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Abstract: This article focuses on the most important modeiscognitive processing in
translation studies. First, the main general modelsprocess-oriented (Holmes, 1988; Bell,
1991; Honig, 1991; Gile, 1995; Kiraly, 1995) ancetha cognitive model in a specific problem
(Moghadas, 2014) are presented. Studies in tralslaprocess can reveal a more complete
picture of a translator's mental activities whilarcying out a translation task. As the translation
universals are cognitive phenomena, the cognitivedets from researches in identifying
professional or expert processing patterns helpnga translators in pedagogy to visualize the
natural process of translation and improve the gyadf the final product.
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1. Introduction

Cognitive processes are the set of all meattdities related to attention, working memory,
remembering, producing and understanding langu@ageblem solving, decision making,
recognition, evaluation ,comprehension, etc. Hum@wgnition can be consciously or
unconsciously, intuitively such as knowledge odaguage or conceptually such as a model of a
language. The cognitive revolution in the 1950s 2860s brought renewed interest in higher-
level cognitive processes. Investigators have ttiedknow how problem solving, concept
formation and decision making could be explainedriggiating thought processes (cf. Ericsson,
2003, 2006). In recent decades, the empirical studsing a cognitive approach in translation
studies have focused on the mystery of the prosekappening in the "black box" of the
translator. This approach is related to processated or what it is called as ‘translation

psychology’:

While translation process research constitutesone of ‘translation psychology,’ in the
widest sense translation psychology can be seeanprise a great deal more than what
is happening in the translating mind during thagtation process (Jaaskeléinen, 2012, p.
2).

Translation process is what happens linguisticaliyl cognitively when the translator
renders a source text, formulated in a source gguinto a target text using the resources of a
target language. This process is a kind of prodeiaing because the answer must be
constructed from available information in memory abtained from the environmentFor
didactic purposes, a modef thetranslation process expressalé the characteristics of a
generaimodelof human communication, particularly componentscihiepresent identification
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of the problem and the strategies employed for Iproksolving (Bell, 1998). The key point
about research in translation cognitive processxgertise. Basically, researchers in this field
should start “from analyzing successful practiceoagprofessional translators to work back
from that to consider curriculum design and innmratin pedagogical practice, as well as the
needs of the translation profession for ongoindggasional development” (Fraser, 2000, p. 114).
To know the complexity of translational phenometh@refore, the researchers investigated on
various topics such as problem-solving strateg@a#ieria for decision making, unit of
translation, conscious processing, uncertainty mament in translation, etc. But the analysis of
the translation process involves a great deal ofptexity:

The difficulties related to the investigation oéttranslation process are magnified by the
different phases through which the process unfadd by the complexity of the
interwoven abilities and forms of specialized knesde which play an integral part in it
(Hurtado Albir & Alves, 2009, p. 54).

As the earliest formalized model of the translagwocess, Nida (1964; see also: Nida and
Taber, 1969) provides a model based on Chomskyisrgéve- transformational grammar. The
model has three stage system of translation (asalymnsfer and restructuring). The basic
structural elements are kernel sentences which teisibtained from the source text surface
structure. Likewise, Seleskovitch (1968) and Ledét981) are pioneering researchers in taking
a cognitive approach to translation process. Thepgses the theory of sense or the Interpretive
Theory of Translation (ITT) to identify three intelated stages of translation/interpreting
process: 1) Understanding ( the process of gengragnse, involving both linguistic knowledge
and some other cognitive inputs including encyatiipé&nowledge and contextual knowledge;
2) Deverbalization (the non-verbal synthesis rasgilfrom the process of understanding; 3) Re-
expression (the work of both linguistic and norglirstic knowledge to express the intended
meaning in the target language). Later, Delise 2)98Ided a fourth stage to thermgmely,
Verification (the translator revisits and evaluates target text). After that, scholars have ttied
propose some more models for mental process afrahslator by use of psycholinguistics and
cognitive sciences. In the following, the main citige processing models of translation are
presented briefly.

2. Cognitive models

2.1 The serial and structural planes

Holmes (1988) sees the translation proceb®tisa serial and a structural analysis-process in
which the product and process of translation mestdzognized as a unit. He agrees with a
distinction between the product-oriented and thecg@ss-oriented study of translating. But he
believes that the nature of the product cannot r#erstood without a comprehension of the
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nature of the process. In other words, the onkagésult of the other. He proposes a model for
translation process that takes place on two plahesserial and structural (figure 1):

...after one has read a text in time, one retainsaaay of data about it in an
instantaneous form. On these grounds, it has mecently been suggested (though
nowhere, as far as | know, clearly set out in mdoleh) that the translation of texts (or at
least of extensive texts, or at least of complexts)etakes place on two planes: a serial
plane, where one translates sentence by sentem#deg atructural plane, on which one
abstracts a ‘mental conception’ of the originalttéxen uses that mental conception as a
kind of general criterion against which to testreaentence during the formulation of the
new, translated text (Holmes, 1988, p. 82).
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Figure 1. Holmes’ Model

He mentions that the serial plane and structueaigpshould carry out respectively to create a
balance between the two levels. According to theshod, the serial plane is the level at which
the source text is transferred into a receptor ttexdugh a process of analysis, transference, and
restructuring and the structural plane is assessatinually during the translation process,
through multiple levels of processing. Then thides are determined:
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the first, that of derivation rules (DR), deternsrthe way in which the translator abstracts his
map of the source text from the text itself, anel thhird, that of projection rules (PR), determines
the way in which he makes use of his map of thegeoctive target text in order to formulate the
text, while the second, that of correspondencesr(&R) or matching rules (MR) or, if one
prefers, equivalence rules (ER) determines theivayhich he develops his target-text map from
his source-text map (Holmes, 1988, p. 84).

Holmes states that the map of the sourcewdkbe a conglomerate of highly disparate bits
of information. Then he presents three maps forcsotext: 1) Map of a linguistic artifact: it
contains contextual information; 2) Map of a litgraartifact: it contains inter-textual
information; 3) Map of a socio-cultural artifadt:contains situational information. In the case of
three types of information, the translator shoddks“correspondences with which to design his
target text map... or he starts thinkilgw am | going to translate this¢lbid, p. 85).

2.2 linguistic and psycholinguistic perspectives

Bell (1991) based on linguistic and psychalisgc perspectives, presents a hypothetical
model with two phases of analysis and synthesgui@ 2). Each of them has three stages:
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic processing. 8atliodel focuses on the psychological
information processing and both short-term and {@mg memories for the decoding of source
language (SL) input and the encoding of target dagg (TL) output. Moreover, the model
operates at the linguistic level of clause, prosgadoboth a bottom-up and top-down manner in
processing text.

In the phase of analysis, the first majogstes syntactic analysis of the source language tex
(SLT) by reading the text. It can be done by FL®dfient lexis store), FSS (frequent structure
store), parser (analyzing any clause) and lexiearch mechanism. In the second stage the
semantic analyzer has the task of ‘concept recbvederling of the syntactic structure of the
clause. In the third stage, the pragmatic proceskeuld isolate the thematic structure and
provide a register analysis of it. Therefore, theantic representation of the clause contains 1)
mood and lexical choices including lexical mearamgl uncommon lexis; 2) transitivity choices,
the logical relations based on the syntactic stinegt3) theme choices including indication of
markedness; 4) register features; 5) illocutionfange; 6) speech act. When the decision to
translate is taken at the phase of analysis, thet iis reprocessed by synthesizers distributed in
pragmatic (to map for suitable purposes, thematicctires and discourse parameters of mode,
tenor and domain), semantic (to carry the propmsdti content and produce a satisfactory
proposition) and lexicon-grammatical levels to beadled in a new writing system of the target
language text. However, no fixed order permitstthaslator to revise the process and previous
decisions constantly.
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Figure2: Bell's model of the translation process
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2.3 An ideal translation process

Honig (1991) presents a model for the mergality of translation processes on a passage
(figure 3). He explains the importance of his middetranslation pedagogy:

The main reason why many students and teacherarfiation are frustrated is that they
experience the complexity of their mental procesgkeie translating, but try to relieve
themselves of this complexity because they do eally understand the processes.
(Honig, 1995, p. 57; translation of Susanne Gopfgri

According to Honig, the source-text receptdiffers between ordinary readers in a non-
translation-specific situation and professionahstators who want to translate that text because
reception is influenced by the translation task/thave in mind. In this model, the translator’s
mental processing occurs in two different worksgadle uncontrolled workspace and the
controlled workspace. The translator’'s first ‘urelending’ of text takes place in the
uncontrolled workspace involves the activation @fnfes and schemes, which are structured
domains of long-term memory, in associative proeggsionig 1991, p. 78, 79). He mentions
that the translator will become aware of his tratish task by collecting and collating data from
his uncontrolled workspaces, the prospective target using the projected source text. This
leads to a macro-strategy which may take place morkess automatically for professional
translators or “very deliberately, possibly witrethid of translation-relevant textual analysis”
(Ibid, p. 80). Approved data may become part ef tdrget text in four different ways (Honig
1991, p. 80):

(1) As a linguistic reflex stimulated by the figdntact between therojected sfsource
text] and semantic associations in timeontrolled workspace

(2) As an automatic transfer from thacontrolled workspacafter a macro-strategy has
been worked out.

(3) As a product of a micro-strategy applied in ¢toatrolled workspacevhich has been
approved bynonitoring

(4) As a product of interdependent processes takilage in thecontrolled and
uncontrolled workspaces, whereby the final approval can be ithe uncontrolled
(automatic) or controlled (cognitive) processes.

During the translation phase, the processeldamnuncontrolled workspace are complemented
by an associative competence (or transfer competetie ability and knowledge about
translation, to complete the transfer process ftbenSource Text to the Target Text; PACTE,
2000). Then, decisions are evaluated in contralletkspace and leaded to a target text.
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Figure 3: Honig's model of an ideal translation process
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2.3 Sequential model

Gile (1995) proposes a model of efforts relaié to simultaneous and consecutive
interpreting, based on the concept of processipaaty stemming from cognitive psychology
(figure 4). The model of Gile presupposes a disitincbetween automatic and non-automatic
mental operations, which consume part of the psingscapacity available. However, the great
deal of researches showed that professionals cachshetween automatic processes in routine
tasks and conscious processing in new situaticgi@Eskelainen, 1999, 2009). Gile emphasizes the
non-automatic character of the mental operationd presented three types of effort in
simultaneous interpreting: (1) Efforts related igtening and analyzing, (2) Efforts related to
discourse production in reformulation, (3) Shortiememory efforts. He mentions that the
translation process is recursive, and the sevapksnay be processed simultaneously. To Gile,
the direction of translation and the languages lira@ will influence the process. Today,
scholars have illustrated that translation is noadr task and the mind keeps looking for
alternatives even after a translation problem leenisolved.
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Figure4: Daniel Gile’s Sequential Model of Translation
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2.4 A social (external) and a cognitive (internal) aityi

Kiraly (1995) presents a model of the trangiaprocess base on an external communicative/
social activity and an internal cognitive activithich draws on psycholinguistics (Figure 5). In
social model, the translator is considered an aqgparticipant in three interrelated situational
contexts, of the source text, of the TT, and ai@agr context.
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Figure5: A psycholinguistic model of translation processes
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According to Kiraly, cognitive (psycholinguistic)adel of translation is defined as follow:

The translator's mind is an information-processggtem in which a translation comes
from the interaction of intuitive and controlledopesses using linguistic and extra
linguistic information. (1995, p. 102)

The principal components of the model invol¢Esinformation sources, including long-term
memory, source text input, and external resouresas.,(reference books, data bases, native-
speaker informants, subject experts); (2) the tiveiworkspace, which is relatively uncontrolled

and subconscious; and (3) the controlled proces=nter.
3. Cognitive model for Specific problems

Studies on the translation process of spettéims confine the research problem very nicely.
Moghadas and Sharififar (2014) deal with the cagaiprocess of problem-solving to translate a
neologism as a specific problem in the source ligxising TAPs. Then it is possible to identify
all the material in the TAPs which relates to {hsticular item and its translation. They present
a cognitive flowchart model for the translation gges of neologisms in ideal situations (figure
6). They use the famous coding scheme of Kring8§l%nd Gerloff (1986) with some
modifications as strategies of problem solving gmdblem indicators, to analyze the data
obtained from their professional participants.

The model starts with the visual recognitiontlee neologism in the source text. After
recognition, continuation of the process dependtherspecial storing information in LTM (e.g.
translation competence). Accordingly, this is theowkledge in memory which can help
constructing a justification of the solution foretiproblem. Then translator may use translation
aids immediately (comprehension) or he/she preferanalyze the linguistic aspects of the
neologism briefly. Before comprehension, the tratosl may draw an inference the neologism
meaning which comes back to his/her world knowleolgexperiences (it may happen only one
time in the process). After comprehension, thestetor may find out the solution(s) or it can be
done after linguistic analysis process. After pnéisg the solution or preliminary solution(s), the
translator monitors the progress of the problemisgland evaluates the solution. If the solution
is satisfactory, the problem solving process cotoesnd. If the solution is unsatisfactory, the
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translator feels the need of revision, or backhi&dlinguistic analysis or comprehension phase to
present another solution. The model shows thaptheess direction of linguistic analysis and

comprehension phases may be passed several tiormasbieginning to end (Moghadas and
Sharififar, 2014, p. 12).
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Figure6: A Proposed Cognitive Model of Neologisms Transiati
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4. Conclusion

Recently there is more attention for tranelatprocess research as a cognitive activity. To
avoid the subjective analysis, process-orientetramslation and Interpreting should apply some
of the concepts and methods of cognitive sciengedoh the translation universals and focuses
on the relationship between translation theory@nadtice.

The study of the process of professional’$fmm solving can lead to a deeper understanding
of what translation and interpreting looks like. A&askeldainen mentions (2012, p. 8) this is
necessary “to learn how translation experts exteheir own fields of expertise and how the
quality of their performance is rated in their owork, instead of using ‘academic’ quality
criteria only”.

Therefore the importance of knowing process has bégays emphasized in pedagogy:

.. it's absolutely essential to know as much ascase about the process, both in order to plan
the teaching in a good way, but also to focus empitocess and not just fill the classes with texts
that students have to translate and tell them liea¢ you translated like this and here you
translated like that, but instead actually helpdstis to gain insight into their own process,
because processes may vary between different pemnpleyou have to raise that awareness with
the student (Englund Dimitrova, 2011, p. 350).

The results obtained from most process rekeanndicate that the professional translators do
not use one single way of performing a translatesk and the complexity of the process of
problem-solving depends on the translation competeof translators. Therefore, scholars
believe that a translator training program shoutit teach students one specific way of
approaching a translation task.

Reference:

Bell, R. (1991)Translation and Translating: Theory and practi¢t®ndon and New York: Longman.
Bell, R. (1998). “Psycholinguistic/cognitive appob&s”,in M. Baker (ed), Routledge encyclopaedia of

translation studiesLondon: Routledge, pp.185-190.

Englund Dimitrova, B. (2011). “This led me to sténinking about how this happened, and what the
process”.An interview with Professor Birgitta Englund Dingtra, behind it would be, (by Elisabet
Tiselius. University of Bergen, Norway / Stockhd&Jmiversity, Sweden),in Methods and strategies of
process resear¢giAmsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Ericsson, K. A., & Simon, H. A. (1984/1993)rotocol analysisVerbal reports as data (revised edition).
MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.

Fraser, J. (2000jWhat do real translators do? developing the use To&Ps from professional

translators”, in Tapping and mapping the processes of translaind interpreting (eds): outlooks on
empirical research. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Johmdwrins. pp. 111-120.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjjes

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:2, April 2015

Gerloff, P. (1986). “Second Language Learners’ Repon the Interpretive process: Talk- Aloud
Protocols of Translation”. InJ. House and S. Blum-Kulka (eddfterlingual and Intercultural
CommunicationTUbingen, Gunter Narpp. 243-262

Gile, D. (1995). Basic Concepts and Models for Translator and Intetgr Training
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Holmes, James S. (1988). Translated! Papers omakytdranslation and Translational Studies.
Amsterdam: Rodopi,.

Honig, H. G. (1991). Holmes’ ‘Mapping Theory' anidetlandscape of mental translation processes. In
van Leuven-Zwart, K. & Naajkens, T. (ed$)yanslation Studies: The State of the Art. Procegslifrom
the First Jame$. Holmes Symposium on Translation Studiessterdam: Rodopi. 77—-89.

Honig, H. G. (1995)Konstruktives Ubersetzefiiibingen: Stauffenburg

Hurtado Albir, A.& Alves, F. (2009). Translation a&scognitive activity, in J. Munday, Revised Ed.
TheRoutledge companion totranslation studiesndon and New York: Routledge.

Jaaskelainen, R. (1999). Tapping the proc&asexplorative study of the cognitive and affectaaors
involved in translatingJoensuu: Joensuun Yliopisto.

Jaaskelainen, R. (2009). “Think aloud protocolsi, M. Baker and G. Saldanha (eds) Routledge
encyclopaedia of translation Studi&nd edition, Abingdon and New York: Routledge.280-3.

Jaaskelainen, R. (2012). “Translation psychologyOnline paper. Retrieved 13 may 2013, from
apps2.lessius.eu/hts/JAA-PSY.docx

Kiraly, D. (1995).Pathways to translation. pedagogy and procd&snt, Ohio: Kent State University
Press.

Krings, H. P. (1986). “Translation problems andh#fation strategies of advanced german learners of
French (L2)". In J. House and S. Blum-Kulka (edsderlingual and Intercultural Communication
TUbingen, Gunter Narr, pp. 263-275.

Lederer, M. (1981) La traduction simultanée, Pavisard.

Moghadas, S. M. & Sharififar, M. (2014). A Modelrf@ognitive Process of Neologisms Translation.
International Journal of English Language & Trantiten Studiesd/ol-2, Issue-1, 04-19.

Nida, E. A. (1964). Toward a Science of Translatiwith Special Reference to Principles and Procedure
Involved in Bible Translating, Leiden: E. J. Birill.

PACTE (2000). “Acquiring translation competence:pbtheses and methodological problems in a
research project”, In A. Beeby, D. Emsinger & Me®as (eds)nvestigatingtranslation Amsterdam,
Benjamins.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjiels

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:2, April 2015
Seleskovitch, D.(1968/1978). L'interprétedansle$émmcesinternationales: problémes de langage et de

communication, Paris: Minard, trans. (1978) asrpriting for International Conferences, Washington,
DC: Pen and Booth.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



