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TRANSLATION PROCESS: COGNITIVE APPROACHES, CURRENT STATUS AND
PROBLEMS
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Abstract Throughout linguistic translation theory stage development it is distinctly traced
several tendencies reflecting the most relevant directions of linguistics and a certain vector in
consideration of various approaches to transformational and equivalent transformations in translation.
Concepts of "staging" of the translation are replaced by the description of heuristic and cognitive
nature of translation process and a research the of processes of the translator are set. The translator is
considered as the mediator representing information of the SL in TL. Allocating the translator as the
language personality given with cognitive functions of consciousness capable to perception,
processing and representation of information, the translation science becomes on the way of the
anthropocentric paradigm indicating the need of reconsiderations on the essence of the translation
process and terminological scope allowing to express more precisely the processes happening at the
level of interpreting in the mind of a translator. Besides, there is a need of further complex researches
of a ratio of the translation and thinking, contextual formation of sense for the translation, criteria for
evaluation of the translation and also introduction of new opportunities of the experimental analysis
of thought process of the translator has emerged. The bases for cognitive consideration of translation
process in the field of the interpreting from a position of an anthropocentric paradigm approach are
presented in this article. Special attention is paid to the description of current trends in explaining the
translation process.

Keywords: Translation, approach, cognitive, anthropocentric, model, communicative approach

The linguistic translation theory created
in the middle of the 20th century represented
first of all descriptive theoretical discipline
which subject is "the scientific description of
translation process as interlingua
transformation, i.e. transformation of the text
in one language in equivalent to it in other
language” (Barkhudarov, 1975). During
formation of contrastive or comparative
linguistics the adoption of transfer as the
branch of comparative linguistics which is
engaged in studying of semantics in the context
of equivalent compliances are most brightly
presented by terms of "dynamic" and "formal™
compliances of E. Nida (Nida, 1969). The
concept "equivalence” borrowed from the field
of the exact sciences is considered by scientists
as transfer of separate words, offers and the
text in general with application of certain rules
of transition from SL units to TL units

(Catford, 1965). On this basis E. Nida has
offered the classical scheme of the translation
"analysis-transfer-reconstruction™ or, using
other terminology, "analysis-transfer-
synthesis" which became basic for creation of
new models further (Nida, 1969). From
Barkhudarov's viewpoint, translation
transformations represents the interlingual
transformations  for the purpose of
achievement of translation equivalence which
are carried out by the translator for the greatest
possible completeness of information transfer
of the text in SL into norms of TL
(Barkhudarov, 1975).

The question of language compliances
was particularly acute during development of
the machine translation system and search of
the automated replacement of the translator.
However for several decades the scientists who
are engaged in development of systems of



machine translation came to the conclusion
that the main problem of impossibility to
achieve high-quality machine translation
consists that the machne isn't able "to
understand sense of the message™ (Hutchins,
1986). It has given an impetus to more
profound studying of the concept "values™ of
the translation when accounting a number of
extralinguistic factors. Further in a concept of
translation equivalence extralinguistic factors
when accounting communicative contents and
a communicative task of a statement are put
(Komissarov, 1980). In Newmark in his
researches suggests to replace concepts of
dynamic and formal equivalence with semantic
and communicative, placing emphasis that a
text aim of SL is to have the effect equal to that
which arises when reading the text on TL by
the native speaker (Newmark, 1981)

The development of translation studies
as an independent discipline entails influential
researches in all the three branches of
Translation Studies pointed out by James
Holmes (J.Holmes, 1972), which are the
product-, function- and process-oriented
studies. With a lot of research findings in the
first two fields made in the second half of the
20-th century, the process-oriented research
appeared in the first decade of the 21-st
century, it borrows the latest theoretical
models and research methods from the
neighboring cognitive disciplines, such as
cognitive psychology, cognitive linguistics,
neurophysiology and computational
linguistics.

Cognitive direction, which is quite
relevant in the era of globalization has strongly
changed the understanding of the language
phenomenon, set a new questions and formed
a new view of the nature of the linguistic sign.
Within the framework of the cognitive
approach human factors has become urgent in
cognitive processes of knowledge acquiring.

New methods of gathering data about
translator’s behavior has emerged with
findings about the underlying nature of
translation as a cognitive activity. These
findings are different in comparing with the
traditional research methods. The exciting
development in the process-oriented research
is leading some researchers to propose the
emergence of a cognitive translation studies.

However, before the new branch is established,
some problems remain to be solved and some
theoretical and methodological issues remain
to be considered. This article attempts to sort
out the problems in the cognitive research of
translation process based on the review of the
present achievements in the empirical
researches of translation so as to suggest the
potential direction of development in cognitive
translation studies. We start with some
cognitive theoretical models of describing
translation process. Several theoretical models
have been put forward by researchers to offer
accounts of the mental processes occurring in
the mind of translators or interpreters. At the
beginning, we speak about the Interpretive
Theory of Translation, then Psycholinguistic
and Cognitive Psychology Models, and finally
Cognitive Pragmatic Model.

Interpretive Theory of Translation is one
of the earliest attempts to the account of the
translation process, Seleskovitch and Lederer
were pioneering researchers in taking a
cognitive approach to translation process from
the 1960s through the 1980s. They proposed
the Interpretive Theory of Translation (ITT) to

identify  three interrelated phases of
translation/interpreting process:
understanding, deverbalization and re-

expression. Understanding is the process of
generating sense, involving not only the
linguistic knowledge, but also some other
cognitive inputs including encyclopedic
knowledge and contextual knowledge.
Memory plays an important role with the
immediate memory to store words for a short
time and cognitive memory to store the whole
range of knowledge. The end product of
understanding is non-verbal synthesis. ITT
postulates the existence of an intermediate
phase of deverbalization between
understanding and  re-expression.  Re-
expression is based on the deverbalized sense,
or the non-verbal synthesis rather than the
linguistic form. It involves also the work of
both linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge,
and is similar to monolingual communication
in that the intended meaning is expressed in the
target language.

The second wave of researches proposed
the Psycholinguistic ~ and Cognitive
Psychology Models. Researchers have



borrowed ideas to propose some more models
to theorize the mental process of the
translator/interpreter from the angle of
cognitive sciences, such as psycholinguistics,
cognitive psychology, artificial intelligence
and neuroscience. These models are here
classified as a group as they share the
hypothesis that translation is a process of
decoding the source language and recoding the
target language. One of the representative
models is given by Bell (Bell,1991), who
builds on the perspectives from systemic-
functional linguistics and artificial intelligence
to conceive translation as of the two phases of
analysis and synthesis. The phase of analysis
undergoes the specific stages of visual
recognition of the words in the source text,
syntactic parsing in combination with the
structure analyzer, semantic and pragmatic
processing to generate a  semantic
representation with the work of an idea
organizer and a planner. The end product of the
analysis phase is the semantic representation,
which is then reprocessed at the phase of
synthesis through pragmatic, semantic and
lexico-grammatical synthesizers to be encoded
in the target language and gives rise to the
translated text. Different from Bell, Kiraly
took a cognitive and a social perspective to
propose two models of the translation process:
a social model and a cognitive model. In the
social model, translation is taken to be an
activity in three interrelated situational
contexts, namely that of the source text, that of
the target text and a translational context. The
translational context is particular as it cannot
be observed directly due to its internal and
mental traits, but is externalized by the
translator’s self-concept. In Kiraly’s cognitive
model, the translator’s mind is “an
information-processing system in which a
translation comes from the interaction of
intuitive and controlled processes using
linguistic and extralinguistic information”. His
cognitive model consists of information
sources, intuitive workplace and controlled
processing center. At the intuitive workplace,
the information sources are processed without
any conscious control to produce translation. If
problems emerge, they are reconsidered in the
controlled processing center and a strategy is
chosen to deal with these problems. If the

strategy failed to give a translation, the
translation problem is sent back to the intuitive
workplace for a second processing with the
information yet not taken into account. If the
problem remains unsolved, a tentative
translation is given and accepted for lack of
adequate information. Wilss argues that
problem-solving and decision-making are the
most relevant elements in translation. He takes
a cognitive psychological perspective to view
translation as a decision-making process
involving knowledge-based intelligent
activities. It requires the acquisition of
organized knowledge. As schema is the
representation of knowledge in mind, the
central task of cognitive approaches to
translation process is to investigate the way
schemas operate. In problem-solving, the
translator needs both declarative knowledge
and procedural knowledge, and six phases are
listed in problem-solving: identification of
problems; clarification of problems; search and
retrieval of relevant information; problem-
solving strategies; choice of solution; and
evaluation of solution. There is also the
cognitive simplification to reduce inaccuracies
in specific translators’ acts. Translation
process also involves translator/interpreter’s
cognitive efforts. Gile (J.Benjamins, D. Gile,
1995) 2 thus draws on the idea of processing
capacity from the cognitive psychology to put
forward a model of efforts for interpreting
process. He argues that interpreting differs
from monolingual communication in that it
involves non-automatic operations that require
three types of effort: efforts related to listening
and analyzing, efforts related to discourse
production in reformulation, and short-term
efforts.

Then goes the Cognitive Pragmatic
Model proposed by Gutt (E,Gutt, 1991) and
this model built on relevance theory to develop
a relevance model of translation. According to

Sperber & Wilson, human inferential
processes are geared to the maximization of
relevance. Human cognition is either

descriptive in the sense that it establishes
resemblance between an object or state of
affairs in the world and a mental
representation, or interpretive in the sense that
it is the resemblance between two mental
representations. Gutt argues that translation is



a case of optimal interpretive resemblance in
which “two utterances, or even more generally,
two ostensive stimuli, interpretively resemble
each other to the extent that they share their
explicatures and/or implicatures”.  The
translator’s task is to transfer ostensively to the
target readers or audience all relevant aspects
ostensively and inferentially conveyed by the
source text. Gutt suggests that the relevance
translation theory is helpful in understanding
and explicating the mental faculties of the
translator/interpreter.

Critique of theoretical models.

These theoretical cognitive models share
some fundamental views about the mental
process of the translator/interpreter. Most of
these models conceive translation as a
cognitive process that is dynamic, interactive
and non-linear in nature. It involves the work
of both the uncontrolled and controlled, or
automatic and non-automatic processing.
Some consider it as consisting in problem-
solving and decision-making. Information
sources are regarded as most important,
including internal and external resources with
the work of long-term and short-term memory.
However, most of the models remain as a
theoretic hypothesis without much empirical
evidence. With the newly-emerging empirical
research methods, as the ones discussed later,
there is an increasing need of models that are
more relevant to the laboratory experiments to
gather more specific information about the
translator’s mental traits in translation. While
these models offering only imaginary thinking
about what is happening in the mind of the
translator/interpreter, researchers are hoping to
gather more specific evidence of the
translation actions, including data or
observations from experiments to justify the
theoretic hypothesis. In cognitive researches of
the translation the term "cognition” gets double
interpretation. Cognition is often considered as
knowledge process that is expressed in
accumulation of knowledge by the translator
during professional activity. At the same time
the cognition as process of use of knowledge
captures the essence of the most translation
process consisting in performance of the
difficult cogitative operations based on
cognitive knowledge of the translator and
cognitive knowledge of the recipient of the

translation. The cognitive essence of
translation process consists of various forms of
activation of cognitive structures of the
translator defining both the course of the
process, and result of adoption of translation
decisions. The subjectivity of performance of
tasks is explained by the heuristic nature of all
set of actions, since accumulation of
knowledge by practical consideration and
finishing with use of necessary strategy for
achievement of success in translation.
Consideration of the translation from a
position of cognitive psychology allows to
open new sides of essence of translation
process. Thus, there is a need for modification
of models of translation activity, for
specification and addition of psychological
model in the field of transfer and allocation in
translation  process of the so-called
intermediate stage, when accounting his
pragmatical and epistemic characteristic.

Empirical attepmts to reveal cognitive
processes in translation.

As was argued above, cognitive
approaches to translation process are not
sufficient to explore all the cognitive
processes. To solve this problem in the past ten
years, the latest trends of the process-oriented
translation studies are marked by the news
ways of data collecting, more delicate research
design, better control of variables in the
experiments, and the deepening integration of
multidiscipline.

The earlier use of methods in the
process-oriented studies is mostly confined in
verbal protocols, such as the most typical one,
Think-aloud Protocols (TAPS) (Krings, 2001).
Researchers used to rely on the assumption that
“verbalizations reliably indicate cognitive
behaviour”. Later, especially when it comes to
the 1990s, researchers are gradually aware of
the numerous flaws with the verbal protocols
and the pool of available methods has been
expanded. These methods are favoured for the
data collected seem to be more scientific,
reliable and closer to the translation practice as
they are gathered real time as the translators are
doing translation. Thus, understanding stage
models to some extent reflect operation of
cognitive mechanisms of the translator. The
translator receives the text in the sounding or
written form which then on the basis of



knowledge and experience which are
conditionally presented by a set of static and
dynamic frame structures appears in the form
of the values and meanings finding the
expression in the translation.

Also researches introduce methods from
the neurosciences, such as EEG, and neuro-
imaging techniques, such as functional
magnetic resonance imaging (fMRT) and
positron emission tomography (PET). Another
trend of methodological innovation is found in
the change from the use of single method in a
research to the integration of more methods, as
each of the above-mentioned methods has its
own advantages, disadvantages and specific
focus or emphasis. According to Shreve &
Angelone, the research of the past decade
shows *an increasing reliance on multiple
methodologies”, and the majority of the
empirical studies in Translation and Cognition
edited by him make use of one or more of the
new methods. Angelone, for example, uses
screen recording and think-aloud in the
research of the problem-solving behavior of
professional and student translators. Dragsted
(Dragsted, 2010) employs keystroke logging
and eye-tracking to explore source text
comprehension and target text production.
Fabio Alves (Alves, 2003) and his colleagues
are more innovative in integrating process-
based and product-based research methods,
namely the combination of corpus analysis and
keystroke  logging,  eye-tracking  and
retrospection to the research translation unit
associated with cognitive effort during a
translation task.

Different from the time when the
imaginary  theoretical  thinking  about
translation process prevailed, the first decade
of the 21-st century saw remarkable progress

in innovative data eliciting methods,
increasing interdisciplinarity in research
approaches and formation of large-scale

collaborative research communities. These
exciting progress has led some scholars to
argue in favour of establishing a new research
framework, namely the Cognitive
Translatology in Halverson’s (S. Halverson,
2010) terminology, or Cognitive Translation
Studies in Munoz’s terminology. But before
optimistically welcoming the establishment of
that framework, we have to be fully aware of

the challenges that the cognitive approaches to
translation face, including the theoretic model
building, methodological evaluation, data
documentation and subject matter
specification. These challenges also point to
the direction of the future development in the
field of cognitive translation studies. The
tendency of modern science of theory of
translation consists in consideration of
translation process from the point of view of
the anthropological paradigm covering various
scientific directions. Interest in a human being,
its thinking and a psychological component
activity finds reflection and in the thought of
theory of translation paying more and more
attention to a role of the translator in
translation process, an essence of a cognition
and thought processes. Withdrawal from
linguistic bases of the translation, necessary for
understanding of the nature of translation
process, linguists are now at the new level of
the analysis and modeling from positions of
heuristics and not linear approach to the
translation that creates new opportunities of
consideration of specifics of thinking of the
translator and creation of theoretical constructs
on the basis of a cognitive component of
translation process. The interpretation of a
concept of a cognition is many-sided and
presented in works of many Russian and
foreign authors from the field of linguistics and
related subjects.
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AYJIAPMA YPJICI: KOTHUTHUBTI JKAKBIHJIACTBIPY, AFBIMJIAFBI
JKAFJIAW )KOHE ITPOBJIEMAJIAP

Hypaanaosa T.M.,!

"narumcrp,

AObutaii xan arbiHzarel Kazak Xambikapanslk Kateinactap xone Onem  Timumepi
YHuBepcureri

Anmarel, Kazakcran

CmarysoBa M.M.?

"narucrp,

AObutaii xan arbiHzarel Kazak Xambikapanslk Kateinactap xone Onem  Timumepi
YHuBepcureri

Anmarel, Kazakcran

Anparna: JIMHIBUCTUKAJIBIK ayJapMa Teopuschl OOMbIHIA AaMy caThIChl OipHemIe TiJIiK
ypaictepaeH 0alKaiabl, 0J1 JMHTBUCTHKAHBIH €H 63€KTi OaFbITTapbIH JKOHE O€NT1Il O1p BEKTOPIbI
ayJapyFa jKoHE ayapyFa TYp:l Tacuiaepi eckepe OThIpbI kepcerei. OnapablH €H MaHbI3IbIChI



ayJlapMaHbIH «KOWBLIBIMBIY JIETEH TYCIHIK. Ayaapmamibl TL-aeri aknapaT Typaibl Aenaan OobI
canananel. TepaneBTik, ajam, agaM JCHECIHIH Tili, KOpIIaFraH OpTa, KOpIIaFraH OpTa, KOpIIaraH
OpTa )KOHE KOpPIIIaFraH OPTaHbI 06JTy. ay1apMaIlbIHBIH OMBIH/A TYCIHIIPY ICHIeiiH I ©31H TaHBITY.
Bynan 6acka, aymapma skoHE TYCIHIIpY MPOLIECIH OJaH opi KEIIeH]Ii 3ePTTey KaXeT, maiiia 00 IbL.
Ochl Makajaza aHTPONOIEHTPUYECKasl MapaJurMaJiaH aybi3lia aynapMa cajacblHIa aynapma
YZI€piCiH TaHBIMJBIK KapayAbIH HET13/1epi KeNTipiired. Ayaapma yaepiciH TYCIHIIpY/e aFbIMIaFbl
TIPOIIECTIH CHITaTTaMacChIHA €PEKIIIe Ha3ap ayaapbulajibl.

Tipek ce3mep: ayagapma, Ke3Kapac, TaHBIMIBIK, AaHTPOIOICHTPIIK, MOJEIb,
KOMMYHHUKATHUBTIK TOCUI

IMPOLECC NIEPEBO/JIA: KOTHUTHUBHBIE ITIOAXO/bI, TEKYIIEE
COCTOSHHME U ITPOBJIEMbI

Hypaauiaosa T.M,!
Marwuctp, npenosasares
Ka3zYMOuMS umenun AoOwutaii xana, AnMarel, Kazaxcran

CmarysioBa M.M.?
2Maructp, npernojaBaTe’b
Ka3zYMOuMS umenun AoOnuiaii xana, AnMarel, Kazaxcran

AOcTpaxT. Ha npoTsbkeHruH BCEro 3tana pa3BUTHSI TEOPUH JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO MEPEBOAA
YETKO TMPOCJIECKUBACTCS HECKOJIbKO TEHIEHIUH, OTpaxkarommx Hauboliee aKTyaJbHBIC
HAIpPaBJIEHUS! JIMHTBUCTHUKU M OMNPEIEICHHOTO BEKTOpa C YYETOM pas3UYHbIX MOAXONI0B K
TpaHCOpPMAIIMOHHBIM ¥ JKBHBAJICHTHBIM TIpeoOpa3oBaHUsIM B mepeBoae. lloHsATus
«TIOCTAaHOBKU» MEPEBOJa 3aMEHSIOTCS OMHMCAHHWEM 3BPUCTUYECKOW M KOTHUTUBHOM NPUPOIBI
npoliiecca NepeBo/ia U UCCIENOBaHUs IPOLIECCOB MepeBounKa. [lepeBoqunk paccmaTpuBaeTcs
KaKk meawarop, npeactaBisiomuid uHbopmarnuioo SL B TL. Pacnpenenss mepeBoaumka Kak
JUYHOCTb S3bIKA C KOTHUTUBHBIMH ()YHKITUSIMU CO3HAHMSI, CITOCOOHOTO K BOCTIPUSITUIO, 00paboTKe
U IIpEeJICTaBICHUIO MHPOpMAIH, HayKa O TIEPEeBOJe CTAHOBUTCS HA IyTH aHTPOIOLIEHTPHUUYECKON
napagurMbl, YKa3bIBaloIlass Ha HEOOXOJUMOCTh MEPECMOTpa CYITHOCTH Mpollecca MmepeBoaa U
TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKOI0 0XBaTa, MO3BOJISIFOIIET0 00JIee TOUHO BhIpakaTh IPOLECCHI, TPOUCXOSIIHIE
Ha YPOBHE MHTEPIPETAIIMU B CO3HAHUU TepeBoaunKa. Kpome Toro, cymecTByeT He00X0JuMOCTh
B JalNbHEHIIMX KOMIUIEKCHBIX HCCJICJOBAaHMSIX OTHOIICHHS TIE€peBOJa U  MBIIUICHHUS,
KOHTEKCTYaabHOTO (hOPMHUPOBAHMSI CMBICTIA [Tl IEPEBO/Ia, KPUTEPUEB OLICHKH MEPEBO/Ia, a TAKIKE
BBEJICHUS HOBBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH HKCINEPUMEHTAIbHOIO aHaju3a MBICIUTENBHOIO Ipoliecca
nepeBoIurKa BO3HHKIIA. B cTaTbe nmpeicTaBlieHbl OCHOBBI KOTHUTUBHOTO PACCMOTPEHMS ITpoliecca
nepeBojia B 00JIaCTH MHTEPIPETAUU C MO3UIMKM aHTPOIOIeHTpuUYeckor mapaaurmsl. Ocoboe
BHUMaHUE YJIEJIICHO OMMCAHUIO TEKYIIUX TeHICHINH B 00ObSICHEHUH TIpoIlecca MepeBoia.

KiawueBble cJjoBa: T1epeBOJl, MOAXOJ, KOTHUTHUBHBIM, aHTPOMOIEHTPUUYECKUH,
MOJENbHBINA, KOMMYHUKATUBHBIN MOIXOM
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