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2.1 HHAS Hof HIh: ofC|M o221 AHIE BHe o+ USTH?
(Translation Quality Assessment: Where Can Theory and Practice
Meet? by S. Lauscher)

2H-4(S. Lauscher)= ©] =24, A7 3H(global) 2] Ath & E%Jﬂr A ™
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7t AX|e] H|w(Towards a Terminology for Translation Quality
Assessment: A Comparison of TQA Practices by L. Brunette)
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2.5, ZEXIE9 MBI XM Z2HEQ MZ(Evaluating Beginners’
Re-expression and Creativity: A Positive Approach. by G. L.
Bastin)
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2.6. E&E3Io| F JIX| &H - 25| oM X[HF2|o] HAO|
215104 (The Two Faces of Standardization: On the Translation of
Regionalism in Literary Dialogue. by R. Leppihalme),

A Ao AR Aoy FRFo| £y NS Fxse

olt). 2 Wrdou} ALs R (sociolect) -2 HIET AJEL HYR=9
oje]g Aotk kst 19} 22 doJEL tido 2 1835
Eiqim o H53 AL HA A )| %]

Fal %l—t—xl% Od??&ﬁ} %_‘HJZ# °1 Age WAL oo glojx xFES
(standardization) 3= Aot} o] Ao] Aup} PH o] B S Holmgles AY
712 o] ATE Y8 AALE B2 Z(K. Paatalo)®] Koillismaa(1960)°] 3H=2HR.
Hannula)oll 98] WD Our Daily Bread (1990)2 ¢ 4=t}

SR (1919-)9] 27] 4 Jhdat FLo g HHEo] gty Ok W

5% AF AQol| A Ayt on] 19 A5 JA] 55, 7IdS AFEEY A
& wkgsta Qlth 19 A5 A=A de] ¢ o 1 JEe o
Al BAE = gleh 19606l 2291 19) 2FE Koillismaa(E-52)L 30 3o
Our Daily Bread@ A0 2 o]2 HAE ATy HEFI w559 7hdsh 4
S W3t Qe o] 2L AAAR] MFolA 293 Hhe] TS =euyia
ATk o)A HellA] o] Aol Yehd BHE 555 Ao Wy gigte T8
St 9G-S Tttt S o] A et X4 A 3Kregionalism)-2 424 9] A
Ag =gl d A4 eada @ 5 e Aotk A 9T (regionalism) T
gole AA EFLEREH TEH] WAL Z AMEE Tt Adojet 1 44
ES X8t dolth N 5] JAo] g ¥ 1 W] £E-S Bl s
B OREEL gIRE I3 doj2 20, FERE dojd BN B 1
o] AR A = Ak

A A AHE = AT 9] FH 752 oA A th 2 AT 5122
FEE AZA7)2, NEEE SAJYEES BHEH, A E sl Aot
EFE A7 HY 9 HA A o]gfst FAEL TAs] A Futel jltt
aig Aol i3k Hrke ol RS e A SAHET 7 o] Foj o} 3t}
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#F8HE Gl Mo HUaL, wehA o] 7HAaL AlE A 9F9] ] 7]
5& ohalE| Tt B2 Aeee) A ojH Aol e Bn) SASAA & &
AA Moo ow e uih AR AT FAT AR = okslE A Qo]
W QA5 AEEEE A9, 7 542 a5 93] gojy]
B3 A opeta ke, st =AY o AM APH R T
3] 19 2250 A7) WEolth Axke ole@ AdH axvt AR QRS
2 Ao BIES RESUA Wshe e WS JEA ASHer =
A olof frka Fgam 2L vhRnt

2.7, ZEA0Mel MY Fo| FItet ZotH tHH(Quality Assessment

and Literary Translation in France. by I. Vanderschelden)

o] =7 Zepo] 78 T Al&FH oA £3H WM & fIXE AT
o} SIS, T4 W9AE, A vErEY okt 4AES aEshEA, =
Foo A Mg 78he] s Aela, B3 Mextel o H 73] 7HA1g
S AF3ItE FAHO R, o] mELE Ty EHE HIE] A HIld
gk o5 AAIStaL, HAHE Fe2Ee] Wrhd o) H8H VEHES EA%
o} o 7]o| A AR =05 FERJIEHFE T3 282 SWET 34 |
A5 Hete] FRHE FRo 7128k glow, Tk m|tjofo A HYH 2}
FEo gk Ao ZAT Aol

HAL AFH o7 g F35ho 3o A T8 X5 A3 $ht. v =
oy F§ ] ohE Yt vlaste] 9= £3hE9] QI7I7F wow ek A
NA HAd FAEE] AAY L vl At} 2o EFeta WA AS
7hedte Y e F2A0) gles AR EAZ A7) & HEAdo] Ho
At Aoty Axfe S8} WA}, A Ate] el ojul st Mo
2] Gt 71EE 7HA AL JEA w4 g

zedae HYE o738 Wrke o, EE-9] F(quality)EZ H7HE 7| ot
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<Abstract>
Book Review - The Translator Studies in Intercultural Communication
Special Issue: Evaluation and Translation, 6:2
(C. Maier, ed., Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 2000)

Dr. Seong-Hee Kim
(Ewha Womans University)

Translation is like an art of creating the work with scrutiny and exquisiteness.
The academy of translation studies has discussed the issue of value and quality
for a long time while recognizing its importance. However, this kind of
discussion needs to be more specialized with technology and business for today.
The Translator: Evaluation and Translation, edited by C. Maier, is a response to
the increasing need of the professional development in the field of literary
translation. Maier states in the introduction that conventional translation quality
has focused on the self-training of translator and now it is time to develop
translation studies for actual practice and application. He also explains the
critical concepts such as quality, assessment, and value, introducing their
relational sources for to help our understanding of this volume.

This journal consists of nine articles with different subjects and seven book
reviews. The first article by Lauscher states about a distance between theory and
practice in translation, and tries to bridge it considering the complexity of
translation procedure. The second one by Brunette emphasizes on the demand of
conceptualization of translational tools in order to make its high quality. Because
evaluation is very much subjective in itself, Brunette’s terminological definitions
provide the clear ways of communication for translators, reviewers, publishers,
and readers. Bowker’s article illustrates a usefulness of corpus for evaluating
student translations compared with other conventional resources such as
dictionaries, parallel texts, advice of experts, and intuition. The assesment using
corpora can offer objective and constructive feedback to students, and it is more
useful in order to improve the students’ ability for translation. Campbell’s article
emphasizes on the application of different criteria in evaluating literary
translation by the second language and explains the diverse contexts when
translation occurs.

Translation is a “re-expression” in terms of Bastin’s argument. He suggests

several guidelines for beginners to have creativity and methods of re-expression,
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and supports a positive approach in assessment. It is hard to translate the work
which contains the elements of regionalism. Most translators’ strategy is to use
standardization, which refers to replacement of the regionalism of the source text
with more common target language elements. In that case, the regional
characteristic of the original text is weakened or lost. However, Leppihalme
insists that the standardization does not lose all the messages that the author
wants to deliver, and target audience get them enough through their experience
of reading.

Vanderschelden and Fawcett’s articles explain about the current translation
circumstances in France and England. Foreign literature is popular in France
compared to other countries in Europe or USA. However, the French are
indifferent to the existence of translators and quality of translation. Rather, they
tend to be much more interested in the popularity of the source text or the author
and commercialization in the French market. Fawcett also points out the
subjective level of evaluation in the broadsheets and reviews journals in
England. Lastly, the review of an Irish writer, Seamus Heaney’s Sweeney Astray
argues how translation is produced in relation to the specific political situation
like the colonization of Ireland by England and suggests some criteria for the
translation criticism. Seven book reviews at the end provide insight to how the
presented theories and suggestions of quality, value, and assessment of
translation are well applied to the recent translation literature.

The collection of these articles shows diverse views of quality, value, and
assessment, reflecting on the situations of translation in most European countries
and USA. However, there seems to be no coherence in terms of order, and some
subjects are often overlapped in a few articles. Most of the authors are from
English speaking culture, consequently, there is a limitation that lacks the
situation of Asia, Africa, and Russia, etc. Nevertheless, this journal contributes
to improve the quality of translation and to establish the criteria of evaluation. In
addition, it makes us to mull over the issue of translating the Bible. The Bible
has not only been written for about 1500 years along with numerous changes of
histories and cultures, but also written in classical Hebrew and Greek. It is never
easy to translate it with different languages and cultures for today. Considering
the uniqueness of the Bible as a literature and God’s word, we have to devise
and add up more ways of translation method, strategy, criteria, assesment and

reader’s response beyond the arguments presented here.
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