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Andrei Danchev
Institute for Foreign Students, Sofia

TRANSFER AND TRANSLATION

This paper consists of two parts. The first deals with certain aspects
of the relation between transfer and translation, and the second with some
of the implications of that relation for the theory and practice of foreign
language teaching.

I. THE RELATION BETWEEN 'TRANSFER' AND *TRANSLATION'

1. The Issue. For obvious reasons, 'transfer' is one of the most
frequently used terms in applied linguistics today and 'translation’ un-
doubtedly holds pride of place too. This is hardly surprising, of course,
as both terms evidently stand for key notions. But althcugh a great deal

has already been said and written about transfer and translation taken
separately, Tess attention has so far been given to some interesting aspects
of their velationship. Thus, for example, one of the things worth noting
about these two terms is their frequently overiapping usage, although this
is to be expected perhaps as a synchronic reflex of their one time synonymy.1
Etymology apart, however, some kind of & conceptual difference seems to be
taken implicitly for granted by the majority of people working in the various
‘ areas of applied {and theoretical) Yinguistics mowarays. And yet the said
: two terms are often used in similar contexts with reference to more or less
jdentical Jexical and grammatical phenomenz. The instances of syntagmatic © x
influence of one Tanguage upon another are particularly reveaiing.
Thus, sentences such as *I can't afford on marriage in the English

i intertanguage of Polish Teazrners are explained as being due to native

1Since both transfer and transiation come from different forms of the same
N Latin verb (transferre 'carry' and its supine translatum), the original
meaning is given prominence in some dictioraries.” Thus, for example, in
the 1933 edition of the Shorter English Dictionary we find that the first
i meaning of translation is 'transference, removal orv conveyance from one
: person, place, or condition to ancther', that is, & definition that can
3 apply equally well to transfer. It is only in some more recent dictionaries
that the prevailing present-day 'linguistic' mearing of translation comes
first.
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Tanguage transfer {Arabski 1979:50), and, sfmi]arly. the phrase *EXAEEEE
manner. produced by Czech Tearners of English, is éttributed to interference
(= *negative transfer' in that paper) from the corresponding prepositional
phrase in Czech (Du$kova 1969:18). The evidence can easily be expanded to
include all possible languages, but suffice it to refer to L. Selinker's
generalizing statements that transfer {of one kind or another) is one of
the major causes for the development of interTanguages {Selinker 1972}.

On the other hand English phrases such as at the request of (which
must have been 'incorrect’ when first used) are expiained as due to the
1nf1uence of frequent translation from French into Middle English (Prins
1948:35). (The reverse process, from English into Canadian French, eq.
in au-del3 de notre contrdle from beyond our control, has been accounted
for as being due to interference, cf. Darbelnet 1980:35.) To take another
exampte, attendre sur gquelqu'un in Swiss French is described as a 'Toan
translation’ (calque) from German (Marouzeau 1951), and-here t00 a wide
var1ety of cases illustrating the Tasting effect of transTation can be .
adduced. from many languages (¢f. eg. the datz and references in Workman
1940, Weinreich 1953, Haugen 1953, Zvegintsev 1962, Fehling 1930, B1rnbaum
1982, Danchev 1982a).

The question arises then: f similar and sometimes even identical
examples can be attributed alternatively to transfer and to transiation,
would that mean that these two terms (and the notions behind them} often
boil down to the same thing, after alt?

In fact, as early as 1954, 7. Harris wrote of an "inherent connection
between transfer and translation" (Harris 1954:259), and L. Duskova admits
that her examples of syntactic interference (including the one just
mentioned above) are "word-for-word translations of the corresponding
Czech expressions”" (DuSkova 1969:18). V. Ivir too has remarked that "many
instances of interference in situations of natural and/or artificial Tanguage

contact can be v1ew§d in terms of partial or comlete translation” (Ivir
1679:91). The iﬁsue has also beem touched upon briefly in Danchev 19822
but, despite the observations of the abgve mentioned and some other authers,
the connection between transfer and translation does not appear to have been

sufficiently explored yet. An examination of the simitarities and differences

between the meanings and usage of these two terms could have some iﬁportant
implications for applied linguistics in general and more specifically for
the theory and practice of foreign language teach1ng. Understandably,

e
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Timitations of time and space do not permit a more extensive survey of the

problem here. Therefore only some of the more outstanding points will be

considered and attention will be drawn to a number of facts which, though
generally well known, so far do not seem to have been related to each
other explicitly enough.

To begin with, let us take a quick Took at the meanings of 'transfer’
and "translation', taken separately. As is the case with many terms nowa-
days, there has been 2 Tot of loose, indeterminate, and even centradictory

usage in recent years.

2. Transfer. Referring to 'transfer' and 'interference', some authors
have spoken of 'terminolegical confusion' {eg. Debyser 1970; cf. also
Rattunde 1974). It is therefore somewhat difficult to offer a single de-
finition of interlingual transfer,1 but many people will prebably accept
that it is "... a process in foreign lamguage learning whereby learners
carry over what they already know about their first language to their per-
formance in their new language" {Crystal 1980). Others will want to add the
proviso that transfer affects a person's first language tco and that the
process is not confined to situatiens of foreign language learning only (cf.
the broader sense it is used with in the writings of. say, U. Weinreich and

\ %

[. Haugen}. Although there have been quite a few reformulations of 'transfer!

in recent yeafs (eg. in Rattunde 1974, Kellerman 1877, Ahunzjanov $981), most

authors continue to speak of 'negative’ and "positive' transfer, the former
synonymouys with *interference'. ‘'Transference' is used occasicnally as an
alternative term to 'transfer' (cf. eg. Lewandowski 1976, Ahunzjanov 1981),
the term 'transposition' can also be met with in a similar sense, and some

authors speak also of structura1 carryover' (eg. Neubert 1981).

There are-obviously two main types of evidence illustrating 1nter11ngua1

transfer of one kind or another: (1) Tearners' errors and (2) the results

of historical Tanguage contacts.
Every language teacher can easily produce numerous examples of first

language transfer in second language acquisition and use, although there will

often arise contradictory claims over the nature and extent of the process
{cf. eg. Richards 1974, Dulay and Burt 1974). But apart from a seemingly

1As distinet from "intra-tingual' and other types of transfer,
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diminishing number of peopie who still tend to minimize or even fo ignore
its existence and effects, transfer is clearly recbgnized-today as one of
the basic factors that condition the process of second (third, ete.)
ianguage acquisition and use.
Corcerning the second type of evidence, the question as to the relation
betwegn external and internal factors of anguage development and change
is stfif controversial. MNevertheless there is a steadily increasing body
of data illustrating and confirming A. Martinet's (1952) claim that Janguage
contact may turn out to be a .major factor of (tempokary or permanent)
tanguage change. In a considerable number of cases there can hardiy exist
any doubt indeed that certain changes in some languages are connected with
“similar changes in neighbouring or otherwise contiguous languages. ‘
/ The fivt infrequant coincidence of Tearners' errors with historical
Tanguage changes need hardly be elaborated upon here, except to draw
additional attention to the fact that large-scale transfer may also occur

Cij from L2 to L1, this providing even stronger evidence of the impact and

potential of interTingual transfer as a whoTe.1 It may be recalled that
numerous instances of such influence have been quoted in publications by
H. Schuchardt, C. Bally, 0. Jespersen and some other earlty scholars, and
have been further documented extensively by U. Weinreich, E. Haugen,
B. Wavranek, A. Rosetti, V. Rosentzweig and numerous other authors’ (for
additional references c¢f. Danchev 1982a), work along these lines continuing
in recent years too. £2 —> L1 transfer dn conditions of artificial bi-
f/}ingualism {second language acquisition) has been described too. A great
;k'hany instances of such transfer can be found in varieus translations from
i_ foreign inte native languages. Copious evidence of L2 —> L1 trarisfer has
recently also been forthcoming from the numerous publications dealing with
the influence of English on various languages alT over the world (eg.
Carétensen 1979, Darbelnet 1980, Sajavaara and Lehtonen 1981, Fi11ipoviﬁ
1982, Danchev 1982b).

1In Dulay and Burt 1974 it is stated that this kind of evidence is invalid.
Within. their framework there does not seem to be place for such evidence
indeed. It should be noted, however, that they tend to identify transfer
with the behaviouristic notion of transfer of habits, without apparently

I taking into account the fact that there may afse exist transfer of

i

(creative) rules from one language into another. -

e
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Altogether there exists nowaday$ an enormeus corpus of L2 —> L1 transfer \iﬁ
evidence, the full significance of which still does not seem to have been
sufficiently appreciated by either historical Tinguists and/or language
teaching specialists. Thus, atthough nothing very new has been said here,
an added emphasis may be placed on the fact that transfer is a universal N
feature of language contact (cf. also Toury 1982}, Yhat has been said so far
obviously ties in with H. Wode's statements that "we shall have to change our
thinking of transfer drasticaily” and “Tinguistic theories will have to be
revised to incorporate transfer" (Wode 1982). The increasing amount of new
evidence that has been forthcoming will naturally sgrve to reinforce the
above claims. ' o

The brief survey of the literature shows that, allowing for individual
variations, there are two main types of transfer definiﬁions, which may- «
conveniently be described as the ‘narrow’ and the 'broad' ones. According

ing the process of language learning in situations of artificial §i1ingua1ism.
The broader definitions include any kind of transfer between any of the two
{or more) Tanguages of a person in conditions of both artificial gnd natural
bilingualism (including historical language contacts).

3. Translation. It is an even more zrduous task to offer a single de-
finition of transfatien. The range'of approaches to the problem is rather.
wide and a detailed review could run into many pages {for surveys and bjb11o—
graphies of recent work c¢f. eg. Mounen 1976, Rado 1977, Xomisarov 1980,

Toury 1980, Nevmark 1981). Despite the variety of definitions there are
nevertheless certain points that most of them have in common, for exan1e

the consideration of translation in terms of interlingual tramsformations, T) ~
variously described as ‘operations' {Viray and Darbelnet 1959), 'trans-
formulation' (Bolinger 1966), 'restructuring' (Nida 1969), etc. A11-trans—
formations evidently presuppose invariant preservation of the basic in-
formation content,1 the choice between the various possible functional
equivalents depending on both Tinguistic and extra-tinguistic fac?ors.l

A full specification of all the possible interTingual transformations 1?

still lacking, but the four basic types - substitution, addition, deletion

1As is usvally pointed out; there is nqtur§11y an ineviFabTe loss of
meaning, sometimes referred to as 'noises’ or ‘entropy’.
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and transposition - often mentioned (sometimes with cther names) in the talquing, which figures prominently fn this discussion, is sometimes
Titerature will most certainly form the core of any more expanded do- referred T5 @5 2 certain 'kind' of translation. In fact, it is Viteral
scriptions. translation. Incidentally, its ‘translational’ nature comes out in its
From the point of view of the issue under consideration it is evidently ecuivalents in certain languages, eg. 'lpan translation' in English and
‘Ubersetzunglehnwart' in German. ATthough grammatical calquing has been
considered too (eg. by U. Weinreich), lexical and compound word ca]quingf:)*in
seem to be more popular. Many authors associate calquing mainly with
historical linguistics: thus, according to D. Crystal, calgue is a term

"used in comparative and historical linguistics to refer to a type of
borrowing where the morphemic constituents of the borrowed word or phrase

are translated item by item into equivalent morphemes in the new language"
(Crystal 1980). But as has been pointed cut by . Mownen, the word-for-word
rendering of poor translations amounts to calguing too (Mounen 1974}, and

at this point we may recali L. Dufkova®s admission that most of the instances

. necessary to outline at least tentatively the scopé of the 'translation®
‘ notions  One of the main points here concerns the relation between 'conscious'
i (:H;nd 'unconscious' translatien. What has been referred to as the ‘standard’ fe
EFEE;;_3¥‘E;;;§;;fion, deals with conscious translation only and inter-

-~ &

Tingual interference is considered merely insofar as it is the cause for

peor translation. And while translation as a corscious activity has been -
envisaged in language change before, for example in showing the influence .

of the ctassical and other languages on the written languages of Europe and

elsewhere (cf. the references in Danchev 1982a), the existence and study of

unconscious translation are still Targely neglected by mest authors. And

of syntactic interference in her corpus are due to word-for-word {cf.
Crystal's "item by item') translation, that is, one may add here, te calguing.

yet it has been shown in recent years that in sitvations of artificial
" bilingualism there occurs what has been described as 'uncontroilable’
/// We are faced thus with one of those differences in terminological usage which
conceal actual identity. If the term ‘calgue' should be used more frequent1y
in the literature on foreign Ianguage acquisition, additional similarities
between historical and appfied Tinguisticé will be thrown into relief, and
a great deal of data relevant to both disciplines wit! become more readily

[ {Komisarov 1971), 'spontaneous' {Ljudskanov 1973}, 'hidden' and 'unconscious'
p—. (Daﬁchev 1978, 1980), 'internal' {Masliko and Popova 1980}, etc., transla-
tion, irrespective of whether transTation has been part of the teaching
method or net. Adding to this the data of historical Tanguage contacts,
there émerges strong evidence suggesting that unconscious translation may be

——

available.

The notion of translation can thus be enlarged to include the various ™ x
types of unconscicus translation as well as lexical and grammatical calquing.,//

It is worth noting that some defimitions c¢f transiation contain explicit

a universal feature of most kinds of biTinggglism.z it muéE_EE”admitted,

of course, that it is sometimes difficult to distfﬁguish between conscious
and uncenscicus translation. On the whole it appears that while lexiczl
¢/ and morphoTogical translation (calquing} are often a conscicus activity,

"

: the borrowing and transtation of synfactic patterns is mostly unconscious | references to transfer. Thus, E. Nida's well-knoun paper 'Science of Trans-
" (Carbelnet 1980, Danchev 1380). | Jation' begins with the assertion that translation is "a complex procedure

7 ! involving analysis, transfer {emphasis provided), and restructuring” (Nida
1969:483). As a matter of fact, in several places in that paper "transfer'

.. - 1
1 and 'translation' are a bit difficult to distinguish.

This term has been used in Danchev 1980 and 1982a with reference to theories PN
of translation concerned only with conscious transTation from a synchronic
point of view.

2The evidence showing that there is practically always some degree of inter- : 1
Tingual interference, the distinction between 'co-ordinative' and ‘sub- to For example in the passage, "when event nouns (...) are transferred
ordinative' bilingualism is not kept up here. As has been pointed cut by {emphasis provided) from one Tanguage into another, they are generally

J.D. Deseriev and I.F. Protcenko (quoted in Ahunzjanov 1981}, bitingualism
is a changing dynamic categery. I return thus to H. Paul's broad concept
of bilingualism, inctuding both individual and collective bilingualism in
conditions of both natural and artificial language contact, irrespective
of the speaker’s fluency Tn either of the twe Tanguages.

back-transformed intc verb expressions” (Nida 1968:485). 1In this and some
other passages the verb iransfer can be replaced by translate without any
apparent change of meanifg. But on the whole in Nida's usage transfer

emerges as more or Jess equivalent to 'literal translation', ie., to

calguing.
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According to A, Neubart, "translation amounts to the transfer of messages
(emphasis provided) from one language to another" (ﬁeubert 1981:130). The
reference to 'message’ s to be found in many definitions of transiation, but
since any speech act by both monolingual and bilingual individuals, even when
erroneous in one way or another, is intended to convey some kind of 3 message,
this is.hardly to be regarded as specific te transiation only.

The connection of transfer with transTation is viewed from a somewhat
different angle in 5. Toury's insightful observation that “there is something
in the nature of translating itself which encourages the occurrence of inter-
ference forms by realizing the potential tanguage contact in the speaker's
brain and triggering the transfer mechanism™ (Toury i982}. Some of the )
implications of the above statement will be discussed at some Tength a Tittle
further on.

As with transfer, there emerge again two main types of definitions,
‘narrow' and ‘broader' cnes. The narrow definitions deal with conscious
translation only, whereas the broader ones include alsc various types of
unconscious translation.

4. On Some Differences and Similarities between Transfer and Translation.

It is time now to take a somewhat closer look at the differences and
similarities between the two notions, some of which have already emerged in
the course of the foregoing discussion. The fo1]oﬁing possible distincticons
can be considered.

{a) A conscious vs. an unconscious process. A QUick survey of the avail-
able literature seems to sugéest the possibility of regarding transfer as an

47

was just pointed out, some authors have pointed to instances of 'uncontroll-
able', ‘spontanecus’, 'hidden', 'unconscious', 'internal’ and other similar
types of partial and complete translation. So on closer examination this A

distinction turns out to be one of prevailing usage rather than of actual K

substance.

{b} A 'natural’ vs. an 'unnatural' process. This distinction is closely
connected with the preceding one, but it will nevertheless be considered
separately as this issue has turned out to be controversial. It has been
claimed, for example, that "translation is unnatural in that it is not part
of the 'natural’ performance of a competent speaker or writer of a language”
{Neubert 1981:142), that it is "a complex, artificial and unnatural process”
(Newmark 1981:97} and that "learners hardly ever translate of their own
initiative" (Toury 1982:14}).

Empirical observation has shown, however, that learners tend to trans—'h\\ %

Tate even when asked not to do so. Actually, it is a well-known fact of
classrcom reality that regardless of the teaching methed learners resort to
partial or complete tramslation in order to better understand difficult
passages in the target language text. In fact, learners do not seem to feel
reassured until they have translated the foreign language text into their
own language, and if their teacher refuses to help them, they wiil do this
by themselves. It has been pointed out indeed that "If one is taught a
second language, {...) even by something approaching the 'direct method®, one
usually sets up patterns of translation equivalence" {Halliday et al 1964:
125}, and also that "it is difficult to demy an element of translation in

i most forms of second language learning" (Lewis 1974:75), etc. One‘fee1s
{ strongly tempted here to repeat once again L. SCerba's well-known words that
i translation can be banned from the classreom, but not from the heads of ‘the //

o {/funconsciops process and trans1ation {(in its narrow definition) as a conscious
. activity. Indeed, in the majority of publications, transfer is described
as an uncon#roITab1e nrocess, whereas transiation is mestly controlled. How- } tearners (&cerba 1947).
ever, a number of authors have pointed out that transfer canﬂ?e intenfional ; The existerice of both artificial and natural translation in a somewhat
| different setting has beem described ir a recent publication on multi-
Vingualism in Nigeria (Alaba 1981). The view that transTation can be re- i

garded as an “"innate skill in(bilinguals" {Harris and Sherwood 1977) thus X

too, eg- as a2 communication strategy in various_E?Hagjﬁ?ﬁ?greigner talk'
(Ferguson 1375) and for other pufposes as well (cf. eg. Kellerman 1977, :
Neubert 1981, Toury 1982). It might also be recalled that U. Weinreich has i
mentioned the 'conversion formulas' of bilingual speakers and that this kind 1 has Certain];—gggfzsﬁggﬁg;g;to TScomi@nd it. The reference to the "notorious
Ff natural code switching.has been exp]qited.in the-"transfer grammar"of | incapacity or awkwardness of certain bitinguals te translate from one to the

£. Harris (1954, which mey actually be viewed 2s an instruction of how to. 1 other of their languages" in Newmark 1981 (cf. a similar brief statement in }

Rosetti 1966}, holds true of conscious and correct translation, which
certainly requires special training and experience. It may be added, of

translate certain utterances from one Tanguage into another (Harris himself
speaks of a "proceduralized system of.transtation"). On.the other hand, as &
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course, that the effective use even of one's first language also requires In summary, it can be said that if translation is taken to comsist — —
special training and skill. An examination of the Epeech production of bi- mainty of interlingual transformation(s), transfer can then be regarded as % '
"Tinguals who cannot translate properly is nevertheless Tikely to reveal many v isomorphous translation, where the obligatory transformations have not been
instances of partial and/or complete unconscious translation. i carried out. What is often called 'negative' transfer normally amounts to
To sum up then, whereas transfer ssems to be mbstly 'natural’, translation F partial transiation only, distorting the stiucture of the second language
5( /r/;an be~regarded as being both 'natural’ and 'unnatural', depending on the ; and Teading to erronecus utterances. Whereas transfer is often equivalent
" scope of the translation notien one is operating with. Basically, however, .. to calquing, translation usually involves more than one language level and
the above distinction does not seem to be a fundamental cne. requires a numher of transformations. To put it otherwise, in the case of

negative transfer the respective utterance has not been fully monitored.
The instances of positive transfer are practically indistinguishable from
L e

(c) Scope. Transfer and translation could also be distinguished by
taking into consideration their scope. On the one hand it was seen that

(7 definitions of translation often include the notion of transfer as practical- translation, while negative transfer is more or Tess identical with poor
L- Ty identical with literal tramslation (calquing), translation thus emerging : translation. As a matter of fact, according to P. Newmark, "interference,
&5 a broader notion than transfer. On the other hand, however, interlingual nowever plausible, is always mistranslation” {Newmark 1981:12).
j ‘transfer affects altf ianguage levels, including phonetics and phonology, Transfer may thus be regarded as an incomplete translation process, ™
! whereas transiation is usually regarded as functioning on the sign levels arrested midway, as it were, where ‘only the substitutions with the 'dominant LY
M_of Tanguage only {although some authors have spoken of ‘phomological’ trans- functionatl eqUiva"E"t'1 have been carried out on the same language level, ,/f
latfen, cf. eg. Catford 1965)}. One way or another, it is obvious that within whereas E_ZSEQIEEE_EEEEElEIQO" Wil require additional transformations which
the framework of the broader notion of transtation there does not exist any will usualiy cut across more than one language Tevel. Transfer amounts to
- basic distinction between transfer and translation. What regards 'intra- more or less literal translation and if that happens to be sufficient, then
Tingual' transfer ('cvergeneralization', 'analogy', etc.), this can be . well and good.
compared to intralingual transiation {paraphrasing) and register-switching. Both transfer znd translation (in the broad sense) are conscicus and
(d) A written vs. an oral activity.1 It has been suggested that 'trans- unconscious commuynication strategies on the part of bilingual speakers (in-
Tation' is usually taken to refer to the written process in a histeorical cluding incipient bilinguals) in both naturalistic and tutored settings.
context, whereas ‘transfer' is used predominantly in connection with foreign ; WWhat has been said so far seems to warrant the following conclusions:
language acquisition. Though undoubtedly true up to a point, this is ' {1} Both transfer and translation are universel features of any kind of —?
obviously a distinction of usage and not of substance. Moreover, it is f language contact. '
common knowTedge that ‘transfer' has also been used in connection with . (2) There is a certain difference between the narrow definitions of
historical language contacts, whereas 'transIating'.(and "interpreting'} is transfer and translation, but there is no essential difference between their B
naturally the subject of the essentially synchronica11y oriented (1ike broader definitions as discussed above.
language teaching) discipline of translation theory. So here too the . l‘ The fact that the strong affinity between transfer and translation has
distinction does not seem to go very deep. ‘ not received enough recognition is probably due partly to differeaces of

; terminological usage in different Tinguistic disciplines. The preference
! for 'transfer' may also be due to the somswhat dubious connotation that
: ‘translation' has acquired over the years in the course of occasionally

It will be recalled that most Tanguages do not have d1fferent words, for
written and oral translation, as eg. ‘tranglatien' and ‘interpreting’

in English. : ’
1This term is used in Danchev 1979 and corresponds to ‘basic counterpart’
i in Arabski 1979.
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heated arguments over the role of translation in language teaching and
acquisition. Moreover, 'transfer’ seems to have a more terminciogical
and professional ring about it. '

The failure to recognize more explicitly the connections between trans-
fer and translation is very likely also due to the fact that no explicit
theoretical connection betweeri the problems of bilingualism and irter-
lingual interference, on the one hand, and translation theory, on the other,
would seem to have been established so far. This is probably due to the
circumstance that by the time that the main aspects of bilingualism and

. interference had already been studied extensively, translation theory had

i stil1T not developed sufficiently to attract wider attention. In fact, many .

\1inguists and language.teaching specialists (actually most teachers) stiil
(/do not seem to be aware of translation theofy and its imptications for both
E theoretical and applied linguistics.
If the above inferences are correct, one might perhaps rush to the
conclusion that it does not patter very much which of the two terms will
be used in the future. However, once we realize that most instances of
transfer {excluding phonetics and phonoIogy} can be identified with one kind
of transiation or another, this will inevitably determine one's teaching
strategy. If we know that we are dealing with translation, we will look to
// translation theory to provide us with the appropriate concepts, methodology
and terms. This will naturally imply a serious reconsideration of the role
/ of translation in foreign language teaching. It will also become apparent
that the relevance of transtation theory {which has antedated some of the
recent developments in contrastive linguistics, notably its widening of
scope so as to include pragmatics, sociolinguistics, etc.} to fereign
language teaching has still not been given sufficient attention. In the
next section I shall take a -brief Yook at some of the more practical issues
arising in this connection.

I1. SCME IMPLICATIONS FOR FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

The arguments for and against the use of translation in foreign language
teaching have been reviewed periodically over a long perioed of time {for
references and details cf. eg. Beljaev 1965, Dodson 1967, Muskat-Tabakowska
1973, Benediktov 1974, Pasov 1978, Danchev 1978). So instead of repeating.

i
|
i
i
H
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all the points again [ shall single cut for reconsideration only two of them.

The first is based on the consideraticn of translation as a universal feature \

of bilingualism, which can be subsumed under "they do it anyway' formula, and
the second concerns translation as an end in itself., It has long been re-
cognized, of course; that as well as being a means to the learning of a
foreign language, translation may also be the end towards which the study

of the foreign language is directed {cf. eg. Halliday et al 1964, Beljaev
1965). '

Once it has been accepted that there does not exist any fundamental
difference between the broad notiqns of transfer and transtation and, by
common consensus transfer being considered as an iwmportant facter in second
language acquisition, the same will obviously apply to translaticn as well.
It turns out thus that the role of unconscious/hiddeh/interna1/spontaneous i
translatior in language 1ea§ning is much greater than is qsua11y assumed, \
not to mention the fact that many authors and teachars are apparently not
even aware of its existence. The fact that translation can be_viewed as a
natural process stands out then as the central argument in fgvour of a '
thorbugh reconsideration of its use.r And if translation is a process that
cannot.be checked, the obvioﬁs thing to do is to try to cépturé, channel and
exploit it. It has been nointed out 1ndeed that "*pachers should devise
their teaching materials and teaching methodo]ogy to accord with, and not
to 9o counter to, the learner's natural abilities" f{Wode 1982} and, more
specifically, that "the teacher’s translation is raturally to be preferred
to the pupil's (Taylor i972:56). 0f the numerous similar statements on
transfer one can quote A. Leontieﬁ s, according to whom "the phenomenon of
transferr1nc sk1!1s and habits of the mother-tongue onta a second language
takes p1ace 1nd9pendent1y of our efforts to limit it by a special method and
that this kznd of transfer is deeply rooted in some GeneraT prwnc1p1es of
the transfer of knowledge" (Leontmev 197C: 19) This view is shared by W.
Marton (1973} and others. '

The second important argument in favour of translation stems from its
constantly increasing social and public importance: it has even been said
that we Tive in the century of translation. In fact, the amount of transla-
tion from one language into another is growing rapidly and an dincreasing
number of bilingual people are faced almost daily with the necessity. to
translate variocus texts. Statistics and the results of an official inquiry
hetd in France in 1972 indicate that "by the end of this century the demand

!
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for translation will be three times (emphasis provideq) as large as it is
today" and that “the lack of translations - at the right time and place - will
be one of the three main obstacles to the pregress of science and technology,
the other being the lack of raw materials and the shortage of specialized
Tabour" (Hendrickx 1975:103-4). Bearing in mind all this it is obvious that
while learming a foreign language students will only gain if they have also
acquired some transltation skills, as every bilingual speaker is also a
potential translator.

It is 1mportant to note the marked difference between the trans1at1on
needs of the speakers of what may be referred to as 'major' and 'minor'
languages.1 While the normal functioning of minor Yanguage societies is
inconceivable today without a constant flow of translated information, this
applies relatively less so to the major language countries. Thus, for
instance, the English-speaking countries are obviously much more self-
sufficient informati_qnaﬂy,2 than smaller countries, whose language is _
spoken only by several million people or so. This is why relatively less
public and scholarly attention has been given to transtation (and interpret-
ing)'in Britain than in a number of smaller European countries. As could
well be expected, this is also reflected in the respective attitude to
language teaching. And under the influence of most British and American
pubTications on foreign language teaching, in which translation is usuaily
touched upon fleetingly (often negatively) and is sometimes not even mentioned
at all (one of the conspicuous exceptions here being Dodson 1967}, transla-
tion has for a Tong time been neglected in some smaller countries too, where
there has been a considerable and steadily mounting public demand for it.
There are cases, of course, for example in English language courses in
Britain where the teacher does not know the native language{s) of the
leazrners, in which translation is ruled out for purely practical reasons.
Yet stuch a practice need not be transferred to-situations where translation
can be performed. Be that as it may, the fact remains that in many quarters
there is still scant awareness of the social importance of translation.

1The distinction between '‘major' and 'minor' languages is, of course,

purely in terms of statistics (numbers of speakers}.

2Th1s is probably one of the reasons why mamy British and especially American
authors often fail to quote publications from outside Britain or the United
States and/or written in languages other than English.
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In order to remedy this situation it is preferable that translation should
be practiced both as a means and end of second (third, etc.) language study.
While under the pressure of circumstances and with the waning popularity
of the various direct methods fewer teachers nowadays are likely to reject
transTation out of hand, most of them still do not seem to know exactiy what
to do with it. There is still not sufficient clarity concerning some of
the temporal, qualitative and quantitative parameters of translation. To o
put it simply, it is still not guite clear WHAT, WHEN, HOW MUCH and HOW to \
translate. Since it would cbviously be quite impossible to answer all these
questions exhaustively here, only some of what would seem to be the more
relevant points will be discussed briefly below, proceeding from some recent
experience.1

i. WHAT should be translated? Two types of texts, from and into the
second language, come under consideration here. The L2 —> L1 transtlation

is naturally easier and should therefore precede the L1 —> L2 translation. ,
However, the latter must not be delayed too much, as two-way translation §
has come to be regarded as more effective than uni-directional translatien
{Barhudarev 1965). The two types of translaticn are used for the following
purposes:

L2 —> L1: for (1)} comprehension control afier the introductory text L
has been decoded in ail poss;b1e ways - audio-visvally, through contextual
cues, etc. As has already been pointed out, the rationzle behind this is
'they do it anyway, so it had better be under the teacher's control’.
{2) The second aim of translation at this stage is the gradual acquisgition

¢

and training of transTation skills.

r | oF_Lransiation

L1 —> L2: By proceeding from a L1 text the learner is induced to
generate all the rew grammatical and iexical material he is supposed to
have internalized so far. By being confined to a specific text the learner
is prevented from ao1ng 1nto avo1dance tactics of difficult constructions. ¥
It has been claimed that this k1nd of translation amounts to sett ing traps

1My ovn observations on the use of translation are based on a six-term
classroom testing period of An English Course for Bulgarians by A.
Danchev, E. Machkova, B. Vousheva, N. Stoilova, T. Kmefova, I. Angelova,
P. Benatova, E. Todeva {under the supervision of A. Danchev} (publ. forth-
coming, Sofia, 1983), which proved more effective than the British and
American courses used 2t the Foreign Language Centre at the Institute for
Foreign Students in Sofia.
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and that it only reinforces interference. Observation has shown, however,
that a learner is 1ikely to fall into those "traps' anyway and that, by
teaching him how to switch languages/codes correctly, he can be shown how
to avoid the traps, consciousness raising helping him to develop his inner
self-control (cf. also Bouton 1974). Admittedly, Li —> L2 translation does
invite interference indeed, but this is done in order to overcome it and

to create anti- tnuerference 1mmun1ty and resystance, so to speak {cf. Bogin

bl
-+ §970). Transiat1on is used to neutra11Le the incorrect transfer virus, to

P e |

use figurative language.

Within each lesson or unit a TEXT to TEXT cycle is thus completed. The
tearner sets out from a L2 text wﬂ;;;rTﬁ?ﬁ}éahéTT}‘HEEOdes and internalizes
through appropritate drilling and exercising, in the course of which he is
also able to use his first language, and the final text is designed to make
him produce a second Tanguage text. Thus, whergas at the beginning of the
teaching cycle the learner starts with L2 text analysis, at the end of the
cvcle he should-be able to synthesize a similar target language text.

It goes without saying that the texts ought to be well selected and
communicatively motivated from the very beginning, so as to sustain interest
throughout the exercise. This is important, as it has been observed that
*translation passages are usually poorly selected and graded” {Green 1370:
213). Learners must naturally translate only texts within their ability and
fiction should be given only to very advanced students. Rather than using
isolated sentences, it is advisable that the passages for translation should

be communicatively complete.

WHEN should learners translate? Opinions vary here. Thus, for
example, translation can and shouTd be used during the initial stages (Taylor
1972}, after the initial stages {Muskat-Tabakowska 1973), and towards the
final stages (Bouton 1974). In fact, all possible views are to be met with.
However, since transfer seis ir with the very first instants of language
contact, translation should begin at more or less the same time too, so as
to capture and chammel the transfer process. This is, of course, not to be
taken o mean that a Tesson should begin with translation. As has been
indicated above, the L2 —> L1 translation should come only after all the
other procedures for text decoding and explicitation have been exhausted.
Concerning the L1 —> L2 translation, the optimal time seems to be at the
end of a learning cycle. '
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3. HOW MOCH time should be given to translation? If the intreductory
text has been well written and has aiso been competently presented by means

of both ostensive and contextual devices, its translation should not take
up wmore than a few minutes of classroom time.

The Lt —> L2 transtation can be assigned for. homework, and then its
correction and discussion in class need not take &p more than ten to fifteen
minutes. The time devoted to tramslation thus does not take up mere than
five to ten percent of the overall teaching time.1 In special translation
classes the percentage will be much higher, of course.

4. HOW should learners translate? Two problems emerge here. The first

consists of striking the right balance between literal {interlinear) and (a8
functional {adequate} translation. For obvious reasons, learners {and some-
times teachers, too) tend to translate literally. It is part of their ‘\

intuitive search for 'one to one' identification, which teads to simp]ifi—
cations in their interlenguages. By means of functional translation, learners
are made more keenly aware of the fact that certain elements in one Tanguage
may have several equivalents in another Tanguage, often forming a whole
"fan' (Danchev 1979}. The 'fan of correspondences', as the paradigm of  —
twr@_ywipamﬁﬂed, is headed by the dominant -
functional equivalent. This is usually recognized correctly, but is then
overgeneralized as the sole equivalent of a given element in the Tanguage
from which one translates.

Although 1iteral translation is mostly rejected {c{. Green 1377:218),
it my be used occasionally (cf. Hackey 1965, Rivers 1968, Rogova 1975)

i v

as a temporary explicitation device for the clarification of constructions ff Is
specific -to a certain language. For example, the English construction
What was the weather 1ike? is sometimes rendered by BuTgarian learners

through a semi-literal translation Kato kakve befe vremeto? where the initial

element kato is used to make explicit the finction of ligg. Learners usually
demonstrate their awareness that such a construction is stylistically clumsy
in Bulgarian and, after it has served its purpose, they discard it in favour
of the correct one (Kakvo beSe vremeto?). Similar tréhé]ations have been

1The average lesson in the above menticned Engiish Course for BuTgar1ans
takes up ten to twelve classroom periods (of 45 minutes each)
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central in the overall appreach, although it must constitute one of its

recorded of English constructions with the prop word one. Such meta-Tinguistic .
imbortant ingredients. To administer translation is ‘easy’ (cf. Mackey

b<‘ /pract1ces have a reassuring effect as they help 1earners to internalize more

speedily the structure of the second language. A contrastive analysis of the

8 / Jiteral and functicnal translations may prove a useful teachingjagiﬂi;iz?tA
5?;ETFEEE;;_;EEES:h;EBw1ng whaik?ﬁFa;;T;;ansformatfons must be performed.
This can'bﬁviously be used as a consciousness-raising exercise in self-
monitoring.

The second guesticn here is whether translation theory should be g%ven
to learners in any explicit form. The answer to this question is usually
negative, but the opposite case could be argued as well. The introduction
of certain of the concepts and terms of transiation theory can be helpful.

l/fTo begin with, without using any terminoTogy the process and result of
transiation cannot be described and discussed adequately, nor can they be
related ebeicit1y enough to what learners usually know abaut language in
general. There is a1so the fact that as a whole pecple nowadays are more
'term1no1og1ca11y m1nded than in the past and that this trend can be
ewpected to continue. Indeed, it has been found that learners react favour-

<:fab1y to the Timited use of translation theory terminology @s it enables them
to rationalize about what they have been doing.

The following concepts and terms could be adopted for classroom use.
First of all it is useful to introduce the universal translatability

L-postulate, combined with the compensation principle, applied in the case of
lexical, grammatical, stylistic, pragmatic and other gaps. This makes
iearners realize at an eakly stage that practically everything in their own
Tanguage can be rendered inte any other language, provided they go abeut it
in the right way. Learners can also be made famiTiar with the notion of

L~ functional equivalent, which helps them to distinguish more clearly between
Titeral and functional transTation. The teacher may also describe and name

I“the basic translation transfarmations, mentioned above. The fact that the
cutput text may sometimes be shorter or longer than the input text tends to
puzzle and disturb some learners. They can be told then that text

V' compression and decompression are frequent concomitants of the translation

process, etc.

The use of translation as outlined somewhat sketchily in this paper
differs significantly from the traditional grammar-translation method, where
translation is the basic teaching device. Translation should by no means be

1965:153) at first sight only. The truth of the matter is that the
competent handling of translation requires a sound know1edge of both its
theory and practice. -

The issues considered in this paper should not Tead one to the conclusion
that transfer and translation are complete synonyms, although they have more
in common than is usually assumed. The closer identification of transfer
with translation offers some new insights into the scope and importance of
the latter. The cbvious inference to be drawn from this is that translation
theory is relevant not only to the study and teaching of translation as a
uETHtEFan pursuit, but that it can also be useful to language teaching
specialists. Every foreign language teacher will therefore be well advised
to fémi}iarize himself at least with the rudiments of translation theory.

It is one of the disciplimes that illustrate quite tonspicuous1y the swing
towards macrolinguistic as against microlinguistic models of language and

language teaching.
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