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Abstract: The debate on shared ground in translation studies initiated by Chesterman and Arrojo at the beginning of the 21st

century is still exerting influence on the selfweflexivity of translation studies as an emerging discipline today. The paper reviews

some of the representative views covered in the debate and argues that it is not desirable for us to seek common ground at the

current stage as it will create artificial and rigid boundaries and discourage the diversity of views within translation studies.

Key words: translation studies; shared ground; diversity

20
( prescriptive)

Bassnett

Toury

( Guu

Olohan 2004: 5-9; Tennent 2005: xviiixx etc.) o
70 > ) ’
“ 7 Chesterman  Arrojo
( 2000  Target o
Lefervere ) “ 7
( Even-Zohar Chesterman  Arrojo
)
) o
Reiss Vermeer  Nord ) ; ( postmodern cultural studies)
( textual theories) o
( Venuti Arrojo
) o “
) ;
( Boase-Beier (
2009: 104) . )
. ( )
30 ( thesis)
“ 7 - ?77(14 ); 2)
: o “ (7 )03 ¢
Chesterman  Arrojo ?27(9 ) o
“ " ( shared ground) o “ o " ( essential-
( ism) ¢ ”( non-essentialism) “



” ( Chesterman and Arrojo
2000: 151) . “ translation
( Ubersetzung) o
”( Chesterman and Arrojo
2000: 152) . “ ” ( prototype theory)

“« ”

(43

”( Chesterman and Arrojo 2000: 153) .

( 43 ”) “
”( Chesterman and Arrojo 2000:

]53) . “ ” R «
N ” ( metaphors of translation)
o
“©
N N N N N N
5 N N N N
N N .

( regularities)

“ ”» “«

7 ( Chesterman and

Arrojo 2000: 155) .

( . )
( 13 ” (3 ’y) ( Ches_
terman and Arrojo 2000: 155-156) .

. ) .

( discourse on translation)
o ” ( ethics)

“

”( Chesterman and Arrojo
2000: 154) .

30

Chesterman  Arrojo

o

Toury Hermans

2000: 155) . «“
21

man  Arrojo

( generalizability)

“ ” “

“ »”
R .
”»
?
“ »
o
“ ”
Chesterman
N
N
Chesterman
(43 ”»
»
“© ”»

”( Chesterman and Arrojo

”» ( 20
) o Chester—
o 30
7 o Simeoni ( 2000:

o

* 105



113

”( Chesterman and Arrojo 2000: 338) . Se—

la-Sheffy  Gile
o ( Se-
la-Sheffy 2000: 346; Gile 2001: 150) , Malmkjar ( 2000:
342) (13 » 13 »
Chesterman “ N 7
“ 7 Malmkjar
( @ ” . ‘“ ”»

) . o Halver—

son( 2000) o ( cognitive

theory of metaphor)

“ ”( Translation is transfer) ( Halv—

erson 2000: 359) .

{3

”( Halverson 2000: 360)
( \

« »

(13

”( Pym 2000: 336)

” ( Pym 2000: 336) .

Brian Mossop o Chesterman  Arrojo

[13 » 113

”»

(2001: 159) .

o

Sela-Sheffy(2000: 346)

3 »

* 106 °

“« ( )
" ( Sela-Sheffy 2000: 348)
Sela-Shefty
( (43 ”» 8 “© »

) (13 ”»

( quasi-sociological explanatory model) o

“« »

o Gentzler( 2001:; 161)

“ ”( normy
"+ Shlesinger( 2001: 166)

o Tirkkonen-Condit ( et al) ( 2001: 341) TAPs
4 3 7’7
“ ” Chesterman  Arrojo
" ( self-reflexity) ( Baker 2001: 10)
" ( Steiner 1975: 238)
Snell Horny “
¢ ’ ‘ ’ ”(2006: 71)
Chesterman  Arrojo “ 7
. [13 ”» I)
? (43 »



13 ”» I)
“ » “«
”
o .
1
N
3
”»
o
.
20 70
o N
. . o
@« ”»
113 »
o
“ »
113 »
“ o 7 o Chesterman  Arrojo
(43 ” 113 »
43 ”» 113
o
({3 »
o 20 80
«
Y — o James Holmes 20 70
( Toury) o
. (
. . . ) o

( Gile 2001: 149) .

Chesterman  Arrojo

o

( hard science) o

( research)

“«

”( Chambers 1989: 845)

“ ”»

t ) ”

“ ” ( Baker
2001: 17) o
o Hansen( 2004)
(Sell et al
1994) | ( Blommaert et al 1998) . ( Her-
brechter 2002) ( Ibanez et al 2006)
( Klein 1990) . Baker

1 Baker Mona. The pragmatics of cross—cultural contact and some false
dichotomies in translation studies A . In Maeve Olohan( ed) CTIS Oc-
casional Papers ( Volume 1) C . Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing
2001: 720.

2 Bell T. Roger. An applied linguist wonders about boundaries round the
newly cleared field J . Target 2001(1): 149468.

3 Blommaert Jan and Jef Verschuerren. Debating Diversity: Analysing the
Discourse of Tolerance C . London and New York: Routledge 1998.

4 Chesterman A. & R. Arrojo. Shared ground in translation studies J .
Target 2000( 1) : 151-60.

5 Davidson George W. M. A. Seaton and J. Simpson( eds) . Chambers
Concise Dictionary 7, . Chambers: Cambridge 1989.

6 Gentzler Edwin. Expanding horizons or limiting growth? ] . Target
2001( 1) : 160-65.

7 Gile Daniel. Being constructive about shared ground J . Target 2001
(1): 14953.

8 Halverson Sandra. The fault line in our common ground J . Target
2000(2) : 356-62.

9 Hansen Hans Lauge. Disciplines and Interdisciplinarity in Foreign Lan—
guage Studies C . Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press 2004.

10 Herbrechter Stefan. Cultural Studies: Interdisciplinarity and Transla—

* 107 -



1

tion C . Amsterdam: Rodopi 2002.

—_

Ibanez Francisco J. Ruiz de Mendoza and M. Sandra Pefia Cervel.
Cognitive Linguistics: Internal Dynamics and Interdisciplinary Interaction

C . Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter 2006.

12 Klein Julie Thompson. Interdisciplinarity: History Theory and Prac—

tice C . Detroit: Wayne State University Press 1990.

13 Malmkjar Kristen. Relative stability and stable relativity J . Target

2000(2) : 341-45.

14 Mossop Brian. Why should we seek common ground J . Target 2001

(1): 158-60.

15 Olohan Maeve. Introducing Corpora in Translation Studies M . Lon—

don and New York: Routledge 2004.

16 Pym Anthony. Why common ground is not automatically space for co—

2001.

- 108 -

mins Publishing Company 2006.

22 Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit Jukka Mékisalo Riitta Jitiskeldinen Mirja
Kalasniemi and Pekka Kujamiki. Do we need a shared ground? ] .
Target 2001(2): 339-43.

23 Steiner George. Afier Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation

M . Oxford: Oxford University Press 1975.

24 Tennent Martha. Training for the New Millennium M . Amsterdam:
John Benjamins Publishing Company 2005.

25 . I

104408.

2009( 5) :

“Translating Hybrid
Texts in Hong Kong: A Case Study of the Translation of Chan

operation: On Chesterman versus Arrojo J . Target 2000(2): 334- Koon Chung’ s Fiction” ( G-U781)
37. .
17 Sela-Sheffy Rakefet. The suspended potential of culture research in TS
J . Target 2000(2): 345-55.
18 Sell Roger D. & Peter Verdonk. Literature and the New Interdiscipli— ’
narity C . Amsterdam: Rodopi 1994.
19 Shlesinger Miriam. Shared ground in interpreting studies too J . Tar— °
get 2001(1): 165-68.
20 Simeoni Daniel. When in doubt contextualize... J . Targer 2000 20104229
(2): 33741.
21 Snell-Hormby Mary. The Turns of Translation Studies: New paradigms
or Shifting Viewpoint? M . Amsterdam/ Philadelphia: John Benja—
( 65 ) 10 . J.
1998 30(2):211-=217.
1 Bremnan R. L. Applications of generalizability theory A . In Berk 1
R. A.(ed.). Crizerionreferenced Measurement: The State of the Art I 2008(5) : 61-66.
C . Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press 1980. 12
2 Bremnan R. L. Generalizability Theory M . New York: Springer I 2004 36(2) - 195-200.
2001. 13 . M .
3 Brown J. D. & Bailey K. M. A categorical instrument for scoring 2003.
second language writing skills J . Language Learning 1984 34( 1) : 14
2142 N I 2001 33(2):97-
4 Cronbach L. J. Gleser G. C. Nanda H. & Rajaratnam N. The 103.
Dependability of Behavioral Measurements: Theory of Generalizability 15 : D.
for Scores and Profiles M . New York: Wiley 1972. 2004.
5 Gebril A. Score generalizability of academic writing tasks: Does one 16 : I
test method fit it al? ] . Language Testing 2009 29(4) : 507-531. 2005 31(2):55-58.
6 Lee Y. W. Dependability of Scores for a New ESL Speaking Test: E-
valuating Prototype Tasks( TOEFL Monograph Series MS-28) R . :
Princeton NJ: Educational Testing Service 2005. °
7 Sawaki Y. Construct validation of analytic rating scales in speaking
assessment. Reporting a score profile and a composite J . Language
Testing 2007 24( 3) :355390. R
8 Shavelson R. J. & Webb N. M. Generalizability Theory: A Primer
M . Newbury Park CA: Sage Publications 1991. 2011-03412
9 (342 ) S .



