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Descrição do Produto


Hermeneutics as a Research Paradigm Larisa Cercel, Radegundis Stolze, John Stanley Abstract: The historical overview covering Schleiermacher and the disciplinary status of translational hermeneutics was written by Cercel, the sections on important concepts and research within the paradigm of translational hermeneutics was authored by Stolze, and Stanley wrote the last three sections dealing with language games, a concrete research project and the role of phenomenology in research. The text was geared towards providing some background information on translational hermeneutics, a field which has bearing not only on the practice of translation but also on research in TS. From the vantage point of translational hermeneutics, research in translation studies takes its point of departure from the translator’s perspective: The guiding question is one centered on how a translator deals with the texts he or she has to translate. Key Words: Translational Hermeneutics, Schleiermacher, Phenomenology, Historicity, Subjectivity, Language Games



1 Introduction Any translation is ultimately guided by an implicit or explicit understanding of the source text. Due to this interdependence between understanding and translation, there is an intrinsic link between hermeneutics and translation. As a longstanding
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philosophical discipline, hermeneutics is concerned with how texts – both oral and written – are understood, i.e., it deals with the conditions that must be met in order to understand. Thus, hermeneutics serves as a valid background for translation as a dynamic task, i.e., when a translator is working to understand a message and reformulate it in the target text. This is validated by the recently growing interest in translational hermeneutics within the field of Translation Studies. An initial overview of the topography of translational hermeneutics suggested that Friedrich Schleiermacher – the founder of modern hermeneutics – may be viewed as the initiator of a school of thought we are calling “translational hermeneutics”. Its central theoretical issues that characterize the hermeneutical approach are discussed here; following this, we attempt a description of translational hermeneutics based more on postHusserlian hermeneutics (Heidegger and Gadamer) and finally provide some examples of the direction that hermeneutically inspired research might take.



2 Foundation by Schleiermacher Translational hermeneutics as a school of thought may look back on a tradition of at least two hundred years. The first and basic theoretical articulation of hermeneutical thinking in translation is to be found in Friedrich Schleiermacher. He had aimed at overcoming the concept of traditional hermeneutical teachings in the form of a collection of rules for the correct interpretation of single passages in texts. The most important textual basis to understand the hermeneutical theory of translation according to Schleiermacher is his 1813 Academy address “Über die verschiedenen Methoden des Übersetzens” (“On the different methods of translating“, 1977). Four aspects are central in Schleiermacher’s hermeneutical theory of translation.
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First: Comprehension, i.e. understanding plays a central role. In the hermeneutical reconstruction of textual meaning, the translator always will start at his/her own understanding, and he can only translate what s/he has understood beforehand. The task is to offer one’s interpretation of a text – as precisely as possible – to one’s readers. This idea, which plays a role in all modern hermeneutical theories of translation, was first formulated clearly by Schleiermacher: “Whoever has mastered this art of understanding through the most diligent cultivation of a language, through precise knowledge of the whole historical life of a nation and through the lively representation of single works and their authors, he and he alone may wish to lay open the same understanding of the masterpieces of art and scholarship to his contemporaries and compatriots” (Schleiermacher 1977: 72). Second: Translating is presented as a threefold subject-oriented process – as an interplay of author, translator and reader. The interaction of these three actors in translation is best visible in a famous passage of Schleiermacher’s article on translation: “Either the translator leaves the author in peace as much as possible, and moves the reader towards him: or he leaves the reader in peace, as much as possible, and moves the author towards him” (ibid., 74). What is different here is a shift in perspectives, concentrating less on the text and more on its author. Schleiermacher still calls for a meticulous analysis of the text (in the so-called grammatical interpretation), but this is embellished by an essential dimension: the original text is seen as a subjective expression of its author. Therefore, the task of the understanding reader (and also of the translator) is not only to grasp the meaning of certain text passages, but also to understand the text’s genesis, i.e. the intention and motivation of the author within the context of his life and epoch. And even the reader is included in Schleiermacher’s hermeneutical translation theory. The two adverse methods of translating – the familiarizing and the foreignizing method – take the reader and his reception of a



20



LARISA CERCEL, RADEGUNDIS STOLZE, JOHN STANLEY



translation as a starting point for the principal organization of a text to be written. Translation is thus determined by Schleiermacher as an eminently inter-subjective process. Third: Schleiermacher draws attention to the existence of an individual moment in all language usage. It is a central issue in Schleiermacher’s hermeneutics that language utterances should be considered as a complex of both the core meaning to be derived from the general system of language and the creative individuality given into a message by any speaker: “On the one hand every man is in the power of the language he speaks” and “the shape of his concepts, the nature and the limits of the way in which they can be connected, is prescribed for him by the language in which he is born and educated”, but on the other hand “it is the living power of the individual which creates new forms by means of the plastic material of language” (ibid., 71). Since authors “constitute a new element in the life of a language itself ” (ibid., 71), their texts being expressions of “a peculiar way of thinking and feeling” (ibid., 72), and as the translator should also implement “his powers of observation” (ibid., 80) based on factual knowledge for an adequate understanding it is true that he can act himself creatively in the language but his task will “always be of relative and subjective value only” (ibid., 81). On the other hand, subjectivity shall not remain unmotivated. By describing the objective and subjective moments in a linguistic utterance as a relationship of interdependence, Schleiermacher makes it clear that understanding and translation also need a solid basis. And he sticks to this idea. The interpretation of an author’s individual language usage – which in principle rests on somewhat uncertain methodical footing – can be achieved according to Schleiermacher partly by way of a psychological interpretation or by divination, and yet it must also be placed on a solid fundament by reference to the general language system in the grammatical interpretation and in the procedure of comparison with other texts of the genre. This combination
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of two aspects forms a constant controlling instance and a possible corrective element. By this double methodology Schleiermacher prevents arbitrary interpretation, and, at the same time, he foresees the hard-core issue of a necessary permanent motivation of hermeneutical hypotheses (Cercel 2010) and so also of translation solutions. Fourth: The language, the individual, and understanding are defined by Schleiermacher as historical phenomena. The growing historical awareness and in particular the historicism of the Romantic movement had led Schleiermacher to “historicizing” the objects of comprehension: “language is an historical fact” (ibid., 76), a fact constantly changing and evolving by the innovative insertions of its speakers in the course of time. So the disregard for history, which characterized reflections on translation from the Romans until the nineteenth century, was definitely ended by Schleiermacher. Picking up on the impetus emanating from Leibniz and Chladenius (Stanley 2005: 93), Schleiermacher propagated the idea that individuals (authors, translators, readers of translations) cannot be separated from their historical world; language and individuals determine each other within their respective historical situation.



3 The Disciplinary Status of Translational Hermeneutics It is interesting to see which status Schleiermacher gave to his concept of hermeneutics: He tried to found a hermeneutics with a solid scholarly basis. He expressed this intention in a letter to his friend Ehrenfried von Willich on the 13th of June 1805: “I am reading hermeneutics, and I try to put together into a science what so far is only a collection of disconnected and partly very unsatisfactory observations, and this should comprise the whole language as an object of study analyzing the interior depths of it” (Schleiermacher, cited from Virmond 1985: 584). This statement is important in its programmatic intention as it opened
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an epistemic road that leads up until the present hermeneutical research on translation. In the 20th century translational hermeneutics received a dramatic development by its expansion into three different disciplines. In philosophy, the topics of translation have a special standing in the works of Martin Heidegger, Hans-Georg Gadamer und Paul Ricœur. This is now documented in the growing amount of secondary literature on that subject. The interest for translation stands in close connection with the primary linguistic nature of philosophical debates at the time. With his Tractatus logico-philosophicus, Ludwig Wittgenstein initiated a “linguistic turn” in Anglo-Saxon philosophy, and parallel to this the hermeneutical tradition of continental philosophy was strongly influenced by an intensive occupation with the phenomenon of language. The topic of translation is one touched upon by Heidegger in his texts mainly since 1935. In particular, he reflects on this subject in dealing with Hölderlin, he concerns himself more extensively with it in his lecture on Parmenides (1942-43); he reflects on this topic in detail in three later texts: in the essay Der Spruch des Anaximander (Anaximander’s maxim, 1946) from Holzwege, in the second lecture Was heißt Denken? (What is thinking?) in the summer semester 1952, and in the lecture Der Satz vom Grund (The principle) from the winter semester 1955/56. Gadamer discusses the problem of translation in Truth and Method (1990b) and in other texts, particularly in the volumes 2, 3, 8, 9 and 10 of his collected works Gesammelte Werke; in nearly every instance translation is presented as a model of understanding. Paul Ricœur deals with the problem of translation especially in his last book Sur la traduction (2004). A characteristic feature of the philosophical dealing with the problem of translation is that, here, translation is primarily understood in an ontological sense and that the concrete work of translating is considered derivatively, as secondary to this primary concept. In particular Martin Heidegger does not so much envisage



Hermeneutics as a Research Paradigm



23



concrete communication or the work of translating. Rather, he sees language and translation as belonging to the existential structure of humankind: the world wherein we are living is constituted by language and is being “translated” by language. One interprets this world by speaking about it. The interlingual process of translation, in philosophical hermeneutics, represents a more secondary form of the ontological translation as a transfer of thought into words. In literary studies the hermeneutical approach is present mainly with George Steiner’s After Babel (1975) and Friedmar Apel’s Sprachbewegung (The movement of language, 1982). Their theoretical considerations, of course, are limited to the translation of literary texts. Those dealing with the subject of translation in literary studies focus on the historical and dynamic dimension of the act of translating. F. Apel developed the poignant idea that translations are determined by time and history, and he even “radicalized” it by discovering an entire pyramid of historicizing levels (Apel 1982: 26). The original itself is a historical document of its time, any translation represents a different historical reception of the text first given, any analysis of a translation is subject to the historical background of the translation critic, and finally even any translation theory that builds on knowledge from translation practice and translation critique is anchored within the variability of history. In principle, understanding is conceived of as a dynamic, open-ended, interactive process which will never be fixed as to its content. One of the main contributions that literary hermeneutics has made to translation studies is to clarify how understanding serves as a preparation for translation, detailing how this varies based upon temporal and individual variables. The analyses show how all the aspects of the process of understanding and translation are in constant movement. The original is a text that has been created under certain linguistic, historical, cultural, social and individual circumstances. Furthermore, any translation is subject
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to a variety of linguistic, historical, social, cultural and individual factors. It manifests the original as understood within another context, and thus it is only one among several possible concretizations in a historical consciousness. The point is that the changing relationships between text and translation reflect not merely a temporal sequence, but more importantly a modification in the process of understanding itself. The meaning of an original may be changed or enlarged by later insights. Fritz Paepcke, who was strongly influenced by Heidegger and above all by Gadamer, was one of the first scholars to advocate the hermeneutical approach in TS (Paepcke 1986). After his efforts in the 1970s, this approach was further developed by other German speaking scholars (Stolze 1992, 2003, Kupsch-Losereit 2008, Bălăcescu/Stefanink 2006). These scholars attempted for the first time to approach the act of translating systematically from an hermeneutical perspective and to present the results in complex theories (Stolze 2003). Much of the thrust of translational hermeneutics today is to develop a program which will lead to a more solid scientific, theoretical foundation; to do this, we need to join forces with research methodologies as currently employed in translation studies. Hermeneutical thinking needs to find its way into the language of linguistics, i.e., the language of a scientific discipline (Stolze 1992). Another clear trend of the current research in translational hermeneutics is an integration of research on cognitive processes into hermeneutical thinking (Kupsch-Losereit 2008, Bălăcescu/ Stefanink 2006). In particular, some studies on the process of understanding and translational creativity have reconciled the hermeneutical paradigm with cognitive science.



4 Important Concepts of Translational Hermeneutics Questions of understanding, of the phenomenology of intercultural differences, of one’s orientation in the world, of
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translation strategies in formulating are relevant. In order to better discuss hermeneutics as a research paradigm in TS, it is useful to first define some important concepts in this field such as subjectivity, historicity, phenomenology, process character, holistic nature, reflection. Subjectivity cannot be excluded because the language activity of human beings is at stake here, and this is always determined by their historical situation, their knowledge base and their own life experience. The intelligibility of a text is relative, according to the audience and its capability. The time factor causes a constant creative move within languages. In research, the production and interpretation of concrete results is influenced by the scientist’s perspective (Stolze 2009: 4). Hermeneutics has a different concept of science, of scholarship, which today is again modern (Beiner 2009). Instead of an endless continuation of causal relations as a proof or the logical deduction of truth by inference, there is the attempt to reasonably motivate an opinion or argumentation. Here, truth is knowledge that is plausible intersubjectively and is gained by discussion and negotiation. Consensus is constructed in dialogue by persuasion and argumentation, and truth exists only as a shared knowledge within a group. Everybody has a share in it, but at any change of the community, this must be negotiated anew. There is no absolute objective truth that would be valid forever and for everybody. However, any subjective conviction must be motivated and explained in order to be acceptable for others. Historicity is decisive: Human languages develop constantly. Persons are not static objects, but change continuously in their interactions in a community and within their general culture. The objects of research in the humanities are objects developed over time (Beiner 2009: 31). Paul Ricœur’s observation of a reiterated “translation” within a language community – in the form of commentaries in other words to previous discourse – refers for
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him to the work of the language on itself. An “identical sense” cannot be found, simply because of the fact that one may express the same message with different words just as well, an idea that you can also find in Eco (2003). The repeated retranslation of classical works shows the permanent attempt to better express what one has understood. Any speech fixes only a moment, and at other times it will/may have a different form. Gadamer underlined that we inevitably stand within a tradition dominating us. He called this “the verbal constitution of the world” (1990a: 444). Language is being inherited. Jacques Derrida once said: « Je me sens héritier, le dépositaire d’un secret très grave auquel je n’ai pas moi-même accès. La parole ou l’écriture que je promène dans le monde transporte un secret qui me reste inaccessible mais laisse voir ses traces dans tous mes textes, dans ce que je fais et je vis. » (Magazine Littéraire, avril 2004: 29). The subjectivity of personal translation strategies is not an individualistic power position (Steiner 1975: 298), but rather a cultural imprint that we cannot put away. We rather have to critically reflect on it. Hence, the cultural position and habitus of a translator and his strategies based on experience have to be integrated into empirical research (Inghilleri 2003). Phenomenology is relevant, as the texts, cultural specificities and objects are perceived by the individual. Of course, ontologically, the things have a quasi objective identity on a higher level, but this is not experienced directly – that would be a naïve subjectivity – but only by an intentional work of transcendence, going from the single to the general. The structures of perception are the same in all people, but their perspective is different. Things appear to us in an individual appearance, everybody sees something else in the “same thing”. And every time when we change our perspective, we also may detect some new visions. Edmund Husserl (1950/1986) calls for a science that would transcend the quasi-objectivity of a subjective opinion, calling
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for a critical reflection on it. It is important to be aware of the fact that things (ideas and objects) are not “as they appear to us”, as we can see them. The personal “seeing as” means that there is no direct access to the world, to reality. We need to cognitively transcend our own perspective. For the purpose of translation, this means that a self-critical attitude of the translator has to be exercised by changing one’s perspective and trying repeatedly to better understand. Understanding is never a matter of fact. The point of departure is the awareness that a translator can only translate what and how he or she has understood. Understanding is not impossible, as language is a medium of communication, but any encounter with alterity is also subject to the hermeneutical circle of a limited personal pre-knowledge. The phenomenology of things is determined culturally, and the translator is obliged to do critical reflection and to criticize his/ her own strategies. We will always ask: Have I understood the matter at hand correctly? Should I do more research regarding the topic of my text? Is it adequately formulated? The process character is typical for hermeneutical translation. Due to the continuous cultural and historical development, a translational solution can never be final. It is always an “hermeneutical sketch” (Paepcke 1986: 86), the attempt to adequately express an utterance. At the same time there is always and inevitably also the potential of a further improvement: maybe we will find an even better formulation. This uneasy nature of fact must be accepted. It’s like in sports: a champion who has won a gold medal still has the potential of improving his achievement next time, to break the current world record. Dynamics, change, the sketchy character of writing, the readiness for revision, holistic orientation are all characteristics of the hermeneutical translation. The holistic nature is important in this process. Schleiermacher already had pointed out that text elements have their meaning only in relation to the whole of the text. The meaning
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of a text is more than a simple addition of the single words and sentences. For Schleiermacher, the analysis of a text, made in order to gain a reliable understanding of it, is always a variation between grammar and the individual sense of the utterance, between the text in its appearance and similar text types, between the single word and the overall meaning of a text. Therefore, an hermeneutical approach to texts in translation will be holistic and should not be reduced to an analysis of syntax. One departs from the text as a whole entity, and then will construct one or several senses in reading, departing from the formal elements (Wilhelm 2009: 93). Holistic pre-understanding guides this textual analysis. When we try to achieve a responsible translation which gives a loyal presence to the source text and is also geared towards the conditions of understanding of the target addressees (Stolze 2003: 213) a critical reflection is necessary. The translator should be aware of his social and cultural position, whether and how he may be able to motivate the decision for a certain formulation based on factual criteria. For this purpose he may use orientation dimensions such as the context, the discourse field, the key words and the modality of the text. In the translational re-formulation one will observe rhetorical aspects such as medium, stylistics, coherence and text function in the target culture (Stolze 2003: 244). The translation strategies will be different in each individual case, depending on the translator’s capacity. At the same time this liberates the translator from sticking to certain structures in the text. Rather, s/he will try again and again to reformulate, until an adequate and satisfactory solution is found. In such a view hermeneutics becomes an overall research paradigm for TS.



5 Research within the Paradigm of Translational Hermeneutics A dynamical approach to translation as described above can go a long way in the effort to overcome the extreme binaries that often play a role in translation studies; such binary structures
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include: source text/target text, translatability/untranslatability, written/oral, literal/free, specialist languages/literature, form/ content, foreign/own, static/dynamic, translation unit/whole of text, explicitation/implicitation, overemphasis/simplification, etc. There is no longer the mutual exclusion of extremes but, rather, different positions that complement one another (Hu 2004). These binaries are objectivations of human activity or thought which, however, is very different in every individual. Such a view of language and translation also leads to different questions in research. For instance, the question is no longer whether a text unit is translatable or not, but how one can find an adequate translation. There is no longer the search for a definite equivalence-relationship between target and source text but rather the question of how the source-cultural message, now cognitively present the translator’s mind, can assume another linguistic form. We do not look for a unified methodological paradigm to finally delineate a translatological discipline. The question is rather how certain translational behavior can be motivated. The discipline is a field of various activities. There is a move from quantitative to qualitative research. Translational hermeneutics becomes a research paradigm for TS when we look at its points of connection with cognitive linguistics. We ask how the many individual research projects may find their place in an overall world of science. Gengshen Hu (2004) has developed the concept of “eco-translatology” where the field of translation research is seen in terms of the ecosystem with its living dynamics, macrocosm and balance, contemporaneity of the different, variation, growth and networking. These are also metaphors for the hermeneutical approach to translation. The hermeneutical research paradigm might include, in view of the relevant concepts discussed above, various research projects, for instance: – As all translation activity is bound to experience, one may ask how a group of culturally different persons/translators
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understands and represents a text in a language foreign to both of them. This can be analyzed by means of think-aloud protocols of the group discussion (Bălăcescu/Stefanink 2006). – Processes underlying knowledge acquisition while interpreting can be analyzed via introspection. – There might be experiments to check whether a previous input of a specific text will influence the translation later on of another one, i.e. whether there is a learning effect. This might have didactic consequences. – Translational creativity and intertextuality in the translator’s mind are connected. How can we do research on this? – Critical reflection of translation solutions is considered a sign of professionalism. Which criteria are being used? Are there any networking structures? – The analysis of linguistic hybridity in the translation of contemporary texts against the backdrop of globalization may shed light on the habitus of the respective translators. There are still a lot of further issues for research that put the translator in the centre of scholarly reflection. To do this, however, we need to develop a methodology fitting to the hermeneutical approach.



6 Language Games and Meaning When we speak of hermeneutics, we are in fact talking about a loosely structured tradition that has not yet clearly defined its canon. When we speak in this essay of post-Husserlian hermeneutics, the narrow tradition being referred to is one instigated by Husserl’s phenomenology and then developed by Heidegger and Gadamer. There are two characteristics of this post-Husserlian thread of hermeneutics that seem especially relevant here. The first has to do with the ontological foundation of this hermeneutical sub-tradition, the latter is concerned with its underlying research paradigm.
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As explicated in the chapter entitled “Spiel als Leitfaden der ontologischen Explikation” [Game Playing as the Notion Guiding our Ontological Explication] (Gadamer 1990a: 107), the ontological foundation that Gadamer based his hermeneutics on is that of a game. While Gadamer was motivated to take this move by his interest in overcoming the then reigning subjectivizing tendencies in aesthetics and hermeneutics (cf. Stanley 2005: 319ff and Stanley 2012), it also proved to be an excellent way to fuse the foundation carrying all human communication – namely the “lived world” – with our human molding perception of this lived world. Husserl, Heidegger and Gadamer all distinguished natural human language from other systems of signs. This distinction goes back to one Husserl derived from his phenomenological analysis of language; this analysis suggested that the spoken word (Ausdrücke/Bedeutsame Zeichen, cf. Husserl 71993: 30ff) elicits an immediate, cognitively grasped meaning among speakers of a common language when they hear a word they are familiar with. This immediate meaning has an “ideal” character, and the interlocutors often are only aware of the meaning of the words they hear and are not directly aware of the phonetic signs used to transmit the meaning. Husserl suggests, on the other hand, that we are immediately aware of the signs as a sign (Zeichen/ Anzeige, cf. Husserl 71993: 24ff) – including especially the sense data presented to consciousness – and consciously endeavor to interpret the sign to get at its meaning. Thus, words of a natural human language are characterized by their immediate link to meaning, whereas “mere signs” require a conscious interpretive act of consciousness to derive their meaning (cf. Stanley 2005: 118ff and Stanley 2012a). It was then Heidegger’s analysis of “Dasein” in Being and Time that showed how these meanings are embedded in a primary referential totality (“Verweisungsganzheit,” cf. Heidegger 1979: 82 and Stanley 2011): “Den Bedeutungen wachsen Worte zu” [Words develop in order to reach meanings] (Heidegger 1979:
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82). Gadamer – in an effort to overcome the relativizing tendencies inherent in Heidegger’s link of the referential totality to “Dasein” – then introduces the concept of games as the infrastructure to his hermeneutics that links the referential totality of any individual to the larger culturally and historically determined “lived world” shared by speakers in a linguistic community. Thus, even though translational hermeneutics takes as its point of departure any given individual translator’s perspective and endeavors to take his or her subjectivity into account, the notion of game playing provides us with a conceptual tool that helps move research beyond the merely subjective to include historical, cultural and pragmatic elements within the structure of human understanding. This conceptual tool provides us with an excellent model to understand human behavior and interactions, in as much as this dynamic structure arises through and, yet, simultaneously governs (human) interaction. All games rest upon rule-like structures, but these structures are modified constantly due to interactions with “reality”, with other games and players: the similarities to the role played by cultures in societies are apparent. When one considers the fact that communicating also has much in common with playing games, then it seems obvious that the pragmatic issues involved with communication across linguistic and cultural boundaries could also be understood in light of a hermeneutical game theory. The dynamic structures of games allow us to link purposeful action (pragmatics) directly to speaking about those actions; likewise, the actions can serve as a frame of reference when moving beyond the limits imposed by a specific language. When there is not much in common in the actions – the game playing –, the malleability of the rules governing the language games is similar to the permeable structures and value systems inherent in culture, and here we find a model that helps explicate the interaction between cultures.
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While the notion of a language game can be used as a theoretical construct to understand linguistic communication, Wittgenstein’s notion of family resemblances serves as a helpful conceptual tool to address the issue of the relative ease or difficulty of translating across cultural and linguistic boundaries (cf. Stanley 2011). When working in cross-cultural communication, we are often faced with linguistic material that is difficult to translate simply because there are no exact parallels in the culture of the target language. The method of looking for similar practices in the target culture – i.e., practices that are comparable due to either common historical developments or related pragmatic concerns – is given a sound theoretical foundation within the framework of language game theory. These axioms render a paradigm that is dynamic in character and underlines not only the importance of linguistic elements in the translation process, but also provides us with a theoretical matrix that can account for the relevance of pragmatic and cultural elements in the same. Some of the cornerstones of translational hermeneutics mentioned above – such as subjectivity, process character, historicity – can then be unified into a holistic approach based upon the notion of language games. What is also interesting about this approach is that it clearly moves research in the area of Translation Studies away from pure linguistics, while – as the phrase “language games” itself implies – underlining the need for linguistic research. Furthermore, it encourages research into pragmatic and cultural issues without running the risk of excluding other issues that effect the language game we translators are all involved in: It is, after all, a holistic approach.



7 A Concrete Research Project This short excursion to post-Husserlian hermeneutics and its foundation on language games should serve as partial answer to the question concerning the utility of translational hermeneu-
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tics. One major use that can be made of translational hermeneutics is to be found in its ontological foundation: By using the notion of language games as the backdrop informing our approach to understanding translation processes, it encourages research that is holistic in nature. In order to provide the readership with a concrete example of what this might mean for research, let us briefly look at a project currently being developed at the Cologne University of Applied Sciences; this project on turn-taking is one that will – if all proceeds as currently planned – be carried out in collaboration with the Cambridge and Nottingham Universities in the United Kingdom and with the Copenhagen Business School in Denmark.1 There is a variety of linguistic and non-linguistic signs that guide interlocutors when involved in a conversation. These signs are employed – either consciously or unconsciously – any time two or more native speakers of the same language are involved in a conversation. However, when speakers with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds try to converse, they usually try to follow – often unconsciously – the rules that guide their own “language game”. The conversation does follow the expected course – even if all participants speak the same language. These types of “transfer problems“ often plague German speakers when they try to converse in English or English speakers when they converse in German. In this project we want to record and analyse conversations between 1) German speaking interlocutors while they converse The analysis of the spoken corpus is essential. The Cambridge University (Dr. Julia Harrison, corpus manager, English Profile, CUP) has agreed to transcribe the English conversations and take care of the tagging and parsing. Prof. Michael McCarthy at the Nottingham University – a well-known expert for turn taking research – is interested to serve as an advisor to the project. (For an introduction to research on turn-taking, see McCarthy 2003). Furthermore, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen from the Copenhagen Business School has agreed to collaborate on the project and test our hypotheses concerning the length of eye contact during interlocution. 1
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both in German and English and 2) English speaking interlocutors while they converse in English. The goal of this research is to analyze the body language, the role of eye contact and eye movement, as well as the linguistic signs used in conversations in order to decode the turn taking process. The knowledge gained from these analyses would then be used in foreign language instruction to help prepare students for activities such as negotiations, presentation, etc. Methodologically, the analysis would begin with a phenomenological analysis of individuals’ own experience and intuitions in situations where interlocutors are conversing in German and English. (What feelings and premonitions do I have when an interlocutor looks me in the eyes for “too long” – or not at all? How do I respond to the situation intuitively?) This analysis allows for the development of hypotheses concerning (1) the cognitive processes that play a role in conversations and (2) the concrete interpretive structures (Husserl) that dictate the interpretation of the relevant signs. This information will be gained using the phenomenological method in the rigorous form developed by Husserl. The results will be recorded by way of delayed „thinking-aloud“ protocols. Using the notion of language games, one could then proceed from the cognitive processes and interpretive structures to the actual structure of the language game itself. Then it would be possible to develop a broader theory concerning the meaning of linguistic and non-linguistic signs used in conversations in both German and English. Of course, the hypotheses have to be tested empirically: The goal is to employ not only computer based tools to analyze the spoken corpus, but to use eye tracking instruments to decode the length of eye contact as well. This data will be used to confirm or deny the claims generated during the initial phenomenological research.
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8 The Role of Phenomenology in Research One thing that should be pointed out about this project is the role and place of empirical research: While necessary to validate the claims generated by way of the phenomenological analyses, empirical research is done at the very last stage and plays a comparatively minor role in the project. This is a result of the emphasis on the phenomenological approach, mentioned above as one of the core concepts of translational hermeneutics. As Gadamer attests to, “was man heute ‘hermeneutische Philosophie’ nennt, steht zu einem guten Teile auf phänomenologischem Grunde” [that which we refer to with the term ‘hermeneutical philosophy’ stands to a large extent on a phenomenological foundation] (Gadamer 1987: 214), and one cannot do justice to post-Husserlian hermeneutics if one does not take this influence seriously. The reason for emphasis on phenomenology is not purely historical. Clearly, Husserl developed his phenomenology in response to a perceived crisis in the European sciences at the beginning of the 20th century (cf. Stanley 2012a), and this historical development did affect the thinking of Heidegger and Gadamer. But the need for phenomenology ultimately goes back to Husserl’s slogan “to the things themselves” (cf. Stanley 2005: 176). For Husserl, the “things” he was trying to access were not the “independent objects” that presumably make up the reality that all interact with on a daily basis, but rather Husserl designed his phenomenological method to access the “things” as presented to consciousness. That is to say, the phenomenological method was designed to study the raw sense material as it is presented to consciousness and to analyze the structures of consciousness and cognitive acts which are involved in constituting the phenomena in our perception. As argued elsewhere (cf. Stanley 2012a) the “things” we are dealing with in Translation Studies – language, meaning, crosscultural mediation – are all phenomena whose very existence is highly dependent on interpretation, whereas the existence of the
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objects studied in the empirical sciences is by comparison rather independent of interpretation – from which the term “objective” is derived. By learning to bracket off our natural orientation to consciousness and avoiding causal explanations, the schooled phenomenologist can avoid the pitfalls delineated by Nisbett and Wilson and consult his or her “memory of the mediating process” instead of “generating causal theories” (Nisbett 1977: 248)2. Thus, phenomenology and the phenomenological method serve not only as one important historical foundation for translational hermeneutics, it also provides us with a method that can be used especially in cognitive research. Its goal is to understand how phenomena are presented to consciousness; once this understanding has been reached, then one can proceed to causal explanations and develop well designed empirical tests to verify the results derived from the phenomenological research.3 Translational hermeneutics has, then, a two-fold use. As a discipline that draws upon a longstanding tradition, it offers a paradigm that fosters a holistic approach to understanding the work and complexities involved in all mediating processes. As a consequence of this holistic approach, it begins with the individual translator but then proceeds to examine any other aspect of the language game all translating is involved in that may be relevant for the task at hand. Furthermore, the link to phenomenology encourages researchers to draw upon the phenomenological method to examine the experiences of those of us working in the field of mediation and use this store of knowledge to further our understanding of these processes. Once these sources of expert knowledge have been tapped into, empirical experiments can be developed to verify the claims. Due to the subject matter we are Nisbett and Wilson were two psychologists that influenced Krings while he was developing his methods of introspection. Cf. Krings 1986: 65 and Stanley 2012a. 3 For a detailed discussion of the phenomenological method as employed in translation studies, see Stanley 2012a. 2
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dealing with in Translation Studies, it is imperative not to confuse understanding with explaining, and the long tradition that hermeneutics has with precisely the processes of understanding has much to offer here.
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