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Staming from the idea it Tanguage is anintrument. o set ol
peans (hat cmbles man fo communicate. snd that every nwssage
be phirased B many Sways or inoa differem code. some
newists fsee Tor imtanee Fedoroy and Catford ) us well as
e seem to believe it translation consists - menely of
ansforning sigis of o code i order 1o match sizos of wnodhier
This smplics that tenskiion fs considered s a mechanistic’
peration. However. it is morethan that. As any commumicitive
ross. translation is @ comples one subsuming finguistie and
dralmguistic factors,
As an essentisl ‘contiguration of the communicative act’ {(see:
in, 1982 the process of trnsfation sbould be envisaged in i
amewnrh of an extended communication muodel. One of the
gasons that 1msiation should be incorporated m e rescarch
wradigi of the seience of communicidion is that. according 10
Wilss {1982, 06) “the ohject of trnshition i to establish
pmmunication  between wembers ol difterent speech
smmunitics”. Moreover, the structure of the: communication
eess gy serve ws o general fraework to the process of
nstation cnd ay @ theosetical springhoard for i theory of
anslanion,
Communication is refesed 1o und detined as “the trmsmission
formation hetween it sender and a receiver using i ignaliing




systeny™ (Crysiad, LOSO70), T
communication: writien /- |
language, ete. Jn Finguise i the signalli
system involved in the commue by be written
spoken. the sender may be ‘
receiver miy be the reader or the

The basic components of the commun I
the semder. the message. and the reeeiver are usually fepreseit
m the following manner :

Conke
SENDER ---1) MESSAGE RS RECEIVER
Chunne|

fi 12 Generatized Communication Mode!

Following this diagram. conmication is scen ax the 1ransd
oF intormiation (messager from one preson dthe sender) 1o anothy
{the receivens through o channel {phemic or graphic medium) inj
coued foror This is the st genenl view ol communicatio
However. the model illusirated above is Timited in than it does
show the relationship between the sender, the receiver, and ¢
Message us referring to a centain reality in o cortain conte
shared by both participams in the Commmiication,

However, in linguistic comexts. communication is much mao
comples than a sunple 1nnster of o wessize from u sender 1o
reeenet as s suggestald it above model A estended i
of commnication iy highlizht the important elements
volved e process amd the ictivities assoclated with ¢ach pay
Beipantsond may clariiy 1 process of linguistic communicat
Gee figz 21 The sendes's imentions and thoaghts constitute 1
mwesyaze which s coded acvinding 1o language roles and nomms )
warned through o channel (vl Aerpeh and finally reached o
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who dentifiex the sigmals (phonemes / words), umbe-
s their combimation. iderprets them within a cerain conteat,
v Or may not react 10 the message. 'Noise', i term bor-
d from mformation theory. may be added 1o the model 10
all the unmtended distortions added o the signals.

S, ihese unintended distortions added 10 the message may be
sented by such interferences s phonalgical deviations,

phological errons, socio-educative difterences between the
Mrticipuns, ete.
Commumication may be siid 1o be established hetween the
fender und the receiver when the latter received it and compren-
pends the message. This can only be achieved if the code-into
which the message is put <is known 1o both panicipants, As Ja-
pbson 1971 B,573) puts it "3 common cude is their (the interlo-
gutors » commumicition ool which underhies and makes possible
the < xchange of message”,

Moreover, the sender bas to seleet the signs from his linguistic
epenory dind formalate dwe nuessage insuch @ way as to be easily
tercepted and undenstood by the reeeiver.
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Generally speaking, i between €

Englishi-speaking individuals ’ oS place bee
they share the same la ) Vs iCation st
the hest chanees of en the individuals belong to
same group” James, 19811 ' members
this group share, in add| istic code,
same culture. social stias; . S tenming

(1971.b). this type of communication iy ‘intralingeal’ because
occuns within a hnguistic system o 1o g I
the receiver,

Howeser, communication i Hggistic contexts may not
established berween two individuals speaking ditferent bingua
unless there iy a third pasticipant mvthe COMMUMCANON Process
mediator who decodes the sender’s message and encodes it in
receiver's code, The mediation, u this case. Is usually done
transhutor or an interpreter. This type of communication
labelled ‘interlingual’ by Jakobson.

In the present study, the process of transktion is considered
be an essental pat of s inedingual communication process.
indicated by Jakobson, The 1wo main participants in ¢
communication process. that is, the sender and the recciver,
be assumed not 1o share the sume linguistic system, As.i
the sender’s message cannot be comprehended by the receiver., |
addition. since any message is, primarily, directed towa
recever, und in order 1o establish a communication link betw
the two participants who do not share the same hnguistic
third participant who 1y competent in the two linguistic codes
imperatively needed to establish the communication exchange.
this respect, transtation s viewed as vital 1o interling
communication.

A more toralising notion of uny type of communication:
transhition is suggested by steiner (1975, 45) who claims
"any mode! of communication is at the same time a model
translotion”, He believes that all processes of ve
understanding can uscfully be called translution, He, th
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shsiders that “ull procedures of expressive articulation il
erprettive reception are translational” (Steiner. 1975, 227),
o this line, de Beaugrande (1980, 25} considers the
pnderstanding of 1exts as being "o kind of transiation in iis own

Thas totalising notion of trnslation is best itlustrated by
avio Paz (1970, 38) who clams that all 1exts are transhaions
translations:

“Lach 10x1 iy unique. yer at e sume 1ine it s

e wanstation of another 1ext. No text s entirely

onginal because languuge it self is essentially i

tramslation. In the first plice it translates frony

the non-verbul workd. Then. too, cuch

sizn, euch sentence, is the translation of another sign. another

osentence”.

This reasoning is similar to Stemer's claim presented above.
This same view is oot news Humbolde and Novalis declared that
~any type of COMMUNICAton is transbion.

They argued that il we take an individual, we find thit his
terance is no more than a trnslation of his thoughts. The
e of steiner’s clam would will be valid: any model of
lation is # model of communication. Both translation und
communication tuke mto consideration the three main
' als. namely the sender of the messige, the message

 Translation, in the broader sease. |y mvolved in any
communication process. 1Ly represented by 1he coding and the
Jecoding of the message. For Jukobson | 1971 b intralingual
ad interlingual commumication are types of trunslation. The
former is i rewording or an interpretation of verbal signs by
means of other signs of the sume language” Jakobson. 1971,
61): that is from message o code within one languuge code, 1t is
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alsos as Nidi (1974, 47) puts
Wsing inthe s Langu,

proper’ or “an interpretation o
other Linguage” (akobson,

one Lmemege code i anophs
distinguished by Jukobso Aranslation’ o
‘transmutition’ which he defines ; tation of verbal
stgns by means of non-verbal sign (op. ¢iv, Thus,
iy sy that teansdation. sccoding 10 w and Stemer, ¢
be equated 1o uny type of commumication process be it verbal
non-verhal,

Oue obvious ditference between mtralimgual and interlingis
communication s the introduction, i the latter. of a thi
participant between the sender and the recetver of the message;
and o second Ranguage. I this respeet, teanslation can be seen
"It provess of communication in which the translator is erpose
between a transmitter and 4 receiver who uses o differen
language to carry out i code conversion between them” (see
van Dugk 1983),

As an essential part of the interlingual communication process,
translation should be' considered us 4 multidisciplinary proces:
which may benefil from the achievemenis and findings ol
linguistics. psycholinguistics. semiotics, etc. i this respect, i fu
understanding ol how Linguage and the communication proces
work iy help in understandiog the istricacies of the process
transiation,

The interfingual communication process is primarily based
the same moedel as intralingual communication process. Thi
approach puss transtation i the frimework of communicats {
theory, it views transktion, as FHamnsann (1980, 53) puts it, as "
directional process of conmunicition mediation” where t
trnslator is inu pecubiar situation of being i receiver and
sender of the messuge at 1l sume times.

In cquating transiation with intrlingial communication,
Steiner (1975) underestintes the complexity of tanslation i
the specific problems involved in the process,
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wicully, transtnion s viewed iy a decoding and encoding
tv: that as. @ code - switching pperation (see Hartmann,
3 However, this operimion s much more complex because
wlator, s a mediator. i at the same time o receiver s well
sender. This double rofe mvelves o decoding amd encoding
vity: o task which is complex and constitutes o tangled
work  of different operation invelving  Lingeistic and
rdinguistic factors,

The mental processes of decoding and encoding messages are
observable phenomens Tlence. the study of the process of
vxl.nmm n s enurety was. for a lum_. time, neglected,
imarily, translation is scen as a mediation which undergoes two
OV Lrhppmg phases, namely analysis and synthesis. These
es can be investigated through o refrospective reconsiruciion
Cthe process on fhe basis of the relatonsship between SLT
mput) and TLT (out-put). A thind operation which is non -
* rvable s o phenomernon is it of imsfer which lies in the
ezt of overlup between anilysis and synthesss, The study of this
wse requires further research which would draw wpon such
ciplines as psychology. nearvlogy, psycholinguistic. and other
lated ficlds,

The process of translation 15, undoubtedly one of the best
sxamples that show the complexity of human communication,
It rlngual communication s @ comples and “all embracing
ocess’ (Nida. 1978, 118), s complesity iy intensified by e
plowing dichotomies: a) SE ve TL teonceming norms,
onventions cultures, ¢1¢.), by SL v 11, tewder expeciotions, and
8) write (First senderd Vs trmslator tseeond sender),
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A is abown in figs 3 he writer's message encoded in the SL
system s received by the transfator sho, afler o process of analy-
cand synthesis, fecoddes the message i the TL o be read and
erprered by the TL reader. Tt should be noted, however. that the
process of anulysis and synthesis do ot ke plice successively
it the translator’s bein.,
A comprehensive: representation of the trnslation progess
should be expliciaive and amalytical. I should be Bexible in order
10 allow adaptation and evolution. Itis true that languages arxe in-
ey complex and any linguistic model is bound 10 be only it
ool which enables us 10 understand. at least partially, the com.
plexity of the process of translation. However, no madel should
g transtition as a purely mechamstic process.

* The aim of the present study is 10 propose an extended and an-
ymal representation of the process of trnskation with an at-
gempt to balanee the tvo main tendancies: SLT-orsented wranshs-
lion and Tl teader-oriented transhition, A represchration of the

process of trnskinion hased on o modified and exwended comma-
scatton model may be of help in seeking o represent an ade-
quate transter of a message from SLT writer 10 TET reader.

To avoid 4 communication breakdown berween the two main
ndirect participants in the communication through translation
fthe SL writer ind the TL reader). the transiator should atiempt 1o
lrpmducc the SL message into the TL 1aking into consideration
only lmguistic and semantic factors but pragomic and extra-
ouistic factors is well. In other words, as Wills {1982.66) sug-

gesty:

© "Ivis the translator's job in @ communication process -

10 correlate the mtentions of S {sender| with that of

R (receiver), whik: doing this, he niust take into
account all uvailable informatson on SLT. The

conditions under wineh it ongmited and the
functional perspectives at which it anns”.




The process of
istic fuctors, It iy
and non-obsery. hle:

pecty of the process,
As wan suggesied
vided imo two main p
overlap of these 1w phases ey
is deseribed by Nida 1969
tion process”. Hence, any appn
fine itsell solely 1o observabl
other factors of memtal and extr
more paycholinguistic research is il the ditfene
mental processes mvolved i trnstation. especially those con
ceming the transter of meaning from S1. . The problem |
representing s transter of meaning s misinly due 1 the pr
lem of comprehending the nature of 1 n ity absteaet fom
The essence of transkition is. thus, more comples mvalving areas
of no direct connection with hnguisties,

As for the giher phases of the process. the amalysis phase iy
mainly 4 phase of understusding (from-SL form 1o meaning) i
which the SLT is analysed at the Syntactic, semintic, pragniii
textual, and stylisne fevels, The syntesis phase is one of rec
struction (from mesning 1o TL fromj in which the SLT which
been wnalysed is wwproduced in the targel linguage passin
theough an intermediany: stage namely the transfer phase.

In practice, the different phases of the provess overlap and giv

the impression that ranslalion is aimost an isdantancois opers
tion.
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