
1 Introduction
Translating texts

One of the unique features of this coursebook is that, while it can certainly be
used in the kind of professional translation program that gave birth to it, it is
also designed to be used in the new contexts of translation pedagogy that have
emerged over the past 10 years, specifically in departments of foreign languages,
comparative literature, and world literature. At the same time, it seeks to
address the new modalities of translation pedagogy that have arisen within pro-
fessional education programs, including online instruction, typically asynchron-
ous, as well as non-language-specific models. Within traditional contexts of
professional translator education, this textbook could be used in an introductory
course on translation or in a course on text formation, common in European
translation programs. As for the new contexts of translation pedagogy, this text-
book could be used in a stand-alone course on translation practice or integrated
into a second-language composition course. In terms of the new modalities of
translation pedagogy mentioned above, this textbook could easily be used in
non-language-specific courses given the fact that it contains material in six lan-
guages and includes instructions for how to add on additional material in other
languages, as needed.

Another distinguishing feature of this textbook is that it is research-based in
a number of ways. First, it addresses what empirical studies have shown us
about novice-level behaviors – and, increasingly, about novice-level conceptions
of translation, and of language. It does so by developing the textual awareness
necessary to guide the translator’s decision-making with the goal of fostering in
novice translators the kind of top-down processing that characterizes the expert.
Moreover, that textual awareness, or the sensitivity to what Gayatri Spivak refers
to as “the protocols of the text” (2005: 107), is no less relevant to building trans-
lation proficiency as it is to building writing proficiency in another language.

This coursebook is also research-based in its use of corpora, defined by Feder-
ico Zanettin as a “collection of electronic texts assembled according to explicit
design criteria” (2002: 11) – the design criteria in our case being genre-specific
texts created over the last 10 years so as to ensure they document current conven-
tions. These corpora allow for the systematic investigation of text types or genres
as a whole and are useful for identifying the macro-level features of specific texts.
Rather than relying solely on bilingual dictionaries, student-translators can use
corpora to provide a more holistic understanding of how texts are made. At the
same time, text-type- or genre-specific corpora are an effective way to instill in
language learners a keener understanding of register and rhetoric while also



challenging a structuralist understanding of language as a fixed and discrete code.
They also offer a convenient vehicle for introducing digital humanities into the
curriculum. For these reasons, a number of scholars have, over the past 20
years, advocated for the use of corpora in both translation (Bowker and Pearson
2002; Olohan 2004; Zanettin, Bernardini, and Stewart 2000) and foreign lan-
guage courses (Hidalgo, Quereda, and Santana 2007; Sinclair 2004; Vyatkina and
Boulton 2017). Moreover, those calls now have the support of a growing body of
empirical research on the development, use, and integration of corpora in the trans-
lation classroom (e.g., Biel 2017; Laursen and Pellón 2014; Rodríguez-Inés 2014).

Therefore, with the primary purpose of developing the text awareness that we
know to be crucial in supporting translators’ decision-making, this textbook pro-
vides stylistic and rhetorical analysis of a series of pragmatic genres, including
recipes, instruction manuals, museum guides, patient information, news reports,
and business letters in six languages: Chinese, English, French, German, Russian,
and Spanish. The analysis is based on a series of corpora created for this purpose.
Moreover, instructions for building corpora of this kind are provided in Appendix
B so that students or teachers may develop their own for other text types and
languages. However, a textbook such as this one – addressing both translation
proficiency and second-language proficiency – would not have been possible even
15 or 20 years ago when certain beliefs regarding the relationship between trans-
lation and second-language acquisition remained firmly entrenched, namely, that
translation activities necessarily interfered with second-language acquisition and
that translation training should occur only after a certain level of language profi-
ciency was achieved. And so, before describing the organization of this textbook
and how to use it in the various contexts referred to above, let us first sketch out
the factors that have made a textbook such as this one possible.

Why now?

In 2007 the Modern Language Association, the largest organization of language
teachers in the U.S., issued a report titled “Foreign Languages and Higher Educa-
tion: New Structures for a Changed World,” which urged departments of foreign
languages to re-imagine the goals of foreign language instruction. The authors
encouraged foreign language departments to reorient themselves away from the
unrealistic goal of “replicat[ing] the competence of an educated native speaker,
a goal that postadolescent learners rarely reach,” toward “the idea of translingual
and transcultural competence, [which] places value on the ability to operate
between languages” (MLA 2007). These authors also strongly encouraged language
departments to offer courses on translation to diversify course offerings and better
connect language proficiency with employment opportunities – with translation
and interpreting being among the fastest-growing sectors in the global economy.

At roughly the same time, researchers began turning their attention to the rela-
tionship of translation to second language acquisition, demonstrating that exposure
to translation training, once banished from the communicative language classroom,
can actually enhance language learning (Laviosa 2014; Malmkjaer 1998; Rocha
2010). And while not all such studies were conclusive in establishing a direct link
between translation activities and improvement in second-language acquisition,
there are now many studies documenting a positive reaction to translation activities
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among second-language students (Carreres 2006; Conacher 1996; Hervey, Higgins,
and Haywood 1995/2002; Lavault 1985), suggesting a role for translation in
increasing motivation and, by extension, persistence. Informed by this growing
body of research, Colina and Lafford (2017) have advocated for the inclusion of
translation as a “fifth skill” in the language classroom, alongside speaking, listen-
ing, reading, and writing.

All this was happening against the backdrop of impressive growth in the sector
of the economy often referred to as the language industry. In fact, a 2016 Forbes
report listed translation as one of the 20 fastest-growing jobs in the country (Sola
2016), and in 2019, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics projected translation and
interpreting to grow at a much faster rate than all other professions, at about
18% growth over a 10 year period (BLS 2019). Since then increasing numbers of
foreign language departments, as well as departments of comparative literature
and world literature, have begun to offer courses in the theory and practice of
translation. While this is laudable, many departments are relying on faculty with
degrees in foreign languages and literature and with little training or experience
in translation or familiarity with translation studies. This textbook is designed to
fill that specific but urgent need for research-based teaching materials that can be
easily used by instructors with little or no training in Translation Studies, allow-
ing language programs to take the “translational turn” (Backmann-Medick 2009)
in a pedagogically-sound way while also providing a unifying structure in transla-
tion courses that are non-language-specific.

While the continued growth in the language industry has provided the most
obvious justification for introducing translation into foreign language programs –

connecting students with career paths – it is not the only one. More and more
scholars are making the argument that translation pedagogy is not just for profes-
sional translators. The fact that translations are ubiquitous in our lives – whether
we are aware of it or not – underscores the need for a more sophisticated under-
standing of the task of the translator on everyone’s part. Translation literacy is
now seen as a key aspect of global literacy (Takeda and Yamada 2019) and, as
such, no less relevant than information and digital literacy. Evidence for this grow-
ing emphasis on translation literacy can be seen in new academic programs, such
as the University of Iowa’s minor in “Translation for Global Literacy” with its
gateway course “Translation and the Global Society.” This notion of translation
literacy underscores the idea that translation pedagogy is not just for professional
translators. As Anthony Pym comments, “Translation scholars may need to break
the unspoken pact that they have developed with the translation professions. They
should instead adopt a view where everyone can translate, not just professionals,
and everyone can be trained to translate better” (Pym 2018: 1; emphasis added).

Toward a research-based translation pedagogy

Another defining feature of this coursebook is that it is research-based in the sense
that it was designed to address as directly as possible what we know from empirical
research about students’ initial understanding of the task of the translator and the
behaviors associated with that understanding. For example, Presas and Martín’s
(2014: 273) study of “the implicit theories of translation students” revealed very
mechanistic views of the act of translation as exchange, “which do not reflect the
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complexity of translation phenomena” (Presas and Martín 2014: 273). Moreover,
these implicit theories of translation held by students suggest implicit theories of
the nature of language, namely that natural languages are more or less equivalent
codes and that all languages reflect the “same” reality so that, if one searches long
enough and with the help of a big enough bilingual dictionary, a close equivalent
for source texts, words and constructions can eventually be found.

These implicit theories of translation, and by extension of language, align well
with what we know from a now rather extensive body of research on novice trans-
lator behavior, as opposed to that of experts or professionals. For instance, novice
translators tend to translate small units (words, phrases) to the detriment of textual
cohesion (e.g., Lörscher 1991; Tirkkonen-Condit 1992); they fail to check diction-
ary meanings against the context (e.g., Lörscher 1991, 1996); they lack a strategic
orientation to solving problems (e.g., Göpferich 2010); and they overuse bilingual
dictionaries, ignoring other resources, such as parallel texts, background reading,
or targeted research (e.g., Krings 1986; Kussmaul 1995). Taken together, these
behaviors are said to represent bottom-up processing, as opposed to the behaviors
of experts or professionals, which are described as more top-down. In other words,
the decision-making of professionals is guided by a keen awareness of the genre
conventions of the text they are translating, among other things.1

In addition to empirical studies of translator behaviors, there exists a rather
extensive body of anecdotal evidence suggesting the kind of conceptual support
novices need in order to better address “the complexity of translation phenom-
ena” (Presas and Martín 2014: 273). Unsure of what should guide their decision-
making, student-translators are often reluctant to alter source-text patterning,
resulting in awkward-sounding texts lacking in cohesion, which are typically
labeled “translationese.” If novice translations are, as researchers have shown
(e.g., Kumpulainen 2018; Malkiel 2009), an effect of “bottom-up” processing,
then our pedagogical approaches in introductory courses must be aimed primarily
at developing a more complex understanding of translation as decision-making,
providing the conceptual tools necessary to guide that decision-making, and
thereby supporting the development of top-down processing, which begins and
ends with text, hence the title of this textbook.

This textbook is designed specifically to address these behaviors and to incul-
cate more top-down processing by re-focusing student attention onto the text as
the primary unit of translation. To that end, it offers corpus-based analysis of
various text types, moving from the smallest units of translation (words and
phrases), which is where students typically begin, and spiraling up to ever-higher
levels of text, ending with a discussion of such “global” or supra-sentential text-
ual features as cohesion and discourse organization. This spiraling up is meant to
leave students with an awareness of the text as text before beginning the actual
translation, which increases the likelihood they will exhibit greater top-down
processing.

What is a text?

By text, we are referring to “units of language larger than a single sentence, typic-
ally comprised of several written sentences or spoken utterances grouped together
in a particular sequence,” one that is “non-random” (Shreve 2018: 165). That is,
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the sentences that comprise a text “have been brought together deliberately for
communicative purposes by a text producer in order to carry out a ‘definable
communicative function’” (Crystal 2008) (Shreve 2018: 165); or, as Halliday and
Webster (2014: 183) put it, texts are “coherent and interconnected pieces of lan-
guage, as distinct from unorganized strings of sentences.” The definition of indi-
vidual texts, however, almost invariably bleeds into the notion of text types or
genres insofar as the creation of a text is governed by conventions:

The properties of the grouping [of texts] can vary according to the commu-
nicative setting in which it is used; variation in these properties can be used
to classify texts into different text types for instance, an endeavor called
text typology pursued both in text linguistics and translation.

(Shreve 2018: 165)

While this text-based approach to translation is commonly associated with
scholars working at the University of Leipzig in the 1970s and 1980s, such as
Otto Kade and Albrecht Neubert, their insights are shared by scholars from
many cultures and historical periods. The Russian literary scholar Mikhail
Bakhtin, for example, offered a concept similar to text types with his notion of
speech genres. According to Bakhtin (1986: 64), speech genres are produced
when “a particular function (scientific, technical, commentarial, business, every-
day) and the particular conditions of speech communication specific for each
sphere give rise to particular genres, that is, certain relatively stable thematic,
compositional, and stylistic types of utterances.” For Bakhtin, speech genres
were a natural outgrowth of his dissatisfaction with Saussure’s “too rigid
a conception of code” (Holquist 1986: xxi), as represented by his idea of
langue. As Bakhtin points out, this code is an abstraction, which no individual
speaker can know in its entirety, except, perhaps, “the Biblical Adam, dealing
only with virgin and still unnamed objects, giving them names for the first
time” (1986: 93). As Bakhtin argues, speakers typically interact not directly
with the abstract language system but rather with socio-culture “genres” or text
types, which grow and evolve in specific socio-cultural contexts. “When we
select words in the process of constructing an utterance,” Bakhtin explains,

we by no means always take them from the system of language in their neu-
tral, dictionary form. We usually take them from other utterances, and
mainly from utterances that are kindred to ours in genre, that is, in theme,
composition, or style. Consequently, we choose words according to their
generic specifications.

(1986: 87)

Bakhtin then suggests the pedagogical implications of a text-based understand-
ing of language when he writes: “Words are strung together only in the first
stage of the study of a foreign language, and then only when the methodological
guidance is poor” (Bakhtin 1986: 86). Translation pedagogy that is not text-
based would be, by analogy, akin to bad foreign language instruction that
allows novice learners to pluck individual words directly from the abstracted
code through the use of a dictionary and string them together in a way that
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typically reflects L1 patterning and often leads to the production of “texts” that
are not only awkward but incomprehensible. The novice translator’s overreli-
ance on bilingual dictionaries produces a similar effect.

Gayatri Spivak (2005: 94), too, lends theoretical support to a text-based approach
to translation when she writes:

Grasping the writer’s presuppositions as they inform his or her use of lan-
guage, as they develop into a kind of singular code, is what Jacques Der-
rida, the French philosopher who has taught me a great deal, calls entering
the protocols of a text – not the general laws of the language, but the laws
specific to this text. And this is why it is my sense that translation is the
most intimate act of reading.

Like Bakhtin, Spivak contrasts Saussure’s abstract langue to the “singular” code
of a text, which can only be deciphered by entering the protocols of that specific
text or text type. This ability to enter the protocols of a text – to realize that
words acquire a specific valence within a text – is in fact a key aha moment
in the development of translator proficiency. Growing awareness of textual
protocols will lead students to become dissatisfied with bilingual dictionaries
alone and so move on to consult other, more context-dependent resources,
such as thesauri, corpora, concordances, and parallel texts. Moreover, such
context-specific resources underscore the idea that textual protocols do not
exist autonomously, but are always at the service of the underlying message(s)
or purpose(s) of the text.

To the extent that text types represent “language in use and text in context”
(Hatim 1997: xiii), textual competence combines linguistic and cultural compe-
tence into an indissoluble whole, making it, one could argue, the mother of all
translation competences. Moreover, it is the premise of this textbook that text-
ual competence, understood as a deep understanding of textual protocols and
rhetoric as the ultimate unit of translation, addresses either directly or indirectly
all the novice translator behaviors mentioned above. Rather than focusing on
individual words and phrases, awkwardly strung together, students begin to ref-
erence the text to guide their decision-making at every level, from the selection
of words to discourse organization. By authorizing novice translators to move
beyond source-text patterning, a focus on the text also encourages them to
make use of resources beyond the bilingual dictionary, up to and including
corpus-based tools, which capture language in contexts, as well as parallel texts,
which are texts written by target language speakers for target language speakers.
Texts also provide the verbal context against which students can check dictionary
definitions and through which students can understand the limits of dictionaries, the
abstracted definitions of which are regularly challenged and continuously stretched
by real-world usage.

How texts are made

As mentioned above, texts can be described as “a non-random” grouping of
sentences. But what tells us that certain linguistic units are assembled in a way
that is non-random? What is the conceptual and linguistic glue that holds these
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linguistic units together in such a way as to produce a verbal artifact that is per-
ceived as a text? For the translator who is tasked with recreating a text in
another language for a different readership in a different cultural context, know-
ing how that text is made – or “the protocols of the text,” as Spivak put it – is
fundamental. And knowing how they are made differently across languages and
cultures is perhaps even more important, for it is this text awareness that distin-
guishes the bottom-up processing of the novice from the top-down processing of
the professional, with the understanding that the “top” in top-down processing
is the text as a whole. In fact, the dreaded translationese of the novice translator
is often an effect of words “strung together,” as Bakhtin put it, without the
necessary conceptual and linguistic glue to make those words into text. And so,
a familiarity with the textual conventions of the source and target cultures lies
at the very foundation of professional translation practice.

Although we all deal with texts throughout our daily lives, and most of us rec-
ognize texts when we see them – and are able, often intuitively, to compose texts
in our native language – many of us would be hard-pressed to say what specific
properties or features turn a random assortment of words, phrases, and sentences
into a text. Cohesion is one such property, although it is one of the hardest
things to pinpoint. As Le notes, “How coherence works [at the macro level, i.e.,
between units larger than the sentence] is generally overlooked and never demon-
strated” (Le 2004: 260). This can be explained at least in part by the fact that the
linguistic “glue” that is cohesion is often invisible. As W. A. André Wilson (1972:
135, quoted in Beekman and Callow 1974 and Baker 2018) noted in regard to
the first translation of the Christian bible into Dagbani:

For a native speaker it was difficult to express what was wrong with the earlier
version, except that it was “foreign.” Now, however, a comparison … has
made clear that what the older version mainly suffers from are considerable
deficiencies in “discourse structure,” i.e., in the way the sentences are combined
into well-integrated paragraphs, and these in turn into a well-constructed
whole – that is, a text.

So, in order to make visible the conceptual and linguistic features that create
texts out of words, phrases and sentences – what linguists refer to as coherence
and cohesion, respectively – we will need to employ some analytical termin-
ology. Those terms we will group into three categories as they relate to (1) the
purpose or communicative function of the text, or what texts do; (2) the nature
of the text, or what texts are; and (3) the building blocks of text, or what texts
are made of. These analytical terms are used throughout the volume and pre-
sented in bold to facilitate reading and analysis.

What texts do

Roman Jakobson (1960) provides terminology for describing what language does,
that is, the communicative function of language, designating six different types. We
draw on four of those functions in this coursebook, namely conative, phatic,
poetic, and metalinguistic, to understand the overall purpose of a text. According
to Jakobson, the conative function of language aims to persuade the readership to
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do something or act in a certain way. The type of language used to accomplish this
end is typically associated with imperative or vocative constructions. The phatic
function, in contrast, tries to establish contact or continue communication with the
reader by creating a psychological connection. The poetic function of language is
the creative use of language to focus on the message of the text, while the metalin-
guistic function uses language to speak about the text itself. This last function of
language may manifest in a number of ways in a text, such as language that
attempts to clarify or disambiguate a term or word.

Understanding the communicative function of language helps us to understand
the communicative purpose of the text as a whole, which Katherina Reiss (1971/
2000, 1981/2004) categorized with the terms: informative, expressive, and opera-
tive. Informative texts would be texts primarily focused on the content and relaying
information or facts, while expressive texts aim to evoke a specific feeling or emo-
tion, perhaps shifting the focus of the text to the author or the speaker and empha-
sizing the aesthetic quality. Operative texts, in turn, are persuasive texts that
attempt to influence readers or users, compelling them to do something or to act.
One would expect to see a high degree of referential language in texts whose pri-
mary purpose is informative, a high degree of emotive or even poetic language in
texts whose primary purpose is expressive, and a high degree of conative and
phatic language in texts whose primary purpose is operative. Texts, however, do
not neatly fall into these three categories and may pursue multiple communicative
purposes, but the categories are useful in fostering greater awareness of what texts
(and language) do and providing a metalanguage to discuss that.

What texts are

The next category of terms describing the nature of texts relies heavily on Halliday
and Hasan (1976) and their description of register. For them, register comprises field,
mode, and tenor. The first concept, field, describes the content of the text and the spe-
cific field of discourse or domain to which a text belongs. The mode of a text, in con-
trast, focuses not on the content but on the way in which language is used. For
instance, the mode might take into account whether a text is to be read or to docu-
ment events. The tenor of a text focuses on the relationship held between the author
and the audience. The tenor might describe an expert-to-nonexpert relationship or
a specific difference in power or social standing between author and reader. These
three concepts help to describe what a text actually is.

Closely related to the idea of register is the structural organization of the text. In
this coursebook, we have chosen to use Swales’ (1990) and Bhatia’s (1993) term
rhetorical move to describe the various rhetorical parts of a text. These textual fea-
tures differ across text types and genres, and may be mandatory or optional in
a certain text type. For example, a greeting would be a mandatory rhetorical move
in a business letter. These moves are provided at the beginning of each chapter in
both English and the target language to support discussion in language courses.

What texts are made of

The last category of terms deals with the building blocks of texts, namely words
and phrases. The text analyses presented in each chapter identify high-frequency
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nouns, verbs, and phrases as a starting point for discussion about what texts are
made of. These lists can provide the most relevant vocabulary in a language
course and can point students to the major themes or topics of a text, providing
a foundation for discussions of field, mode, and tenor, as described above.

These lexical building blocks, and the relationships among them, often referred
to as lexical webs, are key to creating textual coherence. In order to describe rela-
tionships among words, we will use some familiar terms, such as synonym and
antonym, and some not so familiar terms, such as hypernym, hyponym, mero-
nym, and metonym, which we will define below. A hypernym, or superordinate,
refers to a general word or term as opposed to its opposite, a hyponym, which
describes a more specific word. For example, game is a hypernym for the concepts
poker, rummy, or craps. Meronyms describe parts of a whole. For example, the
cornea is a meronym of an eye and bark is a meronym of a tree. Whereas mero-
nym is a linguistic descriptor, a metonym is a poetic or rhetorical device, by
which a part can be used to substitute for the whole. For instance, the White
House might be used to refer to the President of the United States, or the hearth
may be used to refer to the home. So, while all the parts of a whole are mero-
nyms, not all meronyms can function as a metonym. For example, all the specific
rooms in the White House are meronyms while only the Oval Office can function
as a metonym to refer to the president or the office of the presidency.

This is relevant for translation in a number of ways. With target languages that
may lack a specific lexical item, a translator may choose to use a hypernym, or
general word, accompanied by an adjective. At the level of stylistics, however,
languages exhibit greater or lesser tolerance for repetition. French, for instance, is
less tolerant of repetition than English. Therefore, many French texts often
employ a range of word types, such as synonyms, metaphors, and metonyms.
France may be referred to in a single article as France, the Republic, and the
Hexagon, whereas the metonym Hexagon may not be readily comprehensible
to an Anglophone audience.

In addition to the word types described above, Halliday and Hasan (1976)
identify other devices at the word level that can be used to create textual cohe-
sion: reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. The term reference
describes a semantic relationship between two items, such as a comparison or
a means of identifying another item. In English, for example, references may be
demonstrative (e.g., this, that, those, these, here, there) or personal (e.g., per-
sonal pronouns). Substitution, as a cohesive device, is the replacement of
a word or phrase with another to avoid repetition. In certain text types or lan-
guages, repetition may be valued as a cohesive marker for clarity and concision,
while in other contexts, it may be frowned upon and avoided, as in the example
above. Consequently, repetition and substitution are two cohesive devices that
merit closer examination when analyzing a text. Related to these two devices is
ellipsis, which refers to a specific type of substitution in which a word or phrase
is replaced with nothing. These types of omissions are marked in the sample
analyses using the symbol Ø. Conjunctions, as the term implies, join together
words and sentences and can be classified in a number of ways. For instance,
conjunctions can be additive, adversative, causal, and temporal.

Two final analytical terms that are commonly used throughout the coursebook
come from corpus linguistics: collocation and collocate. As Olohan (2004: 198)
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describes, collocation generally refers “to the likelihood that a word will occur
near another word.” When working in specific fields or domains, collocations are
particularly important to keep in mind since words may be used differently
depending on their contexts. For instance, the German section of the recipe chap-
ter describes how specific collocations in English may be rendered as compound
nouns in German. The various words that make up a collocation are called
collocates.

Theory in the translation classroom

Although theories of learning and of translation as text are already embedded in
this textbook, we understand that learning can be enriched and proficiency can
be enhanced by explicit discussion of theoretical texts, provided those texts dir-
ectly address what we know to be beginning students’ “misconceptions” about
translation. The justification then for including theoretical texts in the curricu-
lum would be to support learners’ conceptualization of their given field of prac-
tice rather than relying on learners to construct a conceptualization inductively
from activities alone. Such an approach is also supported by educational theory,
which stresses the need to connect new knowledge with students’ previous
knowledge by creating what Vygotsky terms a zone of proximal development.
By recognizing that students do not enter the classroom tabula rasa, but with
conceptualizations of translation and some familiarity with text conventions (see
Baer 2016), instructors can scaffold learning activities that move students pro-
gressively up Bloom’s taxonomy of learning toward higher-level engagement
with the material. Therefore, based on the existing research on novice behaviors
and conceptualizations, described above, one can derive three guiding principles
for the selection of theoretical readings: (1) to dismantle a model of translation
as exchange in favor of a model that sees translation as a complex decision-
making process; (2) to offer guidance to novice students in their decision-
making; and (3) to provide an in-depth understanding of how texts are made.

A text that is especially helpful in laying the foundation for a new, more
sophisticated understanding of translation among students is the semiotician
Juri Lotman’s The Phenomenon of Culture (1978/2019). In this short and very
clearly presented essay, Lotman distinguishes between two models of transla-
tion – translation between equivalent codes and translation between non-
equivalent codes. A translation produced within the first model, when back-
translated, will always reproduce the original utterance or text intact, and any
distortion in the message is caused by a breakdown in the technology of trans-
mission. This model aligns closely with the conceptualizations of beginning
translation students as outlined by Presas and Martín (2014). Natural lan-
guages, however, belong to a different model as they are non-equivalent or
asymmetrical codes, which is the basis of Mona Baker’s textbook In Other Words
(1992/2018). Translation between non-equivalent codes, when back-translated,
will not – and cannot – predictably reproduce the original utterance. Rather than
associating such translation with loss and distortion, however, Lotman claims that
only translation between asymmetrical codes can generate new messages. Transla-
tion between non-equivalent codes, Lotman goes on to argue, is at the basis of all
creative intelligence, as symbolized by the two asymmetrical hemispheres of the
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human brain – and, as such, requires complex and creative decision-making on the
part of the translator.

Once that fundamental distinction has been made, an understanding of the
nature of the translator’s decision-making can be introduced via Jiří Levý’s
(1966) seminal essay “Translation as a Decision Process.” (For a less academic
introduction to translation as decision-making, see Chapter 6 of Robert Wechs-
ler’s Performing Without a Stage: The Art of Literary Translation (1998), titled
“Decisions, Decisions.”) Students can then be encouraged to reflect on their
own decision-making and the various social, political, and cultural factors
affecting it – that is, what makes a solution “feel” right? Without such critical
reflection, the largely unconscious forces affecting a translator’s decision-making
will inevitably reproduce existing power asymmetries. This focus on decision-
making, in turn, encourages a shift in the way students conceptualize translation
quality – from right/wrong or good/bad to an evaluation of the decision-making
process underlying the translation: is it responsible, informed, and consistent?

In regard to principle 2, above, effective texts for guiding student decision-
making are Catford (1965), where he introduces the concepts of obligatory and
optional linguistic shifts, as well as Vinay and Darbelnet’s (1995) translation
strategies, especially those they define as “indirect” as they produce changes to
source-text patterning. Both of these texts are grounded in the premise that nat-
ural languages are asymmetrical or non-equivalent codes, which requires a variety
of indirect, often quite creative, solutions. Giving a name to the specific oper-
ations or shifts, such as transposition and modulation, is an effective way to
authorize novice translators to move away from source-text structures, which
they are initially very reluctant to do. These concepts can, of course, be expanded
and extended as Hatim does with Catford’s notion of linguistic shifts, underscor-
ing the “multi-layered nature of ‘shifts’”: “There will be a shift simultaneously
from one linguistic system to another, from one socio-cultural system to another,
and from one literary or poetic system to another” (Hatim 2001/2013: 65). In
this way, one can spiral up to a discussion of shifts at ever broader levels.

Other texts that help to guide novice decision-making, but at the level of text,
are the many writings related to skopos theory, or the notion of purpose-driven
translation. Writings by Vermeer (1989), Reiss (1981/2004), and Nord (1988) are
especially helpful in drawing novice translators’ attention to phenomena that are
visible only at the level of text since they do not appear at the sentential or
sub-sentential level, such as coherence and cohesion, discourse organization, and
thematic progression. Also effective here is Blum-Kulka’s (1986) work on impli-
citation in translated works, which can lead students to a more nuanced under-
standing of text as a combination of the words on the page and the assumed
knowledge of the intended readership; when the amount of shared background
knowledge decreases, the number of words typically increases, producing the
phenomenon of explicitation.

How to use this textbook

This textbook is designed to be used both in the more traditional contexts as
well as these emerging contexts, and by seasoned instructors of translation as
well as by foreign language instructors who have little or no experience with
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translation, and by practitioners who have little or no experience with teaching,
as explained below. Just as the pedagogy of the volume is already embedded
within the volume itself, we have also aimed to scaffold the progression of chap-
ters in a way that aligns with research on text-based approaches to translation.
Bnini (2016: 94), in his review of Hatim and Mason’s (1997) work on text type
and translation curriculum, asserts that these authors “suggest a graded multi-
stage curriculum design which is further refined by Hatim (2001:182).” This
tiered approach to translation teaching places instructional texts early in the
curriculum on the basis of two dimensions, namely evaluativeness and marked-
ness. The first dimension, evaluativeness, creates a gradation between expository
and argumentative writing. In this sense, recipes or manuals might be considered
more informative or expository in nature and less “evaluative,” while news
reports may be considerably more evaluative. The second dimension, marked-
ness, is related to how formulaic or standardized a text might be and the expect-
ation that a reader might have of the text type. A text with a high degree of
markedness is less formulaic or standardized.

With these two dimensions in mind, we have ordered the text types as fol-
lows: recipes; instruction manuals; museum guides; patient information; news
reports; and business letters. The first three text types are largely expository in
nature and have relatively fixed rhetorical moves. In contrast, the later chapters
raise questions related to argument and ideology and are likely to vary consider-
ably in terms of their content and rhetorical moves. Consequently, we chose to
present the texts in this order to move learners progressively toward more com-
plex textual analysis and decision-making during the translation process.

While the order of these text types is intentional in the coursebook, it is pos-
sible to use chapters independently from one other. Depending on the context in
which the coursebook is used, there may be merit in using only a few chapters,
and the analyses in each chapter allow for this piecemeal approach. The termin-
ology used in each chapter is in bold and defined above in this introduction.

Translation courses

As evident in the title of the volume, translation courses are perhaps the most
readily apparent context in which the volume can be used. Each of the six lan-
guages included in the coursebook can serve as either source or target language,
expanding the number of language combinations that can be taught. Since each
set of materials is drawn from content drafted originally in the language under
discussion, the text types can also serve as a model for drafting texts. We expli-
citly avoid providing translations of the sample texts to allow students to use
the modeled analysis to guide the translation process. Moreover, the metalan-
guage introduced in the volume allows students and instructors to discuss their
decision-making in more meaningful ways.

The ways in which the volume can be integrated into translation courses can
vary, from scaffolding learning activities related to reflective practices either in
groups or individually (e.g., Pietrzak 2019) to the creation of new corpora
based on the guidelines provided in Appendix B. Students could be asked to
find an example of one of the text types and then discuss how prototypical their
example is, based on the genre analysis provided in the coursebook. Then, as
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a final project, students could work in groups to create a corpus for another
text type, analyzing it according to the models provided. Instructors may also
task students with translating specific texts based on a variety of pre-determined
requirements, sometimes referred to as a translation brief, to elicit different ren-
ditions. When assigning the translation of patient education materials, the
instructor may change the target audience from nonexpert to expert, or the
instructor might ask students to adapt a museum guide for use with children. In
a similar vein, recipes might be translated inter-semiotically, rendering the trans-
lation of each step into a series of visuals accompanied by limited text in the
target language. Still another potential variation would be the translation of
a business letter into an advertisement, encouraging students to move
a primarily operative text into a more expressive form.

For programs that offer courses in translation for several different language
pairs, the volume can be used to provide structural unity across language combin-
ations by providing a common approach to text-type analysis. Programs may
wish to standardize their introductory courses across a range of languages to help
facilitate common learning outcomes and objectives.

The sample rubric that appears in Appendix A may also prove useful when
discussing the evaluation of translations with students. Each of the categories
included in the rubric aligns with micro-textual and macro-textual features that
are discussed in the various chapters, allowing students and instructors to focus
on a more holistic view of translations rather than specific micro-textual errors.
While detailed feedback on a translation is certainly useful, this type of rubric
may help foster a dialogue between student and instructor and move beyond
a detect-and-correct approach to translation evaluation (Washbourne 2014).

Non-language-specific translation courses

Another emerging context in which this coursebook could be used is in non-
language-specific translation courses or workshops. In this configuration, students
with a range of language pairs are included in the same class rather than having
language-pair-specific practice courses. This type of class is perhaps most common
in MFA programs or literary translation courses, but an increasing number of lan-
guage programs have adopted this model as a means to offer translation to inter-
ested students regardless of their source language (e.g., Cheshire et al. 2018).
While impossible to provide language-specific feedback for each student, the
coursebook provides a common framework within which students can analyze
texts and translations and rely on the language-specific examples used throughout
the volume. In addition, reading examples across multiple languages within
a specific text type may help students to develop greater textual awareness or con-
sciousness of how languages and written discourse work in general.

Beyond this non-language-specific configuration, the coursebook also allows
for languages other than English to serve as the source or target language.
Given the range of languages in the volume, a greater number of language pairs
can be included. For instance, courses on Chinese–German translation are pos-
sible with this type of volume. The same holds true for any of the language
combinations, since the materials do not presuppose a specific direction in
which translation students are required to work. Consequently, the volume has the

Introduction 13



potential for adoption in a range of settings that extend beyond the U.S. context
where the editors are based.

Language courses

A third context in which the coursebook is particularly applicable is the language
classroom, in which students can use the text types features as models for drafting
their own texts in that language. While many European institutions have courses
explicitly related to text formation, U.S. institutions often emphasize writing in the
target language within the context of content-based courses or within upper-level
language courses. The coursebook offers support for language instructors who
wish to integrate specific text types into their courses, providing the requisite rhet-
orical moves in each of the text types. Likewise, the high-frequency vocabulary
included in each section allows instructors to focus on vocabulary that is most
likely to appear in each text type. Instead of a decontextualized list of words that
often accompany language learning materials, each chapter provides guidance on
terminology that is drawn from authentic texts that can be integrated into written
assignments. Moreover, such a course is an effective way to provide scaffolding for
subsequent courses in literature. Understanding the nature of these conventional,
pragmatic text types offers a benchmark for students to evaluate literary style and
innovation. Moreover, the instructions on how to develop specialized corpora and
models for analysis allow instructors to incorporate components of language for
specific purposes that are unique to their context and language combination.

Notes
1 Decision-making, however, is not only guided by an awareness of textual conventions,

but also by an awareness of the nature of the task and by a sufficient number of cog-
nitive inputs to allow for the creation of a robust situation or mental model against
which to judge choices for sense in the local and global context.
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