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REVISION AS A KEY STAGE OF THE TRANSLATION PROCESS

Summary. Being a part of professional translation,
translation revision is considered to be a means of translation
quality assessment. A translator should never call the translation
finished if it has not been checked. Quality in translation is
assessment of its strong and weak points and, therefore,
it cannot be taken for granted. Revision and translation
have many common features and at the same time these
processes are different. In foreign literature translation
revision is characterized by lack of consensus regarding
its terms and definitions. The majority of definitions may
be explained by the fact that translation studies sphere is
in a flux, so is the term “revision”. In the article revision is
defined as operartions used to check and improve the quality
of the translated text by eliminating grammatical, lexical ans
stylistic mistakes through the comparison of the target text
with the source one. The revision types are identified taking
into account different criteria. The following types have
been analyzed in the article: monolingual (or unilingual —
a revisor focuses on the translated text itself) and comparative
(or bilingual — a revisor constatnly compares the target text with
the source one); self-revision (when translators themselves
reread and revise their own translations) and other-revision
(a translation is read by arevisor); full and partial (the revision
of only some parts of the translated text). Their peculiarities
have been discussed. The number of steps of the revision
process have been examined. Having analyzed the scientific
literature on revision parameters those suggested by Mossop
(2014) have been reviewed being detailed and systematic, used
by revisors themselves and in the process of their training. The
process of revision has no clear boundaries and can occur
at any stage of translation, it is worth paying as much attention
to as the translation of the text itself.

Key words: translation, revision, types of revision,
revision peculiarities, revision paramatres.

Introduction. Being a part of professional translation, and one
of the biggest workloads of translation companies, translation
revision is considered to be a means of translation quality
assessment. A translator should never call the translation finished if
it has not been checked. Quality in translation is assessment of its
strong and weak points and, therefore, not something that should
be taken for granted. Revision and translation have many common
features and at the same time these processes are different.

Related research. A review of the scientific literature has
shown that since the beginning of the 21* century there have been
published some researches devoted to both theoretical and practical
issues of translation revision: differentiating between translation
and revision (Fordonski, 2014); introducing various methods of text
revision, correlation of revision procedure with error detection
(Ipsen and Dam, 2016). A few studies are devoted to different
types of revision and their peculiarities (Mossop, 2007, 2014;
Brunette, 2008; Gile, 2009); translators’ and revisors’ attitudes to

the translation revision (Scocchera, 2018). The impact of the revision
procedure and strategies on the revision product quality has also
been highlighted (Robert, 2014). There are practical researches
analyzing the way revision is carried out at some agencies and firms
(Rasmussen and Schjoldarger, 2011).

The article aims at analyzing the essence of translation
revision, its stages and peculiarities as seen by foreign researchers.

Presentation of the main research material. Lack
of consensus characterizes translation revision if it goes about its
terms and definitions as such of them are used to refer to this part
of translation process: “linguistic revision/editing, copyediting
and translation revision” [1].

Thus, Brian Mossop classified four broad types of the revised
work: copyediting (correcting pre-set rules), stylistic editing (tailor-
ing vocabulary and sentence structure to the readership, and creat-
ing a readable text), content editing, and structural editing. As for
the first ones, the author emphasized that it is the tasks that transla-
tors are most likely to be asked to perform. Another frequently used
term connected with translation revision is proofreading, which is
often used for any kind of linguistic checking, or mechanical slips
checking (typing errors, missing words, errors in page layout) [2].

Having reviewed the translation studies sources, we have
concluded the term under study is most often is defined as:

» careful analysis of a text in order to bring it into generally
accepted linguistic and functional criteria (Louise Brunette) [3];

* function of professional translators in which they find
features of the draft translation that fall short of what is acceptable,
as determined by some concept of quality, and make any needed
corrections and improvements (Brian Mossop) [2];

* all-embracing exercise, including features of proofreading
(layout, font, typos, punctuation), editing (rearranging and scrapping
text, adherence to house rules), reviewing (terminology, correcting
conceptual errors) and post-editing (machine translation) (Spencer
Allman) [4];

* checking linguistic correctness as well as the suitability
of a text’s style for its future readers and for the use they will make
of it (Brian Mossop) [5];

* the process of inspecting and correcting that is done by
a separate revisor (Daniel Gile) [6].

The majority of definitions may be explained by the fact that
translation studies sphere is in a flux, so is the term “revision”.

We define revision as operartions used to check and improve
the quality of the translated text by eliminating grammatical, lexical
ans tylistic mistakes through the comparison of the target text with
the source one.

The importance of the translated text being revised has been
also emphasized by Peter Arthen who stated that the revision should
be done by a person or persons other than a translator as “four
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eyes are better than two” [7]. Brian Mossop suppots the idea but
adds that revision is beneficial if only a revisor does not worsen
the translation by making wrong corrections [2].

There are some types of translation revision.

On the one hand researchers often mention monolingual
(or unilingual) and comparative (or bilingual) revision.
In monolingual (unilingual) revision a revisor focuses on
the translated text itself, check it for language and logic
and reffers to the original if questions arise. In comparative
(bilingual) revision a revisor constatnly compares the translated
text with the orinal. Though advantages of such revisions
are obvious still there are some disadvantages. Thus, Brian
Mossop supposes that comparaive revision sounds unnnatural
as actually readers do not go back and forth between the original
and translation. While going back and forth a revisor may
not consider the translated text as a whole but concentrate
on seraching for inaccuraces and errors. So, the translated
text may loose coherence and be illogically structured. Being
more time-consuming than monolingual revision, nevertheless
it allows the reviser to check for accuracy and completeness
of transfer [2]. On the contrary [sabelle Robert partly agrees to
the comparative revision taking more time, as after conducting
her research she concluded that it takes a third more time than
unilingual revision [8].

On the other hand, revision may be full and partial. Partial
revision presupposes the revision of only some parts of the translated
text (Mossop, 2014). This type is usually used when the time but not
perfect linguistic quality matters. Louise Brunette also advocates
for full revision [3]. In discovering errors full revision is more
useful and efficient.

In accordance with Kristen Rasmussen and Anne Schjoldarger
a full revision comprises both comparative and unilingual revisions.
The research shows that when deciding on revising the text such
factors as translators’ experience, difficulty of the text (terminology,
complex language), text genre, sphere of the text usage (if the text
is going to be seen by a large audince, published in some open
sources) and the importance of the client are paid attention to. As for
partial revision researchers list the following reasons of its usage:
1) the client does not want ot pay for revision; 2) the translation
is for informal use only or perfect translation is not rquired under
the circumstances; and 3) a translator is highly experienced
and unlikely to commit mistakes. We agree that usuing all available
and necessary translation tools and a translator being experienced
are definitely to minimize the amout of mistakes and thus eliminate
the urgent necessity of translation revison [9].

In an attempt to describe an “ideal” revision process, Paul
Horguelin and Louise Brunette identify a three-step activity
consisting of source text reading, followed by a comparative reading
of the source text and the target text (what they refer to as “bilingual
revision”), and finally the target text correction and re-reading [3].

However, Brian Mossop favours “unilingual revision,”
that is, the reviser’s reading of the target text alone, going
back to the source text only when the reviser detects a problem
and subsequently makes a change. Mossop says in this case it is
well possible to produce a translation that is not quite as close in
meaning to the source as a comparative re-reading will produce. On
the one hand, it will often read better because the reviser has been
attending more to the flow and logic of the translation. On the other
hand, reading translation without comparing it with the source text

is risky as passages may be omitted or mistranslated and the revisor
will not notice it [2].

Having conducted her research, Isabelle Robert suggests
the following four types of revision procedure used as variables:
one monolingual proofreading without consulting the source text,
except in doubt; one bilingual proofreading; a bilingual proofreading
followed by a monolingual proofreading; and a monolingual
proofreading followed by a bilingual proofreading. Following
data analysis and interpretation, Robert inferred that procedure
may indeed affect revision quality, revision duration and its error
detection potential [8].

Scientific findings of Hellen Ipsen and Helle Dam allowed them
to summarize revisors’ explanations of the process into the following
revision procedures including different numbers of steps [10]:

1) comparative revision — a one-step procedure implying
working on the source text and its translation. The portions
of the original are read before the corresponding target portion;

2) comparative revision and monolingual revision — a two-
step procedure comprising reading source text segments before
the corresponding target segments and reading target text segments
before reading the corresponding source segments;

3) partly comparative revision and monolingual revision—atwo-
step procedure. During the first stage a revise deals with the target
text referring to the source text only when doubts arise;

4) the combination of partly comparative revision and two
comparative revisions — a three-step procedure. During the first
stage a revisor deals with the target text referring to the source text
when in doubt; target text segments are read before source segments
during the second and the third stages;

5) the combination of source text monolingual reading,
translated text monolingual reading, comparative revision
and monolingual revision — a four-step procedure.

Moreover, revision may be classified into self-revision,
when translators themselves reread and revise their own transla-
tions, and other-revision where a translation is read by a revisor
who may be either a colleague, i.e. a translator, or a language
professional as a revisor needs to consider the interference from
the source language, check the omissions and mistranslations.

Brian Mossop singles out three separate stages, two of which are
specifically carried out through reading, in self-revision. At the first
stage the monolingual reading of a small extract of the translation
is performed. Such reading without looking at the source text can
assist to identify general language and style problems. The second
stage implies reading an extract of the translated text followed by
a comparison with the source text thus identifying specific omis-
sions and mistranslations an forming the overall idea of the trans-
lation quality. Self-revision makes it possible for a self-revising
translator to reconsider choices previously made or adopt different
strategies and solutions. The third stage is taking final decision on
specific issues or translation/revision problems that are particularly
hard to solve.

When performing self-revision, it is necessary to adopt alterna-
tive “distancing” strategies, which Andrew Chesterman and Emma
Wagner define as a stepping back mentally from what you are cre-
ating to get a better perspective on it, and they advise on strategies
that,when applied during self-revision, can produce a kind of artifi-
cial forgetting, a clearing of the mental screen in order to get a new
and fresh view on the translated text. Also, researchers propose
a set of efficient “reading strategies” for translators performing
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self-revision, namely: changing the medium (i.e. from screen to
paper), starting to read at some point in the middle of the document,
reading the text aloud to someone else or pretending to be someone
else while reading one’s own translation [11].

To our point of view, self-revision may happen both throughout
a process of text translation and as a separate stage of a translation
process.

While revising translation three its aspects are to be checked:
the degree of the original text formal consistency; the degree of for-
mal consistency in the target language; and the degree of meaning-
fulness and acceptability for the target audience.

To Krzysztof Fordonski’s point of view, when revising transla-
tion three major dangers may appear. Firstly, translating word for
word as by preserving exactly as it is in the original one is likely
to lose the spirit of the work, violate the syntactic norms of the lan-
guage. The depth and meaning of a literary work cannot be reflected
by a word-for-word translation. Secondly, it is translators’ and edi-
tors’ ignorance of the original meaning and language. Finally, it is
an abuse of power when translators cannot influence corrections
made to the text after their submitting it [12].

Having analyzed the scientific literature on revision parameters
we have come to conclusion that those of Mossop’s are detailed
and systematic, have been used in revisors’ training and other scien-
tists (Kristen Rasmussen and Anne Schjoldarger) used them when
conducting their researches and questioning translators and revisers
thus proving their efficiency.

So, speaking on the revision parameters, Brian Mossop
points to their such four groups: transfer, content, language,
and presentation. Mossop claims that all these parameters may
be applied to all types of revisions and it is a reviser who decides
which parameters are useful to meet the client’s requirements.
As for the first group, transfer, it means checking the trans-
lated text in terms of accuracy and completeness. A revisor is
to examine whether the message of the source texts has been
reflected in translation and whether a translator has avoided
unnecessary additions and omissions. Checking the content is
discovering logical and factual mistakes. There are two cases
when logical mistakes may arise. Firstly, the original was illog-
ical and the translator just followed the original. Secondly,
translators’ insufficient knowledge of the language may lead
to making such mistakes. Factual mistakes are those connected
with real facts, mathematics, notions, terms, and concepts. Lan-
guage group parameters is the most numerous and comprises
smoothness (correlation of the passages), tailoring (taking into
account readers’ education, ability to perceive the translated text,
knowledge, motivation), sub-language, idiom and mechanics
(proofreading). It is these parameters that influence the readabil-
ity of the translated text. In general, this group parameters are
aimed at checking the style, cohesion and linguistic errors. The
last group includes layout, topography and organization as it is
seen they are aesthetic aspects of translation [2].

Conclusions and prospects for further research. Although
the process of revision has no clear boundaries and can occur
at any stage of translation, it is worth paying as much attention to
as the translation of the text itself. To errer is human, so such factors
as inattention or fatigue can directly affect the quality of translation.
The revision of translations by a second translator may be consid-
ered as necessarily beneficial to its quality at the same time revi-
sion by another person can only assure quality if this person is truly
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competent and the translation/revision process is properly executed.
Furthermore, the improvements to quality that revision may bring
are not always worth the extra time, effort and cost. More impor-
tantly, when the revision process is poorly executed it can reduce
and even destroy the quality of the translated text. We are sure that
during performing professional duties translators develop and mod-
ify revision parameters considering customers’ feedback and their
professional experience. Without revision, the translated text may
not match the original meaning of the source text.

Our further research presupposes carrying out a questionnaire
for professional revisors in translation agencies aiming at finding
out the most efficient revision method and possibilities to reduce
the revision time.
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AdabGinoBa H. M. PenaryBaHHsl fIK KJIIOYOBMIl eTam
npouecy nepexJjaany

AHorauis. bynyuu cki1agoBoro poOOTH HaJl MEPEKIaioM,
pelaryBaHHs IEPEKIaJEHOr0 TEKCTy PpO3IISJaeThes K
OIMH 3i c1oco6iB oliHIOBaHHS Horo sxocti. Ilepexianay He
MOXKE BBaXKaTH IEpPEKIIajl 3aBEpIICHUM, SIKINO HepeKia] He
nepeBipeHo. SKicTe mepeknagy — e OLiHKa HOro CHJIbHUX
1 cnabKuX CTOpiH, a OTXe, BOHA HE MOXE CIPUHMATUCS SK
mochk caMo co0olo 3posymine. PemaryBanHs Ta mnepexniaj
MaloTh 0araTo CHUIBHMX DHC, aje BOJHOYAC Ii MpoLEcH
BiAPI3HAIOTbCS OUH Bif ofnHOro. Cepest 3apyOiHUX HAyKOBLIIB
BCE LI€ 3aJIUIIAEThCA AUCKYCIMHMM IMTaHHS BUKOPUCTAHHS
HEBHOIO TEpMiHYy Ha IIO3HAUCHHS IPOLIECY peAaryBaHHS
nepexany. ¥ CTarTi «pefaryBaHHsI» BU3HAUEHO SIK OIleparlis
3 IepeBipKM Ta IOKPAICHHS SKOCTI IEPEeKIaJeHOro
TEKCTYy I[UIIXOM YCYHEHHS TpaMaTU4HUX, JIEKCHYHUX
Ta CTWIICTUYHHUX IIOMHWJIOK IIIIIXOM 3iCTABICHHS TEKCTY
nepekiaay 3 opuriHaioM. B crarTi nmpoaHani3oBaHO iCHYIOYH
THUIU PefaryBaHHs, SIKi BU3HAUAIOThCA 3 YpaXyBaHHIM Pi3HUX
KpUTEpiiB. ¥ CTATTi NpOaHaIi30BaHO TaKi BUAU PElaryBaHHS:

MOHOJIIHTBalbHE (200 YHUTIHTBaJIbHE — PENAKTOp TPAIfO€e
0e3rmocepeaHBO 3 CAaMHM TEKCTOM MEepeKIIany) Ta MOPiBHSIbHE
(ab0 OiMiHrBaJIbHE — PEIAKTOpP TMOPIBHIOE TEKCT MEPEKIaIy
3 OpHUTIHAJIOM); caMopeaaryBaHHs (TlepeKiIagad caM NepeanTye
Ta pelarye BIAcHHH TIEpeKNaja) Ta peJaryBaHHs 1HIIOKO
JIOAMHOIO (TIePeKNIajl YUTAE PEIaKTOp); TOBHE Ta YACTKOBE
(pemaryBaHHSI JHIIE JESKAX YacTHH  IEPEKIaIeHOro
Tekery). OKpecieHO O0cOOMMBOCTI BHINE3a3HAYCHHX THITIB
penaryBaHHs. Po3DITHYTO erTamu TIpolecy pelaryBaHHS.
[poanamizyBaBui HayKOBY JiTepaTrypy IHOAO ITapaMeTpiB
peaaryBaHHs, BCTAQHOBIICHO, IO 3alpONOHOBaHI Mossop
(2014) mapameTrpu € HneTaTbHHAMH Ta CHCTEMAaTH30BaHUMH,
BUKOPUCTOBYIOTECSI SIK B TpOLeCi PoOOTH PEIaKToOpiB, Tak
1 y mpomeci ix mpodeciiiHol miarotoBku. PemaryBaHHs He
Ma€e JiTKHX MeX 1 Moxe BimOyBaTHCs Ha OyJb-sKOMY eTami
nepekyany, WoMy BapTO NPHUIUATH HE MEHIIE yBaru, HiX
BJIACHE TEPEKIIaay CaMOr0 TEKCTY.

KirouoBi cioBa: mepeknan, penaryBaHHs, BUAU
penaryBaHHs, OCOOJIMBOCTI  pelaryBaHHs, IapamMeTpu
penaryBaHHSI.
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