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Abstract: The numerous sociocultural approachesin Trandation Sudies are generally
of the “ toolbox” kind, where any number of models and factors may be drawn upon.
This situation leaves many doubts with respect to what might constitute a sociocultural
explanation, how pertinent factors can be located methodol ogically, what kind of
causation isinvolved, and whether the social and the cultural might actually be the
same thing. In attempting to formalize and solve those problems, we offer models where
explanation requires methodological movement between the social and the cultural,
where pertinent factors are located in and around the professional intercultures (or
“trandation cultures’) that define the borders of large-scale social systems, where
causation appears as relatively asymmetric correlation, and where the sociological is
partly quantitative (abstract empirical data) and the cultural is usually qualitative
(signifying practices). The general approach is deemed suited to the study of mediators
as people, rather than just texts as objects in systems As such, it draws on advancesin
Interpreting Research and resists subordination to any more general study of whole
societies.

The Prague conference in September 2003 was ogtensibly on “Trandation Targets’. The
papersin the present volume have nevertheless been brought together under thetitle of
“Socia and Cultura Approaches’. A few months after Prague, in December 2003, a
conference in Athens was nomindly on “Choice and Difference in Trandaion”, yet haf
its proceedings are seeking publication as “Identities and Difference: Trandation
Shaping Culture’. A few months later again, therewasaTel Aviv workshop on
“Indtitutions, Habituses and Individuals. Socid, Historica and Political Aspects of
Culturdl Exchange’, bringing together sociologists and trandation theorists. And for
quite some years, as Franz Pochhacker observesin hisarticle in this volume, much of
the research on interpreting has been *going socid” (having previoudy “gone psycho”).
Something sociologica isinthe air. Thereis, one suspects, agenerd tendency at work,
of some breadth and depth. Here we will try to see what that tendency might be, using
the papersin this volume as arigoroudy non-random sample.

A focus on mediatorsrather than trandations

Thereis no shortage of socia and cultura approaches to trandation. One could go back
to any of Eugene Nida s excdlent books, which include titles like The Sociolinguistics
of Interlingual Communication (1996). One could cite standard references such as
Maurice Pergnier’ s Les Fondements sociolinguistiques de |a traduction (1980). One
should aso note aremarkably Franco-Canadian interest in sociologica gpproachesto
literary trandation, forging asmdl| tradition that might link Annie Brisset's



Sociocritique de la traduction (1990) with Jean-Marc Gouanvic's Sociologie de la
traduction (1999). Or more generdly, one could claim that the whole thrust of
Descriptive Trandation Studies, since the 1970s, has been to bring wider contextua
consderations into the study of trandation. In that sense, socid and cultura approaches
have been with us for thirty years or so, or considerably longer (Nida published
important papersin the 1940s).

The vast mgority of those books and theories, however, were fundamentally
ways of studying texts. A sociology, sociolinguigtics or cultura analysis was sometimes
gpplied to the way the source text functioned in its context, and increasingly to the way
the target text worked on its Side, but either way, texts were the thing. That focus was
understandable enough. Theorigts of Bible trandation are committed to the written
Word; sociolinguists am firgt to describe language use; and much of Descriptive
Trandation Studies came from literary studies, where the text remains the thing. True,
the impact of critica discourse theory, particularly as in Foucault, hasinvited
trandation theorists to view both text and context in terms of discursive formations,
effectivey extending textudity into the socid domain, where texts can become very big
things. And that is a point one could equaly reach from the Russan Formadists or from
generd semiatics. The upshot isthat we have no red shortage of socia and cultura
approachesto trandations as texts. Further, that generd trend has kept in step with
deve opments in well-established disciplines like Linguigtics and Literary Studies.
Witness the growth not just of Sociolinguistics but dso of Text Analyss, Discourse
Andyss, Pragmatics and Culturd Studies, al in search of wider contexts.

Something quite different, however, might be expected from approaches that
focuson translators rather than trandations. If we look for asociology of trandators, or
more generdly of mediators, what do we find? Thereis virtudly no focus on individua
human trandators in Nida, nor in most of the prescriptive sociolinguistic gpproaches.
After dl, atheory that sets out to help an unidentified trandator haslittle interest in
andyzing variable socid identities. Contextuaized trandators are Smilarly rare in most
of the classicd references of Descriptive Trandation Studies as well (Popovic, Levy,
Holmes, Even-Zohar), where the focus is mosily on trandation as a series of changes
(“shifts”) manifested in texts, or as an effect (“interference’) on acultura system. Ina
sense, the initid negation of prescriptivism (whichiswhy we talk about Descriptive
approaches at dl) smply repested the exclusion of the mediator. We moved from a
sociology of source texts to a sociology of target-Sde effects, but little was said about
any sociology of trandators.

Where then might we find afocus on trandators as people? There have been
important moments within and around more recent Descriptive Trandation Studies.
Gideon Toury (1995) went some way toward andyzing a socia subjectivity when he
adopted the eminently sociologica concept of norms, understood as regul arities of
behavior (and hence of human actions, rather than just linguistic Structures). Toury has
moreover shown interest in the way people become trandators (1995: 241ff), which
necessarily entails questions of professona contexts. One could aso cite studies of
power relations between trandators and patrons (cf. Lefevere 1992), questions about the
socid effect of certain trandation norms on the asymmetric relations between cultures
(cf. Venuti 1995), or interest in the role of socid mediation as a feature of all
communication and hence as away of congructing the sociolinguigtic identity of the
trandator (cf. Peeters 1999). Y et none of those initiatives has yet formed any orthodoxy
that might be called a sociology of trandators.

A somewhat complementary gpproach can be seen in the foundationa texts of
Germantlanguage “functiondist” approaches. Vermeer and Holz-Manttéi, in different



ways, have dlowed the trandator a very active role in the communication process, with
agecific socid identity (cf. Holz-Manttéri’ s indstence on expertise, or Vermeer's
awareness of the historical position of trandators and their capacity to negotiate with
clients). Those gpproaches were not srongly sociologica in any empirica sense, yet
they were certainly interested in analyzing socid relaions rather than just texts (note
that Holz-Mantt&ri found one of her points of departure in Mainowski). Not by chance
did Skopostheorie provide theinitia frame for Franz Pochhacker’s placing of the
conference interpreter within the context of not just a source-text speaker and a target-
text listener, but also of the whole conference as a macrotext (Pochhacker 1994).

If there has been a growing focus on mediators and their socid contexts, it is
perhaps more evident in the fied of interpreting than that of written trandation. After
al, the interpreter’ s Stuation is there, immediately visible for dl to see. Its network of
socid relations could hardly be overlooked (and yet it was overlooked for many
decades, in favor of psychological approaches). The more profound change is no doubt
the developing interest in community interpreting or didogue interpreting, dedt with
herein articles by Pollabauer, Grbic, Navarro Montesdeoca, Rudvin, Lannoy and Van
Gucht, and of course by Pochhacker himself. In the courts, in hospitds, in officid
interviews, the socid Stuation is not only visble but aso of overwhelming priority.
There, we must be interested in who the mediator is and how they relate to
communication partners, and perhgps only then in the sociolinguigtic qudities of
isolated texts.

We might then pogit that, for some scholars and more particularly in some fidds
of research, the focus has shifted from texts to mediators. Many of us are no longer
stopping at the sociocultural dimensions of source and target texts. We would like to
know more about who is doing the mediating, for whom, within what networks, and
with what socid effects.

How far have we gone with that second set of questions? Here we seek answers
from the texts brought together in this volume, first on the more traditiona ground of
literary trandation, then with respect to the reatively recent advancesin Interpreting
Studies. We would generdly expect many of the papers to adopt a“toolbox” approach
to explaining trandation, incorporating ingghts from the range of references we have
mentioned above. Others, however, go in search of more specific concepts, drawing on
Bourdieu, on Prunc’ s andyss of “trandation cultures’, or on acongructivist verson of
socid systems. In surveying these developments, we shdl find time to propose afew
methodologica categories of our own, hopefully of some use to future researchers.

Observation and explanation

Most sudiesin this volume start from a set of observations and then look for factors
that might in some way explain those observations. The things observed mostly concern
trandation; the things that explain are in some way socio-cultural. The studies work on
hypotheses, often implicit, that link the two. That is, the hypotheses seek to explain
trandaion in socio-cultura terms.

Here we hesitate to talk about “explanaion” in any grand definitive sense. We
would agree with Chesterman (2004) that Trandation Studies has so far been much
better at observing than explaining, and that the red intellectud task awaiting usis
precisdy to form some consensus about what a satisfying explanation might be. In the
meantime, the explanations we mogly find are discursve assumptions of causation of
one kind or another. The hypothesis posits that a set of explanatory factors are in some



way necessary for the occurrence of the thing explained, such that changes in those
factors might bring about changes in the thing observed. That isavery problematic
notion. It was effectively sdestepped by decades of studies that claimed to be merely
“descriptive’ or “systemic” (in asmple system, dl factors would be weak causes of dl
other factors; in a polysystemn, a bigger system would autometicaly have a stronger
causd role than the smdler systems it interacts with). Explanation was nevertheess
brought to be fore in Toury’s project to formulate “laws of tendency” for trandation
(1995), where causdl roles were attributed to apparently non-trandationd things like the
relative prestige of cultures (trandators work differently when greet prestigeis
attributed to the source culture). Toury, however, has consstently avoided searches for
just one causdl varigble that might offer a grand explanation: “ There seemsto be no
sngle factor which cannot be enhanced, mitigated, maybe even offset by the presence
of another” (2004: 15). This would mean that deterministic reasoning cannot explain
trandation (nor trandators, presumably). Explanationswould drift off into lists of
heterogeneous conditioning factors, each identified in a probabilistic way, with no one
dominant causation a work. Trandation would be what happens when many very
different things occur in the same higtorical place, and little more.

Such plurdigtic explanations are indeed what we mogtly find in Trandation
Studies, and Toury’ s observation could probably be applied to most of socid life as
well. Thereis, however, something profoundly unsatisfying about approaches that offer
no more than complexity. There is no reason to suppose that, since every factor may
play arole, dl concelvable factors are potentially good explanations. In theory, dl
researchers would have to consider the role of al possible factors. Toury is correct to
point to probability asaway out of this dilemma. This means that the kinds of
hypotheses we seek concern tendencies rather than mechanica cause-and- effect. They
would be of the form “The more X, themore Y” (eg. “The more prestigious the source
culture, the more foreignizing the trandation”). Probability then means that our studies
hope to predict, to some extent, what is likely to happen when something changes in the
explanatory factor. We would say that, on the basis of our previous studies, the prestige
of acultureislikely to have a causal relaionship with the selection of atrandation
srategy, and perhaps that this factor is more likely to be a cause than other potentia
factors (for example, the trandator’ s experience, sex, or pay). This probabilistic way of
thinking is the bread-and- butter of the socia sciences; it should redly move usinto the
datistica modeling of relative likelihoods. Unfortunately, to assess the probabilities we
have to build up a database of known causation, and to do that we have to look at al
possible factors. This means that we are brought back to square one, at least with
respect to how to set up aresearch project, or how to advise those embarking on
research. If researchers haveto look at everything, they will finish up studying nothing;
their reports will tend to become farragoes of facts, and particular case sudies will not
esdly yidd generd principles. Even worsg, if there are dways further factorsto
consider, how will researchers ever know they have found an explanation?

Here we would like to ask some smple questions about how well different
factors can provide explanations. First: Isthereisany apriori difference in nature
between the factors that are observed and those that explain? Second: What kinds of
factors would offer the most powerful explanations? And third: Is there any operationd
difference between the socid and the culturd in this regard? There is dso afourth
question, which underlies the rest and has been devel oped e sawhere (Pym 2003): Do
explanations just “account for” observed factorsin acausal or probabilistic way, or do
they in some way solve research problems?



Wewill try to answer those questions by looking & the studiesin thisvolume,
asking how they relate the observationa and explanatory moments. Let us see.

Stela Linn, firgt up, observes the trandation flows between Dutch and Spanish,
which are more or less hard numbers. how many texts of what kind were trandated
when. Her proposed explangtions then concern the roles of individua trandators,
publishers, government policies, gapsin the target market, intercultural events like book
fairs, and indeed the ideological modernization of Catholicism (to explain the
trandations of theologica texts from Dutch). Those explanatory factors would idedly
be the multiple causes of the actud trandation flows. Note thet, in Linn's paper and
virtudly throughout, there is little question of reducing those many possible causesto
just one dominant factor, or suggesting that they dl fit into just one large system.
Research in thisvein is now adle to draw on many different theories, usng them to
explain the partial phenomenon at hand. This sociocultura gpproach is profoundly
multifactorid. As expected, it opens up amethodologica toolbox rather than apply a
panacea. We can all become bricoleurs, as was said in the days of Lévi-Strauss.
Eclecticiam is neverthdess not dways intdlectudly satisfying. Aswe have noted, since
you cannot describe everything (at least not in one article), and since the explanations
are perhaps all caused by other explanations, where do you stop?

Pekka K ujamaki adopts a somewhat narrower mode of explanation. Observing
the literary reception of Finnish literature in Germany in the 1920s and 1930s Kujamaki
seeks explanatory variablesin therole of just two intermediaries, Johannes and Rita
Ohquist. Drawing on exchanges of letters, the andysisis able to demongtrate the
particular influence that individuas can have on the relative openness and closedness of
one literature to another. That in itsalf should be seen as a sociological contribution
(exchanges of letters only have an effect within the networks of people writing to each
other, across cultura borders). Of course, this approach does not exclude the many other
factors that undoubtedly contributed to the trandation flows. Research can quite
legitimately focus on just one explanatory variable, snce each explanation contributes
at least some knowledge. Then again, this fascinating case study aso shows how the
ideological context of the times influenced the two mediators, moving Johannes Ohauist
to produce “typicaly Finnish” pseudotrandationsin German and Rita Ohquist to seif-
censor gpparently decadent eementsin her trandations from Finnish, as both mediators
increasingly adopted the ideologica norms of the Fiihrer’s Reich. So, to apply the first
of our promised questions, did the socid context cause the individuas contributions, or
did the individuas hdp cause the socid context of the exchanges? Any answer should
involve a bit of both, of course. We expect that the adloceation of the observationd and
the explanatory isthus to some extent arbitrary.

Gaby Thomson-Wohlgemuth smilarly draws on archival materia, looking at
the censorship files by which East German officids sought to control the trandation of
children’sliterature from English. In this fascinating peek behind the scenes of awholly
planned publishing industry, we find not only the actud paperwork by which texts were
assessed for censorship purposes, but also the pertinent economic details of the literary
exchanges involved. Here the observed data would presumably be the texts as printed or
sold in East Germany; the explanation would be the intricate sysem of officid policy,
the practice of censorship, and relations with publishers. Once again, there are many
other factors that one could have looked for or made more of—the role of trandators
and individua bureaucrats for example (no system can function without individuds), or



the networks shared with other Soviet bloc countries (mentioned, but not seen as
determinate). Where Kujamaki stresses individua mediators, Thomson privilegesthe
officid system. Some of the difference perhaps liesin the two very different culturd
Stuations analyzed. However, differences might also ensue from our methodologica
assumptions of what we expect to find in those systems. The researchers have surely
looked for and found the explanations that they initidly considered the most probable or
even comfortable. Thelogical large-scale application of this precept would mean
developing different sociologies for different socia Stuations. And how could we then
form any common pool of probabilities?

Maria Goreti Monteiro observes that an eighteenth- century Portuguese
trandation of Robinson Crusoe omitted consderable materid, notably the parts where
Rohinson explainsto Friday what is wrong with the Catholic religion. Explanation is
this time sought in the biography of the individud trandator Henrique L eitéo, who had
problematic relations with the Inquidition and thus engaged in sdf-censorship. By
omitting the most contentious passages, the trandator quite probably saved his skin.
Methodology in this case finds three clearly defined levels, like concentric circles: the
observed omissons in the trandation, the biography of a sélf-censoring trandator, and
the European struggle between Protestantism and Catholicism. The bigger the circle, the
more explanatory the factor. Who could contest such fearful symmetry? The geometry
of concentric factors haslong provided amode of socia causation, particularly in
theories of socid systems (the bigger the system, the more it can explain). The rdative
gze of afactor (or “circle’) can dso be given arather egant definition: it isthe
number of other factors with which the factor has a causal relation. The trandator’s
omissons must cause something, but their influence in the world is much less than the
Inquisition. That is not a problem. We note, however, that in this case the circles do not
redlly capture any society as such, on neither the source nor target Sdes. We are
concerned with the trandator’ s past adventures in France, with his contact with a
previous French trandation (ostengbly published in Amsterdam), and with an
ideological conflict that cut across the whole of Europe, both within and between nation
dtates. The concentric circles of classica sociology (of the kind that would explain a
national society) do not seem to hold in the case of trandation.

Rodica Dimitriu shows us a series of further Robinson Crusoes, thistimein
Romania, where the text has spawned a multitude of trandations and rewritings. Here
the andyst observes the versons and seeks explanations in the gpparent socia reasons
motivating their appearance: the trandations were educationd at firdt, then entertaining,
subsequently a means of introducing the genre of the adventure nove, acomplex novel
initsef, and an economic parable in support of Communism. We are findly introduced
to an imitative Robinsonade in which the hero is stranded not on adesart idand but in a
secluded village in Wallachia (part of Romania), confirming the rurd traditions of the
target culture. Each new versgon seemsto bring with it its own specid cause, building
up acomplex image of the target culture over history. But why only thet particular
culture, when most European cultures were producing Smilar and not unrelated
Robinsonades? Because, one presumes, the researcher only looked at that culture,
bringing it dl home to a methodological Wallachia. Such are the beauties of traditiona
explanatory symmetries, in this case assuming then confirming target- Side causation.

Gabrie LouisMoyal consders some of the factors motivating trandations from
English in early ningteenth- century France. Here the observation would be of attitudes



to trandations, particularly their gppearance in the journas of the day. Explanation is
sought in the expressed opinions of trandators, writers, critics and journdidts, al
engaging in intercultura debate (we find Thackeray entering the fray as a Paris-based
journdist). And floating somewhere above the complexity of the exchanges, thereis
grand palitics: the trandations were seen as being either for or againgt the regimein
power. Arethe circlesisthis case a dl concentric, asin East German censorship,
Robinson Crusoe tailored down for the Portuguese Inquisition, or another Crusoe
trangported to a Romanian village? The question is not as smplein this case. No doubt
the politicd regime, as the ultimate levd of explanation, defines the only place that
could be encircled (France, as amonarchy or republic). For sure, there were many other
factorsintersecting across the Channel (or should we believe the British were entirely
passive?). Y et the question is complicated most directly by the andyst’s ethica desire
not just to explain, but aso to critique. For Moyd, trandations require minimal
standards of representationdity. Not to seek such standards means agppropriating the
other, in this case misrepresenting aforeign culture in the interests of commercid gain.
In the end, for Moyd, the ultimate explanation of reprenengble trandaionsis
commerce, wheress the ultimate explanation of debates about trandation remains
palitics. Thisis not asmple world.

Agnes Whitfield observes Hugh MacL ennan’s literary work Two Solitudes not
as an expression of the two sides of Canadian bilingua identity, but as the object of
very different receptions by Québécois letters. The receptions were positive following
the English publication in 1945, then far more critica following the French trandation
in 1963. The differences between the two moments would gppear to be due to changes
in Québécois society itself, which gppreciated openness in the late 1940s but sought
independence in the 1960s. And that explanation would probably be enough for dl the
sociologies of concentric circles. Whitfield, however, indsts that there are not just two
sdesinvolved. The origina novel was dready atrandaive text, an English
representation of francophone Quebec society, published in New Y ork and aimed as
much a the American as the Canadian public. Its French trandation should thus take us
back to a Québécois“origind”, except that it was published in France, according to
French linguistic norms, at atime when European French as well as English were seen
in Quebec asingruments of culturd domination. Whitfied's argument thus follows
causa pathsthat do not dlow usto stop a the smplicity of “new society, new
reception”. Indeed, part of the same complexity is found in the nature of Canadian
academic disciplines from which the analyst spesks. Comparative Literature largely
stays with the binary frame (one literature compared with another), whereas Trandation
Studiesis seen as being methodologically able to reved intercultura dimensions such
asthose unraveled in this case. Causation leads to the socia, and we too are in the mix.

Onefind sudy in this batch, which fitsin wel enough with the interculturd
import of Whitfied' s gpproach:

Daniel Gagnon writes herein the first person as an author and sdf-trandator
working in the intercultural context of CanadalQuebec. Identifying his position within
the socid context of writers who are expatriates, exiles, or authors of multilingud texts,
he compares his own work with that of Nancy Huston, another Canadian sdlf-trandator
working between English and French. Gagnon observes that sdlf-trandation dlows
more liberties than does the trandation of another’ swork. In fact, in both casesthe
trandations into French won prizes as original works. Self-trandation would thus raise



many problems with standard notions about trandation as passive representation; it
might even question Moyd’s criticd indstence on “minima norms’. The awareness of
socid context is nevertheless found here in the complex subversive stances that the
writer/sdf-trandator can potentialy adopt with respect to the standardized languages of
coloniaism. Whereas Huston trandates into the “imperid” French of France, asan
incomplete displacement of her critique of North- American English-language culture,
Gagnon seeks to free himself from French hegemony by writing an origind English text
asaplayful foreigner. In both cases we find writers working in postcolonia spaces,
from within overlgps mostly unseen in sociologies that would separate one culture from
another.

At this point, thet of theindividua author/trandator explaining individud
practices, we have perhaps reached one of the limits of socia explanation. Y et the
writer’s consciousness isin this case clearly expressed in socid terms, as an interaction
with avery specific context. Thisis by no means naive “ sdf-report data’. Perhapsit is
a this point, near the limit of sociology, that our studies should learn from what the
practitioners have to say: there is more than just one society (language, culture) a stake,
and the position of the mediator isnot smple.

Symmetrical and asymmetrical correlations

We break off our survey in order to reconsider the question of explanation. We have
asked if the alocation of observationd and explanatory roles might ultimately be
arbitrary. If our researcherstend to start from texts (as the things observed), isit Smply
because of tradition? Along the way, we have asked if the explanatory factor isredly
the cause of the observed, and not vice versa. We have aso come across the idea of
concentric circles, where the bigger circles would somehow be the explanation of the
smdler ones. And we have encountered a few problems with that kind of explanation: Is
it reelly amode of causation? How sure can we be of its directionality? Does the
concentric idea gpply in studies involving more than individua societies? Let us now

try to formalize those problems.

As we have noted, our basic observation-explanation relaion might be of the
kind “the more X, themore Y”. To repeat our example, when a culture is accorded
pretige, there tend to be many foreignizing trandations from it (cf. Toury 1995). Thisis
potentidly a commutative relaion, snce we might equaly propose that “when a culture
has many literdist trandations from it, it is accorded prestige’” (cf. Kothari, in this
volume). The prestige could be due to the trandations, and the trandations could be due
to the prestige. The proposition isthus relatively symmetricd, to the point where it
makes little difference which factor is observed and which is held to be explanatory
(hence the commuitative nature, asin addition: 3+ 2 =2+ 3). Thisisthe kind of
symmetricd raion that we might find in Kujamaki (the influentid intermediary
initiates the literary exchanges, and the literary exchanges develop the influence of the
intermediary). That kind of model seems not to produce explanatory knowledge in any
strong sense, not because its didectic isin any way fase, but because any number of
other factors could be involved aswell.

What about Monteiro’s basic propogtion that “the trandator’ s omission of
religious details is due to the influence of the Inquidition” (our pargphrase)? Would we
say that the sdlf-censorship caused the Inquidtion, or that the Inquisition caused self-
censorship? Both ideas might make interesting pursuits (Some of us spend our lives



trying to reverse gpparently obvious relaions). There is some truth in the proposition
that self-censorship (in trandations and €l sawhere) enabled the Inquidtion to become a
long-lived indtitution in Iberian societies, o that certain trandation practices could
indeed be seen as causes of the socid indtitution. Indeed, it would be counter- productive
for Trandation Studies not to consider such causation. If trandations were dways
effects rather than causes, they could not aspire to have any influence on the way of the
world. They would scarcely be worth studying. At the same time, the Inquisition
certainly had more influence on the individua trandator Henrique Leitéo than his
omisson had on the Inquigition. One factor is somehow bigger or of more weight than
the other; it has causd connections with more other factors,; it is more systemic. Thisis
the kind of relationship we have been describing as concentric circles. We are now able
to offer adightly better description. The observation-explanation tandem in this case
might still possible in both senses, but one direction has more weight than the other. Let
uscdl this“asymmetric corrdation”. Isthere any causation at stake? No doubt thereis.
But the factors are interrel ated with such complexity that we could not turn the
hypothesisinto asmple prescription for action. Or would we have perhaps advised
Henrique Le&itéo to trandate the details in order to get rid of the Inquisition? Smart
subversion has subtler techniques.

Onefind example. Condder the ideathat “feminit texts tend to be trandated by
women” (apassing propostion in Wolf, in this volume). The proposition would appear
to be very asymmetrica, in something more than the sense just described. The nature of
the texts would cause them to be trandated by women, but the trandators are certainly
not women because of the nature of the texts. One factor seems sociological and fixed
(the sex of the trandators); the other appears more cultura and contextua (the nature of
the texts). The sociological then causes the culturd. Or does it?

That entirdy one-way explanation is of course an illuson. Do women trandate
feminig texts because they were born biologicaly femae? We might more fairly dam
that, in patriarchy at least, birth as afemale entails a specific set of life experiences, and
those experiences are likely to be addressed by feminist texts (more so than by non-
feminidt texts), at the same time as those texts help raise avareness of those same life
experiences. Causation comes from both the social determinant and the culturd
practice. Further, the two factors, falsaly isolated in our proposition, are connected by
multiple chains of other factors, dl interrelated in ways that none of us hastime to
describe in detall.

One-way causgtion is decidedly unfashionable. Marxists would claim that, in the
last ingtance, the determining factors are economic (well, the relations of productionin a
society). Once we get down to who gets paid for what, we have reached some kind of
bedrock; no need to dig further. It is surprising, in this respect, to see how rarely
economic factors are cited in our studies (in the ones surveyed o far, only Thomson's
andyss of East German censorship gives any weight to them, and Moya only names
them to dismiss them; they will however return in Wolf and Kothari below). Thereisan
amogt entire absence of factors like class and class- consciousness, which would be the
socid corollaries of relaions of production. This might be because we know reletively
little about that side of business (cultura discourses tend to hide their pecuniary
implications). However, we are more likely to be distrustful of one-way determinism as
such, and undoubtedly reluctant to andyze our own interests in those same terms. Our
preferences are for models and sociologies that break class relations down into smaller
and more complex terms. The weaker the causation, the greater the socia complexity,
and the more we can dissolve our respongibilities into toolbox approaches.



At this point some researchers choose to talk consistently of “conditioning”
rather than causation. When there are multiple factors dl in causdl rdations with each
other (for some, this would congtitute a system), we cannot say that the eimination of
any one factor will lead to the dimination of al the rest. The presence of one factor, ina
certain quantity, will certainly ater the nature of some other factor, but the change may
be dight, even negligible. If there were no book fairsin Frankfurt, would the
trand ations between Dutch and Spanish be the same? Well, not exactly. Then again, the
change would probably not be enormous. Such weak forms of causation thus condition
the observed; they are at best partial forms of explanation. Of coursg, if there were no
correlation at dl, if achange in one thing brought about no observable changein the
other, then there is no causation to speak of. We might then talk about “relaions’ ina
very generd sense, of the kind that would place things together because the observer
chooses to see them together (cf. theories of “relevance” asafact of interpretation).
Here, however, we are concerned with forms of empirical intersubjectivity that require
something alittle stronger.

How might we reconcile the traditiond search for strong asymmetric causation
(socid determinism) with awareness of relatively wesk multilateral causation
(conditioning)? One kind of answer might come from India:

Rita Kothari observestha atitudes toward trandation into English have
become increasingly favorable in the Sate of Gujara. Although trandations were
previoudy seen as an index of culturd inequdity, different socid agents now view them
in pogtive terms. Officid policy seestrandation into English asaway of projecting
Gujarati culture beyond its borders, awide range of expatriates use those trandations as
ameans of keeping in touch with “home’; educationd inditutions use trandetion as a
way of opening new subject areas in literary studies; publishers use it as a means of
tapping new markets.

The explanatory modd hereis one of different stakeholders reaching consensus
(we would prefer to say “cooperation”), since trandation into English apparently brings
benefits to dl. Here the world of economic interestsis not only very present, but it is
viewed in aless prgudicid light: publishers seek new markets, the government seeks
investments from wedlthy expatriates, academics seek new job positions. Y et thereisno
one-way determinism, asif one group controlled everything. Indeed, Kothari’s
explanatory model becomes stronger the more socid groups are brought into
congderation, since socid causation hereis founded on consensus between otherwise
competing groups. Kothari is keen to point out that individuas may have many other
reasons for turning to trandation. Further, not dl the stakeholders are located within the
one society. What happensin Gujarat with respect to trandation is to some extent
dependent on what happens not just in the rest of India (positive attitudes to English
seem to be found across the board) but dso among Gujarati expatriate communities and,
we might add, in changing internationd ideas about the nature of English literature
itself, now a postcolonid field. In this kind of explanation, based on concepts of
conditioning and consensus, there is no apparent need for concentric circles of any kind.
Rather, the circles develop and intersect as we go, looking at one socid group, then
another, then another, on abass that could only be ad hoc.

This approach presents problems of avery practica order. In the face of so many
factors, where do we start? Where do we stop? One cannot do everything, of course. All
our researchers have sdected points of departure that are fairly traditiond fare for
Trandation Studies; dl of them have had to decide where to stop, if only for the sake of



finishing an article. This means, fird,, that the selection of observationd and explanatory
factorsisin each case afact of the research desgn and not of any eschatology, asif the
world had to begin in one place and end in another. It also means, second, that some
priority has been given, in most cases, to the more asymmetric correlations, where
causation is gpparently more directiona and sdient, such that some degree of
explanation may result—the wider concentric circles are dill privileged. And it means,
third, that al those explanations, no matter how varied or limited in scope, add
something to our knowledge of the way trandators act in the word. One cannot do
everything, agreed, but the important point isto discover something.

Cultural or social?

We pause to consider a dilemmathat has been quietly put on hold. We talk, too readily,
about “sociocultural” or “socid and cultural” gpproaches, contexts, factors, whatever.
Thisis no doubt a cheap inheritance from the days when textbook Marxists (some as
would-be subversives, otherswith little choice) cited mantras of “historical economic,
socid, culturd and political conditions’ as explaining al phenomena, as akind of
generdized relativism. Are there any important particularities behind these adjectives?
No doubt the “socid” isdso the “culturd”, in the sense that both are opposed to the
“eternd” or the “ontologica”. But why then do we need the two terms?

Academic tradition would suggest that “socid” factors are the preserve of

Sociology, whereas “culturd” factorsfadl into other disciplines (Anthropology,
Ethnology, Semiotics, Communication Studies, plus the range of gpproaches these days
roped into Culturd Studies). Fair enough. Y et are there any socid factors or data that

are not cultural aswell? Or vice versa?

Two kinds of answer are possible here. Firdt, let us consder the various factors
used in the papers we have just summarized. Some of them would seem to pass as
eminently socid, at least in the sense that they can be handled by the methodol ogies of
Sociology. These would include exchanges of letters within asocid network, statistics
on trandation flows, censorship files, or economic cogts of publication. Others would
gppear to be more properly culturd: trandators drategies, functions of literature,
images of other cultures, the role of academic disciplines, or postcolonid discourse. Our
own shortlist then has afew leftovers: the influence of the Inquisition, and support of
one political regime or another. Both those factors are so clearly politica that one
hestates to cdl them by another name.

On the bads of this smal sample, we might surmise that socid factors tend to
have a quantitative aspect and can be associated with relations between people. Cultura
factors, on the other hand, are more predominantly quditatiive and can be related to
ggnifying practices (texts, discourses). Indeed, some definitions of “culture’ would
have the term cover nothing but a set of dgnifying practices (cf. Hal 1997). They
would moreover see those practices as condituting the identities (“subjectivities’)
engaged in the practices (varioudy after Althusser). If we are andyzing the way people
converse or edat, we are handling the culturd sde of life. However, if we anayze people
in terms of ages, places of birth, or levels of education or income, we are deding with
socid factors, not with culturd subjectivities. And if we are describing power relaions,
politics might be the measure of what we do. Note, however, that the one piece of
information can be contextualized in more than one way. For example, the politica
influence of the Inquigtion might be seen as a practice imposng counter-reformist
discourse (cultural fact), or as a shoring-up of the economic interests of a hierarchica



socid dructure (socid fact), or both a the same time. The longer we play in these
waters, the muddier they become. And when we get to something like Luhmann’s view
of sociey as nothing but “communication”, the very bass on which we would
diginguish the socid from the culturd has dissolved. Let us nevertheless risk a few
trangtory digtinctions of a purdly methodological or operationad nature.

We find that cultural factors (e.g. language use or trandators srategies) tend to
be the ones that are observed in our studies, whereas social factors (e.g. the socid
groups trandators belong to) tend to be the ones used to explain the cultura factors.
This schema seemsto fit most of the papers just summarized, abeit not dl (Linn at least
garts from hard data on trandation flows). We aso find, even in our smal sample, that
adouble movement is possible. Whitfield' s pgper moves from the cultura (receptions
of anovd) to the socid (changesin Quebecois society), as we would expect, but then
returns to the cultural (anew academic discipline offersaway of reading not just the
novel, but also the societies). Could one actualy start from observation of the socid?
Thereis no reason why not. In search of illugtration, let us summarize a further
example

Michaela Wolf sets out to ook at women in German-speaking countries
working for women publishers or women’s book series. She surveys the opinions of
trandators and publishers, reveding the relative freedom that various editoria policies
dlow the trandators with respect to vishility and such things asthe use of inclusive
language. Wolf finds ardatively close socid network where women trandators not only
atain some vighility (their names are mentioned in the texts) and fed ableto be
credtive in their Strategies, but they aso tend to accept low payment because of

engagement with feminist causes.

Wolf's study merits specid attention here because it ams to be dmost purely
sociologica, drawing its concepts from the work of the French sociologist Pierre
Bourdieu. Socid factors define the object of knowledge (women, publishing
ingtitutions), just as empirical sociology provides the data-gathering procedures
(questionnaires, interviews). Wolf, however, seeks to “explore the factors conditioning
the production of femae and feminig trandatior’. In those terms, the explanatory
(“conditioning”) factors would be socid, and the thing explained would certainly appesar
to be a cultural practice, asin our baseline modd. Bourdieu' s concepts nevertheless
enable us to extend the sociological degp within the cultural. The production of these
trandationsis seen not just as asgnifying practice or a use of language, but asa
potentia “field”, where the various agents form power relationships and deploy ther
individud “capitals’. People moreover act within this space in terms of their
“habituses’, digpositions that they have acquired and interndized over time. Cultura
practices are thus cut up into socid relations (field) and behaviora dispositions
(habitus); the cultural becomes at least sociologicd, if not whally socid. Further,
applying Bourdieu, the capita's people deploy can be economic (money), socid
(networks of contacts), symbolic (prestige, fame) or, of course, cultural (education,
competence in Sgnifying practices). These are the terms that actualy dlow Wolf to
explain why the women trandators accept low pay. For them, culturd capital hasa
higher priority than economic capitd; the trandators work for the cause more than for
the money. So the specific weight of culturd practices actualy returns here, like the
uppressed, to explain the socid configuration of the field (and indeed to enable Wolf to
question the existence of atrandation field a dl, a problem to which we will return). If
we had to summarize Wolf's methodology, we might say that she starts from the socid



(to define the fidld), identifies the cultura (describing a culturd practice), doesa
sociologicd andyss (the world according to Bourdieu), and finds her closing
explanation in the trade-offs of culturd capitd. Asin Whitfield, the movements are
doubled, but certainly do not cancel each other out.

Let us propose that, in the studies such as we have them, akind of explanation
moves from the culturd to the socid, and/or from the socid to the cultural. Where there
is no such movement (i.e. the socia smply correlates with the socid, or the cultura
with the culturd), then our desire for explanation seems decidedly less satisfied; we
enter into illusons of ample description. That might partly explain the diffuse
discontent, at least in continental Europe, with Culturd Studies as adiscipline, often felt
to be lacking in discovery procedures. If trandators are seen as nothing but discursive
and observationd figurations (“the trandator in the text”) and thelr socid inditutions
are andyzed in the same terms (be it from Foucault or semiatics), then the sociologica
has logt its explanatory position. Rather than produce explanatory knowledge, such
research struggles to do more than confirm a certain view of the world. This could be
one reason for distinguishing genera Cultural Studies from amore empirical brand of
“culture research” (the term currently used a Tel Aviv Universty).

Then again, we should resist the obverse illusion that the red explanaionsonly
come from awider and better- established discipline caled Sociology. Thereis
something of this not only in Wolf (where the main terms are to be understood only as
Bourdieu gpparently understood them), but aso in standard references like Hermans
(1999), where the future of systemic gpproaches to trandation is sought in a
combination of Bourdieu and Luhmann. The very existence of double movements
suggests that the cultura cannot entirely be reduced to a set of classica sociologica
variables. We are no longer in aworld where the hard countable facts (the economic
relations of production, for example) explain away culturd practices. We know that the
isolation and counting of the factsisitsdf a culturd practice—the sociology of culture
takes place within a culture of sociology. In Bourdieu’ sterms (cf. 1980: 19-36), we
must il subjectivize the objective (we must ask who is selecting and andyzing the
object, and why), aswell as objectivize the subject (we must do the sociology of the
people carrying out research). In Audtraian terms, the boomerangs we throw at others
will come back a oursalves. Thereis something of thisin the present volume. Agnes
Whitfield's piece is perhaps the clearest example, as mentioned, although Gagnon is
engaged ex officio and Kothari and Wolf do not hide their positioning. Y et there could
be much more; our empiricists could look more closely at the rationaes behind action
research.

This perspective should enable us to adopt acritica view of the more traditiond
sociologies we draw on, especialy since there are various sociologies to choose from.
For example, we have found that Kothari’s modd of explanation is based on consensus
between socid groups, whereas Wolf, following Bourdieu, believes that afied should
be formed by struggle between agents. As we have said, what Wolf actualy findsisa
trade-off between economic and cultura capital, between publishers and trandators (the
latter accept less pay in return for ahigher profile and engagement in the cause). That
would be abasic form of cooperation. It may not correspond to what Bourdieu wanted
tofindina“fidd” worthy of the name. However, it could be what we mostly find in
intercultural practices, given their shared margindlity.! Further, such cooperation could
be ethicdly laudable, over and above the constant struggles that the French sociologist
saw in the societies around him.



Cultural and social?

Thereis asecond way of handling our quiet dilemma about socid and culturd factors.
Socid factors tend to concern societies; cultural factors have to do with cultures. Thisis
of interest for the Smple reason that societies and cultures tend not to be co-extensive.
We can find many cultures within the one society (wetak fredy about “multiculturd
societies’), just as we can find the one culturd practice in many different societies
(monotheism, vegetarianiam, jus solis, or soccer, for example). Thereis admittedly
some deight of hand here. Socid factors might equaly apply to such things as peer
groups or scientific communities, which are much smaler than nation state societies.
The non-correspondence between the socia and the culturd is nevertheless a useful
reminder of where our concepts come from.

Nineteenth-century sociology developed for the description of European nation
dates, with the idealist assumption that each had its distinctive set of culturd practices
(cf. Wdlerstein 1997). Hard- core sociology tends to maintain that alegiance.
Governmentd or intergovernmenta agencies are the best places to get good dtatistics
(on book production for example), and so the nation state is bound to be aunit in such
andyses. The same agencies tend to be the ones that form poalicies, so they might be the
only readers that could enable our research to influence large-scde culturd practicesin
any direct way. Twentieth-century sociologies certainly paid attention to progressvely
smadler socid groups, yet the discipline as such haslittle politica interest in
dissociaing itsdlf from description and prediction on the levd of the nation State.

When we do the sociology of trandation, we are necessarily chalenging the kind
of sociology that would stay at the level of just one nation State, or perhagpstwo. The
Marxigt trandation theorist Otto Kade indtinctively adhered to the nationd frame when
he attributed trand ation problems to the non-correspondence between “two historically
developed societies’ (cit. Koller 1979: 156). For Kade, if we study entire societies, we
will be able to explain why it is hard to trandate between them. For most of our current
researchers, however, thereislittle need to survey anything like nationd societies, with
their classcally concentric circles of socid determinism. The culturd practices thet
concern us are mostly of different (smaller or wider) dimensions, and their explanatory
factors are rardly concentric, smply because the practices cross boundaries. To
transform Kade' sterms, the relations of cultural production, in the case of trandation,
are never entirely within just one historicaly developed society. The work of trandators
and interpreters necessarily cuts across the lines between historical placeslike “France’
or “Spain”, even when those places are themselves reinforced by ideologica reductions
of aculturd nature (the assumption of common languages and cultura practices). We
thus find in some of our Sudies that the materiads themselves, the very things we talk
about, necessarily chalenge the nationd frames of much sociology.

Another of our papers may be taken asacase in point:

| eva Zauber ga observes recent changesin the strategies used for the rendition
of foreign proper nounsin Latvian. Traditionaly, Jacques Chirac would be written as
Zaks Siraks wheress the new tendency isto alow him his French spelling. Thisis seen
asachdlengeto Latvian cultura orthodoxy, associated with linguistic purism and
implicitly with gable nationd identity. The changeisto be explained as a chdlenge to
the nationd leve, in terms of something thet is hgppening to Latvian society asawhole.
Causation is, naturaly enough, attributed to economic globaization, bringing increased
trade, travel and access to information. The new transcription strategy is needed so that
Latvians can recognize foreign terms when they are abroad, or when they use search



engines on the Internet, and so on. However, that leve of explanation isitsdf culturd in
essence: the new renditions are needed because of new cultura practices that extend
well beyond nationa boundaries. A more sociological causation is then attributed to the
actions of trandators and publishers, whose agency is explicitly recognized. Changeis
thus brought about because of culturd factors that no longer correspond to the nation,
and by the socid groups directly involved in cross-culturd communication.

Studies like Zauberga s operate & levels a once wider than the nation statein
terms of culturd practices (e.g. globaization) and smdler than the nation Sate in terms
of sociologica dimension (eg. trandators and publishers). This gives Trandation
Studies, and more generdly Intercultural Studies, a critica potentia that might connect
eadly with amilar views from postcolonia gpproaches and theories of globdization,
where the other is seen within the salf. On many counts, the nationd frame no longer
provides adequate explanations. Trandation Studies might usefully go with that trend,
searching for the ways cross-culturad communication connects with emerging world
systems. At the same time, we might direct our atention to the actua contact Stuations,
to the quite smdl socid settings in which trandators and interpreters actually work. Our
frames can be wider, or narrower, or both (asin Zauberga).

Our more literary studies might be expected to drift toward the supra-nationd
level, snce such things have been in the repertoire of literary theory at least Snce
Goethe. More decisive, however, might be the frames used in research on interpreting,
to which we now turn.

L earning from Interpreting Studies

As much as we persondly include interpreting in our own usage of the term
“trandation” (which for us covers both spoken and written forms), there are certainly
socid reasons for looking at Interpreting Studies as a separate category. The research
community is quite different in the case of interpreting, with very different relaions
with disciplines like neurology or psycholinguigtics. Almogt indinctively, we associate
interpreting with questions of either individua performance or work in rdatively smdl
socid settings, ranging from interviews to conferences. That, and many smilar
assumptions, are clearly chalenged by the paper closing this section.

Franz Poéchhacker gives awide-ranging presentation of how the main idess of
Interpreting Studies have developed in recent decades. Alongside severd long-standing
paradigms, he finds growing awareness that interpreting involves more than conference
interpreting. This shift not only focuses attention on the diverse socid contextsin which
interpreters work, but also challenges severa partis pris with respect to the defense of
professona standards. Why has the new frame devel oped? Pochhacker only intimates
that it might have something to do with a new generation of researchers. He might dso
have added that the forces of migration in aglobalizing world have increased the socid
demands for interpreting in the public services of receiving countries. Hence the key
ideologicd role of what is known as “community-based interpreting” (or “community
interpreting”, or “socid interpreting”, anong other names). The socid commitment of
researchers can only develop when there are pressing socia problemsto resolve.

The supra-nationd might thus be seen as shaping the new objects of interpreting
research. The andytica frame does however tend to remain at the microcosmic level,



staying close to the concerns of discourse andysis and pragmatics. As Péchhacker
notes, the linguistic paradigm has been strong since the 1970s. But new paradigms are
now a work. The following are summaries of the papers on various specific aspects of
community (or “socid”) interpreting:

Sonja Pdllabauer presents astudy of interpreting a asylum hearingsin Audtria
By paying close attention to basic pragmetic fegtures such as facework and footing, she
finds that the interpreters tend to cooperate with the interviewing officers but not with
asylum seekers. The interpreters thus operate as “auxiliary police officers’. This
discursive pogitioning is atributed to the asymmetrica power distribution of the hearing
Stuation, and to the corresponding “trandation culture’ (we will comment on the
concept below), which in this case favors one-sded loydty and sdf-protection rather
than absolute communicative trangparency.

Nadja Grbic presents a comprehensive empirica study of sign-language
interpretersin the region of Styria, in Audtria. The study focuses on the
professondlization of the sector in terms of academic training, quaifications and the
development of an association. The provison of academic training is found to have had
congderable impact on the socid matrix within which a professon is exercised. Grbic
nevertheless asks to what extent the resulting network congtitutes a social system, here
in a sense where coordinated interaction between members allows them a* common
congruction of redity” (hence the concept of “congructivist” systems). That question
proves difficult to answer. What we do find, on the basis of empirical sociological
research, is that the norms of this syssem are unstable and contingent, none the least
because interpreters have credentias in arange of different socid systems.

Guillermo R. Navarro M ontesdeoca deds with a neighboring field, describing
his own experience as an interpreter at a Center for Immigrantsin Las Pamas de Gran
Canarig, Spain. Asin Pollabauer, we discover astrongly hierarchicd stuation where
communication is marked by power relaionships. Here, however, the interpreter places
himsdf well down in the hierarchy, no doubt because he is not employed on a
permanent basis and his professona qudifications are not recognized.

Mette Rudvin offers aplethora of ideas on how identities are built and
negotiated in interpreter-mediated encounters. Once we adopt the position that
“culturd/ethnic identity is made manifest in language’, the floodgates are opened to any
number of references concerning culture, language, discourse, text analysis, and
repeeted confirmation of the point of departure. Health- care services are thus seen not as
asocid inditution in the hard empirica sense but as a cultura system, a set of
sgnifying practices, of which interpreting becomes a part. Rudvin detects processes of
dehumanization in these discurdve formations, seeing certain types of frame-switching
as means of resgting that trend. Is the interpreter condemned to reproduce the
ingtitutiona dehumanization of patients? The answer isnot as cear asit seemsto bein
the empirica sudies. The theories of Culturd Studies dlow ample space for resistance.

K. Lannoy and J. Van Gucht present the findings of a commissioned survey of
interpreting and trandation services provided to socid welfare ingtitutions in FHanders.
Service providers and users were observed and quantified through interviews and
questionnaires, using classicd sociologicd methods. We learn, among much dse, that
non-professond interpreting plays a considerable role, along with communication



drategies other than interpreting. Most encounters involve “use of a common contact
language, followed by the use of amplified Dutch and gestures, and then the use of
friends and relatives or untrained colleagues as ad hoc interpreters’. Although a
surprising number of users are quite content with such non-professiona services, one of
the key factorsisthe financia cost of services. The authors recommend that telephone
interpreting services be kept free of charge for socid wefare indtitutions, that the
adminigrative categories not confuse telephone interpreting services with genera
community interpreting, and that training programs assist in the professonalization of

the fidd.

The differences between these papers are extreme and indtructive. At one end,
Lannoy and Van Gucht are doing straight empirical sociology, within an overtly
national frame (as areport for agovernment). They bundle together what people say
and do; they provide quantitative findings so that the corresponding administretive
action can be taken. We thus buy into the power of sociology to speak on behalf of
collective socid agents. Thisis present nowhere ese in our volume. At the other end of
the spectrum, Rudvin adopts what we see as Cultural Studies approach, which has no
red need of quantitative data at al. And yet, in Lannoy and Van Gucht the conceptua
legps from the empirica data to the recommendations remain precarious. Their
conclusions do indeed concern questions of professond identity formation, questions
for which they do not present appropriate methodologica tools. So much dseis
happening on the leve of interpreting as a socid practice that one could only see
Ruadvin's agpproach as not only complementary but even necessary. Aswe have said, the
socid needs the culturd, just as the culturd can gtill seek explanation in the hard core of
empirica sociology.

In between these extremes, each of above papers achieves its own digtribution of
the socid and the cultura. Pollabauer observes linguistic phenomena and attributes
them to certain assumptions concerning socia agents, but she does not have any
particular interest in the sociologicd identity of the agents as such. We are given no
information on variables such as the interpreter’ s mode of employment, qudifications,
digtribution of financia resources or ethnic provenance, dl of which could be key
factorsin the case of Grbic or Navarro Montesdeoca. In Pollabauer, observation and
causation thus remain on virtualy the same level. We find something happening in the
discourse (interpreters sde with the interviewing officers) but we do not know why this
happens. The mode of andysisis nevertheless not without interest, basically because it
draws on the concept of “trandation culture” (on which, comments very soon).

In al these papers, implicitly or explicitly, thereis a search for a conceptua
frame |located somewhere between the whole of society and the linguigtic Situation,
between traditiona sociology and close-range culturd andyss. Thisiswherewetry to
extract agenerd conclusion from the above contributions.

New dimensionsfor cultural sociologies?

We have formulated the principle of asymmetric causation for a very smple reason. If
trandations and trandators were wholly explained by socioculturd factors, then they
themsdlves would logicaly be unable to cause any changes in the world. Our object of
study would be without influence, without effect, without power. Indeed, we would
soon be back to the days when trand ations were seen as powerless because they were
written off as mere reproductions of sources. In dlowing for asymmetric causation, we



ing s that trandation is more productive than reproductive. Trandationd phenomena
are partly the causes of other phenomena, even though their agency often seems lesser
than the wider factors.

One of the problemswith this principle is that trandation, as the thing to be
explained, is often approached not just as a passive object but aso as afactor that is
inherently smdler than the explanaory variables. Trandaiond things have rdatively
reduced dimensions; socid relations are larger; societies and cultures are larger Hill (i.e.
they enter into more causa relationships). Many of our researchers inginctively focus
on quite particular observations. atrandation, a mediator, atext and itstrandations, a
period, a country, one culture receiving another, and so on. This need not be o, of
course. We might also observe trandational phenomena as spanning centuries and
continents, as condtituting amgor driving forcein culturd higory. If trandation can
thus be made a much larger factor, assumptions of one-way causation would be much
harder to maintain. A pro-active view of trandation becomes al the more possible.

Research on those wider levelsis difficult to set up with any degree of rigor. Y et
itisnot impossble. A step in that direction isthe study of trandators instead of
individua trandations, since the human agent necessarily brings together severd socid
and cultura fields. A second step would be to see the object “trandation” not just asa
st of texts or actions, but of principles that underlie texts and actions over consderable
dretches of history and geography. The focus on normswas a mgor advance in this
direction. Our papersin this volume show that further attempts have been made to see
trandation awider, richer object of knowledge.

Pollabauer, as we were saying, does not seek to reduce everything to sociology.
Instead, she tries to describe a certain “trandation culture’ (rendering the German
Trandationskultur). That term, developed by Erich Prunc (1997), is defined asthe
“varidble set of norms, conventions and expectations which frame the behavior of dl
interactantsin the field of trandation” (Pollabauer, referring to Prunc 2000: 59; cf. dso
Pochhacker 2001 and commentsin this volume). The concept is of definite interest. It is
more dynamic than the smilar term “trandation culture’ (rendering
Uber setzungskultur) used by the Gottingen group (see Frank 1989) to describe the
culturad norms governing trandations within atarget system, on the modd of Ef3kultur,
which would describe the way a certain society eats. Prunc’ s notion of atrandation
culture is of something that is congtantly involving, and in which both trandator training
and Trandation Studies should be actively engaged. Thereis some doubt as to the exact
location of Prunc’ s trandation culture, Snce another definitiona frame locatesit asa
“higtoricaly developed subsystem of aculture’ (Prunc 1997: 107), without saying
precisaly what that larger “culture’ is supposed to be. However, read in terms of its
internal elements, the concept of atrandation culture need not be extended to a nationd
frame; it could remain the preserve of only those agents involved in the trandation
process, it might thus be of rather reduced dimensions, potentidly straddling nationa
boundaries. That isindeed where we would like to pogtion it.

With this minima specification, the concept of atrandation culture opens an
interesting space. It could be made to occupy Smilar dimensions (in time and space) to
Bourdieu's notion of habitus, if and when we can ask critical questions as to how and to
what extent individuas might internalize a trandation culture. The notion of a
trandation culture might aso be made to speak to Wolf’ s search for a space that isnot a
full-fledged sociologicd field in Bourdieu's sensg, if indeed we could make it explain
how the principles evolve interactively, or how they relate to what happens beyond the
trandation culture. The concept might even be brought close to Grbic's preference for a
congructivist socia system that is decidedly wesker than what isidedlly required in



sociology (atrandation culture gpparently does not have mechanisms for self-
reproduction, boundary maintenance, or the prolonged stabilization of norms). At dl
these points, our researchers have felt uncomfortable with trandation as a smdl thing.
They have made it alarger thing by trying to extract its underlying principles, asindeed
would a sociologist when studying a group or society. Y et, note bene, our researchers
seem not to have made trandaion a sociologicd object initsdf. They have intuitively
had recourse to aterminology of what would appear to be culturd factors (atrandation
culture, indeed).

For us, “trandation culture’ could be arough synonym for a“trandation
regime’, understood as a set of “implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and
decision-making procedures around which actors expectations converge” (Pym 1998,
modifying Krasner 1983: 2). We borrowed the idea from negotiation theory, from a
culturd practice that necessarily takes place on the frontiers of the mgjor socid systems.
Others appear to be going the same way, on the basis of quite different models and data.
Wewould see dl these inititives as leading toward the conceptua terrain of what we
have termed “professond intercultures’ (Pym 2000, forthcoming), formed and
deployed by the people engaged in cross-culturd communication. Thisis not the place
to go into the theory of intercultures. Let us Smply ingst on the word “culture” thet
forms part of our terms (“interculture”, “trandaion culture”). For as much asthe study
of intercultures has been associated with quite sociologica questions like membership,
provenance and power relations, we have wanted it to remain closely attached to sets of
quditative factors aswell (the stuff of “regimes’). We are not talking smply about the
socia groups or communities that straddle borders; we are not setting out to do straight
quantitative sociology. Perhaps like Prunc, dong with most of the authorsin this
volume, we have hesitated to reduce the culturd to the socidl.

What kind of sociology, if any, might best hep us explain trandationa
phenomena? In lieu of concluson, the following isawidtlist concocted from what we
have found in this volume, and what we would like to find in future research:

- Our sociology should be able to focus on mediators, not just on the socia
aspects of source texts and target texts.

- It should resst the Smple binarisms that oppose one society (language,
culture) to another, with the mediator on one sSde or the other. It should be
able to perceive overlaps and complex positions.

- It should embrace both culturd factors (usudly quaitative) and sociologica
factors (mostly partly quantitetive).

- It should be able to explain aswell as describe.

- It should seek explanation by moving between the culturd and the
sociologicd, without according absolute explanatory status to elther side.

- It should be able to relate factors in terms of asymmetrical or relatively
symmetrica correlations, through hypotheses that mode causation or
multifactoria conditioning.

- It should not pay undue dlegiance to heroesimported from Sociology (or
from any other discipline for that metter).

- It should be able to work from a pluraity of concepts (trandation cultures,
socid systems, regimes, intercultures) gppropriate to the socid spacesin
which intermediaries work.

Beyond that, the field is ill very open to crestive research. Much remainsto be
done before we can hope to offer any genera explanations of cross-cultura



communication. The challenge, however, remains congtant. The most problematic
relations of today’ s world are between cultures. To modd those problemsis our first
step toward solving them.

Note

* Our thanks to Michaela Wolf for her helpful comments on this paper. Corrections
have aso been recaived from Agnes Whitfield, Miriam Shlesinger and Zuzana
Jettmarova.

1. Both Wolf (herein) and Simeoni (1998) raise serious questions about whether
trandation can condtitute a“fidld” in Bourdieu's sense. According to the evidence they
present, the activity of trandators would be too unstructured, too subservient to other
fields, and too ill-equipped to ensure its own reproduction and boundary maintenance.
Trandation would then somehow be unworthy of proper sociologica status. Much
depends, however, on the kind of evidence one looks at. The growth and hierarchization
of trandator-training inditutions, for example, might be seen as the development of a
fidd. Further, within smaler societies the role of trandation would seem proportionaly
greater, to the extent that many of the attributes of afidd are in fact fulfilled (as argued
by Czech students at our doctoral seminar in Prague in September 2004). The
concluson that “trandation isnot afield” might not only turn out to answer a
subservient question (why should a sociologist provide the yardstick anyway?) but
could also be aresult of looking a maor rather than minor cultures.
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