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O Introduction

This paper discusses the theoretical and methoalogspects of translating ‘culture’ in
texts. Although the phenomenon of culture has l@esuobject of great debate in Translation
Studies ever since the ‘cultural turn’ in the 1986k Snell-Hornby 2006), the beginning of
the 2f' century finds Translation Studies still desiring mtegrated methodology for
identifying and translating ‘culture’ in texts. Gthe basis of a theoretical analysis and
definition of culture (Mudersbach 2001), a methodidal approach towards the systematic
identification and rendering of cultural items &xts is presented. This paper will present a
synopsis of older work in the area (Floros 2001028& 2005) as well as some later thoughts
(e.g. Floros 2004) on the practicability of the ralsdand methodologies discussed, mainly as
far as didactic aspects of ‘cultural translatioreé aoncerned. The first part of the paper will
present the theoretical basis for the medelfollow in the second and third part? The paper
will close with a discussion of practical issues eeging from the theoretical and
methodological analysis.

1 The methodological aspect of culture in texts

1.1 Methodological problems of identifying and traslating ‘culture’ in texts

When discussing the issue of ‘culture’ in textse ag actually confronted with a two-fold
problem: there is of course the problem of tramsdatculture’, i.e. rendering cultural
phenomena from language A to language B followingpacrete methodology, but before

© Copyright 2007 by MuTra 1



MuTra 2007 — LSP Translation Scenarios: ConferdPeeedings
Georgios Floros

rendering cultural items, it is crucial to undengtdnow they are identified in texts. As to the
second problem, Translation Studies seems to Ippeacainto bipolarity. There have been
quite a lot, and sometimes controversial approactwesthis issue, which could be
distinguished into amicro-structural and amacro-structural group® Approaches of the
micro-structural group are based to a great exdarthe ground-breaking elaborations of the
stylistique comparéeby Vinay/Darbelnet (1958) and regard cultural iéeras isolated
occurrences in the text, usually at word-level (Khde 1968, Koller 1979 & 1997,
Barchudarow 1979, Kutz 1981, Newmark 1981 & 198%@ubert 1985, Kupsch-Losereit
1990, 1995a & 1995b, Williams 1990, Valero-Garc8983], Aixela 1995, Markstein 1999).
However, these approaches do not touch upon the is§ the background knowledge
involved in the transfer process of such cultutamis from a methodological point of view.
While the importance of such knowledge is not uedimated by these approaches, a
methodological component for the systematic idexatiion of cultural elements is not
offered. The series of techniques suggested farstearing cultural items into the target
language focus on transferring these items by ptegpa vast range of alternatives/variants,
but they do not include ways to identify them irntse The same problem arises with so-called
‘hidden’ culture. ‘Hidden’ cultural elements areeelents in a text which presuppose the
activation of relevant background knowledge in oitdebe recognised as cultural specifics. A
good example for ‘*hidden’ culture could be the (Aim@n-)English utteranceDon’t worry;

you can take the next flightSomeone who does not belong to the same cutioméd think
that an almost equivalent utterance in German cbeltbr example Mach Dir keine Sorgen,
Du kannst den nachsten Flug nehtdut by considering that this utterance is spokethe
USA where travelling by air is much easier and diestf than in Europe, one could say that
the two utterances do not mean the same thing.réalty expressed by the utterance in
English could rather be compared to the realityresged by a German utterance such as
“Mach Dir keine Sorgen, Du kannst den nachsten Algnef (“ Don’'t worry; you can take
the next traif)), as the culturally comparable situation for Garmp would be travelling by
train rather than by air. Thus a ‘simple’ utteragrggch as the above original, reveals itself as
specific to a culture. The fact that the above gxans a sentence and not a single word also
points out that the micro-structural approachediariéed to the word-level and do not cover
possible cultural elements at other levels, suclphaases or sentences, or even style. The
micro-structural approaches examine cultural elémas isolated occurrences spread across
the text without taking into consideration theirspible interdependence within the textual
framework. The following figure presents a depictaf the way micro-structural approaches
examine culture in texts:

! This is done for classification purposes in ordegain a better overview.
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Source-text in Target-text in
culture A culture B

Fig. 1 The micro-structural approach to culturetaxts

A totally different approach is offered by the nmastructural group, which regards the
phenomenon of culture asGestaltin a text. Such an approach is offered by herm&sgu
introduced into Translation Studies by Ladmiral {29 and strongly supported by Paepcke
(1986) and Stolze (1992). According to hermeneutestexts, as well as their translators, are
embedded in a culture (cf. Stolze 1994:183) andrtreslator uses his/her intuition in order to
recognize and transfer cultural specificity a&estalt rather than as a sum of signs in the
text. Paepcke argues that we should no longerl&i@nsords or sentences, but rather texts as
wholes (cf. 1986:103f.). The methodological proldethmat arise from the hermeneutic
approaches could be summarized in that the reRtimtween the abstract phenomenon of
culture and the texts are not clarified, nor isregh@ny theoretical or methodological
justification for the choice among the options &fale to translators. Translation seems to be
a purely intuitive process without methodologicednsparency. The same problems are
inherent in other macro-structural approaches, sgdhe ones suggested by Honig/Kussmaul
(1982f1996) and ReiR/Vermeer (1984991). The turn in the macro-structural approaches
has been made with thecenes-and-framesoncept, which was introduced into Translation
Studies by Vannerem/Snell-Hornby (1986) and whichs veupported and elaborated by
Vermeer/Witte (1990). The ‘scenes-and-frames’ cphda Translation was inspired by
Fillmore’s scenes-and-frames semantics (1977) astufates that texts are seen as frames
which evoke scenes in the head of the translatbichwthen are transferred as new frames
into another text. According to Vannerem/Snell-Hiyr1§1986:189ff.):

For understanding a text A, the translator staffswith a given frame, i.e. the text and its
linguistic components. This text is the productafauthor, who created it on the basis of his/her
own experience and repertoire of prototypical ssefide overall frame of the text, as well as all
other sub-frames within the text, evokes cognitbeenes in the reader’'s perception. [...] The
translator is confronted with frames of a foreignduage, which are less familiar to him than the
frames of his/her mother tongue. But as soon ashbehanages to capture all scenes behind a text,
i.e. ‘understands’ the text, he/she is able tosfiemrthis text to the target language.

The decisive element added to this concept by Verfétte (1990:91) is the use of
“channels” operating between frames and scenesgoia the ‘scenes-and-frames’ concept
from a status-oriented model into a process-oréentedel:

2 Originally in German, translation by GF.
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The culturally charged world experience (scene.@, the original scene in the head of the
producer) is modified on the basis of the purpdseriging and the recipients into a scene b and is
fixed through a channel reduction into a text (feas), in full awareness of culturally charged
textual conventions.

The recipient receives the frame (as frame b) kyvating his/her culturally charged world
experience through a first channel amplificatioemporarily as scene c) and forms a scene d,
which deviates from scene c according to his/hecifip interest and ideas about the author and
the purpose of the text production (additional ctenamplifications). During the reception
process, scene d could be further ‘corrected’ bgsibe additional information and is finally
extracted from the text as scene e.

In a translation process, the initial channel reidac (by the author) and the final channel
amplification (by the target text recipient) océuitwo different cultures.

What seems to be rather problematic in the abopeoaph is that the channel amplification is
solely based on experience and not on any methdtiensense of a sequence of steps.
Consequently, the activation process of the backgioknowledge needed for translating
again lacks transparency. Thus the problems enemdt with the micro-structural
approaches with respect to ‘hidden’ culture areiragevident with the macro-structural
approaches.

The following figure illustrates the macro-stru@lapproach to ‘culture’ in texts:

o
OO0

AL/

/
frames

Source-text in Target-text in
culture A culture B

1: Scene in the head of the author
2: Scene in the head of the translator
3: Scene in the head of the recepient

Fig. 2: The macro-structural approach to culturetexts

In order to overcome the methodological difficugti®r identifying and translating ‘culture’

in texts, a theoretical discussion of the defimitaf culture is necessary. The most important
issue in this regard is the choice of a definitddrculture which is flexible enough to provide
a suitable theoretical framework for methodologies, was highlighted in the above
discussion. Quite a lot of academic disciplinesena@en concerned with the attempt to define
culture, leading to a multitude of definitions asmgproaches which could have been used or
have indeed been used in Translation (for a ctibgarview of definitions and a discussion
of their validity in Translation cf. Floros 2002 &005). For this paper, the definition of
Mudersbach (2001) will offer the theoretical bafsis a number of reasons, which will be
summarized after the presentation of this definibelow.

®  Originally in German, translation by GF.
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1.2 Towards a definition of culture

The definition of culture presented by Mudersba2®0() seems to be offering an adequate
basis for the purposes of this paper. Actually, Blsdach avoids presenting a concrete
definition at the very beginning of his analysise ldpproaches culture not globally, as a
whole, but first by presenting the ‘ingredientsattwill lead to a definition at the end. He
speaks about the social community and the arebie ¢f.ebensbereichenvhere the members
of this community interact. At first he is interedtin exploring the possible areas where
individuals act without yet being interested in engral whole that these areas could be
forming. Such areas of life could be various feség (Christmas celebration, Halloween
etc.), economic fields (marketing, stock markegugps of companies etc), or eating habits
(restaurant habits, kinds of food etc.). He distisges between areas of life where cultural
social interaction takes place and other areas dhanhot be regarded as cultural, as they
represent objective knowledge, commonly shared Werye culture, such as medicine,
biological data etc. The concept of an area of ifea very flexible one according to
Mudersbach. He contends that specific contextsevokhe individual the respective areas of
life and that it is the context that determineseakiecation of a specific area of life instead of
another. For example, the word ‘cake’ in a textudt@birthday celebration would evoke the
area of life ‘birthday celebration’, which would ain the food connected with such
celebrations. But the word ‘cake’ in a text aboatipes would evoke the area of life
‘cooking’. Areas of life are often interconnecteadatexts rarely have only one main topic.
The way the members of a specific community achiwiain area of life is characterized by a
specific role of those members as well as by theetian that is fulfilled each time. Thus
Mudersbach introduces the notion ofw@tural systemwhich he defines to be a convention
about a specific area of life fulfilling a specifianction. This convention is created by the
members of the community about the specific areéife@fand consists of all background
knowledge that the members of a community shareitathos area, regardless of personal
preferences, but including the evaluation of thiewledge by the members. For example, the
individual preference of a member of a community tw follow the usual, conventional
procedures of a certain festivity does not ental this individual does not recognize these
conventions as constituting this particular fesgiwithin the social community it belongs to.
As a convention, the cultural system can be repteden a systematic way. So, while the
area of life could be regarded as an amorphoustrcmhsi.e. a vague representation of
information in the minds of individuals, a culturajstem is the organised, structured
abstraction of this construct. Mudersbach regardtum@al systems to be structurédlons
which are made up dfolemesandsubholemesThese holemes and subholemes are elements
of background knowledge that are interrelated: floéfit a specific function to one another as
well as to the holon itself. Thus Mudersbach’s ustdeding of a cultural system is a
structural one. The recursive constitution of avesrtion about every imaginable area of life
leads the community to the creation of a seriesutfural systems, each one fulfilling a
specific function. However, all cultural systemsmeto share one common function: the
function which aims at sustaining for each indiatithe meaning of belonging to a certain
community, maintaining a common and homogenoustitye(cf. Mudersbach 2001:186).
Mudersbach takes culture to be this common invafamction of all cultural systems of a
community. Consequently, according to Mudersbaatiue is not a set of characteristics or
artefacts, but rather the function that is comnmallt of them.
Summarizing the above discussion, the featuresctieiacterize a particular cultural system,
which is viewed as a holon, are the following:

. a name
. a function
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. a structure
. a field of variations to account for differentiatwithin a social community, and
. an evaluation of each section of the system.

The following figure illustrates the process of ewaing culture by dividing it into areas of
life and, subsequently, by representing them im#oof cultural systems:

A B
i
i 4
------------------------------ c D
Culture as Areas of life Cultural systems as
an ‘amorphous’ whole within culture conventions of the
areas of life

Fig. 3:‘Culture’, areas of life and cultural systes

The definition by Mudersbach contains similariti@sth and differences from other
definitions, both general ones as well as the aisesl in Translation Studies so far. The first
similarity is found in the fact that ‘culture’ isghenomenon strictly associated with a social
community. This is a premise found in all definitsp especially in the sociologically oriented
or ‘behavioristic’ definitions, such as the ones®godenough (1964) and Goéhring (1978).
Another important, though partial, similarity isufed in the structural character of culture.
Structure is a feature described in many definggjdrom the ‘structural’ definitions discussed
in Kroeber/Kluckhohn (1952) through to MalinowskBE0) and Heinrichs (1998). One main
difference, though, lies in the flexibility inhetem the concept of cultural systems by
Mudersbach. While other definitions regard the trrte of the phenomenon of culture as
something given a priori, the concept supportediogersbach allows for ad hoc structuring,
depending on the situational context. Another diéifice is that the structuring pattern
provided by Mudersbach is a very detailed one tljofemes and subholemes, with almost
unlimited structuring possibility), while other dations only present gross subfields. The
possibility for detailed structuring is a cruciabndlition for the comparability between
cultures, provided that two cultural systems fronifedent cultures are investigated
contrastively.

A point where the definition by Mudersbach différem other definitions is the ‘content’
of culture. Mudersbach avoids listing categoriesufure. Instead, he talks about background
knowledge, thus leaving the question of ‘contemiio to ad hoc interpretation. Mudersbach
is more interested in the organization of the acantkan in the content itself. In a nutshell,
Mudersbach does not prescribe what culture shooidam, but rather views culture as an
open list and provides the pattern, according tackviany information found relevant to a
specific area of life can be presented systeméticaform of a cultural system.

Lastly, the issue of function is particularly sged in Mudersbach’s definition. In fact,
function plays a key-role in this definition, asi# regarded to be the core of culture.
Mudersbach is not concerned with whether cultused&unction or not (cinstrumentalvs.
substantial definition in Hansen, 1995), but rather acceptat thulture, as an abstract
phenomenon, is function itself. Beyond that, thetayatic character of cultural systems
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allows for a functional organization of the phenowme of culture, which is similar to the
functional organization of textual elements.

Before trying to show the usefulness of the abogkndion to Translation, one more
aspect has to be taken into consideration, conugrhie relationship between background
knowledge and text. For the description of the remt@ation of background knowledge in
texts, the notion ofconcretizationwas introduced by Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Mudersbach
1998.64f. and Gerzymisch-Arbogast 1999:91. In tltascriptions of holistic systems of
knowledge in translation, Gerzymisch-Arbogast/Msthech distinguished two different
levels of observation. The first one is the SYSTEM®I, where background knowledge in
form of a systerhis located, the other one is the TEXT level, whehis knowledge is
manifested. As cultural systems represent backgréunowledge about a specific area of life,
it is logical to assume that they are located enSNSTEMS levél When cultural systems or
parts of them are manifested in texts, a connedigween the SYSTEMS level and TEXT
level is established. This connection is cattedcretization

1.3 Methodological foundation and implications

The above presented definition proves to be opmeralifor Translation for the following
reasons:

. The understanding of culture as the function whams at sustaining for each
individual the meaning of belonging to a certaimoaunity, maintaining a common and
homogenous identity, serves asedium comparationisn Translation. It is a point of
comparison both for ‘cultures’ as well as for thedncretizations in texts.

. The flexibility with which culture is organized igery important for the translation of a
text, as it accounts for all possible situationattban be found there. The cultural
elements found in a text do not have to be compuwiiéd gross categories defined a
priori, but can be seen as concretizations of fpegspects of a culture. After all, not
whole cultures are concretized in a text, but @dyects of them.

. The detailed organization of background knowledgéhe form of cultural systems in
the source culture provides a useful informatiotaldase for understanding the text in
the reception phase of translation. The same nindedlf information for the target
culture facilitates the comparability of cultures @an abstract level in the transfer phase
and is a useful information database for the aveatif a target text in the reproduction
phase.

. Cultural systems allow for an understanding ofumalt elements in texts not in terms of
micro- or macrostructure but of any extent, randgnogn the level of word to the level
of text, thus surpassing the gross distinction betwmicro- and macrostructure. Apart
from that, cultural systems provide the informatimn analyzing a text for ‘hidden’
cultural elements as well, i.e. elements that ateantomatically recognized as cultural
specifics, as is the case with ‘Realia’ (Reild 193).:

The flexibility in the organization of cultural ggsns is an indication that the creativity
and competence of the translator are given ampdeeswithout leaving the whole
process totally to the whims of intuition.

In addition to the definition and its methodologicaplications presented above, a concrete
methodological basis is presented in this paperh3ubasis is again offered by Mudersbach
with the HOLONTEX-method (cf. Mudersbach 1991:338hich was initially developed as a

For the notion of ‘system’ cf. Gerzymisch-Arbotikidersbach 1998:334.

> Cf. also de Beaugrande/Dressler (1981), whetereuis taken to be part of the world knowledge.



MuTra 2007 — LSP Translation Scenarios: ConferdPeeedings
Georgios Floros

method for the analysis of historical texts, bubvas very useful in terms of the explicit

treatment of the background knowledge needed faerstanding any text, as well as the
explicit connection of such knowledge to a texte Thethod consists of four steps, which can
be described as follows:

. Step 1: First reading of the text in order to evike background knowledge (systems)
that are relevant for the interpretation of both thrm and the content of the text.

. Step 2: Listing and structuring of the evoked backgd knowledge into ‘systems’ in
order for these elements to be easily comparaldéetnents contained in the text.

. Step 3: A repeated ‘holistic’ reading of the texbrder to mark all textual segments that
refer to a knowledge system. The same procedunegsated for all background
knowledge systems evoked in step 1 and listeckim 2t(seeoncretizationrabove).

. Step 4: Evaluation of background knowledge systantdor elements of these systems
according to the purpose set for the reading.

Using this method, the reader of a text complem#rgsactual text information with wider
knowledge on the topics treated in the text. Thecstring of the evoked background
knowledge contributes to the systematic presemtatidhe knowledge needed to interpret the
text and thus to the transparency of the interpivetgprocess. This method will be used in a
slightly amended form for the models describing ittentification and translation of cultural
elements below.

2 On the identification of cultural elements in texs

Before presenting the model for the identificatmincultural elements in texts, it has to be
clarified that the understanding of the translatmyocess in this paper is methodologically
considered a three-phase process, i.e. is divitteda reception, a transfer and a reproduction
phase. The identification of cultural elements ferpart of the reception phase in translation
and will be described here integrating the microd gahe macro-structural approaches
discussed in 1.1.

2.1 Cultural constellations

As mentioned above, a slightly amended form of HH@_ONTEX-method by Mudersbach
will be used here in combination with his theoratianalysis of ‘culture’ to describe the
identification of ‘culture’ in texts. The suggesteetthod consists again of four steps:

. Step 1: First reading of the source-text in ordeevoke the cultural areas of life that
surround it and are relevant for the interpretatbmoth its form and its content. This
way, the source text is complemented by the imptaitural information which is
important for understanding its cultural dimensimd, perhaps, cultural specificfty.
This step could be illustrated as follows:

® 1t must be stressed here that while in Floro©23@he first step of the reception phase stipdiat the first

reading of the source-text aims at evoking cultayatems rather than cultural areas of life, thep snust be
reconsidered here, as the applicability of the wethnd the theoretical description of what is gugsi
happens in reality reveal that the first readinguidikely to immediately evoke systematically presel
cultural knowledge, as is the case with culturatems. In general, the reading of a text seemstioate a
rather broad and unspecific image of cultural phesoa involved in understanding a text. The systiemat
structuring, implied by the notion of a culturaktgm, can only occur at a chronologically lategsta.e. in

8
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D=l |=E

Text

@ Area of life

Fig. 4: Step 1 of the method for identifying ‘cuétu

Step 2: A listing and structuring of the evokedaaref life in form of cultural systems
of the source culture is undertaken as a secopd Bles way, the structured elements of
cultural systems, which are conventions of the @espe areas of life, becomes easily
comparable to elements in the text. This step cbaldlustrated as follows:

csB csc
OO
CSA _@_ _’@_, CSD

Text

@ Area of life CS A] | cultural system

Fig. 5: Step 2 of the method for identifying atdl elements in texts

Step 3: A repeatednolistic’ reading of the text marks all textual segments ribi@r to a
cultural system. This is the connection of SYSTERM:| and TEXT level, described as
concretizationin 1.2. The concretization must take place forcaltural systems created
in step 2. This step could be visualized as foltows

the second step. Thus the steps presented heretsgemasent a more logical description than thdiexar
version.
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CSA | cumm -’ -@- CSD

R Text

D

@ Area of life CS A| | cultural system

Fig. 6: Step 3 of the method for identifyingtardl elements in texts (concretization)

Steps 1 and 3 can take place as many times assaeg@s order to evoke the relevant areas
of life (step 1) and mark all segments in the sedext referring to a respective cultural
system (concretization — step 3). This two-way exation of SYSTEMS level and TEXT
level is perhaps one of the most important subgsses in the reception phase of translation,
as it offers the possibility to retrieve importantplicit information about textual elements
and helps translators avoid a purely linear prangsand rendering of textual information
into a target-text, which would be closer to traxtng rather than translating.

Cultural system Text

| SYSTEM-level | | TEXTevel |

Fig. 7: Two- tier consideration of SYSTEMS level &EXT level

. Step 4: The concretized elements of each cultysdém in the source-text are related to
or combined with a unit within the text. This ueuld be spread over a smaller or
larger part of the text and the respective unita a$ole form a configuration of cultural
elements, calledultural constellation. The cultural constellations created this way are
then evaluated according to their function in tlouree-text. This step could be
illustrated as follows:

10
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{ >@
.\\ -—)
—@
.\\
Cultural system at Text at Text with
SYSTEM-level TEXT-level cultural constellation

at
TEXT-level

Fig. 8: Step 4 of the method for identifyingtatdl elements in texts asiltural constellations

Cultural constellations are constructs within tloeirse-text, which help describe cultural
elements in their textual dimension and not measlysolated occurrences. The concept of a
cultural constellation reconciles the extreme miemd macrostructural approaches regarding
the identification of cultural elements in texts lgsigning them the necessary textual
continuity and, at the same time, by stressing tfistinctive character. Cultural constellation

can thus be defined as follows:

A cultural constellation is a textual construct dgmg all elements of a cultural
system that are manifested in a text.

If steps 3 and 4 are followed repeatedly for alkwral systems evoked by the source-text
reader, the translator will be able to identifyuanber of constellations equal to the number of
cultural systems evoked. A possible depiction efghuation after the repeated application of
steps 3 and 4 is given in the following figure, @fhpresents the model of the identification of

cultural elements in texts:

o— |

L ®

\ @

Cultural system B

Cultural system A SYSTEM-level
at SYSTEM-level

Text with ~g
cultural constellations

at
TEXT-level

e K
P

/]

Cultural system C
at SYSTEM-level

Fig. 9: Model for the identification of culture texts
The result of applying the above method is a nesgigr of a source-text, which is expanded
by its implied extralinguistic background knowled@ée textual elements which show the
manifestation of such knowledge are highlighted arelthus transparent in their individual

11
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as well as their textual dimension. The final prcidg the result of a holistic analysis of the
cultural boundness of the source-text. The methescribed will serve as the basis for
subsequent steps described in part 3, concerniagirémsfer and reproduction phase of
translation and completing the methodology forithentification of cultural elements in texts

by an additional methodology for rendering theno iattarget text. Before that, the concept of
cultural constellations needs to be further elataora

2.2 Theoretical description of cultural constellatbns

2.2.1 Types of cultural constellations

Using the terminology proposed by House (1997)sa dlistinction of cultural constellations
could be made betweeavert cultural constellationgndcovert cultural constellationsThe
overt constellations appear within the source-text asifestations of elements of cultural
systems as described above. However, the elemédnts aultural system that are not
manifested in the source-text also play an importate in understanding the textual
information, as they provide the wider context, hwit which the manifested elements are
functioning and thus contribute to the general ustd@ding of the source-text. By bringing
together the non-manifest elements of a culturatesy, another cultural constellation is
formed, which can be called@vert cultural constellation. The following figure illtrates
the difference between overt and covert culturalstellations.

o
S
t o
— @—
o
\
Cultural system at Text with
SYSTEM-level with overt cultural
covert cultural constellation
constellation at TEXT-level
Fig. 10: Overt and covert cultural constellations

2.2.2 Overt cultural constellations

This paper will be examining overt cultural conkstédns only, which can be of two main
types: one concerning tHerm, the other concerning theontent Cultural constellations of
form refer tohow a text is written in terms of style, writing orhet conventions, whereas
cultural constellations of content refervithat a text contains in terms of cultural knowledge.
For example, a cultural constellation of form cobédbringing together formal elements of an
advertisement or elements showing that a text lgsldo a specific literary genre, while
cultural constellations of content could be brimgingether the cultural elements that reveal

" Henceforth in this paper the temmltural constellatiorwill only refer toovertcultural constellations.

12
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specific attitudes, artefacts, beliefs, elementa ghrticular kind of organization or festivity
etc.

2.2.3 Characteristics of overt cultural constellatbns

Both cultural constellations of form as well asdbmf content are further characterized by
four factors:

. Quantity The quantity refers to the number of culturalstetiations identified in a text.
This number is always equal to the number of caltgystems evoked by the text in
step 1 of the method for identifying cultural elersein texts. For example, the quantity
of cultural constellations ifig. 9 above is 3. The quantity is particularly importéont
the specification of the cultural boundness oba. te

. Quiality: the quality of a cultural constellation refersvibether the elements it contains
are implicit or explicit This refers to the question of whether these etgmcan be
identified immediately as cultural specifics (exglielements, e.g. ‘Realia’) or whether
they first need to be activated by background keodgé in order to be identified as
cultural specifics (for an example of implicit elents or ‘hidden’ culture, see the
utterance in 1.1). The investigation of the quatifycultural constellations could prove
particularly important for issues of text typologwyd the choice of translation strategy.

. Valency The valency of a cultural constellation referstbhe number of explicit and
implicit elements it contains. For example,Fig. 9 above, the valency of the cultural
constellation A is 2, and the valency of each ef¢bnstellations B and C is 3.

. Diffusiont The diffusion of a cultural constellation refécsthe way the elements of a
cultural constellation are spread over the teat,they could be concentrated in one part
of the text or could be spread out over two or nmags, or even over the whole text.
Since the constellations are connective constindexts, the diffusion of their elements
is particularly important in terms of textual colece (cf. Floros 2004 and 2005).

The following figure presents a summary of the kintypes and characteristics of cultural
constellations:

‘ Cultural constellations ‘

I —

‘ overt cultural constellations ‘ ‘ covert cultural constellations

|
| |
/ \

cultural constellations cultural constellations
of the form of the content

~__—

‘quantity ‘ ‘quality ‘ ‘valency ‘ ‘diffusion ‘

Fig. 11: Types and characteristics of cultural ctlistions
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3 On the translation of cultural constellations intexts

The translation of cultural constellations presigg® a comparison of cultures on the
SYSTEMS level, before the manifestations of culinréorm of cultural constellations can be
rendered into a target text on the TEXT level. Agentation of the steps in the transfer and
reproduction phases will be undertaken in the fuilhy section$.

3.1 The transfer phase

The steps which form the methodology needed forpaosing ‘cultures’ in the transfer phase
are the following:

. Step 5:Creation of cultural systems of the target cultaceording to the systems of the
source culture, which were listed and structuredt@p 2. The structuring of the target-
cultural systems follows the structuring of the readcultural systems only to the extent
possible, according to the differences displayetheyrespective areas of life. The result
of this step is a list of target-cultural systermadjich will act as the basis of the
comparison to be undertaken in the next step.

. Step 6:Contrastive comparisoof the elements of the source-cultural systemh tine
elements of the target-cultural systems. Such gpaoison will reveal the relationships
between source- and target cultural elements. Tbanebe (alomplete identity(b)
partial identity or (c) non-identitybetween the source- and target-cultural elem@ihis.
case (a) is a case of cultural similarity, while ttases (b) and (c) reveal a situation
between the source- and target-culture that rafrges cultural difference (b) up to
cultural specificity (c).

. Step 7:Compatibility control In this step the elements of each cultural cdlasiten in
the source-text are checked against the elementtheofrespective target-cultural
systems. This is again a two-tier consideratioS 6STEMS and TEXT level, as it was
undertaken in the reception phase above. It is itapbfor the cultural constellations of
the source text to be checked against the respetarget-cultural systems, in order to
confirm theircompatibility or incompatibilitywith target-cultural systems. The result of
this step is the specification of the degree aidferability of the cultural constellations
of the source text into the target-culture.

The following figure visualizes the above stepsa —

8 The enumeration of steps will start with stepoScontinue the enumeration of the steps in theptéme

phase.
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F
@ ----------------=qmmmo q ]
@ ------- - g
Source-cultural system ‘ ’ Target-cultural system
| SYSTEM-level |
Source-text with
constellation
| TEXT-level |
Fig. 12: Steps 5 — 7 of the method for translatingural constellations (transfer phase)

In the above figure, the arrows pointing from eletseof the source-cultural system to
elements of the target-cultural system denote piadenelationships (upper part of the figure).

The full-line arrow stands for complete identitigetdotted-line arrow reaching an element of
the target-cultural system stands for partial idgnand the dotted-line arrow not reaching the
target-cultural system stands for non-identity watiy target-cultural element. In the lower
part of the figure, the arrows pointing from elertseof the cultural constellation to elements
of the target-cultural system represent the corbpyi of those elements to the target-

cultural system. Full-line arrows imply compatibiliand the dotted-line arrow implies

incompatibility. The verification of the degree identity between source-cultural and target-
cultural elements and of the degree of compatbbie¢tween source-cultural constellations
and target-cultural systems fulfils the methodatagprerequisite for the choice of translation
procedures and the creation of a target-text imepeoduction phase.

3.2 The reproduction phase

There are two steps which complete the methoddlogthe identification and translation of
cultural constellations in texts:

. Step 8:Translation decisionsIn this step the translator makes decisions abotit
compatible and incompatible elements of the souautewal constellations in order to
create target-cultural constellations in the tatggt, which will function as equivalents
of the respective source-cultural constellationsm@atible elements seem to be rather
easily transferable to a target-cultural constellat whereas incompatible elements
present cases of cultural specifics, where theskaéor can choose between translation
procedures which are at his/her disposal (cf. dat). Nevertheless, regardless of
compatibility or incompatibility, the translator @ild make his/her decisions on the
basis of thepurposeset for the translation. This criterion shoulddguthe translator not
only in his/her decisions about how to render tleenents of a cultural constellation, but
also about whether or not to render them, be tloaypatible or incompatible (cf. Min
Sunwoo’s article in this volume).

®  The enumeration of steps will start with stepp 8antinue the enumeration of the steps in thestearphase.
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. Step 9: Creation of the target text in consideratib the purpose of the translation, the
specific characteristics of the target audienié&known, andhe norms and conventions
of the target language.

The following table summarizes the steps of thehoas for the identification and translation

of cultural elements in texts according to threag@s and by indicating for each step the level
of analysis.

Level of

Phase Step Process .
EQEWSS
Q First reading and activation of cultural areasifef | T
5
g
Listing and structuring of source-cultural systems ES
2 o9 T»S
reception g2
phase Concretization of source-cultural systems 22
3 7 S»rT
1=
A Identification and evaluation of cultural constétias 5 T
Structuring of target-cultural systems
5 9 ¢} 3 § s
. 2
transfer . Comparison of source- and target cultural systems :ED'. S
phase 8
=
Compatibility control of cultural constellations o
7 z T»S
]
Translation decisions o
8 3 ST
7]
reproduction g'
phase Creation of target text 3
L
9 = T
3
«
Fig. 13: Method for identifying and translating tudal constellations

The above table shows the level of analysis iabecolumn. T stands for TEXT level and S
for SYSTEMS level. It is obvious that the methodr&t and ends at TEXT level, but the
whole process is a constant change between TEX@-SXSTEMS level, as many steps
appear to be taken at different levels and somersthppear to be presenting a level shift
(represented bp).

4  Applicability and didactic aspects

The above discussed methodology has been criti¢oredbt being applicable, as it seems to
be extremely time consuming and far too complexbéo applied by translators in real
situations. Another point of criticism has beentthas opposed to other methods in
translation, this sequence of steps presents @rratfescriptive way of tackling cultural

problems in translation, failing to stress factstgh as the creativity or the talent of the
translator.

As to the first point, the methodology is admitietime consuming. However, it aims at
describing in a systematic and transparent wayatttens that need to be taken for the
translation of ‘culture’ in texts, especially agaeds student translators (and not professional
ones). Student translators, who do not disposehef necessary experience, need clear
methodologies, which can explain the cognitive peses followed almost unconsciously by
professionals, but which can also direct them @irtbfforts to acquire necessary skills. Such
methodologies are inevitably time consuming and mer at least at the beginning. The
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repeated application of complex methodologies le#fusugh, to a kind ofnternalization
after a certain time. This means that they camobevwed almost automatically. Let us take a
simple example: Whenever someone wants to haveitigi dark room, he/she will just turn
on the light switch, without spending a lot of tinsentemplating about how the switch
functions in order to let electricity flow from tleentral source outside the room, through the
wires to the light bulb hanging in the room. Thised not mean, of course, that this person
does not possess this knowledge. Neverthelessheh@dst resorts to an automatic move.
Almost the same thing happens with the translapimtess. Professionals do not apply all
methods as in the first time, in order to produckaaslation of high quality. But student
translators need to acquire the knowledge of hoeh suquality can be achieved. Through
experience, they will then be capable of applyingthmnds almost automatically, thus
reducing the time they spend analyzing the sowexe-t

As to the second point of criticism, didactic coptseare inevitably prescriptive to a
certain extent. This issue actually touches upergtiestion of whether translation is an art or
a science. The view supported here is that traoslas both art and science and that the
degree to which translation is one or the othereddp heavily on the text type and/or the
genre translated. It is true that literary or po#tanslation, for example, requires qualities on
the part of the translator that are not totallyjeatbto theoretical description, such as intuition,
linguistic sensibility or the talent of expressidn.these cases, one can certainly talk about
translation as art, intuition or talent. In othases, though, such as the translation of technical
texts, where translation depends on more objegtidelscribable factors, translation can
justify its scientific character in a better wayowkver, regardless of the text type and the
degree, to which translation is art or sciencerethgill always be some sub-processes in
translation, which can definitely be described aysdtically, such as the structuring of
cultural information (cf. step 2), the concretipatiof cultural systems (cf. step 3), the
identification of cultural constellations (cf. st&p, the contrastive comparison of cultural
systems (cf. step 6) and the compatibility confobl step 7) in the above methodology. The
above methodology also contains steps that oféer $pace to ability, intuition and creativity,
as it is really up to the translator to recogninéiwcal areas of life (cf. step 1), to evaluate
cultural constellations (cf. step 4), to decide mpgoanslation procedures (cf. step 8) or
reformulate the source-text into a target-text ¢tép 9). Thus it becomes clear that the above
methodology is a balanced proposal of ‘objectived s&subjective’ steps, which can function
as a theoretical framework, something like a ‘cahvimr autonomous action on the part of
the translator.

5 Conclusion

The above presented and discussed sequence ofpstees useful not only as a practical
guide for the translator in the sense of a methamiglbut also offers a theoretical negotiation
of the extremes presented by the micro- and macauctaral approaches in the translation of
‘culture’ in texts. This could be done mainly bypporting the methodological discussion
with a definition of culture that offers the neamss theoretical framework for the

development of a thorough and systematic methodm@b@gpproach to the abstract, but
‘omnipresent’ phenomenon of culture. Hopefully, lraging the present status of things will
prove fruitful for further research in the vastdi®f cultural translation.
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