
prescription as to what is considered acceptable in a society in a given period. What I would like to contribute are my own
reflections on my own practice as a translator, and specifically as a translator of a sixteenth- century French text,
L'Heptaméron by a woman writer, Marguerite de Navarre. In doing this translation and reflecting on it. norms have entered
into the process. For example, when I approached this translation, I had to look at earlier translations. It was clear from
nineteenth-century translations that the text had been bowdlenised. The original text was a collection of immode st stories_ and
the Victorian translators had censored it. There are two issues here. The first is that they were operating an ethical norm, that

is, they cut out everything that was
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not ethically acceptable. The second issue is whether the translator has a right to alter the content of the source text in the first
place. Now, because of the culture and the time I lived in and because of the norms under which [ was operating, [ felt that I
did not have the right to cut out any passages at all in the original text, whether I disapproved of them or not.

Peter Newmarlc: And this 1s an ethical decision.

Paul Chilton: Precisely. In a sense, [ was no better than the Victorians, since I was constructing my own, ethically influenced,
version of the source text. This was conscious: [ was aware of norms operatingethical norms in a developing society in the late
twentieth century that [, as a translator, was subject to. Translation and interpretation go hand in hand here. Marguerite de
Nawvarre's text is nowadays regarded as an early feminist text. My focus as a translator was on those features of gender
conflict and gender issues within the dialogues in that text. In some ways I was sensitised by the linguistic choice that [ made as
a translator to bringing these issues out. I was conscious of it. ] was affected by the ethical norms of the society I was living in.
A further area concerned literary genre, style and fashion. The source text has a number of passages in verse, and [ had to
take the decision whether to translate those into verse. They were written in archaic French, so [ had to take the decision of
whether to reflect that in some way. [ did decide to translate into verse_ but this does not seem to me to be an ethical decision
at all, but purely a stylistic one which has to do with literary expectations that one believes one's contemporary readers might
have. To sum up. I was conscious of ethical and non-ethical norms. I think that perhaps we need to be more precise and that
we need to sub-classify more clearly the type of norms that enter mnto the translation process.

Gideon Toury: I do not think that there are differences between the norms_ but there are differences in terms of the domains
that the norms apply to. Thev operate very smmilarlv, whatever the domain is, whether they are stvlistic or ethical norms. I am
not sure that stvlistic norms are any different from ethical norms, I think ethical considerations are also invoblved in stylistic
decisions. What I find most interesting in vour presentation is that the decisions that you had to make do not seem all that
automatic. They were induced by something. For example, vou said that vou 'had to look at earlier translations'. Where does
the 'had to' come from? Is there an absolute rule that someone who is translating a text which has already been translated
before 'has to' look at previous translations in order to see what other translators did?

Paul Chilton: I think that the fact that I looked at the previous translations is not specific to translation as such. It simply arose
from some sort of norm of scholarship in general

Gideon Towry: Some of the other points you mentioned have been widely discussed in translation studies, so I'm not going into
detail. But I would like to take up one other thing vou wondered about, namely whether poetic passages should be translated
into verse or prose. In my culture, this question would hardly have arisen at all. because the norm has been, for the last 250
vears, to translate verse by verse. In fact, with us, sometimes the question is whether passages in a text which are not in verse
should not actually be rendered in verse.
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All decisions a translator takes are individual decisions, but they are made in a historical and social context, and there are
already precedences for how to deal with a certain problem.

Gunilla Anderman: To me, norms explain certain things in translation, which until I viewed it along those lines, remained a bit of

a mystery. For example,_ the bmgrapher of both Strindberg and Ibsen very happily declared that Ibsen is a verv good writer,
but Strindberg is a less good writer. It is only if vou compare the existing literary norms in the Anglo-Saxon tradition with the
norms within which Ibsen and Strindberg wrote, that vou realise that Ibsen was much closer to the literary norm m Anglo-
Saxon culture. You then understand why whatever the translator does, some translations would be branded as 'bad'. And this
has much to do with the difference of the existing norms. I get the fea]mg that in our discussion, norms are associated with
prescriptiveness. The more [ listen, the more [ hear about what one 'shouldn't' do and 'should’ do. I have looked at norms as a
means to provide an explanation of certain phenomena, also in a historical perspective.

Gideon Toury: I think, assuming that if the norms actually existed. they had some power to compel people to either abide by
them, or if they do not abide by them, they would be willing to pay the price.

Christina Schaffner (Aston University): This is related to the question of 'consciousness'. Are you aware of norms, or has
somebody told vou how to translate, how to deal with a specific problem you encounter in a text?

Gunilla Anderman: People now know how to write if they want to be translated into English. There are certain ingredients that
must be there. If vou look around and see which works become bestsellers, vou can see exactly what these ingredients are.

Said Faiq (Salford University): [ agree with Paul that there are a number of general terms which are not solely part of one
particular discipline but are shared by several disciplines. And certainly 'norms’ is one of these terms. Regarding the
acceptability of some texts and works, [ think that 'great works' do tend to push translators or other people working on them
to carve up a separate set of norms. You have the mainstream norms at work, but 'sensitive texts' tend to force their users to
implement the mainstream norms i a different way.

Peter Newmark: [ do not think that there are separate norms for the translation of 'great works'. If yvou mean by 'great works'
serious and dramatic works, [ would say that what vou need 1s a closer method of translation, one where one would put in a
minimmm of new ideas and. because it is a great work, try to reproduce the ideas as much as possible. This might be a
criterion of a good translation of a 'great work'

Said Faiq: Let me add something else: [ believe norms in general do not die. They just get recloned from generation to
generation, or from one practice to another. Thev do not change, they are st revamped. In the past. norms used to lve
longer because there were borders, difficulties in travel and no communication. Nowadays, even with a vast development in
technology, norms still suffer from power relationships and from censorship within communities. A related
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question to this is: who controls the norms? I think we should also look at the culture of norms and the norms used in the
translation of cultures in general

Gideon Toury: You have formulated some 'm:lpmtant questions. Where do norms come from? Do they develop within a group,
Of are forms rr:trpurted” Has anything changed in this respect with the world becoming a 'global village'? The general answer
would be 'ves', but this is not enough. We would like to see what changes have occurred, and how, and what power
relationships have brought them about. You claim that norms do not change, they just get revamped. [ would say that evenif a
norm assumedly stays the same, it is no lnnger the same norm becaunse the constellation has changed. When a norm moves
from a central position to the penphen it is not the same norm any more. We have to look at the mechanisms of operation,
not just at the fact that a certain norm is still there somewhere. We have to look at the relationships between the norms, at their
hierarchical ordering. for example.

Norms and Translator Training

Peter Bush: [ would like to ask how vou relate the issue of norms to the training of translators? [ think norms may be an
important issue for the profession, both analytically. and also in an immediate sense for the training of translators.

Gideon Toury: We all train translators within the framework of normative models, and we all make decisions as to what the
norms are going to be which we abide by, and which we want our students to abide by. The question is only, how dogmatic
we are about it, whether only our own norms count or whether we would accept or reject a student's translation for which s'he
used another set of norms. [ think that many teachers would not accept it, although there are also teachers who are open to
other approaches. Believe it or not, but in my own teau:lnng and tutnrmg of teachers of translation, I am rather reactionist. |
think that they should learn the tradition first, and i improvise later. This is a conscious decision of mine, and [ know it 1s not
related to the outcome of my research. But I justify my approach because teaching and doing scholarly research are two
different occupations.

Peter Bush: You are very gnud at compartmentalising. One of the difficulties [ have as a teacher of translation, is that students
are norm-conditioned. and in order to train them I have to say that they do not have to translate in one parl:lcular way. [ have
to build up their confidence so that they can translate challenging texts in the way that they wish to, and they find that very
difficult. For example. if vou give them a text by Dante, they don't want to translate it in an exciting way but rather in a very
conformist way becanse it is a canonical text. I train students to become literary translators, and they have to translate texts
which are written in the source culture deliberately against conventions. | have to make them aware of this. For example, the
students on ouwr MA course had an initial module, 'An introduction to academic discourse’, in which they were told how to
write academic discourse. But then [ had to say to the translation students that this is not what literary translation is about.
Academic discourse has to be written as academic discourse, but in order to become literary translators they also have to
become writers. And in order to become writers they have to be able to work
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against that kind of academic discourse that has been the pinnacle of thewr untversity training

Kirsten Malmkjaer (Unmversity of Cambridge): Until five minutes ago, I did not think that norms were normative . [ thought
norms were more like Gricean maxims, and not like miles. I saw them as something that vou discover after the event, as Gunilla
said. This would seem to fit much better with your approach to teaching.

Gideon Toury: I think that evervone should be free to translate as they wish, and teachers should be given the freedom to
teach within various approaches. but they should also know what their responsibilities are. This is an ethical issue, but not the
solution to the ethical problem. The solution would need to come from each one of us. There are reasons why [ decided to be
much more conformist in my training. much more conformist than when [ translate myself, because [ know what the risks are.
We have to think of the social role of norms. If vou translate in an individual, non-conformist way. because that is what you
were trained to do, vou may not find a publisher. for example.

Peter Bush: [ think vou are missing my point. Students who come to postgraduate courses for literary translation do not come
to that course as writers. They come from modern language courses where they were trained to become experts in whatever
laﬂguage they are going to translate from. They have to develop as writers. All I'm talking about is writing. [ am not anarchic
and saying 'do what vou want', I am saying that vou have to do research and study texts and vou have to do all kinds of things.
But the central part of what vou do is that vou have to be able to develop your own writing style. And to do that is very

difficult in untversity contexts, and also in the context of a lot of discussion within translation studies which omits talking about
this.

Gideon Toury: My experience is that most literary translators that I have studied so far do not act this way, even if they were
very good writers themselves. In my experience, most of what has been called 'great literature’ has not been translated in a
non-conventional, or more advanced way. Most of Shakespeare's texts were translated into Hebrew by active poets and
dramatists, i.e. by professional writers. But their translation of Shakespeare was done according to outdated norms. The texts
look a lot older than thewr normal translations, let alone their original writings.

Peter Bush: [ understand what vou are saying, that there are writers who translate, and therefore they translate poetically. [ am
talking about the manv people who are not recognised as public figures and as creative writers.

Theo Hermans: It seems to me that what yvou were saving about having to un-train novice translators lends itself to the question
of norms. If we bear in mind the relativity of norms, the fact that they apply in certain circumstances to certain groups and not
to others, then this point of view is quite liberating. You can tell students that if vou do literary translation, then different norms
apply than, for example. when vou translate for the EU. And even within literature, there are differences between translating a
novel or for the theatre. It 1s pI'EL‘lEE;l‘_‘_- becaunse vou can stress the relattvity and changeability of norms that vou can make them
useful as a didactic tool.
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Norms, Maxims and Conventions in Translation Studies and Pragmatics

Kirsten Malmlkjar: I do not think that norms are something vou follow in the same way that vou follow rules. I do not think
that norms are known, or if they are known, they are known subliminally. Gideon, you talk about a system of terminology
which you have in order to guide vour research. It would be helpful to not let the term norm have too wide a scope. I think it
clouds the issue, because some people talk about norms as if thev were prescriptive, whereas vou use the term descriptively.
in the sense that vou have a text and on the basis of this vou try to reconstruct the norms that guided its production.

Gideon Toury: Yes, but they are not too far removed from each other. What vou assume vou will find are norms that did have
a prescriptive power.

Kirsten Malmlkjzer: But not in the sense that penple have them fixed in their heads, so that vou could tell vour students 'this is
the norm for translation in that country at that time'. If you look back at the hundreds of vears tradition of Shakespeare
translation vou can see that at various points perhaps translators appear to have been guided by certain norms. | mentioned
Grice becanse Grice and his maxims are often misunderstood in exactly the same way. so people refer to Grice and say look.
there is a violation of his rules. But the maxims are not rules, and I think it's similar with vour norms. They are not rules, but
they are more like maxims. If there 1s an application to teaching, it is because vou can show students the kinds of guidelines
which people appear to have been guided by in the past.

Gideon Toury: This is what vou can do in that part of a traming programme where you look at translations that were done in
the past and discuss the outcome. Once vou come to workshops in practical translation you cannot start a discussion of
historical issues.

Paul Chilton: I agree with Kirsten that it would be interesting to look at the Gricean maxims, or norms. In fact, there is the
question as to whether the maxims are norms or whether they are the product of some kind of rational coordination and
communication. Gideon, why do vou choose to look at what vou are interested in. in terms of norms, rather than approaching
it through pragmahn:& and the Gricean maxims? Since translation is a form of linguistic behaviour, it would seem to find a
natural home m pragmatics, and that it can be explained through the concepts for understanding communication that already
exist there.

Gideon Toury: I myself have not worked with these maxims_ [ know that people have tried to apply them, and [ have seen
some attempt to apply them in manuscripts that were sent to our periodical Targer. But all the applications that I have seen
were bad, that is they were methodologically bad. not because of the results. This does not mean that it has anything to do
with the notion of maxmms as such, but the attempted applications have not contributed anything of significance.

Kirsten Malmkjeer: [ myself would hesitate to simply adopt translation studies under pragmatics. You could equally argue for
placing translation under
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sociology, for example. But f vou do this vou lose sight of what is special to translation.

Christina Schaffner: [ absolutely agree. It is just recently that translation studies has been gaining recognition as an academic
discipline in its own right. Previously, and still today, it has been seen as a sub-discipline of apphed linguistics, or of literary
studies. It does build on mnsights, methods, and concepts from other disciplines, that's why the term 'interdiscipline’ has been
introduced. but there are so many aspects that are unique to translation that cannot be captured sufficiently by other
disciplines.

Said Faiq: Translation studies can gain mnsights from text hnguistics, discourse analvsis, pragmatics, and so on. Translation is a
meeting point of all these disciplines. There are a number of studies that provide frameworks that are not just applicable to
translation, but to communication in general. But there is not vet any water-tight model of communication as such.

Theo Hermans: If we take a step back i time and think about the concept of translation as purely inguistic transfer, which
dominated the debate 30 or 40 vear ago, we have come a long way in appreciating the complexity of translation. Norms, for
that reason also, are a very useful instrument. But it does raise the question of how to define norms. In contrast to Gideon, I
have altered the notion and brought in the concept of convention. There is a definition of convention by David L ewis which is a
useful way to start and then to build on and link it to norms. Apart from having a formal definition on which we can agree. the
notion of convention has also been applied very widely in social sciences and also the arts. Lewis' definition has to do with
regularities in behaviour, expectations, rv.‘—;u:rprnn:ﬂl expectations, and the mﬁ:rpahnn of expectations. The difference between
norm and convention is precisely that conventions are purely probabilistic expectations, there are no sanctions, whereas norms
have a binding character. If you approach the issue in this way, you would probably get a better grip on the concept of norms,
or at least agree on what you may mean by applying norms prescriptively or descriptively.

Gideon Toury: You are presenting conventions and norms as two parallel things, the only difference between them being the
absence or presence of sanctions. I think that they belong to two different levels of observation. If conventions are to be
realised. or if somebody needs to get trained and has to know what the conventions are, there is simply a need for norms as a
link, as a way of transition into what the conventions are. Of course the conventions do not carrv sanctions because they are
not norms, but they are also somewhere else, metaphorically speaking. At present. I am not convinced that this distinction is
helpful, but should the notion of convention help me work better, I would accept it.

Christina Schaffner: There is also the possibility of change and transition between the two concepts. Lewis himself said that
norms can become conventions and conventions can become norms.

Theo Hermans: Yes, conventions can fall victim to their own success. In many cases it may be vour decisions to label a
particular regularity a convention or a weak norm. There is no clear borderline.
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Reconstructing Norms

Jean-Pierre Mailhac (Salford Unmversity): I am interested in the methodology of norm reconstruction, in the descriptive sense.
In vour pnﬂitinn paper vou say that very often regularities seem to manifest themsebves in rather low percentages. If this is the
case. then it is not at all clear how significant they are. One would expect the task of extracting norms from the observed
regulantte& to be carried out on a very substantial corpus, or several corpora, but in any case a substantial mass of data so that
they are statistically meaningful In this way vou can also avoid any pitfalls that may be there, such as subjective emotions
brought into norms, perhaps hidden agendas and so on. How do vou go about reconstructing norms? Do vou use large
corpora, which we all know are extremely difficult to manipulate, even with computers? If not, what are the safeguards against
the obvious pitfalls, and particularly if vou are dealing with literary translation which is extremely fluid and complex. So how
does one deal with these quantitative aspects of the analysis?

Gideon Toury: It is one thing to say what should be done in principle, but it is a completely different thing to say what is
feasible within today's possibilities. In principle we can say the more, the better. There are_ of course, imitations on the
quantities of texts or phenomena which can be processed even with the aid of computers. I have mainly been working on
translations into Hebrew, texts which are not easy to process mechanically, because the murphnlngﬂ. is so complex. We are
always working with 55mp1&5 but even the problem of sampling is great, because the field in which we are w orking keeps
changing and the quantities are enormous. There are two things | have been struggling with and for which I don't have any
solution: the size of a sample on the one hand and the representativeness of a sample on the other hand. In my own practice [
study lower-level phenomena, but in doing that [ increase the percentages.

Peter Newmark: In all your talking about norms, [ am missing the examples. See if vou accept one simple norm, and I think a
very common one, namely the commeon translation of the French preposition 'grace a' automatically as 'thanks to'. That
appears to me to be a simple example which vou may quarrel with.

Gideon Toury: When vou find that in 100 per cent of the cases in your sample 'grace a' has been translated by 'thanks to' than
you have findings with respect to a very minor phenomenon, although I hesitate to say that this is a realisation of a norm.

Peter Newmark: But will vou give me a norm then?

Gideon Toury: Elevation of style, unffication of style. It 1s this level that I'm striving for. But as I said, [ have done some studies
on lower level phenomena. As a matter of fact, I studied the use of discourse connectors in translations into Hebrew in
comparison with original Hebrew texts_ although this was done in the 1970s, and without the help of computers. It was
obvious that in translations the distribution of these markers was much denser than in any original writing. The next question
was, why was this the case? Finally, after some more studies, I found out that many of them were simply translated literally,
that is not as pragmatic markers but as semantic units. Now vou may ask me what the norm is, but I do not know how to
formulate it because I suspect that it goes way beyond
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the pragmatic structures. On the other hand, when vou take the corpus and vou break it up, for example into decades, and if
then you find that the patterns change, then you will find interesting things. You still do not know how to formulate the norm
itself. but then vou know what happened to this anonymous norm. or what happened in the translational behaviour over time
with regard to this particular phenomenon.

Jean-Pierre Mailhac: Let me link on from the quantitative to the qualitative dimension in the reconstruction of the data. You
start from a sociological point of view which implies that groups or social constituencies must be linked to the textual data. If
vou do studies on, for e:!-:ample msurance texts, vou have a type of text which is very clearly defined and yvou also have a very
clearly defined social constituency of people that use these texts. But if you are dealing with kterary texts. thmg& tend to be
much more ED]IL‘plE;}L The interesting example given by Paul Chilton showed that there were different norms involved and
different constituencies linked to each norm. With literary texts, how do you make the link between the textual data and the
social constituencies?

Gideon Toury: First of all, I do not think that literature is all that different from other kinds of texts. [ myself have mainly
translated literature . and I think that v erv often the translation of other text types involves a lot more than translating literature
does. The whole point is that we as researchers approach the translations, and not the pmblem& in the original. Once vou
approach the translations, it is much easier to group them. For example, for my dissertation, written in Hebrew in 1976, I did a
preliminary study in which I gave profiles of three leading pubhihmg houses at that time. and [ could prove a one-to-one
correlation between the behaviour of the translator as observed in the translated text, and the publisher who issued it. The
difficult part was knowing what the translator actually did. Maybe some formulations were not done by the translator, but were
the result of an editing process to make the text fit into the framew ork of this publishing house. This is again a problem where
subjectivity is circumstantial, but there is no other way of doing it unless yvou have access to the archives of the publishing
houses, but in my case none of them had any archives for that pennd All you can do then is to start from the translations and
go backwards. not knowing how many hands were involved in the production of the text, nor how many processes. What I
had to do was to look at drafts. edited versions. proofs etc.. thus breaking it all down into lavers. I have been working on one
of the translations into Hebrew of one of the versions of Don Quixote, translated into Hebrew not from Spanish but from
German. This translation was always praised by critics for its 5tt1|:t11. biblical style. In Hebrew this means something very
prema& But I found out in the drafts that the translator had enormous difficulties with this. It became clear that the norm he
was aiming at was writing in biblical Hebrew_ but he had difficulties achieving it. So the first draft is something completely
different, and in the editing processes he changed his attitude. and he found his voice.

Margaret Rogers (University of Surrev): [ would like to link these pD]IltE of authority and norms to the classroom situation. In
vour discussion paper. vou have a remark that when someone who is beginning to learn to translate does
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something which 15 innovative it would usually be recorded as 'erroneous’. This is analogous to what happens with non-native
speakers with regard to native 5pealcer5 in language learning. When in an essay the non-native speaker comes up with a
collocation which is not t*.'pn:a]lv used, it is usually marked as wrong. The question is then: who has the authority to mtroduce a
change? Authority, in mv opinion. is a movable feast. and this comes back to the question of commmnity we have had earlier. I
vou take the E}:ample of 'Euro-speak’, native speakers of British English react sometimes highly negatively to the innovations
which are coming through from the European Community, where documents are written in English by non-native speakers or
translated into English and influenced by the source language. In this process. obviously changes occur, and as a result
sometimes very useful new concepts are introduced. But who is the authority here? Certainly not the native speaker of English
but the institutions of the European Community. My point is that if we continually redefine the community from which the
authority derives, doesn't it become too powerful a concept?

Gideon Toury: The community changes all the time, and what constitutes a community varies in different societies and different
periods of time. It is part of the research project to find out what the source of power is. I cannot assume a priori that I know
what a source of power would be in a particular case because there is no such thing as an unchanging source of power. Power
comes from different sources at different times, and there is also a Stt'l.lgglE: for domination. The first study I ever did as a
student was into deviant uses of collocations in Hebrew. I found cases in which the very same modifications were highly
praised because they came from the pen of an acknowledged journalist or writer, and the same things in pupils' essays were
marked wrong. Whether changes that were introduced by a translator are accepted or not is also related to the relative power
credibility, status of translator, which, however, is very often not particularly high.

< previous page page 49 next page >



< previous page page 30 next page >

Page 50

Translation and WNormativity

Theo Hermans

University College London, Gower Street London WCI1E 6BT, UK

The article has two main aims: to ilustrate the productive potential of the norms concept as an analytical tool in studying
translations, and to explore the mmplications of the concept for the way we speak about translation. Part one takes up an
historical case (Adrianus de Buck translating Boethius in 1653) and uses the concept of norms to inquire into the translator's
choices. It 15 suggested that sociological concepts deploved by B ourdien and Luhmann may offer useful ways forward in
applving norm concepts as tools to study translation. Part two begins by positing a connection between norms and values. If
translation is norm- governed it cannot be value-free. Three points are discussed following from this. First, its lack of
transparency is what makes translation significant as a cultural and historical phenomenon. Second, the notion of equivalence
can only be an ideological construct. Its presence in the historical discourse on translation is worth investigating, for it reveals
key aspects of the conceptual self-positioning of translation. Finally, if our speaking about translation is itself a form of
translating, then the implication mmst be that our translations of translation cannot be value-free either.

Introduction

So much has been written in the last 20 vears about norms and their relevance to translation that it is reasonable to assume at
least a certain familiarity with the concept of norms as such (cf. Baker, 1998 for a concise statement and references). Allow
me therefore to preface my remarks with no more than a brief reminder, in the form of a quotation from Thomas Merton's
1942 essay, 'The Normative Structure of Science'. It is a very traditional statement in more ways than one, but Merton's
definition of 'the ethos of science’ in terms of values and norms can readily be translated from the world of the sciences into
that of translation:

The ethos of science is that affectively toned complex of values and norms which is held to be binding on the man of
science. The norms are expressed in the form of pI'E:EE:I'i‘pﬁDﬂE proscriptions, preferences, and permissions. They are
legitimized in terms of institutional values. These imperatives, transmitted by precept and e:!-:ample and reenforced by
sanctions, are in varving degrees internalized by the scientist, thus fashioning his scientific conscience or, if one prefers
the latter-day phrase, his super-ego. Although the ethos of science has not been codified. it can be inferred from the
moral consensus of scientists as expressed in use and wont, in countless writings on the scientific spirit and in moral
indignation directed toward contraventions of the ethos. (Merton, 1973: 268-69)

With respect to translation, the expression of norms in the form of prescriptions, proscriptions, preferences and permissions,
their legitimation in terms of institutional values, their transmission through precept and example, their reinforcement by means
of sanctions, and their overall regulative function, have all been extenstvely debated and documented, both in general terms and
with reference to a number of individual cases. There is not much point in going over this familiar ground (cf. Hermans,

1996b). Rather than rehearse the basic ideas
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and review the work done so far, [ should therefore like to do two things. First, [ want to suggest the productive potential of
the norms concept as an analytical tool in the historical study of translation, highlichting one or two aspects that have perhaps
not received the attention they deserve. After this methodological section I will go on to consider some theoretical and meta-
theoretical implications of the norms concept and their relevance to the way we think and speak about translation.

Let me start by looking at one historical example, to see what ilumination, if any, there is to be had from a norms-based
approach to it. My aim is to suggest that even when we are dealing with a single translation_ an approach via the concept of
norms can be fruitful in generating questions about and directing attention to certain aspects of the case. My focus will be on
the translator's choices against a background of a limited range of practically available alternatives. and on the possible reasons
why a particular option was selected from among that range. The privileging of selectrvity has two distinct advantages. On the
one hand, the choices which the translator makes simultaneously highlight the exclusions, the paths that were open but that
were #ot chosen. On the other, the approach sheds light on the interplay between the translator's responses to existing
expectations, constraints and pressures, and his or her intentional, goal-directed action or agency.

De Buck's Boethms

The case I want to present is of no great historical moment at all. Indeed it suits the purposes of illustration precisely becaunse it
is so utterly unremarkable, with the exception perhaps of one or two mtriguing features that I intend to milk for all they are
worth.

It concerns a seventeenth-century Flemish Catholic priest, one Adnanus de Buck, an obscure and now forgotten figure.
Bmgraphln:al details are almost entirely lacking. We know of only two publications by him: a book of prayers, and his
translation, in 1653 . of Boethius' Conso farmrx af’ thfampm rendered from Latin into Dutch. The translationof which there
are only two known extant copiesappeared in Bruges, i.e. in the Southern Netherlands then still under Catholic Spanish rule.
Around the mid-sixteenth century the whole of the Low Countries had been ruled by the Spanish Habsburgs. In the 1560s an
armed rebellion had broken out which, at one point, engulfed the entire area. The southern part (roughly, contemporary
Belgmm) eventually returned to the Catholic fold and to Spanish rule. The Cabanist-dominated Northern WNetherlands had
emerged as a de facto independent republic in the 1590s. [ﬂ the course of the first half of the seventeenth century, the north
became astonishingly prosperous and powerful, witnessing the explosion of creative talent that produced the likes of
Rembrandt and Vermeer. Spain formally recognised the Dutch E epublic as a sovereign state in 1648,

De Buck's translation of Boethins contains a dedication to a number of local dignitaries, a number of other lminary texts
inchuding the usual approbations and laudatory poems. and the main text in prose and verse. In his dedication (reprinted in
Hermans, 1996a: 121-3) the translator leaves us in no doubt that he is green with envy at the miracle of Dutch culture in the
Northern Netherlands,
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not least becaunse, he says, they have appropriated the learning of every other language in the world, inchuding Greek, Hebrew,
Turkish and Arabic. In other words, de Buck was acutely aware of living in what, by comparison with the thriving republic in
the North, was rapidly becoming a cultural backwater. Politically, too, the area was weak and vulnerable. The military threat,
however, came not from the north but from the south, from France. Indeed the Southern Netherlands were experiencing the
effects of France's expansionism. The small town of Veurne, where de Buck was living, is near the French border. It had been
overrun a few years earlier by the armies of Louis XTIV and Cardinal Mazarin, and was still occupied. Negotiations for a
peaceful settlement had started but were not getting anvwhere.

And so de Buck has now translated Boethius. He has done so, he tells us in the dedication, for several reasons: partly to offer
consolation to his compatriots who have suffered at the hands of the French, partly because he reckons that the Protestant
heretics i the North have left Boethus untranslated on account of the references to free will and to purgatory in the
Consolation, and partly also because he wants to prove that, as he puts it, 'the sun also shines on ouwr West-Flemish land and
there is fire in our souls too' (. . . dat oock het West-Viaender-landt van de Sonme beschenen wordt, ende dat'er oock
viamme woont in onse zielen) 1 will try to interpret these statements below. The translation itself follows the prose and verse
in Boethms' Latin with corresponding prose and verse. The verse translations exhibit one curious feature: de Buck has
rendered several of the poems in Boeths not once but twice, in two different metres.

Since a norms-based approach to translation starts from the assumption that the translation process involves decision-making
on the part of the translator, it will focus on the question of what choices are made i relation to available alternatrves, and
what it is that steers translators towards one preferred option rather than another. [ take it for granted that when we speak of
norms we inchude the entire range from strict rules down to conventions (or 'quasi-norms', as Poltermann, 1992: 17 calls
them), the latter without a binding character backed up by sanctions (for a formal definithion of 'convention', see Lewis, 1969).
In addition, I want to think of norms not only as regularities in behaviour and a certain degree of pressure exercised on the
individual to prefer one option rather than another. but also as sets of expectations about preferred options, and as the
antictpation of such expectations, 1.e. as the expectation of expectations. Finally, [ like to think that the teleological aspect of
translator behaviour comes into its own as translators consciously or unconsciously negotiate their way through and around
existing norm complexes with a view to securing some form of benefit, whether personal or collective, material or symbolic.

In discussing de Buck's Boethms, I will look first at the selection of the source text, and then at de Buck's mode of translating.
In this latter respect I will consider both de Buck's own comments on how he has translated some parts of his source text and
at his actual practice. My argument will be, roughly, that de Buck is catering for three overlapping but not necessarily identical
constituencies. He is writing, firstly, for his compatriots as political subjects, as fellow sufferers at the hands of the French,
emphasising the consolation to be had from reading Boethius. Secondly, he addresses them as co-religionists and self-
conscious
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Catholics, dramaticallv claiming Boethms for the Counter-Reformation. Thirdly, he speaks to them as cultural agents, a
culturally aware audience who may well be concerned, as he is, about the cultural dominance of the Worthern N etherlands.
Accordingly, in de Buck's Boethius we can trace different norms, political, religious and cultural, with different degrees of
force, mforming his decisions. At the same time we can read the way in which the translator negotiates the options i front of
him as a strategy, a matter of goal-oriented calculation in order to achieve particular aims.

We can view de Buck's choice of Boethius as a source text in relation to the primary function of the translation. As de Buck
explains in his prefan:e he wants to render a service to his compatriots as political subjects and fellow citizens. Although he
does not tell us in so many words, we can safely interpret de Buck's decision to offer a translation in the first place, and not to
write EDtﬂEﬂ'Jlﬂg of his own invention, agamﬁt the background of the commonly held Renaissance view that to transmit the tried
and tested sayings of some valued authority is often preferable to producing yvour own laborious and probably nept invention.
For someone like de Buck, a provincial priest with (as far as I can tell) no long-term ambition to make his mark as a writer,
the translating option must have seemed a fairly obvious choice.

Why Boethms? Just as Boethms drew comfort from philosophical speculation at a time when he was in prison awaiting
execution, so the hard-pressed citizens of Flanders will derive consolation from reading Boethius in their hour of need. That is
what makes Boethius an apt choice for de Buck, in preference to an unspecified number of alternative possibilities. Just how
many alternatives were realistically available to de Buck is obviously impossible to ascertain. The list will almost certainly have
incloded works such as Justus Lipsms' De constantia of 1584, Lipsms was a Catholic writer and enjoved international fame
as a Humanist at Lowuvain University, barely 50 miles from de Buck's town of Veurne. The De constantia, a dialogue in the
Stoic tradition, had been written. like Boethius's Consolation. to find equanimity amid a sea of troubles and proved an
immediate European bestseller. However, the book was readily accessible to de Buck's compatriots in a popular Dutch
translation, with editions in 1584, 1621 and 1640 (Hoven. 1997). In other words, highlighting obvious but excluded
alternatrves allows us to appremate the mgltficance of de Buck's selection, as we can see him making his own choice optimally
relevant in view of what is already available in terms of suitable source texts. In providing solace and a morale-booster his
translation constitutes an answer to a percerved problem. To emphasise the point his preface develops several apposite
metaphors related to wounds and healing. and to loss of material goods as being outweighed by the retention of spiritual
valies.

Two other aspects of de Buck's choice of Boethms gain relief when we pick up his comments on the cultural and translational
practices in the Northern WNetherlands. De Buck notes that Boethius is not selected for translation there, and that this is for
religious reasons: the references to free will are unacceptable to Calvinist doctrine. 1 His awareness of this ideological aspect
malkces his own choice deliberate, but also oppositional, differential, polemical His Boethms contributes to the differentiation of
the Southern translational tradition vis-a-vis the Northern
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one, and this will have further ideological. political and religious repercussions as regards expectations about translated as well
as other texts. Boethius, in this particular translation, emphatically Catholic and with some translational peculiarities like the
'double’ rendering of some of the poems, is now becoming part of the Southern cultural landscape. Since the number of
practically available options for placing Boethis in a religious and philosophical context is imited (Boethms as a universal
Christian” As a moral philosopher? As a Neo-Platonist? As a Protestant thinker despite appearances?), de Buck's pointed
appropriation of him as Catholic also brings out these exclusions. Moreover, the ease with which Boethms could be claimed as
a Catholic writer may well have made him preferable as a source to, say. Seneca or another Stoic.

In addition to identifving religion as a significant point of difference between a Protestant North and a Catholic South, de
Buck's choice of B oethis also contributes to the ongoing refashioning of the Southern cultural tradition as a whole. Tt
constitutes one small move in the deployment of translation, as of other cultural resources, in support of the militant Counter-
Reformation. The strict criteria for text production prevalent in the political and religious spheres in the Spanish Netherlands
are imposed onor, from de Buck's point of view, eagerly imported mtothe cultural and translational domain, in this case in the
form of criteria for source text selection. Boethius is emphatically presented as a Catholic writer. De Buck's selection is clearly
governed by, and in turn strengthens already strong normative constraints. The selection is both structured and structuring. The
constraints themselves are ideological in nature and resemble those prevalent in Spain and the rest of Catholic Europe at the
time, rather than those of the more tolerant Dutch Republic. And as de Buck allies himself with Counter-Reformation Europe,

he simultaneously opposes the Protestant North

If a translation offers a verbal representation of an anterior text across a semiotic boundary, and typically a repregentatmn such
that it can serve as a full-scale re-enactment of its source across an intelligibility barrier, then every translation constitutes a
selection of a particular mode of representation from among a wider range of available, permissible modes. The set of
permissible modesthe ensemble we also refer to as the 'constitutive’ norms and conventions of translationcircumscribes the
concept of translation in the world of which de Buck is a part. The selection which he makes will determine the words on the
page, the translation's specific verbal orchestration or 'style’. As was the case with source text selection, the choice of a
particular style or representational mode highlights the exclusions going with it, and thus points up the existence of alternative
possibilities, of paths not chosen, as well as of certain stylistic and rapre&entatmnal allegiances, similar choices made by other
writers and translators. In de Buck's Boethms some of these allegiances and exchisions are made explicit. They are thematised,
or dramatised, both in the translator's preface and in the unusual decision to render some of the Latin poems twice, in two
different forms.

In his preface de Buck informs us that he has translated the title of Boethms' book 'in an explanatory manner’ (for breeder
veridaringh) Indeed, what in Latin reads as a book 'on the consolation of philosophy' (De consolatione philosophiae
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liber) has in Dutch been expanded mto a 'comforting medicine shop of moral wisdom' (Troast-Medecijne-wynckel der
zedighe wyshevt). The expansive rendering stresses the aspect of healing and the practical usefulness of moral philosophy.
For de Buck this more paraphrastic mode is clearly a legitimate form of translating. which suggests that the concept of
'translation’ he is operating with is already mternally differentiated, marked by various sets of 'regulatory’ (as opposed to
'constitutive’) norms and conventions. Apart from the standard mode of translating, which apparently does not require
comment, there is also this other mode. The paraphrastic rendering of the title would here seem to be a matter of convention
onlv, a personal preference within an area of relatively free vanation. Since he wants to emphasise the soothing effect that
comes from practical moral philosophy, he avails himself of an existing, permissible mode of translation to achieve that goal.

Equally paraphrastical (een [uttel wijdi-loopigh,'somewhat long-drawn-out’), de Buck tells us, are the renderings of some of
the verses which he confesses he sometimes found very hard to grasp in the Latin even after consulting learned commentaries,
on account of the abstruse mixture of Aristotelian and Platonic ideas which they contain. The reason for the paraphrastic mode
in this instance appears to lie in the elcidation of conceptual obscurity.

The fact, however, that in both these cases he feels the need explicitly to jllﬁhf‘- his recourse to a paraphrastic mode with
reference to specific plan:e& and specific reasons suggests that, although it is a legitimate form of translating and hence one that
meets existing expectations about what constitutes translation_ i e_ one that stays within the perimeter policed by the
constitutive norms and conventions of translation, de Buck recognises it as more marginal than the 'standard' mode of
translating. This is presumably becanse paraphrase, requiring the translator to speak more overtly in his or her own name,
tends to forms such as glossing, commentary, or imitation. These forms are all adjacent to. may occasionally ovetlap with but
are definitelv not coterminous with the prevailing concept of translation. In other words, through de Buck's comments the

boundaries of translation as he, and presumably a number of his contemporaries understand them, come clearly into view as
well.

Then there are the 'double’ translations, in two different metres, of some of the poems. This procedure is, without a doubt,
unusual and unexpected. It is not entirely unknown at the time, but normally found in personal albums or commonplace books,
and associated with shorter, highly crafted literary forms such as epigrams. The option to translate verse into verse is
undoubtedly dictated by a norm, but since different verse forms are available to the translator (indeed Boethius employs
different metres) the choice for a particular form appears to be a question of convention. De Buck does not tell us why he
chose to translate some poems twice. It may be that we have to see his decision in light of his statements about paraphrastic
translation. But then the question arises: why two verse forms? If conceptual elucidation by means of loose paraphrase was
the aim, prose would have been a more obvious and equally available choice. To my mindand this is very much a matter of
ﬂpeculannnthe 'double’ renderings do not primarily serve the translation's function as representation. Rather. they do two
things. Firstly, they dramatise the fact that there are alternative possibilities, demonstrat-
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ing that choice in this instance is merely a matter of convention; secondly, and more importantly, they serve as displays of
virtuosity to underscore a claim to professional equality vis-ag-vis the translators in the North.

As for the first point, in providing an emphatic comment on free choice within the bounds of permissible translational modes,
the dual renderings remind the reader that the translation's basic function, that of providing a serviceable representation of an
otherwise naccessible source text, allows in practice for more than one stylistic option, at least as far as the verse is
concerned. Both poetic forms which de Buck is offering are presented as valid; both remain metrical, though. Since there is no
ﬁuggeﬂinﬂ that the two nptinnﬁ which he has chosen exhaust the range of valid modes, his practice signals a degree of
tolerance in the choice of poetic form to render poetic form. Subsequent translators may want to act on de Buck's precedent
and take up either or both models that he has supplied. To the extent that future reader expectations are affected by de Buck's
example, however, they will be cognitive rather than normative expectations, within a normatively circumscribed range of
acceptable verse forms.

But de Buck's 'double’ translation also supports a conspicuous bid for recognition and legitimacy by a Southern translator vis-
d-vis what he evidently percetrves as the more successful tradition in the North. By demonstrating virtuosity in verse translation
the practitioner in the weaker system can clamm professional equality with translators in the dominant system, while still
distancing himself in religious and therefore in ideological terms. In this respect too, de Buck may well be exploiting the
opportunity offered by the absence of a strong normative constraint governing the choice of a particular verse form i verse
translation.

In passing, and on a very different level, let me also note that the 'double’ translation mtroduces a discursive complication into
the text. From a standard communicative point of view the repetition is redundant; even if the reader finds it useful as a help to
understanding complex theological and philosophical ideas. its occurrence clearly undermines the illusion that we are reading
Boethms and registening only a single voice as we do so. The translator's presence in the text is unmistakable. In thus drawing
attention to the translator's presence as a discursive subject, the Dutch text reveals its hybrid. plurivocal nature.

As far as the prose passages are concerned, here de Buck evidently had other priorities: providing solace, and vindin:aﬁng
Boethius as a Catholic author. That is why his vocabulary here borrows directly from the terminological and dis cursive
resources of Catholic theology and liturgy. In so doing de Buck also helps to consolidate the hegemnm of Catholic discourse
in the vernaculars of Counter-Reformation Europe. But it s worth bearing in mind that what is alliance in one direction, that of

Catholic, southern Europe, is self-assertion through deliberate competition and emphatic differentiation in another, 1 e. that of
the Protestant Dutch Republic.

In de Buck's case, of course, the alliance with the valies of the Counter-Reformation Church is unsurprising. He was a
Catholic priest. Lay translators in the Spanish Netherlands, however, in marked contrast with those in the more tolerant and
decentralised North, would not have had appreciably more room for manoewvre. In their case the ideological pressure might
be less enthusiasti-
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cally internalised and hence their behaviour more mmediately inspired by the wish to avoid sanctions and censorship. The
results would have been the same.

Translation. Norms and Values

There is more in de Buck's Boethms that merits attention, but let us leave the discussion of this particular translation and briefly
review the gain that may be derrved from a case like this. Several things could be singled out.

The first point is an obvious one. The example can serve to suggest the heuristic relevance of proceeding with a norms concept
as a guiding tool. This does not mean using norms as causal explanations. It does mean explonng the whole range from
comventions to norms to decrees, in different, intersecting spheres and on different. interconnected levels, to see how they bear
on the decisions involved in the translation process. It also means weighing external pressures, acquired habits and routinely
applied skills against the indnidual's presumed goal-oriented design in particular circumstances. Determining what factor or
aspect is most relevant in indnvidual instances is likely to remain a matter of interpretation and speculation. It is, as always, the
observer who constructs the case before him or her, rendering data relevant by deploving them as evidence.

Secondly, focusing on norms not primarily as regularities in behaviour extracted from large corpora but as a matter of
prevailing normative as well as cognitive expectations, and the selective aspect of the individual translator's choice for a
particular option in the context of a limited range of realistically available alternatives, allows for the use of the concepts of
norms and conventions as a way of asking questions not only about what is there on the page but also about what might have
been there but, for one reason or another, is not. Trving to fisure out what those reasons might be can prove illuminating.
Assessing the exclusions makes us appreciate the significance of the inclusions.

But it is time to open up the perspective. It seems to me that there are currently several broader theoretical frameworks that
could grve added resonance to the norms concept as it has been used hitherto in the study of translation. Some of these
already left echoes in my discussion of de Buck's Boethins. For example, my emphasis on de Buck's choices as meaningful
selections in a differential context, i.e. as acquiring ﬂ:leanjng through thewr selectvity and thus against the bau:lcgruund of the
more or less likely alternatives that were excluded. is indebted to the social systems theory of Niklas Luhmann, as is the stress
on norms reinterpreted in terms of expectations (Luhmann, 1984 . 1986, 1990). For Luhmann, social systems consist of
communications which connect over time; normative as well as cognittve expectations about communications form the
structure of a social system. Howewver, [ do not want to elaborate here on Luhmann's complex and quite abstract systems
theory, as this would lead us too far afield. Suffice it to say that L uhmann's voluminous writings on social systems have been
;apphed to areas ranging from ecology and education to art history. I can see no reason why they could not be applied to the
world of translation. 2

The other name to be mentioned here is that of Pierre Bourdieu. For all the substantial differences between Luhmann and
Bourdieu, both are sociologists who think prm:laﬂh in relational terms, and both are alive to issues of language and culture. As
far as translational norms are concerned. it 15 perfectly possible
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to view their acquisition by the indridual translator in Bourdieu's terms as the inculcation of a durable, transposable
disposition, i.e. a iabifus which is both structured and structuring, forming a link between the indnvidual and the social
(Bourdieu, 1994, 1996). In the same way the translator's manoeuvering within and between norm complexes prevalent in a
particular field lends itself to description in terms of Bourdieu's concept of social positions and position-takings_ the
accumulation of symbolic or other capital and the struggle for the monopoly of defining 'translation’. 3

Within the broadly descriptive and historicising approach to translation, the elaboration of concepts derved from sociological
theories like those of Luhmann or Bourdien seems a promising and exciting prospect to me. The eminently 'social' notion of
norms, assimilated into expectations or dispositions, offers an obwvious point of departure. But there is also another dimension
which the notion of translational norms opens up.

As we know,_ social conventions, norms and rules are intimately tied up with values. The content of a norm is a notion of what
a particular community regards as correct or proper. The directive force of a norm is there to secure and maintain these
notions as values. The assumption is roughly that norms serve as the active ingredient by means of which general values are
transmuted into guidelines and prompters for concrete action. The dominant values, and hence the dominant norms,_ of
communities tend to reflect the hierarchies of power in those communities.

If norms, understood in this sense_ are relevant to acts of translation, then translation can never be vale-free. The example of
de Buck's Boethius will have made that abundantly clear. In clamming Boethms as a Catholic (and therefore emphatically not a
Protestant or a universal Christian) writer, the translator shows his perception to be ideological. perspectival, slanted.
overdetermined. manipulative. When de Buck then translates Boethms, the dislocation brought about is ideclogical as well as
linguistic, temporal, geographical and communicative. And this is inevitable: we can only percerve and make sense of the world
from our own point of view. Moreover, since translation invariably caters for other discourses, it has to reckon with the norms
and valies that prevail in the social domains sustaned by those discourses. This means that the representations and re-
enactments produced by translation cannot be transparent or ideologically neutral. Through the operation of norms they
incorporate the values that gave rise to them in the first place.

On that basis I want to suggest three points. First, what makes translation interesting as a cultural phenomenon is precisely its
lack of transparency, i.e. its opacity and complicity. Secondly, if translation always puts a slant on representation, then
retaining the notion of equivalence i critical thinking about translation becomes problematical. And thirdly, if equivalence is
discredited. what needs to be explained is why it has played and continues to play such a key part in the common perception
and the self-presentation of translation.

Translation as an Index of Self-Eeference

As for the first point, we know that translations appropriate, transform and relocate thewr source texts, adjusting them to new
communicative sitnations and
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purposes. Just how much and what kind of attuning is prescribed, proscribed. preferred or permitted in practice, will depend
on prevailing concepts of translation, including their normative aspects, and on who has the power to impose them.

The specific way in which a community construes translation therefore determines the way i which mdmidual translations refer
to their prototexts, the kind of image of the nﬂgmal which translations project. The "anterior text' to which a translation refers is
never simply the source text, even though that is the claim which translations commonly make. It is a particular image of it, as
Andre Lefevere (1992) argued. And becanse the image is always slanted, coloured, pre-formed, never innocent, we can say
that translation constructs or produces or, in Tejaswini Niranjana's words (1992: 81), 'invents’ its original. A culture's value
system together with the norm complexes which serve to hold it in its place, see to it that translation is governed by at least
three normatrve levels: general cultural and ideological norms which may be held to apply throughout the larger part of a
community; translational norms arising from general concepts of translatability and cross-lingual representation alive in that
community; and the textual and other appropnateness norms which prevail in the particular client system for which indnidual
translations cater.

If this is true, then the whole cognitive and normative apparatus which governs the selection, production and reception of
translations, together with the way in which translation generally is circumscribed and regulated at a certain historical moment,
presents us with a privileged index of cultural self-reference. In reflecting about itself, a cultural community defines its identity in
terms of self and other, establishing the differential boundary in the process. Translation offers a window on cultural self-
reference i that it involves not simply the importation of selected cultural goods from the outside world, or indeed their
imposition on others, but at the same time,_ in the same breath as it were, therr transformation on the basis of and into terms
which are always loaded, never innocent. Translation is of interest precisely because it offers first-hand evidence of the
prejudice of perception and of the pervastveness of local concerns. If translations were neutral, transparent, unproblematical,
they would be dull and uninformative, either in themsebres or as documents of cultural history and the history of ideas. They
would be about as interesting as xerox machines. But because they are opaque. complicitous and compromised. the history of
translation supplies us with a highly charged. revealing series of cultural constructions of otherness. and therefore of self. Being
non-transparent, translations perhaps tell us more about those who translate than about the source text underlying the
translation_ It is the bias built into the practice of translation, the uses made of translation and the ways in which translation is
conceptualised, that gives insight into how cultures percerve and place themsehves.

In this perspective it is relevant to note that the very notion of translatability already contains an assumption of the
commensurability of languages and cultures. Resistance or indifference to translation, or the absence of translation where it was
an option, or indeed the claim to untranslatability, are as informative as the pursuit of this or that particular tvpe of translation_
And it is useful to bear in mind that when translation occurs it is always a particular, circumscribed and
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often institutionally transmitted type of translation. Translators never 'just translate’. They translate in the context of certain
conceptions of and expectations about translation, however much they may take them for granted or come to regard them as
natural. Within this context translators malke choices and take up positions because they have certain goals to reach, personal
or collective mterests to pursue, material and svmbolic stakes to defend. That is where the concrete interplay of the personal
and the collective takes place. As the norms concept constantly reminds us, translators. like those who use or commission
translations, are social agents.

Equivalence and Difference

Let me go on to my second point, the issue of equivalence. One of the reasons why Gideon Toury's introduction of the norms
concept into the study of translation has proved to be of such strategic IEﬂ'pDI‘IIEI‘lEE; was that it has directed attention away from
the vexed notion of equivalence and focused instead on the factors poverning the choices that determined the relation between
source and target texts. In Toury's words: 'norms [. . ] determine the (type and extent of) equivalence manifested by actual
translations’ (1995: 61). Equivalence has thus effectively been sidelined, and demoted. In the traditional approach equivalence
was posited as both the aim and pre:nndiﬁun of translation: every translation was thought to strive to attain equivalence, and
only those renderings which achieved equivalence of the required kind to a sufficient degree could be qualified as translations.
In Toury's empirical approach it is reduced to a mere label demgnatmg the outcome of an operation which for one reason or
another has been taken to constitute translation. Since Toury is keenand rightly soto cover 'the possibility of ac counting for
every kind of behaviour which may be culturally regarded as translational' he employs the term 'equivalence’ to mean 'any
relation which is found to have characterised translation under a specified set of circumstances' (1993: 61), or, more fully:
equivalence i1s 'a functional-relational concept' standing for 'that set of relationships which will have been found to distinguish
appropriate from inappropriate modes of translation performance for the culture in question' (1995: £6).

Hawving hollowed out the notion of equivalence to such an extent. Toury has decided nevertheless to hang on to it. Indeed he
expresses 'a clear wish to retain the notion of equivalence’. even though it has now been reduced to an "historical' concept
(1995: 61). And he repeats elsewhere that the study of indnidual translations will 'proceed from the assumption that
equivalence does exist between an assumed translation and its assumed source’, adding again that 'what remains to be
uncovered is only the way this postulate was actually realized' (1995: 86).

Now, when we consider the primary role of norms and values in the perception and cross-lingual refashioning of source texts,
it seems to me that retaining the notion of equivalence as the outcome of translation and then simply moving on, has unfortunate
consequences. First stipping equivalence down to a mere label and then re-introducing it by the back door without further
questioning the term's implications, blurs precisely the aspect of non-equivalence, of manipulation, dislocation and
displacement which the norms concept

< previous paqge page 60 next page >



< previous page page 61 next page >

Page 61

did so much to push into the foreground. This blurring of non-equivalence is unfortunate for two reasons.

First, it is the aspect of non-equivalence which constantly reminds us that the whole process of cultural contact and
transmission of which translation forms part 15 governed by norms and values, and by what lies behind them: power, hierarchy,
non-equality. As postcolonial approaches to cultural history have shown again and again, relations between commmunities and
cultures are never relations between equals. The refusal of some contemporary Irish poets to have their work translated into
English. an obvious instance of the political significance of non-translation. occurs in a context in which languages like English
and Irish are not on an equal footing. In the vears following 1513 the so-called 'Requm"rr:r:limtn' which informed the American
Indians of their place in the Spanish empire was read to them in Spanish only; any translations into local languages faced not
just the linguistic and cultural displacement that translation brings with it, but at the same time their lack of legal validity. Around
the turn of the nineteenth century the decrees issued by the revolutionary French regime in annexed territories like Belgium
were in French only; while in the Flemish regmn translations into Duich appeared alongside the French. only the French
version possessed legﬂl force. To speak of equivalence in such cases, with its suggestion of equal value, is like speaking of
translation as exchange, or as bridge-building, suggesting fairness, friendship and two-way processes but obscuring
translation's one-directionality and its complicity in relations of power. Even if semantic equivalence is granted, that aspect
cannot undo the simultaneous non-equivalence i other, equally relevant respects which pertain to the status and role, and
therefore the sense and significance, of translations.

The second point is more paradoxical. Just as Luhmann has observed that what needs to be explained is the improbability of
communication, given the many good reasons why it is unlikely to succeed. so it seems to me that what needs to be explained
as regards translation is 17of what kind and extent of equivalence is manifested by translations. but why. in the face of glaring
linguistic, cultural and other differences, concepts of translation have nonetheless emerged in which equivalence can still be
posited, even taken for granted and given pmmmenn:e By retaining equivalence i our critical vocabulary, even in a watered-
down version, we 51de&tep that issue, we make it impossible even to ask the question. The norms concept however should
serve as a reminder that it is difference, not sameness or transparency or equality, which is inscribed in the operations of
translation. Starting from difference as a prime condition, we need to account for the occurrence and durability of the unlikely
notion of equivalence. One way of doing this. I suggest, is to consider equivalence as part of the cultural construction of
translation.

We tend to think of translation in terms of relayed communication. The translator acts as a relay station: enabler, conduit and
transformer at the same time. On this side of the language barrier we feel we can place our trust in the translator's mediating
role because we assume that the transformation leaves the source message essentially intact. Although we realise that the
original and the translation are not quite identical, we trust the translator's competence, integrity and good faith, and hence
assume that this mte grity extends to the substitute
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message we are being offered: it must be a faithful reproduction, a reliable duplicate, a quality replica. The standard metaphors
of translation mcessantly rehearse these aspects in casting translation, on the one hand, as bridge building, ferrying or carrying
across, transmission, transfer, 'trans-latio’, 'meta-phot’, and. on the other, as resemblance, likeness, mimesis. A translation may
be a dertved product, a mere copy and therefore secondary, second-hand and second-best, but as long as there is nothing to

jolt us out of our willing suspension of disbelief we assume that to all intents and purposes the replica is virtually 'as good as'
and therefore equivalent with the real thing.

T'o the extent that translations manage to produce, or to project, a sense of equivalence, a sense of transparency and
trustworthiness which entitles them to function as full-scale representations and hence as reliable substitutes for their source
texts, statements like ' have read Dostoevsky' pass as legitimate shorthand for saving 'T have actually read a translation of
Dnitnm sky'. with the implication 'and this is practically as good as reading the original'. But note: only to the extent that a
'sense’ of equri. alence, of equality in practical use value, has been produced (cf. Pym, 1993). And we tend to believe that this
'sense’ of equivalence results from the reliability of the translation as repmc’mn:hnn as resemblance, as transparency. A
translation, we say, is most successful when its being a translation does not get in the way, does not distract. does not detract
from our presumption of integrity. A translation most coincides with its original when it is most transparent, when it
approximates pure resemblance.

This requires that the translator's labour leave no identifiable trace of its own, that it be negated or sublimated. The rony is, of
course, that those traces, those words, are all we have, they are all we have access to on this side of the language barrier.
Yeltsin may well speak right "through' an interpreter, but all we have to make sense of are the interpreter'ﬁ words.
Nevertheless we say that Yeltsin declared so-and-so. that we have read Dostoevsky. Even though it is precisely the
anthoritative originary voice that is absent, we casually declare it 1s the only one that presents itself to us.

We feel we can be casual about this becanse we construe translation as a form of delegated speech, a kind of speaking by
proxy. This implies not only a consonance of voices, but also a hierarchical relationship between them, and a clear ethicaloften
even a legalimperative, that of the translator's discretion and non-interference. The mmperative has been formulated as the
'honest spokesperson’ or the 'true interpreter’ norm, which calls on the translator simply and accurately to re-state the original,
the whole original and nothing but the nﬂgjnal (Harris. 1990). 4 The model of translation is here direct quotation: the
translator's words appear within quotation marks becaunse they are someone else's words, which are presented to us with
minimal mediation. Although the translator speaks, it is not the translator who speaks. Translators, like their products, become
transparent, spirit themsebes away in the interests of the original's integrity and authority. Only the translator who operates
with self-effacing discretion can be trusted not to violate the original Transparency guarantees integrity, consonance,
equivalence.

Now, the norms concept is there to remind us, forcefully, that what I have been describingin the form of a caricature, perhaps.
but not by muchis an
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ilusion, a supreme fiction. We all know that a translation cannot coincide with its source. It contains different words, different
meanings. Not only the language changes with translation. so does the enunciation, the intent, the moment, the function, the
context. The translator's intervention cannot be erased without erasing the translation itself. Translation is necessarily hybrid,
overdetermined. opaque, different. The belief in equivalence is an illusiona pragmatically and socially necessary illusion
perhaps, but an illusion nevertheless. And whatever is taken to constitute equivalence at one level, however measured. is offset
by non-equivalence at other levels. Which leaves us with having to explain a paradox: if translation cannot undo difference,
why 1s it that the presumption of equivalence has become so deeply ingrained in our standard concepts of translation” The
notion of a 'translator function' may provide an answer.

The Translator Function

In the last 30 vears or so, literary theory has had repercussions throughout the humanities. Among many other things, it has
emphasised the role of the reader in investing texts with meaning, and highlighted the role of convention and mtertextuality in
the production of texts that are themselves variations on existing texts. As a result, we have come to appreciate not only the
inexhanstibility and trrepressibility of meaning, but also, at the same time, the various conventional and normative mechanisms
by means of which we have attempted to control this proliferation of meaning.

In 'The Death of the Author' Eoland Barthes proposed that a text should be seen not as the sovereign creation of some
Author-God but as 'a tissue of quotations drawn from the innumerable centres of culture' (Barthes, 1977: 146). When readers
interpret texts they set them against this backdrop of known words and phrases, existing statements, familiar conventions,

anterior texts. The meaning of a text is what indmvidual readers extract from it not what a supreme Author put in. Barthes'
essay concludes by declaring that 'the birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the Author' (Barthes, 1977: 148).

Michel Foucault's essay "What is an Author?' continues this line of thought by enquiring into the historical construction of the
concept of 'the author' and its role in relation to questions of knowledge and power. Claiming that the concept of the author is
'a certain functional principle by which, in our culture, one limits, excludes, and chooses; in short, by which one mpedes the
free circulation, the free mantpulation, the free composition. decomposition, and recomposition of fiction' (Foucault, 1979:
159, he posits the concept of the "author function' as the ideological figure that our culture has devised to keep the potentially
unbounded proliferation of meaning within bounds. We do this primarily by insisting on the author as a single unifving subject,
with a single voice, behind the text. We thus suppress the more uncontrollable aspects of texts, their inflationary semantics,
thewr explosive potential for interpretation, their pharality and heterogeneity.

Now, as especially Kann Littaun (1993,1997) has argued. translation constantly pushes in precisely the direction which the
'author function' was designed to block. Translations compound and intensify the refractory increase in voices, perspectives
and meanings, they simultaneously displace and transform texts, and produce interpretations which, as verbal artifacts, are
themselves open to
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interpretation even as they claim to speak for their originals. If. then, our culture needed an "author function' to control the
semantic potential and plarality of texts, it is not hard to see why it has also, emphatically, created what we might call a
'‘translator function' in an effort to contain the exponential increase in signification and phirtvocality which translation brings
about. 3

As an ideological and historical construct, the 'translator function' serves to keep translation in a safe place, locked in a
hierarchical order, conceptualised and policed as dertvative, delegated speech. The metaphors and oppositions by means of
which we traditionally define translation, the expectations we bring to translated texts, the self-images that translators
themselves hold up. the legal constraints under which translation nowadays operates. all accord with this function. Because we
know translation is strictly, normatively controlled, we feel entitled, against our better judgement, to override its mherent
difference and presume equﬂ alence. And so we say we read Dostoevsky, or Boethius. Just as we commonly accept that the
most reliable translation is an 'authorised' translation. the one formally approved and legally endorsed by the author. The term
itself confirms the singularity of intent. the coincidence of voice, the illusion of equivalence and. of course, the unmistakable
relation of power and authority. The translator may claim authorship of the target text's words, but we want the ongmnal author
to authorise them.

Historically this hierarchical positioning of originals versus translations has been expressed in terms of a number of stereotyped
oppositions such as those between creative versus derivative work, primary versus secondary, unique versus repeatable, art
versus craft, authority versus obedience, freedom versus constraint, speaking in one's own name versus speaking for someone
else. In each instance it is translation which is subordinated, circumscribed, contained, controlled. And in case we imagine that
these are after all natural and necessary hierarchies, it will be useful to remember that our culture has often construed gender
distinctions in terms of strikingly similar oppositions of creattve versus reproductive, original versus derivative, active versus
passive, dominant versus subservient. The point [ want to make in this connection is not just that the historical discourse on
translation is sexist in casting translation in the role of maidservant, faithful and obedient wife_ or 'belle infidele’, or that it puts
women in their place by confining them to silence or translation. It is that translation has been hedged in by means of
hierarchies strongly reminiscent of those emploved to maintain sexual power relations. It is worth asking whose interests are
being served by these hierarchies.

It may well be, then, that the common perception of translation is that of an operation which prndmn:e& equivalence, whatever
the actual textual outcome. But it is a perception which privileges equivalence at the cost of suppressing difference. The
mteres;tmg thing about the norms concept, and the issue of value raised by it, is that it invites us not only to recognise the
primacy of difference but also to seek to explain the tenacity of e quivalence. Let me add. for clarity's sake. that I do not think
it necessarily follows from these remarles that translators should opt for different ways of translating. To my mind. the critical
task of translation theorv does not consist in advocating this or that 'resistant'or_ for that matter, compliant or 'fluent’ or
whatevermode of translation. It consists,
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rather, in theorising the historical contingency of these modes together with the concepts and discourses which legitimise them.
The primary task of the study of translation is not to seek to interfere directly with the practice of translation by laying down
mules or norms, but to trv to account for what happens on the ground, including the ways in which translation has been
conceptualised. To the extent however that the historical discourse on translation blends mto the contemporary scholarly
discourse, our speaking about translation has to develop a self-reflexrve and self-critical dimension. That takes me to my final
point.

Translating Translation

There is one further, awloward n:nruphn:annn to which [ would like to draw attention. The essence of it was very neatly put by
Quentin Skinner in the essay Conventions and the Understanding of Speech Acts' (1 970). Skinner is here addressing the
problem of how to assess the 'llocutionary force' of statements made by someone in a different context and not intended for
us. The problem, Skinner says, is relevant to historians and anthr opologists. who 'overhear' utterances produced by others for
others. We can represent it as involving a person A, at a time and/or place t2, who is trying to make sense of an utterance by a
speaker 5 who was speaking at t1. As Skinner points out, the problem 'is neither philosophically trivial in tself, nor in the
practice of these dlﬂl:lp]lﬂES can it be readily overcome' (Skinner, 1970: 136} Of course, A has to know enough about the
concepts and conventions available to S at t1 so that A can grasp the semantics of S's utterance and what force S's
emunciation of that utterance must have registered when it was uttered. But in addition, . _ _ it also seems indispensable that A
should be capable of performing some act of franslation of the concepts and :nm-'enﬁnni emploved by 5 at t] into terms
which are familiar at t2 to A himself. not to mention others to whom A at t2 may wish to communicate his

understanding’ (Skinner, 1970: 136, emphasis added, TH).

In other words, f we want to understand what Boethius intended to say, when we moderns 'overhear' his De consolatione
philosophiae, we have to know something about the conventions of Boethius' time and place to grasp both the meaning of his
words and the force registered by his uttering those words in those circumstances. It is worth remembe:mg that this 'knowing'
on our part is already a construction, determined by our perception and our conceptual categories. In addition howeverand
this is the main pointwe need to be able to translare Boethins' concepts and conventions into our modern terms, especially if
we wish to talk or write about our understanding of Boethmus. So what if the object of our attention is not Boethms but a
translation of Boethms? If we want to understand de Buck's translation of Boethis and communicate about it, we not only
need to have a sense of de Buck's concepts and of his practice of translation, we also need to be able to fransiate his
concepts and practice of translation into our translational concepts. To understand and speak about someone else's translation,
we must translate that translation. When we want to understand someone's discourse about translation. we have to translate
that discourse and the concept of translation to which it refers. Our accounts of translation constitute themsebves a form of
translation.

Two things follow from this. First, ff descniptions of translation are performing
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the operations they are simultaneously trying to describe, the distinction between object-level and meta-level is rendered
problematical. Descriptive translation studies in particular have been keen to keep object-level and meta-level well apart, but it
turns out the object constantly contaminates its description. 6§ Even the scholarly study of translation is implicated in the self-
description of translation as a cultural construct. There 1s a worm in the bud of descriptive translation studies and thetr clam to
disciplinary rigour.

Secondlyand here the norms aspect comes back mto the picturein translating other people's concepts of translation (or
whatever term they use which we reckon we can translate as 'translation”), our accounts are unlikcely to hold up a transparent
image. They must be based on concepts of translation. As we saw. precisely because translation is norm-governed and
m:tpregnat&d with vahies, it 1s never diaphanous, never innocent or transparent or pure_ never without its own intermingled
voices. On the contrary, it appropriates, transforms, deflects and dislocates everything within its grasp. To the extent, then, that
our descriptions amount to translations of practices and concepts of translation, they are subject to all the manipulations that
come with translation. The nature and the direction of these manipulations are themselves socially conditioned and hence
significant for what they tell us about the indniduals and communities performing the translative operation. 1.e. about ourselves.
The study of translation continually rebounds on our own categories and assumptions. our own modes of conceptualising and
translating translation.

This 1s not new . Like other branches of the human sciences which cannot escape entanglement in the objects they describe, the
discourse about translation, too, is obliged to render concepts and practices of 'translation’ into its own terms. The issue
becomes acute, however, as soon as we move beyvond our imme diate horizon. It surfaces whenever we wish to speak about
'‘translation’ generally, as a transhistorical or transcultural phenomenon, or when we attempt to comprehend and convey what
another, especially a distant culture means by whatever terms they use to denote an activity or product that appears to
translate as our 'translation’.

Since we cannot step outside ourselves or do without interpretaﬁ on, there are no ready solutions to this epistemological
paradox. But there may be ways of coming to terms with it. Luhmann's system theory may be one of them, if only because
Luhmann is very conscious of the fact that observers cannot at one and the same time observe an object and their own
observation of it. But let me look in another direction, one which is closer to the world of translation and which will lead us
back to the notion of norms.

It is perhaps in cases where cultural differences are particularly stark that the issues come to the fore most clearly. That is why
we may be able to learn most from a discipline like EIIIﬂ'JI'DpDIDg‘- After all, Edmund Leach recognised back in 1973 that for
ethnography and anthropology 'the essential problem is one of translation'. adding optimistically that 'social anthropologists are
engaged in establishing a methodology for the translation of cultural language' (Leach, 1973: 772). They found that establishing
such a methodology was rather more problematical that they may have magined.

The complexity of the task can be illustrated with reference to a single

< previous paqge page 66 next page >



< previous page page 67 next page >

Page 67

(abbreviated) example. Early in the twentieth century Christian missionaries who lived for many vears among the Nuer of the
southern Sudan had concluded that the Nuer possessed a concept of 'religious belief basically similar to or at least not wholly
incompatible with what Westerners would designate as 'religious belief . It is not unreasonable to think that perhaps the
missionaries’ assumption of translatability, which assimilated the Nuer conceptual world to their own, also facilitated the
missionary endeavour itself. The observer's agenda may, consciously or unconsciously, have affected the observation by
5uggm=:5t|ng self-fulfilling presuppositions. When Ellbﬂeql.lE;ﬂﬂ‘. the Oxford ethnographer Edward Evans-Pritchard studied the
Nuer in the 1940s and 1950s, he emphasised the utter otherness of the Nuer concepts and beliefs, therr incompatibility with
Western, Christian terms [E*i, ans-Pritchard, 1956). He therefore h.tghhghted the fundamental and formidable problem of
understanding and interpreting, let alone of rendening, something which is alien but (presumably, hopefully) approachable
through patient 'contextual interpretation’, of rendering thar in a language like English, 1.e. in terms that are familiar to us
linguistically and culturally, and therefore in terms that are always already tainted by our concepts, our history, our valies. It
was Evans-Pritchard who, in a lecture of 1951, described the central task of ethnography as 'the translation of

culture' (Needham_ 1978: 8).

An extended reflection on the hinguistic, anthropological and epistemological problems connected with the 'translation of
culture’ is presented in Rodney Needham's Belief, Language, and Experience (1972), which patiently traces
EvansPritchard's account of Nuer beliefs. Needham points out, for example, that, if we want to compare the German
missionaries’ interpretation of the Nuer terms with Evans-Pritchard's, we need to assess what 'adustments’ of Nuer, English
and German were required to make the Nuer terms acceptable in the other two languages. When we know from what
perspective and with what intention certain Nuer terms were bent or nudged in the direction of the other languages, we get an
idea on what basis translation was considered feasible. We could then ascertain the ground on which cnﬂ:rparabﬂlh
commensurability and hence translatability had been constructed. But as Needham (1972: 222) also shows, there is no ideal
metalanguage to carry out such a comparison. Such a language could only be constructed on the basis of the n:nﬂ:rparabﬂih of
cultural concepts. but the concepts can only be compared on the basis of an already existing ideal metalanguage. That is a
vicious circle. We cannot escape from perspectival observation, from value-ridden interpretation, from always- already-
compromised translation.

Still, what Evans-Pritchard called 'contextual interpretation’ can guard against the danger of rashly, reductively translating
another culture's concepts into our terms. [ assume Clifford Geertz (1983) has something similar in mind when he stresses the
need for the anthropologist's "participatory’ practice as a way of gaining insight from within the culture in question. Speaking in
the broader context of the social sciences Craig Calhoun recently argued that social theory should recognise the cultural
construction of putatively general categories, pointing out that cross-cultural understanding invobves translation problems in the
attempt to grasp 'linguistic meanings which are not simply different from our
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own, but mvolve incommensurable practices’ (Calhoun, 1992:253). He then went on. however, to argue that translation is
perhaps not a good description of cross-cultural understanding, as the latter is a process which must actually change the
observer, enabling him or her to play both incompatible cultural games smmultaneously without translating the rules and
practices of one into those of the other (Calhoun, 1992: 256).

‘While Calhoun's point about the social construction of putatively general categories pinpoints the issue, I must say that [ do not
see how translation can be avoided in the context of cross-cultural understanding, especially ff, in addition to gaming some
private UﬂdEI'EtEIldiﬂg researchers wish to report back on their fieldwork to thetr own communities. Perhaps we can
participate in Nambikowara life until we have become one of them, but only on condition that we resolve to live among the
Nambilowara and never returnas indeed Jean de Léry recognised four hundred vears ago in the (fictiious) collo quy written 'm
the savage language and in French' which he inserted into his (very real) History of a Vovage to the Land of Brazil of 1578
(Léry (ed.), 1990, chapter XX; Pagden, 1993: 46-47).

If translation cannot be written out of cross-cultural understanding and description, then it matters that translation is governed
by, and saturated with, norms and values. And here the somewhat more charged terminology which Eric Chevfitz employs in
his Poetics o f Imp erialism (1 991) proves illuminating. Chevfitz takes his time to explore the entanglement of translation with
metaphor. This is more than just a fortuitous etymological link. A ccounts of metaphorical language have traditionally been
based on the distinction between the 'normality’ of literal, proper, legitimate usage versus the figurative, improper, deviant,
illegitimate, foreign, alien, 'abnormal’ usage characteristic of metaphor (Chevhitz, 1991: 88-121). Translation appropriates the
foreign. normalises the abnormal and brands the illegittmate and the snproper in the proper words of our own language.
Chevfitz then goes on to consider the translation of the North American Indians into the conceptual system of the early
European explorers and settlersand not only into the Europeans' conceptual, symbolic system, but also, in the same move, nto
their very material property system. W ﬂtmg the Indians into a European context, mapping them onto the Eurupean world,
means re-figuring and translating the other into our schemes. Given the power relations that are involved. it also means
imposing our terms and categories. Nowhere is this historically more evident than in the very definition of the other as 'savage’,
as one who lacks something essential and valable that we possess and he or she ought also to possess but does not, or
pOSSEsses i some improper, perverse way which must be put rightwhether it be script or scripture, fixed dwellings, certain
moral standards or forms of social organisation, or indeed clothes or breeches. Faced with the radically different, we construe
commensurability by translating on and into our terms. And our terms are not neutral but conditioned. And they cannot be
reduced to a matter of equivalence, linguistic or otherwise.

When we engage in historical and cross-cultural studies of translation, we translate other people's concepts and practices of
translation on the basis of our own, historical, concept of translation, inchuding its normative aspect and the valies it secures.
We have no other choice. But having become conscious of the
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problem inherent in our descriptions we can devise strategies that acknowledge as much. That ought to be part of the ethos of
the discipline. In this respect too we can learn from other areas of study. In recent decades Eﬂ]I‘ngI’E:phEI’E have become
acutely aware of thewr discipline's roots in colonial history and of its present-day entanglement in structures of power and
domination. As a result. ethnography has become markedly more self-reflexive and self-critical. aware of its own historicity
and mstitutional position, of its presuppositions and blind spots, of the pitfalls of representation by means of language and
translation. In the study of translation we ignore these issues and debates at our peril. It should be part of the critical practice
of our disciphine to acknowledge the normativity of our own representations of translation, and thus to make manifest the
conditioning of our translation of translation.

Notes

1. Boethins' De consolatione philosophiae had been translated in the Northern Netherlands by the independently-minded
D.V. Coornhert (1522-90), who saw himself as a universal Christian. Coornhert's translation appeared in Leiden n 1585 and
was reprinted in Amsterdam in 1616 and 1630. A vear after de Buck's 1653 translation Coornhert's version was reissued in
revised form by Francois van Hoogstraten, an Erasmian with Catholic sympathies (Dordrecht 1654, 1655). De Buck's
assessment is therefore broadly correct.

2. As far as [ am aware Poltermann (1992) was among the first to apply Luhmann's system concept to norms and translation.
See also Hermans (1997) and forthcoming.

3. Approaches to literature making use of the ideas of Luhmann and Bourdieu are discussed in the special issue 'The Study of
Literature and Culture: Systems and Fields' of the Canadian Review of Comparative Literature (Van Gorp er al., 1997).
Gouanvic (1997) and Simeoni (1998) have applied Bourdien's concepts to translation.

4. Speaking of mterpreters. Harnis posits the existence of a 'fundamental and unrversal' norm, which he calls 'the "true
interpreter’ norm, or . . . the norm of the "honest spokesperson” . He goes on to explam that "this norm requires that people
who speak on behalf of others, interpreters among them, re-express the Dﬂgjﬂﬂl speakers’ ideas and manner of expre&m'ng
them as accurately as pDEEﬂI}lE and without mgmﬁn:ant omissions, and not mix them up with their own ideas and expressions.

Occasionally this norm is made explicit, as in the oaths which court interpreters have to swear under some
jurisdictions' (Harris, 1990: 118).

5. Myriam Diaz-Diocaretz (1985) also speaks of a 'translator-function’, but without explicitly basing her usage of the term on
Foucault; see also Robinson (1997: 61-77). Rosemary Arrojo (1997: 31). too, has recently spoken of a 'translator function'

with explicit reference to Foucault.

6. As far as [ am aware, Bakdeer (1995), arguing from a Deconstructionist angle_, was the first to draw attention to this.
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The Second Debate

The Notion of Equivalence

Peter Newmark (University of Surrey): I think that all translation is apprm-:m:late and by this you can mean rough, or you can
mean as close as possible. When one says that one is aiming to find an equivalent. what all translators do, then I see nothing
wrong with this. The attempt to dismiss this, which was first made by Mary Snell-Hornby about ten years ago, and now agam
by Theo, is misjudged. I think it is perverse to start with the difference as opposed to the equivalence. This may be interesting,
but I do not think that it can be done seriously. There is a difference in literary and non-literary translation. Literary translation
is more multi-factorial, or phmi-factorial, n:nmpared with the translation of facts. Nevertheless, the idea of accuracy still applies
to both types of translation. This is what one is aiming at. Such remarks as "translation tells us more about the translator than
about the source language text' are, in my opinion, perverse. To me, translation is a noble activity, a truth-seeking activitythere
are martyrs of translation. [ worry about cynical attitudes toward translation.

Gideon Toury (Tel Aviv University): When Theo was speaking against the notion of equivalence, he was in fact speaking
against »1y notion of equivalence, which means he actually spoke against a notion which defines the relationship between a
translation and a source text as one which is defined as appropriate by the norms. I do not assume that Theo objects to the
concept of there being any relationship between translations and source texts. [ think that he would agree that not only are
there such relationships, and that part of our research is to find out what they are. Moreover, it is a cultural and a scientific
assumption that some relationship exists, and that there is a reason to look for it, although such a relationship cannot be defined
in essentialist terms. The other question is whether this relationship should be called 'equivalence’ or not. Theo, vou say the
term might lead the reader or listener astray who has got used to a different type of concept, covered also by the label
'equivalence’. [ agree that there are advantages and disadvantages in redefining existing terms. In my opinion the advantages
outweigh the disadv antages, whereas vou highlight the disadvantages. What 5111]}1"15&5 me is that whereas I am at least
consistent i my decision, [ think vou are not. You want to do away with 'equivalence’ because the concept is defined
differently, but vou do not want to do away with the term "translation’

Theo Hermans (University College London): I do not disagree with your line of reasoning. However, [ am arguing that when a
culture regards a particular text as a translation of another text and then uses the concept of equivalence to describe that
relation, and when vou then as an observer and researcher adopt the same term, vou destroy the possibility of distance. I think
vour deliberate decision to keep the term equivalence, even as a redefined term, is unfortunate. To me the disadv antage is that
vou adopt the term which is used in the field itself, and then re-use it as a term in translation studies. knowing that it is
problematical.

Gideon Toury: Why do vou keep using the term 'translation'? You are also using a term that is used in the field itself.
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Theo Hermans: Becanse there [ have no other choice.

Gideon Toury: Oh well, I think vou do, as much as [ have had a choice and could have decided to call the relationship by
another name. Let us replace the terms by numbers, '111" is the relationship. and '000" is the entity. They are not overladen
with any previous connotations.

Theo Hermans: That is not a realistic alternative.

Gideon Toury: I know it is not, and [ know I am pushing things to the extreme. But I do not see a basic difference between
deciding to retain the name 'translation’ on the one hand, and retaining the name 'equivalence’ but changing the concept on the
other hand. [ think it is not consistent to reject the one and retain the other.

Christina Schaffner (Aston University): The term 'equivalence’ has always caused heated arguments. Lingui&tin: approaches
normally defined it as a relation between source text and target text which is based on an identity of meaning. and when we do
not have this identity, then the texts would not come under the cover term 'translation’, but would have to be called adaptation,
for example. Within functionalist approaches. the notion is rejected, with the same arng:lE;nt Theo gave. But we still have some
kind of relation between source text and target text. and when we want to describe it we need some name. The problem won't
go away.

Peter Newmark: [sn't this purely playing with words? Equivalence means 'approximate’. as all translation 1s, it does not mean
‘exact’. Translation is always an essay, an attempt. The fact that there is no correct or perfect translation, that there are only
various translations . shows that one is trying to reach the truth. And that's as far as one can go in another culture.

Theo Hermans: [ think the reason why I hang on to translation but prefer to distance myself from equivalence, is that
equivalence is a much more ideologically loaded word.

Peter Newmark: What do vou mean by ideologically here? Which ideology?
Theo Hermans: The whole ideology that resides i the way we explain relationships between texts in translation studies.
Peter Newmark: [s it colonialist? s it imperialist? I think it's quite the opposite, it's equality, it's democratic.

Theo Hermans: Well, think of it this way: We all say happily 'T have read Dostoevsky' or "Yeltsin said so and so on television',

and vet what we read or heard were not the words that Yeltsin spoke or Dostoevsky wrote. We feel entitled to use the
shorthand. i e. saying 'I have read Dostoevsky' and meaning 'what I have read is prau:tu:a]h as gm}d as Dostoevsky', precisely
because we associate translation with equivalence, and with transparency. My point is that that is precisely a way of obscuring
difference. We say for example, we have translated an Indian novel and here is its English equivalent, when in fact we have
altered and transposed it to a different world altogether. There are power relations mvolved, and they are not relations of
symmetry, sameness, or equality. Hence my unhappiness with the term equivalence. That is why [ am interested in the question
of why this term is there in translation in the first place, when we
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know that what happens in translation is approximate at best. Yet it is the approximation, the non-equivalence, which we
obscure by saying 'it is equivalent, it is the same’.

Peter Newmark: Y our difference question is often what translation theory is indeed interested in. The main point is that
translation, in its democratic sense, has extraordinary power to produce friendship. This is what translation is all about, which
vou do not seem to recognise. With the increase of languages and the necessity of translation, this is a powerful instrument for

friendship and peace.

Theo Hermans: [ am interested in translation becanse it is a powerful instrument, not only of friendship and peace. but also of a
lot of other things.

Peter Newmark: But this is its most snportant function.

Theo Hermans: [ know it is. Already Goethe said so, and plenty of influential scholars. But translation is also an exceedingly
complicated and paradoxical phenomenon. That is why it requires serious attention, and also political attention, attention to the
implications of the terms in which we speak about it

Gideon Toury: Do not forget that most of the terms used in translation studies throughout the ages were imported from other
disciplines. Up till now, translation studies was annexed to other disciplines and it applied the terms that were typical of these
respective disciplines. And to a large extent, this 15 still the case today.

Theo Hermans: This is also reflected in the way in which translators, throughout the ages, have described themsebves, for
example as servants, as subservient. And there again, [ want to know why thev do that, where that idea came from.

Kirsten ""r’[a]ml-:jfer (University of Cambridge): I think that the term 'equivalence’ is pmblemaﬁc in the same way as the term
‘tidentity’ 1s. If vou want a proper definition of identity, then yvou can use the one philosophers gnf—; i.e. they see it as that
relation in which Enmeﬂmg only stands to itself. You say that a text is equivalent to another one in the sense of taking them as
being identical. Concerning my own research, I mmst say that [ have been very much mfluenced by Gideon's brilliant re-
definition of equivalence from an ideal to something you can find in the text. You can work very well with such a notion of
translational equivalence, but of course you have to say at the beginning of vour papers how vou understand it. [ think that
when vou read a translation of Dostoev sk it tells vou EDtﬂEﬂ]Jﬂg both about the translator and about Dostoevsky. The reason
that vou can say that it tells vou mmethmg about the translator is because vou can see the difference, that is when vou are able
to read both texts. The problem is that you have to talk about those two texts by using some sort of language. You can only
say that the two texts are different from each other because vou have a notion that they could have been the same. I do not

see how vou can talk about difference without equivalence. It is an interesting discussion to reflect about which terms to use,
but I think it doesn't take us very far.

Theo Hermans: Although I questioned the wisdom of Gideon's decision to hang on to the notion of equivalence, I have not
proposed an alternative. So what [ am interested in, is reminding people of the fact that it is a problematical notion. I
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have no idea what other notion may be more suitable. Any notion which would be proposed as a replacement of the term
equivalence would be beset by the same problems.

Peter Newmark: All translation is approximate. Why not just say that one is going for an approximation of equivalence?

Theo Hermans: [ would prefer 'representation’ in this case. which again does not solve the problems. And whatever we think
Dostoevsky wrote in Russian is also our interpretation. When we comment on the relationship between the two texts, all we
have to start with is the two texts. Whatever difference or similarity or approximation we bring out, is created in the writing of
it. It 1s not given, we put it in.

Kirsten Malmkjzer: But vou have exactly the same problem when vou are talking to people about some topic and realise that
thev do not share the background knowledge with you. Why can't we just accept some terms even if they are problematic?

Theo Hermans: Then vou do what Gideon does. He is aware of the problems,_ and then he says vou have to stop the
discussion at some point and get on with research programmes. [ want to linger on the conceptual problems, because I think
they matter. They matter becaunse they are ideological problems, loaded problems.

Kirsten Malmljaer I think vou should accept the fact that vou do not get an exact equivalent and then go on. Those
phenomena are fascinating, and we can see the value of relationships, but I think we should encapsulate all the difficulties and
then move on to specific research projects, although I do accept the problematics that is there m translation studies_ in
philosophy, and so on.

Theo Hermans: [ tend to think that both the history of translation and the current perception of translation are what they are
precisely because these problems are not recognised.

Kirsten Malmlcjaer: But I also think that when vou move on and set about some research project. vou may find something that
then casts doubts on the problematics with which vou started.

Translation, Interpretation, Mantpulation

Peter Bush (The British Centre for Literary Translation, University of East Anglia): It seems to me that all translation is
interpretation. and it's inevitable and legitimate that it is interpretation.

Peter Newmark: Sorry, would vou say that literary translation is interpretation? Surely factual translation is not.

Peter Bush: Well, [ think actually that for translation of philosophy, history, sociological texts, political texts, it is. Perhaps in
some legal texts, computer manuals and so on, there is less room for subjectvity or interpretation, but there is interpretation as
well, decisions have to be taken. Let me talk about a translation that [ was involved in. At the end of 1992 I went to Cuba to

begin work on a television documentary on a director called Tomas Gutierrez Alea. There I met a writer called Senel Paz who
had written a short story about the relationship
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between a voung communist militant and a gay mtellectual. Alea was about to make a film about this and Senel had written the
screenplay. The film was to become "Strawberry and Chocolate'. Later on [ went back to make a documentary, while
'Strawberry and Chocolate' was being filmed. Between those two visits | translated the short story which was pub]lihed in the
UK. Dmmg the filming of the documentary I could see the terrific tensions surrounding the history of oppression of gays under
the Castro government. There were all kinds of tensions involved in making this film. In the end there was quite a lot of
difference between the original screenplay and the final film Owr documentary came out on Channel Four before the film was
shown in Cuba. I also became conscious during the filming of the documentary that there were certain questions that vou could
not ask people, or which they would not answer, because of the political situation. When the film came out, it was attacked by
a professor of Spanish at Cambridge as being an anti-gay film_ I was already negotiating with Bloomsbury to translate the
original screenplay. I then took the decision to go back to Cuba and interview the author about the film_ and take in the
criticism which had been raised by leading gay critics here and in Germany. One of these criticisms was that the gay intellectual
as portrayed in the film was too camp, that he was a stereotype of gayness. The film was actually about tolerance. I decided
that [ wanted my translation to be part of the debate_ and to frame my translation with an interview with the author. I chose to
translate the book in a certain way. When I read Theo's paper, [ was struck by what he said about De Buck and the way that
his translation had an ideological purpose behind it. It seems to me that it is perfectly legitimate that translators can have
conscious strategies about what they are doing. They inevitably and consciously interpret what they are translating. It seems to
me that the very notion of equivalence is a blunt instrument with which to analvse these complexities. You can't get into any of
these cultural. social, and historical relationships if vou are just tall-::mg about eqtm alence. Nida's theory of dynamic equivalence
is rooted in his missionary work. and vou can only understand how it functions in terms of his being a biblical translator.

Peter Newmark: [ am sorry, but this is incorrect. The theory of dynamic eqtm alence which is now called functional
equivalence precedes Nida. Many translators would agree with the idea that in ideal circumstances one should trv and get the
same reaction from the reader of the translation as one gets from the reader of the original. This has nothing to do with biblical
translation. Nida goes beyond that.

Peter Bush: My difficulty with the terminology is Theo's use of the word 'manipulation’. a word which goes back to the idea of
translation being betraval. I can understand that translation is for peace and friendship. and that translators also translate on
behalf of fascist dictators, but why use the word 'manipulative’ which is very loaded with negative resonances?

Theo Hermans: The reason why I still like it is that apart from being interpretation it also happens that translation is often

deliberately manipulative. For example, there is manipulation in translations of English detective novels during the Nazi period,
both in the selection of the books which were translated
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and in the way they were translated. Mantpulation is an extension of mterpretation.
Peter Newmark: But why tar this noble profession with this kind of example?
Theo Hermans: Because it is also an aspect of the profession.

Peter Newmark: In that case you could also say that medicine is manspulative because of what Mengele and others did in
concentration camps. Y ou cannot do that!

Said Faiq (Salford University): [ agree with Peter Newmark, that translation as an activity of moving something from one
culture to another, is something noble. Without it, we might never have encountered the great cultural change& and shifts from
one civilisation to another. But when it comes to the actual act of translation then power relationships come in. Any translation
act begins with the choice of the source text, and normally one translates texts that sell for one's own target readership, texts
that vour publishers would agree with. If we take this in the terms of equivalence, then equivalence should be looked for in the
eves of the readership. or in the eyes of the translator. [ am glad that equivalence as a notion is in circulation, and that there
isn't one single definition_ It causes problems that are indeed important in translation studies and in the way we translate. And
we have to deal with those problems.

Theo Hermans: [ have no quarrel with that at all. I only want to remind myself and others that in order to do justice to the
complexity of translation and the manvnoble and ignobleuses of translation. we must remain critical of our own terms. And
‘equivalence’, [ think, precisely because it looks so innocent, is a term from which we mmst keep our distance. [ haven't
proposed another word for it. 'Representation’ or 'rewriting' may be possible, but they are so broad.

Said Faiqg: We could use the Arabic equivalent for 'equivalence’ which literally means the existence of the two. In the western
tradition of translation and the definition of equivalence within the English language there is the idea that one starts with a
source but then the source disappears and the transparency takes over.

Gunilla Anderman (University of Surrey): Yesterday, when we were talking about what Hamlet meant, I was waiting for
somebody to make the point that in all likelihood Shakespeare himself did not know what Hamler meant. Anyone who has
attempted to translate a writer and has asked the writer 'what did vou mean?”' may get the answer 'T do not know what I
meant'. This is because there are certain types of analysis which actually hinder rather than help certain forms of creative
expression. That means that translation must be interpretive, and nmst lend itself to the types of manipulation that we have been
talking about. Interpretation is really inevitable, it must be there. We can't forgo that notion.

Theo Hermans: This only restates the ubiquity of interpretation. But interpretation is not innocent, it comes from somewhere
and it serves a purpose.

Gunilla Anderman: Sure, for example Oscar Wilde was reinterpreted and made presentable for German readers during the
Third Reich.
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Translation as a Specific Kind of Communication

Alexandra Lianeri (Warwick Untversity): [ am not sure about the relation between translation and imterpretation, that is.
whether translation presupposes interpretation or whether it is identical to it. Let us say that interpretation is based on our
conceptual and cultural presuppositions as well as ideological perspectives. I then wonder whether translation should be
considered as a form of appropriation of the source text, which is confined to the already existing conceptual capacities of the
target culture, without having the potential of transforming them. On the other hand. can we extend the notion of interpretation,
by describing it as a process which underlies both interlingual/mtercultural and intralingual‘intracultural communication? In this
case we can do away with a binary dichotomy between source text and translation, and describe the reception of the source
text as a chain of interpretations within the target culture. Yet, how would it then be methodologically feasible to establish the
difference between translation, as a conscious attempt to rewrite and represent 'otherness’, and ntracultural interpretation?

Theo Hermans: Understanding otherness involves a form of appropriation, in a sense that vou can only project onto what you
observe elsewhere from vour own standpoint.

Alexandra Lianeri: [ accept this. My question was whether a notion of appropriation implies that one should consider the
conceptual capacities of the target culture as static and hmited. or whether one could argue that the conceptual and cultural
framework of the target society can be altered through the mnport and rewriting of a source text.

Theo Hermans: | suppose it can only be altered on certain conditions. The conditions would be that the kind of difference
which the importation of that other product makes. can only be one which is compatible with the prevailing conditions in the
target culture. For example, when the Em’upeanﬁ went to the Americas they described social structures among the native
American Indians. But of course they did so in terms of kingdom, tribe_ nation, freedom, and in terms of property relations.
Whatever difference translating texts from that world could have made in Europe could only have occurred on condition that
the terms on which a translation took place were compatible with what was there in Europe. In other words, it may have been
possible, for example, for a group of people in Europe who thought of setting up a Utopian society, to read what they saw in
North America as prcmdmg a possible model for them. Whatever social structure they saw among the native Indians. they
would still interpret in their own terms, appropriate it within their own context. We only understand others in our own terms,
and if we import ideas or concepts, it is on our conditions. There was a strong awareness during the Eenaissance, that w hen
people were translating from Latin or Greek thewr vernacular was hopelessly inadequate. Latin was the language of intellectual
discourse, it had a copious vocabulary to deal with ethics, philosophy, botany, and so on. So what the translators did was to
import nenlng&m& from Latin, to create new words on Latin models, and to create new words out of existing roots. In some
cases this worked, in others it didn't. But in each case, the difference which was made could only be made and be successful
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to the extent that local conditions were percetved to be compatible. That's how translations can make a difference.

Alexandra Lianeri: The conceptual framework of the target culture should then not be defined either as static or as closed but
one can consider that it can potentially alter through translation. If we then come back to what [ have said earlier regarding
inter- and mtrahngual communication, do you think that we can d15t1ngmﬂh between translation, as a means through which the
target community defines the ]JIlgLJlEtll: and cultural lmits of the 'self in opposition to 'otherness', and intralingual, or more
accurately. intracultural communication. i.e. communication within these lkmits? Would you agree that if one argues for a
dispersal of any distinction between translation as representation of 'otherness' and intracultural interpretation, then any form of
communication would be defined as translation, so that it would be mmpossible to define any methodological boundaries
between translation theory and communication studies?

Theo Hermans: There is no doubt that there is an element of translation in all communication, and George Stemner illustrates this
beautifully in the first chapter of After Babel There have also been arguments against that view. They came from philosophers
who said that we do assume, nightly or wrongly, that when we speak we understand one another. This assumption may be
false, but you can only try to substantiate it by arguing further about it. i.e. by EDEEIIE[UIHEﬂhﬂg and 111.'111g to figure out if vou are
being understood. I think that the only practical solution is to say that we live in a culture where there is a concept of
translation. We, as scholars in translation, may want to keep our distance from it, so that we can look at it, but we cannot step
outside it. From a semiotic point of view, Jakobson's argument in 1939 that there are three types of translation, 1. e. mterlingual_
intralingual and mtersemiotic, may be logical. At the same time we know that the person in the street does not think of
translation in these broad terms. All we can do is bear in mind that there may be a semiotic logic that says that yvou cannot
really distinguish and that there is an element of translation in all communication, but we know simultaneously, that translation,
as most people outside this room would use it, does mean interlingual translation, and only that. This is also why [ venture this
definition of translation as a verbal representation of an anterior text across an intelligibility barrier, which is that kind of
semiotic idea. It does not exclude Jakobson's intralingual translation, but then intralingual means to the extent that, for example,
[ cannot understand the Glaswegian dialect. [ would rather speak of intelligibility barriers instead of languages to avoid the idea
of languages as neatly delineated entities.

Loredana Polezzi (Warwick University): [ do not disagree with what vou just said about 'interhingual’ and ‘intralingual’, but I
find it difficult to reconcile with what yvou said before, namely that vou think rewriting is too loose a term. What vou have said
just now fits in with a definition of translation as rewriting.

Theo Hermans: The definition as [ gave it in my paper came in two stages. A verbal representation of an anterior text, and
typically such a form of representation that it can or will be accepted as a re-enactment of the anterior text. And not all forms
of rewriting are re- enacting.

Loredana Polezzi: I agree, not all rewniting is re-enacting. but some forms are.
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There is not such a neat boundary. What [ am more interested in is how what vou have been saying relates to the question of
what translation studies does and what it is. It seems that what you have been saying about how the target culture and the
source culture interact and how they are called into question by what happens in translation, somehow creates, or requires a
new space for a translation studies which is not target oriented, but which looks at interactions between target and source. [
think your paper calls into que&hr:rn the whole idea of description. You say at the end that description itself is a kind of
representation and interpretation and that this is quite legitimate and unavoidable. If that is the case, we also need to be critical
and look back at the idea of translation studies as descriptive translation studies. I read what vou are saving as going forward
toward a self-reflective, or a critical practice as an integral part of research in translation studies. Is this correct?

Theo Hermans: Yes that is quite right. Concerning the target orientedness, I would say that the important thing is not to take
the target-oriented nature of the descriptive studies that Gideon and others promote and turn it into a dogma. The reason why
it was put forward originally in the 1970s, and why it was quite forcefully promoted. was to counter the predominant source-
oriented, prescriptive, normatve kind of translation studies. The target-onientedness was also based on the assumption that
when translation happens it is more likely that the answers to why certain thmgﬁ hﬂ:ppE:Il and not others, are probably to be
found on the translator's side. All the relevant answers to translational questions are in the target culture. As regards descriptive
studies, what I am trving to do is to highlight a problem_ which in other disciplines has been highlighted before. When we
realise that when we describe we also translate translations, we are the fly in the ointment of descriptive translation studies.
‘What that statement says is that the object contaminates the describer or the description. That is what makes me sceptical of
some of the scientistic jargon that I detect in Gideon's writing, for example, the attempt to be neutral, objectrve, to stand
outside, which I think is undermined by this kind of reflection. Gideon might say that vou can recognise the problems but then
you have to move on. And he is right, of course. But you only get on in a more self-critical mood when you acknowledge that
there is a problem there. Translation description is already contaminated by the object that it tries to describe: we describe
translation, but we can only do so on the basis of a concept of translation. This concept is not innocent, neither are our
descriptions. It's a bit like interpretation. You cannot get away from it but vou can be aware of it and vou can look at how
other disciplines, like anthropology or sociology, have tried to come to terms with it.

Transparency, Sameness and Difference

Myriam Salama-Carr (Salford University): [ am interested in tran sparency because it seems that we are talking of two different
levels there. One is rather abstract in that we can work on the premises that translation is not transparent because of the norms
that bear upon the work of the translator. However, there is also the fact that a translation can appear to be transparent
although it probably involves as much interpretation and perhaps even more manipulation than a translation which we see as
non-transparent. Would it be useful to distinguish

< previous page page 80 next page >



< previous page page 81 next page >

Page 81

between those two levels? I think it might be, becanse when we speak of transparency we often think of the translation as a
text, for example we find a non-domesticated translation that conveys quite a lot about the source culture and the source
language.

Theo Hermans: Are vou using transparency in the way that Lawrence Venuti would use fluency? When I use transparency, [
mean basically all translation. Maybe the way to approach it is to take translation as a form of delegated speech. The translator
is a sort of relay station, and gives us what we cannot get direct access to. I don't have access to Dostoevsky because I don't
speak Russian, that's why I read a translation. And I like to think that what I get is Dostoevsky. If I want to keep alive the
ilusion that I am reading Dostoevsky. then I must close my mind to the whole dimension of translation. I know. deep down.
that there was an intervention, but I would like the translation to give me a direct, transparent view of the Dﬂgmal without any
intermediary. That is what I mean by transparency. To that extent [ construe transparency as part of the ideology of
translation.

Gunilla Anderman: You seem to answer the question "Why do we want to believe in transparency?' with 'because we want to
believe in illusions'. I was linking that to the idea of equivalence, where vou suggest we start from difference. as opposed to
sameness. Some of us seem to have difficulties with that, and I think that it may have mmethmg to do with the idea that as
children we do start assuming sameness. A child is totally narcissistic and as it grows up it comes to realise that there are
differences. But most people still assume sameness_ and therefore it is only people who are in a situation in which they combine
two cultures permanently, who are aware of the fact that one might possibly start from difference, but that is an acquired
awareness. | think perhaps that the idea of starting from sameness is more intuitive whereas starting with difference is counter-
intuittve if vou are monocultural.

Theo Hermans: [ quite agree, except with vour conclusion. When we communicate we do not quite know whether we are on
the same wavelength as the other person, but we assume we are. Pragmatically we must assume things such as equivalence,
transparency and so on. That is the way we organise our loyalties. The point is this: when [ speak, a lot of the things [ say are
not grammatical, or do not follow from what was said before, and vet vou manage to filter out all this and focus on the main
points. What needs explaining about this process is what Luhmann calls the improbability of communication, the fact that it
appears to work de EpltE the improbability of it ever iucceedmg It seems to me that if we want to study translation, it is
precisely the counter-intuitiveness of difference which is a good way in, so as to unhinge the obviousness of translation. That is
also the reason why I harp on this question of equivalence. Gideon, who is extremely critical of equivalence, has built up an

argument and provided a new definition of the term whereas I question the wisdom of sticking to it, because it means that yvou
work within the terms already given within the field itself.

Gunilla Anderman: That makes entering into yvour way of thinking difficult for a lot of people.

Theo Hermans: That's too bad!
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Peter Newmark: Do you vourself ever review or examine translation work? I'm asking this becaunse ff yvou do, is it not a very
negative approach to start with where a translation fails, in other words, stressing the differences between the translation and
the Dﬂgmal" If vou do this with students then, I think, thev will be very dapre&&ed Surely the opposite would be more
encouraging for a student, and would be a more optimistic approach, because vou show how translation works and succeeds.

Margaret Rogers (University of Surrev): Are we talking about different purposes here? Surely we should distinguish something
which we use as a research method from something which we use as a technique in the classroom. If vou take an analogy from
psycholinguistics, we learn a lot about the successful pI'Dd'Lll:hGﬂ of speech by the way speech breaks down under certain
conditions of anxiety, tiredness, etc. It seems to me that there is a para]lel here. You said that as a method of investigating
translation you wanted to unhinge the obviousness of translation, and in the same way if vou unhinge the obviousness of the
way we speak you can actually find out more about what is going on in a system when it breaks down. than when it succeeds.
It seems to me that what yvou are arguing is a method of research but not necessarily something that we would do in the
classroom.

Theo Hermans: [ do review translations. [ am inmvolved in a course that is meant to provide students with tramning m literary
translation, and I also translate myself. What [ think [ gain from approaching things through difference rather than sameness is
the fact that every translation involves already as a starting point a text which is different and which vou know vou are not
going to recreate as it is, becaunse the language in which vou work is different, the context is different, the purpose for which
vou provide the translation is different from the purpose for which the source text was provided. In the context of translation,
difference is given much more mmmediately than sameness. To speak about translation in terms of sameness is upholding an
ideology of translation as it has existed for some centuries. The reason w v I start from difference, also in the work with my
students. is that | want to make them aware of the fact that what they are doing is not to trv to recreate but to provide, for a
particular purpose and for a particular audience, a text which the receiving audience willhopefullyaccept as a representation, or
a re-enactment. of a source text. So difference has nothing to do with errors or with making mistakes, but it has to do with the
historicity of translation.

Peter Newmark: Surely the translator is trying to empathise with the writer, and what vou say seems to be denving this very
obvious fact if one is talking about literary translation. "‘ft}u seem to be e:!-:aggerahng the time difference of people too. I am
also worried by yvour repeated use of the word 'innocence’. It is always used in a negative sense. There are many more things
to translation.

Theo Hermans: Sure, there are many more things, but the things that I like to focus on are the things that you sweep under the
carpet.

Peter Newmark: [ think of translation as a truth-seeking actmity.

Peter Bush: It seems to me that the current ethical approach to translation within translator traming, this critical consciousness,
15 essential. becanse without a
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critical consciousness of difference and one's own relationship to difference one cannot critically examine one's own translation
through the numerous drafts as you approach an interpretation.

How to Get from Micro-level Text Elements to Norms

Abdulla Al-Harrasi (Aston Untversity): We have been talking about the concept of norms at a more general level. I am
interested in the practical application, that is the question of how we can make use of the concept of norms as a research tool
in translation studies, particularly for studying more specific phenomena as, in my own research, metaphors.

Gideon Toury: If vou want to study one linguistic phenomenon in one source text and its translations, [ wonder whether the
best tool, methodologically speaking, would be the notion of norm, especially if vou do not know the behaviour of metaphors
under translation in any other texts. There is a danger that yvou pretend to work on one text while actually vou are taking into
account what vou know about the behaviour in other texts as well. It is risky to work with such a notion because you would
assume that any regularities vou find are caused by norms, becanse that 15 what vou are looking for. Norms are not
phenomena which only influence one translator while translating one text, much less so one translator while translating one tvpe
of phenomenon in one text. If vou do not have a corrective mechanism, you have to be very cautious. You can only say this is
one possible hypothesis, but it will have to be put in a much wider context in order to be verfied, modified, or refuted.

Abdulla Al-Harrasi: Do we go from the specific to the general. or vice versa?

Gideon Toury: You can go both ways, but it depends on what you understand by going from the specific to the general
‘Would more general mean more translators dealing with the problem of metaphor, or would it mean metaphor plus something
else? There are several ways of enlarging the corpus.

Peter Newmark: It seems to me that f vou were to take twenty tvpical metaphors in one langnage, for example 'carrving coals
to Newcastle', and show that this is translated into German as 'Eulen nach Athen tragen that is 'carrying owls to Athens',
that appears to me to be the norm. You do some research on it and show that both these metaphors are 'frothy'. and make a
critical comment on it. You do this with twenty metaphors and I think that might be a useful research job.

Said Faiq: It seems that if we can bridge the gap between norms and strategies, we may end up with certain ways of changing
valies of certain norms. Theo spoke of value transformation, and Peter Newmark listed a number of ways of handling
metaphors in translation. In Arabic, 'carrying coals to Newcastle' would be selling water in an area where there are a lot of
water sellers.

Gideon Toury: But I am not sure that it will be translated that way all the time. This is the real question, and not what vou
would regard as the best solution. We should ask what translators actually do. and I am not sure they will always use the same
phrase in their target texts.

Said Faiq: But if a norm is established. it would act as a gmdeline .

Beverly Adab (Aston University): | am getting confused now between norms
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and strategies. [ thought that norms were tendencies which dictated types of strategies, but not necessanly particular strategies.
Gideon Toury: I do not think that there is a gap between strategy and norm, they do not belong to the same set of terms at all.

Beverly Adab: When vou talk about 'carrving coals to Newcastle', Peter said the norm is that it is translated by a certain
phrase T'o me, this would be a frequently emploved strategy rather than a norm, and the norm would be to try to find an
equivalent idiomatic expression. The norm tells you the type of behaviour but not the actual instance of the behaviour.

Gideon Toury: The norm is the idea behind it. The way vou carry it out involves strategies.

Beverly Adab: But if we conflate the two terms 'norm’' and 'strategy’, we will have more confusion. And I just wondered of
Peter's example was a good example.

Gideon Tourv: It could end up being a good example of norm if vou really came up with a bilingual concordance of the actual
replacements of this particular English idiom_ If vou study its behaviour under translation in 200 different texts, and half of them
are literary and half of them are non-literary texts, and half of each type of text are from the eighteenth century and the other
halves from the twentieth century. then yvou might end up finding patterns which could lead to the extraction of norms.

Theo Hermans: [ think that one way of sobing the question of whether a frequently used strategy can be called norm is to talk
about norms in terms of expectations: what vou know as a translator what the andience expects from vou, and what the
andience knows that vou as a translator expect from them.

Gideon Toury: Let's stick to metaphors. Many people have found out that there were languages and cultures, and especially
literatures of different periods of time which simply hated metaphorical terms. If they translated texts from other languages
which had metaphors in them, they ended up with translations which did not have metaphors. And this happened not because
metaphors wouldn't have been available, but simply because the norm of this particular period was against too flowery a styvle.

Beverly Adab: But vou have taken it up a level anyway, which was what [ was trying to argue. You are talking about
metaphors, not about one pﬂi‘hl:.ulﬂ:t' metaphor. I don't think vou can actually apply the concept of norm to a particular strategy
with one particular utterance which is actually idiomatic.

Gideon Toury: It would not be incorrect, but it would be a sort of misuse, becaunse if evervthing is guided by norms then the
notion of norm loses its force as an analytical or descriptive tool.

Kirsten Malmlkjzer: I think that metaphors are quite difficult to identify, and the methods for translating them may differ from
metaphor to metaphor. Several students where [ work, have done something similar_ although not with metaphors, but with
other micro-textual features. One Japanese student looked at how sentence final particles were translated because there isn't
an English category which corresponds to that category in Japanese. You get guidelines in
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grammar books about what to do, which vou might take as norms. She looked at actual texts to see how those tems had been
dealt with in the translations. Once she had identified the ways they had been translated into English, she looked for these
features in other texts in order to see whether they were in fact translations. It does give vou an interesting perspective on what
grammar books say, compared to what translators actually do.

Gideon Toury: I think that the most significant point of what vou said is the conclusion that translators often do things that are
not in the textbooks. A couple of vears ago we had an article in the journal Target on the translation of passives from English
into Arabic. The authors took an English text with some passive forms and gave it to a group of students and a group of
professors of Arabic and had them translate the text. Then they analysed the replan:ammt& of the passive forms, and what they
found was a greater vaniety than in any book. They also found interesting patterns. This is another example of the kind of
analysis you can do on the micro level But because the corpus was not big enough any assumptions about norms would have
been premature.

Beverly Adab: But when you have a large and well defined corpus, couldn't vou then use this corpus to study and extrapolate
the norms from it?

Gideon Toury: The problem is that there is something circular here. You assume right from the start that the translation of, let's

say, metaphors is dominated by norms, and that if vou look hard enough vou will find them_ But there is no way of really
v EI'IE‘_‘,-’]Ilg vour findings.

Theo Hermans: The difficulty arises because of the fact that vou can observe regularities and vou can see that someone has
made a particular decision, but that does not tell you why the translator made that decision. One would need to ask not only
why the translator chose a particular r:rptu:rn but also what other options were available, and why they were not chosen. You
can only begin to answer that by opening up the field of vision. the corpus, and bring in the social. ideological, historical and
other factors. So it may depend on how the translator assesses the relevance and difference of metaphors i, for instance,
Arabic political discourse. It may depend on how other political speeches, that is non-translated political speeches in English,
carry metaphors. It may depend on the translation tradition, or how they are taught translation. You can't decide until vou have
explored all these possibilities.

Gideon Toury: It may also depend on the target audience.
Loredana Polezzi: Putting the findings of a micro-level analysis into the larger social, historical, 1denlng1n:al context is very
important. If you only list the regularities that you discovered in a corpus and say that this is how it is done. then there is the

risk of becoming prescriptive. But by historicising your findings vou avoid this risk.

Margaret Fogers: [t seems to be useful to have a control corpus as well. In this way you can compare the translated texts with
originally occurring texts, so that yvou can look at the way the features you are studving do or do not occur in vour control
Corpus.
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Translation. Norms and Sanctions

Jean-Pierre Mailhac (Salford University): Theo said that one of the important dimensions of the idea of norm was a sanction as
being linked to it. Assuming vou find a pattern of regularities looking at metaphors, what kind of sanction could be associated
with that, and how do vou identify this? And ff there is no sanction, are we then dealing only with regularities but not with a
norm?

Theo Hermans: The sanction could be quite immediate, of course, in that the translator could lose his or her job. It could also
be that the sanction is not really visible, in the inmediate sense, but the translator might not get another contract. It could also
be that a particular translator is complimented on the excellence of a translation. That is a form of sanction as well, albeit a
positive sanction, in terms of praise and perhaps more money for the translator.

Jean-Pierre Mailhac: In terms of a specific research project, these are putative sanctions. Presumably there will not be any
evidence of real, positive or negative sanctions linked specifically to the particular data of let's say again the translation of
metaphors. Are vou then still talking about norms, or do vou have to talk about regularities, becanse all vou have is totally
fictitious and putative sanctions, for which you have no real evidence.

Theo Hermans: In a case like that vou cannot know. It is probably not this or that particular metaphor that gets singled out for
praise or criticism. Sometimes it is possible to isolate a particular micro-textual aspect to an overall general reaction, but in
many cases it will not be possible to do so. However, reviewers or readers frequently react to the translations of novels and
other works, commenting on clumsy style, for example. These are also a type of sanction, indicating the sort of expectations
that audiences have when they are confronted with translated texts.

Jean-Pierre Mailhac: Methodologically vou are not uncomfortable with the idea of the term 'norm’ being applied when the
sanctions are not necessarily observable?

Theo Hermans: Not necessarily, no. Of course, ff it turns out that vou can never identify any sanctions at all, then vou ought to

rethink.

Peter Newmark: [ think that the word sanction is being misused. I think positive sanction might work in another context, a
context of punishment, imprisonment. But [ couldn't understand the use of the word here. I would have thought that if the
translation resulted in something in the wrong style or register, that would be a sanction against duty.

Said Faiq: You also have a duty with regard to your client. When it comes to translations of political discourse, then the

general norm is that the translations into whatever language are normally official translations, institutionalised by the
government. And even if an error is detected, nothing can be done about it, because it had already been made official.

Future Research Projects

Christina Schaffner: We have already touched on the question of how particular research projects could tell us more about
norms in practice. It might be
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interesting to continue this debate and see whether we can identify a number of specific research projects we want to tackle.

Theo Hermans: Something which, as far as [ know,_ has not vet been done is a study of the psychology of reading translations.
How do we respond to translations when we come across something that seems to be incongruous or anomalous? Will it
make us go back to the source text? What leads reviewers to give positive or negative comments on translations? [ think we
need studies on the reception of translations, on evaluative statements about translation, statement made both in the past and at
present.

Gunilla Anderman: How could this be done”? How could we measure the reaction of readers to translations?

Theo Hermans: Yesterday somebody mentioned that when vou come across something which is unusual in an utterance by a
native speaker, you may respond to it differently EGﬂJpEI’Ed to when vou come across the same utterance by a non-native
speaker. In the one case you assume it is a creative usage, in the other case you assume it is an erroneous usage. It may well
be that when we read translations. we do it in the same way. I would find it intriguing to study how people respond to what
they perceive as errors in translation. and to know when somebody calls something an error in translation, on what grounds
they justify doing so. It might tell us something about what is understood by translation.

Gunilla Anderman: So, for example, vou could let people read and comment on a particular text and not reveal that it is a
translation.

Theo Hermans: Yes, you could try that. It has been done, in fact, as a way of trying to test out the concept of equivalence.

Gideon Toury: It has been done before, and also my story about the three killers was precisely an exercise to make students
aware that, without noticing it. they are applying norms. For methodical reasons, one would need a text which would make the

right impressions.

Theo Hermans: The one case that [ am thinking of is a study by Stegeruan called Ubersetzung und Leser (199 1} By means
of questionnaires, he tried to study how people responded to a text in the oniginal, and how they responded to various
translations. The idea was that if vou could verify that translation and original produced the same responses, then you could
say that it is possible to measure equivalence in terms of readers' reactions, because different stimuli produced the same effect.

Gunilla Anderman: Would the difficulty then be to measure the responses?

Theo Hermans: [ would think so, ves. Precisely how vou would do that, I do not know because I am not a psvchologist. But it
seems to be one possible way forward to test attitudes toward expectations of translation. Another way would be to look at
reviews of translations, responses to translation and so on. to see what precisely it is that is marked as good or bad in
translations and find out on what grounds these value judgements are made.

Gunilla Anderman: This 1s what Vanderauwwera did to a certain extent, when she measured the responses to Dutch literature in
translation. What struck me there
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was the absence of positive comments. Pinpointing something negatrve is of course easier. This 1s why I asked about problems
in measuring.

Gideon Toury: There is a methodological problem here as well, becaunse there are norms and models of writing a review.

Lordana Polezzi: [ know of at least one case in which the translation of an Italian book mto English was praised for being much
more readable than the original text. However, this positive appraisal of a translation is based on a negative perception of the
original The problem lies in controlling the many variables.

Christina Schaffner: It is also a problem in the methodology. When vou tell people here is a translation and please tell me what
vou find strange in it. then you will surely get a whole list of presumably strange phenomena.

Gideon Toury: But f vou do not tell them, they sometimes hit on certain phenomena and supply the hypotheses that it is a
translation themselves, which is much more interesting.

Theo Hermans: We can also look at codes of conduct of translators’ associations, or at the history of copyright law concerning
translation. Not all that much has been done on it as far as [ know. But it would be interesting to study how it has grown, how
it 1s justified. because copyright law encapsulates concepts of translation in particular societies.

Christina Schaffner: Codes of conduct are very mmuch prescriptive. At the seminar we had here last year on translation and
quality, we spoke about the standards that are appearing in different countries to use as quality assessment for professional
translators. It would be an interesting exercise just to compare the standards that exist in various European countries in order
to find out whether there is a general consensus concerning standard requirements for professional translators.

Theo Hermans: We can also look at laws which concern the accountability of translators. When a translator makes an error,
what happens, who takes responsibility? I am sure that the discussions around these concepts lead vou to concepts of
translation, and to what individuals, communities, societies want from translation and how they want it to be carried out. This
also takes us mto the area of borderline cases, debates about what counts as a translation as opposed to adaptation or
paraphrase. Any case where there is dispute can be quite revealing.

Gideon Toury: My favourite example is the phenomenon of fictitious translation. Sometimes a text may succeed in retaining the
status of a translation and in being regarded as a translation for a rather long pennd of time, precisely because the author of the
text knows what is typical of genmne translations in his or her own culture, and incorporates such phenomena normally
associated with genuine translations i his or her oniginal text.

Mark Shuttleworth (Leeds Untversity): Do you mean linguistic phenomena? Or do vou include in this phenomena which one
might call translationese?

Gideon Toury: Yes, but not only those. Examples of translationese are very easy to find. I have studied a number of such
fictitious translations in various cultures,
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and vou can learn a lot about the cultural conception of what a typical translation is.

Said Faiq: Another interesting point 1s accountability. Gaddis Rose reports on the consequences of a poor translation that led
to the death of a worker operating certain machinery in the Middle East. Who is to blame in this case, the translator or the
translation agency for not having checked the text properly?

Theo Hermans: This also concerns the issue of what defines an error in translation, which is much less simple than it looks. It
would depend on the nature of the contract as well. If the translator can show that s'he has worked to the best of his'her
ability, s’he may not be held accountable.

Said Faiq: That is the common practice in a Western context, but the practice in the Arab world is different.

Theo Hermans: Then there is all the more reason to look at it. One can only appreciate what is specific to one case if one can
see alternative solutions.

Said Faiq: [ think one way to encourage this kind of study is to embark on collaborative research mvobing more than one
area, particularly areas outside mainstream European translation theory and practice.

Theo Hermans: And we would also need interdisciplinary cooperation. For example, we need psychologists who can tell us
how to set up a proper questionnaire, or when legal aspects are involved, we require lawvers from different traditions and
different areas.

Peter Bush: There ought to be a research project on the publishing of translations and on the process of translation and
rewriting drafts, and the ways these two interact. You mentioned contracts. Well, the standard contract for literary translation
in the UK has just some rather general statement_ saying that it should be a faithful translation and it should be in good literary
English. I wonder how often that kind of clause is invoked between publishers and their translators. It would be interesting to
go through publishers' archives and see how often there are legal issues between publishers and translators, for example
because publishers mtroduced editorial changes in the translation without consulting the translator.

Gideon Toury: It depends on whether there is a clause in the contract saying something about the responsibility for editing. The
standard contract in Israel says nothing about it, only that the publisher is entitled to make changes. But when [ translate we
add a clanse saying that they are entitled to make changes. but [ have to approve them.

Peter Newmark: This would be very difficult to do because I do not think many publishers would cooperate.

Peter Bush: Lawrence Venuti has done some research for which he got access to archives. One of the things the British Centre
for Literary Translation is doing is to establish an archive of translations, mamuscripts and so on. This would be a first step to
approach publishers and get their cooperation.
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Description, Explanation, Prediction:
A Response to Gideon Toury and Theo Hermans

Andrew Chesterman
Department of Romance Languages, University of Helsinki, Ylopistonkatu 3, 00014 Helsinki, Finland

MNorms

When norms entered Translation Studies, they offered solutions to two kinds of theoretical pmblema First, they offered a way
of escape from the tradition of prescriptive studies: much of the older thinking was prescriptive in tone and intent, with
translators proposing general principles about what translations should be like, or appealing to such principles in ]'Llﬂhf_‘_-’]ﬂg why
thev had translated the way they had. The concept of norms allows modern translation scholars to take a distance from this
prescriptiveness: we can describe the norms which appear to exist in a given culture at a given time, but it is the norms that do
the prescribing, not the scholars. That is. the norms are experienced by those who translate as being prescripttve, regulatory.
To break these norms is to run the risk of criticism; but it may also, of course, lead to the establishment of new norms. As
Toury stresses, norms are thus of central importance in the training of translators, in their socialisation into the profession.

Second, norms offered a way of explaining w/y translations have the form they do. Given certain features of a translation, or
of translations in a particular culture at a particular period, we can propose norms as causes of these translation features, or of
these translator's decisions: the translator did this, becanse he or she wished to conform to a given norm. In translation
research, norms are thus not really ends in themselves, but means; they are explanatory hypotheses that may help us to
understand more about the phenomenon of translation.

One major result of the introduction of translation norms has been the expansion of the object of study. We now have a wider
concept of what translation is, and of what it can be, than earlier. The move from an essentialist position (a translation must
have feature X) to a relativist one (let us see what kinds of texts are called translations in this culture) has been enormously
beneficial here, in freeing research from unnecessary constraints. However, the essentialist position cannot be rejected entirely:
there must be some constraints on what we take as translations, otherwise we might as well study any text at all, or even the
universe in general. Toury himself (1995: 33-35) has proposed three postulates (that there is a source text, that there has been
a transfer process. and that there is an accountable relationship between source and target) which look like conditions for a
text to be called a translation, although he says that these postulates are not factual but indeed 'posited’, to be tested against

the data. If all three hold, we have good grounds for assuming that the text in question is indeed a translationbut it still might not
be.

So norms are useful. But they do give rise to some conceptual problems of their
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own. [ will just mention a couple here. Tourv's understanding of norms is extremely broad. He sees the concept as covering a
scale of constraints on behaviour (in section 3.8 of his paper), a scale which ranges from relatively absolute rules to pure
idiosyncrasies (but nevertheless excluding conventions, which I find curious). Some norms are more rule-like, others are
'almost idiosyncratic'. Indeed, he goes so far as to say that rules and idiosyncrasies are in fact no more than 'variations of
norms’, so that rules are 'more objective norms’ and idiosyncrasies are ‘'more subjective ones'. [ wonder how helpful this is.
Surely, norms by definition are social, they express social notions of correctness. They are intersubjective if they are anything
To claim that they can even cover (or nearly cover) subjective idiosyncrasies is to stretch the concept unduly. L et us not make
it so general that is loses its usefulness.

Hermans' concept of norms extends from rules to conventions, which seems to me a better contimmm than one inchuding
idiosyncrasies. But Hermans also extends the concept in a way that I think is misleading. He appears to see norms also 'as
regularities of behaviour' (in sections 2 and 3). Toury (3.6) is careful to avoid this equation: the regularities themsebves are not
the norms_ they are merely evidence of the norms. To confuse the two 15 a category mistake.

Hermans stresses the sense in which norms involve 'expectations about preferred options', and he also wishes to inchade,
within his understanding of norms, the 'anticipation of expectations’. This seems to correspond to the distinction [ have made
between expectancy norms and professional norms (Chesterman, 1997: 64-70). Expectancy norms are the expectations of
the target readership and the client etc_, and the professional norms explain the translator's tendency to take account of these
expectancy norms. By conforming to norms, translators also contribute themselbves to the continuation and strengthening of the
NOrms.

Some may feel that if we see translations as being subject to norms we deprive translators of their free choice, we reduce them
to the status of mere rule-following robots: on this view_ norm-thinking makes translation into a mechamnistic, predetermined
activity. Both Toury and Hermans reject this inference. Toury points out that although norm-breaking carries the risk of
sanctions, the translator can always choose to act differently. provided that he or she accepts the responsibility for the
consequences. Y ou are free to break the norms, if yvou can get away with itand maybe make new norms. Hermans highlights

the fruitfulness (for scholars) of looking at alternatrves which were available but which the translator chose not to take.
Translators always have a choice.

Equivalence

Indermined by skopos theory on one side and by norms on the other, equivalence has been having a hard time recently. In
the good old prescriptive days, of course, equivalence was at the centre of the essentialist definition of translation: a translation
is a text that is equivalent to another text in another language. No equivalence? Not a translation. The effect of Toury's
argument has been to shift equivalence from being an a priori requirement to being a result, a result of the translator's
decisions. This text has been accepted in this culture as a translation (i.e. it evidently conforms to the norms), therefore it must
bear some
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kind of relationship with its sourcelet's now see what this relation actually is; whatever it turns out to be, I will call it
‘equivalence’. As well as extending the range of valid relations between source and target, this methodological procedure does
certainly tend to make the concept of equivalence rather vacuous, as Hermans argues. Why not, indeed, focus on the
difference that translation makes, rather than on an illusory preservation of sameness?

But do we have to malke this binary choice”? What about taking similarity as the key term: not sameness or difference alone,
but hoth sameness and difference? After all, this 1s what 'similarity' means: partly the same, but partly different. In the process
of translation, some aspects of the source text appear to change more than others.

Hermans wonders why equivalence has had such a long life in Translation Studies, and has not disappeared long ago. In the
folk concept of translation. some such formulation as 'different language but same meaning' has surely always played a ma] or
partbut why? Hermans suggests a postmodern explanation: to control semantic diffusion, the infinitude of potential meanings.
All right, but simpler explanations are also available, such as the need to trust a speaker of another language; the need to
predict the behaviour of others; common sense, even. Consider an mterpreter at an international meeting, or a bilingual guide
helping a foreign client in a market-place. 'Trente francs' has to be 'thirty francs', not twenty.

Another reason for the survival of equivalence, suggested by Hermans, is that we tend to think of translation as a form of
reported speech, in which the translator is relegated to a secondary position, merely representing the speech of someone else.
The translator thus becomes ‘mvisible', transparent. Some recent work in Translation Studies has taken up this theme, and
sought to propose ways of gmng the translator more visibility. [ wonder, though, whether this would best be done via the
target text itself (translating in a 'visible' way). or by other extratextual means. I am not convinced that a translator's fexrual
visibility is necessarily a desirable goal. certainly not for all kinds of texts. What about focusing on extratextual, sociological
issues more, such as pay, working conditions, public image and status, professional organisations, etc.?

Explanation

Towry points out, and Hermans illustrates, that norms can provide explanatory hyvpotheses for characteristics of translations.
Indeed. Toury even goes so far as to n:uph that since norms are explanatory hypotheses they are not really entities in ther own
right at all. which seems a bit extreme (3.6): if norms are social facts, they surely exist as social entities. not merely as a
scholar's hypotheses?

Toury returns to his useful distinction between acts of translation and translation events (in 4.2). A translation act takes place
at the cognitive level, and consists of the decisions that a translator makes, plus the various mental routines that maybe do not
really feel like separate decisions. A translation event is something sociocultural: it comprises the various aspects of the
communicative situation and the social background. the client etc ., which mmpinge upon the act
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of translation. If we call the totality of a translation's linguistic features a franslation prafile, we thus have the following chain
of causation:

Translation event> Translation act™> Translation profile

If we ask why a translation profile has a given feature, we can first posit an mitial cansean explanationin terms of the translation
act: we find this feature, because of this decision, this translation strategy. If we then ask: why this decision, this strategy?, we
can appeal first to the translator's state of belief and knowledge, part of which is his'her knowledge of the relevant translation
norms and his'her attitude towards these norms. If we continue to ask why (why this belief, this attitnde”), we have to go back
further and look for causes in the sociocultural situation in which the translation was requested and carried out, inchuding the
norms themselves as social facts, plus such factors as the training and personal history of the translator, etc.

‘With this kind of conceptual picture, we can look for, propose and test no end of mteresting hypotheses, some pertaining to
the initial cognitive cause (e.g. in protocol studies) and others pertaining to the sociocultural causes lving behind these.

Values

Why do norms exist? Partly in order to malke life easier, of course, because they help us to predict how people are going to
behave, and help us to decide how we ourselves are going to behave. In other words, they exist to promote the values that
permit social behaviour, such as trust. They also exist in order to promote other values, other ideologies. Hermans links this
idea to the fact that translations are always different from their originals. and that it is precisely in this difference that the
undetlying vale, or ideology, can be seen. He claims (at the end of section 2) that translations are always slanted
repre&entannni and that 'translations can never be value-free'. As such this claim is surely a platitude: after all, surely no human
action is 'value-free'. so how could translation be? The fact of inevitably reflecting values or ideologies does not depend on the
fact of representing difference. Even a translation that was totally equivalent, with no differences at all (an impossibility,

eranted), would reflect values: viz. the values (and associated ideology) promoted by total equivalence. Transparency and
ideological neutrality are also values, they are not value-free' concepts.

For Hermans, values thus appear to be associated with non-neutrality, with inevitable bias. Value, like meaning. is to be found
in difference. In fact, for Hermans, we might even gloss 'value' as 'added or different meaning' (call this value-sense 1). It is this
additional meaning that then reveals underlving ideological goals, the motrves of the client and/or translator, power relations
etc. (valie-sense 2). For Toury, on the other hand. values seem to be rather different kinds of concepts (4.5). Values are the
ends towards which social action is oriented (or, more modestly, the shapers of interactive tools). The value behind translation,
Toury writes, consists of two major elements: producing a target text (a) which is designed to occupy a certain position in the
target culture, and (b) which constitutes a representation of a source text. These values' seem more like functions to me
(value-sense 3), although "function' is also itself a shppery term.
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It is clear that Hermans and Toury are not using the word value' consistently in anvthing like the same sense. Perhaps
Translation Studies still needs some conceptual analysis on this point, in order to arrive at an agreed nterpretation of this key
concept (see e.g. Pym, 1997). Is this why Toury places the term in quotes in his heading to this section? Why then
nevertheless prefer this term to 'function'?

Effects

Norms prescribe. Unlike the case with conventions, norm-breaking can lead to sanctions (or indeed rewards), evidenced in
the reactions of readers and/or clients. By bringing norm theory into Translation Studies we are thus implicitly also focusing on
the effects of translations as well as their causes. The initial effect of a norm-conforming translation is (normally) its acceptance,
by chient and readers, rather than its rejection. Clients and readers may refer to norms in order to justify their (perhaps
intuitive) responses as to whether a given translation is 'good’ or 'bad’. Teacher evalnations are similar instances of translation
effects (effects on the teacher), as are judgements like 'this does not seem like a translation’ or 'this is obviously a translation’.
Toury points out that it is precisely via the internalisation of such 'environmental feedback’ that translators learn the tricks and
norms of the trade. His study of the reactions to the Hemingway story is also a kind of translation effect analysis.

The chain of cansation can thus be extended forwards, as follows:
. Translation profile> Effect(s) on client'readers>> Effect(s) on target culture/on intercultural relations . .

The effect on the client'reader is mitially a cognitive one: we might even define 'mitial effect’. in a pre]n:nmaﬂ way, as a change
of cognittve state. This change may in turn have behavioural or cultural or intercultural repercussions. The "'vTampulath School
of translation research has stressed the power of translators to bring about effects of the latter kind. such as the creation or
strengthening of national identity .

Just as we can make hypotheses about causes, we can also make hypotheses about effects: more precisely, we can venture
predictions about them. Given a translation profile with a particular feature, for instance, [ might predict that the effect (on the
chent'reader. or on the target culture eventually) will be such-and-such: e g. that the chient will think this is a bad translation. I
might then utter a prescriptive statement: translators working on this kind of text should not do thisbecause their work will be
rejected if they do. Or: translators with this kind of text should do that, not this. These statements are not then mere empty
speculation; they are conclusions drawn from studying chient'reader reactions, the effects of translations. The study of effects
thus re-opens a space for prescriptive statements, provided that these are indeed justified by adequate evidence. To be sure,
effects are not easy to define nor to measure: there is ample scope for basic research here_ too.

Conversely, given such-and-such an effect, I might suggest a cause: it was because the translation profile was like this, which
was in turn becaunse of such-and-such antecedent conditions. This kind of research, proposing and
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testing hypotheses of canse and effect. may indicate a future course of empirical progress for Translation Studies.

Within Hermans' framework, translation effect analysis comes under the reception of translations. In the translator's head, the
image of the potential effect'reception of the translation forms part of the translator's expectations about the target andience
and their expectations. This image then plays a part in regulating the translator's decisions.

Toury's questions about the membership of the relevant group within which translation norms are negotiated (4.4) are highly
relevant here. Scholars often tend to assume that the relevant group is mostly composed of scholars, and real-life clients are
sometimes forgotien. The study of real-life effects has also been somewhat neglected: rather less energy has gone into this
than, for instance, into the conceptual analysis of equivalenceof interest to scholars, perhaps, but of much less interest to clients
and typical readers.

Strategies

Strategies are ways of responding to norms. Towry observes that Lorscher's analysis (1991) of translation strategies is pitched
at the level of the translation act (the cognitive level). not at the sociocultural level of the translation event. (This may be one
reason why Lorscher's typology has not been applied as widely as his actual definttion of a strategy_) [ agree that we need a
broader understanding of what strategies are and how they might be classiffied. We might start by distinguishing between three
types:

(a) binguistic strategies or shifts, at the level of the textlinguistic profile of the translation (such as transposition, paraphrase);
these can be seen as text-producing processes or as the results of such processes, and are caused by

(b) psychological strategies like Lorscher's, at the cognitive decision-malking level (ending with something like 'find and accept
solution'); these i turn are partly cansed by

(c) sociolinguistic behavioural strategies, at the level of the translation event, such as 'phone an expert, check an Internet
source, compare with a parallel text’.

In prmu:rple at least, each of these strategies has its own parl:u:ular effects. Hermans observes, for mstance [111 section 2), that
using a paraphrase strategy means that the translator must speak 'more overtly in his or her own name'. This is, in fact, one
effect of such a strategybut it is an effect that will probably only be noticed by a scholar or critic who has the source text at
hand to compare, for an ordinary reader (or client”) will not necessanly recognise a paraphrase as such. So we have a
problem: if we study effects, on whom shall we study them? To what extent, and on what grounds, can we generalise from the
effects that a given strategy has on a scholar or a critic? As Toury notes (4.10), a translation teacher may say that a given
translation is good, but 'society’ may not agree.

Theory

A final point that emerges from a comparative reading of these papers by
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Toury and Hermans is their broad agreement on the goals of a translation theory. Toury distances himself from the view that
teachers (and scholars) of translation are trying to change the state of the world: Translation Studies is not a form of social
engineering. His emphasis is on descriptive-explanatory research rather than 'mere theonising' (paragraph 1). He goes on: 'For
me, theory formation within Translation Studies has never been an end in itself. Its object has always been to lay a sound basis
and supply an elaborate frame of reference for controllable studies into actual behaviour and its results and the ultimate test of
theory is its capacity to do that service'.

Bv 'mere theorising' [ take it that Towry means conceptual analysis, the fashioning and refining of conceptual tools that can then
be used in proposing and testing hypotheses. True, tools are not fashioned or refined for their own sake; but we do need tools,
thev are not ‘mere’ tools. The purpose of a conceptual tool is to carry out some function, e g. to aid understanding. or to bring
an insight. or to make a useful distinction. or to propose a descriptive taxonomy or a framework for effect analysis. or to allow
the formulation of a hypothesis. If a tool does not serve the function for which it was designed, or any other function, we can
get rid of it. This may be the case with the concept of equivalence. On the other hand. for instance, Toury's conceptual
distinction between the act of translation and the translation event is useful if it allows us to formulate testable explanatory
hypotheses.

Hermans too rejects the view that translation scholars should themselves 'interfere with the practice of translation’ or lay down
rules or norms' (1.e. be prescriptive); instead we should seek to account for what happens when people translate, and also
when people think about translation (e_g. folk concepts). His emphasis, though, appears to differ from Toury's in the status he
gives to 'theorising - 'the critical task of translation theory', writes Hermans (at the end of section 6). 'consists in theorising the
historical contingency of [different modes of translation] together with the concepts and discourses which legitimise them'. No
'‘mere theorising' here: to theorise is presumably to describe and explain the general aims of any scientific discipline.

One problem with this view of the general descriptive and explanatory goal of Translation Studies is the distance between it
and the expectations of professional translators, who would rather see the theory produce something which would be of direct
relevance and use to them. In the eves of professional translators_ all too often, translation scholars give the mpression of being
engaged in an elaborate glass bead game i an tvory tower far from the nitty gritty of everyday translation problems.

[ think there is a real danger here, that Translation Studies risks becoming too much of an inward-looking activity, a kind of
mutual citation chub . too concerned with its own status as an academic discipline and not concerned enough with the real
problems at the messy grassroots of life in a big translation company, for instance. Hermans' metatheoretical worries about
translating translation, about engaging in any discourse about the subject of translation because of the familiar but inescapable
hermeneutic circle, seem light-vears away from such real-life problems. Not that such worries are uninterestingfar from it. But
what empirical consequences might they have? Yes, translation is saturated with

< previous paqe page 96 next page >



< previous page page 97 next page >

Page 97

norms and ideologies. Yes, Chevfitz (1991), for instance, has pointed at some of the causes and effects of certain translation
strategies in a particular context. So: should we translate differently”? How? Examples? What would the effects of this different
kind of translation be? How do you know? Evidence? Should we write differently about translation? How? Hermans suggests
that scholars (and translators?) can 'devise strategies' that acknowledge the problems of talking about translation. the problems
of acknowledging and representing difference. Can we? Evidence? Evidence that such strategies would have different, desired
effects? Effects on society as a whole? On intercultural relations? On translators? On translation scholars?
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Norms in Research on Conference Interpreting: A Response to Theo Hermans and Gideon Toury

Daniel Gile
Universiteé Lumiere Lyvon 2. 46, rmue d'Alembert, 92190 Meudon, France

Introduction

When I was mvited to write a contribution on the topic 'Translation and Norms', I hesitated. The mathematician in me likes the
definition of translation as a function of norms in the relevant cultural space. and I have always felt that the use of the concept
of norms in the scholarly study of literary translation was opening up new possibilities. However, my permnal interest lies in
scientific and technical translation and in conference interpreting, and I have always focused on topics in which either the norms
were taken for granted and prescriptive (in the didactic field). or cognitive issues were at the centre of attention (in conference
interpreting). Attempting to write a direct response to Theo Hermans' and Gideon Toury's statements would have been
foolhardy. However, as regards my own field:

(1) I have become convinced that norms must be taken on board when studying a mmmber of issues in conference interpreting
in which they have been ignored so far, including quality research and didactics.

(2) I consider norm-related research into mterpreting attractive as an avenue for new projects and believe it 15 hkely to foster

more empirical research into interpreting and more nterdisciphnarity_ in particular with sociology and with research on written
translation.

(3) As an analyst of research into interpreting, [ feel that in the past decade or so, research in the field has been increasingly
governed by status -oriented norms at the expense of problem-sobing. Becoming aware of these norms and their operation is
important for researchers in the field.

(4) Very little has been written about norms in interpreting, so that even a text by a quasi-ignoramus may contribute something.
This text offers a few reflections on the role of norms and research on norms in the field of i mterprehng and briefly refers to a

case-study to show that norms should be taken on board in one tvpe of empirical research in which they have been neglected
so far.

Norms: A Neglected Factor in Interpreting Research

Much thought has been devoted to empirical investigation of interpreter performance under various conditions, from Bark
(1969) and Gerver (1976) to Tommola and Laakso (1997). In most of these cases, performance assessment was based on a

comparison of words or propositions in the source text and the target text without taking into account interpreting strategies:
researchers considered
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that deviations from the source text in the target text were due to cognitive problems, without allowing for deliberate decisions
by the interpreter to add this or omit that to improve the target text (for example Jones, 1997). Ironically, sometimes it is
precisely when there is cognitive overload that the interpreter cannot implement such strategies and may be forced to render
the source text hterally without optimising it (as is illustrated at the end of this contribution). The mplication is that the metric
chosen by researchers who neglect such strategies may measure the opposite of what it is supposed to measure. A correct
identification of norms is necessary in order to calibrate the propositional or other metrics used.

Interpreting strategies are at least partly norm-based just as translation strategies are, with one major difference . namely that in
conference interpreting, many of them primarily address cognitive constraints. In Gile (19935a: 201-4), five 'rules’ that could
E;}Lplﬂlﬂ the selection of 1 mterpr&hng 51:ratag1&5 are identified. Out of these, two are what could be called’ target- norms', namely
ma:!-:rr:mamg information recovery and ‘'maximising the communication impact of the speech’, and one is an Gphtﬂlﬂﬂtlﬂﬂ norm’,
namely 'minimising recovery interference’ (choosing a strategy that is less likely to canse problems with another EpEEEh
segment). Actually. ﬂ:la;!-:rtmamg the :nmmmu:atmn impact of the speech' can be considered a hxpemurm covering norms such
as ‘'making the meaning sufficiently clear’, "avoiding potentially offending translations’, 'finishing one's mterpretannn as rapidly as
possible’ (for TV interpreting), 'in a ﬁettmg with many non-native Epeal-:arﬁ of the target language, making one's language
neutral' (avoiding typically American, British or Australian expressions in English, or Canadian or Swiss expressions in French)
etc. As reflection and observation of field phenomena advance, other norms can be identified. listed and classified. depending
on the context.

An interesting question for research is to what extent norms differ as one moves from the didactic environment to the
professional environment, and from the interpreters to the users. A number of studies (in particular Kurz, 1996; Moser, 1997;
Kopczynski, 1994) have shown that different user groups have different expectations from mterpreting. Are interpreters aware
of these norms? If so, are they taught in the req:re::m e training pr ngrammea” If not, when and how are they learned by the
interpreters? One norm that was hammered into students at the mtarprehng training programme I attended in France insisted
that interpreters were must that, and did not do anv written translation in the framework of an interpreting contract. Reality
turned out to be different. Following that norm and many others tanght in school would have caused professional damage.
How manv norms have a similar destiny?

Fidelity norms are of paramount importance for research, but also for specific segments of the interpreting activity, in particular
court interpreting (see Mornis, 1993). Focusing on their mportance in research, if they are not based on pure propositional
matching between source text and target text, what are they based on” In a recent study, I found that assessors do not
necessarily agree on what is and what is not an error or omission (Gile, forthcoming), but the actual criteria are virtually
unexplored. Interestingly, while a prevailing norm in conference interpreting is the interpreter's 'neutrality', meaning s'he takes
side with the speakers as they take the floor. one sign-language interpreter who attended an
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interpreting workshop told me she signed to her deaf clients not only what the speakers were saying, but also about the
speakers, their style, their personality, etc. She was surprised that this was not the usual norm among conference interpreters.
Other sign-language interpreters have not confirmed this as a usual norm among them. French sign-language interpreters have
also told me that they disagree with the norms tanght at the sign-langnage interpreting programme in one particular school in
France. The issue is clearly of some importance and deserves to be investigated systematically.

In view of the on-site, on-line nature of mterpretation, bevond linguistic output norms. the interpreter's behavioural norms are
also an important area to investigate, especially in cowrt interpreting, in business interpreting, in interpreting for health services,
and in sign-language interpreting, but also in conference imterpreting. Sociologically speaking, a number of phenomena would
be particularly mteresting to study. such as the norms adopted by interpreters under the pressure of time and action when
interpreting speakers whose social status and behavioural and linguistic norms are different from their own: male/female,
immigrant vs. native or adminstrative authority, voung/old, low-class vs_ high-class indnidual, etc. Working on norms could
provide new insights into this aspect of the mterpreting profession(s).

Research on Norms: An Attractive Avenue for New Projects

The cognittve paradigm that has become popular in research into interpreting over the past decade or so is not an easy one for
beginners. Research on norms is more attractive insofar as it requires no experimental set-ups with or without inferential
statistics and no ac quisition of abstract, rather complicated lmnwledge on cognitive theories that seem remote from the act of
interpreting. In a paper published ten vears ago. Shlesinger was pessimistic about the possibilities, and focused on pinpointing
'those factors which encumber both the formation and the extrapolation of norms for interpretation' (Shlesinger, 1989- 111).
Unlike her, I believe that in many countries, interpreters are exposed to the work of much more than a handful of colleagues.
and that much is learned about norms in the course of initial training, where teachers are active professional interpreters and
every student's performance is assessed and corrected orally and in public. as opposed to the correction of written translation
assignments. Moreover, I believe that research about norms does not necessarily have to rely on large speech corpora. In the
field of mterpreting, such research is probably more efficiently done by asking interpreters about norms, by reading didactic.
descriptive and narrative texts about interpreting (what Toury, 1995: 65 calls 'extratextual sources), by analysing user
responses, and by asking interpreters and non-mnterpreters to assess target texts and to comment on their fidelity and other
characteristics using small corpora. The topic of norms and the corresponding research procedures may be more attractive to
many than work on cognitive issues, as they are more closely related to actual mtaxpr&tahnn work. and information collection
is relatively easier and interesting on a professional level. An added advantage is the fact that the considerable amount of
existing non-scholarly literature (for a list of published texts over the past eight vears, see The IR(TI)N Bulletin issues 1 to
17). that has been of little interest to researchers
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so far except for some historical work, could be explored for norms and may vield new insights into the profession.

Work done on norms i interpreting could allow interesting mteraction with work done on norms in written translation, where
decisions and behaviour are essentially similar, but tend to occur under a lesser time pressure and off-site. On a different level,
work on norms is likely to open up the researchers' mind to sociological concepts and working methods, which have been
neglected in the field of conference interpreting. As explained below. this could have healthy paradlgmatlc implications as well.

Norms in Interpreting Research

Interpreting research is still very remote from actual applications. Even in the field of didactics, Dodds (1997:90) rightly points
out that 'many many more vears of intense research’ will be necessary before one reaches that stage. More significantly_ for the
time being, research in the field is not prev aj]jnglﬁ. oriented towards problem-solving, and seems more intent on improving its
general methodological quality and on gaining scientific status (for example, Lambert & Moser-Mercer, 1994, the special issue
of Target on [ﬂterprehng Research [7:1]. Gambier er al _1997). This aspiration, associated with the attractiveness of the
cognitive disciplines to investigators of conference interpreting, gives the hard-nosed experimental paradigm defended by some
psychologists (but not allsee Gardner, 1985) excessive power and threatens further methodological development in the field: ff
vou want to be 'scientific’ and to be 'taken seniously’, do 'serious’ empirical work, preferably experimental. preferably with
inferential statistics (Lambert, 1994: 6; Moser-Mercer, 1998: 42)). Although I was trained in this paradigm and have been
calling for empirical research EIlDIlgSidE these and other researchers since the early eighties, I feel that such norms are
dangerous and that openness in paradigmatic and methndalaglcal choice should be defended. Identifving and exposing
prevailing norms and their sociological mteraction in the field may help.

A Case Study

[ should like to conclide with a concrete example to illustrate some of the ideas discussed above. The following data comes
from a study on the variability of fidelity perception: quantitative comparisons were made as regards targetspeech segments
which were either reported or not reported as errors or omissions (e/o's) by various types of assessors, here professional
interpreters (PI) vs. non-interpreters (INT), under visual (V) and auditory (A) presentation conditions (Gile, forthcoming). As
will be understood, the findings suggested that qualitative studies of the phenomenon focusing on norms was called for.
Source-speech extract:

Hello Ladies and Gentlemen. I'd like to apologise for the the films they weren't very informative. But that wasn't my
fault. It's because the Vietnamese government chopped out what I really wanted to show vou. Anyway um there's one
thing I'd like to correct and that is I'm down as the 'Brigade F oundation’. I am in fact the Christina Noble Rigade
Foundation.
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[ say I called it 'Rig’ because [ was hoping to encourage the oil people to give a little bit back to the countries that they
take the oi from.

Corresponding target-speech extract:

Bien. Bowjour mesdames et messieurs, je voudrais m'excuser pour les films qui n'"etaient pas trés informatifs.
Ca n'était pas vraiment ma faute. Il v a eu des parties que le gouvernement vietnamien a censurees. C'étaient
justement les choses que je voulais vous montrer les parties que je voulais vous montrer. Je voudrais
simplement dire que je ne suis pas la fondation Brigade comme c'est écrit sur le papier mais je suis je
représente la Fondation Rigade Christina Noble. Jai parlé de Rig parce que j'espérais gue les compagmnies
pérrolieres rendraient quelque chose a cewx dont ils prennent le pétrole. Il v a un jeu de mots parce qu'en
anglais le mot 'Rig's ‘applique a l'imfrastructure de l'exploitation petroliére . . . las machines.

The data below represents the proportion of professional interpreters (PI) and non-interpreters (INI) who reported the
particular segments selected here as errors or omissions:

Segment (1) The interpreter added emphasis when translating’. _ . that wasn't my fault' by saving 'Ca n'était pas vraiment ma
faute' ("It wasn't really my fault”).

PI NI
A 0% 23%
W 21% 25%

Segment (1) The interpreter omitted the explanatory 'because’ in his French translation of "It's because the Vietnamese
government. . .

PI NI
A 0% 0%
v 14% 30%

Segment (3): The interpreter omitted the idea of 'correcting’ in "There's one thing I'd like to correct’, and translated the verb by
‘dire’ ('say'):

PI NI
A 17% 20%
W 18% 30%

Segment (4): The interpreter replaced 'oi people’ by 'compagnies petrolieres’ (oil companies’).

PI NI
A 6% 13%
W 14% 10%

Segment (3): The interpreter omitted 'countries’ (in 'to the countries that they take the oil from"). Instead he referred to 'ceux
dont ils prennent le pétrole’ (those that they take the oil from").

PI NI
A 17% 26%
V 21% 15%
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The following comments can be made:

(1) The fact that se gment& were not reported as e/o's by all the assessors can be partly explained by attention fluctuations
which cansed subjects to 'miss' them, e&pema]lx in the anditory mode where the information is either prnu:&&&ad immediately or
disappears from working memory (as is seen clearly in another study. where assessors missed such e/o's and imagined other
elo'ssee Gile, 1995b). However, as demonstrated by comments some of the subjects made EpDﬂtﬂ.'tlEDllil‘- (see below), part
of the explanation probably lies in variability in their fidelity norms. One methodological challenge is to discriminate between
'non-reportings’' made because of cognitive 'misses’ and those made becanse of norm variability, just as it is imnportant to
ascertain the differences between fidelity norms for written texts vs. anditorily presented speeches. Without them, performance
assessment may be too unrehable.

(2) Besides high variability in the number of e/o's reported in each group and each presentation modality, the study showed the
lack of a clear correlation between the number of e/o's reported and the general fidelity rating given by the assessors for that
parl:in:ular target speech. On a scale Df 1 (1&11. pm:rr) to 3 “ (maﬂ good), 1'11 the viﬁual mude ﬁde]itv ratings of 4 were given fDI’ 0.
12 elo's. Dn the other hand, thrv.'—;e assessors out of four who repm'ted no e/o's rated ﬁdehtv at —1 not 5. :['l'l-li-lﬂ-it-féiult
suggests even more strongly that fidelity norms include a meaningful element other than clearly identifiable errors and

OIS SI0NS.

(3) The study was quantitative and not qualitative, and the subject of norms was not pursued further, but a few comments
made by the assessors spontaneously will help ilustrate norm-based v ariability. A few speculative comments were added by
myself on the basis of my reactions as an assessor and a professional interpreter (I make no claims regarding these
hypotheses, to be expanded and tested when the subject is taken up in a qualitative study).

In e/o (1), the addition of vramment' ('really’) in . . . that wasn't my fault' was considered by some a 'natural utterance
which did not add emphasis despite the adverb (comments made by subjects). In e/o (2}, while some subjects may have
missed 'becanse’ due to msufficient attention_ at least some of them considered that the context made the causal
relationship between 'it wasn't my fault' and 'the Vietnamese government chopped out what I really wanted to show you'
clear enough to make the word unnnecessary (comments made by subjects). In e/o (3), the word "correct’ before a
sentence correcting the name of the speaker's foundation may have been considered redundant in mnformational term by
some respondents (my speculation). In /o (4), the majority of respondents may have considered that translating the words
'oil people’ by 'compagnies pétrolieres’ ('oil companies’) was legitimate and actually added value to the speech by making
it more explicit and by using a word that the speaker may have been unable to retnieve due
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to lexical restriction. Other assessors may have considered that interpreters have no night to take such decisions (my
speculation). In e/o (3), in which 'countries’ was translated by 'ceux’ ('those people who'), the situation is opposite, with a

loss of accuracy in the interpreter's speech. While some respondents may have missed the e/o, others may have
considered that the loss was not significant (my speculation).

(4) One further e/o not discussed above is an addition by the interpreter at the end of the speech extract. in the last sentence.
He explains in French that the speaker is playing on the meaning of 'Rig' in the context of oi. This comment is clearly norm-
based: the interpreter feels that it is appropriate to explain something that French speakers would miss otherwise. A few
assessors only reported this as an e/o, probably meaning that some agreed with the norm, and some did not.

This last explicitation illustrates a point made earlier: the mterpreter was able to abide by the norm and explain the use of
'rig'which was later considered an error by some assessorsprecisely because he was in control of the situation. Had he been
under strong cognitive pressure due to high delivery speed or pressure from other input factors, he would have had to forego
the explanation, and would have fared better in terms of propositional matching of source and target speech.
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Okav, So How Are Translation Norms Negotiated?
A Question for Gideon Toury and Theo Hermans

Anthony Pym
Universitat Rovira 1 Virgili, Placa Imperial Tarraco 1, 43003 Tarragona, Spain

Norm, vou see, was a typical Australian slob who watched football on television as he drank beer. Norm was the norm., or at
least the behaviour pattern that the enlightened Australian government of the day was seeking to change. 'Life, be in it _

read the slogan that followed the image of Norm. telling us all to get up and do things. So the advertising campaign was aimed
at changing a norm (changing, not necessarily breaking) and would seem to have been successful, to judge by the figures one
now sees jogging along Australian beaches, not to mention the guilt [ feel as I sit and watch football on television. One set of
norms was transformed mto another. And vet the change was by no means between equal objects; it required investment,
effort, and exchange between people.

Now, norms are all very well. They exist, they change, and they can be changed from above or below, by reason, technology,
or creativity. Norms are certainly part of anything we do, including translation. Their empirical study usefully insists that most of
what we do, inchuding translation, varies from place to place, time to time, and is subject to social conditioning. This relatmvist
reminder 1s sometimes much needed. Yet the general concept of norms doesn't really get me moist in the nether regions,
neither with excitement nor disgust. Why? Probably because norms, such as we find them in the papers by Gideon Toury and
Theo Hermans, aren't really opposed to much except norms. You can have Norm 1 or Norm 2, or Norm 1.5 ff necessary, as
the scientific stance holds its object at arm's langl'h to make the appropriate measurements. But what I don't find. or don't find
enough of in the oppositions of norm and norm., is a radically opposed category that might broach what the Australian
advertising campaign was all about: Is life, in any mildly participative sense, really just another set of norms? It could be more
like the activity, the interactions, from which norms ensue and which thev in turn constrain. No, I don't want to grve a theory of
life here. God forbid! What I want to do is simply to edge the desu:nptrﬂﬁti a little further out of their armchars: I'd like them
to participate in the active construction of thewr object, or, better, to recognise more consistently that this is what we are all
doing.

My brief comments will thus focus on a question that remains largely unanswered in the papers by Toury and Hermans (nor
really answered in the other material at hand. for example, Simeoni, 1998; Chesterman, 1997; Hermans, forthcoming). I want
to ask about how norms might be related to some kind of participative social life. But I'll be more technical and ask how they
are apparently 'negotiated’ (since Toury uses the term). I would like to know how this is done, where it is done_ and by whom.
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Signs of Life?

The papers by Toury and Hermans both show signs of an aging structuralist empiricism (which they wouldn't name that way)
adjusting to critical theory with a sociological bent (which they might indeed name that way).

In Toury, the signs of the adj‘uﬂtment are the relattve absence of terms like 'system’ or 'polysystem’, and the robust presence of
items lilce ' power relations’, 'creativity’, and 'social gmupﬁ as well as vague human things like '‘hunches' and f&e]mgﬁ [ suspect
all these newish elements could be ahgned around the active verb 'to negntlate ('norms are negotiated', etc.), since the term
presupposes active human agents who are scarce, to say the least, in previous texts by Toury. Compare his paper in this
volume with, for example, the second chapter of Descriptive Translation Studies and Bevond (1995), where norms are
simply dmpped in as an object to be studied on the basis of observed regularities of behaviour. There were no people doing
anvthing in that chapter. Now, at least we have people 'negotiating’, and thus, perhaps. we have some kind of social logic
behind the emergence of norms.

Yet the adustment is not quite as smooth as one might have hoped. Here we still find insistence on norms as behavioural
‘regularities’. as something that might be accessible to ﬂncinlngical statistics and fingers that can count (not that, to my
knowledge, Toury has ever indulged in actual ﬂLUﬂbEI’EEDCJDng‘- 15 much easier to cite than to do). Here (in both Toury and
Hermans) we still find that norms are meaningful in terms of the non-selection of available alternatives, which is about all that
non-statistical structuralism ever had to say. And here (now specfifically in Toury) we still find very positive values attached to
the concepts of 'order’ and 'predictability’, apparently by a mind that very much wants our societies to make sense, to establish
regularities, and to produce norms of one kind or another.

In Toury, the admstment is helped by the recruitment of Dawvis and his explicit association of 'sociability’ or 'social creatmvity'
with 'order and predictability’. Other authorities could have iuppm'ted similar associations (digging deeper. one might
eventually reach the vitalist thought of Guyau's EDEJDng‘- where 'sociability’ was also the prime valie). When peuple conform
and work together. they are socially creative, and this is a good thing. Of course, Toury doesn't actually say 'this is a good
thing', but I believe the implicatures are there. And the underlying thought is noble ennugh not to be taken as an insult. My only
problem is that I like many others of my generation, started theorising these things in the context of recycled T'el Quel
revolutions, where absolute creattity (‘productivite sans produit’, said Knisteva at the time) required that all norms (usually in
the guise of 'codes’) be seen as ideological impositions, power-based constraints. They unacceptably restricted activities that
were somehow opposed to norms: fractured subjectivities, subversive polysemy, the dynamics of difference, and associated
battle-cries that vou might remember f vou were there at the time. From that perspective, vou see, social life is not simply a
matter of one norm against another, or of meaning ensuing from the selection of A rather than B, or of people politely
socialising in order to agree on acceptable behaviour, or of analysts passively observing regular patterns. Much else was
happening; even more was supposed to happen; and critical theory, by no means neutral.
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was supposed to help make it happen. Of course, we are no longer there ("violence' was a positive word then; now our
politically correct radicals use it negatively). But some of us might quietly regret that, opposed to norms, we had, at the time,
the seething dynamics of what I would now like to call, in memory of Guvaun and the Australian government, 'life’. And that is
precisely what I miss in Toury's somewhat forced compatibility of sociability and regularity. Without adequate attention to all
those vital processes, the verb 'to negotiate’, along with its refreshing companions, seems to be dangling on a loose end.

Theo Hermans would appear to have made the same adjustment in a rather more abrupt way. The careful, level-headed and
cautious empiricist of the seminal Hc;rmpu&m'aﬂ volume [:193‘:) has somehow been seduced into full-blown critical theory of
an even more postmodern ilk. [ mean, we cruise along quite nicely with the story of the Flemish translator of B oethis; we are
doing some kind of history or using concepts to investigate facts; and then, splash, we dive into the deep end of a strange
theoretical certitude: 'Translations compound and intensify the refractory increase in voices, perspectives and meanings, they
stmultaneously displace and transform texts, and produce . . ', and I spare you the rest. What is this? Certainly not a series of
hypotheses awaiting falstfication. [ suspect that the sentence, and the five or so pages that follow it is a report on theories read
rather than translations studied. And since it has little to do with normsthey are not mentionedlet me summarily dispense with
the matter: Sorry. but the vast majority of translations I deal with. even the ones I do. are linguistically and ideologically
conservative because they reinforce imaginary boundaries between languages. Sorry, but the theoretical sleight of hand here is
to attribute actrve verbs to translations as things (can objects really 'compound and mtenarﬁ. 'displace and transform'?) rather
than to translators as people (since I suppose that only subjects. be they producing or recemng_ can propetly 'negotiate”).
Sorry, but I preferred the doubting Theo Hermans who once wanted to check such things.

Next question.

Where Do Norms Operate?

The Sigﬂﬁ of life are good. They are a generally positive development. Yet they tend to overshadow the specific question of
norms in such a way that I'm no longer sure exactly where the norms are supposed to do their stuff Consider Toury:

'‘whenever regularities are observed, they themselves are not norms [. . .]. observed regularities testify to recurrent underlying
motives'. So norms are somewhere behind or ‘under' the regul;mtte& observed. Okay. Norms are also. apparently, the
'‘translation of ganeral values or ideas shared by a community' (Toury. 1995: 55). So, if we can ov erlook the ineptitude of using
the term 'translation’ in a definition of translational phenomena, we have some kind of order or genealogy linking observed
regularities, norms, and 'shared vales', with the latter at the bottom of the heap. This is confusing because "underlying motives'
are not necessarily the same things as 'shared values'. It s also difficult to grasp because norms occasionally re-appear well
beyond this eminently social erubeddmg as when Toury describes them as 'explanatory hypotheses', as something that the
researcher ultimately invents in order to link observed
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regularities to some assumed ‘underlyving motves' or 'shared values'. Norms are thus at once somehow in the object and in the
explanatory narrative. The trick, I suppose. is to ensure they're in both places at once, so that the ones we describe have as
close a relation as possible to the ones we presume are there. But I'm not sure that TCH.]I"- or Hermans really tell me how to do
that. Becanse I'm not really sure where the 'there' is.

Let's take something that looks like a norm. John Milton (1994_1996) has found that in a corpus of Brazilian translations of
popular novels in the period 1943-1976, non-standard English is never rendered as non-standard Portuguese. Milton
observes a regularity; he can construe at least one alternatrve to this regularity (ie. translate into Brazilian dlﬂlectﬁ} he would
thus appeat to have bagged a norm. What is the norm? Apparenﬂx to produce a 'more hnmngem&ed register than the
sources , which Milton (1994:28) actually calls a "primary norm’, with reference to Toury. But what is the difference between
this 'norm’ and the 'observed regularitv'“ Not much. The regularity supports the description, and the terms of the description
are what looked for the regularity. This is because we have done nothing more than quanhfa one isolated variable. That doesn't
get us very far until we start to tie that variable to a few other variables. I mean, the norm is fine, and might as well be identfied
with the observed regulaﬂtv but it has nothing much to say until correlated with something else. In an early paper. Milton does
indeed find that the norm is associated with the presence of EE:[IEDI’Sl]lp the officialist ideologies of the publishing houses
concerned, the Brazilian military regime at the time, and the false image of a homogeneous and non-contestational society that
must ensue from novels where everyone uses the same register. String all those variables together and we get something more
than a banal regularity. We have started to explain how and why the norm might have come about; we have delved into the life
behind the numbers; and we are using some kind of model to do so (in this case a dash of Althusser and Ideological State
Apparatuses). Yet none of this can be definittve: in later papers Milton explains the same norm in terms of translators’ rates of
pay (they had no time to delve mnto dialect). In still more recent reflections (well, we were talking about it in the car this
morning ). Milton makes more of the fact that many of these novels were translated for children and adolescents, a sector in
which the norm, for both translational and non-translational writing, was to use standard language only. So perhaps the
translation norm was merely conforming to target-culture norms, in which case it would not really be a translation norm, would
it?

[ imagine Toury correcting me politely: No, he says, the norm is to conform, and I (and John Milton) have made the mistake of
identifying the norm with the thing conformed to (the observed regulanity). All right. It suits me quite well to locate properly
translational norms in the space where one decides to accept or change target-culture norms, since that space is quite likely to
be intercultural. But none of that terminological shuffling really solves the basic methodological problem. If the one dependent
variable (refusal of non-standard language) can be explained in terms of vanables involing political ideologies, translators' pay
and norms for educational literature, to name but three possible paths, how are we to choose between these independent
variables? How are we to interrelate them to form some kind of model?
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Can Toury and Hermans help us with this problem? Can they tell us how variables might be strung together? And where,
exactly, was the negotiating in this case” (Where, for that matter, was the 'refractory increase in voices'7)

If we really want to know where norms operate, [ think we need to know more about what to do with terms like 'motives’ and
'shared values' in contexts like this. The mere observation and description of norms doesn't explain a great deal. It just tells us
that there are norms. We have to know about the other variables.

Who Negotiates N orms?

If there is to be negotiation, we need people able to negotiate. Who are these people” Where are they? Are they
professionals, working on behalf of interested parties”? Are they the principles themselves? Are they in the centres of cultures?
Or perhaps in small groups along the edges?

In Descriptive Translation Studies and Bevond, Toury starts from a basic spatial binarism_ assuming that translation ‘imvolves
at least two languages and two cultural traditions, i.e., at least two sets of norm- systems on each level' (Toury, 1993: 6} This
seems to mean that norms are either on one side or the other. a division that does indeed underlie the 'iitial norms' that imvolve
adequacy or acceptability as a strategic aim. This sort of vision made life difficult for people, like myself, who think they find
norms in the mtersections or overlaps of cultures, in the intercultures where I suspect a lot of translators work. It also
complicated things for people, like me, who suspect that norms found only on one side or the other are mostly not properly
translation norms, since they tend to concern non-translational text practices as well as translation (e.g_ standard language in
educational books). Happily, when Toury addresses these questions now, he basically says all previous bets are off. Anyvthing
is possible. In each case you have to look around and see who and what the pertinent groups are. This is a huge advance on
the previous binary thinking. Now we simply don't know.

How should we find out? Let me risk a practical suggestion. When deciding who the pertinent groups are, or indeed what
independent variables are likely to be of interest, we should trv to make sure the signs are there, somewhere in the documental
object. and somehow related to a debate. This means reading the prefan:e& the critical reactions, readers’ responses, anvthing
that can help locate arguments for or against the observed norm. This is more or less what Hermans does in his reading of de
Buck. Catholic Flanders is not opposed to Protestant Holland simply becanse Hermans thinks this 1s the major division of the
world (although Hermans does come from one side rather than the other); it is the division named in de Buck's preface. In
Milton's study of popular novels, prefaces are used for similar orientation, although there, in a context of censorship, it is as
important to read what was actively unsaid. If those signs were not there, researchers could more or less piu:,k on any social
group or banal regulaﬂtv they liked, accumulating arbitrary variables in accordance with their latest readings in critical
sociology. If the signs are there, and if they allow us to hypothesise that someone is arguing with someone else. it is usually not
too difficult to dig around a little to locate those figures within quite specific social groups, which may or may not be within the
one culture. Examples: In my work on Hispanic translation history, some of the debates are between the church and
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foreign translators (twelfth century), the church and the crown (transition to the thirteenth), the crown and Jewish translators
(thirteenth), militant religious orders and Jewish translators (early fifteenth). a Spanish reformer and an [talian humanist (mid
fifteenth), exiles and non-exiles (eighteenth to twentieth), reformists and aesthetes (twentieth), and so on. The groups are
uneven in size_, power, and cultural location. To that extent, Toury is quite right to leave the question as open as possible; he is
correct to accept a far more fragmented social model than the systems to which he previously subscribed. But the centre of
our interest, you see, has now shifted from the nature of the norms themselves to the social confrontations in which they are,
indeed. negotiated.

Now, let me finther suggest that, if such signs of debate can be located, there is no need to pay undue attention to many
statistical regularities. When trving to locate a norm of some kind it is often enough to pick up traces of dissent or debate, or
some degree of challenge to the norm. It is often of remarkably little consequence exactly what quantitatve regularity is
attached to the practices concerned: factors like authority or association with a dominant social group tend to be of rather
more weight.

Several interesting things happen when we approach translation history in this way. Instead of compiling chronicles of stability
(since that's what we first find when we start looking for norms), we approach the history of change (which is, after all, what
history is all about). Instead of risking an arbitrary selection of regularities or social groups, we can at least pmnt to evidence
that might help tie our descriptions to things actually at work within the historical objects. And instead of mapping norms onto
just one social group or dominant ideology, we start to see them as the results of disagreements bridged by adaptation and
compromise.

If vou like, John Milton would not really have to choose between variables concerning translators, political ideologies or
literary genres. He might, for example, look for signs that an inter cultural group of translators wanted to render all features of
their source texts, that a group of nationalist educationalists sought to exclude translations altogether from the available
children's literature, and that some kind of negotiation between the two resulted in translations being accepted without non-
standard language. That is onlv a suggestion, a possible model. But it makes as much sense as norms that simply hang in the
space of regularities, or norms that by definition belong on one side or the other.

Why I Prefer Negotiation

[ do not pretend to have solved all the problems. And I'm not really here to sell my own replacements for norms. But I would
like to stress, in semi-conchision, some of the advantages that ensue from taking the term 'negnﬁaﬁnn' seriously. [ am aware
that the term is often used as a conveniently vague metaphor, and that's how I suspect it is operating in Toury. And it must
indeed be a metaphor in most of our studies. Translators. patrons and social groups very rarely actually come together to
work out the norms that might enable them to work together despite their differences: we mostly have to see our field as if
people were doing this, as if they were in a negotiation process. But the theories of that process can help us in several ways.

First, norms are already present in neo-classical negotiation theory (along with
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technical definitions of principles, rules, procedures, strategies and so on, offering us some quite precise analytical tools).
Second, negotiation theorists are very much aware that norms are both part of what is to be agreed and part of the process of
agreement (the most important norms are the ones that concern how the norms are to be negotiated). This imbrication may
help us to think about the relations between the mtercultural 7ow of translation (properly translational norms, for me) and the
what of the outcomes of translation (often the non-translational norms of target-culture genres). Third, negotiation theory
generally sees the amm of these processes as being to facilitate cooperation despite difference, as opposed to the blunt
differences that are now the gold sought by many of our relativist approaches. And fourth, neo-functionalist the ories are
starting to see how international institutions can become something more than the intergovernmental negotiations on which they
are based. and how the agents can thus form epistemic communities that then oppose and overrule the principles that were
originally represented (the European Court, for example, can oppose its member states). It could pay to ask if translators and
their institutions might be able to function in such a way, at a level beyond the constitution of source and target cultures.

But to ask those questions, we have to think well bevond the level of culture-specific norms. Qur attention should perhaps be
focused on the human negotiators. the people wmvolved in the development of translational norms, rather than on the mere
apparition of the norms themselves. The papers by Toury and Hermans, in pointing to modes of life in and around norms, do
much to mitiate this process. But there is still a long way to go.

Life?

The Australian advertising campaign did much to change Norm's qllt}hdlﬂ.ﬂ slobbery. How was this achieved? Basically, by
producing a schematised representation of the norm to be changed. That is. by describing a particular set of norms. From this
we might usefully learn that our descriptions of normsbe they those of Descriptive Translation Studies or of some kind of more
critical theoryare far from neutral When we describe, we immediately participate. This means that, as various social groups
negotiate the norms of translation, we are not merely observers on the sidelines. It is good and pleasing to see Toury and

Hermans loosening their lab coats a little and admitting, between the lines, to degrees of involvement. Whether we like it or
not, some kind of life is at work in the negotiation of norms. And we are all in it.
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Looking Through Translation:
A Response to Gideon Toury and Theo Hermans

Douglas Robinson
Department of English, Unmversity of Mississippi, MS 38677, USA

These two essays by prime movers in what is variously called (by Toury) Descriptive Translation Studies [I}TS} or (by
Hermans) the Manipulation School, or. earlier f:I::ﬁ.r [tamar Even-Z ohar). polysystems theory, both focus on the impact on
translation of social norms. Somewhat tongue- in-cheek, Toury traces the history of the Etlld“- of norms in translation studies,
not (quite) wanting to take full credit for the pioneering of this approach in the middle 1970s; certainly the study of translation
norms has never been more current and vibrant than it is today, almost 25 vears later, and much of the credit for thar fact must
surely be laid at Toury's feet.

The papers are very different. Toury's, outwardly the chattier and more casual of the two, is in fact the more tightly structured;
in fact it offers an almost perfectly formed mtroduction to norms research as it is imagined in DTS. Hermans' piece, more
formal in tone, is something of a grab-bag of different loosely fitting items: a brief history of a single translation. Adrianus de
Buck's 1653 Dutch translation of Boethius's Consolation of Philosophy, in which he attempts to demonstrate in actual
historiographical practise how translation norms are derived and how they must have worked; some broader theoretical
frameworks for the study of social norms,. borrowed from Niklas Luhmann and Pierre Bourdieu (both Towry and Hermans
have found Daniel Simeoni's reading of Bourdieu exciting and productive for translation studies); some ruminations on what
translation can teach us about culture; vet another attack on the notion of equivalence, even as hollowed out by Toury; some
interesting but unfortunately truncated suggestions toward the theorisation of the 'translator function', based on earlier similarly
truncated suggestions from Myriam Diaz-Diocaretz, Rosemary Arrojo, and me; and some conchuding warnings against too
scientific an approach to translation, based on the awareness that everything we say about translation is itself based on
'‘translations’ or interpretations of texts.

For my purposes as respondent, Hermans' essay is the more interesting of the two; its looser structure, along with Hermans'
willingness to get down and dirty with the practical processes of actually dﬂ!ﬂg norm-governed translation history, grves me
mmuch more to say in a relatively short space than Toury's more theoretical piece. 1 What I propose to do. then, is to direct
most of my remarks in the text to Hermans, and offer a few passing critiques of Toury in the endnotes.

Translation and Light
[ want to begin my reading of Hermans' essay at what may seem at first a rather strange place. I want to approach it

tropologically, eliciting from his metaphors for translation a chuster of images that will, [ hope, suggest some imp ortant
perspectives on the epistemological and hence also methodological
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problems that [ see dogging the various descriptive approaches represented by these two essays.

Spectfically, I want to read Hermans' essay first in terms of his metaphors of translation in terms of the passage through them
of light: transparency and opacity. Here for example are two separate passages in Hermans' essay 'reflecting’ (or refracting)
the trope of the translation as either transparent or opaque:

If translations were neutral, transparent, unproblematical, they would be dull and uninformative, either in themsebves or
as documents of cultural history and the history of ideas. They would be about as interesting as xerox machines. But
because they are opaque, complicitous, and compromised. the history of translation supplies us with a highly charged.
revealing series of cultural history and the history of ideas.

. in translating other people’s concepts of translation . . . our concepts are unlikely to hold up a transparent image.
They must be based on concepts of translation. As we saw, precisely because translation is norm-governed and
impregnated with valies, it is never diaphanous, never innocent or transparent or pure, never without its own
intermingled voices. On the contrary, it appropriates, transforms, deflects, and dislocates everything within its grasp.

The Greek and Latin words for substances that allow light to pass through them undistorted. 'diaphannu&' and 'transparent’.

are associated here with neutrality, the absence of problems. dullness, a failure to inform; and. in the second passage. with
innocence and purity. This would be, according to Hermans (and I would agree). more or less the traditional conception of
translation in terms of equivalence. The opposite of transparency includes, in these two passages, opacity, complicity,
compromise_ high charge, revelation; and, in the second passage, mpregnation with values, intermingled voices. appropriation,
transformation. deflection. and dislocation. This latter list would cover his conception of translation as viewed through the
norms concept. 2

What leaps out at me immmediately from those lists is the word opacity. Are translations really 'opaque'? What would that
mean’ 'Opaque’ is obviously the polar opposite to 'transparent’. so ff Hermans is trying to convince us that his norms approach
to translation is radically different from the traditional approach that he associates with transparency, without a doubt opacity is
the mmage to use. But what does it mean? Lawrence Venuti uses it, too, in his introduction to Rethinking Transiation, where
he encourages us (and more specifically the translator) to treat words as material things, i.e__ to respect 'their opacity, their
resistance to empathic response and interpretive mastery’ (1992: 4). So Hermans is not alone in his use of this mmagery. But I
still don't understand it. How are words ever material or opaque? What would an opaque translation be? One vou can't see
through, obviously; but what would the trope of 'seeing through' signify here?

‘What, for that matter, does the transparency of a translation mean? Hermans speaks of 'hold[ing] up a transparent image’,
which sounds almost like an oxymoron to me: an image vou can see through. See through to what? [ assume he means by

transparency something like the traditional notion that the
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translation should be a window to the oniginal: a piece of glass held up between the viewer and the orniginal, so as to make it
fully and undistorte dly wisible. Elsewhere he writes, summarising this traditional view: 'A translation most coincides with its
original when it is most transparent, when it approximates pure resemblance’. This offers two different metaphors for
translation, clearly (an adverb Hermans is fond of, and why not, as it fits the general transparency trope quite nicelymore of
that below), one of the window, the other of the copy. The copy presumably would be opaque too, but since those two
images belong to two different metaphorical fields, it would be unfair to stress that (unless the transparency of the image is a
blending of the two fields?). The transparency or opacity of a translation hinges on our (in)ability to see through it to the
original; the resemblance between a copy and an original depends on our ability to look back and forth between them and
make comparisons

A focus on transparency and opacity, then, suggests that Hermans is troping norm-governed translation in terms of its ability to
block our vision of the onginal This seems strange, but what else could opacity mean? The other words he uses to describe
translation in a norms approach do not suggest this blocking, so we might want to grve him the benefit of the doubt and suggest
that he does not really mean opacity, even figuratrvely, let alone literally. What he really means, say, is translucence, or some
other form of visual distortion, the creation of a distortive or corrective (or, more neutrally. n’anifnrmame) lens of some sort.
Certainly his vocabulary for the norm- gov erned conception of translation that he prefers includes eulogistic images of 'seeing
through', especially of revelation, which is to say of tearing away the veil (the history of translation supplies us with a highly
charged, revealing series of cultural history"). and of deflection ('it appropriates. transforms. deflects, and dislocates
evervthing within its grasp”)ywhich in an optical imagery might better be called refraction. Most of his eulogistic words, in fact,
suggest the distortion of vision, not its total blockage. But he keeps repeating that the translation is ﬂpe::tﬁca]lv opague: First,
what makes translation mtere&tmg as a cultural phenomenon is precisely its lack of transparency, i.e. its opacity and
complicity _ . . Translation is necessarily hvbrid, overdetermined, opaque, different’. This puzzles me. Yes, translations deflect,
refract, distort the 'light' by which we see the original But what do we gain by imagining them as blocking that light? Should
we be imagining the translator as deliberately or mevitably alienating the target reader from the source text or author or culture,
making the source text inaccessible to the target reader? Or what?

Epistemology as 'Seeing Through'

The ep15tamc+1c+g1n:al problem that this light mmagery can point us to, [ suggest, revolves around the mmplications of 'clarity’, a
word which in its adverbial form runs like a scarlet thread all through Hermans' essay:

De Buck's selection is clearly governed by and in turn strengthens already strong normative constraints.

In other words, through de Buck's comments the boundaries of translation as he and presumably a number of his
contemporaries understand them_ come clearly into view as well. (Emphasis in both cases added)
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And so on. Just what kind of clarity are we talking about here? I think we can 'clearly’ see that it has something to do with
seeing. perhaps more specifically with seeing through. There is something to be seen; it needs to be seen clearly. What we
need is a lens for seeing it clearly. I'm not sure 'clearly’ and "transparently’ are synonymous here, but 'clearly’ they are closely
related. Hermans wants us to be able to see something without distortion. which was more or less the express goal of
translation conceived as 'transparent’ as well.

The issue is considerably more complicated than [ am making it seem so far, of course; I am just tryving to get the key images
out on the table. At first blush it does seem, however, as if Hermans wants a kind of clarity out of translation studies that he
does not want (or does not think it pDEEﬂI}IE to Dbtam) out of translation. Certainly there is a conceptual conflict in his insistence
that the history of opaque translation 'supplies us with a highly c,hargad_ revealing series of cultural history and the history of
ideas'. If translation is opaque. what can it reveal? If translation is opaque, surely it is the veil that must be removed before it
can reveal anything? But this is 'clearly’ not what Hermans wants to say. He wants to say, I think, that we can see cultural
history and the history of ideas through translation. Clearly. Without distortion? Perhaps not; Hermans is much more aware of
the epistemological complexities involved here than, say, Toury (see especially Hermans' concluding section, 'Translating
Translation"). But perhaps with minimal distortion.

Translation is opaque.
Translation is a distorting lens that we see through only with difficulty.
Translation can reveal cultural history clearly.

Three significantly different epistemologies, 'clearly’. And all of them are operant, though perhaps only subliminally,
imagistically, rhetorically, in this one essay.

What this epistemological morass means for Hermans is a good deal of methodological shipping and sliding. For example, in his
illustration of the n:upm‘tann:e of norms in translation history, the story of de Buck's Dutch translation of Boethms's Consolation
of Philosophy.it is never quite 'clear’ what sort of method he is applying. All we know is that it is wrapped up with the
discovery or inference of 'norms’ that (must have) constrained de Buck's work. Hermans defines his method as follows: "Since
a norms-based approach to translation starts from the assumption that the translation process involves decision-making on the
part of the translator, it will focus on the question of what choices are made in relation to available alternatives, and what it is
that steers translators towards one preferred option rather than another'. The word 'focus' suggests here that the 'object' to be
seen ‘clearly’ would be the translator's specific "'choices’, or decision-making process. This of course is a psychological black
box that the think-aloud protocols people have been tmng to solve in the present, with lving subjects and tape recorders, but
with massive epistemological problems nonetheless (how can we ever Imow that what the subjects say corresponds to what
they are actually thinking or doing in thewr heads as they translate?). With long-dead translators from three and a half centuries
ago, the epistemological problems proliferate. How can we ever hope to know what de Buck was thinking in translating this
way or that?
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Well, we have his translation_ of course. We know some of the political and social history of the Low Countries i the mid-
seventeenth century (and Hermans reviews that briefly for us). That's about it. Some words on the page, purporting to be de
Buck's translation of Boethius; some words on other pages, purporting to be what really happened in the Low Countries three
and a half centuries ago. From these textual matenials, Hermans proposes to elicit de Buck's translatorial decision-making
processto get nside the translator's head. Descriptively. And clearly.

A tall order. The main problem Hermans faces, of course, is that texts tell us precious little about thewr authors, and what little
they do tell, they do not tell clearly. Hermans wants de Buck's translation to hold up a transparent image to de Buck's
translatorial choices, but he has just been telling us that translations do not hold up transparent images, so he is in a bit of a
quandary.

His solution is to argue circularly. He does not explicitly call this a hermeneutical circle. but since that is the most generous
reading [ can place on his argumentative style, I will assume that that is how he intends it to be read. For example:

Why Boethms? Just as Boethms drew comfort from philosophical speculation at a time when he was in prison awaiting
execution, so the hard-pressed citizens of Flanders will derive consolation from reading Boethius in their hour of need.
That is what makes Boethius an apt choice for de Buck. In preference to an unspecified number of alternative
possibilities. Just how many possibilities were realistically available to de Buck 1s obviously mmpossible to ascertain
The list will almost certainly have included works such as Justus L'rpﬂ'ruﬁ' De constantia of 1584 Lipsms was a
Catholic writer and enjoy ed international fame as a Humanist at Louvain Univ ersity, barely fifty miles from de Buck's
town of Veurne. His De constantia, a dialogue in the Stoic tradition, had been written, like Boethins' Consolation.to
find equanimity amid a sea of troubles and proved an immediate European bestseller.

And so on. De Buck chose Boethms becanse his Flemish compatriots needed consolation; and we know that because there
were other Latin works offering consolation that de Buck could have chosen to translate instead. De Buck could have chosen
another work offering consolation; hence his choice of Boethins had something to do with his desire to offer consolation. X
therefore Y, Y, therefore X. As Hermans himself puts it. in classically circular style: 'In other words, highlishting obvious but
excluded alternatives allows us to appremate the mngcance of de Buck's selection, as we can see him making his own choice
optimally relevant in view of what is already available in terms of suitable source texts. In prowviding solace and a morale-
booster his translation constitutes an answer to a percerved problem'. The alternative Hermans highlights is "obvious' to him
because he has already decided that de Buck wanted to offer the Flemish consolation: that's how he happens upon Lipsius.
Once he has happened on Lipsms, the 'exclusion’ of De constantia as a source text helps him see 'clearly' that de Buck's
choice of Boethis really did have something to do with a desire to console the Flemish.

The last part of that is especially significant: 'his translation constitutes an answer
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to a percerved problem’. My question is, who "percerves’ the problem ('clearly")? Presumably, for Hermans, de Buck.
Actually, of course, it is Hermans, as he himself freely admits later in his essay ('It is, as always, the observer who constructs
the case before him or her, rendering data relevant by deploving them as evidence”). So 'his translation constitutes an answer
to a percerved problem' could be read in at least two mutually contradictory ways, revolving around the identity of the
perceiver and the interpretation we place on the polysemous word 'constitutes'”:

(a) De Buck's translation is an answer to the problem de Buck himself percerved (i.e. that Flanders needed consolation).

(b) Using de Buck's translation Hermans creares (generates, construes) an answer to the problem Hermans percemves
(ie. that Flanders in de Buck's day needed consolation).

In (a), the object is seen clearly, without the dlEtDI‘tlIlg lenses of historical interpretation (or the textual evidence that is thus
interpreted). A problem exists. De Buck percetves it. By translating Boethms, he solves it, or at least offers a solution to it. In
(b), the hermeneutical distortions of all interpretive lenses are everywhere present. Hermans has a text, and doesn't know what
to do with it. He wants to say something about it. He wants to say something about norms in connection with it But there are
no norms clearly' visible i it. So he 'constitutes' them out of the translation, out of the text, by circular reasoning: this and that
feature of the text suggests the operation of norms in society; the operation of those norms gave the text the shape it has. For

example:

The fact however that in both these cases he feels the need explicitly to ]'u5t|f=. his recourse to a paraphrastic mode
with reference to specific places and specific reasons suggests that, although it is a legitimate form of translating and
hence one that meets existing expectations about what constitutes translation. ie. one that stays within the perimeter
policed by the constitutive norms and conventions of translation, de Buck recognises it as more marginal than the
'standard’ mode of translation. This is presumably because paraphrase, requiring the translator to speak more overtly
in his or her own name, tends to forms such as glossing, commentary, or imitation. These forms are all adjacent to,
may occasionally overlap with but are definitely not coterminous with the prevailing concept of translation. In other
words, through de Buck's comments the boundaries of translation as he and presumably a mumber of his
contemporaries understand them_ come clearly into view.

The textual evidence Hermans is working from here is that de Buck tells his readers that he has translated the title of Boethms's
book 'm an explanatory manner' (tot breeder verilaringh), and some of his translations of the more difficult poems are
(literally) 'a little wide-loping' or (more paraphrastically) 'somewhat circumambulatory’ (een lustel wijde-loopigh). All the rest
of that analysis of the norms and conventions and boundaries immpinging on de Buck's work is built, by logical inference, out of
those two brief phraseswell, those phrases and the knowledge, whose source we are not given, that paraphrase is not
generally
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considered 'coterminous’ with another approach to translation that Hermans calls 'standard’ and 'prevailing'. Prevailing in de
Buck's time and place? Presumably; but presuming seems to be all Hermans is doing as well We have documented evidence
(not in this essay, but for example in Robinson, 1997) of numerous remarks from other times and places in translation history
ﬂuggEEting that many people did not consider paraphrase 'true' translation, or the 'best' kand of translation; did that attitude
‘prevail in the mid- seventeenth-century Low Countries as well? We are not told; certainly ff Hermans has historical evidence
for this he doesn't give it to us. And his use of the present tense ('may occasionally overlap with but are definitely not
coterminous with') suggests that he is in fact referring to an ahistorical or transhistorical conception of translation that he merely
presumes would have prevailed in de Buck's society as well, because de Buck described two parts of his translation as
'explanatory’ and 'circumambulatory’, which sound roughly congruent with 'paraphrastical’.

And the result of all this circular presuming” We are handed two inferences about de Buck's specific norm-bound choices,
now explicitly called ‘facts”: that he 'felt the need' to justify his approach explicitly, and that he 'recognises it as more marginal'.
Based on these 'facts' Hermans is able to conclude: 'through de Buck's comments the boundaries of translation as he and
pream:uablv a number of his contemporaries understand them. come clearly into view'. I wouldn't call the textual evidence or
the interpretive presumptions by which Hermans arrives at this presentation of his 'object’ opaque, exactly; but they are not
really what I would want to call 'clear’ or 'transparent’, either. Perhaps they are simply as distortive as the lenses that, he says,
are found in all translation.

History, Science, and Hermeneutics

It may simply be bad timing that Hermans wrote this paper before Anthony Pym's horizon-expanding book Method in
Translation History (1998) came out, and the paper was sent to me for comment afier the book was out and I had read it.
For in light of Pym's systematic and comprehensive methodological guide, Hermans' discussion of de Buck looks suspiciously
like bad historiography. Pym leans more toward an empinical, positivistic, Popperian view of historiography than I do. and
some of his book may be subject to intense criticism; but the book does suggest to me that descriptive historians of translation
may need to do more than simply construe norms from the translations and paratexts that are supposedly constrained by them_
3 As Pym makes clear, part of the problem underlying norms research as it is practised today by DTSers like Toury and
Hermans is that it aspires to the status of an empirical or objective or positive science, when norms (mﬂjl-:e say, rocks) have
no positive existence to be empirically described. They are really, as Toury seems almost-but-not- quite ready to admit in his
own essay, just a way of talking about the feeling we have that our behaviour is guided by social :Dﬂﬂn’amtiiubjacm e forces
rather than objective ones, even if the subjectivity imvolved is by definition a collective one, or, perhaps, arises out of the
dialectical interchange between indniduals and collectives 4 If the DTS scholars are to continue to present thewr findings as
descriptive 'science’, they need to focus far more attention on their methodologies (and perhaps that will be one of the results

of Pym's book).
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If we imagine DTS as qualitattve empirical research, for example. we would expect researchers in the field to make some
effort at triangulationseeking corroborating evidence of translational norms from sources outside the translations and translation
paratexts themselves_ so as to offer some sort of substantiation for the 'explanatory hypotheses' that norms currently must
remain. This sort of triangulation will not solve the epistemological problems raised by this sort of research, but it might mitigate
the worst methodological effects of those problems somewhat.

Then again_ such triangulation may simply prove mpossible. After all, what other sources do exist for these norms but the
textual ones that these scholars are already u5i11g” The qua]itat'ne DTSer cannot exactly engage in paxtin:ipant observation in
the seventeenth century. or send de Buck a questionnaire. If this is the caseif norms research is never going to get more
scientific than it is to daxDTS scholars might want to consider formulating more hermeneutical methods based expressly on the
close reading of texts and philosophical speculation, such as the one Friedrich Nietzsche developed in A Genealogy of
Morals, or Sigmund Freud developed in Civilization and its Discontents, or Kenneth Burke developed m The Rhetoric of
Religion, or (gentle raader} vour humble author developed in Translation and Taboo. 1 am certainly not saying I want the
DTS group to flock to my 'camp' (indeed i I found that I had a camp. I would immediately set about pulling up tent stakes
and smothering the campfires with dirt). But hermeneutics at least has a philosophically sophisticated methodology that is well-
suited to the materials it attempts to explainand also, as I have been suggesting, to the elucidation of such nebulous forces as
social norms. If in fact there is no way norms can be reliably evidenced, if all we have to work with i the descriptive
exploration of norms and their impact on translations is speculative inferences from texts_ then the hermeneutical circle would
be a much more productive tool than the scientistic pretense that inference and idealisation can ever vield hard datathat the
‘explanatory hypotheses' Toury calls norms can ever be empirically verffied.

And if the only consideration that prevents the DT Sers from ﬂ:lal{ing the leap into unabashed hermeneutics remains a pining for
the institutional status and clout of 'science’, they rmght as well give it up. Failed scientism, rtr:rpnﬁﬁ:ﬂ:}le scientism, only makes the
greatest strengths of this approachclose textual exegesis, elaborate philosophical systems, imaginatve Epe:ulatmﬂlnnk like its
points of greatest weakness.

Notes

1. This is, in fact, somewhat ronic, given Toury's express preference for research over theory: 'As always. my main interest
lies with descriptive- Expfc;rm:rmﬂ research rather than mere theorising. For me, theory formation within Translation Studies
has never been an end in itself. Its object has always been to lay a sound basis and Eupplv an elaborate frame of reference for
controllable studies into actual behaviour and its results and the ultimate test of theory is its capacity to do that service'.
Theory-formation may for Toury not be an end in itself, but in this essay the 'true’ end of studying translational behaviour is
certainly deferred. He offers a few very brief examples from translation history (cf. paragraph 4.10). and even there gives no
indication of how norms should actually be derived from observed regularities.

2. The juxtaposition of 'impregnation’ with 'mnocence/purity’ suggests that Hermans
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is also working with a sexual metaphor for translation that [ don't have the space to explore in detail here: the translation is
a woman who is either pure and mnocent, 1.e. a virgin, or she has had sex and got pregnant. This metaphor runs all through
the history of translation theory, especially in writers likke Herder ('A language before all translations is like a maiden who
has not vet lain with a foreigner and borne a child of mixed blood: for the time being she is still pure and innocent, a true
image of the character of her people. She is also poor, obstinate, and unruly; and as she is. so is the oniginal and national
language' [Fobinson, 1997: 208]) and Schleiermacher ( Who would willingly breed mongrels when he could instead sire
loving children in the pure image of their father” [Robinson 1997: 232]). Note that Hermans himself derides the traditional
view of translation as 'sexist in casting translation in the role of maidservant, faithful and obedient wife, or "belle infidele’".

3. Here is Toury on this topic, from his essay: 'Needless to say. whatever regularities are observed, they themselves are not
the norms. They are only external evidence of the latter's activity, from which the norms themselves (that is, the 'instructions'
which vielded those regularities) are still to be extracted; whether by scholars wishing to get to the bottom of a norm- governed
behaviour or by persons wishing to be accepted to the group and hence needing to undergo socialisation . . ." Note the trope.
which parallels Hermans' 'clarity’ and 'transparency’: 'scholars wishing to ger to the bottom' .Y ou dig down untﬂ vou hit pay-
dirt. At the bottom. Once vou extract or excavate the norms from underneath the rubble of regularities on top of them. vou see
them clearly. The norms are there; they are simply hidden beneath the translations themselves. The idealised process behind
norms research, then, is this: read the translation; observe the regularities; extract from those regularities the 'norms'; imagine
those 'norms’ governing the translator's translational behaviour and generating the regularities; act as if the norms preceded the
imaginative process that constituted them.

4. Toury agamn: 'There is an interesting reversal of direction here: whereas in actual practice, it is subjugation to norms that
breeds norm-governed behaviour which then results in regularities of surface realisations, the search for norms within any
scholarly programme must proceed the other way around. Thus, it is regularities in the observable results of a particular kind of
behaviour, assumed to have been governed by norms, which are first noted. Only then does one go on to extract the norms
themselves, on the (not all that straightforward) assumption that observed regularnities testify to recurrent underlving motives,
and in a direct manner, at that. Norms thus emerge as explanatory hvpotheses (or observed [results of] behaviour) rather
than entities in thewr own right'.

This is very close to my own hermeneutical critique of this tﬂEﬂlDleDg‘- Toury admits at the end of that passage that
norms are explanatory fictions or hypotheses, not realities or 'entities in their own ﬂght At the beginning of the passage,
however, he still wants to insist that the norms actually exist: 'in actual practice, it is subjugation to norms that breeds norm-
governed behaviour which then results in regularities of surface realisations’. The norms really are there. They really do
subjugate translators. govern their behaviour, and so cause regularities in translations for scholars to observe. DTS s still a
science, which proceeds by reliable methods of observation and idealisation. The problem with this thematisation of the
method, however, is that the hypotheses called 'norms’ can never be verified or falsified They remain hypotheses, which is
to say, fichons.
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The Limitations of the Strictly Socio-Histonial Description of Norms:
A Response to Theo Hermans and Gideon Toury

Sergio Viaggio
United WNations, Vienna International Centre, P.O. Box 500, 1400 Vienna. Austria

Introduction
[ wish to take issue with the following crucial contention in Toury's thought provoking piece:

For me, theory formation within Translation Studies has never been an end i itself. Its object has always been to
lay a sound basis and supply an elaborate frame of reference for controllable studies in actual behaviour and its
results and the ultimate test of theory is its capacity to do that service. (Paragraph 1)

Two pages later, he adds that:

. . . the difficulties [ had stemmed from the very nature of the essentialistic definition, imposing as it does a
deductive mode of reasoning, rather than the formulation of any single definition. Even the most flexible of these
definitions, as long as it still purported to list the necessary and sufficient conditions for an entity to be regarded as
translational, proved to be unworkable. (Paragraph 2)

Too bad, but for me, on the other hand. the ultimate object of theory is its capacity to account for all relevant phenomena.
Translation Studies cannot stop at nbienmg regﬁtmng and describing actual translational behaviour, at eliciting from it what
often turns out to be mostly intuitive, semiconscious or even a-critical norms (valable as the endeavour is). Rather, it must
strive to differentiate within that mess of a mass methodologically competent behaviour, the kind of behaviour that impels
actual progress by fostering scientifically progressive norms. This Translation Studies can only hope to achieve by becoming
what so many thinkers dread: Translatology. a discipline based on its own domain-specific theory. Translation Theory has the
following tasks: (a) to define the essence of translation, or. if vou dread the term, its constitutive ruleswhat translation is,
always, as opposed to any other communicational phenomena. in order in that light (b) to explain why it is that translations can
be and indeed are differentthat they can follow different norms and still qualify as translations: and (c) to help assess different
methods, products and norms as more or less apt or efficient as a function of the task in hand. In other words, like other
theories, translation theory mmst define the essence of its object of study, and only then proceed to explain and describe its
actual exisrence, making apparent, as a consequence, ways for the development and mmprovement of both processes and
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products (whence its decisive didactical importance). Needless to say, as any social object translation will have fuzzy edges,
imperceptibly 'degenerating’ into non-translation. That too is to be accounted for by its theory.

The reason we are still debating such basic epistemological questions is due, I submit, to the extremely recent social
recognition of translation as an economically significant activity, inextricably and dialectically linked to the dev Elnpment of the
productive forces of society. This recognition has been both the consequence and the cause of a dramatic increase in the need
for down-to-earth, nonce pragmatic translations, which has entailed the need to train translators and interpreters efficiently and
in great nmmbers; whence, in turn, the tremendous development of academic research and scientifically based theoretical
thinking. Now adaﬂ. s, Dbﬂanmg and describing translational behaviour in a theoretical vacuum makes as much sense as the
sociohistorical observation and description of medical behaviour. If what interests us is not the history but the therapeutic
potential of medicine, it is not enough behaviourally to describe how physicians go or have gone about treating specific patients
or diseases: we must ask whether, given the knowledge and resources available at a given time and place, a specific mstance
of medical behaviour is/was competent to what extent and why.

As Toury rightly points out, the weakness of descriptive translation studies is that it has focused almost exclusively on literary
translation and norms: as literature itself, iterary translation is remiss to objective assessmentif not with respect to obvious
translation "mistakes’, then vis-d-vis translational methodology. On the other hand. if the evolution of nonliterary translation
norms were addressed, [ am certain that it would evince a remarkable parallelism to economic development, with the
communicatively aptest norms gaining the upper hand in the most mdustrially advanced and educationally developed societies.
Now that pragmatic translation is by far the main field of translational actrvity, 1 the one schools train students and business and
international organisations hire translators for, the question is legitimately posed whether the strictly sociohistorical study of
norms actually helps to (a) understand translation better, (b) translate better and. (c) teach to translate better. Is the
sociohistorical study of what astronomers have thought about the heavens above relevant to our present understanding of the
universe? s Ptolemy scientifically relevant today? Is St Jerome? Or are there objective, knowable laws, principles and facts,
neurophysiological, cultural, social and generally communicational that allow us to understand how different approaches
actually work, regardless of the historically and culturally conditioned subjective intuitions of individual practitioners in different
places at different times? If such objective criteriaor, if vou prefer, knowledgeable inter-subjective agreement on objective
factsis impossible, then everything goes and there is nothing left for us to teach, or learn, or simply do better.

Except that, fortunately, there is: We can safely teach, for instance, that, whilst the aptness of the semantic vs communicative
norms may remain moot in the exalted, largely subjective heights of literature, when it comes to efficient pragmatic
communication, an unabashedly communicative translationone that is clearer, shorter, more elegant, more user-friendly than its
originalis not
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simply a token of a different norm: it is a token of a better norm. This widely shared view is not the result of a new 'cultural’
norm come from without our discipline, but of our own deeper collective awareness of what translation is, is supposed to be
and function asan effective form of mediated mterlingual intercultural communication. As we approach the third millennnmm,
translational norms are finally ceasing to be simply a cultural-bound concept, and becoming based on an ever deeper
knowledge of the objective laws governing communication through speech. The big difference between our present-day
discussion and the debates before the explosion of scientific knowledge about human communication is akin to the difference
between the arguments of ancient philosophers and modern-day scientists on, say, the nature of matter. Leucippus and
Democritus could only guess that the universe is made up of minuscule particleswe know better: we know it for a fact. When it
comes to translation as a form of mediated interlingual intercultural communication (an essence that had escaped every single
translator until fairly recently). we do or at least should indeed know betterand make no apologies for it.

The Grounds for a General Theory of Translation

[ submit that, by now, enough relevant factors entering into play in communication have been accounted for to allow any
competent and mdustrious translator adequately to chart his or her course from any source text to a communic ationally apt
target text. Again, this is what a scientific theory of translation can and must help him achieve, allowing, at the same time, for
the descriptive, normative and pre&u::npm e nature of tranﬁlatnlngx to become harmoniously axﬂﬂlemaed (as attempted bﬁ.
Chesterman, 1997). As Marx put it, science is but praxis made awareness. Now that the basic elements are conceptualised
and translation has finally become the subject of systematic thought and research, and not merely an indrvidual practice by
isolated indniduals, it is time for a new cycle to begin: a general theory of translation has not only become possibleit already
exists. It is far from the end of the road. but a decisive stage has been reached.

What Translation Is

Translation is a subtype of interlingual. intercultural and mediated communication, that intervenes when the participants in the
communicative event (co-present or centuries and oceans apart) require a mediator conversant with the different langunages
and cultures involved. This communicative essence of translation has been mtuitively quite clear from the very beginning. The
oreat contradictory insights, the constant oscillation betw een sens um de senso and verbum e verbo, the two
Schleiermacherian directions, Jes belles infidéles. Savory's dichotomies, Newmark's semantic and communicative
;appmache& the tug-of-war between sourciéres and ciblistes. etc. have been ever closer intuitive apprm-:rmahnnﬁ of what
precisely is to be communicated by the translator, and how. The basic question boils down to what commumnication is (in
general. and. more specifically, mediated interlingual intercultural n:nrumumn:annn} and the conditions for its success. The
answer, again, is only possible if we contemplate the phenomenon in its totality: As Garcia Landa analyses in a private letter,
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communication is a historically conditioned social eventor rather a countless number of eventswhereby human bemngs produce
and exchange speech-informed second-degree perceptions. These exchanges are possible because evolution has produced
socio-neuronal systems that allow us to apprehend, segment, concerve, imagine, analyse, store, retrieve and convey
experience through the organising filter of a Pavlovian second signal-system, i.e_ of signs with conventional referential
valuesigns not of 'things'. but of our perceptions and representations. This is the basis for his (now our) General Theory of
Translation

A General Theory of Translation

So what is translation? What Garcia Landa (1990,1998) explains: a special way of speakingspeaking in order to re-say 'what
has been said or written or spoken through gestures; 2 re-producing in a new act of speech and in a different language what
has been said in a previous act of speech3 (which excludes both intralingual and inter-semiotic 'translation’, close neighbours
that they are). 'What has been said i.e. meaning meant. sense: both readers or listeners of the original and addressees of a
translation expect to understand it; all translators are bent on conveving it. Every single act of translation can be reduced to this
bare essentialthe immigrant kid 'naturally’ or 'natively’ interpreting for her mother at the social welfare office, the poor student
struggling with a translation exercise, Nabokov obsessed with milking the last seme out of Pushkin's Eugene Onegin, Nida
changing biblical kisses into handshakes, and the simultaneous interpreter struggling with accent, speed and bad sound are all
involved in reproducing a perceptual space, a speech-informed perception verbalised in one language by means of a new
formal space, a verbalisation in a different language. The subsidiary polemics revolves basically around different concepts of
(a) the ontological and logical status of the specific linguistic signs vis-d-vis meaning meant; (b) the relative weight of relevance
for the addressor(s) vis-a-vis relevance for the addressee(s) in the reproduction of the speech perception; and (c) the degree
of free choice the translator has in his or her capacity as a mediator in either respect.

From a purely descriptive standpoint norms are but regular patterns of behaviour observed as people (navely or scientifically,
awlkwardly or adroitly) go about reproducing speech perceptions in a different language with the aim of having their
addressees relevantly understand the original one 4 Since neither linguistics nor, for that matter_ literary studies can explain
comprehension, they cannot explain communication or translation either. In order to come of age. translatology must wean
itself both from the 'scientific' paradigm of linguistics. and from the 'humanistic' paradlgm of philology. With all due deference to
Toury and so many other outstanding scholars. anvbody refusing to let go, I am afraid. is holding us back. The truly scienzific
way of going about translating, [ insist, consists in applving the latest insights into speech prndmn:nnn and :nmprahmmun (and
all other relevant to communication, including, to be sure, literary and phﬂnlugn:al knowledge) in order to ensure maximum
efficiency at defining and ﬂl:l:Dtﬂp]lthIlg the task ﬁpeu::[fica]lj_. in handi.e. to insure optimally relevant identity betw een meaning
meant and meaning understood. 3
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A corollary of the above is that a scientific theory of translation must also identify the conditions for such optimality in each
specific case, or at least, in typical situations. I cannot explore this question any further here, but simply wish to stress what
should be the overriding 'essentialistic' purpose of Translation Theory: no unified notion of its objectno object to describe.

The Chasm Between Professional and Expectancy Norms

Nowhere is this 'essentialistic’ view of translation as necessary and apparent as in translator training. The social responsibility of
translation teachers is to transform natural talent into professional ability, i.e. into competent professional practice. As
evaliators and examinators, pedagogues assess thewr students' p&xfnrman:e against their own quality standards: they decide
what counts as quality and, therefore, competence. They are thus contributing to setting professional normsthe norms against
which peers udge their own and their colleagues' performance. With the theoretical butl:re&&mg of the most competent
practitioners, the divide between scientific and natve professional norms widens, which in turn tends to generate a chasm
between the former and expectancy normsthe norms against which the layman assesses translators (see Chesterman, 1997
and Simeoni, 1998). The difference between translation and better established professions is that in the latter case expectancy
norms have become based on professional norms rather than the other way around, so that no patient will question, for
instance, the surgeon's 'right’ to amputate, provided that heand eventually his peersthink it is the best alternative under the
circumstancesbest for the task at hand. ie. doing what is best for the patient. The reason for this abyss is sociohistorical:
physicians, architects, engineers and other professionals have scientificallv, practically and therefore socially established
themselves as experts in their field; and in so doing have earned the trust of users of their services, who, at worst, are willing to
give them the benefit of the doubt. This they have managed through centuries of actually striving to grasp more and more
thoroughly the laws objectively governing relevant physical and social phenomena, and ever more effectrvely putting them to
practical use. As a consequence, their scientific competence informs their professional performance thereby ensuring its
validity. The most obvious social consequence thereof is that their diplomas are recognised and protected, and that, through
their professional organisations, they have the right to regulate both access to the profession and professional practice.

Translators, on their part, have not vet collectively succeeded in theorising their praxis, and have vet to establish themselves
and the profession to a similar extent, which makes them feel much more at the mercy of their users than other professionals.
This is an objective vulnerability: Although recognised practitioners do normally have the linguistic and thematic competence
necessary for effecting most 'meaning’ (i e. basically semantic) transfers adequately, many generally lack the the oretical
competence to ensure and'or defend the communicative validity of their options. It is here, at the metalingual, communicative
levelthe mediator's highest instancethat the translator's right to 'tamper with' the original is posed. The question, then, is not
whether but to what extent and in what circumstances the translator can legitimarely or advisedly improve or
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fail to improve, adapt or fail to adapt his or her verbalisation of sense, i.e. without overstepping the deontological boundaries
of lovalty. The answer, once again. cannot but be based on the best knowledge available about the social and physical rules
objectively governing communication: Without such theoretical buttress, even the best intuitions fail to assert themselves
procedurally, whereby professional norms remain narve. The main difference between scientific and narve profe ssional norms,
then, revolves around the translator's role, responsibility. freedom and lovalty as an inrerfingual intercultural mediator.

Yes, [ am one of those teachers (cum practitioner ciom administrator) that, as Toury puts it, 'see it as their task to effect
changes in the world at large' (nr more modestly, in the way translation is thnught of by scholars, practised by translators and
valued by society). even i it is 'one which others, including the group of practising translators, may well regard as perfectly
satisfactory' (paragraph 4.9). Sometimes science knows no other way of progressingquite a few thinkers have pad for it with
their very lives.

Correspondence

Any correspondence should be directed to Sergio Viaggio, United Nations, Vienna International Centre, P.O. Box 300,1400
Vienna, Austria (sviaggio@unov_ un. or.at).

MNotes

1. Nowadays, with publishing turned into a big transnational business, many kinds of erstwhile iterary translating can be
considered pedestrianly pragmatic.

2. A general theory of translation cannot leave out sign languages and mmst account for translation both among and across oral
and sign languages.

3. Garcia Landa developed this theory in his unpublished doctoral dissertation. I found that his way of modelling a speech act
and presenting translation as a second speech act shaning the same perceptual space is a powerful tool for understanding
translating as a special mode of tallking. On that basis, we think that we have succeeded in producing a powerful
comprehensive theory of communication through speech that we have developed into a powerful theory of translation and.
more widely, interlingual intercultural mediation. The models (incorporating the nguistic, kinetic/tvpographic and
paralinguistic/graphic components of every speech act), as vet unpublished in their present form, are explained in Viaggio
(1998 and my forthcoming pieces.

4. This, I submit, should put pseudo translations squarely in their placei e. outside translation theory, if as a potentially
interesting epiphenomenon.

5. Let me explain what such identity 1s: You and I both see the pencil vou have in front of vou from different angles and
dlﬂtﬂIIEE;E maybe vou are daltonic and cannot make out its colour: but both vou and I see the same pencil In this sense and
despite their differences, our perceptions are, nevertheless, relevantly identical On the other hand. if I ask vou for the red
pencilwhich, vou, as colour-blind, cannot tell from the green one next to itour perceptions are no longer relevanily identical and
communication cannot prosper. In order for it to succeed, we must find perceptual identity through some other means (viz, that
[ ask you for the lnﬂg penu:il or the one on vour right, etc.). This is what normally happens in everyday communication: little by
little we correct our amming until we finally hit that target which is relevant 1dE:1111h’ between the perception [ want to convey and
the one vou get. Eamng mostly trivial cases, this identity. unfortunately, is impossible to prove empirically, both in direct and
mediated commmunication.

< previous paqge page 127 next page >



< previous page page 128 next page >

Page 128

References

Chesterman, A (1997) Memes of Translation. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins.
Garcia Landa, M. (1990) A general theory of translation (and of language). Mera 35 476-88.
Garcia Landa, M. and Viaggio, S. (forthcoming) Teoria general de la traduccion.

Stmeoni, D. (1998) The prvotal status of the translator's habitus. Targer 10, 1-39.

Viaggio, 5. (1998) Textual equivalence of perceptual identity”? Garcia Landa's model, the status of equivalence, and the
hermeneutics and heuristics of interlingual intercultural mediation. In W. Teubert, E. Tognini Bonelli and IN. Volz (eds)
Proceedings of the Third European Seminar 'Translation and Equivalence' (pp. 205-11). Mannhemm: Institut fiir deutsche

Sprache.
Viaggio, S. (forthcoming) Facing the third millennnom_. Towards a comprehensive view of translation

Viaggio, 5. (forthcoming) The teacher as setter of professional norms. Some thoughts on quality in simultaneous interpretation.
Rivista Internazionale di Tecnica della Traduzione.

Viaggio, S. (forthcoming) The Garcia Landa'Viaggio general theory and models of translation and interlingual intercultural
mediation. TEXTconTEXT.

< previous paqge page 128 next page >



< previous page page 129 next page >

Page 129

Some of Us Are Finally Talking to Each Other.
Would it Mark the Beginning of a True Dialogue?

Comments on Responses
Gideon Toury

As the Aston Seminar was drawing to its end, I felt that we had not really talked about the specific topic of 'Translation and
Norms'. We spoke about quite a lot of different topics, as evidenced in the transcribed and edited debates, but these were not
always directly relevant to the actual poimnt of the Seminar. [ also felt that we did not have a discussion in the proper sense of
the word.

The organisers' idea to contact a number of colleagues who had not been to Aston and ask them to respond to the two
position papers certainly bore worthwhile fruit. In his own way, each respondent indeed made me rethink something, be it a
theoretical issue, a methodological point, or even an element of the rhetoric of presentation, which, as I have come to realise,
deserves a lot more attention than [ used to grve it, especially as the dniding line between a rhetorical device and the contents
it may be carrying is not all that sharp. At any rate, it is a fact that the former is often read as if it not only carried, but actually
was the latter. As I have always been notoriously slow in processing novelties, the results of my rethinking will find their
expression in future work. I have no doubt about that. I trust this delay will be amply compensated by thoroughness.

One strategic conclusion already drawn is that [ will have to remind mvself more often, not only that the language [ am writing
in i1s not really mine (which I have always been sorely aware of), but that [ am addressing andiences whose majonty likewise
has English as a foreign language. It is not necessarily the same brand of English either, nor does it always represent the same
kind of foreignness . Here is one revealing example:

Until [ saw Douglas Eobinson analyse my use of the phrase 'scholars wishing to get to the bottom' (note 3), it hadn't occurred
to me that anvone would regard this rhetorical device as a theoretical point in disguise. Much less so had it occurred to me that
the activity referred to by that cliché would be visualised as 'digging' (why not 'dving’, for E;:!-:a.mple”:} let alone removing
'‘rubble’ piling on top of something, or that the (desired or factual?) termination of that activity would be interpreted as hitting
‘pay-dirt’.

‘What I did, in fact, was much simpler. It was also closely related to how I chose the word 'paragraphs’ to cover my mode of
presentation (5&& 'Introductory Note' to my position paper), and hence part of a unified rhetorical strategy: I proceeded from a
Hebrew expression and started looking for an English habitual replacement, one that would be a normal choice among
Hebrew-English bilinguals.

The expression [ was toying with, la-reder le-xeger, seemed particularly appropriate, in the present context, among other
thingsbecause it has the word xeger in it, which, in most modern uses, would mean 'research’. The idiomatic meaning of this
cliche is something like 'reach thorough understanding', but literally it reads 'go down until (full) understanding (has been
reached)’. Thus, it
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certainly embodies the same directionality as the English replacement I chose, maybe a similar finality as well (to the extent that
knowledge would be regarded as gold, which the Hebrew idiom does not necessarily imply). At any rate, that's about all the
two idioms share, as far as thewr verbal formulation goes.

[ would have thought Robinson, for one, would appreciate this playful method of coming up with linguistic formulations,
knowing for sure (becanse we have had an opportunity to compare notes) that, if there is one thing the two of us share, it is the
desire to have fun while doing scholarly work and reporting about it. Jeu de mots certainly has a prominent position among
those things that I get my kicks out of, bilingual punning included. I thought Robinson would appreciate, maybe even share this
predilection of mine, which could also be taken as an open test of tolerance for multiculturalism, so highly valued nowadays; at
least i theorv. I was obviously very wrong.

Bilingual punning as a technique of verbal formulation is of course known to have been applied by many speakers, writers and.
ves, translators; whether it is done deliberately or inadvertently (and the borderline between the two tends to erode anyway: a
habit easily becomes a second nature). Under certain, basically sociocultural circumstancesfor example, in a group whose
members all have the same languagesrecourse to this technique may even gain preference, nor would such preference

necessarily stop where the indmvidual ends.

Thus. on occasion, bilingual punning becomes so regular within a group of this kind that it may be said to represent what to me
is 'norm-governed behaviour'; almost to the extent of 'the more_ the better’. What is no less important, under such
circumstances: this is the way an utterance would also be approached and nterpreted within the 'contract' tving together
speakers/writers and listeners/readers. namely on the basis of the dual asam:l:rpnnn that, while it certainly is an intended
utterance in language A, it also represents a (possible or existing) utterance in language B. In fact. much like the way I
suggested translated texts be approached., if one's wish is to proceed from the (relatively observable) results of acts of
behaviour and reconstruct the (less observable) acts which vielded them and the (even less observable) constraints under
which the decisions were made (Toury, 1995: Chapter 3). If this assumption is not activated in full, at least as a /nvpothesis,
textually possible but (for the non-post-modernist [ am) contextually unjustified interpretations may ensue_ often of much
greater consequence than Robinson's finding pay-dirt in my bottom (pun intended).

Yes, in a (retrospective, post-factum) scholarly context norms are to be regarded as hypotheses, tentatively tving together
([results of] acts of) behaviour and the circumstances under which they were performed or came into being. As such, their
existence is a function of thewr explanarory power, once a certain set of assumptions has been accepted and on its basis.
which is a matter of degree rather than an either/or issue; a matter of feasibility rather than factuality.

At the same time,_ [ fail to see why norms should not equally be regarded as entities; certainly when the direction of
observation i1s reversed (e.g. in prospective thinking about them and their actity such as culture planning), but possibly even
within the retrospective framework itself. In my view, being hypothetical and being a phenomenon are not two mutually
exclusive statuses. Even if one wishes to regard something as a 'fiction' (which I did not do myself, as far as
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concerns norms!), it doesn't follow that something is a non-entity . What it would be at most is an entity of a particular standing,
although even of that particularity I am not all that sure; and not only as far as 'translation and norms' goes.

For mstance, the dividing line between cats and dogs, and hence the distinctness of the categonies of 'cat’ and 'dog' themselves,
even the attribution of individual 'entities’ to one of the two categories, would they be 'facts’ or 'fictions'? Is my Mitsi ‘really’ a

cat, or is it just a hypothesis of mine? And does not such a hypothesis, even if shared by many. derive from an organised set of
assumptions we first had to accept, e.g. a theorv? And even if we pretend we have drawn our conclusion on the basis of some
observable traits (i e. lower-level facts'), is it not the case that we have been led to look for those traits and ignore others by
that same theory? And would we still have the same dmviding line (or: would my Mitsi still be [assumed to be] a cat), should we
adopt a different zoology (which is the name our theory normally goes under) or drop it altogether? In brief, are we talking
realities or hypotheses, entities or fictions? And is the difference all that big?

As [ was reading the responses, I had for the first time in a long while (except for isolated cases which still await response and
continuation such as Komissarov, 1996; Halverson, 1997; Simeoni, 1998) the immpression that some of us in Translation
Studies have finally started talking to each other. A promising first step towards a much desired dialogue to be sure, but not
vet a real dialogue.

We do not share basic assumptions and goals. Sure, but it will never be the case that we will all be interested in doing exactly
the same things. This may bother some, but I refuse to be among them. Being less and less of a missionary. [ am quite happy
with a division of labour; as long as I am not urged to convert either. What seems to me more mmportant for a true dialogue is
the abilitvand willin gnessto take a step backwards and find out what evervbody's assumptions and goals really are and how
exactly different goals breed different theoretical and methodological stances. After all. as I said in a previous 'Invitation to a
New Discussion' (T oury, 19935a: 135):

Far from being a neutral procedure, establishing an object of study is perforce a function of the theory in whose terms
it is constituted, which is always geared to cater for a particular set of needs. Iis establishment and justification are
therefore mhmat&l} connected with the questions one wishes to pose, the possible methods of dealing with the objects
of study with an eve to those questionsand, indeed. the kind of answers which would count as admissible. The
question is not really what the object is, then, but rather what would be taken rfo constirure a proper object, in pursuit
of a certain goal, such that any change of approach would entail a change of nbj&:t This is so even if all objects
superficially fall under the same heading; be it even 'translation’ and 'translating’ themselves. It is not the label that
counts, but the concept it applies to; and concepts can only be established w1thm conceptual nerworks.

Obwviously, this holds true only in as much as what we are interested in is indeed research, empirical or theoretical, and hence
are obliged to perform the concomitant activity of establishing an object for study; in theory as well as in
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practice. Some may not be interested in that at all. and dialogue with those will necessarily be much harder.
BEe that as it may, as the quote goes on,

the fallacious rejection of somebody else's concepts on the grounds that they are untenable within one's own frame of
reference, which was designed to serve a completely different purpose, is still very mmuch with us. (ibid)

Basically, this is still the case. Luckily, there seem to be first signs of change now. Where we will find ourselves in their wake,
only time will tell
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Some Concluding Comments on the Debates and the Responses
Theo Hermans

It is surprising that the notion of equivalence should have loomed so large in the debate. In my paper the discussion of
equivalence constitutes little more than a rearguard action. The suggestion was that the logic of working with a norms concept
must inevitably lead to scepticism concerning the viability of equivalence. If translation is norm-governed as well as intentional,
one-directional and historical, equivalence becomes hard to maintain. Moreover, norms serve to secure values. If translation
must filter through the receptor culture's valie systems, equivalence becomes mpossible to maintain. What needs explaining
then is not the nature of translation equiﬁ, alence, however diluted, but why it is that, de&pite the overwhelming case agajnﬂt it,
equivalence fisures prominently in various concepts of translation. My guess is that, in search of answers to that question, we
need to trace the history of the conceptualisation of translation in conjunction with wntmg as intellectual property. the decline of
imitative modes and the professionalisation of translating. The fiction of translation equivalence can only arise and survive if it is
in the interests of translators and non-translators alike to present a translation as equivalent with its source, and if there is
something to be gamed from doing so on the grounds of translation being seen as a mere transparent copy, professionally
sanitised and reliable becanse de-socialised and secondary. Whatever the outcome of such an exploration into the social and
ideological construction of translation, using the same problematical and loaded term at both the meta-level and the object-
level will only blur issues and ensnare the researcher even further.

Perhaps it is not so surprising that the notion of equivalence should have loomed large in the debate. The issue highlights the
presence of more than one disciplinary matrix in the field: translating as a profession, and translation as cultural history. When
people experience communication problems because they speak in and from different paradigms, translation is required, as
Thomas Kuhn pointed out in the 1969 postscript to his Structure of Scientific Revolutions; but translation, as we know, is
far from simple. Some of the differences in the debate can be reduced to different frames of reference, and to different aims
and goals associated with the study of translation. While one side assumes that the commonplaces of modern literary theory
are common knowledge, the other side cannot believe that not everyone is conversant with Grice's implicatures. While for
some the apphn:ahun of translation theory and history to teaching, criticism and evaliation remains paramount, others, like
Gideon Toury, are in pursuit of generalisable laws of translation, while still others, like myself, continue to be intrigued by the
theoretical paradm:e& and historical complexities of translation.

The issue of norms in the study of translation can probably be taken further in at least two directions. One is methodological If
the heuristic value of the norm concept is to be fully exploited in translation research, we may need to think through such issues
as the range of options readily available to translators, the
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nature of shared expectations, and the selectivity and intentionality of actual translation practice. It seems to me that the
question of selectivity has not had the attention it deserves. It cannot be enough to say that a particular option was chosen by a
translator or met with approval from an audience because this or that was the norm and the option chosen conformed to it. If
we want to assess the significance of translation in its historical, cultural and sociopolitical context, we need to figure out not
just what the possible alternatives were (in principle, just about anvthing is possible) but what the most likely, the most obvious
alternatrves were, the alternatives that were emphatically not chosen. The significance of a choice lies in its contingency. The
illocutionary force of an utterance, its point, can only be gauged against the background of what, in the circumstances, could
have been expected but was excluded. Stressing the selectivity of choices can make us see the powerful exclusionary
mechanisms at work in the selection of texts for translation, the phrasing of translations, and their deployment at a later stage.
Norms themselves suggest preferred options and exclude others. The actual choices which translatorsand othersmake. signal
both inclisions and exclusions in relation to the set of preferred options. We cannot begin to grasp the agenda behind what is
given unless we know what was pushed out of sight.

Another direction leads towards the values which norms keep in place. This line takes us into cultural studies and new
historicism, and into a critique of the modern ideology of translation. In the past two decades or so we have concentrated on
the operational aspect of the norms concept. Norms have been classified into different kinds and used as instruments of
analysis or as a link between the indnidual and the social. The fact that norms secure values and beliefs has recerved much less
attention. Yet this is ultimately what makes translation relevant and interesting.

It is also why manipulation, for all its dark and deliberate overtones, remains a useful term, at the opposite end of
transparency, immmanent truths and the mechanistic conception of translation. The spin which translation puts on texts even as it
claims to speak for them without raising its own voice, can be overt or insidious. Either way it carnies the trace of how and
where the translating pole positions itself in relation to the source. At a time when the emphasis in translation studies has shifted
from prescription and description to the sociocultural, ideological and political effects of translation, the connection between
translational norms and values seems a relevant focus.

Each one of us studies translation in a particular institutional environment, with a history behind us, goals to reach and stakes to
defend. We translate translation in a disciplined manner, in accordance with the norms and values of the discipline. Itis
remarkable that the study of translation, concerned as it is with the traffic between different value systems as well as different
signifying systems, has shown so litile awareness of its own entanglement in these systems. Other disciplines, notably
ethnography, have grappled with the weight of their own history, their own language, their own conditions of knowledge and
terms of description. Translation studies has taken surprisingly little note of their own epistemological presuppositions and
entanglements. Of course, this type of mvestigation leads to forms of self-reflexive soul-searching that are unlikcely to
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produce results at once satisfactory and practical. But unless we want to clamm a bland neutrality and objectvity, or wash our
hands of power and complicity, we would do well to be rather more alert than we have been to the presuppositions and
entanglements that studving translation imvolves us in.

The responses by Daniel Gile and Sergio Viaggio, diametrically opposed one to the other, do not leave me much scope for
further comments. Daniel Gile favours empirical research, with explicitly formulated hxputhe&e& and strict testing methods. His
work has been concerned mostly with cognitive constraints in professional interpreting, and his willingness to try out the
usefulness of norms concepts in the study of mterpreting is heartening. As for Viaggio, I can only say that [ envy but cannot
share any of his certainties regarding the essence of translation or the purpose of studying and theorising it. I wonder just how
general his and Garcia Landa's general theory of translation is going to be, given Viaggio's blunt dismissal of translation history
and literary translation in favour of the corporate mnterests of today's professional translators and interpreters.

For Douglas Eobinson, clearly, I use the word 'clearly’ too often, handing him an opportunity for parody. Fine. The computer
tells me 'clearly' occurs five times (and 'clear' twice, plus once in a quotation), in an 11,000 words essay. Hardly excessive. I
don't mind Robinson enjoyving himself at my expense, but it suggests his reading of my text is more than a little self-indulgent.

First a couple of minor points in Robinson's response. My main source for the 'translator function' idea is not Diaz-Diocaretz
or Arrojo. let alone Robinson, but Karin Littau. as acknowledged in the essay and in earlier publications (Hermans. 1996a.
1996b). As for the use of 'opaque’ in addition to images suggesting deflection and refraction: I want to emphasise with it that
translations have a substance of thewr own, a thickness if vou like, which vou cannot simply peel away. You may be able to
calculate angles of deflection and thus find w avs of neutralising its effect. By spealdng of opacity [ want to suggest that this is
not possible with translations because such things as the different values, echoes and histories attaching to the words used, and
the hvbridity of the discursive subjects in translations, are baked into the texts themselves. And ves, this is what [ think makes
translation interesting, relevant and revealing. as cultural history. But instead of talking about l:Dﬂl:E:ptLlﬂl conflict' here I would
call it a paradox, the same paradox that inheres in the attempt to be as clear as possible about opacity. My essay contains
other paradoxes; more about those below.

[ must take up the alleged methodological shpping and sliding in connection with de Buck. The case is not about the
importance of norms or getting inside de Buck's head, but about ways of making sense of de Buck's actions. This implies that I
regard his translating and publishing Boethius as a deliberate intervention into a given state of affairs, and I attribute
intentionality to his actions, including his speech acts of translating (at a certain time, in a certain way, in two different ways as it
turns outwhy and with what purpose’) and making statements about his translation (why does he choose to mention the Dutch
Republic, why the need to explain that he has translated some parts of his source text differently and what can we make of the
exact words he uses and the reasons he gives to describe and justify this differentdeviant?mode of translating”). This is not
hermeneutics. If anvthing it aspires to a form of historiography, the construction
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of a plausible plot to account for the available evidence, or at least the evidence I regard as (and therefore make) pertinent.
Whether this plot reflects a historical reality 'as it was', we shall never know, since all our historical knowledge consists of such
plots. And all these plots. especially those devised to answer why-questions, remain conjectures. speculation. Most are based
on textual evidence, some of it fimsy and supported by other l:DIl]El:tI.]I'ﬂl knowledge. The fact. incidentally, that so little is
known about de Buck as an historical case suits me very well. Since de Buck only serves as an illustration we don't want to be
weighed down with a mass of detail Besides, it is pleasing to see that even an apparently straightforward case like de Buck's
still provides the plot-constructing researcher with plenty of leads

The main tool to probe into the matter is the norms concept, sharpened on two sides, firstly by emphasising the element of
expectations as a means of bﬂdgmg the individual and the social spheres, and secondly by highlighting selectivity and hence
also exclusion. The broad idea is that if T have a sense of the array of courses of action that others expect a person to take in
certain circumstances, I may be able to grasp the significance of the particular option this person selects from that array.
Conversely, if someone feels called upon to provide an explanation yustifying why thev did x rather than @ or b, the implication
is they had taken a path that was not the one expected as a matter of course by the relevant group. The idea derives from
Luhmann's model of communication, not from Structuralism as Pym seems to think.

In de Buck's case [ have taken the translator at his word when he said he wanted to offer consolation. I can't think of a reason
not to believe him on that score. If we accept de Buck's clamm that he wanted to provide consolation (as an intervention, a
response to a situation, an answer to a problem which he percerved, as indeed he tells us, and which I percerve him
perceiving), [ think it is reasonable to assume different courses of action were open to him_ So [ speculate about what may
account for the decision to translate, and I use the notion of expectations in reviewing obvious alternatives. Next, picking a
relevant text to translate. What texts came into consideration? We can't know for certain but, ves, I am pretty sure Lipsius' De
constantia was among them, given that book's thematic suitability, status and availability. The choice for Boethius (and hence
against Lipsms and an indeterminate mumber of other alternativ es) brmg& with it several subsequent decisions, some no doubt
more convention- or norm-governed than others. De Buck may, for instance, have had a free choice in deciding whether to
offer a full or a truncated version, but placing Boethms outside a Catholic framework cannot have been a realistic option in
view of prevailing censorship laws. Then the mode of translating. Why two modes within one book, why de Buck's comments
on one of them, and what can we infer from the terms he uses to describe it7 True, in my account I don't put all the evidence
about ‘prevailing modes' on the table. Readers are asked to take that on trust, as they are asked to accept that the historical
circumstances of de Buck's translation were roughly as I sketched them, and that I did not simply invent de Buck (a distinct
possibility). But Robinson can be assured [ have evidence to support what [ say about paraphrase in the seventeenth
centuryrof in any transhistorical sensein Western Europe generally and in the Low Countries in particular (in
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case he's worried: Hermans, 1985, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1996c, 1997a). The reasons [ advance in connection with the
presence of two variant translations side by side are entirely conjectural, and [ warn the reader about this. [ relate them to
norms, conventions and expectations, and interpret de Buck's choices as signalling (whether intentional or not on de Buck's
part) a number of other things which inmvolve other cultural and political tensions. Not evervone may be convinced by my
conjectures. If someone devises a more plausible explanation. I'll put mine in the bin. But methodologically I maintain the
procedure is sound.

When I wrote my 'Translation and Normativity' essay [ had not read Anthony Pym's Method in Translation History_although
[ had seen some chapters in manuscript about eighteen months earlier. Had I read it (as [ have now), it would not have made
any difference. Pym criticises some aspects of the norms concept as it has been used in descriptive research, but his points are
not relevant to my paper. I am puzzled by Robinson's statement that "as Pym makes clear, part of the problem undetlving
norms research as it 1s practised by DTSers like Toury and Hermans is that it aspires to the status of an empirical or objective
or positive science, when norms (unlike, say. rocks) have no positive existence to be empirically described'. I don't think
Pym's book says what Robinson makes it say, but let's leave that aside. Norms, as psycho-social entities, are not directly
observable. Gravity. grammar and guilt have no pumtﬁ e existence’ (whatever that is) e1thar vet few penple doubt their
relevance. It is conceivable that Gideon Toury views translation studies as aspiring to 'an empirical or objective or positive
science' (he will speak for himself: I criticised his positivist streak in Hermans, 1995), but the descriptive approach
accommodates more diversity than Fobinson's facile gloss suggests. If Robinson had done more than jump on the word 'clear’
and decide in passing we should all take lessons from a ga]laﬂ of greats comprising Nietzsche, Freud, Burke and Robinson,
he might have realised that the argument in my essay pmntﬁ in the opposite direction from positivism, towards the recognition
of epistemological paradoxes, complexities, aporias and ironies besetting the study of translation. The notion of 'translating
translation' is one aspect of this. The unease I feel with regard to contemporary researchers' unquestioning use of 'equivalence’
is another, as is my interest in constructivist epistemologies like Luhmann's. [ am aware that these paradoxes rebound on my
own statements about translation, and that therefore my account of de Buck cannot be a transparent translation. In an earlier

text, where the issue was raised only briefly, I alerted the andience to this rony (Hermans, 1997b). In the essay in the present
volmme I thought this would be redundant because the inference seemed. well, crystal-clear.

Andrew Chesterman and Anthony Pym have made more of an effort to engage with Gideon's and my work, even though
some of Pym's sniping is of the Robinson variety. Pym has detected I:,hanges. in the way Gideon Toury and I write about
translation. I am not greatly concerned whether the things I have been saying about translation in recent vears are post- or pre-
or metamodern, but the change has been rather less abrupt than Pym thinks. I recall writing that 'all translation implies a degree
of manipulation of the source text for a certain purpose’ in 1985 (Mamipulation of Literature Introduction). Never mind._ It is
what Pym says about my postmodern fall from grace that is remarkable. He suspects
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it 1s a matter of 'the ories read rather than translations studied'. In the overwhelmingly conservative translations he deals with he
can find no 'refractory increase in voices, perspectives and meanings' and all that. My comments about this ‘refractory
increase’, he writes, are 'certainly not a series of hypotheses awaiting falsffication’ but 'a sleight of hand' attributing active verbs
to translations as things. As for the active verbs: what drivelsurely Pym has heard of the word 'metaphor'? In any case, the de
Buck example, to look no further, offers a glaning illustration of a refractory increase in voices, perspectives and meanings as it
Euperhnpnﬁﬁ de Buck's local, temporalised, polemical, conservative, intertextual voice on that of Boethius. Its echoes
comprise decades of Counter-Reformation polemic, a thousand vears of philological commentary on Boethius, the rhetorical
genre of consolation, the literature and learning of the Dutch Republic, and more. No refractory increase? In an earlier article,
very much concerned with 'translations studied' (Hermans_ 1996a), I argued in some detail for recognising a translator's voice
in translations. Of course these analyses are based on theories readwhat else would they be based on? On translations studied
just like that, without a theoretical angle? If that is what Pym means by method in translation history we might begin to
understand 1.1,111. his recent book of that title (‘horizon-expanding'. Robinson tells us) can't be bothered even to mention
theoretical debates among historians about writing history. Shall I assume that his own concepts of regimes and mterculturality
are not theoretical concepts either? Perhaps they are hypotheses awaiting falsification? No. regm:te theory, or norm theory, or
systems theory, or deconstruction for that matter, are ways of focusing attention, of asking questions, of locating data. New
theories, new questions, new data. They are lines of approach, vantage points, EE;EI'EhhghtE None of them claims to be
comprehensive, or the last word.

Pyvm's questions as to how norms change and what vanables enter mto the process are more serious, and too large. Two
considerations seem quite obvious to me. One, appmau:hjng translation history or translators’ behaviour via norms can only be
a way into the matter, no more than a starting pmnt It will not in itself deliver a EDEE[pI’E;hE;IlSI‘Fr e Or even a very interesting
picture. The attempt to do a bit of 'reverse engineering' on translators' decisions is bound to lead to other and broader
categoriespolitical. economic, ideological, ethical, cultural, religious, whatever. In my de Buck example I highligchted some of
these categories as determining factors, as 'values' underpinning sets of norms. How many_ and which ones, are relevant? How
many variables to include, where and when? The answer bears on the other consideration that seems obvious to me: it will
depend on the angle from which, or the lens through which, one looks at the case. Even the perception of change, [ suggest.
depends on this. What looks like disruption from one point of view may appear as continuity from another. Searchlights
ilhmminate certain things and not others, and they are operated from certain positions. Vales mform not only the way we
translate but also the way we look at translation. [ like to think that this is the idea that holds the two parts of my essay in this
volume together. Translation and the study of translation are both cultural practices.

Andrew Chesterman has made use of norms concepts in his own work. It surprises me therefore that he should think that
having the term 'norm’ refer to
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both regularities in behaviour and the underlyving mechanism constitutes a 'category mistake'. There is no mistake: the double
use of the term may be confusing in some respects, but (a) it conforms to common usage and (b) it follows directly from my
starting point, which is to anchor norms in the notion of convention as formally defined by David Lewis (‘A regularity R in the
behavior of members of a population P . . _ is a convention if and only of . . ).

Chesterman is right to suggest that there is no need to think about equivalence in binary terms, as either there or not there. The
proposal he made regarding similarity (Chesterman, 1996) is of interest, but in his response here he spoils his case by invoking
Newmark's comments about translation as approximation. Newmark's reference is to the idea of translation as the closest
natural equivalent, as striving towards identity but being content with approximation. The mplication there is that ideally
translation ought to be able to coincide with its source, alas in practice it always falls short. Difference then is imperfection and
want, something to be overcome, an original sin in search of a baptismal font. This strikes me as not just a utopian and
metaphysical concept of translation, but one which obliges us to speak of translation as negativity, as constantly in need of
replenishment. Hence my emphasis on difference as given, and as revealing in its own right. Yes, in many pragmatic situations
translation does manage to effectuate a form of commumnication by being 'relevantly similar’, but it is effective only because the
participants selectively suppress dissimilarity. There is nothing wrong with that, indeed communication would not be possible
without it. But it is not the whole story, and so in a discourse about translation which claims scholarly and critical status we
should think twice about adopting blanket terms like ' equivalence'. My comments about equivalence and about translahng
translation’ are invitations to reflect about the assumptions and the ‘irDl:ﬁbUlEI'} of translation studies, attempts at consciousness-
raising, if vou like.

This brings me to the final section of Chesterman's comments, on 'Theory'. Earlier in his response, in the section on "Value',
Chesterman points out that my statement about translations never being value-free is surely a platitude. I agree. Butitis a
platitude which many conceptions, or ideologies, of translation routinely deny. The view of translation as approximation-
forever-striving-tow ards-identity has no room for it. In addition, several linguistic and also descriptive approaches to
translation commonly sidestep the issue, whether by focusing exclusively on formal linguistic C.ﬂtE;gDﬂE;i or by claiming that
description must exclude evaluation. My statements about theory try to face up to the complexity and irony of our speaking
about translation. I have no problem with theorising for its own sake, as an end in itself. I don't share Gideon's view that theory
is relevant only insofar as it feeds into specific case studies. Rather, I see a critical role for theoretical reflection as folding back
on theories of translationincluding contemporary theories, including the presuppositions of translation studies. This may well be
light-vears away from the real-life problems of pmfe&mnnal translators, as Che&tan:ﬂan puts it. Perhaps. I agree with Gideon
that it is not the primary task of translation studies to interfere directly (note 'primary' and 'directly'. Chesterman forgets this)
with how translators go about thewr business. But [ would argue, against Gideon, that the matter is not that simple. However
descriptively or the oretically cocooned some forms of translation study

< previous page page 139 next page >



< previous page page 140

Page 140

may want to be, they interact with other branches of the field and. indirectly, at several removes perhaps, but stll, with
practicee.g. to the extent that sooner or later translator training courses take account of some aspects of descriptive or
theoretical or other work, or to the extent that changing practices of translation, e g. in a multi-media environment, generate
different discourses which must eventually immpact on even the most ethereal theorising. Light-vears maybe, but light travels.

Another aspect of this self-reflexive theorising is that it denies any strict separation between historical thinking about translation
and contemporary thinking. whether it claims scholarly status or not. This points, among other things, to the contingency of
notions and terminologies of translation current in translation studies. There lies the aporia, and the rony, of translation studies
as [ see it, and hence of my own speaking in this context. How such metatheoretical reflection might translate into practice,
Chesterman asks. Should translators translate differently? No. Translators do as they do. But people engaged in studying
translation might do well to look at the way in which historians, or sociologists, or, as I suggested, anthropologists, have
struggled with the entanglement of their disciplines with their respective objects. It would not be such a bad idea to see how,
say, Clifford Geertz' thick description, or the more postmodern forms of ethnography, or Hayvden White's narrativity, or
Stephen Greenblatt's new historicism, or Bourdieu's fields. or indeed Luhmann's anti-foundationalist epistemolo gy, might be
applied to translation issues. It would bring new life and fresh challenges into the discipline. The poverty of current translation
studies, it seems to me, 15 their faillure to elaborate a theoretical apparatus that comes anyvwhere near to doing justice to the
historical relevance and conceptual complexity of translation. That is why I think the discipline needs impulses from other areas
of study as well as critical inspection of its own operations and vocabulary.
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