q.f. .. )
JjlaykoBuit BicHMK XePCOHCLKOro Aep>KaBHOro yHIBEpPCUTETY

UDC 81'253
DOI https://doi.org/10.32999/ksu2663-3426/2019-2-17

SIGHT TRANSLATION IN THE TRANSLATION TAXONOMY

Mykhailenko Valerii Vasylovych,
Doctor of Philology,
Professor of the Department of Translation and Philology

King Danylo University
valerymykhaylenko@i.ua
orcid.org/0000-0003-3263-7156

This research has a twofold objective: finding some evidence of specific translation competence skills in translation tasks and
comparing these data in sight translation and written translation in order to prove the sight translation. Two main assumptions are
put forward: (1) the Sight Translation (henceforth, ST) is a complex process representing a three-act operation: (1) perception
of the written text; (2) transformation; (3) oral reproduction. Step (2) has a restriction ‘retaining the content”. (2) The translator’s
activity reveals another function in the specific setting, that of a “mediator” between either two parties of experts, for instance, at the
negotiation, or in the court room — amid the trial party and the defendant, or betwixt the doctor and the patient in the hospital, or the
architect and the construction worker, the designer and the executor at the enterprise, etc. Accordingly, ST differs from interpreting
(see Dragsted, 2007:251) (consecutive and simultenous (Ivanova, 2019:27; cf: Song, 2010:120) in Step (1). It differs from the
consecutive interpreting in timing the reproduction — simultaneity : sequence (Step 3). It differs from the simultaneous interpreting
in its type of the target recipient (Step 3) — it needs specification: expert or layman. We shall start considering the ST definition with
the background notion of translation proposed by Lawrence Venuti as “a process by which the chain of signifiers that constitutes
the source-language text is replaced by a chain of signifiers in the target language (Venuti, 2004:15). The term ST can refer to
different types of activity, depending on the conditions under which the ST is performed. Firstly, one may distinguish between ST
with and without preparation of the text, called “unstressful ST” and “stressful ST, respectively. Secondly, the literature on ST also
distinguishes between ST and Sl (sight interpreting) (Lambert, 2004:298). The overview of the ST research and a critical analysis
of current publications are by no means exhaustive, but they reveal the major trends of the ST development.

Key words: concept of translation, competence, algorithm of sight translation, intra- and inter-relatioship, professional
discourse, integrity.
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Lle docriidxxeHHs Mae O80sIKY Memy: 8U3HadUumu reeHy crieyuchiky nepeknadaybkoi komnemeHuii dna nodanbuwioeo i
OPIBHSIHHS 3 KOMIemeHuieto nepeknady 3 apkywa. 3anpornoHosaHo 08a OCHOBHI NpunyweHHs: (1) nepeknad 3 apkywa (I1A)
€ CKnadHUM MPoUecoM, WO sersie onepauio 3 mpbox 0it: (1) cnpuliHamms nucbMosoeo mexkecmy; (2) mpaHcghopmauis; (3)
ycHe 8idmeopeHHsi. Kpok (2) mae obMmexeHHs1 — «36epexeHHs amicmyy. (2) HisnsHicms nepeknadaya akmyarnizye dodam-
Koy (hyHKUH0 8 KOHKpEMHOMY KOHMeKCMI, sIK Harpukrad, «rnocepedHuKka» Mix dsoMa cmopoHamu ekcriepmig, Harnpukiniao,
Ha repemosuHax, abo y 3arni cydosux 3acidaHb — ceped y4acHukig cy008020 3acidaHHs ma 0bguHysa4yeHuUM, abo Mix fikapem
i mayjeHmom y nikapHi, abo apximekmopom i 6ydigesibHUKOM mouwo. BidnosioHo, A supisHsiembes 8i0 ycHO20 nepeknady
€80€t0 11ocnidosHicM ma o0Ho4acHicmio (Kpok 1). A supisHsembcs 8i0 nocnidoeHo2o nepeknady Yacom 8idmeopPEeHHsT —
00HoYacHicms : nocnidosHicms (Kpok 2). BiH makox eupisHaembCcs 8i0 CUHXPOHHO20 repeknady murom peyurnieHma iHgop-
mauii (Kpok 3), sakuti nompebye ymoyHeHHsI: crieyianicm : Hecrieyjanicm. Po3ansiHeMo susHaqyeHHs 1A y paMkax OCHOBHO20
noHsimmsi nepeknady, 3anpornoHosaHozo L. Venuti (2004), sik «npouecy, 3a A0NOMO20t0 K020 NTaHUHXOK MO3HaYeHb, WO
CMaHo8/1Mmb MeKCm MOo8U OpuaiHay, 3aMiHIOEMbCS Ha NaHUIOXOK 03Ha4yeHb Mogoto nepeknady. TepmiH A Moxe Hane-
xamu Qo pisHux sudie QisinbHOCMI, 3aexXHO 8i0 yMos, 3a siKux gukoHyembcs 1A. [No-nepwe, moxHa po3pisHamu 1A sk 3
rornepedHim onpausaHHaM meKcmy opueiHay, mak i 6e3 nonepedHb020 onpauytosaHHs, no-opyee, y nimepamypi 3 [1A
MaKoX PO3pi3HSMb «nepeknad 3 apkywa (knacudHut)» ma 1Y «ycHul nepeknad 3 apkyway. Oansd nybnikayit 3 1A
ma nposedeHe OOCIOKEHHSI HISIK He € 8UYEPITHUMU, are 80HU HaKPECIHMb OCHOBHI meHAeHUii possumky A sk okpe-
Mo20 8udy nepeknadaubkoi disinsHocmi. HeobxioHi dodamkosi docnidxeHHs: ST, w06 nidmeepdumu abo 6i0KUHymu Hawi
NPUMYWEHHS, W0 pO38UBAKIMbCS Ha MEPEHI y Mexax KOPIMyCHO20 aHasidy, npakmuku KOMITomepHoi ekcukoepadii dns
nid20mosKu enekmpoHHUX ABOMOBHUX ariocapiie i me3aypycig Orsi nepeknadadis y pisHuUX 2amy3sx HayKu ma mexHiku. Takox
nompibHi docniOxXeHHs y 2ary3i nideomosku npogbecitiHux bazamonpoginbHUX nepeknadavis.

KnouoBi crnoBa: KOHLENT nepeknazgy, KOMNeTeHLis, anroputM nepeknagy 3 apkyLua, iHTpa- Ta eKCTPaBigHOLLIEHHS,
NPOECIAHWIA OUCKYPC, LiMiCHICTb.
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1. Introduction

The numerous studies in the area of transla-
tion/interpreting helped us to put forward: First,
the Sight Translation (henceforth, ST) is a com-
plex process representing a three-act operation: (1)
perception of the written text; (2) transformation;
(3) oral reproduction. Step (2) has a restriction
“retaining the content”. Second, the translator’s
activity reveals another function in the specific set-
ting, that of a “mediator” between either two parties
of experts, for instance, at the negotiation, or in the
court room — amid the trial party and the defendant,
or between the doctor and the patient in the hos-
pital, or the architect and the construction worker,
the designer and the executor at the enterprise, etc.

Accordingly, ST differs from interpreting (see
Dragsted, 2007:251) (consecutive and simultaneous
(Ivanova, 2019:27; cf: Song, 2010:120) in Step (1).
It differs from the consecutive interpreting in timing
the reproduction — simultaneity : sequence (Step 3).
It differs from the simultaneous interpreting in its
type of the target recipient (Step 3) — it needs spec-
ification: expert or layman, for instance, “it is vital
that the court interpreter provides a complete and
accurate sight translation of the document so the
accused can understand the conditions imposed by
the judge” (see The Ministry of the Attorney Gen-
eral, Ontario). In case of the layman as a receptor
the ST interpreter must actualize the function of a
“cross-cultural mediator”. The functions the trans-
lator/interpreter have been radically reconsidered.
Lawrence Venuti and later Susana Bassett and
André Lefevere wrote on a “cultural turn” in trans-
lation studies and explored the history of transla-
tion in the Anglo-American world, arguing that the
illusion of fluency —i.e. creating the impression that
a text has not actually been translated at all —mar-
ginalizes translation and effectively renders trans-
lators invisible. They point out that the illusion of
transparency “‘conceals the numerous conditions
under which a translation is made, starting with the
translator’s crucial intervention in the foreign text”
(Bassett, 2011).

Lawrence Venuti points out that “the growth of
translation studies as a separate discipline is a suc-
cess story of the 1980s” (Venuti 2004: vii). Thanks
to the communities of expertise and world economy
ST has come into prominence as an instrument to
gain access to the information encoded in a for-
eign language text (see Bassnett, 2011). Thence
the ST definition as an autonomous branch located
between Translation and Interpreting in the Trans-
lation taxonomy needs clarifying.

Traditionally, ST used to be defined as the oral
translation of a written text: the source text is a
written text as in written translation, while the target

text is an oral text as in interpreting in various set-
tings (cf: Chen, 2015). This is a special mode of
simultaneous interpreting (henceforth, SI), which
is termed “simultaneous interpreting with text” (cf:
Viaggio, 1995: 45; Lee, 2012: 695]. One can note
the overlapping of (written) translation and (oral)
interpreting. Additionally, rapid development of
immigration and international institutions of jus-
tice require the Court Interpreting as a type of ST
has been recently drawing an increasing level of
attention in a variety of disciplines, including legal
science, applied linguistics, and translation studies.
Cf the statistics of the job market for various types
of translators and interpreters, which have become
ubiquitousin different spheres of the US life.

Employment of interpreters and translators is
expected to grow 42 percent from 2010 to 2020,
much faster than the average for all occupations.
In particular, job opportunities should be plen-
tiful for interpreters and translators specializing
in healthcare and law, because of the critical need
for all parties to fully understand that information
(U.S. Department of Labor 2012). The following
investigation presents the state-of-the-art of the
sight translation status in the translation taxonomy.

2. Definitional analysis

We shall start considering the ST definition with
the background notion of translation proposed by
Lawrence Venutias: “a process by which the chain
of signifiers that constitutes the source-language
text is replaced by a chain of signifiers in the target
language, which the translator provides on the
strength of interpreting (Venuti, 2004: 15).

(1) The most popular definition of ST is the
reading of a text by the interpreter from the SL into
the TL, simultaneously, in a manner in which the
content of the document can be easily understood by
the professionals. In our view it rather vague where
interpreting is a part of the generalized “reading”
which must be including three acts: reading, trans-
forming, and reproducing.

(2) Sight translation is often considered to be a
step that comes before simultaneous interpretation.
Then ST seems to be an initial stage in the Simulta-
neous Interpreting track of training interpreters.

(3) Sight translation transforms a written mes-
sage into a spoken message. It involves reading
a text silently in the source language, and then
speaking it in the target language (see The Ministry
of the Attorney General, Ontario). Here the compo-
nent of simultaneity of reading and interpreting is
mentioned

(4) Olga Krapivka says that sight translation
is often mentioned in relation to court interpreter
training. In fact, ST is just as difficult as simul-
taneous interpretation, and involves some of the
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same mental processing: the input is visual (the
written word) rather than oral (the spoken word)
(Krapivka, 2018: 695), but the interpreter still
has to process a thought in the Source Language
and generate the Target Language version of that
thought.

(5) Sight translation means the oral translation
of a written document, a hybrid of translation and
interpretation (Gonzalez, 2012: 895), often known
as “sight interpretation”. Here the term interpreting
substitutes the term translation Jiménez Ivars points
out the lack of agreement on what to call this form
of translation and how it should be defined (Ivars,
2008: 79-80). After reviewing a number of defini-
tions proposed by scholars over the years, the author
arrived at the following definition: sight translation
consists of the oral reformulation in the target lan-
guage of a text written in the source language for at
least one recipient; this recipient may be a listener
who shares the communicative situation with the
translator, or a reader who will later read a written
transcript of the oral reformulation carried out by
the translator (Ivars, 2008: 79). The type of recipient
is underlined — his/her sharing the common knowl-
edge of the content with the author — each in their
own languages. Xiangdong Li expresses his “indus-
trial” approach to ST, which he links with three
forms of translation: dictated translation, recorded
translation, ST, and speech recognition technology
unification due to the same nature, at the same time
he stresses the importance of ST which “should be
taught as an itself” (L1, 2014: 67-68).

2.2. ST as a Form of Professional Practice in the
T&Industry

Sight translation is a quicker way of trans-
lating, especially when an interpreter is already on
site for an assignment. It helps both the client and
the professional tremendously, and is incredibly
demanding for the interpreter, as it is a combina-
tion of both translation, formal transformation and
contensive interpreting. However, we must take
into consideration that not all translators and inter-
preters are well read in the professional discourse
they have to translate (see Felberg, 2017: 23) the
fruit of their interpreting won’t meet the demands
of the client or customer.

3. Current issues of sight translation

In spite of its importance in both interpreting
contexts and interpreting training, sight transla-
tion and its role in interpreting/translation has not
enjoyed an overhauling investigation among other
modes of interpreting (Akbari, 2017: 24; Vargas,
2019: 2). Holly Mikkelson stresses that ST has been
always treated as one of the functions performed
and the public service interpreters should acquire a
list of “knowledge, skills and abilities from various

areas of human endeavours before starting a career”
(Mikkelson, 2014: 9). But ST requires rapid text
analysis while reading, rapid conversing informa-
tion from one language to another avoiding word for
word translation, and masterfully employing public
speaking techniques (Lee, 2012: 695). Reading may
be self-paced, but “ST delivery speed may not been
entirely at the discretion of the interpreter” (Brady
1989: 142). Sight translation is sometimes called
sight interpreting, underlining the oral target-text
presentation. According to M. Agrifoglio and some
other scholars sight translation have been treated
as a type of simultaneous interpreting or a special
type of use of a written text in interpreting (Agri-
foglio, 2004: 43). Sight translation has mostly been
considered as a supportive interpretation method
for simultaneous and consecutive interpretation or
just a pedagogical exercise for getting started in the
techniques of consecutive interpreting and simulta-
neous interpreting, an exercise by which interpreter
trainees can learn to react quickly and improve their
oral skills (Weber, 1990).

Recent developments in many fields such as
international relations, business, world trade, social
sciences, and technology and the need for accessing
to information in the shortest possible time neces-
sitate the ST growth to an active and efficient com-
munication medium. Translation, notably inter-
pretation, is one of those communication media.
The term “interpretation” generally brings to mind
simultaneous, consecutive or liaison kinds of inter-
pretation to mind. No doubt, sight translation,
when performed without previous reading, may be
considered by some authors to be closer to inter-
preting than to written translation both because of
the immediacy that imposes strict time restrictions
and the oral nature of the task (Jiménez Ivars, 2001,
2008; Agrifoglio, 2003; 2004).

However, sight translation, consecutive inter-
preting and simultaneous interpreting are performed
under different conditions. Even though there are
similarities in the mental process, the overall pro-
cess is different. In sight translation, the translator
reads a written text, whereas the interpreter, in both
consecutive and the simultaneous modes, listens to
a speaker. Due to the differences in the process, the
methods and strategies that an interpreter trainee
uses in sight translation will change (Felberg, 2017:
232). The term ST can refer to different types of
activity, depending on the conditions under which
the ST is performed. Firstly, one may distinguish
between ST with and without preparation of the
text, called “unstressful ST” and “stressful ST”,
respectively. Secondly, the literature on ST also dis-
tinguishes between ST and SI (sight interpreting)
(Lambert, 2004: 298).
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4. Sight translation competence

Jiménez Ivars defines translation competence
(cf: Schwieter, 2014; see also interpreting com-
petence: Kalina, 2000: 3) as the ability to carry
out the transfer process from the Source Text to
the production of the Target Text for the recep-
tor’s needs and the purpose of the translation
(2003: 57-59). We shall employ the term “intel-
ligence” (Gardner, 2010) for the constituents
of the Translation competence model instead
of the sub-competence proposed by the Pacte
Group “Procés d'Adquisicié de la Competéncia
Traductorai Avaluaci¢” (see Albir, 2017: 3-34):
Bilingual intelligence is a procedural knowledge
needed to communicate in two languages which
also includes the ability to control language inter-
ferences.

Extralinguistic intelligence is a declarative
knowledge about the world in general and special
areas covering bicultural, encyclopadic, and subject
knowledge. Translation intelligence is a declarative
knowledge, both implicit and explicit. Instrumental
intelligence is a procedural knowledge related to
professional practice. Psycho-physiological intel-
ligence is a part of expert knowledge including
different types of cognitive and attitudinal com-
ponents and psycho-motor mechanisms (see Lor-
scher, 1991).

Strategic intelligence is planning the transla-
tion process, assessing it, activating the different
intelligences, it identifies translation problems
and applies procedures to solve them. Cross-cul-
tural intelligence is transmission of values and
beliefs. Susan Bassnett writes that “some authors
have gone so far as to suggest that translation is
a common human condition in the new millen-
nium, with people “translating” from one culture to
another” (Bassnett, 2011). Actually, it is quite true,
one can observe at a family reunion when relatives
of three or four generations try to exchange their
views using translation or rather interpreting as an
efficient instrument.

The main concern for the sight translator is to
keep to the source text content avoiding his/her
individual mode. However, in case of the recep-
tor’s misunderstanding the writer’s intention or the
national values referred to the translator must fill in
the gap to help the receptor fully comprehend the
content. The choice of cultural strategy may result
in source-culture bound translation (the translation
stays within the source language culture — so called
foreignisation), target-culture bound translation
(the translation stays within the target language
culture — so called domestication) or in a “hybrid”,
where the translation is a product of a compromise
between two or more cultures (Ginter, 2002: 1650;

Treguer, 2017: 137; Mykhaylenko, 2018: 63; Var-
gas-Urpi, 2019: 1-3).

Let’s consider the multinational corporation
where all the referred intelligences are actual
for various types of translators and interpreters,
but primarily for sight translators dealing with
(1) paper-work, (2) employers, and (3) employees
speaking different languages. It is nowadays the
most commonly used form in environments such as
courtroom, education, healthcare, customs, police,
public administration, or other settings (Lee, 2002:
695; Cenkova 2015: 374; Sarcevi¢, 2016; Yaling,
2012: 319; Vagras, 2019: 2). There the ST translator
can expect users (clients) to ask questions to ensure
they understand the information. Naturally, ST is
thus a dyadicor a triadic communication, but in all
the settings of ST the printed text is first.

5. Challenges to sight translator/interpreter

The lay public often assumes that language
professionals are able to perform a number of lan-
guage functions (or tasks or services). On the con-
trary, different language functions require different
types of language skill training to be best honed
through practice. ST as any other type of transla-
tion/interpreting requires similar skills such as a
good memory, the ability to analyze meaning, and
knowledge of terminology, each also relies on dif-
ferent skills within the four domains of language —
listening, speaking, reading, and writing.

Evidently, the high quality of ST can be based
primarily on reading technique, reading compre-
hension, semantic mapping of the text, its restruc-
turing in accordance with the TL rules and verbal
presentation of the processed fragment. As one can
see it is only an explicit part of the sight translator’s
competence (see Gile, 1991: 153), the major body
or volume of his/her competence is implicit — the
public language-in-use and specializing in profes-
sional discourses.

While interpreting/translation tend to occur in
different settings and contexts, there is a danger of
their overlapping: interference of the printed Source
Language text, especially, English word order
impact upon the Target (Ukrainian) Language oral
interpreting, and foreignizing the Ukrainian termi-
nological items due to the difference in professional
discourse lexis.

The overview of the ST research in general and
more specifically, for instance courtroom, inter-
preting is by no means exhaustive, but it attempts
to discover the major trends on the topic, which has
always been closely related to the translator/inter-
preter training and various settings of their activities.

6. Conclusions

This article provides an analysis of the current
state-of-the art in the ST theory and practice and
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it also is aimed at raising some of the important
sight translation issues — definition, status, internal
(in translation taxonomy) and external (inter-dis-
ciplinary) relationships. More research into ST is
needed in order to confirm or reject our assump-
tions evolving the corpora analysis and compiling
electronic bilingual dictionaries and thesauri for the
translators and interpreters in various areas of sci-
ence and technology. Studies in professional public
service interpreting are also needed.
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