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Interpreting, translating, transferring: Introducing the
collection Pragmatics and Translation

Miriam A. Locher*, Daria Dayter**, Thomas C. Messerli*
*University of Basel, **Tampere University

Abstract

This introduction positions the themes of the collection within the field of
pragmatics and translation studies. It outlines the breadth of the field from
interpreting to sensory translation and discusses novel papers in four
different parts. In the first three parts, translation is defined as involving at
least two different languages, and the chapters focus on pragmatic processes
and issues that surface in translation practices. The first part focuses on
interpreting; the second part centers on the translation of fictional and non-
fictional texts and spaces; the third part discusses audiovisual translation;
and in the fourth part translation processes are explored in a wider context
that includes translating senses and action into language in connection with
experiencing and preparing food.

Keywords
Pragmatics, translation, interpreting, audiovisual translation

1. Introduction

Studying linguistic phenomena around translation processes and outcomes
IS not new per se: The field of translation studies has a long-standing
tradition of drawing on pragmatics to work on spoken and written
translation and interpreting (cf. Nida 1964; Jager 1975; Hatim &Mason
1990, 1997), and within linguistics, a pragmatic focus has been applied to
translation contexts as well (see, e.g. Hickey 1998; House 1977, 1998, 2016,
2018a/b; Kranich 2016; Sidiropoulou 2021). However, in tune with Tipton
(2019:1), we believe that it is still timely to present a collection of research
articles entitled Pragmatics and Translation and argue that there are a
number of reasons that make the synergy between pragmatics and
translation studies a fruitful research path, for both of these disciplines. This
is because there are key concepts that are core to pragmatic research while
at the same time being fundamental for translation contexts.

This affinity is traceable on the famous map of translation studies, first
proposed by Holmes (1988) and visualized by Chesterman (2009),
reproduced here as Figure 1. The “pure”, descriptive branch of Translation
Studies includes product-, process-, and function-oriented research. Given
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that the subject of pragmatics is the study of the functional context of
utterances, it is easy to recognize the overlap in the interests, methods, and
data of linguistics pragmatics and function-oriented research.

Translation Studies

“Pure” Applied
/\ e
_ o Translator Translation Translation Translation
Theoretical Descriptive training  aids policy criticism
TV
/\ Product Process Function
General Partial oriented  oriented  oriented

N

Medium  Area Rank Text-Type Time Problem
restricted  restricted restricted restricted  restricted restricted

Figure 1. Holmes’ map (based on Holmes 1988)

In our recent publications (Dayter, Locher & Messerli 2023; Locher &
Sidiropoulou 2021), building on the collection Routledge Handbook of
Translation and Pragmatics (Tipton & Desilla 2019), we formulate some of
the core concepts that may be included under both linguistic pragmatics and
function-oriented Translation Studies. In this volume, however, we
concentrate on the following areas of shared research interest to which this
collection aims to contribute:

Mediality and multi-modality
Interpersonal pragmatics

Close and approximate renditions
Interpretese and translationese
Participation structure
Discourses and power

ouhkowndE

In Section 3, we will discuss each of these areas in turn and will provide
examples for the synergies between pragmatics and translation studies by
drawing on the insights gained from the papers in this collection as well as
previous research.

In this collection we work with both a narrow and a wide definition of
translation. In its narrow definition, translation historically has been
understood as a (mainly) written activity aimed at equivalence (invariance)
between two texts (Chesterman et al. 2003:200), the source text (ST) and
the target text (TT). Both the process itself and the result of the process (i.e.
the TT) are of interest. The two languages can be typologically and
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culturally closely related (e.g. French and Italian) or more distant (e.g.
French and Korean).

In some contexts, this classic understanding of translation is less
foregrounded. One instance is when the translated texts are embedded so
deeply in the context of other sensory modalities that it is impossible to
regard them purely as only written or oral texts, and the translator needs to
also be involved with the other modalities to accomplish a translation. Such
a give and take between language and food and tasting has been addressed
in a recent call for a special issue (Rath 2021) and an article on translating
food (Ray et al. 2022). Taste as a translation-relevant modality is also taken
up in the present volume (see below).

Another less-than-classic translation context is when the interactants
are engaged in situations where ‘translation’ is not at the forefront. For
example, in the classroom we might encounter moments of translation
where specialised vocabulary is being explained in lay terms and where
multilingual resources are drawn on to do so. A recent example is Bieri’s
(2019, 2021) study of biology lessons held in English and German (at a
Swiss high school where German is the L1): the biology concepts were
explained by drawing on a plethora of languages and analogies, ranging
from Greek and Latin morphemes, English, Standard German and Swiss
German dialect in joint meaning-making negotiations. These joint
explanation sequences thus also entail a crucial translation element. As we
argue in Dayter, Locher and Messerli (2023), prototype theory borrowed
from cognitive linguistics is a useful way of thinking about what translation
is. While some types of translation are very close to the prototype of written
translation as described in Chesterman et al.’s (2003) definition, others
might be quite far removed from it. An attribute shared by many members
of the category to which we give particular weight in our discussions is
‘language’.

For example, the widest definition of translation in our collection is
interested in any set of experiences that are transferred into a different kind
of practice and modality. To quote Mondada (this volume):

Considering the meaning of the Latin verb fero, ferre, tuli,
latum, which means to carry, to move, to displace, the
fundamental process of translation can be thought as
involving multiple displacements, from the referred to object
to its formulation, from one possible formulation to another,
from a formulation in one language to a(n) (im)possible
formulation in another language. (Mondada, p. XXX)

Mondada’s chapter focuses on translation from taste to speech and thus
focuses on a practice that is novel and peripheral in terms of its source text,
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a sensual modality, while being prototypical in terms of its linguistic target
text.

The same holds for other chapters in the collection: at least one of the
practices involves language. For example, adapting a text originally for
professionals into a text for lay people for better accessibility can be
described as an act of translation, despite the fact that the same language is
involved. A recipe in a cookbook for the general public involves several
processes of translation: the actions of cooking are translated into language
by the chef, who then adapts the wording to the lay audience (Tovares).
Becoming aware of one’s sensory perceptions and actions to then develop a
vocabulary for joint meaning-making also involves acts of translation in
contexts such as wine or cheese tasting (Mondada) or cooking shows
(Gordon & Nguyen). In these contexts, language is only involved on one
side but — in line with Mondada quoted above — we argue that processes of
translation from one type of experience and expression to another takes
place. While some might argue that we are stretching the concept of
translation to include this wide meaning as well, we believe that to think of
such contexts in terms of translation yields interesting results as the three
chapters discussed below in Part IV will demonstrate. In this volume,
chapters thus present research both on narrowly and widely defined
translation processes and contain a rich gamut of interpretation contexts.

We have organized this collection into four parts. Part | deals with
practices of interpreting, “rendering a spoken [...] message into another
spoken [...] language” (International Organization for Standardization (ISO)
International Standard 13611: Interpreting 2014). Part 11 works on written
translations from one written source text to another written source text in
different contexts. Part 111 turns to audiovisual translation of the spoken
word in telecinematic artefacts to dubbed and written text in a target
language. Finally, Part IV explores translation in the widest sense in this
collection, i.e. the transformation of sensory experience of food and action
in food preparation to language. The four parts thus differ in the mediality
and transformation processes of the data as well as in their orientation to a
narrow or wide understanding of translation (see Section 2.1). The
collection aims at shedding light on different translation processes and
outcomes.

In the remainder of this chapter, we will first introduce the individual
chapters within their parts in Section 2. In Section 3 we will discuss the six
research areas we identified above, and will return to how the individual
chapters contribute to these areas. In Section 4, we will conclude the chapter
by offering a research outlook.

2. Contributions to the collections
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The four parts of this collection differ with respect to how narrow or wide
the definition of translation is and with respect to the mediality involved.
We will outline each part in turn and introduce the chapters and their
insights.

2.1 Interpreting

The first two papers deal with interpreting practice and interpreting
standards. While Bugayong deals with the discourse around interpreting,
Gotz’s paper compares interpreted language to non-interpreted one.

Lenny Kaye Bugayong presents a study entitled “Exploring the
potential of implicatures for assessing interpreting quality in the Swiss
asylum procedure.” After providing a nuanced overview of the issues
surrounding assessment of interpreting quality and specifically the
community interpreting situation in Switzerland, she explores 26 written
reports by evaluators of a test taken by prospective non-professional
interpreters in the context of Public Service Interpreting. These reports
assess the quality of the interpretations in terms of “interpreting
competence” with only general guiding principles such as ensuring
comprehensibility. Bugayong is interested in how the evaluators, who are
neither linguists nor professional interpreters, construct their argument
concerning competence. Drawing on Relevance Theory, she groups the
evaluators’ reasonings into cognitive effect, propositional content, context-
independency, explicature and intention. Bugayong observes that although
content equivalence plays a significant role in the evaluators’ judgement, a
Relevance Theory-informed cognitive framework would provide a more
adequate model for explaining evaluators’ assessments. For example, even
when a proposition was omitted but could be seen as recoverable from
context, the evaluator considered the interpretation as only potentially
problematic rather than a blatant error.

The second chapter by Andrea Gotz is entitled “Adding connectives to
manage interpreted discourse: A corpus-based examination of Hungarian to
English interpreting.” G6tz works with a parallel corpus of simultaneous
interpreting in Hungarian and English from European Parliamentary
speeches. Starting from previous research attesting the addition of hedges
and hesitation markers and the omission of pragmatic markers in the TT, she
explores the distribution of connectives in the ST and TT (e.g. but, however,
S0, as a result). Gotz is interested in comparing connectives’ frequencies in
three interpreting modes: direct, L2 and relay; she also tests for effects of
interpreters’ gender. Since connectives are important in discourse
management, their use can reveal important insights for interpreting in terms
of interpreters’ motivation for adding connectives. G6tz finds that
connectives are indeed more frequent in interpreted texts and that they are
usually added by the interpreters, especially the ones working from a relay
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language. Interestingly, but is by far the most common added connective in
the corpus. Gtz builds on this finding to suggest that the rise in the
frequency of connectives is a result of chaining strategies, i.e. loosely
connecting segments of discourse without introducing new information.
Prevalence of such strategy is ascribed to the interpreting situation in which
the target texts is produced under severe time constraints.

2.2 Translation of fictional and non-fictional texts and spaces

The three chapters contained in this part have in common that the scholars
explore how a written ST is rendered into a written TT. The types of text
explored, however, differ quite drastically, with the first two chapters
working on translation of fictional texts (novels and short stories) and the
third paper working on street signs. There is thus a difference with respect
to mediality (books, street signs), purpose and target audiences. All three
papers take an interpersonal pragmatics perspective (see Section 3.2) in that
they explore how effects of politeness and impoliteness come about in the
original and the translated texts and how the observed differences can be
explained.

The first chapter in this part is Monika Pleyer’s “Impoliteness and
pragmatic preferences in German translations of British and Irish children’s
fiction”, which explores the English-German language pair. In their case
study, she demonstrates that translations of the three texts explored (Artemis
Fowl, Matilda, The Twins at St Clare’s) differ in terms of domestication and
foreignization but share that they often change what she terms instances of
“linguistic impoliteness in British and Irish children’s fiction” for the
German target audience by omitting, weakening or aggravating them. Pleyer
finds that especially the publication dates (of the original and the translation;
see also Pollali & Sidiropoulou 2021) seem to have an impact on such
changes, with the oldest of three texts (The Twins at St Clare’s)
demonstrating the greatest amount of impoliteness omissions or
weakenings, followed by the second oldest novel (Matilda). They
tentatively ascribe this to the views of the time on what proper behaviour for
a girl should be, and to a view of children’s literature as a trivial form of
writing where significant changes are acceptable. Due to the heterogeneity
of her sample, conclusions regarding the role of the genre in impoliteness
translation choices have to be withheld pending further study.

Simona Nistico’s chapter on “Translating conflict in written fiction”
presents insights on translation strategies for rendering conflict in short
stories written in English and translated into Italian and French. Her
argument is that conflictual scenes are of particular interest for scholars of
translation as well as interpersonal pragmatics because disagreeing with
each other in conflictual manner can involve face-aggravation and can be
staged differently in different languages. Since performance of conflicts by
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characters in fiction impacts characterisation, Nistic6 aims to link
observations on stance, voice, im/politeness, and relational work with how
conflict is worded. Her comparisons of the ST (English) with the two TT
(French and Italian) show that differences occur in a number of areas:

b 1Y 99 ¢

“change in address forms”, “change in lexical unit”, “change in speech-
reporting verbs”, “disambiguation and added meaning”, “mitigation or
aggravation” and the “omission of unpleasant or offensive content or
behavior” (p. XXX). Especially the differences in use of address terms,
forms of mitigation and omission of conflictual content show subtle changes
in how characters are positioned how they are set in their cultural space by
means of the translated language. Nisticé argues that “[t]ranslators,
consciously or unconsciously, filter what occurs in conflictual moments in
order to present it to the target readers based on their cultural and social
norms and ideologies as well as their expectations of what information
target readers might or might not be ready to receive” (p. XXX).

In the last chapter in this part, Christopher Lees explores “Politeness in
notices translated from Greek into English in Thessaloniki’s public spaces
from a cross-cultural perspective and translator/student translator
evaluations.” During fieldwork in the Greek city Thessaloniki, he collected
a dataset of multilingual signs in Greek and English to explore the
pragmatic effect that these translations can evoke in the targeted
(international) English speaking addressees (often tourists). He first analyses
twelve notices with interpersonal pragmatics terminology derived from
Brown and Levinson (1987) and discursive approaches to im/politeness and
then also gauges the effect of the translations through interviews and a
questionnaire by showing them to a group of translation students and
professional translators. The results show that there are differences in Greek
and English politeness levels portrayed in the signs. In their responses, the
different respondent groups concentrate less on pragmatic effects than on
lexical and grammatical translation differences. Lees interprets this as
evidence for pragmatic effects being less easy to pick up in translated texts.

2.3 Audiovisual translation

The four studies in this part work on translations that concern multi-modal
source texts in the form of fictional telecinematic artefacts, which are then
transferred or rendered into a dubbed version (i.e. there is an exchange of
one audio track in the ST with another audio track in the TL) or subtitled
version (i.e. the ST audio-track is retained and complemented with a written
translated form of the dialogue in the TL). The chapters by Bruti and Zanotti
and by Napoli deal with both dubbed and subtitled TT, while the chapter by
Pak and by Messerli and Locher concentrate on subtitles. In all four papers,
aspects of relational work play a role but to a different extent, as will be
outlined below (and in Section 3.2).
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The first chapter by Silvia Bruti and Serenella Zanotti is entitled
“‘Don’t talk out loud, you lower the IQ of the whole street’: Impoliteness
strategies in Sherlock across AVT modes and languages.” The study
explores both dubbing and subtitling of the British television series Sherlock
into Italian. They position their approach within im/politeness theories and
stylistics and focus on the renditions of a number of scenes containing
impoliteness, which they describe as being challenging cases for “cultural
mediation” (Guillot 2016). The authors first describe the main characters’
ways of breaching politeness conventions that are staged for characterisation
purposes and humorous effects. They discuss the construction of
assessments of the main character’s impoliteness moves in the reactions of
the characters (intra-diegetic addresses and bystanders) which are staged
multimodally for the benefit of the viewers (linguistic, facial expressions,
gestures, etc.). They then compare how the dubbed and subtitled versions
deal with such instances. Overall, the authors propose that the subtitles are
more effective than the dubbed version in rendering the humorous side of
Sherlock’s impoliteness by means of explicitation.

Vittorio Napoli calls his contribution “‘There is no doubt, you must be
right!’: Epistemic modality in film dialogue and audiovisual translation.”
Epistemic markers are important in fiction for character creation as the
stance markers can add to the impression that a character is more or less
knowledgeable or confident. Napoli also works on telecinematic English
source texts (six movies) and their dubbed and subtitled dialogues rendered
into Italian. Comparing the English original with the two TTs, and the two
target texts with each other, he works with 296 instances of dialogue
containing epistemic modality across the six movies. The context of use was
differentiated between occurrences that can only be linked to the confidence
of a speaker, occurrences that co-occur with a face-threat, and those that
indicate a personal opinion. Napoli finds that the distribution of epistemic
markers indeed differs. In general, the Italian renditions of epistemic
modality were more assertive in both dubbed and subtitled versions, and
dubbing retained epistemic modality to a larger degree than subtitling.

Kamilla Pak explores the language pair English (ST) and Korean (TT)
in her contribution “(Im)politeness and plot advancement in screen
translation: A pragmastylistic analysis of Korean fiction film subtitling
strategies.” The translation pair English-Korean is defined by the challenge
that the Korean target language is morpho-grammatically and lexically
richer with respect to indexicals for character positionings. As there is no
neutral rendition in Korean, translators need to add more linguistic
information than originally contained in the English version. Pak shows how
subtitlers become re- and co-creators of the text that has consequences for
plot development.

Thomas Messerli and Miriam Locher also work on subtitling of
telecinematic data and present a corpus linguistic comparison of subtitles
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generated by fans and subtitles generated by professionals for the same
Korean TV dramas translated into English. By means of drawing on
keyword, n-grams and register analysis, they can show subtle differences in
the orientations of fan subtitlers and profession translators. The fan
translators orient more towards the source text and orality, while the
professional subtitlers domesticate more. This confirms research on anime
subtitling that also reported an orientation to foreignization rather than
domestication by the fan translators (Diaz Cintas & Mufioz Sanchez 2006;
Dwyer 2018; Ferrer Simo6 2005; Pérez-Gonzélez 2007; Venuti 2008).

2.4 Interactional translation processes and discourses

The last three chapters of the collection adopt a wide definition of
translation as outlined in Section 1 by including transformation process of
non-linguistic and linguistic sources into an oral or written text. The
chapters are especially relevant if we want to take both mediality and multi-
modality into account in the analysis of pragmatics of translation.

Lorenza Mondada presents a conversation analytic study on how
processes of translation surface and are negotiated in wine and cheese
tasting sessions with the title “From the sensing body to language, and back:
Tasting and expressing taste.” To describe sensory experience in linguistic
terms is a challenge in itself, but to develop and teach/learn a set of
descriptors that aim at making sensory experience transferrable to others
(i.e. to get to an understanding of what the other person tasted) and as
reliable and relatable as possible in professional and standardized ways has
been a long-standing challenge in this field. To explore how people tackle
this challenge, Mondada works with video-recordings of wine and cheese
tasting sessions and includes the visual input in the form of vocabulary lists,
handouts, power point slide input and oral explanations of the teacher and
dialogues between the participants in her analysis. By looking in detail at
how the interactants move between the different descriptors and attempting
to relate them to the sensory experience, Mondada can show how truly
multi-modal this meaning-making context is.

Also in the other two chapters in this part we encounter a discussion
of how professionals and lay people might use language differently and how
professionals adapt their language in an attempt to accommodate the target
audience. Cynthia Gordon and Minh Nguyen turn to translation processes
involved in a televised cooking show. Their contribution is entitled “Chef
knows best: How translations of an immigrant family’s recipes (re)construct
a celebrity chef’s epistemic authority”” and explores the different actions and
voices presented in the video and how they are translated, transformed,
highlighted or hidden. The analysis shows how the voice of the British
celebrity chef Sean Connolly is given more dominance in comparison to the
two Australian-Vietnamese women who cook the dish together with
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Connolly. They talk to each other in Vietnamese which is only selectively
subtitled. Their authority over the dish (as represented in how they
competently prepare the dish in front of the camera) and explanations for the
benefit of Connolly and the viewers are backgrounded. In doing so, what
Gordon and Nguyen term the white, male and Western authority is being
reified while the immigrants are being exoticized.

Finally, Alla Tovares explores how three professional US chefs talk
about cookbook writing for lay people in a radio show in her contribution
entitled ““So my job is translating from professional cook to home cook’:
Cookbook writers talk recipes on ‘Food to Words’ podcast.” Tovares,
similarly to the other two chapters, explores transformations on several
levels, including actions and multisensory experiences. The chefs first
develop recipes by actually doing the cooking and acquiring action sequence
knowledge that results in optimal results. While they can note down such
recipes in chef’s jargon for their own use or for the use of professionals, the
chapter is interested in meta-comments about how these chefs transform
their action knowledge into a text suitable for lay cooks. Tovares discusses
these transformations in light of Grice’s, Goffman’s and Bourdieu’s ideas,
which will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.5.

3. Pragmatic themes to be explored in translation contexts

In what follows, we will revisit the insights gained in the 12 chapters above
by discussing the six areas of interest mentioned in the introduction,
repeated here for convenience. They are all interlinked and are not presented
in a particular order:

Mediality and multi-modality
Interpersonal pragmatics

Close and approximate renditions
Interpretese and translationese
Participation structure
Discourses and power

ok wnE

Each area is introduced with some pertinent questions and a selective list of
key pragmatic concerns that can be tied to these questions. Any dataset can
be approached with one or more of these areas of interest in mind. We will
always make links to the chapters previously introduced to highlight what
the collection has added to this field.

3.1 Mediality and multi-modality
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Questions:

How does mediality impact translation processes? How do we incorporate
changing modalities and multi-modality in our thinking of translation
processes and outcomes?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns:

orality and literacy; planned and unplanned discourse; space and time
restrictions in the case of dubbing and subtitling; action and gestures;
participation framework

In the case of translation of a written ST to a written TT, we have an
alignment of modality (the written word) and often also mediality (e.g. from
book to book, pamphlet to pamphlet, sign to sign). However, mediality can
also change. For example, a book might have a translated online
appearance; or a written printed advertisement might also appear in online
spaces. Another form of aligned modality is oral to oral translation, which is
usually referred to as interpreting. Within this practice, distinctions can be
made along various axes, including media. Historically, interpreting was
accomplished in face-to-face contexts: liaison interpreting (enabling a
dialogue turn by turn), or whisper interpreting (interpreting quietly for a
single person). But with the advance of technology, it has become possible
to provide interpreting in multiple languages in real time to a lecture hall
full of listeners (conference interpreting). Increasingly, remote interpreting
over the phone or specialised software is replacing co-present interpreters,
although this development is bringing with it a host of new difficulties that
have to do with matching the ST and TT context. In analysing such complex
situations, it becomes indispensable to draw on the theoretical frameworks
that have to do with participant constellations.

In the case of dubbing, too, there is a match in modality of the audio
track in the SL and the audio track of the TL. In contrast, once we turn to
subtitling, the audiotrack with its information on voice, loudness and
emphasis is retained but complemented with a written translation in the TL.
The consumers of a subtitled video version thus have a plethora of signs for
sense-making available and viewers draw on all of these (e.g., De Linde &
Kay 1999; Georgakopoulou 2009; Guillot 2019, 2020; Diaz Cintas 2020).

The comments above were made with the product in mind, i.e. we
compared the modality of the result of the translation and interpreting
process. Once we concentrate on the process of translation and interpreting
itself, however, we encounter a truly multi-modal situation. For example, in
interpreting interactants may have both oral and written sources texts
available that can be drawn on as resources. Interpreters might be assisted
by the script of the live speech or have access to the slides ahead of time, as
is customary, for example, at the United Nations or European Parliament.
Another complex intermodal situation is created in sight interpreting, where

Locher/Dayter/Messerli (Eds), Pragmatics and Translation (PBNS) 15



the translator is working text-to-speech. In written translation, translators
can consult dictionaries, get access to further background information,
maybe talk to the original author of the text, etc. before deciding on the final
shape of a translation.

In our collection, we recognize the importance of mediality and (multi-
)modality and use this factor as one of our organisation criteria for the
presentation of the chapters in this collection. Next to moving from chapters
with a narrower definition of translation to chapters with a wider sense of
translation, we thus take mediality and modality as a second organisational
principle by including chapters that belong to interpreting, written
translation, audio-visual translation and interactional translation processes.

The chapters in our collection turn to this fascinating research angle to
different degrees. For example, Bruti and Zanotti as well as Pak discuss the
complex and multi-modal meaning-making resources for viewers of
subtitled and dubbed films and argue that the linguistic input in oral or
written translated form constitutes just one of the resources viewers draw
on. Bruti and Zanotti postulate a difference between dubbing and subtitling
in the case of Sherlock’s humorously staged impoliteness and argue that
subtitling is more successful in rendering the humorous intent because the
original’s voice quality is retained and because more explicitation is used.
Gotz, focusing on the matched oral-to-oral modality of conference
interpreting that also requires a precise time match of ST to TT, sees
connectives but and so and a resource through which interpreters force such
a match without committing to a content-rich rendering.

All of the chapters in Section 2.4 on interactional translation processes
and discourses (Mondada; Gorden & Nguyen; Tovares) highlight mediality
and multi-modality because the transformation processes from one
mediality to another (e.g. tasting to language, or cooking to recipe
writing/explaining the recipe) are foregrounded. Mondada’s chapter on wine
and cheese tasting shows that the translation of taste to language descriptors
not only draws on the actual sensory experience but orients to linguistic
input from teachers and information in spreadsheets and textual input of a
standardized, professional form. Gordon and Nguyen’s chapter on a TV
cooking show explores how showing the action of cooking is accompanied
by the back and forth of the voices of the expert chef and host and the two
lay cooks who introduce and prepare the dish for the benefit of the viewers.
Tovares’ analysis of meta-talk about professional chefs’ experience of
writing recipes for lay people reveals the awareness of the professionals of
the multi-layered actions involved, from trying out recipes to shaping texts
in a clear and understandable manner for lay chefs.

3.2 Interpersonal pragmatics
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Questions:
How do identity construction and relational work indexicals influence
translation outcomes?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns:

linguistic indexicals for age, class, gender, ethnicity, etc.; linguacultures;
cross-linguistic speech acts; level of imposition; mitigation and
aggravation strategies

Pragmatics is concerned with how people use language in concrete contexts
and, with pragmatic variation in mind, how their linguistic choices can be
explained. How sentences and interactions are phrased and enacted carries
both informational and relational/interpersonal meaning. As a consequence,
how people phrase their messages has repercussions on what speakers get
across to their addressees. The information exchange per se is thus
important, but it is equally important how this information exchange is
instantiated, resulting in pragmatic variation. Within speech act theory,
pragmatic variation has often been explained via the interactants’ paying
different attention to face needs, which was discussed in terms of politeness.
The best known politeness theory to date is Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
work on three different languages (Tamil, Tzeltal and English) and how
speech acts are realised differently depending on influencing parameters
such as the power difference between interactants, the distance between
interactants and the ranking of the imposition within a particular culture
with respect to face loss. This introduction is not the place to review how
the im/politeness research field has blossomed since then (for an overview,
see, e.g. Culpeper, Haugh & Kadar 2017; Locher 2015, 2020), but suffice it
to say that the field has grown substantially to also include impoliteness
negotiations and to merge research interests with, for example,
communication studies, identity construction studies and discourse studies.
Within pragmatics, interpersonal pragmatics is a perspective that is
interested in the relational effects that are being created because of these
choices on how to phrase content, and explores how such effects shape
relationships (‘relational work’; Locher 2008, 2015; Locher & Graham
2010; Locher & Watts 2008). Judgements on im/politeness are also crucially
linked to identity construction and to societal ideologies around the
expected comportment with regard to age, gender, class, group identity,
professionalism, etc. As a consequence, scholars have invested much time
and effort into exploring how hedges and mitigators downtone a message,
how boosters can aggravate a message, to look at stance markers and
complex activity frames that have embedded face concerns into their make-
up, etc. For example, Locher’s (2006) research on an American health
advice column shows that syntactic mitigation of advice in the form of
statements rather than imperatives is preferred, that there is lexical
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mitigation (maybe, perhaps, how about) but also that the text composition
itself embeds advice and thus cushions its potentially face-threatening
character (e.g. response letters usually start with an assessment rather than
with the advice itself, which aligns the reader first with the ensuing advice).
The practice reflects the US health context, which includes an ideal of non-
directiveness and empowering patients by facilitating independent decision-
taking. These brief examples show that relational work is intricate in each
context. Its interpretation therefore relies on solid knowledge of the practice
in question and how it is embedded within cultural ideologies of appropriate
behaviour and values.

When we turn to translation research, impoliteness and politeness
effects have been at the research frontier as well (see, e.g. House 1998;
Sidiropoulou 2021, and also the systemic-functional linguistic modeling of
the interpersonal side of communication, e.g. Halliday & Matthiessen 2004).
Brown & Levinson’s (1987) theory especially has informed a great deal of
translation studies research, for example, Sidiropoulou (1998), Hickey
(1998), Bruti (2006). This interest is sparked by the nature of the translation
process that aims to achieve both dynamic (sense-for-sense) and functional
(having the same effect on the reader) equivalence, cf. Nida & Taber (1974).
Translators face the challenge of conveying both the semantic content and
any associated im/politeness effects encoded in the original message. In
those cases where languages are typologically and culturally far removed,
translation becomes increasingly challenging so that close translations
become impossible and approximation and rendering the “tone” of the
original is aimed for, which poses creative challenges (House 1998; Kiaer
2018). Given the discursive turn in linguistic politeness that has followed
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) paradigm, to reflect on relational work and
identity construction creation in translation continues to be a promising field
of research.

In our collection, interpersonal pragmatics is highlighted in
discussions in seven of the twelve chapters. On the one hand, this
dominance can be explained with the genesis of this collection which draws
on papers presented at the joint i-mean and Symposium of Im/politeness
conference in Basel in 2021. On the other hand, the importance of identity
construction and relational work for character/speaker positioning in
translation (be it in fictional or non-fictional contexts) has also been noted
as one of the important pragmatic research areas in the introduction to the
recent special issue on the pragmatics of translation in the Journal of
Pragmatics (Locher & Sidiropoulou 2021:124). The studies presented here
bear witness to the importance of this field.

The two chapters on written fiction (Pleyer, Nistico) focus on
conflictual scenes and face-aggravation and sharpen our understanding of
nuances in translation that can be tied to a number of different explanation
via the target culture. Pleyer, for instance, identifies an interesting facet of
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impoliteness translation from English to German: in her Harry Potter
example, Snape’s abrupt directions without any politeness formula create an
unambiguously impolite perlocution in the original British English.
However, when translated into German, the impolite effect is lost because
the linguacultural norm makes this type of directive in German entirely
unmarked. Lees is interested in the potential impoliteness effect that less
than ideal translations might evoke in the target audience of street signs in
Thessaloniki.

Three of the chapters on dubbing and subtitling are explicitly pegged as
contributing to our understanding of relational work (Bruti & Zanotti and
Pak), while Napoli and Messerli and Locher draw on orientations towards
im/politeness in different cultures as an explanation for some of the
differences they observe. Napoli mentions politeness considerations as one
of the reasons for employing epistemic modality and Messerli and Locher
draw on the complex Korean positioning system for explaining difference in
translating names and address terms.

All the chapters have in common that they report on subtle
differences, on slightly shifting stances, on the complexities of what is
indexed through linguistic and multi-modal cues in the original and how this
is then rendered in the target texts. In the cases of closely related languages
it may come as no surprise that we cannot report on blatant differences that
are easily or quickly tied to explanations; this reflects the negotiability of
relational work within and across linguacultures and is also testimony of
linguistic indexicals being vague and tied to different reinforcing as well as
competing ideologies. As an exception, Pak’s study of the Korean source
text and the translations into Korean come easily to mind since we cannot
speak of subtle differences but quite concrete redraftings. The Korean
language is maximally indexical with respect to using morpho-grammatical
and lexical points for speaker positioning that reflect the Korean
understanding of social positioning. Because of the mandatory nature of
these linguistic features to achieve well-formed native-like sentences, the
translators cannot but re-interpret and re-shape the character relations in the
movie beyond what the original English contained.

3.3 Close and approximate renditions

Questions:
How are the translated and interpreted texts changed and recreated
through the translation process?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns:

audience design, foreignization, domestication, re-interpretation and re-
creation, different socio-pragmatic linguacultures, fluent/idiomatic
language etc.
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As just mentioned, some languages are typologically related and translation
processes can exploit this proximity when attempting to render similar
styles and messages. For example, languages working with similar sentence
types and word order (e.g. modern Romance languages or English) and
those languages that share many cognates (e.g. French and English) can
more directly aim at conveying pragmatic meaning. In contrast, languages
that are typologically far removed often face the challenge of structural
untranslatability (e.g. English and Korean). As mentioned above with
respect to interpersonal pragmatics, this might result in closer or more
approximate renditions of the original pragmatic message in the target
language.

This is not to deny that the linguistic indexicals signalling the
sociopragmatic backdrop of messages can also be challenging to convey
even in languages that are typologically close. This is because different
linguacultures might still put different values on formality, directness,
paying respect, etc. and what these concepts evoke in different cultures. For
example, Nisticd’s juxtaposition of the English source text with two
Romance languages (French and Italian) nevertheless reveals subtle
differences in the decisions of the translators. In cases of typologically
remote languages which are also culturally distinct, the awareness of non-
equivalence is just more pronounced (see especially Pak). The comparison
of dubbed and subtitled versions of original English texts into Italian as
discussed by Bruti and Zanotti as well as Napoli also bear testimony to the
fact that small nuances can result in different character positionings.

Target texts might be oriented differently with respect to whether they
aim for as close a rendition of the original text as possible or whether the
text is adjusted to make it closer to the target audience (the distinction
labelled foreignization vs. domestication in translation studies, Paloposki
2010). This orientation can be due to the assumed needs of the target
audience. For example, Pleyer discusses how children’s literature is often
conveyed with an orientation to domestication in order to make the text
more easily accessible to children. In contrast, Messerli and Locher show
how the fan translators of Korean TV-drama aim at making the cultural
‘other’ understandable by leaning towards foreignization (see also Massidda
2015; Bruti & Zanotti 2016; Locher 2020).

Gotz in her analysis of connectives observes that earlier research on
connectives in interpreting found them to be very common, but often added
(especially by students) without true attention to their pragmatic function of
creating cohesion. In contrast, students added connectives to create a
semblance of cohesion (p. XXX), knowing that a high frequency of
connectives would approximate fluent, idiomatic speech.

Another interesting angle on approximate renditions is offered in
Bugayong’s chapter, which addresses the question of what exactly quality
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evaluators are looking for in the interpreted TT to evaluate it as sufficiently
close to the original. Writing in the context of asylum interviews in
Switzerland, Bugayong cites evaluators’ comments on public service
interpreters’ output that might in some cases mark a translation as faulty
because it omitted to convey an implicature, while in other cases, a
translation is seen as satisfactory despite demonstrably lacking content.
Bugayong proposes a Relevance Theory-based framework to understand the
evaluators’ judgement of what constitutes a sufficiently close rendition.

3.4 Interpretese and translationese

Questions:

Is the result of translation and interpretation similar or different when
compared to original TL texts? Are constraints on production (e.g.,
among many, time pressure for interpreting, lip synchronisation for
dubbing, reduced space in subtitling etc.) resulting in particular language
varieties?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns:
register and variety, multi-modality, affordances, production constraints

In translation studies, some of the questions explored concern the presence
of translation universals (systematic shifts in TL texts, see, e.g. Baker 1993)
or translation strategies (agentive decisions that translators make striving for
equivalence, see e.g. Riccardi 2005). Many of the authors in this collection
draw on the vocabulary well-established in translation studies to explain the
changes from ST to TT, such as simplification or explicitation.

In addition to describing these changes, it is also of interest to explore
whether the TTs are systematically different from texts in the same language
and thus constitute ‘interpretese’ or ‘translationese’ (Gellerstam 1986;
Shlesinger 2009). While none of the authors in our chapters expressly raise
the issue of whether or not translated and interpreted texts constitute
varieties in their own right, the comparative approach per se looks for
systematic differences.

For example, there is research which reports that pragmatic markers
and features of orality typical for dialogues are reduced in interpreting (Hale
2004; Mason 2008) and subtitling (Oksefjell-Ebeling 2012), but assumedly
these features would be present in potentially similar or equal amounts if the
language production were to take place originally in the TL. Those chapters
in our volume that explore how the TT works and differs either with respect
to the ST or with respect to other forms of translation (dubbing versus
subtitling) can be positioned as contributing to this literature.

In the case of interpreting, Go6tz takes up the finding that discourse
markers and connectives are vulnerable in interpreting and designs her study
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to test whether certain discourse connectives are omitted or added in TTs,
depending on the interpreting mode (direct, into L2, or relay) and gender of
the interpreter. She finds that although all types of transformations are
present, the interpreted speech is especially rich in connectives but and so
that allow the interpreter to stall efficiently while waiting for the SL content.
These connectives are often added even in those utterances that did not
contain the corresponding semantic connection in SL, thus creating a TL
variant in its own right.

Similarly, Nistico identifies a number of consistent change patterns in
the rendering of conflict in English fiction translated to French and Italian.
Many of these conform to the so-called translation universals (explicitation,
normalization, omission, simplification) that are frequently named in
translation studies literature as the features of translationese.

In a broader sense, the systematic shifts between the SL and TL are
addressed in Lees’ chapter as well. Although he does not draw on the
translation studies-informed concept of universals, he observes that
translators of street signs choose between two options: what he terms ‘direct
transference’ of politeness strategies (when, for instance, a positive
politeness utterance in Greek is rendered as a positive politeness utterance in
English), and cultural filter (House 1997). This dichotomy, somewhat
analogous to the foreignization/domestication translation strategy, is
complicated in the second part of the study where Lees collects translators’
judgements on the quality of these examples. It becomes evident that what
counts as a culture- and context-appropriate rendering of the illocutionary
force (and therefore requires or does not require a shift in TL) differs even
among the fairly homogenous respondent group of Greek translators.

For the case of audiovisual translation, Guillot (e.g. 2020:319) has
long argued that there should be a shift “from widespread concern for ‘loss’
in early AVT typologizing and contrastive research, to the distinctiveness
and creative potential of AVT cinematic discourse as a meaning-making
mode and language variety in its own right, with an in-built capacity to flag
linguistic otherness” (emphasis added). This view is motivated by the fact
that there are constraints in AVT that will not allow for entirely free
translations (e.g. space and viewing display constraints for subtitles and lip-
synchronisation and typological challenges for dubbing; Gottlieb 1992; Diaz
Cintas 1999; Diaz Cintas & Remael 2007).

In light of this and the multi-modal input for meaning making
established in Section 3.1, the authors in our collection also treat the target
texts as distinct and as interesting output in their own right. In the case of
Bruti and Zanotti, they highlight that the linguistic product of the dubbed
and subtitled translation work together with other modalities to achieve their
effects in the viewers.

Napoli, too, uses a contrastive design and compares dubbed and
subtitled Italian translations of epistemic modality with each other and with
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the original English dialogue found in movies. He reports that there are
indeed nuances in the use of epistemic modality markers across the three
data sets. It is of particular interest that the two translated texts also differ
among each other and not only in relation to the English original. As a
reason for this, Napoli names the different spatio-temporal constraints that
characterize subtitling and dubbing.

In her study of English-Korean film subtitling, Pak highlights the
challenges of both cultural asynchrony as well as the shift from the spoken
to the written medium. Both aspects combined demonstrate that the subtitles
are creative re-creations and re-writings in the service of making the general
plot development accessible to the respective target audiences. The
translated product is thus seen as a product in its own right and not as
equivalent to an assumed target text equivalent.

Messerli and Locher focus fully on different target texts based on
identical source texts and compare fan translation with professional
translation in the form of English subtitles of Korean TV drama. Their
findings demonstrate that fan subtitles more strongly orient to the source
culture and offer a number of interpretations of the data that point towards
fan translations being closer to the source texts. This results in
foreignization effects (such as avoiding first and second personal pronouns
and using different types of address terms instead), which can be interpreted
as an instantiation of translationese.

3.5 Participation structure

Questions:

How is the participation structure of the original texts or communicative
situations changed through the addition of interpreting and translation
processes?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns: interactants, principal, author,
animator, ratified and unratified recipients, bystanders, etc.

The research area on ‘participation structure’ and ‘discourses and power’ are
closely related. Let us first turn to the concept of participation structure,
which has gained prominence in pragmatics primarily through Goffman’s
(1979, 1981) work and its developments. Considering whose ideas are
communicated (the principal), who shapes the wording of these ideas (the
author) and who then performs/utters the words (animator) is of importance
when thinking of translation processes as well. Goffman’s framework has
been famously adapted for interpreting and translation by Wadensj6 (1998)
and has proven its usefulness in a plethora of translation studies. Wadensj6
pointed out that, while there are contexts in which one person can
impersonate all three roles at once when uttering an idea, translation
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situations involve mediators such as translators and interpreters by their
very definition. These, however, do not necessarily have a neutral stance
and often shape or reshape the original messages in particular ways. To
think of this in light of participation structure and — furthermore — in light of
expectations about roles an audience design (Bell 1984, 1991) allows us to
not only work out the complexities of the participation structure of a
particular context but also to turn to ideologies of power and instantiations
of the exercise of power (see Section 3.6).

In general, the participation structure needs to be separately explored
for every situation of translation and interpreting. This is because there may
be all kinds of different ST with clear principals, authors and animators but
also STs where principals and authors as well as animators differ. In
addition, the target addressees of the original ST will also differ so that we
are encountering a very complex situation even before we add the mediators
who transfer the ST intoa TT.

The chapter that most explicitly deals with the participation structure
of the translating situation is Tovares’ work on the transformation of chefs’
cooking experience to recipe writing for lay people. She proposes to extend
Goffman’s (1981) terminology on principal, author, animator by including
“action”. This results in her making a distinction between those people who
only read a recipe (animators) and those who actually follow the recipe
instructions when cooking (action animators). The cookbook authors who
originally developed the recipes are then described as original action
animators. Adding Bourdieu’s (1977, 1990) perspective on the ‘amnesia of
genesis’ (i.e. “forgetting the origins of actions and practices”, Tovares, p.
XXX) allows Tovares to reflect on how the chefs use of meta-language
when describing the recipe writing process allows them to become aware of
these different participation roles.

Messerli and Locher, too, reflect on participation structure when
exploring how the fandom of K-dramas makes use of the affordances
provided by the streaming platform Viki for subtitling. Interacting on the
platform allows members to take on different roles (team managers,
segmenters, subtitlers) and to engage in more or less active ways with the
streamed drama. As roles can be taken on by the same individuals (you can
be a subtitler as well as a viewer or commentator), the resulting fan
community is reified in different ways.

Some of the chapters in the collection do not directly address
participation structure and its implications, but they bring up the notion of
interpreter’s agency that can only be usefully analysed with resource to
participant framework. Bugayong, for instance, remarks on how some
community interpreters in her data oscillate between using first- and third-
person interpreting, a phenomenon not unusual in non-professional
interpreting. G6tz discusses interpreter additions in the TT, therefore
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touching on the issue of interpreter as a multiple-role performer: an author
and an animator.

3.6 Discourses and power

Questions:

How do interpreters and translators change and influence the dynamics
and power relations between interlocutors and texts? Who has access to
translation, who controls access to translation, who is given access to
translating?

Pointers to key pragmatic concerns:

participation structure, hierarchies, status, power dynamics, institutional
power, inclusion and exclusion, hegemonies, participation dynamics,
professional and lay translators and discourse, foreignization,
domestication, quality guidelines and certification, etc.

Translators and interpreters mediate in high-stakes situations: international
politics or legal contexts. Inevitably, having agency in such situations
imbues their discourses with power and allows them to influence the
outcome of the event. For example, Angermeyer (2005) works on court
interpreting explores the role of interpreters in how they render words
depending on their allegiance with ethnic or national groups or the court
itself. He reports that

[T]his study illustrates how an interpreter may act as intermediary,
transforming the speech of other participants in ways that are socially
acceptable to the respective target audiences. In doing so interpreters
balance their own competing allegiances as bilinguals in a
multilingual, multiethnic society. As the data show, this balance may
tilt in either direction, depending on an interpreter's investment with
the court or with the litigants, though some [...] may be able to find a
way to signal allegiance to both sides. (Angermeyer 2005:42)

As this quote reflects, who translates for whom, who is invested with whom,
who is in charge in translation and interpretation processes and who has
access to translation services reflects socio-cultural realities and different
power distributions.

In our collection, the aspect of discourse and power is highlighted in
discussions in a number or places. Bugayong turns to exploring the societal
power relations as instantiated in asylum seeking procedures where
interpreting is crucial to give access to a fair hearing. In showing that test
evaluators apply fairly idiosyncratic notions of what a satisfactory
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translation is, Bugayong demonstrates how different actors exercise power
over the asylum process.

Pleyer shows for children’s literature how an ideology of facilitating
easy comprehensibility and access to a text by domesticating it to the
children’s target culture in fact might result in a process of hiding cultural
nuances and thus levelling and streamlining from the point of view of the
target culture.

Nisticé can show the subtle differences in positioning of characters
with respect to the rendition of conflict in three different languages. Even
though one might argue that the Romance languages as well as English are
closely related, there are nevertheless differences in discourses around
conflict and disagreement that can be detected in omissions or additions. In
choosing the particular situation of conflict, Nisticd can thus work out slight
cultural differences in orientation towards conflict.

Pak’s discussion of the challenges of translating English into Korean
demonstrates how the Korean translators cannot but deal with issues of
positioning and power distribution between characters, even if such nuances
were not clearly communicated in the English language original. This is
because the Korean language indexes character relation and a neutral
version cannot be easily drawn on. By making choices on character
positioning, the translators become explicit interpreters and re-creators of
the original artefact, which constitutes an exercise of power in itself.

Messerli and Locher show how the subtle differences in orientations to
different target audiences of the lay subtitlers and professional subtitlers
empowers viewers in different ways. The professional subtitlers aim at
making the text somewhat more easily accessible for an English-speaking
target audience but subtly domesticating, while the lay subtitlers work for
the international fellow fan community which is assumed to share interest in
and some knowledge of Korean and Korean culture and thus orienting more
to foreignization. The Viki community with its oscillating roles of viewers,
commenters, members of the subtitling team thus create a different, more
encompassing space in engaging with the televised artefact.

Gorden and Nguyen discuss how the format of the cooking show with a
white English chef and host in itself creates an imbalance by presenting the
Vietnamese cooking and participants as ‘other’ and ‘different’ and assessing
it from the point of view of the mainstream white perspective.

Tovares shows how the chefs who are engaged in multiple
transformation processes (trying out recipes in action, writing them down,
adapting them for a lay target audience) reflect on these processes and — in
doing so — keep being in charge of the different processes and in control of
what ultimately is shared with the target readership and listeners.

Locher/Dayter/Messerli (Eds), Pragmatics and Translation (PBNS) 26



4. Conclusions and outlook

In this Introduction to the edited volume, we drew connections between
many pragmatic concepts (such as linguistic indexicals, audience design,
register, speaker roles) and the translation research reported in the chapters.
All of the research areas and questions discussed in Section 3 can be
approached through at least one, if not more, of these core pragmatic
concepts. Shedding light on translation contexts can thus also help us in
theorising pragmatics, since translation situations add to the multitude of
real-life language uses that are the very subject of pragmatics.

It was the aim of this collection to give justice to the complexities of
individual translation datasets and their context as well as to contribute to
pragmatics in general. The first insight we offer lies in identifying what
areas can yield useful synergy between pragmatics and Translation Studies.
Some of these areas, which we introduced in detail in Section 3 above, are
more inclusive than others. For example, the topic of close and approximate
relations is addressed in the eight chapters of this volume, and other areas
cover fewer chapters. Nevertheless, all of these offer fruitful avenues for
further investigation by pragmatics and translation scholars alike, and
ideally by researchers with a deep interest in the traditions and methods of
both disciplines or multidisciplinary teams.

At the same time, taking a bird’s eye view of the chapters in the
volume, the outcome of the fine-grained analysis informed by interpersonal
pragmatics is often subtle nuances rather than sweeping findings that allow
generalisations. This tells us that traditional pragmatic research on
translation data has reached the point of saturation where the cornerstone
findings (such as the observations regarding the influence of linguaculture
or translator agency) are unlikely to change. There is, however, great
potential for exploring the novel contexts of use, or contexts not covered in
the scope of earlier studies; and for filling in the outlines set out by existing
research on contrastive pragmatics and intercultural pragmatics. For
example, while we do know that a translator changes the text — in fact, it has
been suggested that such inevitable change is the only true universal of
translation (Meyer 2008:105-106) — it remains to be described what the
effects of such change are on interpersonal relations, as seen through the
lens of relational work.

This nuanced research is reflected in the multitude of methodologies
in the chapters of this volume: from multimodal conversation analysis of
minute gestures and linguistic sequences, to Grounded Theory-inspired
discourse analysis, to questionnaire studies, to corpus linguistic approaches.
Pragmatics in Translation is a vibrant research field that is in the constant
state of development, and the current collection contributes to the growing
body of literature that reflects this state.
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The widening focus of pragmatics in translation will hopefully also
include a growing number of languages as its dataset. In the present
collection, the chapters offer insights on English, German, Greek, French,
Korean and Italian. As the findings demonstrate, one important source of
new pragmatic insights is translation between languages that are not
typologically close, such as translators coping with rendering Korean
honorific system into English. Therefore, it is crucial to continue working
on a broad range of source data and to bring in translation researchers who
study non-Indo-European languages.Undoubtedly, there are other theoretical
and methodological gaps that this collection cannot completely fill. For
example, the cognitive linguistic perspective and the rich theoretical backing
it offers are largely absent in this selection of papers. The one link present
here is the use of the Relevance Theory in the chapter by Bugayong, which
testifies to the great potential of this theoretical strand in pragmatic
translation studies. Further subfields that can provide valuable contributions
to this research direction are well-represented in Tipton and Desilla’s (2019)
handbook. First of all, these include experimental approaches, but also
semiotics, action research, and important and unique data sources such as
literary and poetic translation, healthcare translation, and sign interpreting.

To conclude, the scope of the collection is necessarily limited. It
provides only a glimpse into three different contexts: translating,
interpreting, and transferring of sensory information. It is our hope that this
glimpse and the areas of shared interest we identify on the basis of the
chapters will prove useful to the current and future scholars of translation
pragmatics. In today’s globalized world we encounter language transfer
situations on everyday basis, be it to get by as a tourist using Google
Translate, to consume streamed video content in another language with the
help of subtitles, or to participate in a conversation of multilingual speakers
ripe with code-switching. This means that much remains to be done to study
such situations with a pragmatic lens.
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