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1 Introduction
1.1 Translation — Narrow and Wide Definitions

What happens to the pragmatic level of language — the meaning of words
dependent on their context and the interlocutors’ shared background know-
ledge — in translation? An example can be found in an anecdote about inter-
cultural communication. The story goes that when former US President Jimmy
Carter was giving a speech at a Methodist college in Japan, he began with a joke.
After the interpreter’s utterance, the audience broke into incredible laughter. In
a conversation afterwards, the interpreter admitted that he had said, ‘Mr. Carter
just told a funny story. Everyone must laugh like crazy’ (Moore, 2013: 60).
Although one may doubt the veracity of this particular story, one of the authors
of this Element can testify that this is an interpreting technique explicitly taught
to interpreting students during their training. In pragmatic terms, it can be
rendered as follows: if you cannot translate the illocution, translate the perlocu-
tion. The anecdote illustrates that translating pragmatic phenomena is not
always straightforward and merits linguistic study to describe the transform-
ations and shifts such phenomena undergo in different media and participant
constellations.

This Element addresses translation issues within an interpersonal pragmatics
frame and maps out potential research questions that arise within that frame and
with regard to novel types of data. We envision the Element as a research guide
for scholars interested in applying contemporary pragmatic theory to transla-
tional data. To achieve this aim, we combine state-of-the-art overviews of
existing research with concrete suggestions of unexplored research questions
and suitable data types to answer these questions. Two case studies offer
detailed examples of interpersonal pragmatics research into non-prototypical
data types: simultaneous interpreting in high-stakes political contexts and fan
subtitling of Korean drama.

These two examples appear to be very different from each other, and yet they
both constitute translational data. Before tackling the subject of pragmatics in
translation, it is important to define what we understand under ‘translation’.
Although the first, most salient definition of ‘translation’ to come to a reader’s
mind is probably concerned with an activity of establishing some form of
equivalence between two written texts — one source, one target — in this
Element we approach translation from a more inclusive perspective. We include
under the heading of ‘translation’ a host of related activities, such as written
translation and oral simultanecous and consecutive interpreting carried out by
professionals and community interpreters alike, but also localisation, fan trans-
lation, audiovisual translation and subtitling, signing (intermodal translation),
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explaining meaning to each other, and even rendering sensual experience into
language.

The issue of the discipline label and terminology has long occupied the minds
of translation studies scholars (see, for example, Holmes’ classic ‘The name and
nature of translation studies’ ([1972] 2000), or Chesterman et al.’s tongue-in-
cheek ‘Bananas: On names and definitions in translation studies’ (2003)). This
is not an argument this Element intends to revisit. As linguists, our interest lies
primarily in the descriptive approach to language varieties involved in transla-
tion and how the tools of linguistic pragmatics may help shed light on those
varieties.

In this section of the Element, we first clarify the scope of pragmatics in
translation. We then identify the three key analytical issues that will appear in
every subsequent section. The section is concluded with the outline of the
Element structure, which points out the target audience for each section.

1.2 Pragmatics in Translation

The concern with pragmatics is naturally not new to the study of translation: it
goes as far back as Nida’s (1964) work discussing pragmatic equivalence in
Bible translations. Linguists have also brought classic pragmatic concepts such
as politeness, relevance, deixis and presupposition to the study of translated text
(Hickey, 1998). We do not offer an extensive review of this work in our
Element, as this is a task that is not achievable in this short format and that is
already fulfilled by other excellent contributions on the topic, for example,
Tipton and Desilla (2019).

However, in order to make clear our aims and the scope of the Element, we
would like to draw the reader’s attention to the title of this last publication.
Tipton and Desilla (2019) chose to name their edited volume The Routledge
Handbook of Translation and Pragmatics, placing translation and pragmatics
on equal footing by means of the coordinating conjunction ‘and’. Other sub-
disciplines dealing with related topics of pragmatic phenomena across linguistic
cultures bear the names of cross-cultural pragmatics (see House & Kadar,
2021), intercultural pragmatics (see Kecskés, 2013) or contrastive pragmatics
(see Aijmer, 2011) and have their own developed tradition and canon. They
focus on the study of language use across ‘linguacultures’ (Friedrich, 1989), the
communicative processes among people from different cultures speaking dif-
ferent L1s, and the contrastive study of pragmatics in different languages to
inform teaching, respectively.

By choosing to talk instead about pragmatics in translation, we want to
foreground our primary concern with translation outcomes and processes that
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highlight the pragmatic angle of understanding the transfer of language phe-
nomena across cultures and intraculturally. Therefore, our interest lies in
addressing questions about what happens to pragmatic phenomena when they
are being translated. Our aim is to identify the contemporary pragmatic theories
and angles that deserve more attention in the study of translated language, and to
suggest a range of promising research questions to guide future research and fill
those gaps. Rather than positioning ourselves in contrast to disciplines such as
contrastive pragmatics or translation studies, we argue that pragmatics in
translation can draw on existing research findings, while shifting the focus
from a central interest in translation to a central interest in pragmatics.

We believe that especially interpersonal pragmatics and relational work can
inform future research in this area. They constitute the contemporary take on the
issues related to politeness that have hitherto been analysed through politeness
frameworks that focus on the speaker’s possibilities to minimise face-threat
(e.g. Brown & Levinson, 1987). Interpersonal pragmatics and relational work
theories argue that linguistic resources acquire their meaning in context through
negotiation of societal norms (Locher & Graham, 2010). They provide
improved descriptive adequacy that reflects the fluid nature of human commu-
nication. The focus on relational work is reflected in the structure of each
section, which includes a discussion of this approach in the translational data
type under scrutiny.

We also aim to ask questions about novel types of translational data that are
currently under-researched in pragmatics-centred work. Two of these — simul-
taneous interpreting in high-stakes political contexts, and translation of culture
in Korean drama fan subtitles and viewer comments — are illustrated in the case
studies in Sections 5 and 6. In Section 7, we offer open-ended questions about
further data types, such as automatically translated social media posts and
captions, remote interpreting, community interpreting and translation apps.
We hope that the Element will help pave the way to exciting new research
and encourage young scholars to tackle the research questions posed in
Section 7.

1.3 Key Issues

Throughout this Element, we focus on three key issues that play an important role
in our understanding of the research direction to be taken in pragmatics in
translation. These issues are not on the same level of generality: two can be
broadly identified as theoretical approaches to analysing communication, and the
third is a characteristic of the data. However, these issues resurface again and
again in our discussions of how linguistic pragmatics can inform the investigation
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ofnovel translational data. Below, we introduce and define these issues. They will
be highlighted in every one of the following five sections, although the amount of
attention given to each will shift depending on the focus of the section.

* Mediality
The concept of mediality, borrowed from media studies (see Papacharissi, 2015),
is a useful tool for the discussion at hand. Complementing modality, which refers
to individual modes such as text or image, mediality foregrounds the multimodal
contexts and interweaving of different media (for example, when interpreters rely
both on printed text and live speech as input). Mediality also captures the
influence that the material medium has on the linguistic one, describing e.g.
how the simultaneous orality of conference interpreting shapes the linguistic
output. Incorporating a wider variety of activities into the scope of ‘translation’ in
this Element means that the medium, or modality, in which the translation is
accomplished comes to the forefront of analytical considerations. While the
translation ‘prototype’ is written text to written text, we are going to have to
take into account other mode constellations. Interpreting involves oral-to-oral
rendering, sometimes accompanied by written to oral (sight translation, or
reading a document out loud in the target language). Another possible intermodal
constellation is oral to gesture (sign interpreting). There are also translation types
that involve more than one parallel process: for example, translating a film may
involve translating a script to be spoken by the dubbing actors and translating
subtitles, with these two not necessarily working with the same source (the
subtitler might be working from the closed captions in the source language, for
example, which are already adapted in length). Simultaneous interpreting with
text is another complex process, involving sight translation supplemented by
genuine simultaneous interpreting to incorporate any ad hoc changes the speaker
may make to the prepared speech. Even less prototypical types of intermodal
translation are, for instance, visual to spoken, as in audio descriptions of films for
the visually impaired, or ‘sensual to written’ translation, which happens when
a professional food taster describes taste. Although mediality is often taken for
granted in pragmatics studies of translation, we will explicitly address this aspect
of the data in every section as it may have crucial influence on the pragmatics
phenomena under discussion.
* Participation framework

Goffman (1981) introduced the terms ‘participation status’, ‘footing’ and
‘participation framework’ to differentiate how people involved in an inter-
actional setting participate in that setting: as addressees, speakers, bystanders,
overhearers etc. This approach was soon adopted in linguistics in order to go
beyond the confines of the ‘traditional [. . .] threefold division between speaker,
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hearer, and something spoken about’ (Hymes, 1972: 58). A nuanced differen-
tiation among participant roles enabled analysts to be more precise about
participants’ alignment and orientation to the talk in progress. Describing the
participation status for understanding pragmatic phenomena becomes espe-
cially important in translation and interpreting contexts, where participants’
constellations are complex and sometimes partly hidden.
* Relational work

Relational work is a concept pertaining to interpersonal pragmatics, i.e. the study
of the interpersonal side of language in use. Relational work is the linguistic and
multimodal “work” individuals invest in negotiating relationships with others’
(Locher & Watts, 2005: 10), and interpersonal pragmatics approaches argue that
linguistic resources used to realise relational work acquire their meaning in
context through negotiation of societal norms. The study of (im)politeness
phenomena is subsumed within relational work. Accepting that linguistic
(im)politeness is fundamentally context-dependent has far-reaching implications
for the study of (im)politeness in translation and interpreting due to the shift of
context from production to reception as well as different background knowledge
of the intended vs. factual audience. In addition, relational work and identity
construction are interlinked, since how a speaker chooses language reflects their
knowledge about (im)politeness norms and they are being assessed against these
norms. Locher and Sidiropoulou (2021) therefore identify ‘identity construction
and relational work’ as one of the challenges for translation that warrants being
explored further. Sidiropoulou (2021) is a recent example of tackling this chal-
lenge with regard to written translation.

1.4 Structure of the Element

The Element consists of seven sections. Although we tried to create a sense of
trajectory throughout the sections, unfolding the narrative from some back-
ground on pragmatics in translation towards a few specific examples and then
a glance into the future, the sections can also be read in isolation. Below we will
outline the content of each section and conclude with hints on when the section
might come in as especially helpful.

» Section 2 provides a bird’s-eye view of the research to date on written
translational data, highlighting the development of linguistic pragmatic the-
ories brought to bear on this data. This section sets the stage for the remainder
of the Element by contextualising the three key themes — mediality, partici-
pation framework and relational work — in translation.
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o Read this section if you are new to the field and are looking to get your
bearings before starting a research project on pragmatics of translational
data.

 Section 3 surveys pragmatic research on data from consecutive, liaison and

whisper, and simultaneous interpreting. We highlight the prominence and
productivity of some models and compare this output to other, more recent,
pragmatic theories.

o Read this section if you would like to familiarise yourself with the main
pragmatic issues in interpreting and to find out what has been done in
interpreting research from the relational work perspective.

Section 4 highlights specific aspects of audiovisual translation (AVT) as
situated language use. AVT comprises activities like dubbing (voice-to-
voice), which are arguably in some ways closer to interpreting than to text-
to-text translation, and subtitling (retained voice, translated into additional
written text).

o Read this section if you are interested in film and TV translation in dubbed
and subtitled form.

Section 5 adopts the relational work framework and presents a case study of
conference interpreters’ treatment of the interpersonal pragmatic phenomena
in high-stakes political discourse.

o Read this section if you need help designing a research project that uses
a corpus to investigate politeness phenomena in interpreting.

Section 6 showcases Locher and Messerli’s work on identifying cross-
culturally salient moments of relational work as made accessible in the transla-
tions of lay subtitlers and in the comments by online viewers of these scenes.

o Read this section if you need help designing a research project that works
with fictional data and involves heterogeneous groups that engage with the
artefact in complex sense-making processes.

Section 7 highlights the areas of research that can offer the most productive
synergies between contemporary pragmatic theories and the unique product-
and process-oriented data that translation and interpreting provide. We con-
clude with a set of research questions that address these gaps and directions
for further research.

o Read this section if you are looking for inspiration to build a research
project on pragmatics in translation.
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2 Translation through the Pragmatic Lens
2.1 Introduction

In this section, we limit our scope through the factor of mediality: we explore
translation in the narrower sense, i.e. rendering a written text in one language
into written text in another. While this concept of translation is easier to delimit
than the broad understanding we have offered in Section 1, its definition is not
straightforward. The necessary conditions just mentioned are of course not
sufficient, since translators and readers of translated texts also have particular
expectations regarding the relationship between source and target texts. Outside
of scholarly and professional discourses, a lay understanding of translation may
well be captured in a circular fashion: a translated text is the product of
translation — translation produces translated texts. But attempting a non-
circular definition that can properly define the relationship between original
and translated texts is a more difficult endeavour. House (2018b: 9), for
instance, defines translation as the replacement of one text by another in
a different language. This is accurate unless we focus on texts where original
and translation are side by side and the target text is thus an addition rather than
a replacement (e.g. bilingual editions of books), but leaves open what kind of
replacing text counts as a translation. House (2019: 10) herself, while not
including any further aspects in the definition, goes on to add further attributes
such as translation being secondary communication, a type of repetition, in
arelationship of semantic and pragmatic equivalence with the source text and in
a double-bind relationship with source text and target context.

Pragmatics is often described along the lines of two traditions. The first is the
Anglo-American one, closely related to philosophy of language and preoccu-
pied with theorising implicature and presupposition, speech acts, deixis, etc.
The second is the European tradition, which takes a broad view of what
communicating meaning in context entails, and also includes the study of
language in use from a social and cultural vantage point. In translation studies,
the interest has slowly shifted from the Anglo-American view to the broader
Continental-European approach. We adopt the same broader view of pragmatics
here and are interested in translation as situated language use including explicit
as well as implicit meaning. Due to the complex textual, contextual and
intertextual relationships that characterise translations, they are rich sources
for the exploration of pragmatic meaning, and we will shed light on some of the
most relevant aspects in this and the subsequent two sections. Section 2.2 will
highlight some avenues of pragmatic research in translation that have been
pursued. Section 2.3 will outline the participation frameworks in which transla-
tion is situated. Section 2.4 focuses on aspects of relational work in translation
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in particular. The bird’s-eye view we offer in this section, summarised in
Section 2.5, will then be complemented with more detailed accounts of inter-
preting studies in Section 3 and audiovisual translation in Section 4.

2.2 Translation and Research in Pragmatics

To understand what research has been done in the pragmatics in or of transla-
tion, it is useful to acknowledge that, historically, translation studies have had
little interest in pragmatics and that pragmatics, similarly, has not regarded
translation as a type of situated language use that needs to be studied. From
a core pragmatic perspective, to this day often informed by introspective
examples of typical language use, translation is perhaps too peripheral and
too far removed from a basic language setting to have garnered much interest
(a view we do not share). Translation studies, on the other hand, has developed
surprisingly independently of linguistic scholarship and has only recently begun
to incorporate macroscopic views of context and settings as research foci.
Although the work by, e.g., the Leipzig school of translation scholars
included mentions of ‘pragmatics’, the term did not have the scope it has
today. Kade (1968) referred to ‘pragmatic texts’ as one type of source texts,
namely, the ones where form is subordinated to content (in contrast to ‘literary
texts’). Neubert (1968) further differentiated among literary-type and prag-
matic-type texts based on the idea of communicative equivalence. Similarly,
Jager (1975) narrowly focused on ‘functional’ versus ‘communicative’ equiva-
lence. The relevant influential work directly starts from speech act theory to
theorise the cultural specificity not only of particular speech acts but also of the
felicity conditions in different cultural contexts. Blum-Kulka (1981) establishes
that the translatability of indirect speech acts depends on whether the relevant
felicity conditions are universal or culture-specific, whereas Blum-Kulka and
Olshtain (1984) attempt to find pragmatic universals (not to be confused with
the translation studies-specific concept of ‘translation universals”) based on the
example of requests and apologies in different translations. A seminal contribu-
tion in translation studies is Hatim and Mason (1997), who, building on the
work by Nida (1964), House (1977) and other scholars with an interest in
functional equivalence, specifically positioned translation as communication.
Rather than adhering to the tradition of focusing on specific aspects of transla-
tion practices that differ based on the text type they translate and produce, Hatim
and Mason (1997) attempt a more general conceptualisation of the work of
translators, who essentially need skills to process text in the source language,
skills to transfer it and productive skills in the target language. The difference
between formal and functional aspects of source and target texts had already
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been discussed by Nida (1964) in terms of formal and dynamic equivalence, and
Hatim and Mason (1997) further take inspiration from Bell’s (1984) notion of
audience design (see also Mason, 2000; House, 2018b: 54-5) to arrive at their
understanding of translation as a communicative practice. The translator as
communicator is first a reader, who takes into account the sociocultural context
of the source text to identify presuppositions and implicatures and arrive at
a coherent understanding of what the text means, before communicating it in the
target language by transferring and producing it in a manner pertinent to the
sociocultural context in which the target text will be situated.

Another key aspect in the development of a pragmatics of translation and
translated text is the systematic inclusion of context, for which House’s (e.g.
2006, 2015, 2018a, 2018b) work is of importance. We will approach this
understanding of context and the understanding of translation as recontex-
tualisation as relevant for the participation framework of translation and
address it in Section 2.3.

Finally, Morini’s (2013: 155) self-declared ‘little Copernican revolution’ in
his monograph The Pragmatic Translator approaches translation in terms of
performative, locative and interpersonal functions and with the explicit goal
of bridging the gap between what he considers distant theorisations from the
outside and applicable tools for the translator. While Morini’s main interest
appears to be a shift in focus away from the product of translation to transla-
tion as a process, a step he deems crucial for the usefulness of translation
theory for practitioners, we can add to this a desideratum for studying the
conceptualisation of the reception of translated texts, and thus a shift away
from the translator to the reader who has entered translation studies for the
most part only as a mental model of the translator when designing a target text
for an audience. In other words, we need to add all contributing participants to
the understanding of translation as a product and as a process.

2.3 Participation Framework

To observe translational processes and products through a pragmatic lens is to
understand them as situated language use, subject to the influence not only of
the translator but also of the settings in which translation takes place and
translated texts are received. When looking at translation within the subdisci-
plines we cover in this section and in Sections 3 and 4, the crucial role of
mediality is evident. The majority of work on participation, in the situation of
translation in a communicative context, has been done either in interpreting
studies or in AVT. In interpreting studies, it was facilitated by Wadensjd’s
(1998; see also Section 3) important contribution to the theorisation of
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participation frameworks. In AVT, Messerli (2020, 2021), for example, has
offered insights into how subtitles and subtitlers position themselves and are
understood as speakers in communication. Even in interpreting and AVT, no full
account of meaning-making in context has been provided — and this is even
more true for written translation, where only peripheral cases have been dis-
cussed specifically in terms of participants and their roles (see e.g. Ikizoglu,
2019 for a discussion of mobile phone translation apps as conversation
participants).

However, insofar as participation is understood as a concretisation of context,
important theorisations of the settings in which written translation takes place have
been offered by Baker (1992, 2006) and House (2006), among others. Baker (2006)
argues that a combination of a more cognitive (in the tradition of van Dijk, 2001)
and a more social (e.g. Hymes, 1964) understanding of context is fruitful, as it
makes it possible to situate the decision-making processes of both translators and
recipients with regard to existing models of what translation entails, the cultural
surroundings in which it takes place and the participating voices that animate it.

In contrast, House (2006) posits a translation-as-recontextualisation theory
and highlights the differences in context between written and spoken inter-
action, which — in her opinion — render purely discursive approaches to context
unfit for the conception of written translation. In a prototypical translation
setting, texts are not communicated bit by bit. Instead, translators animate
a static text whose context is defined and hegemonised solely by the translators
rather than jointly negotiated by all participants involved. Translation in this
view is thus ‘an ex post facto, solitarily cognitive pragmatic process of meaning
negotiation’ (House, 2006: 343) over which recipients have no control. In
House’s view, translators navigate between and are doubly bound by the source
text as a holistic entity and the target context in which their text will be
understood. They strive for functional equivalence by taking into account
various systems, to use the terminology of systemic functional linguistics that
informs House’s theory. These systems are Genre, Register, Field, Mode and
Tenor, the latter describing the participant relationships that form part of the
setting. The role of these participants in the understanding of translated texts is
influenced by an understanding of the translation as overt or covert. Overt
translation (e.g. of political speeches) is a process that self-identifies as transla-
tion, and is characterised by a form of recontextualisation that simultaneously
activates source and target contexts (House, 2006: 356). Covert, invisible
translation (e.g. of user manuals) applies a cultural filter in order to adapt to
the target culture’s communicative norms (House, 2006: 356).

A radically different take is offered by those who apply relevance theory to
translation (e.g. Gutt, 1998; Gallai, 2019). Since the reading of a translated text
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is communication between a translator and a target audience, there is no
difference in principle between translation and non-translation. As any speaker
would, translators design their writing for their readers, based on assumptions
they make about context in a cognitive sense, i.e. the predispositions and
expectations of the target audience. The characteristics of translation, then,
are to be found in the translator’s decision-making regarding the meaning of
the source text and its rendering in descriptive or interpretative language, and
translation as a text type that shapes the aforementioned expectations towards
the target text.

A promising avenue in the theorisation of written translation as communica-
tion seems to be a combination of a more specific and detailed understanding of
relevant contexts or indeed participation structures, as it is outlined in the
functional approaches, and the more target-audience-centred understanding
that is implied by relevance theoretic approaches. Starting from the premise
that the sole point of contact between writers and readers is the text, and that this
point of contact is removed by translation (Malmkjaer, 1998), a pragmatic look
at the participation framework of literary and other written translation may want
to explore the situated communicative acts that ensue when direct contact is
replaced by indirect mediation via translation.

It may be satisfactory in some traditional settings to assume that authors write
texts for readers, while translators are eavesdroppers-cum-authors in the sense
of Goffman (1981) (see further discussion in Section 3). Even in this conception
of text translation, it is worthwhile to reflect further on the relationship between
the translator as author and animator, who phrases and utters the text, and the
original author as principal, who is identified explicitly (e.g. on a book cover) as
the locus of values and beliefs. For instance, we may note that translators are not
ratified participants in the communicative act of writing the text, but they infer
the speaker’s intention based on the text and perhaps in conversation with the
author. To conceptualise the point of view of the readers of translated texts, we
may start with their understanding of the text as a primary text or as
a translation, and accordingly ask on whose behalf readers assume the written
text to speak.

2.4 Relational Work

Despite the discursive turn in (im)politeness research (e.g. Locher & Watts,
2005, 2008; Spencer-Oatey, 2005a; Linguistic Politeness Research Group,
2011) that led us from the description of marked instances of face-threatening
behaviour and their mitigation to a context-bound, situationally constructed
understanding of interpersonal pragmatics, Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
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politeness theory has remained influential in translation studies. Its ease of
applicability means that in source and target texts, face-threatening acts (FTA)
can be identified and compared in terms of their realisation, but a more general
concept of the discursive construction of the relationship between writers, texts
and readers eludes much of the existing scholarship.

A notable exception is the recent monograph by Sidiropoulou (2021), which
incorporates the relational work perspective in its analysis of two subtypes of
translation: English—Greek translations of non-fiction and of fiction.
Sidiropoulou (2021) finds that in non-fictional (mass media and academic)
texts, both the source writer and the translator confine themselves to the
appropriate (politic) zone of the relational work scale. This finding corresponds
to the research presented in Section 5 of this Element, which looks at non-
fictional data as well, namely, spoken political discourse. Section 5.3 offers
a more detailed review of the relational work spectrum, which the reader may
wish to refer to along with this recap. With regard to fictional texts, however,
Sidiropoulou (2021) establishes that the non-politic zone is the more operative
one here, presumably because non-politic choices heighten emotions. The
interpersonal dynamic between the text producers and receivers emerges as an
important factor in the analysis, and the translator is shown to be capable of
renegotiating the author’s facework with the reader.

In a similar vein, Morini (2019), for instance, shows on the one hand that
there is much to be gained by going beyond character-to-character pragmatics in
source and target texts and complementing it with writer—reader interpersonal
pragmatics. On the other hand, he attributes the same absolute notion of
impoliteness to the communication between Celenza’s Italian translation and
Virginia Woolf’s source text 7o the Lighthouse and their respective readerships.
By applying Grice’s maxims to source and target text and working with the idea
of making implicit meaning explicit, he comes to the conclusion that Woolf is
more impolite to her readers as her style employs ‘free indirect thought and
a conversational style [that is] used to blur the conventional divide between
narrator and characters’ (Morini, 2019: 195). In contrast, Celenza’s translation,
which employs explicitation and disambiguation, is argued to better accommo-
date the need of the readers for easier accessibility and therefore to be more
polite (Morini, 2019: 196). These comments are made as if there were universal
norms that regulate the interpersonal relationships between authors and readers
and as if these norms were identical for translator-reader communication.'

! Later in the chapter, Morini (2019: 199) modifies his universalist stance by mentioning that the
interpretation of implicatures in Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice depends on the knowledge of
social and economic conditions of the time.


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009261210

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009261210 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Pragmattics in Translation 13

In contrast, understanding the same texts from a relational work point of view
would mean that, rather than being governed by static norms, translations, just
as much as novels, establish in situ what constitutes unmarked and marked
(im)polite behaviour when interacting with their readers and their respective
backgrounds. For instance, we may go along with Morini and assume that
making it easy for the readers to understand the basic narrative of a text may
be a more polite option for the author. And in contrast, requiring much process-
ing in order to arrive at an understanding of the events that are taking place may
be less polite. Crucially, though, these norms of readability are themselves
dependent on sociohistorical context, among other things (see Sidiropoulou,
2021: 9 on this point; Morini, 2019: 199 for a discussion of a passage from Jane
Austen). Pollali and Sidiropoulou (2021), for example, show how different
Greek translations of Eugene O’Neill’s playtext Desire under the Elms (1924)
demonstrate different orientations by the translators to expectations and ideolo-
gies prevailing in the Greek target culture in 1947 and 2017.

In addition, translations are not only governed by norms of readability but also
by translation norms (Toury, 1995; Morini, 2019) that shape the relationship of
the target text’s reading experience with that of the source text. Establishing such
translator—reader politeness norms as they are constructed in individual texts,
idiosyncratically by translators or sociohistorically at different points in time, is
a fascinating research area that as of yet remains underexplored.

More generally, testimony to the fact that a broadening of politeness research in
translation is underway is the recent appearance of a special issue on Pragmatics of
Translation by Locher and Sidiropoulou (202 1), which contains several articles that
highlight the connection between relational work and identity construction in actor/
character rendition in written translation (Sidiropoulou, 2020; Kefala, 2021; Pollali
& Sidiropoulou, 2021), and Sidiropoulou’s (2021) Understanding Im/politeness
through Translation, which discusses the role of the translator with respect to
(im)politeness considerations in several types of written translation from
a relational work perspective. At the time of writing, however, published
(im)politeness-oriented research in translation is dominated largely by comparisons
of isolated instances of (im)politeness. In this area, Aijmer’s (e.g. 2011) work in
contrastive pragmatics as well as Hatim’s (1998) application of Brown and
Levinson’s theory to texts are notable forward-thinking theorisations that pave the
way for a truly discursive understanding of interpersonal pragmatics of translation.

2.5 Summary

Our bird’s-eye view of the pragmatic aspects of the translation of texts, as well
as translated texts themselves, has outlined some important areas — in particular
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participation frameworks and relational work — we will further pursue in
Sections 3 and 4 for the cases of interpretation and AVT. Regarding participa-
tion, we have observed that the conceptualisation of written translation has not
proceeded as far as that of interpreting or AVT, whereas relational work and
a general situated understanding of politeness in written translation processes
and products remains largely unexplored as a heuristic for the understanding of
interpersonal aspects in all areas of translation.

3 Interpreting through the Pragmatic Lens
3.1 Introduction

Interpreting involves rendering speech into another language in oral modality and
under time pressure; these factors of mediality and temporality converge to
necessitate a separate discussion of interpreting from the viewpoint of pragmatics.
Contrary to translators, interpreters have no opportunity for long deliberations,
consulting dictionaries or post-editing. Another difference from translation is that
interpreters are often physically co-present with the discourse participants, which
plays a role in participation framework-oriented pragmatic research.

Interpreting can be subdivided into three main types along the time and
participation axes: (1) consecutive/dialogue/liaison interpreting, (2) whisper
interpreting and (3) conference interpreting. Much oral translation is done con-
secutively, i.e. after the source-language utterance has been uttered in full.
Consecutive interpreting may be assisted by handwritten notes that the interpreter
takes if the speaker’s turn is very long. When working without notes and on
shorter turns, consecutive interpreting is sometimes called dialogue or liaison
interpreting. If only one of the participants needs interpretation to understand the
proceedings, whisper interpreting, also called chuchotage, is employed, and the
interpreter stands next to the client and whispers simultaneous interpretation into
their ear. Finally, conference interpreting (essentially, simultaneous interpreting
for large audiences) is performed in a special booth with interpreters working in
teams of two or three, wearing headphones and speaking into a microphone at the
same time as the original speech is being delivered.

Although many conceptual findings from translation studies have been
applied to interpreting studies, it is a communicative activity different from
written translation on so many levels as to merit a separate investigation. Just
some of the key distinctions include time pressure, oral modality of reception
and production, necessity to adjust the length of the target to the source speech,
and tendency to work with different genres than translation. These factors
contribute to a demanding environment, which is bound to have an effect on
all levels of the target output, including pragmatics. In what follows, we will
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first introduce strands of pragmatic research in interpreting in Section 3.2 before
focusing on the pragmatic research areas which are the participation framework
(Section 3.3), politeness research in general (Section 3.4) and relational work in
particular (Section 3.5).

3.2 Strands of Pragmatic Research in Interpreting

As Baumgarten (2017: 523) notes with respect to translation, the central
problem from the pragmatic perspective lies in the cross-cultural comparability
of linguistic form—function relationships. Achieving such comparability of
pragmatic effect in the source and the target speech has been the subject of
pragmatic research in translation and interpreting studies.

To facilitate the recipient’s understanding, an interpreter may need to go to
extra lengths to explain dense and technical information to the client (Gibb &
Good, 2014 on refugee status hearings), elicit more detailed answers (Jacobsen,
2008 on court interpreting) or interpret power moves such as intentional silences
(Nakane, 2014 on police interviews). To theorise the process, researchers have
drawn on pragmatic concepts such as common ground, relevance, mitigation and
aggravation, deixis and politeness formulae.

A translation model that has proven fruitful for understanding interpreting in
particular is Gutt’s (1998) “interpretive resemblance’. Gutt’s angle on translated
language can be seen as a very early version of the more recent approaches (such
as Kruger & van Rooy, 20106) that see translated language as simply one type of
secondary, constrained or ‘interpretive’ communication. Gutt’s interpretive
resemblance approach, rooted in relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1995),
treats an utterance as an ostensive stimulus that signals to the addressee the
speaker’s intention to convey relevant information. The translator’s task, then,
is to reproduce the source language’s ostensive stimuli in order to achieve in the
target recipients the same contextual effects as the source utterance has in the
source language recipients. This understanding corresponds to the view that limits
the expectations from the elusive equivalence to interpretive resemblance only.

Gutt’s interpretive resemblance was adapted by Setton (2006) to be applied to
simultaneous interpreting contexts. Setton argued that the linguistic repertoire
available to the interpreter is always more limited, and the interpreter is fighting
a losing battle against time while trying to find such stimuli that constrain the
recipient’s search for relevance in just the right way. The difference to transla-
tion, in Setton’s view, is that rather than trying to reproduce the communicative
clues of the original (as a translator would), an interpreter is entitled to use the
interaction of stimuli and context in any way that will deliver adequately similar
effects, by whatever inferential route (Setton, 2006: 384). An interpreter must
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shape the context in which the audience will process their speech in order to
compensate for distortions forced on it by the simultaneity condition (Setton,
2006: 384).

Also adopting relevance theory and interpretive resemblance as its main
theoretical underpinning, a fascinating study by Miskovic-Lukovic and
Dedaic (2012) analysed the case of disputed translation of a discourse marker
‘odnosno’. The study illustrated how during the war crime trials at the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, linguistic indeter-
minacy of this discourse marker (which may have either an explanatory or
a corrective/reformulative function) led the interpreter to make varying target
item choices. These choices changed the ideological implications of the utter-
ances and could affect the judge’s decisions.

Setton’s work draws on relevance theory and is mostly cognitively oriented.
In fact, a large share of pragmatic research has been driven by the interest in the
time-related aspects of interpreting. This interest accounts for the cognitive-
pragmatic research strand, which seeks to answer questions about mental
structures and procedures, processing capacity, translator memory, ear—voice
span, speed of input, and so on (Moser-Mercer, 2000; Setton, 2003; Defrancq,
2015). Notably less attention has been paid to the sociopragmatic aspects of
interpreting: pragmatic interference and pragmalinguistic transfer, the necessity
for pragmatic adaptation, or the implications of diverging background know-
ledge among the speaker, the interpreter and the audience. The existing research
on these topics is reviewed below. In Section 7.3 of this Element, we map out the
blank areas where future research can be directed.

3.3 Participation Framework

Since the activity of interpreting serves the primary purpose of enabling com-
munication among participants in a speech event, configurations of those
participants have implications for pragmatic processes and choices. Research
into the participation structure of interpreting gained traction after Wadens;jo
(1998) proposed her “dialogic discourse-based interaction” model. It focused on
the roles of participants in an interpreter-mediated event, the responsibility in
distribution of content and progression of talk. The model adapts Erving
Goffman’s (1981) classic proposal regarding the speaker roles in
a conversation that incorporates an author, a principal and an animator. An
author is the party who composed the words of an utterance, a principal is the
party whose views and beliefs are represented in the utterance and an animator
is the sounding box: the person and/or the technology through which the
utterance is made.
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Wadensjo observed that the interpreter’s role in an interaction is more than
a mere transfer of meaning (stepping beyond the role of an animator), and,
moreover, that interpreters co-construct meaning together with other parties. In
Wadensjo’s (1998) adaptation, the animator becomes the reporter, the author
becomes the recapitulator and the principal becomes the responder. Thus, an
interpreter who just reports a literal translation of what has been said takes the
role of a reporter; an interpreter who is an active listener and not only renders
but also understands the message is a recapitulator; and the role of responder is
given to a participant who engages in order to respond, to take communication
further (as an interpreter may sometimes do when asking a clarifying question).

Goffman’s framework and Wadensjo’s adaptation of it have become
a productive tool of analysis of interpreting events and the interactants’ under-
standing of their roles, especially in community (non-professional) interpreting.
Some examples of such studies are Van de Mieroop (2012) or Keselman et al.
(2010). Van de Mieroop (2012) recorded four doctor—patient interviews in
a Flemish hospital, mediated by a community interpreter between Russian
and Dutch, to study the quotative ‘he/she says that’. She found that quotatives
facilitate a switch in participation frameworks from the one where the doctor
and the patient interact with each other to the one where the doctor and the
interpreter are primary interactants. A similar shift in the interpreter’s role from
a mediator to negotiator was documented by Keselman et al. (2010) in twenty-
six asylum hearings with minors (mediated between Russian and Swedish).
A special issue wholly devoted to exploring how various factors in dialogue
interpreting affect participation (Biagini et al., 2017) identified common ground
as a factor in the degree of participation management that is required of
interpreters (Ticca & Traverso, 2017) and questioned whether the interpreter
is perceived as a ratified participant (Licoppe & Veyrier, 2017).

These findings from community interpreting contrast sharply with the behav-
iour of Pavel Palazhchenko, a professional and highly experienced interpreter who
was the personal interpreter for former president of the Soviet Union Mikhail
Gorbachev (Wadensjo, 2008). The study, analysing an American talk-show inter-
view, found that the interpreter consistently resisted all attempts by the host to
engage him as a responder. Instead, he participated in the event as a recapitulator
and reporter only. When the host produced a side sequence addressed to the
interpreter, Palazhchenko translated the utterance rather than replying to it,
which Wadensjo construes as evidence of his high professional standards. This
is one of many examples in which researchers assume that the invisibility of the
interpreter is the quality benchmark for translation as communicative activity. On
the whole, the participation studies of interpreting find that an interpreter can
choose to have a certain degree of control over the interaction. The investigation of
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interpreter-constructed meaning will be taken up further in research on relational
work and discursive identity, to be discussed in Sections 3.5 and 5.

A phenomenon frequently studied in classic pragmatics, deixis, provided
another gateway to the investigation of participant roles in interpreting events.
Deictic expressions point to the referents and rely on contextual information
regarding speaker identity to be understood (Levinson, 2004); we typically rely
on the visual cues in the physically co-present situations to know which
discourse participant is referred to by ‘I’ or ‘you’. Personal pronouns, a type
of deixis, can indicate what assumptions about participant roles the participants
in an interpreting event hold.

Disambiguation of deixis is a highly problematic topic in legal linguistics,
and it comes as no surprise that interpreting studies have paid special attention
to personal pronouns in court interpreting. One such study is described in
Angermeyer (2005a), who looked at interpreted hearings in a small claims
court in New York City. Angermeyer first established the institutional norms
for interpreting in the American legal system; these norms presuppose that an
interpreter is no more than a ‘faithful sound amplifier’ (Glémet, 1958) and
therefore always interprets in the first person (direct speech). For example, if
a defendant says in a foreign language ‘I was going’, the interpreter is expected
to translate ‘I was going” and not ‘He said he was going’. In fact, interpreting in
the third person is considered unprofessional (Pchhacker, 2004: 151-2).

Angermeyer’s (2005a) study aimed to find whether the interpreters in the
small claims court used the first person (direct speech) or the third person
(indirect speech). He discovered significant individual and directionality-
related differences among his six interpreters with regard to this choice.
Angermeyer put forth a hypothesis that the third person in interpreting is used
to distance oneself from the speaker’s words and identity.

The study of reported speech, and the identity role assignment it explicates,
gained momentum in court interpreting (since it is important to be able to assign
agency before assigning blame). Cheung (2012) and Cheung (2014) are
examples of studies focusing on pronoun choices of court interpreters in
Hong Kong. However, agency and participant roles can come into play in
other domains as well, for instance, political meetings (Zhan, 2012) or inter-
national conferences on such disparate subjects as publishing and floral art
(Chang & Wu, 2009). The studies have in common the finding that interpreters
may choose to diverge from translating in the first person and close to the
original’s words in order to achieve successful mediation, since interpreter-
facilitated communication is often charged with sociocultural factors. Indeed,
Meyer (2008: 105-6) suggests that intervention may well be one of the very few
true translation universals, that is, that interpreters are always actively involved
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in construction and adaptation of the target text rather than being mere sounding
boxes. Research shows that complex pragmatic processes are involved in the
resolution of vague deixis, especially personal pronouns (for example, first-
person plural pronouns used for persuasive purposes to encode different group
memberships). It is inevitable that interpreters will actively introduce pragmatic
shifts since they become involved in the setting up of ‘worlds of experience’
(Chafe, 1980) or ‘mental spaces’ (Fauconnier, 1985) among the discourse
participants using linguistic means to do so (e.g., dexis).

3.4 Politeness Research

A discussion of pragmatic research in interpreting would be woefully incom-
plete without addressing the topic of politeness. Politeness has been a major
concern in pragmatics since the 1970s, first gaining traction with the theories
describing strategic conflict avoidance and face-saving (Lakoff, 1973; Leech,
1983; Brown & Levinson, 1987). The elegance and relative simplicity of these
theories made them a favourite among interpreting studies scholars looking to
explore the issues of face-saving and mitigation in interpreting events. The very
early studies in pragmatics of interpreting do indeed use Brown and Levinson’s
theory, for example, Knapp-Potthoff and Knapp (1987), investigating non-
professional interpreting in German and Korean.

Given the body of work on the cross-cultural difference in mitigating polite-
ness (e.g. the Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Realization Patterns
(CCSARP) project, Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984), scholars have been looking
for the pragmatic shifts initiated by the interpreter on the basis of such cross-
cultural mismatches. The study by Jacobsen (2008), also discussed in Section
3.2, for instance, traced the down-toning of face-threats to the fact that the face
concerns of the Chinese defendants were likely to be different from the Western
European face concerns of other participants. Courtroom and other official
settings are a fertile ground for strategic politeness research due to a stable,
easily controlled situational context of interactions: some of the many studies
from these settings adopting Brown and Levinson’s framework include Mason
and Stewart (2001), Lee (2013) or Pollabauer (2007). All of these essentially
focus on how an FTA is rendered by interpreters (mitigated, aggravated or
unchanged) in different language pairs and relative power configurations.
Similar work has been done in other contexts of consecutive or liaison inter-
preting, for example, televised political debates (Savvalidou, 2011), or as
experimental studies (Berk-Seligson, 1988).

In research on conference interpreting, facework and mitigating politeness
received little attention, presumably due to the overall scarcity of research on
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this interpreting mode. The key contribution is Barttomiejczyk’s (2016, 2020)
work devoted to the analysis of interpreting in the European Parliament using
the concept of face and focusing predominantly on how mitigation is performed.
It remains an excellent resource for anyone interested in a thorough overview of
literature on strategic politeness research in interpreting. Magnifico and
Defrancq (2017) also adopted Brown and Levinson’s framework (and its
extension, Culpeper’s (1996) impoliteness framework) to analyse gender-
based differences in impoliteness treatment by interpreters. Although the
study’s initial hypothesis is based on an outdated and deterministic view of
male and female speech habits, the findings are interesting as they shed light on
the different sensitivity to professional norms by male and female interpreters
(female interpreters appear to be more preoccupied with faithful translation
close to source, while male interpreters take more liberties with the text and
foreground their role as mediators).

3.5 Relational Work

Although in the last two decades a shift occurred in linguistic politeness
theory from strategic politeness approaches like Brown and Levinson (1987)
to the all-encompassing analysis of facework like Spencer-Oatey (2000) or
Locher and Watts (2005), these shifts found almost no reflection in interpret-
ing studies. While the former approaches assumed a more or less stable form-
to-function correlation between linguistic resources and their polite function,
the latter, like the discursive approaches to relational work, argue that linguis-
tic resources acquire their meaning in context through negotiation of societal
norms. This, of course, makes such theories less convenient and straightfor-
ward to apply to language data, although naturally they boast much improved
descriptive adequacy that reflects the fluid and messy nature of human com-
munication. Nevertheless, a few studies of interpreting have taken the leap to
incorporate relational work in their analysis, with interesting results, and
demonstrated that it is a feasible step to take.

Some of this research has been carried out by Mapson (2015) on the material
of sign language interpreting. Sign language interpreting is closest to liaison and
conference interpreting in terms of temporality and participant structure,
although the multimodal component is the crucial difference between the two
(sign language interpreting being an intermodal interpreting type).

Mapson (2015) worked with data from general-purpose British Sign
Language interpreting. Having facilitated and videorecorded several group
interviews with eight experienced interpreters, she analysed the transcripts
to identify the main politeness-related themes that emerged in participants’
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discussions. Mapson relied on Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management
framework to identify the types of facework that could be relevant to
interpreters, for example, smoothing of interpersonal relations. The recog-
nition of politeness has emerged as a prominent rich point, which highlights
again the necessity of using the contextually aware politeness approaches,
since form-to-function politeness theories would remain entirely blind to
this problem.

Mapson (2015: 209) also highlights how interpreting (im)politeness essen-
tially constitutes intercultural rapport management between the hearing and
the deaf community. This makes interpreting especially difficult because
interpreters are managing rapport between clients whose assessments of
cultural norms may contrast. The interpreters’ choices of what smoothing
strategies to use in their target language output depends on a number of
factors, not least of which is the pre-existing familiarity with the clients.
The role of contextual awareness (Spencer-Oatey & Franklin, 2009) of the
clients emerged as the key factor in interpreting politeness.

In a similar set-up, Mapson and Major (2021) collected data in group
interviews with British Sign Language interpreters on the role of (im)politeness
in interpreting. This was complemented by a second data-collection round that
involved recording naturally occurring and role-play interpreting events in
Australian Sign Language and English. All of the data came from the healthcare
context, as Mapson and Major (2021: 63—4) believe the issues of politeness and
rapport between a patient and a clinician are especially important for health
outcomes and patient well-being.

The study relies both on the concepts of rapport management (Spencer-
Oatey, 2000) and on relational work (Locher & Watts, 2005) to describe how
sign language interpreters do interactional management. The rationale for the
study was that relational work, ‘the “work” individuals invest in negotiating
relationships with others’ (Locher & Watts, 2005: 10), is crucially dependent
on the familiarity among conversation participants. This familiarity in turn
affects the interpreters’ ability to engage in rapport management with and
between the clients: managing harmonious and smooth relations between
people (Spencer-Oatey, 2005b: 96).

The findings describe previous interactions and shared knowledge
among participants as a key component in successful interpretation of
content and in the management of interpersonal relationships. In fact, in
the interviews, interpreters highlight familiarity as a prerequisite for
a satisfactory interpretation: ‘The way I would voice it would depend on
what I knew had happened previously, so their relationship with their manager,
or mate, or whatever’ (interview excerpt from Mapson & Major, 2021: 68).
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Such familiarity lowers the cognitive load during interpretation sufficiently for
the interpreter to be able to focus on mediating the relational work between the

clients.

3.6 Summary

The main takeaway from these first forays of interpreting studies into the area of
relational work is that the broader understanding of facework, and the ties it offers
to discursive identity construction, is an invaluable way to make sense of the
pragmatic choices the interpreters make. Indeed, it can make visible the context-
ual factors at play that hitherto remained outside the scope of mitigation-focused
approaches. The case study in Section 5 of this Element offers a detailed example
of an analysis that strives to understand simultaneous interpreting data through
the lens of relational work and discursive identity construction. In Section 6, the
study of relational work is revisited in a translation context.

4 Audiovisual Translation through the Pragmatic Lens
4.1 Introduction

We have already outlined in the introduction that, at the time of writing, pragmat-
ics in translation is not yet an established discipline, but it is an area of study
within linguistic pragmatics and within translation studies that is gaining traction.
AVT was similarly described as an ‘area of research that has to find its rightful
place in Translation Studies’ (Varela, 2002: 1), but quickly accumulated such
a large number of research articles under its label that Remacel (2010) suggested
we may soon witness an audiovisual turn in translation studies. This statement is
questioned by Pérez-Gonzalez (2019) only with respect to the term ‘turn’,
whereas he, too, emphasises the vitality and abundance of research projects that
have been endeavoured in the field. In contrast to the overall interest in AVT and
its translation processes and products, subtitling, dubbing and other modes of
AVT (e.g. surtitling, voice-over, remakes) have only recently caught the eye of
pragmatics researchers and are still an under-researched niche in the area of study
we outline in this Element (see Desilla, 2019).

In what follows, we will first outline some general considerations regarding
pragmatic research on AVT (Section 4.2), before moving on to a theorisation of
the communicative settings and participation structures of different modes of
AVT (Section 4.3), where we put the main focus on subtitling. Section 4.4 will
then outline aspects of politeness and more broadly relational work that should
be considered in future research. We return to audiovisual translation in
Section 6, where we explore relational work in subtitles and viewer comments
to Korean TV drama.
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4.2 Pragmatics and Audiovisual Translation

More so than other areas in translation, audiovisual translation can be separated
into specific translation practices and products, of which subtitling and dubbing
undoubtedly have received most scholarly attention. As Section 4.3 will high-
light, different modes of AVT also take place in different participation frame-
works and therefore give rise to different pragmatic effects. These effects are
crucial to the understanding of the translator-side production processes as well
as to the viewer-side reception processes that constitute meaning-making in and
of translated audiovisual artefacts.

When it comes to the existing theorisation and empirical study of AVT texts, it is
useful to make a distinction between AVT approaches that focus on pragmatics and
pragmatic approaches that focus on AVT. Given that translation studies is predom-
inantly a contrastive discipline that prototypically works within a cross-linguistic
paradigm, it is no surprise that cross-cultural approaches to AVT have been one
focus of study. Predominantly, this approach has focused on text or text parts that
were extracted and thus isolated from their multimodal context. In this vein, Guillot
(2010: 88) emphasises that subtitles can be understood ‘as a system of multimodal
textual representation’ with its own mode of interpretation. Subtitling and dubbing,
she argues, are thus ‘codes in their own right’ (Guillot, 2016: 298). While this
approach can shed light on pragmatic differences between source and target texts,
and despite the fact that translation is at least implicitly understood as recontextua-
lisation in the sense of House (2006), a conceptualisation of the ‘pragmatic under-
pinnings of AV and AVT language’ (Guillot, 2016: 298) is still missing. A complete
picture of the pragmatic aspects of AVT would incorporate the full context of the re-
contextualised target text (see also Guillot, 2017). Inputs have been provided by the
pragmatics of fiction, where the communicative setting of untranslated film has been
theorised (see e.g. Bubel, 2006, 2008; Brock, 2015; Messerli, 2017; Locher &
Jucker, 2021) and first steps have been taken to understand the reception situation
of AVTartefacts (e.g. Messerli, 2019, 2020; Locher, 2020; Locher & Messerli, 2020;
Messerli & Locher, 2021).

The advantage of conceptualisations within pragmatics has been freedom
from the constraint of comparison that by definition informs any translation
approach. A fruitful avenue in this regard seems an interdisciplinary return to
the contrastive study design and contrastive pragmatic approach in which
meaning-making in reception situations in intracultural and intercultural set-
tings are juxtaposed. A crucial addition to this perspective will be the inclusion
of multiple particular viewing situations — e.g. alone in front of a computer,
together with a movie theatre audience or pseudo-communally with other
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viewers online (see Section 6) — and an understanding of their respective
contexts and their consequences for the viewers’ co-construction of meaning.

4.3 Participation Frameworks of Audiovisual Translation

Perhaps the most crucial contribution pragmatics can make to those practices
traditionally examined by research in audiovisual translation is understanding
these practices as language use in context. Such an approach would entail the
systematic inclusion not only of utterances in comparison to the utterances they
are translated from, but also of the surrounding communicative setting and in
particular the participation structures that shape this form of situated language
use. An obvious start for this endeavour is the understanding of the settings of film
and television reception as they have been theorised in the pragmatics of fiction.
Crucially, the collective sender — the conglomerate of all those involved in the
production of audiovisual artefacts (Dynel, 2011) — communicates with the
viewership via a multimodal fictional plane. Typically, the core events on that
plane are interactions between characters played by actors and positioned in
particular ways by the telecinematic processes, including the mise en sceéne.
The viewers are, naturally, the primary ratified participants of this form of
communication, but the conventions of fiction place further demands on these
participants. The viewers are not only meant to suspend their disbelief and engage
in joint pretence (Clark, 1996) that the characters and events are more than meets
the eye and camera, but also to submit themselves to some degree of transporta-
tion (Kuijpers, 202 1) that positions them close to the scenes on screen as a type of
bystander to the diegetic (story world internal) action. We will return to
a particular example of the constellation of participants that shape (active)
reception of a translated audiovisual artefact in Section 6.

For dubbed films, the deletion of source dialogue and its exchange for translated
spoken dialogue means that reception processes remain relatively unchanged:
viewers of dubbed as well as of original audio films listen to spoken dialogues in
a multimodal context and understand, infer and co-construct meaning. Dubbing
resembles text translation (Section 2) and interpretation (Section 3) in a number of
interesting ways. It shares with both that its source and target texts are in the same
mode and text type (spoken dialogue to spoken dialogue) and it shares with literary
translation that it needs to be placed relatively close to the covert end of the overt/
covert translation continuum (Section 2.3; House, 2006). Dubbing typically hides,
rather than advertises, that it is a product of translation. Arguably, however, the
composite signal of multimodal audiovisual texts has a more significant non-
linguistic component than is the case in literary translation. Malmkjaer (1998)
understands the literary text as the sole point of contact between a writer and
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a reader, and considers one aspect of translation to be that it severs the connection,
replacing it with a more indirect communication mediated by the translator. If we
understand AVT in similar terms, then only the spoken dialogue is replaced and the
connection between collective sender and viewer is only partially mediated via
translator, whereas the rest of the multimodal signal remains a direct connection
between the two. Accordingly, the prototypical stance the viewers of dubbed films
undoubtedly take — that they are watching the film or perhaps a dubbed version of
the film — is perhaps more justified than that of those readers of literature who only
ever directly engage in communication with the invisible translator of the book they
are reading.

At the same time, the difference in semiotic modes by which films and written
texts communicate means that differences between source and target text in audio-
visual translation are typically more pronounced on the level of language due to
a set of particular constraints — e.g. lip synchronicity in dubbing. In dubbing, these
differences also extend to the level of performance: while the visual aspects of actor
performance are retained, the voice is substituted for that of a voice actor in the
target language and culture. We cannot discuss the ramifications of these differences
in full here, but it is clear that they will affect context in the sense of a recipient-side
mental model of the situated performance and thus the inferential processing by
which target text viewers make and negotiate meaning.

Subtitling, on the other hand, is at first glance a more overt translational
practice since the presence of an additional layer (manifest in white writing on
top of the film image) and the requirement for a different type of processing
(reading) are constant reminders that viewers are engaging with an artefact that
has been translated and that is linguaculturally ‘other’. Moreover, the transfer of
meaning from the spoken dialogue as source text — which is still present in the
target text but at least partially inaccessible to target audiences — to written
subtitles is a form of ‘diagonal translation’ (Gottlieb, 1994), with subtitlers
mediating between source and target cultures based on a nearly identical film
context and differing reception situation contexts (see Messerli, 2019).

Subtitles do not attempt to recreate the entire text but only the main linguistic
aspects, and most typically the spoken dialogue. This fragmentariness of sub-
title translation requires a re-evaluation of the notion of overtness/covertness
and the differing inferential processes (Gottlieb, 1994; House, 2006). Of course,
neither dubbed nor subtitled films are as covertly translated as, say, user
manuals and other functional texts, for which we can postulate a readership
that will process them as original texts. Overt translations, on the other hand, do
not purport to be originals, but communicate explicitly on behalf of an original
and provide access not only to its meaning but also to its context and textuality.
Whether or not a source text is translated overtly or covertly is a pragmatic
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question dependent on the context, or rather contexts, of translation. It is clear
that aspects of the source text influence its aptness for overt or covert transla-
tion, as do the influence of the recipients for which the translation is designed.
Moreover, further modalities of the translation process also play a role in the
relationship between translator, target text, author, source text and both source
and target contexts that a translation establishes.

For instance, subtitling puts comparatively more emphasis on its status as
translation than dubbing, and it is thus more overt, but when considering not
only the subtitle text, but the subtitled film as a composite multimodal text, it,
too, pretends to be not an original, but the original, text. After all, cinematic
epitexts (Genette, 1997), such as the film listings at cinemas or the landing
pages of streaming providers, do not present, say, the French subtitling of
Arrival, but simply Denis Villeneuve’s film Arrival as one single text, with
dubbing tracks and subtitling texts as optional add-ons selected by cinema
providers or streaming users. This is important because it positions subtitles
as ancillary texts that serve as scaffolding for target audiences who make
inferences about t/e film based on what the subtitles tell and show them about
it. Agency for these texts can be attributed to the texts themselves — as a type
of textual agency in the sense of Cooren (2004, 2008) — but also to the
characters, the subtitlers or, more broadly, the collective sender (Messerli,
2019, 2020).

An additional aspect for the inferred (multiple) authorships of AVT texts is
the relationship between translators and viewership. Irrespective of where
agency is assigned, in a traditional professional setting, dubbed and subtitled
texts necessarily communicate from a distance, from outside the viewing
community they address. Audiovisual fan translations, most typically realised
in the form of fansubbing, on the other hand, are community-internal transla-
tions that allow for the rest of the community to have influence and perhaps even
adopt partial ownership of the translation (see Locher & Messerli, 2020 for
examples of fans addressing fansubbers in viewer comments). Reading subtitles
as explanations volunteered by another member of an in-group or as profes-
sionally produced translation each come with their own set of meaning-making
processes, which also become manifest in the linguistic features of the subtitles
(see e.g. Massidda, 2015).

What all forms of AVT texts have in common is the multiplicity of modes
they are composed of. This characteristic brings with it the requirement for
particular viewer literacies and the prompting of specific reception processes.
We address the implications of these settings for relational work in Section 4.4,
and we provide a more holistic account of meaning-making and relational work
in a concrete case study in Section 6.
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4.4 Relational Work and Audiovisual Translation

We have provided overviews of research on politeness and relational work in
Sections 2.4 and 3.4 and will only offer a brief definition of the most central
terms before moving directly to research in AVT and aspects particular to AVT
texts.

Politeness has been studied in pragmatics first as marked behaviour specific-
ally performed by speakers to mitigate face-threatening acts. The seminal work
by Brown and Levinson (1987), easily applicable to different types of data, and
more generally classic pragmatic approaches that treat individual linguistic
actions as entities that are detachable from their interactional and other contexts
(e.g. traditional speech act theory) still dominate the politeness research on AVT
text. As is the case for interpreting studies (Section 3.4), interpersonal pragmat-
ics and discursive approaches to (im)politeness have not yet made great inroads
into the understanding of translated film and television.

A classic speech act approach to politeness is offered by Bruti (2006), for
instance, who focuses on compliments in subtitling, positioning her findings in
terms of positive and negative politeness. As is typical for the pragmatics-in-
AVT perspective, she contrasts source and target texts both descriptively and
evaluatively, finding that in compliments even more so than in the case of other
speech acts, subtitle translation practices lead to pragmatic loss in some cases
and are more faithful in others. A similar study based on the Pavia Corpus of
Film Dialogue compares compliments and insults in original English and
dubbed Italian language and finds no unambiguous patterns that would differ
between the two, but crucially closes by pointing to the importance of context,
advocating a shift from traditional microscopic politeness approaches to general
aspects of interpersonal politeness (Bruti, 2007).

Despite this call for studying relational work more generally, most subse-
quent studies on politeness have focused on individual speech acts in relatively
small examples of dubbing and subtitling, such as further studies on compli-
ments in subtitles (Bruti, 2009), greetings and leave-takings in Italian dubbing
(Bonsignori et al., 2011, 2012; Bonsignori and Bruti, 2015), directives in
English and Spanish film scripts and subtitles (Pablos-Ortega, 2019), or
requests in Italian dubbing (Napoli, 2021). More general accounts are provided,
for instance, by Hatim and Mason (2000), who find a reduction of interpersonal
markers in English subtitles beyond what would be explicable by spatio-
temporal constraints (see also Oksefjell-Ebeling, 2012), and Gartzonika and
Serban (2009), who apply Brown and Levinson’s framework to English sub-
titles and find no conclusive pattern in terms of the lowering or raising of face-
threatening acts.
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A more contextualised account has been provided by Pavesi and Formentelli
(2019), who find that Italian dubbing employs hybridisation to mediate between
source and target culture contexts and allow for target viewers to receive insults
in a foreign language in particular and communication in general by exploiting
pragmatic similarities in source and target languages. Finally, Locher (2020)
shows how fansubtitling from Korean to English displays awareness of cultural
and genre norms and the resulting pragmatic challenges for translation.

One very promising and largely unexplored research avenue is the multi-
modal pragmatic perspective Mubenga (2009) lends to requests and apologies
in English subtitles. While he describes the process as tedious and time-
consuming, the incorporation of ideational, interpersonal and textual levels in
visual semiotic, functional grammatical and cognitive analyses of two examples
from Godard’s Pierrot le Fou manages to provide one of the most accurate and
complete accounts of a contextualised AVT speech event published to date.
Mubenga’s (2009) own study does not directly correspond to the study of
relational work aspects as defined in this Element, but applying a more discur-
sively oriented multimodal pragmatics to larger data samples of subtitling and
dubbing could provide insights into relational work as multimodally emergent
in AVT discourse.

Mubenga’s findings chime in with the work Sidiropoulou (2021) does on
(im)politeness in AVT from the relational work perspective. Studying a mini-
corpus of English source film trailers and their dubbed and subtitled Greek
versions, she finds that recipients appreciated the dubbed version’s rendition of
(im)politeness phenomena more. That rendition can be broadly described as the
more domesticating option than that offered by subtitles, as the dubbed version
adjusted culture-specific items, used orality features to reshape the interpersonal
dimension between the addressees and invested more work into delivering the
humorous implicatures to the audience.

4.5 Summary

This section has shown what pragmatic research avenues have been pursued in
the study of AVT up to this date, while also pointing out promising starting
points for future developments. Theoretically, we have advocated for transfer-
ring some insights from the pragmatics of fiction to a pragmatics of AVT, but
also for interdisciplinary work. We have outlined some aspects of the participa-
tion frameworks that apply to different types of AVT, while acknowledging that
no full account of the complex viewing situations of translated film and televi-
sion has been provided to date. For the area of relational work, we have shown
that there is a relatively large body of work on Italian subtitling and dubbing, but
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that these studies largely rely on mitigation-oriented politeness theory.
Finally, we have shown some promising approaches that offer a more holistic
understanding of reception contexts and a more situated understanding of
relational work. In this vein, this Element moves on, in Sections 5 and 6, to
two case studies which strive for more contextualised pragmatic accounts of
particular aspects of interpreting (Section 5) and AVT (Section 6).

5 Conveying Risky Intent in Simultaneous Interpreting

5.1 Introduction

Theoretical background: the iceberg model of self-praise; relational
work

Data: high-stakes political discourse in English and Russian, simultan-
eously interpreted

Research questions:

1. Do politicians and public speakers self-praise in the international arena
in interpreted contexts?

2. Are any shifts in the amount of relational work introduced by the
interpreters into the rendering of this speech act? If yes, are they
towards positively or negatively marked parts of the continuum?

3. Are there any directionality effects in this process?

Simultaneous (or conference) interpreting is a cognitively challenging endeavour.
Not only does it require the interpreter to perform all the tasks associated with
translation — comprehending the input, finding an appropriate translation for an
utterance and rendering it in a standard, fluent version of the target language — but
this also needs to be done under extreme time pressure. In addition, the situational
context is typically quite demanding as well, since conference interpreting is not
provided in low-key everyday contexts but is reserved for important international
events.

Moreover, the speaker and the target audience often come from vastly different
cultural backgrounds. For example, the United Nations is a political body that
routinely uses simultaneous interpretation across six official languages: Arabic,
Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish, supplemented with relay inter-
pretation for the speakers of other languages. This means that, theoretically,
areport by a speaker from Afghanistan may need to be rendered to be understood
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by a speaker from the French territory of Wallis and Futuna (for the sake of the
argument, the first and last members in an alphabetical list of the UN member
states have been chosen here). To further complicate the task of the interpreter, it
has been observed that some types of simultaneous interpreting might be oriented
more towards the performative aspect of the target text (fluent, polished delivery)
rather than the content-centred aspect (Kurz & Pochhacker, 1995; Dayter, 202 1a).
Such a requirement places a high value on the interpreter’s ability to render
pragmatic phenomena such as politeness, degree of imposition, humour, hedging
etc. across linguistic and cultural borders. The combination of the demanding
cognitive environment with minimal room for deliberation, plus the requirement
to produce a ‘politic’ (Locher & Watts, 2005) utterance for the target audience,
make simultaneously interpreted language a fascinating subject to study via the
pragmatic lens.

In this section of the Element, we describe the inner workings of a study
focusing on just such a subject. Section 5.2 describes the choice of data, data
collection and preparation. Section 5.3 presents the theoretical framework for
the study and the research questions. Section 5.4 describes the methods, and
Section 5.5 the results. Throughout the section, we also address the three key
issues of mediality and participation structure (Section 5.2) and relational work
(Sections 5.3 and 5.5). The section is in the large part based on the published
work of one of the Element authors, Dayter (2021b). We turn to the study here in
order to showcase the study design and methodological decisions and to illus-
trate possible research paths that involve relational work as an approach to
analysing pragmatic phenomena in interpreting.

5.2 Data for the Study

Because simultaneous interpreting data is notoriously difficult to collect, there
are not many openly available corpora that can be used for such a study. In this
particular case, the decision was made to create a new specialised corpus; the
creation procedure is described below. However, it is possible to make use of
existing corpora, especially if the aim is to work with main European languages
that are well-represented in existing collections. Some options available to
researchers include the following:

« European Parliament Interpreting Corpus (EPIC) is a corpus that contains nine
language components: original speeches in English, Spanish, and Italian, each
interpreted into the other two languages (Russo et al., 2012). It is available via
the SketchEngine interface;

2 https://docs.ssImit.unibo.it/doku.php?id=corpora:epic
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+ CoSi® is a corpus of simultaneous and consecutive interpreting of the
German—Portuguese pair (Meyer, 2010); the web interface is open to the
institutions that are members of the CLARIN consortium;

« DIRSI" is a corpus of simultaneous interpreting at medical conferences for
English-Italian (Bendazzoli & Sandrelli, 2009) allows any user to submit
queries and view the full transcripts and corresponding audio;

« SPARCLING? is a version of the Europarl transcript collection developed at
the University of Zurich (Graén, 2018) that has been cleaned, structured in
speaker turns, aligned on the sentence level and generally made suitable for
linguistic research. It can be queried through the Multilingwis search engine.

For the present study, the corpus (dubbed SIREN, Simultaneous Interpreting
Russian—English) has been collected via two main sources. The first source of data
was the United Nations Web TV (http://webtv.un.org/). The website airs a variety of
UN events such as General Assembly, press conferences, press briefings, etc., and
conveniently stores recordings on the website for future use. The second data source
comprises a variety of press conferences, briefings and interviews by Russian,
American and British politicians and public figures that were broadcast with
simultaneous remote interpreting on channels belonging to the video news agency
Ruptly.

Mediality

Simultaneous interpreting in the United Nations typically happens in the fol-
lowing way: the interpreters sit in booths at the back of the auditorium, from
which they can watch the proceedings while listening to the current speaker’s
voice over the headphones. The interpretation happens in the oral-to-oral mode,
with the interpreter receiving auditory input and simultaneously producing
voice-only output that will reach the audience through their headphones.
Quite commonly, interpreters at the UN provide simultaneous-with-text inter-
preting, meaning that the interpreters are given the text of the speeches in
advance and can use it for preparation and reference while interpreting. This
adds a further input mode to the interpreter’s source.

To supplement the simultaneous-with-text interpreting type with genuine free
simultaneous interpreting, the second data source was used. The press confer-
ences aired on Ruptly happen relatively spontaneously (compared to the UN
sessions, where supporting documents are prepared weeks in advance) and are
interpreted in oral-to-oral mode without sight translation. In contrast to the UN

3 https://corpora.uni-hamburg.de/drupal/de/islandora/object/spoken-corpus:cosi
4 http://cartago.llIf.uam.es/static/dir-si/dir-si.html
> https://pub.cl.uzh.ch/wiki/public/pacoco/sparcling
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setting, the interpreter typically cannot see their audience (unless it is an
international press conference, the interpretation is provided for the benefit of
the audience of the Ruptly broadcast). This means that while the UN interpreters
have an immediate visual feedback of the audience’s reaction to their pragmatic
choices, the Ruptly interpreters are working ‘blind’.

Participation Framework

Again, the two data sources provide slightly different participant constel-
lations. The United Nations events involve the in-house speakers, the
interpreters and two layers of recipient audience: the portion of the in-
house audience who require interpretation to understand the current
speaker, and the spatially and temporally removed audience of the UN
WebTV watching the broadcast. The in-house audience occupy the niche
of the addressed participants, and the potential WebTV watcher is
a bystander, in Goffman’s terms (1981). In the case of Ruptly, the in-
house audience is frequently absent, so the interpreter is working for the
benefit of the TV watchers, who are therefore the addressed recipients,
from the interpreter’s point of view.

All in all, forty-one speech events were chosen from these two sources to
represent a variety of situational contexts in the high-level political discourse in
the international arena. The audio tracks from these events were transcribed
using a simple orthographic transcription mode.

A useful tip for a creator of spoken corpora is given by Bendazzoli and
Sandrelli (2005). They suggest streamlining the transcription process by train-
ing the speech recognition software Dragon Naturally Speaking to accurately
transcribe the voice of the researcher, and then ‘shadowing’ the original record-
ings (listening to the recording in headphones and simultaneously repeating the
words into a microphone). Dragon Naturally Speaking assisted with the tran-
scription of the English part of the corpus. Unfortunately, no software of
comparable quality was available for Russian, and the Russian part of the
corpus was transcribed manually. As a final step, the transcripts were aligned
on the level of utterance using the Nova Text Aligner, a simple text-aligning tool
for Windows that allows one to export the data in .csv and .tmx formats. The .
tmx files can be uploaded to the SketchEngine tool to create and query parallel
corpora (although for the present study SketchEngine was not used).
Information on the size and make-up of the SIREN version used in Dayter
(2021b) is summarised in Table 1.
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Table 1 SIREN size and make-up (‘Total’ counts an original speech and its
interpretation as two separate speech events; SI = simultaneous interpretation)

Language component N of speech events Word count Length

English original 16 69,697 483 min
Russian SI 16 41,262 483 min
Russian original 25 56,735 522.5 min
English SI 25 59,674 522.4 min
TOTAL 82 (41) 227,368 33.55 hrs

5.3 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical underpinnings of the study were twofold. First, the subject of the
study was the realisation and the interpreting of self-praise. To shed light on the
topic of self-praise, a perspective informed by the speech act theory and formalised
in an ‘iceberg model” was chosen. Second, to inform the understanding of the
interpreters’ choices regarding mitigation or aggravation of this potentially conflict-
ual speech act, Dayter (2021b) relied on the relational work framework.

Self-Praise Iceberg

Self-praise is an interactionally risky behaviour that has been described by linguists
and psychologists as violating the modesty maxim (Leech 1983), face-threatening
(Brown & Levinson, 1987), taboo (Coupland, 1996) or psychologically maladap-
tive (Colvin et al., 1995). However, if we consider a purely linguistic definition
rooted in speech act theory, no evaluation of appropriateness or desirability of
communicative action needs to be present. Self-praise is ‘an expressive speech act
that explicitly or implicitly gives credit to the speaker for some attribute or
possession which is positively valued by the speaker and the potential audience’
(Dayter, 2016: 65). This definition mirrors the definition of praise or compliment-
ing, a sister speech act well described in pragmatics (see Manes & Wolfson, 1981;
Golato, 2005). Contrary to labelling it as maladaptive or taboo, the only interpret-
ative step is the decision on whether the laudable attribute is positively valued by
the interlocutors (this decision was taken on the basis of contextual knowledge
about the particular political event and/or instrument underway; for example, when
looking at a session of the Security Council of the United Nations, the analyst took
into account the purpose of the specific session, as well as the overall stated UN
goals, such as peacekeeping, and safety and security of the UN personnel). How
self-praise relates to societal and community norms is a different issue that will be
taken up in the subsection on relational work.
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OVERT SELF-PRAISE /MQ

COVERT SELF-PRAISE

Figure 1 The self-praise iceberg (based on a figure in Riidiger & Dayter, 2020)

The broad model of self-praise adopted in the study is the ‘self-praise iceberg’
(Rudiger & Dayter, 2020; see also Figure 1). The metaphor captures the distinc-
tion between the explicit self-praise that is stigmatised in etiquette handbooks
(i.e. it is visible above the ‘water level’ through meta-discourse) and the larger, but
less visible, range of positive self-disclosures (i.e. the underwater part of the
iceberg). The overall repertoire of self-praise available to speakers is divided into
two portions. The ‘above-water’ portion of the iceberg encompasses overt self-
praise, that is, the speech act of self-praise performed directly. The underwater
portion, in turn, includes covert self-praise — the indirect speech act, performed by
means of quoting the third party, couching self-praise in terms of complaint or
sharing facts without evaluation. Performing self-praise covertly allows the speaker
to avoid the epistemic contradiction inherent in positive self-disclosure. Pomerantz
(1980) observed that self-praise involves a type 2 knowable: a statement about the
speaker that is observable to others and is expected to be confirmed by an outsider.
Along the lines of this argument, a self-praiser cannot evaluate type 2 qualities
about themselves, for example being a persuasive and crafty speaker. Covert self-
praise sidesteps this epistemic contradiction by presenting praise as stemming from
a third party or based in incontestable, observable fact.

To illustrate this distinction with examples from Dayter’s (202 1b) study, example
5.1 is overt self-praise: it is an explicit statement about the speaker’s exceptionality
(who is the acting representative of the collective identity of America in this
instance). The cue to count the statement as having positive value is the use of
the adjective exceptional in combination with the positive connotations of investing
efforts for the good of others. Example 5.2 is covert self-praise, as it contains
a description of fact from which the audience needs to infer the speaker’s (who is
the acting representative of the collective identity of Belarus) positive qualities.

(5.1) I believe America is exceptional in part because we’ve shown a willingness
through this sacrifice of blood and treasure to stand up not only for own narrow
self-interest but also for the interest of all.
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(5.2) Belarus was among the few states who in 2012 provided an interim report on
implementing the recommendations of the first UPR cycle.

Since covert self-praise often requires inference on the basis of shared
knowledge, the underwater portion of the iceberg is largely specific to the
community. The precise distribution of self-praise types across the iceberg —
that is, their weightings in terms of appropriateness norms — depends on many
different factors. The issue of appropriateness is theorised in the next section.

Relational Work and the Concept of Appropriateness

Much research to date has focused its efforts on questioning whether certain
speech acts (for instance, self-praise) manifest in particular contexts where they
might be expected to be avoided. This question can be reduced to asking whether
the speech act is impolite (and therefore does not occur frequently) or polite (and
therefore can be found in the corpus). Thus, studies proliferate on the material of
different corpora, whereby it can be demonstrated that self-praise frequently
occurs in some of them and is not to be found in others (Underwood, 2011;
Wu, 2011; Speer, 2012; Dayter, 2016; Matley, 2017). This approach, informed by
mitigation-oriented politeness theories such as Brown and Levinson’s (1987),
does not conclusively answer the question about the acceptability of self-praise
because it cannot reconcile the occurrence of an unmitigated speech act with its
face-challenging status. Such approaches to politeness assume that social capital
or face is a zero-sum game: enhancing the face of one interlocutor means
detracting from the face of the other. However, this is not the case in a wide
variety of cooperative endeavours that humans engage in, where enhancing the
face of the speaker contributes to the common goal of all interlocutors.

A more fruitful way of approaching the interactional status of self-praise is
offered by a theoretical strand within interpersonal pragmatics, namely, relational
work. Locher and Watts (2005: 10) propose that politeness is only a relatively
small part of the relational work continuum, ‘the “work” individuals invest in
negotiating relationships with others’. The relational work framework covers
a whole spectrum of behaviour, and steps away from the reductive polite/impolite
dichotomy to make room for the behaviour that can be described in etic (i.e.
theoretical) terms as a neutral, politic type of behaviour (see Figure 2). Politic
behaviour is that which is appropriate to the ongoing social interaction (Watts,
2005) and needs not be negatively or positively marked. Politic behaviour is face-
maintaining. In its marked form, politic behaviour can be assessed as face-
enhancing and ‘polite’ from an emic (i.e. lay) perspective. When the speaker’s
and the addressee’s background knowledge of interactional norms overlap suffi-
ciently, they can remain in the unmarked zone throughout the interaction. If their
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Emic terminology:
usually not described

Emic terminology:
e.g., ‘polite’, ...
Etic terminology:
unmarked
politic/appropriate .
face-maintaining

Emic terminology: Etic terminology: Emic terminology:
e.g., ‘impolite’, negatively marked e.q., ‘over-polite’,
‘rude’, ‘unpolished’, non-politic/inappropriate ‘too polite’, ...
‘uncivil’, ‘barbarous’, .. face-aggravating

Figure 2 Relational work and its appropriate version (inspired by Watts,
2005: xliii)

perceptions of what level of relational work is appropriate to the ongoing
interaction do not match, new norms of behaviour for the particular discursive
practice may emerge as a result (Locher, 2006: 256). This discursivity between
assessments of relational work is indicated with the broken lines in Figure 2.

Applying the relational work framework to the study of self-praise
(im)politeness, we need not ask whether self-praising is polite or impolite in
the high-stakes political context in Russian or English. The goal instead is to
first establish what kind of relational work can be observed in connection with
self-praise and then to explore what level of relational work the source-language
speakers and the interpreters perceive as appropriate, and whether these levels
match or are adjusted during the interpreting process. The study in this section
therefore poses the following research questions:

1. Do politicians and public speakers self-praise in the international arena in
interpreted contexts?

2. Are any shifts in the amount of relational work introduced by the interpreters
into the rendering of this speech act? If yes, are they towards positively or
negatively marked parts of the continuum?

3. Are there any directionality effects in this process, i.e. do interpreters
introduce the same changes irrespective of the target language, or do they
tailor their performance to the target audience?
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5.4 Method

Similarly to the study reported in Section 6 of this Element, an investigation of
relational work behaviours is fully dependent upon manual annotation. To make
the process more efficient, the annotation was conducted in two rounds. In the
first round, candidate instances of self-praise were extracted from the source-
language subcorpora automatically using the queries identifying positive evalu-
ation (‘the best’, ‘the most’, ‘leading’, ‘winner’, ‘incredible’, “unique’, etc. and
their Russian counterparts). On the basis of distribution of these candidate
instances in the corpus, high-density self-praise files have been identified, all
belonging to the category of oral report in the Universal Periodic Review
(UPR). The UPR involves a meeting of an intergovernmental working group
of the Human Rights Council, which reviews the fulfilment of the human rights
obligations based on the reports by the reviewed countries and third-party
observers. In the second round, all corpus files belonging to this genre were
manually annotated for instances of self-praise. In total, this resulted in 110 self-
praise episodes in twelve speech events of the corpus.

For each self-praise episode, its corresponding translation was located in the
aligned interpretation subcorpus and matched to the original excerpt. The utterance
pairs (self-praise + translation) were saved in an Excel database and manually
coded with regard to levels and markedness of relational work. The coding scheme
had two levels. Level one, translation of self-praise, has three variants: no change
(when the translation was judged to have the same amount of relational work
invested in both languages); omitted (when self-praise was not interpreted at all);
pragmatic shift (translation exhibited changes in the level of relational work). The
variant pragmatic shift formed the second level of annotation, with two possible
variants: mitigated (when the translation was judged to have more relational work,
i.e. was more positively marked than the source); aggravated (when the translation
was judged to have less relational work, i.e. is less positively or more negatively
marked than the source). This kind of alignment was possible due to sufficient
similarity between the two linguistic cultures in terms of interactional norms and
pragmatic repertoires — a state of affairs that cannot be taken for granted, as the
comparison between English and Korean in Section 6 will demonstrate.

5.5 Findings
Research Question 1

As the findings show, self-praise undoubtedly occurs in high-level political dis-
course (110 instances in the approx. 15 hours of spoken data — a descriptive statistic
that does not indicate high frequency but nevertheless is well beyond what might be
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Self-pr.alse in the FilePath FileTokens  Freq Plot
Russian source _ _
ww | aomosssmo s | (I I |
wonose e v || 11| ]|
0016RuOr.txt 1052 9 | || |||”
0018RUOT_2.txt 455 7 | | | | | ‘
0018RuOr_3.txt 599 2 | |
0004RuOr. txt 1377 1 |
0013RuOr.txt 1396 1 |
Self-praise in the FilePath FileTokens  Freq Plot
English source
speech | ooozenoret sast i || | I I 1] ] I
0004EnRuOr.txt 6870 12 |” ‘ | | |
0001EnRuOr.txt 1874 1
0010EnOr_3.txt 851 1 |
0014EnRuOr.txt 1145 1

Figure 3 Concordance plots mapping the occurrence of self-praise
in the corpus texts.

considered inappropriate or occasional). Figure 3 shows the distribution of self-
praise across the two source-language subcorpora: it is noticeably more frequent in
the Russian source files than in the English ones (seventy-nine episodes versus
thirty-one episodes). The figure is created in AntConc 3.4 concordancer by search-
ing for the self-praise tag manually added during annotation. However, one can see
that a single file in the Russian corpus does most of the self-praise heavy lifting, with
forty-two instances of self-praising behaviour in this speech alone, well above the
number of hits in the other high-density oral reports (0010RuOr with seventeen hits,
0002EnOr with sixteen hits, 0004EnOr with twelve hits). It is an introductory
statement by Valentin Rybakov, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Belarus,
the head of the delegation responsible for submitting the Universal Periodic Review
report on Belarus to the UN.

Seen from the angle of relational work, one may hypothesise that Rybakov’s
understanding of the interactional norm of the UPR report genre at the moment
of this speech (in 2015) was different from the other actors. This offers an
exciting research possibility for scholars of political discourse. Since Rybakov
became the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Belarus in
2013, and 2015 was a fairly early appearance in his United Nations career, the
development of his linguistic behaviour and possible accommodation to
the norm can be traced diachronically over at least seven years (he was named
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Table 2 Self-praise instances and their interpreting in SIREN (from Dayter,
2021b: 34).

Rendered fully in SI  Mitigated in SI  Omitted in SI  Total

Ru>En 46 28 5 79
58% 35.5% 6.5% 100%

En>Ru 15 13 3 31
48% 42% 10% 100%

the Permanent Representative of the Republic of Belarus to the United Nations
in 2017 and remains in this post at the moment of writing).

Research Question 2

The findings show that the interpreters’ renderings of self-praise realise all three
possible outcomes: in some instances, self-praise is rendered without shifts in
the level of relational work, but there are also many cases, up to 42 per cent in
En>Ru interpreting, when the level of relational work is modified or self-praise
is omitted altogether (see Table 2 for complete figures). In Wadensjo’s (1998)
adaptation of Goffman’s production scheme (see Section 3 of this Element), in
many cases the interpreters step out of the role of a reporter and become
recapitulators by making changes to the original speaker’s pragmatic choices.
Pragmatic shifts in the modified instances have all occurred in one direction
only: towards mitigation (some translations included more relational work, i.e.
were more positively marked than the source). Examples 5.3 and 5.4 illustrate
such changes. Example 5.3 illustrates a typical case of the interpreter mitigating
the original utterance by choosing weaker intensification, in this case changing
the singular superlative adjective ‘the best’ to the collective form ‘one of the best’.
In example 5.4, self-praise is performed indirectly, as the speaker positions the
United States as a unique benevolent force that no one else is capable of replacing.
The interpreter modifies the original illocutionary force of the utterance and takes
away the implication of uniqueness. In such cases, it is especially difficult to
judge whether the interpreter made a conscious choice to adapt to the appropri-
ateness norms of the target genre and audience or has simply failed to compre-
hend and render the implied meaning due to competing cognitive demands.

(5.3) Original benapych umeer Jy4ymmii mokasaressn B peruone CHI™ o yposHio
JIETCKOM CMEPTHOCTH
Gloss Belarus has the best indicator in the CIS region in the level of child
mortality
Interpret  we have one of the best indicators in the CIS when it comes to child
and infant mortality
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(5.4) Original the danger for the world is this that the United States after a decade of
war rightly concerned about the issues back home // aware of
hostility that our engagement in the region has endag- engendered
throughout the Muslim world // may disengage creating a vacuum of
leadership that no other nation is ready to fill

Interpret  onacnocmu 3axmiouaemces 6 mom umo CILIA nocne decamunemus
801IH U OYOYYU 03000UEHHA 6HYMPEHHUMU NPOOTIEMAMU MOV
HA060POM OMCMPAHUMBCS OM PeeHls TH0ObIX 60NPOCO8 8 IMOM
peauone // makum o6pazom co30acmcest 6aKyym KOmMopulil 3aumym
Kakue-mo opyzue cunbl

Gloss the danger is that USA after decades of war and concerned with inner
problems would on the contrary disengage from solving any issues in
that region // thus creating a vacuum which will be occupied by some
other forces

Research Question 3

There appears to be no directionality effect in the shifts of relational work
between languages. Dayter (2021b: 40) reports that interpreters in En>Ru sub-
corpora mitigate self-praise more often, but this difference is not statistically
significant. If we focus on how self-praise is realised in each of the two source
languages, Russian demonstrates a preference for explicit self-praise using strong
intensifiers (superlative adjective forms such as ‘the most responsible stake-
holder’, ‘among the best 50 countries’, ‘one of the leading positions’). English
speakers, on the other hand, use the base forms of adjectives, but the choice of the
adjectives is more creative and descriptive (e.g. ‘exceptional’, ‘incredible’).

5.6 Summary

To conclude, the study found that the speakers in high-stakes political discourse
frequently resort to overt self-praise using superlative adjective forms and cre-
ative self-elevating descriptions. The interpreters then render this self-praise fully,
but also very often (in 35-42 per cent of cases) downgrade it in the target
rendition, irrespective of interpreting direction. Mitigation-oriented theories of
politeness, such as Brown and Levinson (1987), struggle to explain the contra-
dictory conclusions. If self-praise occurs so frequently and in unmitigated forms,
does this mean that it does not threaten the addressee’s face and has a low degree
of imposition? If that were the case, then why do the interpreters feel compelled to
downgrade the intensifiers or flattering descriptions used by the speakers?
However, seen from the vantage point of relational work (and following the
analysis in Locher, 2006), we can note that, simply because intensified self-
elevation occurred, it does not mean that we have witnessed impoliteness. The
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overt self-praise is embedded into the context of reporting on a country’s achieve-
ments, warranted and indeed required by the genre. This explicit self-elevation is
unlikely to be negatively judged by the audience and does not constitute nega-
tively marked behaviour on the relational work continuum in Figure 2. It is well
within the limits of what is perceived as politic, or appropriate, for the then-
current norms of interaction. A useful exercise is to imagine a speaker who, while
delivering their report for the Universal Periodic Review, minces words and coyly
denies their country’s achievements, creating a conversational opportunity for the
chairman to contradict them. This would likely be recognised and interpreted as
over-polite (and therefore inappropriate) by the delegates.

The interpreters, in turn, operate under their own current norms of interaction.
Again, if the finding of the study is that the interpreters’ renderings are a mix of full
translation and downgrading irrespective of the language direction, we conclude that
this is the interactional norm shared by the members of the profession. It is perhaps
a self-fulfilling prophecy of sorts that translators and interpreters, who are taught the
concept of translation universals and normalisation in their studies, come to believe
that a translation is always more flat, less exuberant, than the source and realise it in
their work. Whatever the case may be, occurrence of a behaviour and absence of any
challenges or censure of this behaviour should be taken as evidence for its status as
an interactional norm. The norm often becomes visible only when someone unfamil-
iar with that norm joins the conversation and precipitates the creation of a rich point—
an analytical angle that Section 6 of this Element will explore.

The study illustrates how the relational work approach to politeness can be
productively applied to the analysis of pragmatic phenomena in translating and
interpreting. It avoids the zero-sum game view of human interaction that
underlies the mitigation-focused approaches to politeness and instead accom-
modates a more flexible understanding of how interactional norms may differ
among audiences or be negotiated in context. For example, in the context of the
Universal Periodic Review, where the whole body of the UN presumably works
towards upholding human rights, self-praising on the human rights topic con-
tributes towards that joint enterprise (even while self-elevating over other
countries through direct comparisons of successes may still be face-
challenging). The interpreters may then actively navigate the speaker’s and
their own understandings of this interactional norm by making decisions about
what constitutes a face-challenge and what enhances collective face.

The study has also identified other accessible interpreting corpora that can be
used for further research (EPIC, CoSi, SPARCLING, see Section 5.2) and
potential research directions, such as a diachronic analysis of a speaker’s
recognition of, and adherence to, interactional norms (for example, Valentin
Rybakov’s self-praising behaviour, as discussed in Section 5.5).


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009261210

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009261210 Published online by Cambridge University Press

42 Pragmatics

6 Relational Work in Korean Drama Subtitling and Live
Comments

6.1 Introduction

Theoretical background: relational work, character and identity con-
struction, participation structure

Data: scenes from fictional Korean TV dramas that contain moments of
relational work; timed comments on episodes

Research questions:

1. Given the fact that negotiating relational work in Korean culture is
pervasive, are such negotiations included in Korean TV drama
artefacts?

2. How do lay subtitlers make scenes containing relational work negoti-
ations accessible to non-Korean viewers?

3. Do viewers comment on relational work when viewing scenes con-
taining relational work negotiations?

While translating fiction and researching the translation process has a long
tradition, the use of fiction in pragmatics needs more explanation, especially
when exploring (im)politeness ideologies with a relational work approach.
Working with fictional data in linguistics itself is not new. For example,
historical linguistics draws on language used in all types of written sources
to document varieties in time and space and to research language change.
Research in stylistics uses fictional data to explore different writing styles and
meaning-making processes in readers and viewers, often working with
pragmatic concepts. Research in historical pragmatics often explores dia-
logues from plays to study the use of address terms or speech acts, stating
that the fictional dialogues are the closest we can get to interactional data in the
absence of recordings. Rather than contending that fictional data is deficient
because it cannot reflect face-to-face communication faithfully, we follow the
argument that the language and interaction depicted in fictional artefacts such
as TV series, movies, novels and plays are of interest for pragmatics exactly
because it is included for effect (see Alvarez-Pereyre, 2011; Locher & Jucker,
2017, 2021; Messerli, 2021; Locher et al., 2023). Fiction in its various forms
and understood as a cultural artefact is thus part of a society as naturally
occurring data in its own right in the sense that analysts neither instigated nor
influenced the creation of this data.
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Fictional artefacts provide excellent data for discussing the staged manifest-
ations of ideologies of a particular time and place. This general tenet is motiv-
ated by the insight that texts are tied to their time and place of creation and create
worlds in which norms of behaviour are reflected, contrasted and imagined in
relation to this context. Even when the fictional text plays in future or past
worlds (from the point of view of writing time), its effect will be partly derived
from the contrast between the world of creation and the world of reading/
viewing. From the point of view of readers and viewers, it matters when they
read a text (i.e. contemporary or past text), as they will interpret it from their
own cultural background, which is tied to their present-existing norms and
ideologies. When studying (im)politeness norms from an interpersonal prag-
matics perspective, scholars are interested in evidence of relational work and the
surfacing of ideologies in such texts, while keeping the potential mismatches
between time of creation, time depicted within the artefact and time of reception
in mind. In the case of translation, we can add the further challenge of engaging
with a text that depicts ideologies that might be different from one’s own if the
cultural background is not shared. This point is illustrated in the research by
Pollali and Sidiropoulou (2021), who describe how two different Greek trans-
lations of the same play, made seventy years apart, discursively highlight
different aspects of a character’s identity depending on what concept of familial
hierarchy and children’s rights was relevant at the time of translation.

In fiction, characters are created though a multimodal combination of indexic-
als that tap into ideologies and in their combined form are used for identity
construction (see Locher & Jucker, 2021: chapter 6; Locher et al., 2023: section 5).
Such indexical cues can be visual aspects including sex/gender, clothing or
comportment (in enacted or described form), as well as linguistic (e.g. standard
versus dialect features). For example, when dressed in designer clothes and made
to speak with a posh accent and express themselves elegantly, characters can be
interpreted as belonging to a particular class in society, endowed with particular
status. This impression can be made more salient when such characters are
contrasted to characters who lack these traits. Creating characters in fiction and
positioning them vis-a-vis each other through linguistic and multimodal means is
often plot-relevant. In addition, how characters are portrayed to adhere to,
challenge or negotiate ideologies through behaviour depicted as (im)polite also
adds to their overall character creation. This is because relational work and
identity construction are interlinked (see, e.g., Locher (2008) for the connection
between relational work and identity construction). In Figure 4, Ramos Pinto
(2018: 24) nicely summarises how different modes work together to construct
meaning and how positions are created within the artefact that can then be
juxtaposed, reinforcing or contradicting each other. Relational messages can be
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Accent /
Intonation Relation of Confirmation
All elements express the same meaning and all
SPOKEN MODE are compliant with the expected character’s profile
Vocabulary / ) - L .
Marphosyntax | Purpose: Authenticity, definition of interpersonal

relations, offer narrative point of view

Relation of Contradiction

— Costume 1 "
The meaning expressed by one (or more)
element(s) is not compliant with what is expressed

by the remaining elements and the expected
. ' character’s profile
MISE EN SCENE MODE | —— Figure —
behaviour
Purpose: Distancing the character from the other
characters; introduction of comic/ironic moments
L Setting

Figure 4 Formal elements to consider in the source product and possible multimodal relations (adapted from Ramos Pinto, 2018: 24)
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tied to both modes listed and contribute to character creation and transporting
ideologies around relational work.

Relational work in fictional telecinematic artefacts thus cannot be easily
neglected or glossed over in translation processes. Translators face the chal-
lenge of aligning identity-building cues between different languages that come
with different indexicals. Looking at Figure 4, many of the cues that signal
relational work will not be translated at all in the case of subtitled artefacts. The
spoken mode of the original is retained but complemented with a written
translation; the viewers will likely not be able to pick up cues such as dialect
features in the audio-track but, to a certain extent, they might pick up paralin-
guistic features such as urgency in tone. The mise en scene is retained and
carries cultural indexicals that are, however, not commented on or translated but
remain visible for interpretation (e.g., status symbols for clothing, bowing, etc.).

When considering the linguistic level, differences concerning relational cues
exist between languages concerning relational cues. For example, there are
different address term systems and uses of pronouns in different linguacultures.
Depending on what choices translators make, the relational work effect created
in the source text might change the character relations depicted in the target text.
To be more concrete, using first names reciprocally when addressing each other
might be indicative of closeness and solidarity in one language, while it might
be more neutral or avoided in others. Moreover, translation provides a unique
lens for teasing out such differences, as juxtaposing different representations of
relational work in source and target texts is likely to reveal variation in percep-
tion of interpersonal relations in different reception environments, as e.g. work
by Pollali and Sidiropoulou (2021) demonstrated.

This section showcases aspects of Locher and Messerli’s work on subtitle fan
translations of relational work in Korean TV drama (Locher, 2020; Locher &
Messerli, 2020; Messerli & Locher, 2021) and also draws on our current
continuation of the project. Korean is a language that indexes relational work
cues in many different linguistic and embodied ways and thus serves well as an
example of the challenges translators face. Rather than offering entirely new
insights, we use our project as a springboard to showcase a number of pragmatic
questions one can ask about our type of data. In what follows, we will first
outline aspects of Korean relational work indexicals (Section 6.2) and discuss
them in relation to translation challenges for the Korean—English pair
(Section 6.3). In Section 6.4, we will then explain our data and our methodo-
logical decisions concerning how to study relational work in the fictional
artefacts, and explore how we can tie the project to the study of relational
work in Section 6.5 and to participation structure in Section 6.6. We will end the
section with an outlook on remaining issues to be explored in Section 6.7.
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6.2 Korean Indexicals for Relational Work

Korean has many linguistic cues available to perform relational work with an
(im)politeness stance, including verb/adjective endings that indicate six different
politeness levels, particular honorific morphemes that can be combined with these
endings, a specialised lexicon that is used when addressing people of higher
status, and a complex system of address terms that help position interlocutors vis-
a-vis each other (for overviews, see Choo, 2006; King, 2006; Koh, 2006; Brown,
2011, 2015). Furthermore, aspects such as body posture, lowered eyes, bowing,
hand position when pouring drinks, etc. all can be used to index positioning of the
self vis-a-vis the other (Brown & Winter, 2019). The choice and combination of
these cues is complex and informed by cultural ideologies derived from
Confucianism, which gives value to a person’s status within society. Factors
shaping this status are many, from the importance given to birth, family and
marriage to provenance, education, profession, financial wealth, age difference,
social distance and seniority (see, e.g., Brown, 2011; Yuh, 2020).

Foremost, the verb and adjective endings in Korean always contain
a relational positioning component that indexes one of six politeness styles
(Brown, 2011: 1; Rhee & Koo, 2017: 101). There are thus no sentences that do
not somehow make a relationship claim, since these endings indicate how the
speaker stands in relation to the addressee. Importantly, the levels are negotiable
and dynamic to a certain extent, and shifts can be observed within the same
speech event (Brown, 2015: 305). When we link this observation to fiction and
character construction, the Korean audience has many morphological cues to
pick up on when reading or listening to characters’ dialogue.

Korean is also a pro-drop language and, in addition, Koreans often avoid
addressing each other by pronoun and by first name. Instead, a complex address
term system is preferred which allows interactants to refer to each other in their
function and role vis-a-vis the speaker. Examples derived from the family field
are different terms for older brother and younger brother, depending on whether
the speaker is a man or a woman. Examples from the workplace are a plethora of
job titles. Distinctions between senior and junior are of relevance, for example,
at the school, university or workplace.

In addition to verb/adjective politeness levels, address terms and specialised
lexemes that are used when addressing people of higher status, Korean also has
numerous lexical and morphological stance markers that can be drawn on to
indicate to the addressees that a face-threatening act is being mitigated or enhanced.

In sum, Korean has a complex grammaticalised and lexicalised system of
signalising relational work which is exploited in dynamic ways by its users for
relationship creation. This complexity finds its way into fictional artefacts
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where, within a short span of time (in the case of telecinematic artefacts) or
limited number of pages (in the case of written texts), fictional characters are
created and relationships and their transformation performed and displayed.

6.3 Challenges for Translation of Korean Relational Work
Indexicals

Plot-relevant positionings and negotiations of relational work by characters in
Korean TV drama come with their own translation challenges. If we take the
Korean—English language pair, English has no honorific morphemes, nor can it
express different politeness levels through verb or adjective suffixes.

With respect to the lexicon, English has a plethora of near-synonyms that might
differ in indexing a character’s education status (refined versus unrefined ways of
expressing oneself), or their wish to adhere to more or less formal registers or to
breach linguistic norms (e.g. by using slang or vulgar expressions in contexts where
formal standard speech would be expected). Characters can express regional, social
or ethnic belonging through lexical and phonological features. Such nuances also
exist in Korean. However, such refined indexicals are culture-bound and do not
travel well from one language to another (see, e.g., Locher, 2017; Planchenault,
2017; Ramos Pinto, 2018). This is because the features carry different levels of
prestige, and negative connotations are often associated with substandard varieties.
In other words, these judgements are tied to cultural knowledge of the indexicals in
the target language rather than the source language.

While this translation challenge is the same for most language pairs, the
Korean lexicon furthermore has a set of lexemes for everyday items (e.g., ‘rice/
meal’: pap/5} vs. siksa/ 2] A}; “person’: salam/AF 5 vs pwun/at; ‘to sleep’: cata/
At} vs cwumwusita/S=5- A T}) that are used when addressing people of
seniority and elders. To translate these terms merely with formal English
terms will miss the nuance of respect as their Korean use is not limited to formal
situations only.

With respect to address terms, English would either prefer first names or last
names plus title in many cases where an analogy between Korean and English
address terms might be possible. In other cases, there are no clear equivalents
available and a descriptive translation might sound clumsy. For example, if
a Korean character addresses their uncle, they will choose a term that indexes
whether the uncle is maternal or paternal, whether this uncle is older or younger
than the parent whose brother the uncle is, whether this uncle is married or not.
All of this information with respect to the positioning of the character is
available to the Korean audience but cannot be carried over into the simple
English translation of “uncle’.
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To explain the translation pair Korean—English somewhat more, it should
be stressed that similar challenges also occur in the opposite direction.
When English texts are translated into Korean, translators have to position
characters vis-a-vis each other in a level of detail that is not contained in the
original texts (e.g. claims about seniority, age difference and relative status).
This is because the obligatory Korean verb and adjective endings carry
relational information and cannot be omitted. Depending on whether trans-
lators aim at domestication or foreignisation, they will engage in creative
character construction, the degree of which is at the discretion of the
translators.

To return to the Korean—English direction of translation, we can observe that
a close translation of all the relational aspects is impossible and that there is an
overall reduction in relational cues. While translators would thus have to aim for
rendering a general pragmatic stance or tone, as has been argued by many
scholars, such as Kiaer (2018) or House (2018a, 2018b), rather than aiming at
an equivalence impossible to achieve, Korean and English nevertheless also
share a number of similar relational work strategies. For example, lexical
hedges exist in both languages (e.g. a little, co/%), and many of the morpho-
logical stance markers that can be combined with verb/adjective endings can be
translated with lexical hedges in English instead. In addition, the general idea
that the longer the sentence, the more relational work is invested, holds for both
languages.

In sum, translating linguistic relational work from Korean to English is
challenging, but negotiations of relational work in Korean transport defining
cultural ideologies that cannot simply be dropped entirely if the overall meaning
of the fictional text is to be retained. This is especially the case when the aim is
to also translate the ‘Koreanness’ of the source text. Such a trend to orient to
foreignisation rather than domestication has been reported for fan subtitling in
previous work (Tomaszkiewicz, 1993; Diaz Cintas & Mufioz Sanchez, 2006;
Pettit, 2009).

6.4 Research Questions and Data

In what follows, we will illustrate a number of questions that we developed
when engaging with Korean TV drama as viewers who are not speakers of
Korean. In other words, we are interested in how culture-defining relational
work moments can be recognised and how they are made accessible for an
international viewership. Our research questions are:

1. Given the fact that negotiating relational work in Korean culture is omni-
present, are such negotiations included in Korean TV drama artefacts?
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2. How do lay subtitlers make scenes containing relational work negotiations
accessible to non-Korean viewers?

3. Do viewers comment on relational work when viewing scenes containing
relational work negotiations?

It is important to point out that our work does not aim at establishing the
accuracy of the English translation with respect to the Korean original, nor do
we tally the ‘loss’ in indexical cues. The latter is an endeavour that is not
a fruitful research path in the first place (see Section 7). Instead, we focus on
the English subtitles in their own right (Guillot, 2020) and wonder how they, in
combination with the retained audio-track and visual character information
(action, appearance, language (Bednarek, 2011); spoken mode vs mis en
scéne (Ramos Pinto, 2018)), transfer information on relational work.

Our data stems from the online streaming platform Viki.com, which gives
a global viewership access to licensed Asian dramas (with or without subscription).
The translations into many different languages are provided by fans, who can use
a built-in translation interface when translating. In addition, viewers can comment
on what they see in so called ‘timed comments,” i.e. comments that are displayed
while a particular scene is playing. Our data consists of two corpora. For the
subtitles we worked with 110 episodes from seven different dramas, which amounts
to a corpus of 613,000 subtitled words in English (Locher, 2020; Locher &
Messerli, forthcoming). In addition, we collected 320,118 timed comments for
five of these dramas, which amounts to 2,910,258 words written by 33,309 users in
thirty-six languages (with English being predominantly used in 50 percent of all
comments (Messerli & Locher, 2021: 414)). The subtitles are open source and the
timed comments are openly available even when viewing without subscription. We
anonymise commenter usernames to ensure anonymity.

6.5 Insights on Relational Work Negotiations

In order to answer question 1, Locher (2020) had to define a unit of analysis. We
decided to identify ‘scenes’ that contained instances of ‘classificatory politeness1’
or ‘metapragmatic politeness1’ (Eelen, 2001: 35). In other words, we worked with
scenes where characters used lexical items from the semantic field of (im)politeness
or where characters explicitly engaged in meta-discussions about (im)politeness.
We termed such occurrences ‘moments of relational work” and included the scene
in which this moment occurred in our data to provide sufficient context. A scene
could contain more than one moment of relational work.

As a case in point, consider example 6.1, which shows an extract from a scene
where relational work is being negotiated on a number of different levels. The
context is the first encounter between the two characters in the drama One More
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Happy Ending. The male lead, Song Soo-Hyuk (SSH), is a reporter disguised as

a heavily pregnant woman in order to pursue a celebrity who is visiting an OBGYN

clinic. When parking his car, he bumped into another parked car and left his

business card to alert the car’s owner. When walking away from the car, the female
owner, Han Mi-Mo (HMM)), appears and they start talking.

6.1)

10
11

One More Happy Ending, Ep. 1, start at 00:20:47, English subtitles from Viki
(comments in brackets are in the original subtitles display)

Character

Han Mi-Mo

Song Soo-Hyuk

Han Mi-Mo

Subtitle
Excuse me, Ahjumma!

Oh my. What’s this . ..
Ahjumma! If you hit my car,
you should compensate me.
I am sorry.

I’'m really sorry, but I have an
urgent matter to tend to, so . . .
I left my card on the car and
I’ve also called the insurance
company,

so they’ll be here soon to fix
it. Please handle it when they
do arrive.

No, no. Wait.

What kind of accident is it that
it’s so informal?

Business card?

Whether you are ahjumma or
ahjussi ... How can [ trust

a person who speaks differ-
ently from what he looks like?

12 Song Soo-Hyuk Ajummoni.

Action description and
comment

HMM is addressing SSH who
is walking away from the car.
Inspecting the cars.

HMM turns accusingly to SSH.

SSH bows while apologising.
HMM utters ‘omo’ (an expres-
sion of surprise) at the sound of
SSH’s deep voice, which
reveals him to be a man.

Fast speaking, matter of fact.

SSH turns to leave.

HMM prevents him from
leaving by extending her arm
to block his way.

HMM looks at him accusingly.
SSH inhales impatiently.

HMM refers to SSH pretending
to be a woman.

SSH looks at her directly and
confrontationally.

The camera shows HMM taken
aback at the choice of address
term, with her jaw dropping.

A sound effect (deep downward
chime) signals that her uptake is
negatively marked.
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13 Have you ever seen a hitand ~ The camera oscillates
run who has parked his car? between HMM and SSH,
showing her outraged and
disbelieving facial expres-
sion, while SSH is irritated at
the hold-up and his sentence
intonation displays

displeasure.
14 That’s why I am asking for
your understanding, and
I have an urgent matter to take
care of, too.
15 Han Mi-Mo More than getting my car hit, HMM chuffs twice before
that designation is pissing me speaking.
off.

16 Ajummoni? Outraged. Disbelieving
intonation. Accusing eye
gaze.

17 Where do I look like an While HMM speaks, SSH

ahjumma? facial expression shows that he
realises that HMM is offended
but he is still irritated about
this hold-up.

18 To hear ‘ahjumma’ from

a person like you in broad
daylight, do you think

19 I am applying eye cream
every night?

20  Song Soo-Hyuk Iam sorry. I didn’t recognise ~ SSH takes a deep breath and
you Agassi (Miss). shakes his head somewhat,

signalling giving in in an
annoyed manner. He slightly
hesitates before pronouncing
Agassi sarcastically.

Example 6.1 is a scene that displays relational work being negotiated on many
different levels. We see the contestation of address terms throughout the scene
and meta-comments on formality (subtitle 9) in relation to expectations voiced
about role-behaviour in such a car accident incident. We can also see that the
multimodal cues, in addition to the lexical ones, help the viewers to
understand that Han Mi-Mo is outraged at being addressed as Ahjumma
(¢F55 7}, ‘common term for a married woman’, Naver online dictionary),
which she gives negative value and associates with being old (applying eye
cream, subtitle 19). We witness Song Soo-Hyuk, who wishes to make a quick
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exit and who reluctantly adjusts his use of address terms from Ahjumma to
Ahjummoni (¢}5=™ Y, which is more respectful) and then Agassi (°}7}4],
used for younger, unmarried women) in order to appease Han Mi-Mo and to
bring the conversation to a close. His sarcastic tone when uttering ‘Agassi’ in
subtitle 20 signals that he only pays lip-service to the situation while clearly not
perceiving Han Mi-Mo as young.

With respect to the staging of relational work in this fictional scene, we learn
about the importance of choosing the right address terms, and the fact that
a woman who is no longer entirely young might feel offended at being
addressed with a term reserved for older married women. With respect to the
plot, this information is important since Han Mi-Mo runs a marriage agency for
divorced people (being a divorcee herself) and one of the recurrent ideologies
that is being played with throughout the drama is preoccupation with youth and
wealth by the clients of the agency.

With respect to translation strategies, we can see that the fan subtitlers
retained the Korean address terms and also added a comment in brackets to
clarify the term ‘Agassi (Miss)’ (subtitle 20). Importantly, information on
relational work is not only found in the lexical choices of the dialogue but
crucially also in the visual comportment cues of the characters as well as the
sound effects that accompany uptake (subtitle 12).

When creating our corpus, two coders watched and took stock of scenes
similar to example 6.1 in 110 episodes from seven dramas. In response to
research question 1, the general importance that Korean society gives to posi-
tioning is also reflected in televised Korean drama, which contains such
moments of positioning in an average of 2.9 scenes per episode (323 scenes
overall, containing 428 moments of relational work).® In response to research
question 2, the moments of relational work could be classified into four types:
‘(1) character address term negotiations; (2) character meta-comments on
relational work; (3) character meta-discussions on role understanding; and (4)
subtitler meta-comments on language and culture’ (Locher, 2020: 139).

The first three categories are more straightforward from a translation perspec-
tive because the characters themselves use lexical items around which relational
work negotiations become salient. Usually, these scenes are several turns long,
which means that the relational work entailed is given prominence for plot
reasons and subtitlers need to engage with the scenes, too. The subtitler comments
on language and culture are of particular interest to us because they show
awareness of relational work cues. For example, address terms might be

® Locher (2020) reports 3.2 scenes per episode. This result was based on sixty-eight episodes from
four dramas, while the results reported here are based on a larger corpus.
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translated (see subtitle 20 above) or non-translatable grammaticalised cues are
explained in brackets (e.g. ‘I am a teacher. (formal)’, OMHE, Ep. 14). Viewers are
thus alerted to the linguistic relational work level and that something relevant for
understanding characterisation is going on in the verbal track of the artefact.

In sum, we found that (a) by mere staged inclusion, the televised moments of
relational work can help non-Korean viewers realise the importance and com-
plexity of relational work negotiations in Korean culture, despite the typologi-
cally necessary reduction of linguistic relational work cues on the linguistic
level in the subtitles, and that (b) the subtitlers function as cross-cultural
mediators for the international viewership (Bassnett, 2012).

6.6 Insights on Participation Structure

Addressing research question 3 allowed us to revisit the notion of participation
structure. Building on our insights that the fan subtitlers function as self-
selected cross-cultural mediators by orienting to the source text in their transla-
tion efforts, we explored the contribution of the viewers to the artefact in timed
comments since they, too, are adding their voice to the original multimodal
artefact (see Figure 5).

In qualitative coding of all timed comments contained in the first and last
episode of two dramas, Locher and Messerli (2020) discovered that viewers
comment on many different aspects of the drama (artefact-oriented comments)
and contribute to fandom community-building by engaging with each other
(community-oriented comments). Displaying emotive stance was the function

Streamed video

Streamed video + subtitles

Figure 5 Nested, polyphonic voices on Viki (reproduced from Locher &
Messerli, 2020: 25)
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that timed comments performed most often, and this stance could be oriented to
both the drama and the community.

With respect to Korean culture, we can state that the fan community displays their
interest in the source culture by borrowing and using Korean words, exhibiting
knowledge of Korean drama conventions, actors and other aspects of the Korean
wave (such as knowledge of K-pop singers and bands), asking questions about
Korean culture and comparing Korean cultural aspects to their own practices.
Viewers who have timed comments activated when viewing are thus exposed to
yet another voice that shapes the uptake of the original streamed video (see Figure 5).

We also explored whether viewers comment on relational work in particular
(Locher & Messerli, 2020, forthcoming) and found that this does indeed occur but
is not particularly frequent when looking at the overall distribution of what viewers
choose to comment on. For example, the scene in example 6.1 receives many
comments that display emotive stance in that viewers enjoy the humorous
effect of the scene and the disguise of the male lead character as a pregnant
woman (see example 6.2).

(6.2) Selection of timed comments during example 6.1 illustrating emotional stance
and the use of Korean borrowings

- LMAO ... its not enough he’s wearing a wig ... but he is pregnant also ...

I cant breathe from laughing so hard . . ..
- Ahjumma &S what is he wearing ) I'm crying

- LOL! Ahjumma!

In addition to the visual appearance in the form of disguise, the viewers also
pick up on multimodal cues and thus show awareness of visual and auditory
cues for character identity construction (see example 6.3).

(6.3) Selection of timed comments during example 6.1 illustrating uptake of multi-
modal cues

- His voice made her shake &G0

- omg he litreallly look like an ahjumma im laughing so hard

- AHHAHAHAHA IM DYING HES SO PRETTY BUT HIS VOICE.
AHAHAH OH SHIT

- Imao moment when you think its a girl but the man voice shows

- HER SHOCKED GASP LOL IM DYIN

- so hyuk literally looks like an old lady i love it

Throughout, the viewers use the term Ahjumma by either repeating the
dialogue of the characters or using the term as referent themselves (examples
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6.2—-6.4). Viewers also pick up on the choice of address terms (6.3). They
quote Han Mi-Mo’s shocked reaction to being addressed as Ahjummoni
(‘omo’/oh my god), which is not in the subtitles, thus displaying a keen ear.
And they make analogies of what the term Ahjumma might index in their own
languages (‘MA’AM’; ‘vieja’, that is ‘being old’ in Spanish).

(6.4) Selection of timed comments during example 6.1 illustrating uptake of the
marked choice of ‘ahjummoni’ in subtitle 12

- ©BE ‘omo’

- Hahahahhahaha ‘OMO’ phahaha

- You can call me bitch, but don’t call me MA’AM! ROTFL .. .. she’s wants to
kill him. ROTFL here!

- Oh Dios Mio le dijo vieja :v

In response to research question 3, we can state that, while explicit and
straightforward comments on relational work are not frequent in our corpus,
we do have evidence that viewers are attuned to relational work issues. We also
find viewers who ask each other questions about address terms and politeness
and identify (im)politeness ideologies as one of the issues among many that they
are interested in when consuming Korean TV drama. As shown in Figure 5, the
timed comments change the original artefact and we argue that they can
contribute to making accessible the multimodal negotiations of relational
work in the fictional artefacts.

6.7 Summary

In Section 6, we have illustrated the dynamic participation roles taken up
by community members in the translation and negotiation of meaning of
linguistically and culturally ‘other’ artefacts. Subtitles by community
experts and comments by fans are loci of individual and collaborative
processes that include translation proper as well as explicitation of cultural
meaning. They illustrate the specificities of audiovisual translation, which
takes place in unique multimodal contexts, and at the same time exemplify
the changing roles and processes brought about by lay translation more
generally.

Methodologically, combining the analysis of fansubtitles and viewer com-
ments makes it possible to emulate more closely the fan perspective, with both
types of text competing for the viewers’ attention. In addition, it allows novel
corpus-based approaches that can provide insights regarding translational prod-
ucts, but also regarding the reception and negotiation processes of the fan
community.
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7 Where Next?
7.1 Revisiting the Definition of Translation

This Element has taken the reader through examples of contemporary pragmatic
research on different types of translation data. Some of these data types fall
squarely within the purview of translation studies but have not received close
linguistic attention due to the difficulty of obtaining data (such as parallel
corpora of simultaneous interpreting). Other data types are different from
prototypical translation, although they still can be uncontestably recognised as
such (Korean series fans translating and explaining subtitles and viewers
commenting on what they see). The growing interest of linguists in translation
has also brought about studies on novel data types, such as people conversing
with mobile phone translation apps (Ikizoglu, 2019) or translating their tasting
experience into words (Mondada, forthcoming), see Section 2.

To accommodate different understandings of what counts as translation,
we suggest using prototype theory borrowed from cognitive linguistics.
Prototype theory is an approach to categorisation in which members of
a category are not defined through a list of necessary and sufficient features,
but instead in terms of overlapping sets of characteristics organised around
family resemblances (Rosch, 1973). The characteristics are weighed in
relation to a prototype in the centre of the category, and category members
are assigned degrees of conceptual distance from the prototype and thus
graded membership. In Rosch’s (1978) example, a category ‘bird’ can be
described as having salient features such as wings, light weight, ability to fly,
singing or croaking, building nests, etc. According to these attributes,
a robin, for instance, is a more prototypical bird, while an ostrich or
a murre are more peripheral members of the bird category. The birdiness
attributes are shared among these three examples in overlapping sets:
ostriches and robins build nests but murres do not, murres and robins can
fly but ostriches cannot, etc. This approach to categorisation has been shown
to be more representative of the way humans interact with the world than
traditional Aristotelian categories, since we most commonly think of a class
in terms of a specific artefact or a more abstract image schema. Indeed, for
many basic classes it is very difficult or impossible to provide a definition
through the classic theory of concepts.

We believe that prototype theory is a useful way of thinking about what
translation is as well. Written translation is commonly seen as the prototype,
which is also reflected in its status as the oldest subject of analytical interest in
translation studies, and the way in which subsequent research tends to describe
the findings on other translation types against the backdrop of what we know
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about written translation. However, while most of the translation types men-
tioned in this Element preserve the vague commonality of ‘transposition for the
purpose of understanding’, in some sense, hardly any specific attribute is shared
by all of them. Common sets of attributes shared by the category members on
the principle of family resemblance include source modality (e.g. verbal or
sensual; spoken or written), target modality, the type of transposition (inter- vs.
intramodal), participant constellations (one-to-one, one-to-many) or participa-
tion framework types (translator as addressee or overhearer, existence of sec-
ondary audience, involvement of human agent). The prototype approach allows
us to be very inclusive and at the same time admit that some members of the
category are of interest to a researcher of translation only inasmuch as they
possess one or two attributes relevant to the discussion. For example, translation
performed by translation apps can be studied as translation from the point of
view of facilitating understanding between participants, but not in regard to the
role of translator or any type of process-oriented translation research.

In this Element, we give particular weight to the attribute ‘language’ as it is
always present, even in the more peripheral members of the category we include
under the label ‘translation’. For instance, the food-related sensual translation
type involves language as the target medium (Gordon & Nguyen, forthcom-
ing; Mondada, forthcoming), although, of course, it is conceivable that trans-
lation in the sense of ‘facilitating understanding’ might be entirely based on
other semiotic systems (e.g. music translated into musical notation).

This broad, prototype-theory-inspired definition of translation as facili-
tating understanding between participants with language as a key attribute
makes it plain that to explore all translational data types adequately, linguis-
tic pragmatics needs to step away from the confines of a purely contrastive
approach analysing two sets of linguistic and cultural practices side by side.
In Section 7.2, we take stock of what interpersonal pragmatics has contrib-
uted to the study of pragmatics in translation, as reviewed in this Element.

7.2 Taking Stock

In Sections 2—4 of the Element, we surveyed the main trends in the pragmat-
ics-oriented study of translational data. Although written translation has been
treated as prototypical and has a body of research going back many decades,
the interest in the mediality, participation and relational work characteristic of
interpersonal pragmatics has mostly been aimed at interpreting data. This
perhaps has to do with the visible presence of the interpreter as an agent in
spoken contexts, whereas written translation data under-determines the who
and the how of translation processes so crucial to interpersonal pragmatic
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analysis (although some exciting new research from the process-oriented
perspective, e.g. Mees et al. (2015) on the changing roles of the written
medium in the age of advanced speech recognition software, promises to
influence our understanding of mediality).

Where such inroads have been made, the relational aspect of interactions
between people that are affected by their understandings of culture and society
has always emerged as significant. We may, for example, look back to
Angermeyer’s (2005a) study, which described how an interpreter’s allegiance
with their ethnic or national group, or with the court vs. litigants, influenced the
way they chose to transform the speech of other participants. Overall,
Angermeyer (2005b) concluded that features of interpersonal politeness are
likely to be neglected in translation under time constraints. Later work in the
interpersonal pragmatic vein shed new light on this finding (Mapson & Major,
2021) by highlighting how the translation of relational work was dependent on
familiarity among conversation participants. Mapson and Major (2021) pointed
out that such familiarity may actually lower cognitive load (associated with time
constraints) enough to enable the interpreter to attend to relational work.
Sidiropoulou (2021) drew an important distinction between the translation of
fictional vs. non-fictional texts when it comes to translator-mediated reshaping
of relational work. Sidiropoulou’s (2021) close engagement with interpersonal
pragmatics and relational work in translation brings up many important theor-
etical issues that we call attention to in this Element. These contributions serve
as excellent illustrations of how research focusing on interpersonal pragmatics
may also inform other areas that are traditionally of interest to broader transla-
tion and interpreting studies.

Research on pragmatics and audiovisual translation in recent years has shown
that subtitles constitute a text genre in their own right (Guillot, 2016), formed by
affordance restrictions and conventions as well as the clear desire to achieve
pragmatic effects. In exploring how viewers make sense of the different multi-
modal inputs, the field makes strong contributions to theorising the participation
structure based on discussions in telecinematic discourse studies and studies of
the pragmatics of fiction. The interweaving of voices that contribute to the
creation of the artefact, including products of translation processes such as
subtitles and viewer comments, deserve further attention. Just as is the case
with literary translation, the communicative setting of interactions between
authors/collective senders, translators and recipients needs to be theorised for
different reception settings and with a particular focus on aspects of interper-
sonal pragmatics between the different participants.

Our two case studies in Sections 5 and 6 bring to the fore typological and
linguacultural differences that are worth highlighting further from a methodological
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and theoretical point of view. The cursory glimpse given in Section 6.2 into the
manifold Korean linguistic indexicals that transfer relational meaning demonstrates
that simply thinking in terms of the presence and absence of syntactic and lexical
mitigation or aggravation, tallying up these strategies and assuming that the
strategies might be similar in what they transfer as meaning with respect to societal
ideologies cannot do justice to the complexity of the indexicals and their interplay.
From this perspective, it seems that certain language translation pairs are better
suited for direct comparisons than others. For instance, the pair Russian—English
appears to fare better in aligning sentences and then comparing similar relational
work strategies than the pair Korean—English. This is because English is more
similar to Russian than to Korean both typologically and in terms of linguaculture.
While this is of course no new insight, it has consequences for study design. We
suggest that as a first step, a phenomenon of interest be identified (such as self-
praise in Section 5 or salient negotiations of relational work in Section 6). After the
unit of analysis has been identified, scholars should take stock of relational work
strategies (both linguistic and — if the data permits — multimodal) in both the source
and the target text that can be linked to face-enhancement, face-challenge and face-
maintenance. Finally, the combined signals and their effects should be compared in
the source and target texts in an attempt to bring similar and different cultural
ideologies to the fore.

This survey has highlighted the areas where pragmatic research of trans-
lational data relying on the contemporary pragmatic paradigms can bring
new insights into the nature of interlingual, intercultural or intermodal
communication. In Section 7.3 of the Element, we propose concrete research
questions that address novel data types and communicative contexts or
revisit data with novel questions. We encourage researchers interested in
pragmatics in translation to take up these research questions and contribute
to the growing body of knowledge about facilitating understanding across
languages and modes.

7.3 Future Directions in Pragmatics Research on Translation Data
and Processes

In the course of our research, new ideas and research directions constantly offer
themselves but cannot always be addressed for lack of time, resources or
expertise. In this section, we would like to share our vision of the direction
pragmatics in translation could develop in the future. The boxes below each
briefly mention an issue of research, followed by potential questions and
possible data sources. Although we do suggest data types associated with
research questions, they should not be seen as exclusive of other translation
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types that exist or may appear in the course of rapid technological development.
The last item in the box suggests concepts or areas of research within pragmat-
ics that the sketched project could contribute to. The order of presentation
moves from more relational work-oriented research issues, to more participa-
tion structure-oriented research, to mediality-oriented research and some more
general theory-oriented research issues. These orientations can of course also be
combined, as shown below.

Projects oriented towards exploring relational work
and the participation framework
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Projects oriented towards exploring participation frameworks

Projects oriented towards exploring participation frameworks
and mediality
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Projects oriented towards further theoretical issues in pragmatics
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As can be gleaned from the keywords and theoretical issues listed under
‘theoretical background’ for each potential project, two concepts high-
lighted in this Element (participation framework and relational work) fea-
ture prominently throughout. In addition, aspects of multimodality in the
data and the aspects of mediality motivate the projects. This shows that the
individual or combined perusal of the key issues introduced in this book in
connection with translation data warrants further research. However, the
suggested list of research issues and research questions above is far from
complete and we would like to encourage scholarship in any of these areas
and hope that this Element has been able to argue for some promising
inroads.
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