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Abstract

Skopostheorie’s focus on function provides a framework for evaluating translation which is potentially realistic,
measurable, and operationally transparent. To realize that potential the translation brief can be critiqued for its
principles and methodology, but also the host translation can be measured for its adequacy by comparing the
translation decisions in the host text with the instructions in the translation brief. | explore ways to measure translation
adequacy within a Skopostheorie framework, using Nord’s definition of translation error and her description of the
hierarchy of translation problems (1997). | describe the results of applying measurement tools to the Likoonl
translation of the book of Philemon. The tools were designed to identify potential translation errors and grade them
based on the hierarchy of importance. The analysis is followed by a preliminary critique of Skopostheorie in relation to
translation transparency, translation error, industrial consistency, language status influence on translation
methodology, the ethical decision to translate, and postcolonial critiques of Bible translation.
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1. Using Skopostheorie in Bible translation quality assessment

Skopostheoridas been increasingly discussed and applied aabéeviramework for Bible translatidn. have tried to describe
how it can be implemented in a minority languagetext in Ghana (Esala 2011, 2012, 2013). In thedrR translation project,
the implementation ofkopostheorieccurred alongside more traditional methods ofdiation production. One can see that the
“Lines of Production” described in the biknl translation brief (Esala 2011, 11-12) are veryilar to the translation quality
methods that have been used in most Bible translgtiojects for the past number of decatldswever,Skopostheoridgtself
conveniently provides concepts and methods fomdwgfitranslation quality so producers and crititkeacan discuss to what
extent the host teXts or is not adequate to the instructions laidinuhe translation brief. In this paper | am gotegcompare
the Likoonl translation of the book of Philemon to its tdati®n brief using the concepts of adequacy, tetith error, and the
hierarchy of translation problems within functiotr@nslation (Nord 1997, 73-77).

| should emphasize that based on the methods i$l&tgon production as described in thediid translation brief (Esala
2011, 11-12) the host translation has already leemed adequate for publication. What | am trymnga here is to suggest a

! An earlier version of this paper titled “The Ethiof Transparency: Measuring the Adequacy of the Fest’ was presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Society of Biblical Literature, Baltimore, MD, Member 25, 2013.

2 Many theorists have been advocating usingst@posapproach for Bible translation, including de Vri€d02; Naudé 2002; Wilt 2003; Wendland
2004; Maxey 2009; van der Jagt 2010; Peng 2012pQ6043.

% The Likoonl language (Komba) is a Gurma language of Northeran@hpart of the macro language family of Likpakpg&lonkomba). The people
are called Bikom while the speech variety is bidnl. Both the people and the language are knownnigligh as Komba. They are part of the larger
Konkomba ethnic identity. In this paper the languagebe referred to as Ldonl and the people as Bikm.

* The process of translation included source textysiichfting in written form, community checks, coriant checks, and computer publishing checks.
5| am using the term “text.” However, | do not presuail translation involves a written text. The hastttcould be a recording or a transcript of a
performance, or even a text stored in memory.



new way of measuring translation quality based omcepts withinSkopostheoriéself. | had not done this at the time of the
formation of the translation brief. This paper igended to look forward to explore ways Bible tfat@s could measure

adequacy and quality during the production pro€ésam only looking backward at the biknl translation, which has already
reached the point of publication, to provide a pcat example with which | am familiar. | will alsaddress some of the ethical
concerns | have from usirf@kopostheorién Bible translation in a minority language andaimarginalized cultural context.

1.1 The ethics of this inquiry

Before moving on with the content of the paperhbuidd ask whether this inquiry itself is ethical.h@/ has the ethical
responsibility to judge translation quality and Wwiat standards? Simon Crisp has suggested thaistthie era of localization,
and that standards should be locally defined ratham universally applied (2013)n so far as the translation brief reflects the
host community’s desires, and in so far as thetopres| am asking actually represent and servéntts® community’s concerns,
then this could be an ethical process. Neverthelagsognize that | influence how | re-present toenmunity in my invested
representation of their concerns (Spivak 1988, E&ala 2011, 9). Therefore my judgments here arewryand only meant to
be suggestive for possible future directions arnddedinitive about the state of the bikal translation.

1.2 A description of Skopostheorie

Skopostheorieas an extension of Action Theory (Reil3 and Vern2€4:3), describes translation as trying to accor@igion in
the host context. Translations are motivated by some kihishtention. Therefore the initiators or commisséom of a translation
should tell the translators about the action theyiston the translation will invoke in the host ¢ext. Why translate this
literature? The formal expression of this intentésnit is imagined playing out in the host coniextalled theskoposor purpose
of the translation. FoBkopostheorighe translation of a text is a new publicationesv offer of information about a former offer
of information?

Producers may have intentions that may not besté&alin terms of local reception of their intentidhis then left with the
translator(s) to dialogue with the producer(s) akibe way the translated product will likely furaniin the host context. After
dialoguing about the translation instructions, thenslator has the ultimate decision whether or tooparticipate in the
translation. In section O below, | will discuss &dening the ethical decision of whether to traeslatinclude all the translation
participants.

1.3 Adequacy as an assessment of translation quality

The first translation issue to address fro@kapostheoriperspective is the use of the term “adequate”’raarker for translation
quality.

Skopostheorialethrones loyalty to the source text as sivee qua norfor measurement of translation quality (Nord 1997,
25)1° 1t considers complete equivalence between sourdéhast text to be too optimistic, especially witetomes to translating
different communicative functions (1997, 34-36, 8%)!' Rather than full equivalence there are gains assés in translation.
But this does not mean an abandonment of standardsanslation quality (Crisp 2013). Rather thanlation brief offers
criteria for how to measure the adequacy of a latios. The translation brief provides a place pmople to critique the
principles of the translation. It is also a plasalescribe and limit a translation’s scope fortthaslators.

When a translation is drafted or produced, thetamitext, recording, or transcript can now be messto see if it is adequate
to the instructions laid out in its translation dfri After the relationship between the host traiataand the translation
instructions has been described, the next stepdivogilito analyze how a translated text is or isawgbmplishing the intended
goals in the host context. See section 0 below.fdbtes of this paper is on measurement betweebribéand the host text. As

® In section 0 below | will discuss developing a atréined tool for checking a translation againsbiisf.

" Localization need not be understood as each corityrioeing a law unto themselves. Local communitlesbenefit by participating in dialogue with
other localities. They may be unaware of ways tageddeological issues which overtly or coverthiuahce them. However, prioritizing local agency
suggests that “consensus” for action is reachecedbtial level rather than imposed from the internatitmeel. See also section 8.4 below.

8 Rather than using the term receptor language or t@cepntext, | am following James Maxey (2011, 2048)o applied the metaphor of hospitality
such as host language, and host text, to Biblelatms. For the use of the term in translation stsdiee Bermann and Wood 2005. For an early usage
of the term see Sridhar and Sridhar 1980. For a bragelerof hospitality and translation in the thoughPaul Ricoeur as applied to Bible Translation,
see Shadd 2013.

® In this way,Skopostheoribears resemblance to translation as re-writing. Sesvesé 1992.

% Elsewhere | have discussed the ethical constrdiatsdurce text places on the translator(s), and howeestext interpretation should be described in
the translation brief (Esala 2013, 303-304). In pecactihave found that when translation is sensitivéocal interpretive concerns, 8&kopostheorie
suggests, it is possible to discover aspects ofabece text and context that had been previouslgreghor downplayed by interpreters with different
interests.

1 Skopostheorielescribes equivalence as a static judgment of eealak at certain communicative levels (Nord 1997, 2éthony Pym regards
equivalence as still relevant and necessary forlaams even though he sees equivalence as a siusadn (2010, 165).



part of the measurement, | will also consider thedlator’s ethical responsibility to circumvene ttnanslation brief, if ethically
necessary’ See sections 2 and 3.5 below.

2. Guidance for measurement in functional translation

In functional translation, a translation error idaflure to carry out the instructions implied ihettranslation brief and an
inadequate solution to a translation problem (Nk8€7, 75). | prefer to call them “potential tranigla errors” because it is quite
possible that the translators intentionally suleethe brief because of their ethical constraimtset loyal to the host audience or
to the source authorities. Or the translators nmaply have interpreted the hierarchy of the pritespin the brief differently
from the evaluator.

Within functional translation, translation problemasd translation errors are evaluated accordirggh@erarchy of importance
(76-77).Pragmatic translation problemare the most important. They depend on extra-éxXactors which are described in the
translation brief. | highlighted six componentspodgmatic error from within Nord’s description: isdation type, sender-specific
features of the original author, sender or receorégntation of the translation functional unitpder-specific features of time,
medium, and place. A pragmatic error cannot berdeted by looking at the host text alone. Insteaithaone with translational
competence needs to look at the source and thetéhdsh light of the translation brief (76). Thateans these crucial mistakes
are the easiest to hide!

Cultural translation problemsare culture-specific norms and conventions. | iified five types of cultural translation
problems in Nord’s writing: translation conventipntext layout conventions, genre conventions, goatonventions,
measurement conventions, and non-verbal behaviemef@l conventions include headings, titles, vieeibn, paragraphs, and
sentences. Translation conventions refer to whaiualiience considers “good translation.”

Linguistic translation problem®ccur when there are mistakes in language stmictuch as vocabulary, syntax, or supra-
segmental features such as discourse markers.allypiblord grades these errors as lower-level srrbowever, if these errors
affect the understanding or function or offend #luglience’s preferences such that a translatiomistion is affected then these
errors are raised up in importarice.

Text-specific translation problenase isolated to a particular source text: figurespeech, neologisms, or puns. They are text-
specific in that they are not part of a generalural convention.

Nord includes these four types of error. | wantrigestigate a fifth type of error, which Nord memts when she discusses
Skopostheorién relation to literary texts. These potential esrare related to special featureslitdrary translations(92-94).
Since the texts of the Bible have been analyzditiemary (Alter 1981; Rhoads 1982) with aesthetialural features (Wendland
2004, 2008), it seemed helpful to me to includes¢hfeatures as a potential source of error to fsewe iother four categories
already cover the factors brought to the fore leyghecial literary nature of translation. The dgsion Nord offers for literary
translation include: hermeneutical interpretatitext function, cultural distance, form and effefittional characters, and
intonation and focus.

So based on this advice, we ought to design oearek with a hierarchy of the translation problemsnind. If the translation
brief calls for an instrumental translation, theldems of cultural conventions are raised to a dridavel of concern than in a
documentary translatior.

What must not be missed here is that iBkapostheoridramework, pragmatic errors regarding time, medianmg place are
generally of higher importance than linguistic esrNord 1997, 76)° However, in Bible translation projects, it seemsrte the
amount of time, effort, and money spent on lingaisbrrespondence has far outweighed the amourdgsefarch put into issues
of medium, for example.

3. Research design

In designing the research, | utilized the Researdh Instrument Design Tool (RAID) (Nahhas, Keltathd Mann 2011), which
utilizes a “ladder of abstractiot?'to help the researcher ask the more abstract highel question and relate it to more concrete
measurable research probés.

2 |n Skopostheoriethe translator is not handcuffed by the translatioefbThe ethical constraint of loyalty is of a higleder than the translation brief

(Nord, 1997, 123-35; Esala 2013, 303-304).

3 Many Bible agencies have stories of entire printtadslations being rejected over what appear taiallbutsiders to be minor linguistic or cultural
issues such as the spelling of a name, or choieepafrticularly charged word. This illustrates how doyer-level” error can potentially be raised to
the highest level of importance.

Y For a discussion of instrumental and documentanystaion, see Nord 1997, 47-51. In relation to doimathg and foreignizing translation

approaches in Bible translation, see Esala 20133865For an argument that prefers foreignizing apgresin Bible translation, see Joubert 2002.

> Nord lists some situations where this may not leecéise. If the purpose of a translation is to tesguage proficiency or cultural proficiency, then
linguistic or cultural errors may be of higher imporearthan pragmatic errors.

8 The ladder of abstraction was adapted by NahhatglKend Mann from material found in De Vaus (1986).



3.1 Research purpose

The research purpose is to measure the presentatitext signs in the printed Liknl New Testament by comparing the
translation decisions to the translation instrutdion the translation brief. | limited my inquiry the book of Philemon.

3.2 Research goal and research question

The research goal is to identify and grade traiosiaérrors in the book of Philemon based on theahidy of translation
problems inSkopostheorieThe research question essentially turns this gala question: What is the severity of “trangati
errors” in the Likonl New Testament in th8kopostheoriframework?

3.3 Concepts and indicators

The concepts for measurement are the types oflataors problems or translation errors listed intset O above. The
descriptions that Nord gave for each type of tiatish problem helped identify the indicators. Thare several indicators for
each concept mentioned in the description above.

3.4 Instruments, probes, and criteria

For each indicator there should be an instrumeattool to help measure the indicator. The probesthe actual data collection
components that make up the instrument.” The ¢ait@re the specifications that lead to answeriegésearch question (Nahhas,
Keltall, and Mann 2011). It is helpful to decidesald of time what the answer to a criterion will méarelation to the research
question. So for instance, | indicate that a “yasswer means that there is not a translation earat,a “no” answer would
indicate that there is a potential translation erro

3.5 The ethical constraint of loyalty

When considering whether something is a translatioar, a researcher must keep in mind that irstkepostheoriéramework
the ethical constraint of loyalty is a higher oblign than the translation brief (Nord 1997, 123-ZBhus a translator may
circumvent the brief on purpose. In that casedtid not be a translation error, but an ethicalisiec. For each potential error |
attempt to consider this possibility.

4. Research methods

| designed instruments to measure each of theatalis under each rubric of translation problem.oflthese instruments were
administered either by me or another researcherwdmcompetent in translation principles and inlamguages of English and
Likoonl.'® See sections 0 and following in the Appendix f@ampling of these instruments. The book of Phileralmne was
used as a test case.

5. Reporting on the results

5.1 Concept 1: Pragmatic translation errors

Pragmatic errors are the highest order of err@8kopostheorieSix indicators of pragmatic translation errorsdisin section 2
were selected for comparison.

5.1.1 Summary of pragmatic errors
The tools | used under the rubric of pragmatic rermwere designed to highlight potential errors witspect to extra-textual
factors that impinge upon the way the host audisviteengage with the ancient communication.

The issues of time, place, and medium show no n@ajoblems as the text thoroughly appears apprepfat reading and
reception in church, which is the primary goaldisin theskoposof the Likoonl translation brief (Esala 2011, 8). The secondary
goal of the translation requires a broader sodialysis over time, which is beyond the scope of fliper® The tertiary goal for

" The RAID analysis for the questions relevant ts fiaper can be found below in the Appendix, sediiéFhe RAID tool was designed to be used in
sociolinguistic language survey. | think it is alggpeopriate for evaluating a text in its context asraef bySkopostheorie

18 While | designed the instruments to measure the itiguitranslation errors, the comparative analysis s by Weston Leibee, who speaks both
English and Likonl fluently, and who understands the linguistic vmdary and grammatical constructions well enoughdable to compare them as
they are naturally used in speech in both languages.

¥ The secondary goal is a social goal, which statesranslation should serve as a symbol of ethniccartural uplift and unity. This goal clearly
affects how the translation will function but is qudomplicated to assess because it involves pragineattural, and linguistic issues. An assessment
could include an analysis of social registers asadgghin the translation. It also would include ex@sttial issues such as the social effects of the
translation linked to annual gatherings of chiefs kadiers on the annual biénl Literacy Day, a social assessment of the Newanhesht's launch and
ongoing usage in diverse strata of society, the ection to locations and relative success or faibfreommunity-based literacy classes, usage in
schools. From the stand point of ethnic unity, aseasment could include the identities and involvenoé the translators, reviewers, and governing



the translation, which addresses issues of builtimgl” aesthetic featuréSinto the host text, was less clearly present @& th
translation.

The indicators of translation type and sender oeik@r orientation deal with translation typologig@fie instrument tries to
measure the host text to see if it exhibits cherétics of a documentary or instrumental transtatiThe Likonl translation brief
suggests the translation should be a homologousumsental translation (Esala 2013, 306). That maheshost text should
attempt to achieve analogous functions in comparnigith the source text.

The tool pinpoints the following areas as potengalors. | have correspondingly made suggestiomsinfiprovement.
Translators might consider explaining the practitbouse churches that meet in the homes of a aetwefsuch as Philemon in
the introduction or a footnote. Also perhaps theoituction could speculate on the possible soelaltionship between Paul and
Philemon so that hearers more easily catch thedeiature of Paul's request for Philemon to senés®mus to him. The
metaphor “fellow soldier” could have been changéith \&n appropriate cultural substitute to avoidumderstanding. Lastly, the
use of the word “spirits” in v. 25 may need to ledeted so as not to make the closing blessing yeantic. | do not think issues
of loyalty are relevant here, except possibly ia titanslation of the word “spirits.”

5.2 Concept 2: Cultural translation errors

Cultural errors refer to implicit cultural convemtis in the source and host contexts and their ifumt Because the translation
brief calls for an instrumental translation, cuttuerrors are of higher relevance at least equaragmatic errors (Nord 1997,
76). The indicators are listed in section 0.

5.2.1 Summary of cultural errors

My analysis reveals that the host audience’s peefss for how their Bible will relate to other tséations have been taken
seriously. The category of printed Bible fits thaythe Likonl Bible will appear in terms of its cover, papsection headings,
and versification. In relation to literary-rhetalaonventions, such as alliterationglusio, chiastic structures, and paronomasia
(Maxey 2005; Wendland 2008, 207-82), the transhativief called for the translators to consider giag over the artistic
(formal) features of the source text when they wiretorically (functionally) comprehensible in thest text. This has been
done. However, more work could have been done itd bip artistic features in the host text that filoxe in an analogous way,
especially when a literal translation of the souecé’s rhetorical features does not communicatk vieo often such artistic and
rhetorically potent features are simply dropped moidreplaced.

A greater consideration of appropriate non-verkedddvior in the host context must happen if thedieion considers how it
will be performed orally or in dramatic media thgbugestures of greeting, blessing, and entreafMsp, since there was no
direct host concept for the ancient genre of atetf recommendation between estranged parties &ttt 2008, 217-18),
perhaps by using the format of drama, a translatmuld explore adapting the host conventions fodiateng discourse as is
done in the chief's palace.

5.3 Concept 3: Linguistic translation errors

The analysis of linguistic translation errors rdsean undue reliance on the grammar of English,itig unlikely that these
potential errors will inhibit the translation froaccomplishing its objectives of reception and wséhie host communit§: See
section 0 below. However, these potential errorkemia clear that this is a translated text, notnsach conceptually but
grammatically. Lawrence Venuti argues that thia ositive thing, so that people recognize a textanslated and thus realize a
translator was involved and therefore not invisii®95). Venuti’'s claim will be discussed furtherdections 0 and 0 below.
Prior to further translation work, it may also beke the translators to test the linguistic comparisffered by this study to learn
which constructions are more natural and preferblest audiencéd.Additionally, a greater analysis of linguistic iggrs and
dialect choices might provide a better handle on bobtle or overt linguistic signals could more plgeffect social receptioft.

committees. It might also include an analysis &f titanslation in relation to cultivating intra-ethniwdainter-ethic peace or exacerbating conflict. As |
said, some of these indicators may have overt orrteigmals in the translated text itself.

20| recognize the difficulty in labelling a feature ‘@sal” or “written.” Scholars have shown that thésenot a closed set of features one can call oral
and not written. | am referring here to utilizingthre written translated text the discernible speectstegi used in oral performance of 44kl oral
poetries.

21| recognize, however, that a text can be rejecteal lnyst community for reasons that are not immediafgyarent to cultural outsiders.

22 A natural language corpus analysis may help reveahtt extent different grammatical options are usetié host language.

% How do dialect choices and signals of gender orabotass affect unity and acceptance or rejectionliffgrent strata of society? Are the dialect
signals varied or homogenous throughout the breadtheofranslation? Are the signals which are presemtived as psychologically inclusive or
alienating?



5.4 Concept 4: Text-specific translation errors

This concept refers to figures of speech, neologjsm puns that are unique to this type of texPhilemon we found a pun and
a figure of speech. The pun was lost in the trdisiawhile the figure of speech was adapted far kost context with
translational gains and losses. | don’'t see anyprrajors in this category.

5.5 Concept 5: Literary translation errors

Of the six indicators for literary translation ertisted above, only two indicators helped uncavew sources of error that were
not previously identified under other categoriebode indicators are the hermeneutical link betwtbenreal world and the
textual world, and the use of intonation and focus.

5.5.1 Summary of potential literary translation ers

Considering the hermeneutical link between theo®ik hearers’ real world experience of slavery and tévdgual world’s
depiction of slavery uncovered a new potentialreffbere is some similarity and some differencevieen these two experiences
of slavery. However, the paratextual informatioreslmot ask the readers to consider their own expesi of slavery in relation
to this text nor does it give any extra data altbetinstitution of slavery in the ancient worldnfidarly Nord’s analysis of
literary error helped me see that the translatmiicchave made greater use of marking intonatiahfaaus through features like
underline, bold, and italics.

Both of these potential errors may be due in paissues of loyalty to the host audience. The ligsle of slavery has the
potential to spark fighting between clans betwedw this is an issue. The use of bold, italics, amderlining would make the
text look different from other translations anddficult to teach new readers. | do not think thgstential errors will impede
the translation from functioning in the ways théebexpects. However, there should be some wayldoess the issue of slavery
that could bring about healthy dialogue. There ralsp be a way to address intonation and focus ¢frquerformance of the
texts.

6. Analysis of adequacy

In section 0 | summarized the potential errordmtbook of Philemon from &kopostheoriperspective and ranked them in terms
of importance related to the communicative functidthe host text. These potential errors are snbygestive and not definitive.
Based on that analysis even though there are stigge$or improvement, | believe the translatiorsidl likely to function in
most of the ways the brief expects. Therefore, i apinion, using the concepts of translation emad the hierarchy of
translation problems from within the writings of idoaboutSkopostheoriethe translation of Philemon in Liknl is adequate to
its brief.

7. Next steps for implementing Skopostheorie
7.1 Streamlining the tools

The next step | would like to take to develop theld used in this analysis is to streamline therthabthere is only one major
tool that helps translators think through potentiahslation errors from 8kopostheorigerspective. Such a tool could be used
on a book by book basis as a kind of checking aydhe translation brief. Also the tool might hiigiit weaknesses in the
translation brief so it can be improved throughgesa

7.2 Observing the function of the host translation

The next phase of implementing and evaluaBkgpostheorias an extension of Action Theory (Rei and Vern284:3) would
involve actual empirical observations of how thesthtext is functioning in its host context, and s also whether it is
positively engaging relevant theological, ethi@add religious issues in the host context (Gen2082, 197). Researchers should
not necessarily assume a linear relationship betw&ention and actual usage. They should leave dpe possibility that the
host audience can use a translation in ways unpatéd by the brief (Sanneh 1989; Dube 1999; Wee72 Before undertaking
such an inquiry, researchers should ask for whds ame they performing the inquiry, and whethey thave the responsibility
for such an inquiry?

8. Some ethical observations from using Skopostheorie

In this section | will address a few ethical isstieat have surfaced from implementigopostheorieThese issues are not
necessarily isolated ®kopostheorigbut could be relevant to the use of other traimidrameworks as well.

24| would like to thank Jim Laesch, the TranslatidneBtor of Lutheran Bible Translators, for highlighgithis ethical concern.



8.1 Transparency as openness to critique

Bella Brodzki has suggested that there are two waysderstand transparency in translation. Tranespaan mean invisible,
insignificant, devalued, and clandestine. It is thind of transparency that Lawrence Venuti argesslts in the marginalization
or invisibility of the translator (1995). Alternaély, | am using transparent in Brodzki’s secondyves describing open
operations whose methods are visible and accegsillé (2007, 8).

Opening the door to discussing our translation afens is important both in terms of self-criticismd openness to criticism
from outside the translation participaitsSuch a move forces us to think carefully and htpesbout the seriousness of
translating. However, in this power oriented wdrladmit that full transparency is not possible esidable. Some contexts and
translation initiatives may require less to be kgokebut in writing and more to be communicated adicq to the principle of
relational loyalty. Nevertheless, transparent atational operations are an ideal to work toward.

8.2 Defining “error” contextually and relationally

The relationship between transparent operationdeasribed in the brief and relational loyalty conie® play in the way
Skopostheoridefines translation error. The concept of error accliracy in our day presumes a printing press hvaitieh uses
a high degree of industrial precision in determgnivhat counts as the same or what constitutesrti@ioFoley argues that error
and accuracy do not have to be understood onlgrimg of textual accuracy as culturally defined iprinting press media
environment (Foley 2012, 36-39, Pathways Projedi12& Rather than relying on an objective static defimitof translation
error, Nord defines translation error as a failiarearry out the instructions implied in the traatiin brief (Nord 1997, 75). This
pragmatic definition is trumped by the translatathical constraint of relational loyalty to contergoeople who represent the
source text and host community (Nord 1997, 123EXgla 2013, 303-304). The benefit of this defimitamd its powerful caveat
is that translation accuracy and translation em understood in relation to the context and skeposdescribed in the
translation brief. Nord’s relational ethic surroimgl a written document is analogous to contempoveays of describing the
relationship between texts and oral tradition (F@612, 255-625’

8.3 Oral consistency versus computerized consistency

Despite what | see as potential ways to negotidferences of media irskopostheorieprinting press assumptions influence
applications ofSkopostheorieFor instanceSkopostheorigenerally assumes that it is good for a translatiobe intratextually
consistent. It seeks to apply translation in agpied, regular but not rule-based fashion (Nor87,%8). This is logical—if it is
good to translate this way once, why not alwaysdii@e the same way? However, in applications @gdrfor an oral dominated
context which interpret consistency in a less wgsrway, it is possible to create a seskafpoiwhich would allow for variations
within a functional translation unit. | will go fidwer to suggest that the printing press makes latiais producers work towards
consistency in their texts in ways that are notrappate for contexts that are dominated by an oradium of communicatioff.
Once practitioners recognize that the ideologyhefgrinted text does not have to dominate in predantly oral communicative
environmentsSkopostheoriean be leveraged to prioritize the ideology of pheferred medium.

A similar issue came up in my analysis of functiotranslation units. Despite the desire to be csiesit, some variation
within functional translation units may be helpfat reasons of compromise among different factionsimply another way of
doing things that might strike individual preferescdifferently. We need to consider the possibitifytoo much industrial
consistency in our use 8kopostheorier any translation approach in the post-Gutenbeag

8.4 Domestication, foreignization, and language status

The next issue | want to consider is h@&@kopostheoriedeals with the issue of language status. Translasioidies and
postcolonial theorists are very concerned with dssaf language power. Translation theorist AnthByyn has claimed that
functionalism, of whichSkopostheoriés a subcategory, generally assumes a languagéitgquiaich patently does not exist in
the real world (Pym 2007, 208).

%5 Nord (2006) has also made a similar argument, angestsythat all translations are ideological whethey realize it or not.

% A great example of this is given by Raymond Perisohis discussion of Old Testament textual criticisbral sensibilities and oral aesthetics
regarding what constitutes sameness do not mattthwtie literate sensibilities (Person 1997, 603-604)is is especially the case with a printing press
view of accuracy. This is why Foley argues for a emmlbstract concept of accuracy to mean “taking ddmatier than defining accuracy exclusively in
terms of textual accuracy (Pathways Project 2011).

%" Foley conceptualizes the relationship of textyabirality, and electronic media agorasor marketplaces. This metaphor focuses on medizaas9l
of exchange that operate according to uniquely défindes relevant to the media marketplace. The mddgetp are not mutually exclusive, but
overlap and relate to each other, and yet each npdakethas an inner logic that shapes the exchangishlto acknowledge the presenters at the
Intersemiotic Translation Seminar 3, “Bible Translatiathways: Oral Tradition and New Media,” St. Lo€), September 30—October 4, 2013. For
this paper, especially relevant was the contributfoban Fitzgerald.

%8 This may even be true for dominant languages likie€se (Peng, personal communication.)



In this vein, postcolonial theorist Talal Asad leagued that languages are not all equal in ternisedf tendency to colonize.
Asad points out those languages with lower statdsless power from the developing world are mdeelyi to submit to forcible
transformation in the translation process (1986-38). Asad’s observation about submitting to foleitransformation shares
some aspects of Lawrence Venuti's critique of ddioatng translations, where host texts transfameform and content of the
source text to the extent that they hide the faat they are translations, making it sound aséftthnslation is a natural text in
the host language. Venuti argues such translatiender the translator invisible (1995, 1-2). Béfleodzki engages Venuti's
critique by wondering whether the host languageagbiexercises undue power in relation to the sdargguage. Are not other
ideological positions possible in specific trarislas (2007, 9Y% For example, Robert Young has suggested that whaslating
from a colonizing language such as English intelarized language, a domesticating strategy thatifizes the host language
may be appropriate (2013).

Bible translators can further consider how languggsver and status might affect translation methoghl While
Skopostheoriencourages the local community to decide how td @éh language hierarchies in their translatioratgy, the
manifest problem is that the community may be Igrgmaware of their choices, and likely feel powsd to go against the
ideological flow. The choice to use an instrumergtateignizing) or documentary (domesticating) slation typology is not
ethically neutral. Such choices have ethical ingtlans in the local culture that ought to be coesid in the shaping of the
translation brief° Issues of cultural power and language status,onbt translation typology, should come into thelalje
surrounding the specific applications kopostheorigo help translation participants consider how thieanslation choices
submit to and/or subvert established hierarchiesteMesearch needs to be done on the specifictisitgain which existing
translations engage institutions and issues of p@med what effect the translations have on cul{@entzler 2002, 197). See
section 0 above.

8.5 Shared responsibility

The fact of language and cultural inequality reseahy it seems unfair to me to suggest that thestasors alone must bear the
ethical weight of whether to translate a text ot, mspecially when the balance of power betweenirthiating and funding
agencies is not equitable (Pym 2012, 167). Translairganizations cannot expect that cultures asmktators will always look
out for the best interests of the host culture. fings the ethical responsibility of whether and howranslate should include the
translation producers as well as the translatasndlation participants may not be aware of theeissf language status unless
the methodology they are using considers languagessas relevant to translation methodology.

8.6 The translation brief as mitigating the consuming of colonial bombs

For me personally, it was the postcolonial critiqgieviusa Dube (1999) that influenced me to posiyivansiderSkopostheorie
and in particular the translation brief as a lotmusddress and mediate postcolonial concerns. Dabeclaimed that missionary
translators have been complicit with colonialisndl @mscribed in their translations ways of denigrgtthe colonized culture and
worldview. She calls this consuming the coloniatito

It would be naive of me to suggest that making srietentions more explicit helps avoid inscribitge tcolonial bomb in
translation. Setting skopos creating a translation brief, and following thgbuon a brief in an ethical relationship of loyadty
not protect against that. After all, we are ofteraware of our own sin. There are forces at woith@postcolonial world that are
larger than all of us.

However, in writing the brief we are making an &t to be ethical to the best of our ability, todedf-aware, and to address
challenges placed before us on the front end. @dbginning, along the way, and at the end of gyevwee must trust the Spirit—
some of the bombs being set (wittingly or unwittingnay actually be liberating in ways no one caticipate (Sanneh 1988).
That is not an excuse to be lazy, but rather agrition of our human limits and propensity to fut in so far as we are aware
of ethical issues, the translation brief and relal loyalty are concepts translation participacés use to promote better
translational, ethical, and theological dialoguessen multiple parties who stand equal in their gmwn humanity before God,
but who also stand in asymmetric power relatiorshighe world.
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Appendix

The following are samples of the research desigd @wols | used to address translation quality franskopostheorie
perspective?

1. Sample of Research and Instrument Design tool (RAID)

Purpose 1Assess the selection and presentation of terssigthe printed Libonl New Testament by comparing the translation
decisions to the translation instructions in tlestation brief.

Goal I Identify and grade translation errors in a sébecbf the New Testament in the bill (aka Komba) language based on
the hierarchy of translation problemsSkopostheorie.

Research Question What is the severity of “translation errors” lretLikoonl New Testament iSkopostheoriélamework?
Concept 1 Pragmatic errors exhibit a lack of awarenessefttanslation situation. They are extra-textuahature. (Note these
errors are generally of the highest imporSkopostheorieThey are also generally invisible to a reader vghanly looking at the
host text.)

Indicator 1 Translation type: instrumental or documentarpstation of a functional unit of translation foutioughout the
New Testament

Instrument 1 Have a translation/linguistic expert read a pgyee (Philemon) and mark all aspects that canneatdogpted as
they are, but need to be explained (documentargilapted (instrumental).

Probe 1 Mark whether an item was mistakenly adopted &d5whether there was a documentary explanatichefource
situation, or whether there was a functional adaptan the direction of the host culture.

Criteria: If adopted as is, was this adequate to the bNef2 potential error; if it was adapted, was thismie adequately? No
= potential error

Concept 2Cultural translation errors

Concept 3Linguistic translation errors

Concept 4 Text-specific translation errors: figures of sgigeneologisms, puns
Concept 5Special features of literary translation errors

2. Concept 1: Identifying and evaluating “pragmatic translation errors”

2. 1 Indicator 1: Translation type

In this measurement, | as a translation/linguiekpert read a pericope (Philemon) and marked &#aosl units that are potential
translation problems, which if adopted as they aray need to be explained (documentary), or they mequire adaptation for
the host context (instrumental). | then lookedathetranslation decision to see if the unit wasdiated as is or if it was adapted.
In each case | asked myself whether the “as isist®et or the “adaptation” decision was adequat¢hm instructions in the
translation brief. | also considered strategiebridge gaps in footnotes, book introductions, araexplanations in the text.
Finally, | also considered the translator’'s ethimahstraint of loyalty before identifying a trart&a error.

32 For the full Research and Instrument Design Tool whimrers five concepts, and for the full array of tdaksed in this analysis, please contact the
author.



Note: All of these binary judgments are not as hjir@s they seem. The criteria are often mixed aylire an “is this
adequate” kind of answer. | only say “no it is moiequate” when it is going against the instructiohthe brief, and when it is
clearly going to bring some misunderstanding inrttied of the audience.

Table 1. Translation type

ge

O]

WS

Number| Verse Description 1 2 3 Comments
Adopted As | If 1isY, was If 1is N,.was It
is? (YIN) this adequate?p domesticated
) adequately?
Y=2 Y = good Y = good Explain error analysis.
N=3 N = erroi N = errol
1 1-2 | author/ addressee conventipn Y Y So.urce convention adopted, with slight
adjustment to receptor.
. Strange for Paul as a Christian to be a
2 1 prisoner Y Y . . P -
prisoner; handled in introduction.
Some may not realize metaphorical
3 2 fellow soldier Y N usage; an adjustment could have been
made while retaining the metaphor.
4 2 church in your house v N The concept of house church is not
explained
5 5 love. faith N v Nouns turned to phrases; reorder faith
and love.
Key term consistent throughout,
6 5 saints N Y emphasizes chosen people, “set apart”
idea.
7 6 source assumes verb from 4 N v Verb repeated for hearers, host langua
adaptation.
. . . . Fellowship is described as “sharing”
8 6 fellov_vshlp of faith (rich point Y Y faith, can also mean tangible items, not|
of koinonig .
only evangelism.
Followed NIV, translators also claim
9 7 refreshed the bowels of saints N Y “hearts” has to do with tangible physica
support.
1C 8 discourse brea“therefor(’ Y Y
11 9 appeal on basis of love v v Appeal in Greek is similar to “I beg you
in Komba.
12 9 | Paul — self reference v v ngh_llghts emotion, foregrounds his eth
for his request.
an elder who is a prisoner for Brings out pathos and dissonance of
13 9 - Y Y 2> e
Chrisi Paul’s situatio.
14 10-11| meaning of Onesimus N v Footnote describes meaning which sho
upinw. 11 and 2.
15 11 | useless / usef Y Y
16 11 | metaphorical use of “son” Y Y
Reordered in way that brings out the
17 12 | focused word order N Y tension for Kombas.
18 12 | whois my heart v v Slight addition of the word “heart perso
makes more cle.
19 13 | hypothetical / pathos N v fFierzi)rdered, the hypothetical is brought
2C 13 | mitigated wisl Y Y
21 14 | deferential to Philemon Y Y Communicateslwel
22 15 | hypothetical reasc Y Y
23 16 slave to dear brother, man v v The social implications are clear.
and brother
Change fellowship to fellow worker
24 17 | fellowship N Y (picks up on a theme from elsewhere in
letter).
2E 18 | wronged yo! Y Y
26 18 | debt Y Y Cost of a slave clear.
27 18 | chargeitto m N Y Let the debt or cost follow .




=)

28 19 | Paul officially signs debt Y Y

29 19 | Iwill not say N Y | will not think.

30 19 | yourself to me you owe N v ;/I'gl:e host text makes this stronger, | ow

31 20 | Onesimus play on words N Y Footno_te inv.11 pIu_s use of word in
v. 12 picks up meaning in v. 20.

Paul wants something from Tangible item linked to spiritual
32 20 - Y Y
Philemon refreshment, same phrase asv. 7.

33 21-22| two statements are connected Y Y Paragraphing highlights that these are

connected.
. Does the audience realize this may be

34 21 | you will do more than | ask Y Y hint in v. 13? MaybeL eft implicit.

35 22 | prepare a guest room v v This is a bit of a accountability, Paul wil
follow up on this.
Host text makes God as actor explicit i

36 22 | | hope to be granted to you N Y passive verb.

37 23-24| greetings from others Y Y
This seems to be a bit of Christian-ese.

L The convention is familiar because of

38 25 | your spirits Y N church culture in English. Not very

natural Kombe

is

The table has identified two potential translatérors, numbers 3, 4, and 38. How highly do thexkria terms of misapplying

the translation type?

2.2 Indicator 2: Sender-specific features of thigioal author
For this indicator | asked two main questions. tFiw does the host audience’s knowledge or ldcknowledge about the
author affect the way they interpret the text? @d¢avhat attitudes are present in the author thetr¢ceivers may or may not
understand? | then created another table and Wwemigh the text of Philemon asking myself thesestjales. For every issue |
identified, | looked at the host translation to sd®t they did. Did they translate as is? If so Wed adequate in the new host
context? Did they make an adaptation, or provigmsmental information in the text, a footnotejrothe introduction?

Probe la:How does the host audience’s knowledge or ladknofvledge about the author affect the way theyrjpmt the

text?

Probe 1b Is this a problem that is addressed in the intatidn, a footnote, or supplemental material? ffoiged = potential

translation error.

Probe 2a What attitudes are present from the author tiatéceivers may or may not understand?

Probe 2b If they cannot understand the attitudes, howha tovercome? If ignored = potential translatioroerCheck
loyalty concerns.

Table 2. Sender-specific features of the original author

Number, | Verse Issue Indicator 2 Indicator 2 Indicator 2 Indicator 2
Table 1 () Probe l1a Probe 1b Probe 2a Probe 2b
1 1 No mention of Paul's status or Probably miss Ignored Possible Ignored
credential may indicate a lower this point, though eschewing of
status vis-a-vis Philemon or an it is normal for conventions
eschewing of conventic them as we regarding title
2(0) 1 prisoner Strange for Paul,lt is not Paul mentions | Ignored, but
as a Christian, to| mentioned in this| this humiliating | picked up in
be a prisoner. book intro, but in| thing. other Pauline lit.
others.
3(0) 2 fellow soldier They may not | Ignored None
realize
metaphorical
usage and think
Paul is a soldier
of some kind.
4 3-7 Paul’s attitude as paterfamilias: | Well-understood Paul's Well-understood,;
blessing, concern for the well-being in culture responsibility to | their elders act this
of the saints bless, provide | W&y




5 8 Paul's authority Understood Mentions right| Well-understood
without enforcing
it is still a weaker
form of volition.

6 9 Paul’s situation as elder and prisoner Instills Understood Perhaps: Paul is | Understood
sympathy— implicitly saying really the | implicitly
should be. youth should be

suffering this on
Paul’'s behalf.

7 10 Paul’s appeal for O as an elder Instills a Understood Paul is hinting Understood
necessity to implicitly that O. is
acquiesce in valuable to Paul
Philemon— not only Ph.
should b.

8 11 useless useful, change in Onesimi§he more they | Footnote Paul is potentiallyThere is a

value read Paul the being a bit footnote in v. 10
more they may subversive; this | that may help
realize heis a may not be a here.
great crafter of normal begging
rhetoric and is Philemon to
“up to forgive O, but
something” here. something more.

9 12-13 Paul’s love for O Paul is an apostlédnderstood Paul seems to s@iyotentially
a pastor, and the he would rather | understood
do mediate keep O with him.
conflicts. (veiled reques

10 14 Paul acknowledges PH’s right to | This is inline Understood

consent. what they would
expect of Pa

11 15-16 speculation as to why God allowed They would Understood This is possible | Understood

to run away expect Paul to and would be an
bring God’s acceptable
perspective in. solution to Paul

(on these terms).

12 17-19 Paul is “paying” Philemon for Shows Paul’s Understood

Onesimus great charact.

13 20-21 Paul’s wish for a benefit Paul wants This may or may

Philemon to not be

release O to him | understood.

to come back and Kombas are goog

work with Paul. | at subtle
communicatior

14 22 prepare a guest room Paul wants to| Understood Paul is Makes sense to
retain a relation threatening/remin Kombas.
with PH over this ding that he is
issue. likely to come

and check up.

Analysis Problems that may not sufficiently be dealt witblude numbers 1, 2, 3, 9, and 13.

2.3 Indicator 3: Receiver or Sender orientatioraofertical translation unit
In this instrument | broke up the text of Philerminto functional units following Nord’s suggestio(f997, 68-72). The sentence
is broken down into phrases, noun phrases andpledses that cohere conceptually. Then each chuogherent unit is marked
for the type of information it carries. Nord iddi@s four functional units: topic, features specifd the type, sender orientation,
and receiver orientation. | did this first for teeek text followed by the host text. The goal herto see how functional units
are represented at different levels of communicadiod how they correspond to each other in thececamd host texts.

Thematic: ®1ALL CAPS
Features specific to the text type: Underline.

Sender orientatioritalics

Receiver orientatiorBold



Probe 1 Where are the same functional units being usetifierent ways to serve the same global purposetaisolve the same
translational problem?
Criteria: Attempt to identify these in Philemon.
Probe 2 Does this recognition of global patterning suggebetter solution?
Criteria: yes = potential error. No = no error.
1 * Iadrog déoutoc Xpiotod Inood Ikai Tipd0goc 6 adelpoc® IDUWOVL T dyemnTd /kai covepy®d Mudv 2 * kol Aneig i
aderofil fkai Apyinne 1d cveTpaTidTy MUdV /kai Tij katr’ olkdv cov éxiinoia,” 3 * IXAPIS YMIN KAI EIPHNH/ Gmd Og0d
TOTPOS NUDV /Kol kKvpiov Inood Xpiotod.
\p w1 Min Pool, wan yeuloondiikior Masiya bu-n,hinti na a bigTimoti / le sosb kugban nan,
\p Ki tenn ti jo kpaarimoan, Filemon / wan ye titoontunn kpiegin, w2 / nin ti ninsa Apifie, / nin Achipusi wan ydi
totogkpieg / nin biwonjiem a lagw ban lagin a niinnin:
\p w3 Ti Baa Uwonboar / nin ti Yudaau YisaMasiyd a NYUNYUNBASANL NIN NPOSOON / li be ni bu.

Thematic orientationGRACE AND PEACEends up having the same focus in both texts,thstreordered linguistically in the
host text.

Text-specificThe person who writes the letter and the persbo rgceives the letter is also thematic orientatioGreek this
is marked simply by case and a knowledge abouig#ree of letter writing. In Libonl we had to show explicitly who was
writing the letter and who was receiving it by aaglverbs. The underline is bolded because it stspesial receiver orientation
in the host text which the source text does nothav

Sender Orientatioms marked in italics. In Greek | marked everythietated to Paul and his sender orientation icgalAny
concept that would have been foreign in the Meuditezan culture (insider language for Christiang)sb marked as sender
orientation. This would include Christ and churéi.the host text more data are in italics becahseetis more that appears
foreign to the Bikom hearer than it would to the original Greek heasach as “fellow soldier” and “church that meets/our
home.”

Receiver Orientationin the Greek text | marked everything that wasmted towards Philemon and the original recipiefits
the letter, such as Paul's use of the prefis- “fellow” which highlighted the equality between Pauld the recipients. | also
included terms like familial terms, the Greek wofds God and Lord that would have been familiathie audience as part of
Mediterranean culture. In the ikl text there are many words or phrases that wededito help the new recipients understand
the text, as well as the same familial terms ara @bcessible terms for God and Lord which are fthenreceiver cultural
worldview.

Analysis What | discovered is that if | define the recesvas those people who represent generic Meditaraoulture then
the receiver orientation becomes clearer in itsespondence to the Bikm audience. If however, one assumes Philemon and th
house church as the standard for receiver orientatien the comparison breaks down. The origineipients obviously
understood the letter as complete insiders. Theitielednean cultural readers who heard the letter &f was distributed more
broadly did not immediately share the insider laaggiof Paul and his community. They had to be dhiced to it through the
letter. Imagining early Mediterranean recipientsthire way puts them in an interpretive positionténms of familiarity and
strangeness that is quite similar to the moderndikaudience.

2.4 Concept 3: Linguistic errors
The goal of this tool was to identify where the thiext may have used unnatural grammatical constng according to host
language standards.

Table 3. Unnatural constructions in Likaanl

Table Number | Verse Issue | Suggestion Is this unal@tur Is this understandable?
1 1-2 listing recipients using Repeat the verb Breaks host Yes, but wrong cultural
“and” each time you add & convention. Thisis | convention.
recipient. actually a cultural
error, not linguistic.
2 4-5 nan bu-ncausal Move the causal Yes. The translation | Yes, but it is not as natural
construction marker to end of thel appears to be and appears a bit clunky.
cause. imitating the English
word “because.”
3 7 verbs into gerund Use the direct verb.| No. Perhapsthe | Yes. It may be a style
noun translation is a bit preference. Some corpus
more “marked” as it | research would help to see
stands. how often the gerund is
used




4 10 marking time Move the time No. Yes. Again a corpus study
reference in a relative| reference to the end would help to see what is
clause of the clause rather more natural.

than at the
beginning.

Since none of the constructions inhibit understagdive can say that they hopefully will not affeloe toverall communicative
purpose. And | can say many of the suggestions dispeissed in the translation process. That isyothe translation team and
the reviewers were aware of these issues. Neveghel believe these potential errors should béuated in terms of host
community preferences before moving forward intfarttranslation.



