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those preferences in terms of the social, cultural or ideological positioning
of the individual translator?

Baker (2000) made use of the fictional subcorpus of the TEC to examine
aspects of linguistic patterning in the works of two British literary transla-
tors, namely Peter Bush (five translated novels or a total of 296,146 words
in the corpus), and Peter Clark (three translated novels or a toral of 173,932
words in the corpus). Peter Bush is found ro prefer works written in Spanish
and Brazilian Portuguese with an elaborate narrative which creates a world
of intellecrually sophisticated characrers who speak largely through rhe nar-
rator’s voice. These works assume a highly educated readership. Peter Clark,
in contrast, translates Arabic texts with an ordinary narrative which convey
a social message accessible to a wider lay readership. In these stories every-
day people interact with one another and focus mainly on emotions. Peter
Bush’s translations have a higher average sentence lengrh and a higher type-
token ratio. Moreover, the analysis of the reporting verb say reveals a ten-
dency for Peter Clark to use che simple past sz/d more often than any other
form and in direct speech, while Peter Bush tends to use it in indirect speech
in the typical structure as someone said, he also uses says more often and in
indirect speech. While indirect speech creates a world with unclear bound-
aries where the reader is encouraged to identify with the fictional or autobi-
ographical world, direct speech clearly defines the beginning and end of the
characters’ utterances and thoughts which are directly and unambiguously
conveyed to the reader. The tendency to use direct speech in Perer Clark’s
translated narrative may be tentarively explained by a subconscious arrempt
to render the source text, which belongs to a distant and alien culture, more
accessible to the English readership. Baker concludes that, however method-
ologically difficult, it is possible in principle to identify patterns of choice
which together form a particular chumb-print or style of an individual lit-
erary translator. It is also possible to use the description which emerges from
a study of this type to elaborate the kind of text world that each translator
has chosen to recreate in the target language.

A similar study, this time in the context of South African Bible transla-
tion, is being undertaken by Rose Masubelele, who is conducting doctoral
research into the role played by Bible translation in the growth and deve-
lopment of written Zulu (under the supervision of my colleague Dr. Kim
Wallmach and co-supervision of Dr. Eric Hermanson of the Bible Society
of South Africa). She aims to examine the changes in orthography, phonol-
ogy, morphology, syntax, lexis and register of nine Zulu translations of the
book of Matthew (1848-1997), which form a monolingual translational
corpus.
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5.3 Studying what is “in” and “of” translational English

Laviosa (2000) also makes use of the TEC as a single resource representing
translational English for the lexicogrammartical analysis of five semantical-
ly related words which are frequently used in translated newspaper articles
(The Guardian and The European) and can be considered to be “key words”
or words that are important from a sociological point of view as they em-
body social values and transmit culture. The words selected are: Exrope, Eu-
ropean, European Union, Union, and EU. The concordance findings suggest
that Exrgpe appears to be viewed as a political project or a political reality.
In contrast, Exnropean is associated with lexis that refers to the institutions
that are part of the EU, as well as its political, military, economic, and di-
plomaric acrivities, and its membership. None of the collocates reveal any
distinctive positive or negative semantic prosodies, they are neutral and fac-
tual rather than evaluative. Collocates not only disambiguate che meaning
of polysemous words such as Exrgpe as a continent and Exrope as EU, but
they reveal something about the cultural message subliminally conveyed by
the typical use of these words. The image of Europe that seems to be por-
trayed by the translated articles in The Guardian and The European is that of
a political reality whose activities, ideas, projects, and ideals are the object
of reasonably well balanced debates and discussions, and which are report-
ed on in a seemingly detached and objective manner. Laviosa (2000) sug-
gests that this conclusion can become a new hypothesis that can be tested
by investigating other rext genres in the TEC by means of the same ana-
lytical techniques. Moreover, given that the TEC is a multi-source-lan-
guage corpus of translational English, it is possible, providing the corpus is
large enough, to examine the extent to which specific patterns are associa-
ted with specific source languages. Comparative analyses could also be car-
ried out berween Enrgpe and other lemmas of culrural keywords such as Bri-
tairn and British, France and French, and Italy and Italian, etc.

Because the results reveal descriptive features of the particular type of
cranslational language found in newspapers, they tell us primarily some-
thing about what is “in” the language itself, while "of” refers to the text in
its entirety, its overall impact in the targer language and culture in rerms
of ideology. Therefore, although this small-scale study does not allow La-
viosa (2000:172) to generalise about the semantic prosodies of the lemma
Eurgpe in translational English as a whole, she managed to show thar it is
possible to develop

2 corpus-based methodology or, more specifically, a TEC-based
methodology, through which the ideological impact of translated
rexcs can be investigated in a truly rarget-oriented environment,
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where the language of cranslation is investigared per se, as a specif-
ic variety of rhe rarger language, without necessarily referring ro
other corpora, either comparable or parallel, in order to elaborate
hypotheses on the specificity of the language of translation.

In this article an overview was given of the research that has led to the
formation of Corpus-based Translation Studies or CTS. I also demonstrated
how CTS tools and techniques can be used for the analysis of general and
literary texts, the style of professional literary cranslators as well as what is
“in” and “of " translational English. The question which inevitably springs
to mind at this point is whart are the implications of corpus-based rransla-
tion research for Bible translation?

6. ANY IMPLICATIONS FOR BIBLE
TRANSLATION?

In order to discuss the implications of corpus-based research into the “uni-
versal” features of the language of translation for Bible translation it is ne-
cessary to mention its strengths and weaknesses. Laviosa (2001:74-75)
points out that (1) it has developed the initial intuitive and somewhat
vague notion of “universal” into clear, detailed operational research hypo-
theses; (2) it has progressed from small scale, manual, language pair and
text genre-specific studies to large scale, systematic, comparable, and tar-
get-oriented research. (3) From somewhat inconclusive findings, the disci-
pline has progressed to more consistent evidence which takes into account
both trends and exceptions; and (4), from theoretical elaborations of the no-
tion of “universal”, mainly rooted in the linguistic tradicion, corpus-based
translation studies are beginning to take into account a wider range of fac-
tors involving socio-cultural elements such as the relative status of a lan-
guage and the position of a literary genre within the general polysystem of
literary production. This development represents an important shift from
description to causal explanation of the phenomena being studied.

However, the notion of “universal”, together with the search for gene-
ral laws of translation, has been questioned by some scholars on theoretical
and empirical grounds. From a theoretical stance, universals have been cri-
ticised as being

anachronistic constructs, 2 heritage of the intellectual doctrine of
positivism which aspires ro objectivity and undermines the value of
intuition and interpretation as means for making sense of reality, a
position that is no longer tenable in che light of modern thought

which, from che early decades of the rwenciech century. has chal-
lenged, in the natural and the social sciences, the rigid division
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berween the object of study, the act of observing it, and the obser-
ver (Tymoczko in Laviosa 2001:75).

The very process of collecting data and the tools used to analyse them
are inevitably influenced by the researcher’s perspective; cherefore, if schol-
ars put forward hypotheses supported by empirical evidence to suggest that
the language of translation has some universal features their claim is

basically authoritarian to the extent that it not only artempts its
own local, historically and ideologically determined conclusions
inco general neucral “laws” bur also disregards ocrher (inescapably)
local statements or hypotheses (Arrojo in Laviosa 2001:76).

According to Laviosa (2001:76), from an empirical point of view, Ken-
ny’s findings concerning lexical creativity in translations, for example, may
cast doubr on the validity of normalisation as a universal fearure of transla-
tion: The fact thac different translators respond differently, or the same
translator responds differently on different occasions, to what is essentially
the same problem posed by a source text,

lends weight to the hypothesis chac normalisation is norm-governed
behaviour; it represents a tendency ... rather than any absolute ne-
cessity to do so, which one might expect if normalisation were ap-
proached as a2 manifestation of 2 translation universal (Kenny in
Laviosa 2001:76).

At the European Society for Translation Studies (EST) conference in
Denmark in September 2001, Mona Baker (personal communication) her-
self retracted her label of “universals” and opted instead to call these fea-
tures of translated text simply “translational patterns and regularities”. La-
viosa (2001;78) agrees. Provided we do not consider it as “a static, absolute
category, capable of explaining the translator’s choices in every circum-
stance”, bur as a “descriptive construct, an open-ended working hypothe-
sis”, she argues, the notion of universal can still be fruitfully exploited to
reveal the stare of the art in Descriprive Translation Studies:

Whart universals-based studies intend and hope to show is not the
existence of all-or-none phenomena, but cendencies, trends, regu-
larities which do not occur in an aseptic, dull environment devoid
of singular behaviours, but emerge from a rich, intricare, dynamic
world of diversity and concrascs.

In my opinion, Bible rranslarors should become acquainted with the
tools and techniques used by scholars who pursue corpus-based translation
research to describe and explain in functional and systemic terms what existing
cranslations actually look like, and why. For instance, they may investigate
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which translation strategies have been used to solve problems of non-equi-
valence at word level and above word level), raking into account the fact
that no translation is ever produced in a vacuum, and is always shaped by
the historical, cultural, linguistic, literary and religious system of the tar-
get language.

As shown above, small scale and manual investigations can be expand-
ed by large scale, systemaric, comparable, and rarger-oriented research of
existing source texts and translations with a view to examining, and ulti-
mately improving the quality of modern Bible translations, enhancing cheir
accessibility, and producing new translations for different purposes and
with different skopoi.

This new approach could assist researchers and practitioners by shed-
ding light on che linguistic and textual features of different translacions
and/or revisions of the same Bible in respect of

* consistency of, for instance, terminology, orthography and register;
e changes in orthography, rerminology and register over time;
® che effect of regionalisms or dialectal variation;

e incterference of the source language (e.g. English, or Xhosa in the case
of some of the translations into Zulu);

* interference of rhe rranslaror’s morher rongue;

* regularities and recurring patterns in certain translations but not in
others;

e whether the profile of the publishing house or Bible Society that is res-
ponsible for the translation(s) impacts upon the linguistic make-up of
a translation;

* insticutional or team work as opposed to the work of individual trans-
lators;

*  whether certain strategies or features are more typical of certain rarget
languages chan others;

* the extent to which differences in the source texts are actually reflect-
ed in the translation(s), so as to obtain some indication of whether the
use of alternative source texts is theologically significant.

In conclusion, I fully agree with Tymoczko (1998:652), who, inciden-
tally, is not personally involved in corpus-based research!, that “like large
databases in the sciences, corpora will become a legacy of the present to the
future, enabling future research to build upon that of che present”.
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