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Introduction

Whether translation is understood as a type of cognitive activity or as a text
that appears as a result of this activity (Bell 1991), it cannot be seen in isolation
from the translator, who is the main agent in the former and the author of
the latter. Not only does a translator provide a link between two different
cultures in the shape of a target text, but also between two mentalities and,
ultimately, two minds - that of the author and that of the potential reader.
Therefore, penetrating into the psychological aspects of the translator’s
personality seems to be an important step towards (re-)interpreting the
translation process and product.

After Holmes ([1972] 2000) introduced the area of “psycho-translation
studies” in the form of a process-oriented approach to translation, research
into the “black box” of the translator’s mind revealed findings that were so
significant for the Translation Studies community that Chesterman (2009)
suggested referring to the area as Translator Studies, Muiioz Martin (2010)
as cognitive translatology, and Jaaskeldinen (2012) as translation psychology.
Along with the obvious advantages of studying translation from the cognitive
perspective, the researchers found that there were alot of behavioral patterns
or the translator’s “working styles” (Jakobsen 2003, 82) that they displayed
across different tasks. Moreover, individual variations were reported in almost
every process-oriented study. Given the above, there seems to be a need to
treat translation not only as a result of the translator’s complex cognitive
processing, but also as a product of a highly individual and internalized form
of “cognitive behavior” (Wilss 1996) that may be potentially influenced by the
translator’s personality (e.g. “self-concept,” Kiraly 1995; “psycho-physiological
components,” PACTE 2003).

Research into the role of the translator’s personality in the translation
process is scarce, with only a few studies devoted to comparing the personality
of translators and interpreters in general (Henderson 1987; Kurz et al. 1996),
or to investigating the role of intuition and emotional intelligence (Hubscher
Davidson 2009, 2013a, 2013b), as well as affective factors (Rojo and Ramos
2016), in translation performance. One of the possible reasons for the scarcity
of research into the issue is the lack of focus on a specific component of the
translation process that may potentially reflect the role of personality in
translation. Previous research (Jakobsen 2003; Englund Dimitrova 2005;
Carl etal. 2005; Dragsted and Carl 2013, etc.) has shown that it is possible to
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identify certain patterns of behavior in the translator’s processes of self-revision
that can only be accounted for by the translator’s “individual psychology”
(Mossop 2007, 19). Moreover, one of the key definitions of the translation
process within the cognitive paradigm points to its decision-making and
problem-solving character (Levy 1967), whose most obvious manifestations
are traceable in the process of self-revision as a decisional activity (Piolat 1990).
In addition, self-revision contributes to the final quality of translation and
establishes the links between the translation process and product.

Considering the above, the aim of the present study consists in investigating
the potential role of the psychological aspects of the translator’s personality in
the process of self-revision. In addition, it aims to explore whether translators
possess a certain set of personality-based characteristics that may be helpful
in their professional practice. Finally, it seeks to examine the relationship
between the translator’s personality and the outcomes of the decisional
action of self-revision, i.e. the quality of translation products. The intriguing
issue of whether translators with a certain set of personality characteristics
are more predisposed to translating certain text types will be explored as a
secondary focus.

The present monograph reports on an interdisciplinary study that combines
personality psychology and translation process research. It is composed of
two main parts — theoretical (chapters 1-3) and empirical (chapter 4). It
opens with the concept of personality in psychology (chapter 1), proceeds
with the discussion of the potential role of the translator’s personality in
translation process research (chapter 2), and then concentrates on the process
of self-revision as a stage of the translation process that may be influenced
by the translator’s personality. Each theoretical chapter culminates in a
working definition of the core concepts (personality, translation process, and
self-revision respectively). Chapter 4 of the book presents the experimental
study, the main aim of which was to investigate the role of the translator’s
personality in the process of self-revision.

Chapter 1 introduces the concept of personality in psychology with a
particular emphasis on the approaches relevant to the present study, i.e. trait
and typological, and the arguments in favor of combining them in one study.
The chapter continues with the discussion of views on personality stability and
change with reference to the key ideas of the trait and typological approaches.
As the data for the study were collected from the samples of students and
practicing translators, the impact of personality on academic and occupational
performance is explored. Chapter 1 finishes with an overview of existing
studies into the psychological aspects of the translator’s personality.
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Chapter 2 focuses on identifying the potential role of the translator’s per-
sonality in the translation process. It first describes the cognitive activities that
a translator is involved in while translating. In particular, the selected models
of the translation process are presented. The shared feature of the models is
the prominence given to decision-making, self-monitoring and self-evaluation in
translation, which may be partially influenced by the translator’s personality.
The chapter then traces the conceptual and methodological evolution of
translation process research across the four phases outlined by Alves and
Hurtado Albir (2017), paying attention to the most important findings of
each phase. One of the central issues explored within the cognitive approach
to translation is that of translation competence and expertise, as it helps to
identify, among other things, the translator’s psychological predispositions
that may be important for the development of the necessary competences
and expertise in translation. Chapter 2 ends with the conclusion that the
translator’s personality may play the most significant role in the process of
self-revision, which entails the above-mentioned meta-cognitive processes of
decision-making, self-monitoring and self-evaluation.

Chapter 3 describes the process of self-revision as a product-shaping
stage of the translation process. First, it presents and compares the views on
the concept of (self-)revision in writing and translation process research.
Particular emphasis is placed on the potential impact of the translator’s
personality on the decisional and quality-assuring functions of self-revision. The
chapter then provides an overview of research into self-revision in translation,
and identifies its role in translator profiling.

Chapter 4 presents the experiment designed to tap into the relationship
between the translator’s personality, the translation process (i.e. self-revision)
and the translation product. To test the issue, five hypotheses have been
formulated. The hypotheses proceed from describing the translator’s dominant
personality traits to identifying the role of the decision-related psychological
functions in the process of self-revision, and exploring the links between the
translator’s personality features and the quality of translation performance.
The experiment uses psychometric tests (HEXACO Personality Inventory
and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator) to describe the translator’s personality, and
keylogging (Translog-1I) to track the translation process. The results of the
experiment are supplemented with the data obtained from the participants’
self-report questionnaires. The findings of the study may be particularly
important for translation trainers who might become aware of the need to raise
the students’ awareness of the role of their personality features in translation
performance and in building their professional self-concept.






Chapter 1
Personality perspectives: From
psychology to Translation Studies

1.1. Introduction

The chapter aims to provide a theoretical basis for the interdisciplinary research
into the translator’s personality by first concentrating on the concept of per-
sonality in psychology. The presentation of the leading theories in personality
psychology is followed by the working definition of the key concept. The trait
and typological approaches are then discussed in detail due to their application
to the study of the translator’s personality in the present monograph. The chapter
proceeds with an explanation of the reasons for and the potential benefits of
combining the two approaches. As the study relies on the data gathered from both
translation trainees and practicing translators, the issue of personality stability
and change is next raised. In order to be able to relate the results of personality
tests with translation performance, the chapter continues with the discussion
of the relationship between personality traits and types and academic and
occupational performance. Finally, the chapter presents an overview of existing
research into the issue of the translator’s personality in Translation Studies.

1.2.  The concept of personality in psychology

From the Hellenistic philosophical explorations to the 20t"-century psycho-
metric testing, the notion of personality has integrated into a field of psychology
that practices a vast scope of approaches and adopts anumber of interdisciplinary
perspectives. Such diversity stems from the complexity of the construct and its
multiple interpretations based on the subjects involved, methodology applied
and the epistemological basis for the study of personality. Adopting a certain
personality perspective for the purpose of this study would hardly be possible
without a brief guide to the evolution of theories and research methodology.
Similar to other sciences, “the study of human psyche” (Hergenhan and
Henley 2013, 1) was for many centuries considered part of philosophy.!

1 The word “psychology” most probably comes from Greek “psyché” meaning “breath, principle
of life, life, soul,” and “logos” meaning “speech, word, reason” (Hergenhan and Henley 2013, 1).
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Among the conceptual issues discussed by the great minds were the nature
of human beings, temperament, character and the other aspects of the mod-
ern concept of personality. It is commonly agreed that the first personality
taxonomy was proposed by Hippocrates (4" century BC), according to
which temperament is influenced by the four humors of the human body:
blood, phlegm, yellow and black bile. The respective temperaments would be
sanguine, phlegmatic, choleric and melancholic (Dumont 2010, 5). This idea,
though currently believed to be primitive, was one of the sources of inspiration
for the development of a genetic approach to the study of personality in the
20" century.

Throughout different historical periods, the views on personality were
changing together with the prevailing philosophical doctrines and cultural
movements. The rise of Christianity triggered theological discourse and
shifted the ancient belief in the uniqueness of a human being towards the
universality principle (Dumont 2010, 16), which continued through the
Middle Ages until questioned by humanism during the Renaissance. The
period of Romanticism advocated the importance of human emotions, and
the Age of Enlightenment brought the scientific revolution and dissemination
of knowledge, marked by strong interest in the rational human mind.

The full description of the historical evolution of personality-related
premises goes beyond the scope and aims of this research, so the section shall
proceed with the beginnings of modern psychology and personality theories.
Wundt’s 19'"-century initiation of experimental psychology (Hergenhan
and Henley 2013, 238) was an important milestone on the way to setting up
a separate discipline of psychology. It was also the period when the founda-
tions for modern personality theories within the general field of psychology
were established (Galton 1884; James 1890). Before empiricism took over
conceptual thinking, Sir Francis Galton formulated the famous “lexical
hypothesis” (Galton 1884), according to which personality characteristics
are embedded in language. The claim later served as an impetus for the
development of one of the leading theories in personality research.

Early empirical insights into human personality were introspective, i.e.
based on single case studies and verbal reports of psychiatric patients. The
first modern personality theory goes back to Freud ([1915] 2013) and his
psychoanalytic method, which gave rise to the psychodynamic approach to
personality. The method of treatment consisted in listening to the patients’
life stories, looking for reasons for their problems in the past and analyzing
them. Freud’s ([1915] 2013) leading idea was that biological instincts affected
a person’s attitude to life and behavior, and if not satisfied, they could lead to
psychological disorders. This claim served as a starting point for most of his
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further theories about the psychosexual stages of personality development,
anxiety and defense mechanisms, and the analysis of dreams as representa-
tions of suppressed wishes and drives (Schultz and Schultz 2009, 73). He also
described the levels of personality - the conscious, the preconscious and the
unconscious — that formed a coherent dynamic structure composed of ego, id
and superego. The ego that functions on the conscious and the preconscious
levels is “the rational master of personality” (Schultz and Schultz 2009, 58),
which is in constant struggle with the inventory of biological stimuli, the id
(the unconscious), in the attempt to control its drives. The superego is an
external factor that people acquire in childhood, and it may be referred to as
“the moral master of personality” (Schultz and Schultz 2009, 59). Thus, the
ego is continuously influenced by both the id and the superego. This dynamic
relationship between the conscious and the unconscious elements of the
mind later gave the name to the whole approach practiced by Freud ([1915]
2013) and his followers, the psychodynamic approach. Freud’s ([1915] 2013)
rather pessimistic views on human nature have oftentimes been criticized,
but his contribution cannot be underestimated. In fact, it was the criticism of
his ideas that initiated a number of experimental projects all over the world
and the development of the new empirically tested and validated theories.

The neo-Freudian or neo-psychoanalytic theories started with Adler (1920)
and Jung (1921), Freud’s ([1915] 2013) disciples and his first critics. Jung
([1921] 1971) broadened his mentor’s claim about the role of the unconscious
and gave it even more power. In his studies he referred to “the collected uncon-
scious” as the inventory of “the experiences of humankind,” and archetypes
as “the recurring themes that express these experiences” (Schultz and Schultz
2009, 126). Jung ([1921] 1971) also pioneered in differentiating between
personality types on the basis of the preferred orientation of the conscious
(extraversion or introversion) and the psychological functions that guide it.
Jung’s ([1921] 1971) attempt at a comprehensive and rational description of
personality received the name analytical psychology. Being one of the two
personality theories applied in this book, Jung’s ([1921] 1971) contribution
will receive more detailed coverage in the next sections.

Adler (1920) believed that people are motivated by “social interest” (Feist
and Feist 2008, 65) rather than the unconscious drives, and rejected Freud’s
([1915] 2013) claim about the influence of the past on people’s present behav-
ior. His theory is often summarized as “individual psychology” due to Adler’s
(1920) special emphasis on “subjective perception” that rule behavior and
define personality (Feist and Feist 2008, 76). The psychodynamic approach
is still enjoying great popularity among psychologists, especially with the rise
of psychometrics and the adaptation of Jung’s ([1921] 1971) typology into
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one of the most famous personality tests, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(commonly known by its acronym “MBTI”).

The other approach, which has been thriving in personality psychology
since the 1930s, is the trait approach (otherwise referred to as the “genetic”
(cf. Schultz and Schultz 2009) or “dispositional” approach (cf. Feist and Feist
2008)). It fundamentally differs from the previous one in at least three aspects:
(1) it does not aim at providing therapy for psychologically impaired patients,
but at observing healthy individuals; (2) it is not concerned with case studies,
but with a comparison of an individual’s personality characteristics; and (3)
it denies the dominance of the unconscious in guiding people’s behavior, and
emphasizes the role of traits as individual dispositions or tendencies capable
of predicting behavior and thinking (Pervin et al. 2005).

The most prolific scholar and pioneer in the trait approach was Gordon
Allport (1937), who published the seminal work Personality: A psychological
interpretation, which was a milestone for scientific personality research.
Dwelling on the previously mentioned lexical hypothesis proposed by Galton
(1884), Allport (1937) did extensive lexicographic search and found around
18,000 words in the dictionary of the English language that he classified as
personality descriptors, or “trait names” (Bernstein and Nash 2008, 426).
This database later served his followers in creating psychometric tests using
statistical methods, i.e. factor analysis. The trait approach has seen remarkable
evolution from Allport’s (1937) belief in the uniqueness of personality and
individual differences and in the stability and heredity of traits to Cattell’s
(1973) operationalization of the theories, followed by McCrae and Costa’s
(1987) validation of the theory and its application in popular personality
tests. The trait approach will be discussed in detail in the next section, as it
forms a part of the methodological basis for the present book.

The ancient concept of the four bodily “humors,” as well as Allport’s (1937)
suggestion that certain traits are predetermined by individual genetics gave an
impetus to the development of the biological approach (Corr and Matthews
2009; Schultz and Schultz 2016) in personality psychology.? Its strongest
advocates, Eysenck ([1970] 2013) and Gray (1991), were interested not so
much in the individual variations in the distribution of traits, but in explaining
the nature of these variations. For instance, Eysenck ([1970] 2013) argued that
the different levels of certain personality traits (e.g. Extraversion, Introver-
sion, Emotionality, etc.) in an individual might stem from the inherited

2 Some authors (cf. Bernstein and Nash 2008; Feist and Feist 2009) prefer not to divorce it from
the trait approach, which is also sometimes called the “genetic” approach (Schultz and Schultz
2009).
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differences in the nervous system and the neurological structures in the brain.
In particular, some people may have a nervous system that operates on reduced
levels of physiological arousal and high resistance to stress. Such individuals
are therefore in constant need of excitement, which is associated with the
dominance of Extraversion, and are also less prone to emotional breakdown,
which shows the prevalence of the Emotional Stability dimension. Pickering
and Gray (1999) provided a more detailed account of the inherited biological
differences by referring to the two interrelated neurological systems in the
brain - the behavioral approach system and the behavioral inhibition system.
The dominance of either of the two systems in the brain is responsible for
the person having a rather positive or negative life attitude. The assumption
has also been supported by neuroscientists’ findings about the structure of
the brain and its functioning (cf. Larsen and Buss 2005; Wacker et al. 2006).

In comparison with the trait theory, the representatives of the social-
learning approach?® opposed the idea of the prominence of genetics and the
stability of personality traits. Extreme behaviorists (e.g. Skinner 1953) ne-
glected the notion of personality as such, and promoted the role of observable
behavior and the process of learning via individual responses to the external
situational stimuli. Some of the less radical social-cognitivists acknowledged
the role of internal characteristics and viewed the concept of personality as
“the full set of behaviors that people have acquired through learning and
that they then display in particular situations” (Bernstein and Nash 2008,
433). Mischel (1968) then marked the climax of the conceptual disagreement
with his famous “person-situation” debate, which shifted the focus from
the description of personality traits onto the role of situational variables in
guiding people’s behavior. In response to the debate, Bandura (1999) put
forward the interactionism claim, which tried to marry the ideas of the trait
and social-cognitive approaches. The synthesis was revealed in Bandura’s
(1999) idea of “reciprocal determinism,” according to which the internal and
external influences (personality and environment, or the “person-situation”
variables) interact and account for the potential differences in behavior.
Following this, Mischel and Shoda (1999) eventually arrived at the conclusion
that people behave differently due to the “cognitive person variables,” which
are their learned beliefs and expectations, but predicting people’s actions
becomes possible once the details of a given situation are considered. The
other important contribution put forward within the social-learning approach
is Bandura’s (1999) concept of “self-efficacy,” which assumes that people’s

3 Also referred to as the “behavioral” (cf. Burger 2010; Schultz and Schultz 2016) or “social-
cognitive” approach (cf. Bernstein and Nash 2008).
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behavior largely relies on their expectations of success. This idea goes beyond
the psychologists’ wish to merely predict behavior and points to the potential
links between personality and the outcomes of people’s performance.

The idea of self-fulfillment and the emphasis on the results of people’s
behavior were also promoted within the humanistic approach. The humanists
(e.g. Maslow 1971) believed that each person has a unique “phenomenology,
or interpretation of the world” (Bernstein and Nash 2008, 436) that defines
personality and behavior. They also advocated the importance of the “self”
and self-actualization as the essential human need (Maslow 1971). In this
respect the humanists’ ideas resemble Freud’s ([1915] 2013) emphasis on the
role of the internal drives in building one’s personality and guiding behavior.
On the other hand, humanistic thinking appears to reiterate Bandura’s
(1999) concept of self-efficacy mentioned earlier within the social-learning
approach. The connections between different personality theories point to
the fact that understanding the relationship between the internal personality
characteristics, behavior and the external influences seems to be the core task
of personality psychology regardless of the approach one adopts.

Given the complexity of views, which may “(most simply) reflect the
changing dialectic between scientific and humanistic approaches” (Corr
and Matthews 2009, 23), it is a daunting task to provide a single definition
for the concept of personality in psychology. On the one hand, it embraces
the internal, either conscious or unconscious, relevantly stable individual
characteristics or dispositions. On the other hand, it is concerned with the
dynamic and observable interaction between the psychological processes and
situational variables. The agreement between the two views is reflected in
Funder’s (1997) definition of personality as not only “a set of characteristics
(...), butalso a set of dynamics that account for these characteristics” (Funder
1997, 1-2). Furthermore, Bandura’s (1999) interactionism theory provided a
fruitful basis upon which the behavioral patterns may be explained by means
of both personality and the specific situational influences.

In view of the aims of the present research and the above considerations,
the working definition of the concept of personality may be summarized as
follows:

Personality is a complex set of the internal dispositions or “traits,” and the
dynamic psychological processes that interact with and guide behaviorin
a specific situational context.

Based on the suggested working definition, the book relies on the premises of
the trait approach and Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality typology theory. As
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regards the methodology applied to study translators’ personalities, the study
takes a nomothetic perspective by comparing the groups of individuals with the
help of the psychometric tests. The situational variables will be the different text
types viewed in their interaction with the dominant psychological processes
so as to be able to predict certain behavioral patterns. The next sections will
present in detail the psychological theories relevant to the present study.

1.3.  The trait approach: the quantitative studies of
personality

The formal establishment of personality psychology as an academic field is
credited to the systematic analysis of traits that was initiated by Allport in
the 1930s. Cattell (1946), Eysenck ([1970] 2013), Goldberg (1981), Costa
and McCrae (1987), Ashton and Lee (2001) then extended, operationalized
and validated Allport’s ideas in an attempt to create psychometric tools used
to describe personality and predict behavior.

The major assumptions that lay the foundation for the trait approach are
the beliefin the relative stability and predictability of traits across time and
situations (cf. McCrae and Costa 2003), and the existence of a continuum of
traits that accounts for the quantitative differences in people’s personalities
(Haslam 2007, 53). Tracking the evolution of views on the nature of traits in
the following sections will help to define their role in the analysis of personal-
ity and show the prospective areas of application.

1.3.1.  Allport’s pioneering study of traits

As observed by Corr and Matthews (2009, 4), Allport (1937) in his “persono-
logical trait approach” examined the structure of personality and believed
in the integration of its parts into a single unique whole. Influenced by both
American and European psychological traditions, he eventually adopted
an eclectic view of personality in which he emphasized the need for a com-
prehensive study of the nature and the degree of individual differences.
Apart from being considered a founding father of personality psychology as
an academic field, Allport (1937) was also the first in the USA to deliver a
university course on social ethics and the psychology of personality (Feist
and Feist 2009, 378).

Allport (1937) analyzed 49 definitions of personality as used in many
different disciplines prior to suggesting his own psychologically grounded
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version: “Personality is a dynamic organization within the individual of
those psychophysical systems that determine his unique adjustments to his
environment” (Allport 1937, 48). As Allport’s ideas evolved, the ending of
the definition was later modified to include the following: “that determine
his characteristic behavior and thought” (Allport 1961, 29). The author
scrupulously selected each word in his definition, so that it could best reflect
his standpoint. He sought to emphasize the dynamics of personality develop-
ment, which is not arbitrary, but organized. The term ‘characteristic’ denoted
Allport’s (1937) belief in the uniqueness of human personality. He claimed
that personality is composed of the cooperation of body and mind functioning
on different levels that together guide people’s behavior and thinking. The
comprehensive definition implies that personality is “both product and
process; people have some organized structure while, at the same time, they
possess the capability of change. Pattern coexists with growth, order with
diversification” (Feist and Feist 2009, 379).

The lexical hypothesis (Galton 1884) inspired Allport and Odbert (1936)
to compile a list of nearly 18,000 personality-descriptive words gathered
from the 1925 edition of Webster’s New International Dictionary (Feist
and Feist 2009, 381). The list consisted of the terms that described people’s
temporary moods and emotions (e.g. “confused,” Allport and Odbert 1936,
59), their social evaluation (e.g. “double-minded,” Allport and Odbert 1936,
68) or physique (e.g. “good-looking,” Allport and Odbert 1936, 83). Most
importantly, though, the authors managed to select almost 4,500 neutral
words describing people’s personality traits, i.e. the so-called “trait names,”
such as “bold” (Allport and Odbert 1936, 49), “light-hearted” (Allport and
Odbert 1936, 97), or “outspoken” (Allport and Odbert 1936, 113). In his
later publication, Allport (1961) identified traits as the units of personality
structure, which are measured on a continuum and interact with external
stimuli. He referred to traits as individual characteristics or personal disposi-
tions (Allport 1961), and believed that each person possesses a different degree
of these characteristics, which explains the differences between people’s
behavior. Allport (1961) classified personal dispositions into three categories:
cardinal dispositions as extreme characteristics that rule people’s lives,* central
dispositions as consistent and guiding traits, and secondary dispositions as the
weakest and least conspicuous units of personality that are prone to change.
In his next publication, Allport (1962) focused on the patterns of individual
characteristics that each person possesses, so methodologically he advocated

4 Allport (1961) believed that not everyone possesses a cardinal trait. The examples of such
dispositions are chauvinism or sadism, as noted by Schultz and Schultz (2009, 247).
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the morphogenic approach to the study of personality, based on intrapersonal
observations and descriptions. Allin all, Allport’s contribution stimulated the
development of personality psychology and the evolution of its approaches: his
idea of personality being influenced primarily by individual genetics gave rise
to the biological perspective, his recognition of the role of the environmental
factors prepared ground for the social-learning theory, and his emphasis
on the importance of motivation and goals triggered humanistic thinking.

1.3.2. Cattell’s application of factor analysis to trait studies

Cattell’s views are best reflected in his definition of the concept of personality:
“Personality is that which permits a prediction of what a person will do
in a given situation” (Cattell 1950, 2). With the background in exact sci-
ences (physics and chemistry), Cattell’s (1950) primary goal was to measure
personality factors and use them to anticipate a person’s reaction to external
stimuli. He concentrated on the study of healthy individuals, as he believed
that psychological treatment was impossible without prior understanding of
what was to be treated (Schultz and Schultz 2009, 264). Cattell (1950) was
a disciple of Spearman (1904), the pioneer of factor analysis in statistical
research, and applied Spearman’s method to the study of personality traits,
which was for the first time based on rigorous empirical observations.
According to Schultz and Schultz (2009, 268), Cattell (1950) regarded traits
to be “relevantly permanent reaction tendencies” in personality structure and
classified them depending on: (1) their relevance to an individual (common and
unique traits), (2) their role in one’s self-fulfillment (ability, temperament and
dynamic traits), and (3) their degree of stability (surface orimpermanent traits,
and source or permanent traits). In fact, the source traits were extracted on the
basis of the multiple factor analyses conducted on Allport and Odbert’s (1936)
trait lexicon, and were used for further personality testing. Statistical analyses
yielded 16 recurring personality factors (source traits), which represented
normal distribution and showed dichotomous (bipolar) domains.> As a result of
the testing, Cattell (1965) designed the 16 Personality Factors Questionnaire (16
PF), which since then has been extensively used in research and career advice.
In addition to personality testing, Cattell (1963) was interested in iden-
tifying the influence of heredity and environment on the development of
personality. In particular, Cattell (1963) studied the behavior of twins and
non-twin siblings brought up either in the same family or apart, and found

5 Cattell used the terms “traits” and “factors” synonymously (cf. Cattell 1965).
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that one third of personality is genetically determined and two thirds are
influenced by environmental factors (Cattell 1963, 20). Interestingly, intel-
ligence was found to be one of the inherited personality factors.

To sum up, Cattell’s (1965) methodological approach paved the way
for the development of a series of instruments for measuring personality.
Furthermore, his early insights into the role of hereditary factors sparkled
further research into the biological basis of personality traits.

1.3.3. Eysenck’s three personality dimensions

Unlike Cattell’s (1950) inductive reasoning behind the analysis and classifica-
tion of traits, Eysenck ([1970] 2013) followed the deductive approach based
on the initial hypothesis about the importance of the three major personality
dimensions of Extraversion—Introversion, Neuroticism-Emotional Stability,
and Psychoticism-Impulse Control. Similar to Cattell (1965), Eysenck ([1970]
2013) continued the use of factor analysis in the study of traits, but sought
to provide a sound theoretical basis for it, making the results replicable and
objective. Importantly, Eysenck ([1970] 2013) postulated that people who
have different degrees of traits must also differ biologically, so his theory
is often referred to as the “genetics of personality” (cf. Schultz and Schultz
2009, 270) or the “biological trait approach” (cf. Bernstein and Nash 2008;
Corr and Matthews 2009).

The definition of personality proposed by Eysenck ([1970] 2013, 2), though
similar to Allport’s (1937), placed more emphasis on genetic influences and
acknowledged the role of intellectual abilities: “Personality is the more or
less stable and enduring organization of a person’s character, temperament,
intellect, and physique, which determines his unique adjustments to the
environment.” His theory was built over three “gigantic” (cf. Corr and Mat-
thews 2009, 23) personality dimensions, or “superfactors” (Eysenck and
Eysenck 1985), or “types” (Eysenck [1970] 2013), displaying the highest level
of personality organization. According to Cattell (1965), the dimensions were
bipolar, each of them composed of traits as “a co-variant set of behavioral
acts” (Eysenck [1970] 2013, 9). Thus, Eysenck’s ([1970] 2013) dichotomous
dimensions differed from Cattell’s (1965) 16 factors in that they incorporated
the lower-level traits, which was an important step for the future generation
of personality tests. The three dimensions were:

—  Extraversion versus Introversion;
- Neuroticism versus Emotional Stability;
- Psychoticism versus Impulse Control.
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On the basis of the results of statistical testing, Eysenck and Eysenck
(1964) developed the Eysenck Personality Inventory, which since then has
been used to study various aspects of personality from trait, biological and
cognitive-learning perspectives (cf. Bullock and Gilliland 1993; Heaven and
Ciarrochi 2006). Eysenck himself agreed with Cattell (1963) on the issue
of the heritability of intelligence (Eysenck and Eysenck 1985), and offered
some insightful explanations for the biological differences between extraverts
and introverts (Eysenck 1990). In particular, Eysenck (1990) claimed that
extraverts have a lower level of cortical arousal than introverts do, which
makes them constantly seek excitement and contact with other people.®
Further studies of personality traits showed that Eysenck’s ([1970] 2013)
three superfactors were too broad to provide a full description of personality,
which led Goldberg (1981) to offer his Five Factor Model, which has become
one of the most popular personality trait taxonomies of today.

1.3.4. Costa and McCrae’s Big Five Factors

Despite the obvious success of psycholexical studies, there was no unanimous
agreement among scholars as to the number of primary traits that would
best describe personality. Therefore, statistical analyses of the personality
lexicon continued, and Tupes and Christal’s (1961) tentative findings showed
preliminary evidence of the five recurring factors (John et al. 2008, 119):
Extraversion or Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability
and Culture. The results were replicated by Norman (1963), Borgatta (1964),
Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981). However, it was owing to Goldberg
(1981) that the five factors became known as the “Big Five,” or the Five Factor
Model (FFM). The name was supposed to reflect the scale of personality
factors, each of them containing a subset of six lower-level traits or facets,
as they were later defined (Costa and McCrae 1985). Despite the fact that
the results of the initial cross-validation of the Five Factor Model agreed
on the number of factors building personality structure, the psychologists
still lacked consensus as to which factors were universally representative.
Using Cattell’s (1965) selection of traits in their empirical research, Costa
and McCrae (1985) performed analyses that yielded compelling evidence
for the existence of Neuroticism and Extraversion dimensions, as well as

6 Cortical arousal is “the activation of the reticular formation of the brain,” which “increases
wakefulness, vigilance, muscle tone, heart rate, etc.” (http://www.oxfordreference.com/
view/10.1093/acref/9780198568506.001.0001 /acref-9780198568506-e-1684).
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Openness, which incorporated Cattell’s (1965) initial proposal to include

Imagination and Intellect traits into the main taxonomy. In line with the Big

Five model, the three dimensions were extended to include Agreeableness and

Conscientiousness factors that together constituted the first version of Costa

and McCrae’s (1985) NEO Personality Inventory.” The major drawback of the

questionnaire was the lack of facets for the last two dimensions (Agreeableness

and Conscientiousness). Costa and McCrae (1995) continued their analyses,

trying to validate and refine their model with the necessary lower-level traits.

Ultimately, NEO-PI-R, the revised version of Costa and McCrae’s inventory

(1995), included scale measurements for the five major dimensions, each

including six facets:

— Extraversion (facets: warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity,
excitement-seeking, positive emotions);

—  Agreeableness (facets: trust, compliance, altruism, straightforwardness,
modesty, tender-mindedness);

—  Conscientiousness (facets: competence, order, dutifulness, achievement-
striving, self-discipline, deliberation);

- Neuroticism or Emotional Stability (facets: anxiety, hostility, depression,
self-consciousness, impulsiveness, vulnerability);

—  Openness or Culture (facets: fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas,
values).

Thus, the trait of Extraversion is related to one’s predisposition to be talkative,
easy-going and open. Agreeableness is responsible for the nature of social
interactions, i.e. one’s ability to be either naive in trusting others (high on
Agreeableness) or argumentative and being able to challenge somebody
else’s ideas (low on Agreeableness). The Neuroticism scale represents the
degree to which a person is able (high Neuroticism/Emotional Stability) or
unable (low Neuroticism/Emotional Stability) to cope with different kinds
of emotions. Conscientiousness is related to self-discipline and prudence, and
Openness to creativity and intellectual curiosity (Costa and McCrae 1995).

A series of further studies confirmed that the five factors measured by
NEO-PI-R were also retrievable from other psychometric instruments (Mc-
Crae and Costa 1989; Costa and McCrae 1992; McCrae and Costa 2003). For
instance, it was found that the Openness trait was strongly correlated with the
Sensation-Intuition dichotomy in Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality typology
as operationalized with the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (discussed in detail

7 The name of the inventory is an acronym of the three initially extracted factors —- Neuroticism
(N), Extraversion (E) and Openness (O).
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in the following section). In particular, McCrae and Costa (1989) pointed out
that creativity is most often associated with the Intuitive function in Jung’s
theory, but also with the Openness dimension in the Big Five. Correlational
analyses revealed that Jung’s ([1921] 1971) Thinking and Feeling dichotomy
was connected with the Agreeableness dimension, i.e. the Feeling types scored
higher on the Agreeableness scale (McCrae and Costa 1989, 29). Notably,
the Feeling types also ranked higher on the dimensions of Neuroticism and
Extraversion, and lower on Conscientiousness (ibid.).

While Costa and McCrae’s (1995) taxonomy was gaining acclaim within
academia, it still lacked a sound theoretical explanation. Therefore, the Five
Factor Theory (FFT) of personality was elaborated (McCrae and Costa 1996),
according to which there are six predictors of behavior — three central and
thee peripheral ones that are all connected by causal relationships driven
by dynamic processes (Feist and Feist 2009, 424). The functioning of the
components is illustrated in Figure 1:%

Figure 1. Five-Factor Theory (Costa and McCrae 1996) adapted from Feist and Feist
(2009, 425).
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The three central components are basic tendencies, characteristic adapta-
tions and a self-concept. According to McCrae and Costa (1996), the basic
tendencies are the five major traits, which are inherited, stable and consistent
across situations. Scholars also believed that cognitive abilities, intellect and

8  The core components are enclosed in rectangles, and the peripheral components in circles.



34 PERSONALITY MATTERS

language acquisition processes are incorporated in basic tendencies (McCrae
and Costa 1996). The definition of the component reads as follows:

Basic tendencies are the universal raw material of personality capacities
and dispositions that are generally inferred rather than observed. Basic
tendencies may be inherited, imprinted by early experience or modified
by disease or psychological intervention, but in any given period in an
individual’s life, they define the individual’s potential and direction.

(McCrae and Costa 1996, 66)

Unlike basic tendencies, the characteristic adaptations result from people’s
interaction with the environment. These are the acquired habits, skills and
knowledge, which are flexible and likely to change over time. The aspect of
change is one of the core differential elements in the comparison of basic
tendencies and characteristic adaptations, which accounts for “the stability
of personality and plasticity of personality” (Feist and Feist 2009, 426).

The component of personal self-concept’ includes all feelings, beliefs
and judgments about oneself, which may also influence people’s behavior in
particular situations. For example, the beliefin one’s intelligence may help a
person to be more confident in passing an examination or getting a new job
(McCrae and Costa 2003).

Among the peripheral components in the scheme, McCrae and Costa
(1996) attach specific importance to hormones, genes and the structure of the
brain that constitute the biological basis for the five traits. The other element
in the above graph is objective biography that includes “everything a person
does, thinks, or feels across the whole lifespan” (McCrae and Costa 2003, 187).
Finally, external influences are the everyday situations a person is exposed
to, which both influence and are influenced by all the other components of
the theoretical model.

Costa and McCrae’s (1995) five personality dimensions have been cross-
culturally tested in over 50 different countries (Schultz and Schultz 2009,
283). The NEO questionnaire has been frequently applied to discover the
traits’ predictive force in correlation with emotional stability, social adaptation
and life expectancy in relation with chronic illnesses (Watson et al. 1992;
Anderson et al. 2001; Christensen et al. 2002; Heller et al. 2004), academic
and job performance (Barrick and Mount 1996; Cardy and Carson 1996;
Back et al. 2006) and physical health (Martin et al. 2007), among others.

9  The importance of the translator’s self-concept was also mentioned in translation didactics
and translation process research (Kiraly 1995). It will receive more detailed coverage in chapter 2.
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Even though the Five Factor Model still enjoys international acclaim in the
field of psychology, the most recent cross-cultural studies have managed to
recover the sixth personality trait. Thus, the six traits personality inventory
will be discussed in the next section.

1.3.5. Ashton and Lee’s six personality dimensions

Though Costa and McCrae’s (1995) contribution may well be considered a
climax in the psycholexical studies of personality structure, scholars are still
striving to develop a more precise, reliable and cross-validated taxonomy of
personality traits. Extensive research (Saucier and Goldberg 1998; Paunonen
and Jackson 2000; Ashton and Lee 2001; Ashton et al. 2004a, 2004b, etc.)
suggested that there should be personality-related factors outside of the Big
Five dimensions. Personality lexicons of over 11 Indo-European!® (De Raad
1992; Caprara and Perugini 1994; Szarota 1995; Di Blas and Forzi 1999;
Boies et al. 2001) and non-Indo-European languages (De Raad and Szirmak
1994) have been investigated, with results showing consistent evidence in
favor of six recurring personality factors.

A powerful status of the five major dimensions of personality in the English
language was questioned in Ashton et al. (2004b), when researchers conducted
a thorough reanalysis on the archival sample of 310 informants on a set of
1,700 personality-related adjectives in English. The authors later claimed
this to be “the largest variable set so far investigated in lexical research”
(Lee et al. 2005, 1442). The findings confirmed the hypothesis about the
existence of six broad personality dimensions that were previously recovered
in other languages. The scholars explained that previous research into the
English personality lexicon was based on abridged, subjectively selected
and manageable data sets that were not entirely representative. This might
have been the reason for the inability to retrieve the six reported dimensions
earlier (cf. Ashton and Lee 008).

The six broad factors do not merely reflect the extension of the Big Five,
but propose to rearrange some of them in accordance with the findings of
cross-cultural research. In particular, the Agreeableness factor in the Big

10 Initially these were Dutch, French, Hungarian, German, Italian, Polish, Korean, Filipino,
Croatian, Turkish, Greek and English (Ashton and Lee 2008). Currently the HEXACO website
provides materials in over thirty languages in total, among which there are Chinese (traditional
and simplified characters), Japanese, Czech, Lithuanian, Persian, Romanian, Serbian and Spanish:
http://hexaco.org/hexaco-inventory.
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Five model does not include the “patience versus ill-temper” description
(Ashton and Lee 2008, 1005) which is present in the Agreeableness dimension
within the six factors framework. The Emotionality dimension is somewhat
similar to the Big Five Neuroticism, but devoid ofits pejorative connotations.
Finally, the newly introduced factor of Honesty-Humility, which had been
frequently found in the lexical studies in other languages, finally appeared in
the six-dimensional model. The other three factors, which can be found in the
Big Five, are Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience.
The last one is an extended and slightly modified variant of Big Five original
Intellect/Imagination dimension (Ashton et al. 2004a).

The results of the studies into the six personality dimensions were
operationalized in the form of the HEXACO Personality Inventory, the
psychometric test whose name is an acronym derived from the six factors
(Lee and Ashton 2004, 2006). Each factor or “higher-level domain” consists
of four lower-level facets:

—  Honesty-Humility (facets: Sincerity, Fairness, Greed Avoidance,
Modesty);

- Emotionality (facets: Fearfulness, Anxiety, Dependence, Sentimentality);

—  Extraversion (facets: Social Self-Esteem, Social Boldness, Sociability,
Liveliness);

—  Agreeableness (facets: Forgiveness, Gentleness, Flexibility, Patience);

— Conscientiousness (facets: Organization, Diligence, Perfectionism,
Prudence);

—  Openness to Experience (facets: Aesthetic Appreciation, Inquisitiveness,
Creativity and Unconventionality).

Interestingly, the authors claim that there are functional differences in the
distribution of factors in the model. In particular, three of the six dimen-
sions (Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness and Emotionality) “are relevant to
individual differences in altruistic versus antagonistic tendencies,” whereas the
other three (Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience)
“are relevant to the individual differences in engagement within various
domains of endeavour” (Ashton and Lee 2008, 1033). Thus, the last three are
mostly associated with social relations (Extraversion), task-related endeavors
(Conscientiousness) and idea-related endeavors (Openness to Experience)
(Ashton and Lee 2007, 156).

Another important observation made by Ashton and Lee (2005) concerned
the predictive value of facets as lower-level elements of broad dimensions. The
authors encouraged researchers to include narrower traits ( facets) in the analysis
of personality structure due to their potential to explain many behavioral
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patterns that go beyond the predictive strength of more general constructs, as
facets “contain substantial amounts of specific variance that are not accounted
for by that higher-order factor model” (Ashton and Lee 2005, 1460).

The HEXACO Personality Inventory is still being tested in different
languages, but it has already been applied to investigate such issues as self-
monitoring (Ogunfowora et al. 2013), workplace and organizational politics
(Law et al. 2016), leadership and gender differences (Lemoine et al. 2016),
industrial and organizational psychology (Sverko and Babarovi¢ 2016), creativity
and motivation (Kinga et al. 2015) and many others. Despite the reported ad-
vantages of the six-factor model, it has been criticized by the Big Five proponents
mainly for the redundant inclusion of the sixth dimension, Honesty-Humility,
which is said to overlap with Agreeableness in the Five Factor Model (cf. John et
al. 2008). Nevertheless, extensive cross-cultural validation, internal consistency,
ease of use and free access to the HEXACO questionnaire make it an attractive
tool applicable in many areas, including the present research. As the working
definition of personality adopted in the study accounts for both stable (traits)
and dynamic (psychological functions) personality characteristics, the other
relevant theory is Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality psychology, which will be
presented in detail in the following section.

14. Jung’s personality typology: the qualitative studies of
personality

Contrary to measuring quantities of a certain trait to account for individual
differences, Jung ([1921] 1971) makes qualitative distinctions between people
by assigning them to certain personality types, as observed by Haslam (2007,
54). The trait approach aims to describe the structure of personality and use
the knowledge about the amounts of each trait to predict behavior, whereas
Jung’s ([1921] 1971) typology focuses on the mechanisms behind the struc-
ture, which contribute to the establishment of certain behavioral tendencies
in an individual. In other words, while the trait approach considers mostly
non-cognitive personality characteristics, such as traits, Jung’s ([1921] 1971)
personality typology is concerned with the mental functions that mediate in
the process of attaining information (Jung [1921] 1971).

In an attempt to describe the functioning of the conscious side of the
psyche,'! Jung ([1921] 1971) distinguished between its two orientations or

11 Jungused the term “psyche” to refer to the full personality, i.e. in that it incorporates both
the conscious and the unconscious (cf. Schultz and Schultz 2009, 104).
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attitudes, extraversion and introversion. The former was characterized by the
external direction of the psychological energy, and the latter by the internal.
Jung ([1921] 1971) claimed that only one of the two attitudes could dominate
in the personality, while the non-dominant attitude was integrated into the
unconscious and could also guide behavior on certain occasions (Schultz
and Schultz 2009, 105).

Jung ([1921] 1971) also believed that behavior is determined by the four
psychological functions — Sensation, Intuition, Thinking and Feeling. The
functions reflect opposing ways of reacting to the external and internal
world. Jung further classified the four functions into rational (Thinking and
Feeling) and irrational (Sensing and Intuition). The irrational functions
“accept experiences” (Schultz and Schultz 2009, 106) and do not apply
the processes of reason, whereas the rational functions “involve making
judgements and evaluations about our experiences” (ibid.). The functions
represent dichotomous relations, so within each category, only one function
becomes dominant or primary, and the other one remains auxiliary (Sharp
1987, 18). The balance of primary and auxiliary functions is important to
ensure stability and predictability of personality (Briggs Myers and Myers
1995). A detailed description of each function is provided in the following
paragraph:

The function of thinking refers to the process of cognitive thought, sensation
is perception by means of the physical sense organs, feeling is the function
of subjective judgment or evaluation, and intuition refers to perception
by way of the unconscious [emphasis in the original]. (Sharp 1987, 14)

In other words, the psychological functions of Sensation and Intuition are
related to the process of perception or information-gathering (either through
one’s senses or intuition), and the functions of Thinking and Feeling are
connected with judgement or decision-making (either based on analytical
thinking and facts or on one’s feelings of what is right). For example, those
people with the primary Sensing function tend to concentrate on the informa-
tion gathered by their five senses and pay attention to tangible details. Those
with the primary Intuitive function, on the other hand, tend to see what is
behind the information received from their senses, and often look for the
underlying principles and unpredictable connections. Thinking-dominated
personalities make their decisions based on impersonal analysis and logic,
want to remain fair, truthful and unaffected by external evaluations, and are
orientated towards the completion of a given task. In contrast, the people
with the Feeling preference tend to first weigh the impact of their decisions
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on the situation, and attach more importance to the subjective values and
people orientation (Haas and Hunziker 2006, 18-21).

Although it is possible to generalize somebody’s preferences in terms of
one attitude or function and refer to the person being of “the Extravert type”
or “the Feeling type,” the full psychological types are obtained as a result of
the interaction between attitudes and functions. Jung ([1921] 1971) originally
differentiated between eight psychological types derived from all possible
combinations of the two attitudes (extraversion and introversion) and the
four psychological functions. The number of types was later extended by
Briggs Myers (1962), who are responsible for the famous operationalization
of Jung’s ([1921] 1971) typology in the form of the MBTT test (Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator). The two additional functions, Judging and Perceiving, stem
from Jung’s ([1921] 1971) “rational versus irrational” distinction and account
for the preferred way of dealing with life events — either through acceptance
(Perceiving) or ordering (Judging). As a result, the MBTI measures 16
personality types on the basis of individual preferences towards each of the
four dichotomous categories (Extraversion and Introversion, Sensing and
Intuition, Thinking and Feeling, Perceiving and Judging).

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBT1) is a result of the joint work of two
American psychologists, mother and daughter, who sought to design a test
that could be successfully applied for staff selection after the turmoil of
the Second World War. Being fascinated by Jung’s theory ([1921] 1971) of
personality typology, the researchers believed that different psychological
orientations favored different occupations, and the consideration of the
personality type might be particularly meaningful in organizing occupational
settings (cf. Saunders 1991). After several testing sessions, both satisfactory
and unsatisfactory, the test was ultimately bought by Consulting Psychologists
Press in 1975 (Pittenger 1993, 468). Since that time, Jung’s ([1921] 1971)
personality typology as operationalized in the MBT T instrument has enjoyed
great popularity, especially in its practical applications in organizational
contexts and career counselling (e.g. Dunning 2001; Martin 2010).

As for research implementation, the tool has oftentimes been used as a
complementary methodological solution to tap into the effects of the personal-
ity type on the subject of research. For instance, Apostal (1991) identified that
those college students who scored higher on Intuition were more attracted
to creative careers than the Sensing types, who had more conventional
interests. The finding is connected with the earlier ones showing positive
correlations between the dominant Intuitive function and higher Openness
to Experience scores, which is associated with creativity in the Five Factor
Model (McCrae and Costa 1989). Among the other insightful conclusions is
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the relationship between risk-taking and the Thinking—Feeling dichotomy,
which was revealed by Filbeck et al. (2005) while studying the effects of the
personality type on the behavior of business investors. In particular, Thinkers
were found to be more tolerant for risk factors than Feelers. With regard to
cognitive functioning, Gram et al. (2005) found differences in the brain
activity measured by EEG between the students with different personality
preferences identified by means of the MBTT test. In particular, the strongest
interaction was revealed between the cortical theta wave activation and the
Sensing-Intuition dichotomy.!? The Sensing participants had significantly
higher levels of theta activation, which implies that they were better able to
relax and restore their cognitive functioning than the Intuitive types, who
seemed to be constantly involved in internal processing (Gram et al. 2008, 43).

Despite the popularity of the MBT1 test in popular psychology and career
counselling, professional psychologists and psychometricians are often
skeptical about the use of the test. In particular, the instrument is accused
of having low test-retest reliability (Pittenger 1993), which means that some
people may be classified into a different personality type when tested again
some time later. Some psychologists claim that it probably lacks construct
validity; for example, McCrae and Costa (1989) found correlations between
the Sensation-Intuition and Judgment—Perception dichotomies. However,
in evaluating the test it is important to refer to Jung’s ([1921] 1971) original
idea of the underlying psychological functions that may help qualitatively
describe the structure of personality. Therefore, comparing the results of
MBTIwith the power of the quantitative trait measuring tests may be mislead-
ing, whereas using the two types of tests in a supplementary way may prove
effective. In other words, the trait approach provides quantitative data about
one’s personality dispositions, which may further be supplemented with the
typological information about one’s dominant psychological functions. The
benefits of combining the two approaches will be discussed in the next section.

1.5. Combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to
the description of personality

In identifying individual differences, the trait approach aims to measure
the differences of degree that can be regarded as “continuous or quantita-
tive” (Haslam 2007, 53), whereas Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality typology

12 The cortical theta wave is a brain wave actively released in the state of deep relaxation and
meditation (https://medical—dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/theta+rhythm).
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concentrates on the differences of kind that can be qualified as “discontinuous,
typological, or qualitative” (Haslam 2007, 54). Thus, the trait approach is
concerned with the amount of each trait that an individual possesses, and
the type approach assigns an individual to a certain type depending on
the dominant psychological function. The distinction between the units
of measurement appears to be merely of conceptual character and does not
eliminate the possibility of combining the two methods. Indeed, it encourages
researchers to do the opposite: “The existence of these differences indicates
that efforts to describe personality must incorporate traits and types, and not
automatically favour one sort of difference over another” (Haslam 2007, 55).

Furthermore, it has been discovered that there are more similarities
between the MBTI and Five Factor Model results than differences. As
mentioned earlier, enlightening research by McCrae and Costa (1989)
revealed strong correlations between the MBTI Thinking-Feeling paradigm
and the Agreeableness factor measured by NEO-PI, as well as between the
Judging-Perceiving dichotomy and Conscientiousness (McCrae and Costa
1989, 30). Similarly, significant correlations were found between the Extraver-
sion-Introversion orientation in the MBTT and the factor of Extraversion in
the NEO-PI, and between the Sensing-Intuiting dichotomy and Openness
to Experience (McCrae and Costa 1989, 32). In the latter case, the Intuitive
psychological function was associated with higher levels of Openness, which is
in line with other research into the relations between creativity and openness
(cf. McCrae 1987), and creativity and intuition (cf. Apostal 1991).

These findings corroborate the view of the complementary power of the
quantitative and qualitative personality approaches, and reflect the compre-
hensiveness of the concept of personality. It is crucial to consider various
types of individual differences - rigorous and countable (traits), and more
illustrative ones (psychological types) — to be able to understand the structure
of personality and attempt to predict behavior.

In conclusion, the present research applies both methodologies to de-
velop a psychological profile of translator’s personality composed of traits
and psychological functions, i.e. non-cognitive and cognitive (conscious)
characteristics, which interact with situational factors and guide behavior.
The book also seeks to address the prospects of personality development
from a translation trainee to a professional as a result of greater exposure to
professional practice. Moreover, it intends to define the potential role of per-
sonality characteristics in the decisional aspects of translation performance.
The next sections will therefore concentrate on the issues of personality
development over a person’s lifespan, and the role of personality in academic
and occupational performance.
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1.6.  Personality stability and change

Whether or not personality is subject to change over time and across situations
is a question which psychologists have been struggling to answer for at least 80
years. With an array of arguments defending each of the two postulates, there
seems to be enough room for their coexistence on the one hand, and mutual
exclusion on the other (cf. Costa and McCrae 2006; Roberts et al. 2006b).
Based on existing literature on the topic, the controversy appears to be due
to three important aspects: the approach towards personality that one adopts
(e.g. trait, typological, social-learning, etc.), the understanding of stability
as a construct, and the interpretation of processes that underlie stability and
change of personality.

Previous sections of the chapter focused on presenting different views on
personality components that influence behavior. Not only does each approach
adopt a distinct stance on the issue, but it also defines the factors that may be
responsible for personality stability or change. For instance, the proponents
of the trait perspective believe in the relative stability of traits, assuming at
the same time the marginal importance of external factors and the organized
interplay of traits and environment. Following Allport’s (1937) conviction of
the biological origin of traits as “neuropsychological entities,” the biological
theories of personality were keen on mapping traits onto the neurobiological
system. For instance, evidence suggests that the aspects of the Conscientious-
ness dimension in the Big Five model relate to the regions of the prefrontal
cortex in the brain, which is responsible for executive control (Nigg 2000).
Extraversion appears to be linked to areas conveying motivational impulses
and goal achievement (Watson et al. 1999; Lucas et al. 2000), and Neuroti-
cism seems to be associated with the areas controlling threat detection and
withdrawal processes (Gray 1987; Watson et al. 1999). Interestingly, there is
little evidence for the biological basis of the Openness trait, but some psycholo-
gists propose that it might be similar to that of Extraversion (Donnellan and
Robins 2009). The claim, however, still requires rigorous empirical research.

The advocates of the social-cognitive approach give more prominence
to the changing dynamics of situations, personal drives and expectations,
while the followers of Jung’s ([1921] 1971) typology assume that dominant
orientations are formulated at the early stages of life (around the age of seven)
and become even more distinct in adulthood (Pittenger 1993, 470). Even
though some theories seem to address common ground on the issue, there
remains a concern about the understanding of stability they adopt.

Donnellan and Robins (2009, 193) proposed probably the broadest in-
terpretation of stability, which allows distinguishing between its two types:
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homotypic and heterotypic. The latter is sometimes referred to as “continuity,”
since it postulates that personality characteristics are stable across a person’s
lifespan, but may have different behavioral manifestations depending on age.
For example, Caspi et al. (1996) found that children described as impulsive
and resentful at the age of three were more prone to various kinds of addictions
and delinquency as adults. Conversely, homotypic stability is concerned
with measuring personality characteristics with the same instruments over
meaningful periods of time, thus seeking statistically valid rather than
conceptual explanations.

Depending on the methods applied, it is possible to discriminate between
absolute and differential stability, which are best demonstrated by trait measure-
ments. Absolute stability gauges the mean level of trait intensity over the
lifespan in longitudinal studies of the same individuals. For instance, Roberts
etal. (2006a) summarized a large-scale study of the absolute changes of per-
sonality structure from adolescence to adulthood. Their findings suggest that
mean-levels scores for the Conscientiousness and Agreeableness dimensions
gradually increase across the lifespan, while Neuroticism gradually decreases.
Extraversion was found to moderately increase up until a mild decline in the
mid-50s. Similarly, Openness showed an increase in the time of transition from
adolescence to adulthood, and then remained stable until a gradual decrease in
the mid-50s. Psychologists explain such patterns by either intrinsic maturational
position (Costa and McCrae 2006), according to which changes are caused by
biological processes, or life course position (Roberts et al. 2006a), which assumes
that changes occur due to an individual’s engagement in certain social roles
and experiences.!3 Although there seems to be unequivocal evidence for the
biological underpinnings of traits, it is crucial to consider the critical periods
in personality development — adolescence and young adulthood (Roberts
et al. 2006a), which trigger change and adjustment to new social roles. In
particular, Roberts et al. (2003) concluded that occupational experiences
correlated with a variety of changes in personality traits; in particular, greater
work autonomy was associated with an increase in some of the performance-
related facets of Extraversion. This leads psychologists to believe in the interplay
between intrinsic and extrinsic personality-bound factors.

Differential stability, on the other hand, focuses on the test-retest correla-
tions of the degree (high orlow) of the same trait measured in an individual
over meaningful intervals of time (usually seven years, Roberts and DelVec-
chio 2000). The findings of meta-analyses revealed that all personality traits

13 This again relates to the person-situation debate in personality psychology, which was discussed
in section 1.2 of the chapter.
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measured by the Big Five model became even more acute and therefore stable
across the lifespan, which proves that stability and change coexist and feed
one another.

Such a variety of views on the issue of personality development leads to
the reinterpretation of the processes that underpin stability and change as
based on three important conclusions:

Firstly, personality traits “draw out” or elicit particular responses from
the social environment which can promote personality continuity. (...)
Secondly, personality traits shape how people construe social situations.
(...) Thirdly, individuals play an active role in selecting and manipulating
their own social experiences. Given enough agency, it seems that individuals
will seek out, modify, or even create environments that are consistent
with their individual characteristics. (Donnellan and Robins 2009, 199)

The three reasons quoted above point to the obvious association between
the internal (e.g. personality traits) and external situational factors that
influence the continuity of personality. The interplay has become known as a
corresponsive principle of personality development (Caspi et al. 2005; Roberts et
al.2008), which among other things is related to academic and occupational
performance. Further sections of the chapter shall therefore concentrate on
the applications of personality psychology in real-life settings.

1.7. From pure to applied psychology: relevant
implementations of personality research

The task of applied psychology is to implement the conceptual psychological
propositions in solving real-life problems related to human behavior and
experience (Davey 2011). The evidence-based method (Davey 2011, 4) used in
applied psychology consists in establishing cooperation between the findings
of scientific enquiries and observations of reality. Considering the fact that
the monograph aims to generate outcomes that may be further adapted to
practical use, it is important to delineate the areas of application of the key
premises of the personality theories discussed above.

Amongst the branches of applied psychology are those that focus on an
individual with a view to providing treatment (clinical, counselling, health
and neuropsychological) and support during the stages of psychological,
cognitive and physical development (educational psychology). Professionally
oriented branches such as industrial and organizational psychology and sport
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and exercise psychology extend their influence from an individual to the
level of an organization, and forensic psychology concentrates on fighting
societal problems in the realm of criminal justice (Davey 2011, 2). Each of
the branches is directly linked to daily reality and is therefore responsive to
change in both theoretical paradigms and practical experience. For example,
neuropsychologists seek to apply the latest advancements in neuroimaging
to the prevention and treatment of mental disorders, and career counselling
is becoming even more popular to inform job seekers about their prospects.

From the viewpoint of applied psychology, the present book is best affiliated
with the branches of educational and industrial and organizational psychology,
as it attempts to explore the links between the translator’s personality and her/
his academic and then professional behavior and its outcomes. In addition,
some of the assumptions relate to the issue of personality development and
the comparisons between students and professionals. Therefore, further
attention shall be devoted to the influence of personality characteristics on
academic and occupational performance, and the role of personality in the
professional life of an individual.

1.71.  The impact of personality on academic performance

Academic attainment is most often associated with intellectual abilities,
learning styles and skills development, but there are other non-cognitive
aspects such as motivation, goal-setting, personal interests, self-concept and
personality traits that require careful consideration. In particular, a range
of studies postulates that personality traits can boost academic motivation
and lead to increased performance (Costa and McCrae 1992; Chamorro-
Premuzic and Furnham 2008; Komarraju and Karau 2005). Likewise, it has
been suggested that non-intellective personality characteristics can “nicely
complement cognitive ability and other measures when included in prediction
batteries” (Zeidner 2009, 734).

Since the power of the Five Factor Model of personality structure was
acknowledged, research on the relationships between personality and aca-
demic performance has been mostly centered on this theory. Amongst the
most notable findings, Conscientiousness has been systematically reported
to be the strongest predictor of academic achievement from preschool to
college and university levels (Ackerman and Heggestad 1997; Shiner et
al. 2003; Noftle and Robins 2007; O’Connor and Paunonen 2007). High
Conscientiousness scores have been associated with properties important in
educational settings, namely goal-setting, self-organization and self-discipline
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(Chamorro-Premuzic and Furnham 2003). Notably, self-discipline has been
found to better predict academic performance than cognitive abilities among
girls (Duckworth and Seligman 2005). There is also evidence showing that
lower-level facets within the dimension of Conscientiousness may be stronger
predictors of academic attainment than the broad trait itself (Roberts et
al. 2005; Noftle and Robins 2007).

The findings of research into the relationship between the Openness to
Experience trait and educational performance are controversial. Ackerman
and Heggestad’s (1997) meta-analysis showed rather modest associations
between Openness and standardized academic performance measures,
while Farsides and Woodfield (2003) controlled for intelligence scores and
still found similar results to those of Ackerman and Haggestad (1997).Ina
different study, Noftle and Robins (2007) used a battery of different personal-
ity tests, including NEO-PI-R for the Big Five traits and HEXACO for the
six dimensions, to determine the personality-related predictors of academic
outcomes. To ensure strong validity, the scholars conducted personality tests
on four samples of undergraduate students (11,900 participants altogether).
Their evidence showed that the Openness trait correlates strongly with verbal
aptitude scores, but not with math scores in the final examination results of
high-school students. This finding may hint at the importance of different sets
of personality dispositions associated with verbal and numerical aptitude,
and partially explain the controversy over the role of Openness in predicting
overall academic performance. The authors concluded that verbal aptitude
probably has more in common with being creative and inquisitive than being
organized and conscientious. Such an assumption may also refer to the earlier
mentioned association between the trait of Openness and Jung’s ([1921]
1971) psychological function of Intuition (McCrae and Costa 1989), which
isin turnrelated to creativity. The finding is also in line with Ackerman and
Heggestad (1997) and Ashton et al. (2000) who observed moderate to strong
correlations between the trait of Openness and crystallized intelligence, and
weak or no correlations with fluid intelligence.™*

The trait of Extraversion has been reported to positively correlate with
academic attainment at the level of elementary school, but negatively at higher
educational levels (Entwistle and Entwistle 1970; Chamorro-Premuzic and
Furnham 2003). Zeidner (2009) attempted to explain such differences by
the relatively undemanding atmosphere of elementary school as opposed

14 Crystallized intelligence is a type of ability to use skills and knowledge accumulated through
life experience, e.g. reading comprehension and verbal fluency; fluid intelligence is the ability to
solve new problems independently of previous experience (Cattell 1971).
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to the highly competitive, achievement-oriented surroundings at college
and university.

Honesty-Humility, the sixth factor added in the HEXACO trait model,
has been associated with the achievement of goals and higher motivation in
educational situations of high-school students (Dinger et al. 2015). Kajonius
(2016) tested the same factor in its relation with student’s self-estimated
academic performance and observed significant negative correlations between
Honesty-Humility, especially its Sincerity and Modesty facets, and the
dependant variable. Kajonius (2016) suggested a possible interpretation of
the finding, according to which highly ambitious individuals (those scoring
low on Honesty-Humility factor) feel more confident in their abilities, and
therefore estimate their performance as being higher.

As for the traits of Agreeableness and Neuroticism, their impact on aca-
demic performance has been reported as being mostly insignificant (Busato
etal. 2000; Shiner et al. 2003; Heaven et al. 2002). However, some analyses
suggest that Neuroticism is related to study attitudes and emotional well-
being and may therefore predict poor academic achievement (e.g. Credé and
Kuncel 2008).

To sum up, three of the Big Five personality dimensions — Conscientious-
ness, Openness to Experience and Extraversion — although to different degrees
and in different contexts, have been observed to be associated with academic
attainment. However, most of the studies acknowledge the moderating power
of personality traits, warn against assigning all predictive potential to indi-
vidual differences and encourage careful consideration of situational factors.

Research into the relationship between Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality
types and academic achievement showed, for instance, that the attitude of
Extraversion and the psychological function of Intuition were most consist-
ently correlated with well-rated seminar behavior in terms of performance,
oral in-class participation and the teacher’s general evaluation (Furnham
and Medhurst 1995). The study was conducted on a sample of 21 full-time
psychology students, whose MBTI results were correlated with seminar
behavior and general course outcome measures in a longitudinal study
that lasted for three consecutive years. In general, the findings showed that
“extraversion more than introversion, intuition rather than sensing, feeling
rather than thinking and perceiving rather than judging” (Furnham and
Medhurst 1995, 206) were the personality characteristics of those students
who received the most consistent positive evaluations from their tutors.
However, it was the Introvert rather than Extravert types that obtained
higher written examination scores. In the same study, Eysenck’s personality
test and Cattell’s 16 Personality Factors Inventory were used to measure the
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participants’ personality traits and look for the potential correlates between
them and the students’ final course outcomes. Interestingly, none of the traits
or psychological functions were correlated with the students’ successful
completion of the course. Furnham and Medhurst (1995) suggested that
traits are probably not the best predictors of “actual behavior” (Furnham and
Medhurst 1995, 207), and acknowledge the possible effects of the intervening
and confounding variables.

The relationships between the nursing students’ MBT1 types and their
academic achievement and satisfaction were analyzed by Kim and Han (2014).
The results indicated that the Judging types scored significantly higher on
academic achievement than Perceiving types, and Extraverts were more
satisfied with their studies than Introverts. Thus, it seems that the correlations
between the personality type and academic achievement may be partially
dependent on the type of the profession that the students pursue. Bearing
this important note in mind, the chapter shall proceed with the discussion
of the role of personality characteristics in professional life.

1.7.2. The role of personality in industrial and organizational
psychology

Industrial and organizational psychology examines human “behaviour and
mental processes in the workplace” (Bernstein and Nash 2008, 591) through
the practical application of psychological theories. It particularly dwells upon
the premises of social, cognitive and personality psychology, and addresses
such issues as personnel selection, training, work health and safety, profes-
sional development, leadership, management styles, the quality of work life,
etc. Although personality studies only partially contribute to the complex
theoretical and methodological basis in industrial and organizational psychol-
ogy, it deserves particular attention given the aims of the present research.
Just like the concept of personality itself, the recognition of its significant
role in occupational life has a long-established tradition. It dates back to
370 BC, when Plato ([370 BC] 1991, 317) postulated: “We are not all alike;
there are diversities of natures among us, which are adapted to different
occupations.” Recently reconsidered from the perspective of interactionism
in the “person-situation debate” (Mischel 1968), the concept of “person-
organization fit” (Pervin 1989; Kristof 1996) was proposed. It assumes the idea
of reciprocal influence of personality characteristics and situational factors,
and may be defined as “compatibility between people and the organizations
in which they work” (Kristof 1996, 1). High levels of congruence result in
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successful job performance and satisfaction, and boost emotional well-being
and professional motivation. The concept of fit is most widely employed as a
predictive measure in recruitment and training, and as a type of treatment
in occupational therapy (cf. Law et al. 1996). In research settings, however,
particular attention is paid to the role of personality in predicting professional
performance (Corr and Matthews 2009, 748).

Considering the variety of applications of “person-organization fit,” it
becomes essential to define the boundaries of personality characteristics.
These include skills, needs, motivation and self-concept, as well as personality
traits and type (Schneider and Smith 2004, 91). Notable appreciation of the
latter aspects is accounted for by the acceptance of the Five Factor Model as
avalid tool for the description of individual differences (Corr and Matthews
2009, 749). Different aspects of job performance have been correlated with
certain higher-level and lower-level traits and some of the most interesting
findings will be discussed later in the chapter.

1.7.3. Theimpact of personality on occupational performance

Barrick and Mount (1991) were the first to present a systematic analysis of
research into the relationship between personality traits in the Five Factor
Model and various aspects of professional performance across a number of
occupations. They concluded that Conscientiousness is the best predictor
of successful job performance irrespective of the occupational group or
performance criteria (Barrick and Mount 1991). The findings were later
supported by other research teams (Barrick et al. 1993; Ones and Viswesvaran
1997; Frink and Ferris 1999). Interestingly, Barrick et al. (1993) discovered
that Conscientiousness was even more strongly related to successful job
performance in occupations with a high degree of autonomy (e.g. managers,
sales representatives, etc.), which Sackett and Wannek (1996) tried to explain
by the conceptual links between Conscientiousness and integrity, as well
as goal-setting. Dudley et al. (2006) claimed that the facet scales within
the Conscientiousness dimension are even better predictors of overall job
performance and called for their inclusion in further research.

Emotional Stability appears to be the next strongest predictor of profes-
sional performance across jobs and criteria (Barrick and Mount 1991), whereas
Neuroticism was found to be negatively correlated with job performance in the
same study. However, a more recent investigation by Perkins and Corr (2005)
revealed that the Anxiety facet under the Neuroticism trait was able to predict
job performance in those individuals who scored high in cognitive abilities tests.
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Agreeableness has been found to predict occupational performance in
interpersonal-oriented settings (Hurtz and Donovan 2000), i.e. those jobs that
require extensive contact with people such as sales, management, customer
service and teaching. Agreeableness appears to correlate with training success
(Salgado 1997) and teamwork (Judge et al. 1999). People’s predisposition
to work in a team has also been found to correlate with the Extraversion
trait (Barrick et al. 1998; Morgeson et al. 2005; Bennet and Burch 2007),
which together with Conscientiousness seem to be the strongest predictors
of leadership (Judge et al. 2002; Bono and Judge 2004). Notably, Kaiser and
Hogan (2007) concluded that personality traits are much better predictors
of leadership skills than intelligence and cognitive abilities tests.

Rothmann and Coetzer (2003) observed that the relationship between
Openness to Experience and overall professional performance is equivocal,
most probably due to the differences in job requirements. The dimension has
been reported to have predictive power in jobs connected with consulting
(Hamilton 1988), training (Barrick and Mount 1991; Vinchur et al. 1998),
and unstable working conditions (Rothmann and Coetzer 2003).

As for the issue of career choice, it is worth mentioning Holland’s (1996)
Personality Inventory, which is one of the most widely recognized tools
in career counselling, designed on the basis of the Big Five traits. In their
meta-analysis of the links between the Five Factor Model and Holland’s
occupational types'® (Holland 1997), Barrick et al. (2003) showed that
the trait of Extraversion is predictive of the enterprising and social types of
experts, and Openness to Experience of the artistic types.

The six-factor model, the HEXACO Personality Inventory, has so far been
used in 21 studies investigating the role of personality in industrial and organi-
zational psychology, according to the website of the instrument.'® Among the
most recurrent topics are the incremental validity of the Honesty-Humility
factor over cognitive abilities and the Big Five traits (Oh et al. 2014), the new
trait of Honesty-Humility as a predictor of job performance ratings (Johnson
etal. 2011), as well as Honesty-Humility and perceptions of organizational
politics (Wiltshire et al. 2014). Such a close attention to the Honesty-Humility
factor must be due to the fact that it is a newly recovered trait that requires

15 According to Holland (1997), “there are six types of vocational personalities: 1) realistic, those
who prefer practical or physical activity; 2) investigative, those who are analytical and curious;
3) artistic, those who are imaginative and introspective; 4) social, those who enjoy working with
and helping other people; S) enterprising, those who enjoy managing and leading others; and
6) conventional, those who enjoy organizational and administrative work” (Corr and Matthews
2009, 757).

16 http://hexaco.org/references.
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more analyses and validation. HEXACO has also been employed to identify
personality predictors of leadership styles (De Vries 2012), with findings
showing direct effects of Honesty-Humility on ethical leadership, Extraversion
on charismatic leadership, Agreeableness on supportive leadership, and
Conscientiousness on task-oriented leadership styles. A study by Sverko
and Babarovi¢ (2016) into career adaptability revealed positive correlations
between Openness to Experience and creative interests, Emotionality and
Extraversion with social interests, Extraversion with managing interests,
and negative correlations between Emotionality and technical interests, and
Honesty-Humility and interests in business and finance. The same study
found that HEXACO traits had a predictive advantage in accounting for
interests over the Big Five dimensions.

The cases of the application of Jung’s ([1921] 1971) psychological types
and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator in research related to job performance
are less numerous than trait theories. It may be due to the predominantly
practical orientation of the psychometric measure and its descriptive qualita-
tive power. Still, the MBTI was successfully used to study the correlations
between managerial practices in the Chinese and European cultures and
the managers’ personality type (Furnhan and Stringfield 1993). The study
revealed that management practices in the Chinese business environment
are correlated with the attitudinal preference towards Extraversion and
Introversion, but in European culture with the decision-making preferences
towards Thinking and Feeling.

In a different study devoted to the behavior of managers, Gardner and
Martinko (1996) concluded that the managers with the Sensing function
preference were more effective in lower-level positions that involved a high
level of routine, and those with the preferred Intuitive function were better
in upper-level jobs that demand creative problem-solving (Gardner and
Martinko 1996, 76). An interesting observation was made with regard to
the Thinking-Feeling dimension, as most of the managers who participated
in the study reported a preference for the Thinking function, which was
explained by the fact that the logical and analytical type of decision-making
is probably more efficient in managerial practice (Gardner and Martinko
1996, 76). The prevalence of the Thinking types among managers was also
observed by Higgs (2001) in his research into the relationship between the
MBTTI type and Emotional Intelligence. He also found that the high level
of the Intuitive function was significantly correlated with high Emotional
Intelligence in managers (Higgs 2001).

Trying to relate personality types with intelligence scores, Furnham et al.
(2007) found that the functions of Intuition and Perception were positively
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correlated with high scores of both crystallized intelligence (ability to acquire,
store and conceptualize information) and fluid intelligence (ability to establish
connections and understand abstract ideas, Cattell 1971). In the extension of
the study, Furnham et al. (2008) sought to correlate the managers’ personality
types, intelligence scores and assessment center expert ratings. The results
showed that the independent experts most often positively rated the managers
with the Intuitive and Thinking preferences. This was explained by the fact
that the Feeling function had been previously reported to correlate with
Neuroticism, which is in turn related to high stress levels. However, the
managerial position is not suitable for individuals who tend to experience
stress and anxiety (Furnham et al. 2008). All in all, Intuition was found to
be related to intelligence and efficient performance in non-routine tasks.
Thinking was reported to be the preferred decision-making function of
business managers and people in leadership positions.

The relationship between MBTI type and medical specialty choice was
studied by Stilwell et al. (2000), who observed that those with a preference
for the Feeling function chose family medicine and primary care specialties
and were mostly women, and those with the Thinking preference were more
inclined to go for surgical specialties and were predominantly men. This
finding is important in that it indicates that the links between personality
preferences and professional choice may be mediated by gender.

In conclusion, there has been extensive research into the relationships
between personality traits and occupational performance, which has pre-
sented strong evidence for the role of personality in predicting occupational
outcomes. Importantly, Conscientiousness has been reported to be the most
effective predictor of occupational attainment across jobs and performance
criteria. Openness to Experience relates to success in occupations involving
creativity and unconventionality, and Extraversion is most predictive for posi-
tions requiring active socializing and leadership. In response to the findings
showing the links between personality traits and people’s performance in
specific occupational settings, the “trait activation theory” was proposed (Tett
and Burnett 2003). According to the theory, “trait activation is the process
by which individuals express their traits when presented with trait-relevant
situational cues” (Tett and Burnett 2003, 502). The theory may be seen as an
extension of the earlier mentioned “person-organization fit,” as it suggests that
job-related demands serve as situational cues that may activate the required
personality traits and contribute to the interaction between the professional
surrounding and personality.

Having discussed the relevant issues of personality psychology, it is
now important to narrow the focus and situate the concept of personality



PERSONALITY PERSPECTIVES: FROM PSYCHOLOGY TO TRANSLATION STUDIES 53

within the field of Translation Studies. Since the monograph looks into the
relationship between personality and translation, the next section will present
an overview of the available research into the psychological aspects of the
translator’s personality in Translation Studies.

1.8.  Review of research into the psychological aspects of
the translator’s personality

Starting from the 1960s, the issue of the translator’s personality has been

approached in a number of ways, enjoyed varying degrees of popularity, and

probably culminated in Chesterman’s (2009) idea to give the topic its own

name of Translator Studies. The author of the present monograph suggests that

the views on the psychological aspects of the translator’s personality should

be chronologically divided into three periods based on their theoretical and

methodological advancements:

- Early conceptual views on the translator’s personality: 1960s-1970s;

- First empirical insights into the translator’s personality: 1980s-90s;

- Interdisciplinary studies into the translator’s personality using the multi-
method approach: since 2000.

The progress made in each period will be discussed in detail in the next
sections.

1.8.1.  Early conceptual views on the translator’s personality:
1960s-1970s

While reflecting upon the challenges that a literary translator faces, Savory
(1968, 36) in The Art of Translation suggested that “to linguistic knowledge
and literary capacity, a translator must add sympathy, insight, diligence and
conscientiousness.”'” This was probably one of the earliest subtle hints at the
important role of personality characteristics in the translation profession.
The first attempt at employing psychological approaches to describe the
translator’s personality can be credited to Reiss ([1971] 2000), who used

17 Interestingly, Savory was also the author of such books and monographs as The spider’s web
(1952), Introduction to zoology (1968), Animal taxonomy (1970) and Introduction to arachnology
(1974), thus being one of the greatest minds of 20''-century Britain, whose range of interests
included literature and translation.
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Spranger’s ([1914] 1928) characterological typology to hypothesize about
the non-cognitive aspects of the translator’s self. Spranger ([1914] 1928)
distinguished between six types of people based on their value orientations:
(1) theoretical (interested in the discovery of truth through observations
and reasoning with the final aim of systematizing knowledge); (2) economic
(interested in the practicality of things with an emphasis on the realization
of bodily needs); (3) aesthetic (most values form and harmony of life ruled
by diversity as opposed to the theoretical type); (4) social (most values social
relations and love of people); (S) aggressive, or political (sees power and
influence as the highest values); and (6) religious (interested in the idea
of unity with the world, is often reserved and meditating). Based on these
distinctions, it is possible to consider Spranger’s ([1914] 1928) theory from
the social-cognitive perspective of personality structure. It was probably due
to the typology’s social focus that Reiss ([1971] 2000) applied it to speculate
about the relations between personality characteristics and one’s aptitude
to translate certain text types. As Reiss ([1971] 2000) sought to develop the
functional translation-oriented text typology, she believed that the aesthetic
type would be the best translator of literary texts and poetry, the theoretical
type would be successful in translating technical and philosophical texts, the
economic type would be well suited for appeal-focus texts, and the aggressive
type would most likely be unfitting for the translation profession (Reiss
[1971] 2000, 111-12).

Despite the absence of empirical evidence for such claims, Reiss ([1971]
2000) was the first among Translation Studies scholars to pave the way into
the intricacies of the translator’s personality from a psychological perspective,
and can be aptly considered a pioneer in this new research avenue (Hubscher
Davidson 2009, 178). Importantly, Reiss’s ([1971] 2000) idea about the links
between personality and text type preference has not yet been empirically
tested, hence forming a niche that the present research would like to fill.

1.8.2. First empirical insights into the translator’s personality:
1980s-1990s

The next two decades witnessed the appearance of the first empirical insights
into the translator’s personality. Henderson (1987) initiated an ambitious
study comparing the psychological profiles of translators and interpreters,
which was published under the title Personality and the Linguist: A Comparison
of the Personality Profiles of Professional Translators and Conference Interpret-
ers. In an attempt to describe the representatives of both professions, the
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researcher aimed to draw other scholars’ attention to potential differences,
encourage translation teachers to consider psychological aspects in their
training programs, and dispel certain myths about people exercising these
occupations. Henderson (1987) designed his research in the period when
the trait approach and the use of psychometric tests in psychology came to
the fore. Cattell’s 16 Personality Factor Inventory (1965) was applied to a
sample of 100 professionals, 65 translators and 35 interpreters, who were
asked to complete two sets of questionnaires: Cattell’s (1965) personality
test and a background questionnaire that sought to gather demographic
data about the participants. Statistical analyses showed that translators’ and
interpreters’ personalities in general were rather alike, and the differences
proved to be non-significant. This finding was especially important for those
concerned with the tale of “split personalities” presumably typical of those
who combined the two practices, and also rejected the stereotype about
translators being mostly introverts and interpreters being mostly extraverts.
However, the former were unexpectedly found to be more practical, and
the latter more imaginative. Henderson (1987) summarized the results of
his research in the following trait-based descriptions of a translator’s and an
interpreter’s personality:
— Translators: reserved, intelligent, emotionally stable, humble, sober,
conscientious, shy, apprehensive, self-sufficient, controlled and conserva-
tive (Henderson 1987, 125);
- Interpreters: outgoing, intelligent, assertive, happy-go-lucky, venturesome,
self-assured, group-dependent and expedient (Henderson 1987, 125).

A close look at the two groups of adjectival labels allows one to notice that
there is a shared component of intelligence, while the divergent features
consist in translators leaning towards the Conscientiousness dimension,
and interpreters towards the Extraversion dimension, if compared to the
traits in the Big Five model. This is an interesting observation, which
points to two important inferences. Firstly, it might be due to the fact that
Henderson (1987) recruited an uneven number of subjects in each group
that the differences between them, though generally observable, were not
statistically significant. Secondly, the participants may have been exposed
to both professions, which could influence their personality structure by
forcing them to activate traits that were essential for successful professional
performance (cf. Schweda Nicholson 2005). In conclusion, Henderson’s
investigation prepared room for further insights into the translator’s (and
interpreter’s) personality, which, however, were to come in the rather distant
future.
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Kurz etal. (1996) continued Henderson’s comparative research direction,
but applied a distinct methodology, based on Casse’s (1981) communication
value orientation model from organizational and behavioral psychology.
The model presents four different communication styles depending on an
individual’s dominating interests or “orientations,” and assumes that each
person can be inclined to one of them:

- Action-oriented (what?);

- Process-oriented (how?);

—  People-oriented (teamwork);
- Idea-oriented (why?).

The study was conducted on a group of 31 beginners and 39 advanced
students of the translation and interpreting department at the University of
Vienna. Their task was to fill in the questionnaires with answers that would
best describe the personalities of interpreters and translators. The findings
revealed that a typical translator was people- and process-oriented, and a
typical interpreter was people- and action-oriented. In their final remarks,
Kurz et al. (1996, 15) admitted to the limitations of their study and encour-
aged further research into the personalities of translators and interpreters.
Despite the use of different methodologies, Henderson (1987) and Kurz et
al. (1996) agreed on a seemingly more adventurous character of interpreters
(action orientation), while the latter study also showed that both translators
and interpreters are professionally engaged in social contacts that they feel
responsible for (people orientation).

Though lacking empirical evidence, Barboni (1999) made another impor-
tant contribution to the issue of the translator’s personality. Employing her
knowledge of clinical psychology and psychoanalysis, Barboni agreed with
Reiss ([1971] 2000) on the fact that certain personalities may be attracted to
translating certain text types. The researcher considered translation a stressful
activity, which requires from translators the use of deference mechanisms that
are visible in their translation process and product. Barboni (1999) defined
the mechanisms as behavioral patterns influenced by personality traits, fixed
in childhood and individual background.

With an approach of the new millennium, it became obvious that Transla-
tion Studies needed a thorough interdisciplinary enquiry into the psychologi-
cal aspects of the translator’s personality. This might be able, among other
benefits, to account for some of the individual differences revealed in the
research into both the translation process and product.
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1.8.3. Interdisciplinary studies into the translator’s personality
using the multi-method approach: since 2000

Chesterman (2009), referring to Holmes’s (1988) Name and Nature of
Translation Studies, made a strong claim for shifting the paradigm from a
predominantly textual perspective towards the agent model and establishing
the branch of Translator Studies. Chesterman (2009) sketched the division of
the branch into three subfields: cultural, sociological and cognitive (Chester-
man 2009, 19), the latter focusing on “mental processes, decision-making,
the impact of emotions, attitudes to norms, personality, etc.” Jadskeldinen
(2012) made a similar statement with reference to Holmes’s identification
of the process-oriented branch as “the psychology of translation” (Holmes
1988, 72, as quoted in Jdiskeldinen 2012). Similar to Chesterman (2009),
Jadskeldinen (2012) highlighted the benefits of putting the translator at the
forefront, and bringing together translation sociology and the psychological
and cognitive aspects of translation process. Munioz Martin (2010) pointed
to the need to acknowledge the rise of a new branch of cognitive translatology,
which is primarily concerned with translation process research and the role
of the translator. O’Brien (2013), in her article “The Borrowers: Researching
the Cognitive Aspects of Translation,” reviewed the disciplines that have most
generously contributed to cognitive translatology, and encouraged translation
scholars to continue their cooperative endeavors, paying particular attention
to such areas as psychometrics, neuroscience, writing and reading research.
These ideas demonstrate that Translation Studies is ready to enter into a
dialogue with other disciplines, and stimulate the rise of interdisciplinary
research, whereby Translation Studies is “not only a borrower, but also a
lender” (O’Brien 2013, 14).

The new surge of multi-method empirical insights into the personality
issue was initiated by Schweda Nicholson (2005), who wanted to identify the
personality types that are most attracted to the profession of an interpreter.
The study was conducted on 68 interpreting trainees, who were asked to
complete the online version of the MBTTI test, based on Jung’s ([1921] 1971)
personality typology. Based on the description of each of Jung’s ([1921] 1971)
four dichotomies, Schweda Nicholson (2005) hypothesized that interpreters
should be “Extravert (E), Intuitive (N), Thinking (T) and Judging (J) or, in the
vernacular of the MBTL, ‘ENTJ"” (Schweda Nicholson 2005, 118). Contrary
to expectations, the results showed an almost even distribution of Extraverts
and Introverts, as well as Intuitors and Sensors, and only moderately larger
number of Judgers over Perceivers. Interestingly, some of the students who
were Introverts at the beginning of their training became Extraverts in the



58 PERSONALITY MATTERS

course of their interpreting training program.'® Another surprising finding
was that Thinkers significantly outnumbered Feelers in the sample, which
Schweda Nicholson (2005) explained by the fact that interpreting demands
quick and logical decisions, whereas translators normally take their time
and use multiple resources to come to the final version. The decision-related
conclusion shall be partially taken up in the present monograph and explored
to construct the translator’s personality profile.

Hubscher Davidson (2009) presented the first empirical study that brought
together methods from psychology and translation process research with an
aim of linking the translator’s personality and the translation process. To
measure the translator’s personality, Hubscher Davidson (2009) employed
Jung’s ([1921] 1971) typology in the form of the MBTI type. To collect
translation process data, the method of think-aloud protocols was used.?
Twenty translation trainees participated in an experiment, whose stages
included: (1) completing a background questionnaire, (2) translating an
extract of a literary text from French (their L2) into English (their L1)*° and
simultaneously verbalizing their mental processes, (3) filling out a retrospec-
tive questionnaire, and (4) taking an online MBTT test. The trainees’ outputs
were evaluated against an assessment sheet designed for the purpose of the
experiment in order to gauge the participants’ translation performance.
The findings showed that Intuitive types produced higher-quality transla-
tions than Sensing types, which was also supported in the decision-making
process as reflected in think-aloud protocols. One of the downsides of the
study is the lack of statistical analysis that would boost the reliability of the
results. Nonetheless, the research seems to be methodologically effective and
inspiring, and shows prospective research avenues, which binds personality
psychology and translation psychology (Jaiskeldinen 2012) within the cognitive
paradigm (Chesterman 2009).

A methodologically similar study was conducted by Karimnia and Mahjubi
(2013), who used the MBTI to investigate the relationship between translation
trainees’ personality types and the quality of their translation performance.
The participants of the study were 35 undergraduate senior translation
students with Persian as their L1 and English as their L2. They were asked

18 This resembles the life course position claim (Roberts et al. 2003), according to which some
of the personality traits may change under the influence of situational factors, e.g. greater work
autonomy.

19 The methodology applied in translation process research is discussed in detail in chapter 2
of the monograph.

20 Inlanguage acquisition studies, “L1” stands for “first/native language” and “L2” stands for
“second/foreign language.”
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to translate three different text types according to Reiss’s text typology
([1971] 2000): operative (an advertisement), informative (a scientific text),
and expressive (a narrative). Before starting the experiment, the participants
filled out a background questionnaire, and a retrospective questionnaire
was completed after the experiment. The target texts were evaluated on the
basis of the modified version of Hubscher Davidson’s (2009) assessment
sheets. Statistical analyses showed that Intuitors were significantly better at
translating the expressive text than the Sensing types, which shows that there
might be some correlations between personality type and one’s predisposition
to translate a certain text type, as initially suggested by Reiss ([1971] 2000).

Hubscher Davidson (2013a, 2013b) in her recent publications focused on
the role of emotional intelligence (EI) and intuition in translation perfor-
mance. Drawing from the data collected for the above-mentioned research
into the relations between personality types and translation performance,
Hubscher Davidson (2013b) looked closely into the think-aloud protocols of
one student as he was translating three excerpts of a text about Paris. The aim
of the study was to discover “the mechanisms of intuitive behavior during the
translation process and to gain a better understanding of its influence during
decision-making” (Hubscher Davidson 2013b, 219-20). Some of the most
interesting observations included the idea that conscious and non-conscious
processing seem to appear simultaneously when dealing with a translation
problem, and that whenever a problem is treated as particularly challenging,
intuition may be favored over purposeful analysis (Hubscher Davidson
2013b, 223). In her conclusions, Hubscher Davidson (2013b) pointed to
the didactic implications of the study and expressed the need to attract the
attention of translation trainees to their intuitions as they gain expertise, and
invite them to reflect on their final decisions by contrasting them with their
initial unconscious ideas, even if they were wrong. By doing so, the author
implicitly suggested that intuitive task-related behavior might become part
of professional training.

The other emerging area of research into the non-cognitive aspects of
translator’s personality aims to discover relationships between positively or
negatively laden emotions, self-esteem and emotional intelligence (EI) and
successful translation or interpreting performance. The purpose of Hubscher
Davidson’s (2013a) pioneering article was to stress the importance of studying
translators’ and interpreters’ Elin order to gain a more profound understand-
ing of translation and interpreting processes. The researcher paid particular
attention to the role of high EI for a literary translator involved in conveying
creative and affective content. This observation suggests that different text
types would require translators to have different levels of EI, which might
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explain why some people are more attracted to literary translation than
others. Interestingly, Hubscher Davidson (2013a) argued for the adverse
impact of high EI on translators’ and interpreters’ performance when faced
with negatively loaded materials (Hubscher Davidson 2013a, 16).

Having provided a theoretical basis for the study of the translators’ EI,
Hubscher Davidson (2016) engaged in an empirical investigation with an
aim to test the relevance of high EI for literary translators. In particular, the
researcher wanted to identify the links between the trait and such variables as
career success, job satisfaction and literary translation experience. Hubscher
Davidson (2016) hypothesized that literary translators with high EI would be
more adept at transferring the sensitive and emotional content of expressive
texts into a different language and culture. The aims of the study were to find
the differences between EI trait levels of literary and non-literary translators,
and evaluate the type of association between EI, career success and job
satisfaction. The experiment was conducted on a sample of 158 translators
recruited from international organizations worldwide. The subjects were first
asked to fill out a detailed background questionnaire, and then they were asked
to complete the online version of the TEIQue psychometric test (Petrides
2009) to gauge their El levels. The data were subject to statistical analyses,
which revealed differences between EI scores of literary and non-literary
translators on factor and facets levels, and positive relationships between
high EI and self-perceived job satisfaction, literary translation experience
and career success. In particular, significant differences were found between
literary and non-literary translators with regard to emotion regulation, stress
management and self-control, which according to the author is consistent
with findings in psychology and writing research (Abdolrezapour 2013;
Shao et al. 2013). Hubscher Davidson (2016) went on to surmise that high EI
levels might explain students’ vocational choices, and thus their preference
for literary translation. Conversely, students’ involvement in creative tasks
may also influence their EI scores (cf. Shao et al. 2013), thus pointing to the
reciprocal relationships between non-cognitive and cognitive personality
characteristics, as well as the impact of expertise on personality features.

Lehr (2013) conducted an empirical study to assess the influence of
emotions on the quality of translation performance. The experiment was
conducted on a sample of professional translators who were invited to engage
in two translation sessions. After the first session participants were randomly
assigned to two groups, one of which received positive feedback on the transla-
tion task, and the other negative feedback. Then the second translation session
followed. In the analysis part, both translations were assessed for creativity
(the quality of rendering idioms and stylistic features of the text) and accuracy
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(the quality of translating terminology). The results revealed that positive
feedback fueled creativity and negative feedback increased accuracy. Rojo and
Ramos (2016) replicated Lehr’s methodology and reported similar findings.
The experimental design in Rojo and Ramos (2016)’s study was complemented
by a psychometric test, namely the Spanish version of Block and Kremen’s
(1996) ego-resiliency scale, and a self-reporting questionnaire. Unlike Lehr
(2013), Rojo and Ramos (2016) conducted their experiment on translation
students. As for resiliency measures, the results did not reach statistical
significance, yet the data suggested that high resiliency levels contribute
to better translation performance under negative emotional feedback than
average or low resiliency.

Bontempo and Napier (2011) aimed to explore the role of personality
characteristics of Australian sign-language interpreters on their self-perceived
professional competence. To measure personality dimensions, the Interna-

tional Personality Items Pool*!

and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale were
used. The results showed that such traits as Emotional Stability, Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness and self-esteem appear to be predictive of
interpreters’ self-reported competence. Using the same methodology, Bon-
tempo et al. (2014) replicated the study in a worldwide survey of sign-language
interpreters, and the findings corroborated previous results indicating that
high self-esteem as well as “emotional stability, openness to experience and
conscientiousness are important predictors of sign language interpreter
confidence” (Bontempo et al. 2014, 39).

A recent study by Cifuentez-Férez and Fenollar-Cortés (2017) aimed
to explore the impact of self-esteem, emotion regulation and expressivity
on the performance of 45 Spanish translation students. Throughout the
semester the students were asked to translate three texts, which were assessed
against an agreed evaluation sheet. The findings show significant relationships
between emotion suppression and negative expressivity, which means that
those who tend to inhibit emotional input and suppress their emotions in
everyday life perform better than those who do not. Unlike Bontempo et al.
(2014), Cifuentez-Férez and Fenollar-Cortés (2017) did not find significant
relationships between students’ self-esteem and translation quality, which is an
interesting result that might suggest that while high self-esteem is important
for sign interpreters (who work actively with people rather than texts), it might
not prove effective for the successful written output of translation students
(who work closely with texts rather than people). Such an interpretation
would be in line with the findings of Kurz et al. (1996) regarding the action

21 http://ipip.ori.org.
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(interpreters) and process orientation (translators), as well as the people
orientation shared by both professions. On the other hand, the effect may
not have been found due to the differences in the level of expertise, since
Bontempo et al. (2014) conducted their experiment on a sample of professional
sign-language interpreters.

Nevertheless, the findings of research into the affective features of the
translator’s personality offer a new inspiring interpretation of the individual
variations frequently noticed by many researchers dealing with the cogni-
tive aspects of translation process (cf. Lehka-Paul and Whyatt 2016). What
remains unclear, however, is the answer to the question of whether and how
these personality-driven variations relate to specific elements of the translation
process in particular and translation competence in general. The next chapter
therefore intends to give an overview of some particularly relevant research
into the translation process that might shed some light on studying the
translator’s personality in relation to the process and product of translation.

19. Conclusions

The chapter presented an overview of the leading approaches to the concept
of personality in psychology, with a special focus on the trait and typological
theories due to their relevance to the present book. The suggested working
definition of the concept of personality points to its two important features:
(1) the role of both relevantly stable (e.g. personality traits) and dynamic (e.g.
psychological functions) personality characteristics in predicting behavior,
and (2) the interplay between personality and situational factors. The observed
interplay between the internal personality-based and external situational
factors in guiding people’s behavior indicates that there is a relationship
between personality and academic and occupational performance. Moreover,
the “person-organization fit” assumption holds that people with certain
personality characteristics are attracted to certain types of professions, and the
“trait activation theory” states that certain dominant traits are activated under
the influence of the relevant situational hints, e.g. one’s professional practice.
For example, the Conscientiousness trait is believed to be the best predictor
of academic and occupational performance, and the Openness to Experience
trait and the psychological function of Intuition are related to success in tasks
that involve creativity and verbal aptitude. The dominant Thinking function
appears to be connected with managerial behavior and situations that require
risk-taking. Allin all, it is possible to determine two types of relationships:
(1) between personality traits and the quality of one’s performance (e.g. the
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quality of translations), and (2) between the psychological functions and
certain task-related behaviors (e.g. the process of translation).

The final part of the chapter traced the evolution of research into the role
of personality in translation. To this end, three main periods were identified,
which differ in their conceptualization of and methodological approaches to
the issue of the translator’s personality. The present study belongs to the third
stage of research into the translator’s personality, and combines personality
psychology and translation process research using a multi-method approach.
It relies on the trait and typological theories in an attempt to provide both
quantitative and qualitative characteristics of the translator’s personality, and
relate them to the selected aspects of the translation process and product.
Chapter 2 will focus on identifying the place of the translator’s personality
in the translation process by pointing to its elements that may be particularly
subject to the influence of personality.






Chapter 2
The translator’s personality in
translation process research

2.1. Introduction

The process of translation takes place primarily in the translator’s mind,
which makes it inaccessible for direct observation. Nevertheless, scholars
working within the area of translation process research have been trying
to tap into the “black box” of the translator’s mind by studying the process
of translation from the cognitive perspective. It has been observed many
times that there are considerable individual variations in the behavioral
characteristics of the translation process, which leads to the assumption that
the translator’s personality may be one of the contributing factors. Thus, the
main aim of the present chapter is to pinpoint the potential links between
the translator’s personality and the translation process. The chapter starts
with the identification of the object of the present research with regard to
the traditional differentiation between translation product and process
orientations. The chapter proceeds by first providing a brief outline of the
selected cognitive models of the translation process, and then tracing the
evolution of methodology within translation process research. As the role
of the translator’s personality has been acknowledged in research into the
translator’s competence and expertise, the final part of the chapter is devoted
to the discussion of the process-oriented studies into translation competence
and expertise. The chapter finishes with a summary of ideas and the conclu-
sions relevant to the aims of the book.

2.2. Major research orientations in Translation Studies

On his famous map of Translation Studies, Holmes ([1972] 2000) divided
Descriptive Translation Studies into product-, process- and function-oriented,
which has since then served as a traditional classification of the objects
of research in the field. Holmes ([1972] 2000) himself argued that the
product orientation, with its linguistic, mostly text-driven focus, had
already received extensive coverage from scholars, whilst the process
orientation was yet to receive closer attention. In fact, Holmes ([1972]
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2000) believed that the study of how the “black box” of the translator’s
mind works might evolve into a separate field of “translation psychology
or psycho-translation studies” (Homes [1972] 2000, 177), which would
greatly contribute to the understanding of the complexity of translation
as a cognitive activity.

In a similar vein, Bell (1991) explained the ambiguity of the term translation
by distinguishing between three types of theories: translation as a product
(theory of translated texts, Bell 1991, 22), as a process (theory of translating,
ibid.), and as both a product and a process (theory of translation and translating,
ibid.). He emphasized the importance of the third and referred to it as “the
long-term goal for translation studies” (ibid.).

When Holmes’s ([1972] 2000) predictions about the rise of interest in
studying the process of translation came true, and Bell’s (1991) proposal
of a theory of translation incorporating both lines of approach began to be
tested empirically, Englund Dimitrova (2005) put forward the following
claim:

Translating means producing a text. The translated text is tangible evidence
of the translation process that precedes it and leads to it, and the text has
long been the main object of study in translation studies. A study with a
focus on the translation process and how the task is performed will have
more validity if it also takes into account the product of the process, the
translated text. (Englund Dimitrova 2005, 3)

Following Englund Dimitrova’s (2005) suggestion, the present study
takes a process-oriented perspective with the ultimate aim of identifying
the possible links between the translator’s psychological characteristics
guiding the process of translation on the one hand, and the quality of the
translation product on the other, thus contributing to the general theory of
translation and translating (Bell 1991). Prior to discussing how this can be
achieved empirically, it is essential to identify the role of the translator in
the translation process, and describe the process in conceptual terms, e.g.
by means of models.
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2.3. The translator as the main agent in the translation
process

Levy ([1967] 2000) in his seminal article entitled “Translation as a Decision
Process” was the first to consider translation to be a purposeful communicative
activity.?> Moreover, he played a pioneering role in bringing the translator
into the limelight and recognizing the complexity of the translation task, in
particular the problems that a translator is faced with and the risks that she or
he is bound to take. Levy ([1967] 2000) analyzed the process of translation
from the formal standpoint of the mathematical game theory, and concluded
that translation is “a game with complete information” (Levy [1967] 2000,
149) like chess, where each decision depends on the previous ones along
with the situational variables. He went on to claim that translation training
informs students about the range of “optimal” (ibid.) translation variants,
whereas the actual translation practice requires the use of the “minimax
strategy,” which “promises a maximum of effect with a minimum of effort”
(Levy [1967] 2000, 156).

Levy ([1967] 2000, 150-51) also recognized the role of both conscious and
unconscious factors in the translator’s decision-making process, conscious
being objective or “dependent on the linguistic material,” and unconscious
being “subjective, of which the most important are the structure of the transla-
tor’s memory, his aesthetic standards, etc.” Levy’s ideas were propheticin a
sense that Hénig and Kussmaul (1982) and then, more radically, Reiss and
Vermeer (1984) took over the functional aspect of translation in their “Skopos”
theory,*® and the issue of translator’s decision-making and problem-solving
processes has been revisited many times by scholars analyzing translation
from the cognitive perspective (e.g. Krings 1986; Tirkkonen-Condit 1992;
Wilss 1996; Hubscher Davidson 2009). Finally, Gile’s (1995) effort model
in Interpreting Studies attracted attention to the cognitive demands that
interpreting involves. What is more, the role of unconscious elements such as
personality traits, emotions and intuition (e.g. Hubscher Davidson 2013; Lehr
2013; Lehka-Paul and Whyatt 2016; Rojo and Ramos 2016) in the translation
process has recently received a lot of attention in the Translation Studies
community. Levy’s ([1967] 2000) contribution, therefore, triggered the rise
of descriptive (process-oriented) and pragmatic (functional) approaches

22 Inthe article Levy stated that he analyzed translation “from the teleological point of view”
(Levy [1967] 2000, 148). The word “telos” comes from Greek and means “ultimate object or aim”
(Online Etymology Dictionary, http://www.etymonline.com).

23 “Skopos” comes from Greek and means “aim” or “purpose” (Munday 2008, 79).
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to translation, which a few years later appeared on Holmes’s ([1972] 2000)
historic map of Translation Studies.

Similar to Levy ([1967] 2000), Seleskovitch (1977) viewed translation
as a communicative activity of “comprehension and re-expression of ideas”
(Salama-Carr 2001, 113). Seleskovitch (1977) put forward the interpre-
tive theory of translation based on her personal experience in conference
interpreting.>* Drawing from the latest advancements in developmental and
experimental psychology (e.g. Piaget 1967), linguistics and neuropsychology
(e.g. Barbizet 1968), Seleskovitch (1977) was the first to model the process of
interpreting with a special focus on the construction of sense.”> According to
the theory, sense is the central element on the way from the source-language
message to the target-language message, and its interpretation depends on
both the meaning of a certain linguistic unit and the individual “cognitive
inputs” (Lederer 2010, 175) of translators that have been shaped by their own
extra-linguistic knowledge and experience. Thus, a translator was regarded
as the main agent in the construction of sense in the process of translation.

Delisle (1980) readjusted the interpretive theory to the process of written
translation. According to Delisle (1980), translation starts with comprehen-
sion where linguistic meaning interacts with contextual information, then
proceeds to the reformulation stage (or “reverbalizing,” Salama-Carr 2001,
113), where the translator uses her/his cognitive resources to find the cor-
responding means to convey the concepts in a target language, and finishes
with the translator conducting a “qualitative analysis of selected solutions and
equivalents” (Salama-Carr 2001, 114) at the verification stage. The interpretive
theory, despite the lack of sound empirical evidence to support it, was an
important contribution that fueled further research into the translator’s
cognitive activities involved in the process of translation and interpreting.

Shifting the focus onto the process of translation made researchers aware
of the role of the translator, and the need to investigate the complex set of
cognitive activities that s/he performs in the translation process. In order to
understand the nature and the type of these cognitive activities, the translation
process began to be studied empirically and its models summarizing the
findings started to appear. The next sections will present some of the available
models of the translation process with a particular emphasis on the role of
the translator, and track the evolution of methodology used in the field of
translation process research (TPR).

24 Seleskovitch (1977) first applied her model to interpreting, but later it was extended to the
translation process as well (Seleskovitch and Lederer 1984).
25 Theinterpretive theoryis also known as “the theory of sense” (Salama-Carr 2001).
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24. Selected models of the translation process

The definition of the term “model” is viewed in the section in line with
Chesterman’s statement that “they [models] are often understood as being
intermediate constructions, between theory and data. A model typically
illustrates a theory, or a part of a theory” (Chesterman 2000, 15). Explaining
the reasons for the multiplicity of research models, Chesterman (2000, 16)
argued that they represent “different ways of testing or developing a theory
or producing or exploring new data to stimulate new theories or test existing
ones.” Thus, the “theories” of the translation process are developing both as
a consequence of and in response to methodological advancements, so new
dimensions and new “illustrations” or “models” become possible.

Seleskovitch’s interpretive theory of the translation process (Seleskovitch
and Lederer 1984) was an early example of a stratificational model of transla-
tion (Carl and Schiffer 2017, 51), whereby the translation process consists of a
series of intermediate steps or “strata.” Lérscher (1991) found that translation
is not alinear process, but many different sequences of actions become possible
depending on an individual. In a different study, Lorscher (1996) referred to
the professional translator’s characteristic preference for extensive and recur-
rent target text revision as the “ex post realization of translation problems,”
pointing to the decision-making and problem-solving nature of the translation
process (cf. Levy ([1967] 2000). Similarly, Wilss (1996) regarded translation
as a type “cognitive behavior” of the translator that depends on both cognitive
(e.g. knowledge, experience) and non-cognitive (e.g. intuition) factors. All
in all, modeling the translation process is a challenging task, but it seems to
be an important step towards further investigating various cognitive aspects
of the translation process.

The suggested taxonomy of the selected models of the translation process is
presented with some brief characteristics in Table 1. The list, though, cannot
be considered exhaustive, as it only focuses on those models that represent
theoretically different perspectives of the translation process. Such a selection
method may help to compare the models, and thus make a more objective
choice of the elements of the translation process that may be subject to the
influence of the translator’s personality. A description of each of the chosen
models follows in chronological order.



70

PERSONALITY MATTERS

Table 1. A suggested taxonomy of the selected models of the translation process.

Researcher Year Name Theoretical Data
background support?®
Bell 1991 Information processing  Systemic functional No
model linguistics, artificial
intelligence
Honig 1995 Ideal-type model of the  Skopos theory and Yes
translation process translation process
research
Kiraly 1995 Psycholinguistic model  Psycholinguistics Yes
Wilss 1996 Decision-making and Cognitive psychology No
problem-solving model
Hansen 2008 Semiotic model of the Semiotics and transla- Yes

translation process

tion process research

including self-revision

Each of the above models and its relevance to the present research will be
briefly discussed in the next sections of the chapter.

2.4.. Bell’s translation process model
Triggered by the technological upsurge in the 1980s, Bell (1991) proposed to
consider translation within the “information-processing paradigm” (Alves
and Hurtado Albir 2010, 29), which assumes the top-down and bottom-up
processing modes widely discussed in psycholinguistics of that period.
He applied the structural knowledge of artificial intelligence and systemic
functional linguistics in order to create his model of the translation process.
According to the model (Figure 2), the short-term and long-term memory
systems take part in the process of decoding the source and encoding the target
text. For the source language unit to be fed into the “cognitive processor,” it
needs to be first visually recognized, then a syntactic analyzer parses it and
sends it to the lexical search mechanism, where it is processed on the lexical
level in a frequent lexis store to be later submitted for semantic and then
pragmatic analyses. The complete semantic representation is ready once
approved by the idea organizer and a planner that act together in order for
the translation decision to be ready for the encoding phase, which operates

26 Inthe table, the category of Data support involves the availability of results of experimental
studies of the translation process.
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Figure 2. Translation process model adapted from Bell (1991, 46).
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through the pragmatic, semantic, lexical and syntactic synthesizers that
altogether contribute to the emerging translation output. Bell (1991) claimed
that the order of synthesizers is not fixed, which allows for online revisions of
the previously made decisions. Upon describing his suggestion of the model,
Bell prophetically stated that the modeling of the translation process should
“be the goal which translation theory should now set itself” (Bell 1991, 75).
Bell’s model, however, illustrated the theory of translation as a computer-like
process of analyzing and synthesizing information in the brain of a translator,
paying little attention to the fact that the translator is a human being, not a
machine. Thus, even though the complexity of the translation process was
acknowledged, the role of the translator’s personality with his/her individual
psychological and cognition features was neglected in the model.

2.4.2. Honig’s translation process model

Hoénig (1995) presented the ideal model of an expert (or “qualified,” Hansen
2006, 29) translator’s process of translation (Figure 3). The model was largely
based on Vermeer’s (1978) Skopos theory, and displayed target text orien-
tation. Honig (1995) believed that the mental processes involved in the
translation phase occur simultaneously, and outlined two main elements of
the expert translator’s processing behavior.

The process starts with the reading of the source text, which is influenced
by the translation task that a translator has in mind from the very beginning.
Once fed into the mental reality, the source text undergoes processing in both
the uncontrolled workspace and the controlled workspace. The uncontrolled
workspace includes the relevant cognitive schemes and frames that need to be
activated from the long-term memory store, which trigger “expectations with
regard to structure, style, and content” (Gépferich 2009, 15) of the projected
source text in relation to the prospective target text. Once the information
processed by the uncontrolled workspace is integrated with the expectations
of the projected source text and the prospective target text, the translator
develops a macrostrategy, which then monitors and supervises the use of
microstrategies (relevant rules and procedures, cf. Bell’s 1991 “synthesisers”).
According to Honig (1995), the development of a macrostrategy should ideally
come before the actual translation phase (the choice of rules and procedures
to translate). One of the two most essential components that contribute to
the processing in the uncontrolled workspace is “associative competence,”
which was previously referred to as “innate translation ability” (Harris and
Sherwood 1978). According to Honig’s model, associative competence is
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Figure 3. Ideal translation process model adapted from Honig (1995, 51).
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conducive to the acquisition of translation competence, which, on the other
hand, can be achieved once a translator is able to develop the macrostrategy
(Gépferich 2009, 17). The macrostrategy ensures the desired translation
quality by constantly monitoring the tentative decisions and evaluating them
against the quality criteria that a translator has established. To sum up, Honig



74 PERSONALITY MATTERS

(1995) argued that the successful development of translation competence
might be related to the translator’s individual predispositions, i.e. personal-
ity characteristics, while the translator’s ability to follow a macrostrategy is
connected with the meta-cognitive functions of monitoring and evaluation.
Hence, Honig (1995) in his model of the translation process recognized the
importance of the uncontrolled processes happening in the translator’s mind
and the role of the translator’s personality in the acquisition and development
of translation competence.

2.4.3. Kiraly’s translation process model

Kiraly (1995) viewed translation as both an internal (cognitive) and external
(social) activity, and therefore presented two models of the translation process,
a psycholinguistic model and a social one. To elaborate the former (Figure 4),
Kiraly (1995) analyzed the data received from think-aloud protocols of the
translation processes of students and professional translators, and the findings
of arange of case studies.

The researcher claimed the translator’s mind is a special type of
information-processing system, and the translation occurs as a result of
both intuitive (uncontrolled and unobservable) and controlled (and thus
observable) processes supported by both linguistic and extra-linguistic
information. Considering the definition, Kiraly (1995) designed a model
of the translation process, which consists of: (1) information sources, (2)
the intuitive workspace, and (3) the controlled processing center (Alves
and Hurtado Albir 2010, 30). Similar to other researchers (cf. Alves 1995;
Wilss 1996), Kiraly (1995) argued that a translation problem arises once the
intuitive (subconscious) workspace fails to provide a solution. The problem
is then transferred to the controlled processing center, which is supposed to
choose a relevant strategy. Unless the problem is solved, it is again transmitted
to the intuitive workspace for evaluation until the tentative solution is finally
offered. According to Kiraly (1995), the central element in the model is the
translator’s self-concept, which he defined in the following way:

The self-concept includes a sense of the purpose of the translation, an
awareness of the requirements of the translation task, a self-evaluation of
capability to fulfill the task, and a related capacity to monitor and evaluate
translation products for adequacy and appropriateness. (Kiraly 1995, 100)
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Figure 4. Psycholinguistic model of the translation process adapted from Kiraly
(1995, 101).
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According to the definition, the translator’s self-concept refers to both the
product- and process-related awareness that translators need to develop. As
regards the former, the translator’s self-concept contributes to fulfilling the
pragmatic function of translation and ensuring adequate translation quality.
As for the latter, self-concept is involved in the cognitive processes of analyzing
the source text, monitoring and evaluating decisions (cf. Hénig’s (1995)
concept of a macrostrategy), and eventually maintaining the translator’s own
level of confidence with respect to a given translation task.

Kiraly (1997) placed the translator’s self-concept on a continuum “extending
from the simple retrieval of spontaneous associations at the word level to
a complex, multistage, problem-solving process in which extra-linguistic
factors are taken into consideration” (Kiraly 1997, 152). It is probably due
to its developmental nature and the focus on the role of the translator in
the translation process that Kiraly’s idea of a self-concept was employed
in the translation competence models of the PACTE (PACTE 2003) and
TransComp (Gépferich and Jadskeldinen 2009) research groups. In particular,
in the TransComp model, self-concept is one of the basic components that
influence further development and acquisition of translation competence.

Mufioz Martin (2014b) took the dynamic aspect of the translator’s self-
concept even further and put forward the notion of a “working self-concept,”
which involves reacting to and adjusting to the requirements of a given transla-
tion task. He suggested that “we understand and handle situations and face
difficulties in ways coherent with our current activated self-concepts and
avoid courses of action that are not consistent with it” (Mufioz Martin 2014b,
31).?” Similarly to Mufioz Martin’s “working self-concept,” Ehrensberger-Dow
and Massey (2013) claimed that self-concept is related to the specific transla-
tion act. To test the continuum idea and relate self-concept to translation
competence, Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey (2013) conducted an empirical
study with translation students and professional translators as informants.
The findings showed that students were mostly concerned with word-for-word
transfer and thus displayed lower levels of translation competence, whereas
professional translators focused on pragmatic and textual issues. Heeb (2016)
investigated the self-concepts of unidirectional and bidirectional translators
in a study using retrospective verbal protocols. No considerable differences
between the two groups in terms of self-concept were found, which Heeb
concluded to be the failure “to provide support for considering L2 translation
inferior to L1 translation” (Heeb 2016, 84). In other words, both groups of
participants displayed equally developed levels of translation competence,

27 'This statement resembles the idea of the “person-organization fit,” discussed in section 1.7.2.
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which probably supports Mufioz Martin’s (2014) idea of a “working self-
concept” as a dynamic type of self-awareness in translation.

In summary, it was Kiraly (1995) who placed the translator’s professional
self-concept at the center of attention in his psycholinguistic model of the
translation process. Thus, Kiraly’s model (1995) was a turning point for the
understanding of the process of translation as not only a series of complex
information-processing activities, but as an interplay of such activities guided
and monitored by the translator him/herself.

2.4.4. Wilss's translation process model

Wilss (1996) studied the mental processes involved in translation within the
framework of cognitive psychology. Wilss (1996) emphasized the importance
of approaching translation as a decision-making and problem-solving activity,
which progresses “from the point at which they [translators] recognize that
a decision must be made, through a gradual elimination of the pertinent
problem, up to post-decision evaluation and correction” (Wilss 1996, 190).
Wilss (1996) admitted, though, that each translator’s decision-making process
is individual, which explains the multiplicity of translations produced by
different people: “There is a covariation between the individual translator
and that person’s decision-making behavior which is determined by the
translator’s individual traits — with the result that many translations are
characterized by closely interwoven personal, sociocultural and intellectual
dispositions” (Wilss 1996, 180).

The researcher also differentiated between “macrocontextual and micro-
contextual decision-making” (Wilss 1996, 176), the former being concerned
with the general content of the source text, its purpose and the readers’
expectations, and the latter with solving individual text-based (syntactic,
semantic, etc.) problems. Wilss (1996, 188) proposed a model of decision-
making in translation, which consists of the following elements:

(1) Problem identification;

(2) Problem clarification (description);

(3) Research of, and collection of, background information;
(4) Deliberation of how to proceed (pre-choice behavior);
(5) Moment of choice;

(6) Post-choice behavior (evaluation of translation results).

According to Wilss (1996), decision-making processes are connected with
a broader notion of problem-solving activities that altogether require the
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activation of both procedural (knowing how) and declarative (knowing
what) knowledge. Consequently, Wilss (1996) stated that translation is an
activity based on “organized knowledge” that includes schemas, or cogni-
tive units, which help to acquire and store new knowledge. Finally, Wilss
(1996, 37) viewed translation as an intelligent kind of “cognitive behavior”
determined by two core properties, knowledge and skills, which are “the pillars
of information-processing procedures designed to determine the conditions
for situationally adequate translation processes and to substantiate them
evaluatively.” Such intangible mechanisms as intuition and creativity were
also considered to be important elements of the decision-making model of
the translation process developed by Wilss (1996). All things considered,
Wilss’ model (1996) offered an extended interpretation of Levy’s (1967)
statement about translation being a decision-making process, and placed it
within the paradigm of cognitive studies. In addition, Wilss (1996) openly
acknowledged the role of the translator’s individual personality characteristics
in translation both as a process and as a product.

2.4.5. Hansen'’s translation process model

Despite some conceptual differences, all of the models discussed above agree
that the relationship between the source text and the target text is developed
primarily in the translator’s mind via complex processing that involves the
activation of both conscious and unconscious mechanisms. The results of
such processing are the translator’s decisions that may, however, undergo
changes in the translation process to meet the requirements of the source
text and translation quality standards, to adhere to the rules of the target
language or translation brief (cf. Bell’s 1991 “synthesizers”), etc. Thus, the
translator’s process of making decisions, evaluating and revising them seems
to be an important element of the translator’s cognitive processing involved
in translation, which was incorporated in Hénig’s (1995) and Kiraly’s (1997)
models in the form of macrostrategy and self-concept respectively. Moreover,
the translator’s personality characteristics (Wilss 1996) may be among the
factors that influence her/his decision-making process. In her model, Hansen
(2008) also acknowledged the importance of the translator’s decision-making
that involves monitoring and evaluation, but applied the term “self-revision”
used in TPR to refer to the translator’s activity of reviewing her/his translation
decisions.

Hansen’s (2008) model of the translation process (Figure 5) is affiliated
with the classic semiotic theories with a particular focus on Biihler’s (1982)
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Figure 5. Translation process model adapted from Hansen (2008, 264).
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view of signs as “units of different dimensions like morpheme, word, phrase/
clause, paragraph and even text. As signs they are used in actual situations
where we refer to phenomena or in general statements where we refer to
classes of phenomena” (Hansen 2008, 263).

The model features the brain of the author and that of a translator, which
means that it includes both the author’s production and the translator’s
translation processes. The three lines leading to the phenomenon/class shows
that the relation between signs, which were produced by the author and then
suggested by the translator at the drafting and self-revision stages, does not
necessarily need to be equivalent or overlapping. Self-revision received a
separate place in the model, as Hansen (2008) believed that the processes of
translation and self-revision are complementary and may affect each other,
i.e. revisions may lead to a change of the translation strategy, and vice versa.
From a more practical viewpoint, Hansen (2008, 263) advised translators to
put aside their work and revise it later, not immediately after the first draft,
because “people fall in love with their own formulations.” Hansen’s (2008)
model shows an interesting endeavor to combine the source text with the
final product by dividing the task between two brains, two mental realities
and two semiotic systems with a special emphasis on the role of self-revision.
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Based on the above discussion of the selected models of the translation
process with a focus on the role of the translator, the working definition of
the translation process adopted for the study reads as follows:

The translation process is a result of the interplay between the translator’s
subconscious and seemingly automatic intuitive processing, the conscious
and controlled monitoring operations, and the evaluative activity based on
both subconscious and conscious processing.

The study reported in this monograph is concerned with identifying the role
of the translator’s personality characteristics in the complex set of processing
operations involved in translation (Hénig 1995; Wills 1996; Kiraly 1997;
Hansen 2008), and the translator’s individual predispositions or “traits” in the
development of translation competence and expertise (Honig 1995; Kiraly
1997). Empirical investigations into the cognitive aspects of the translation
process would hardly be possible without appropriate methodology, which
first arrived in the 1980s from the field of psychology. Since that time, the
methodological framework for the investigation of the cognitive aspects of
the translation process has evolved remarkably to suit the needs of different
types of research. The aim of the next section is to track the evolution of
methodology in TPR and present the key findings revealed at each of the
developmental stages, as well as identify the tools and methods that may be
particularly relevant for the present research.

2.5. Evolution of methodology in translation process
research

Jdidskeldinen (2011) and then Alves (2015) marked three generations of
translation process research studies as based on research design and the
kinds of issues explored. Jidskeldinen (2011) proposed to add the fourth
generation of research that would include large-scale studies, such as Hansen
(1999, 2002), PACTE (2003). The research questions and hypotheses, as
well as experimental designs could not have evolved, however, without the
methodological advancements in the field. All of these important criteria
were aptly incorporated in Alves and Hurtado Albir’s (2017) summary of
the evolution of research into the cognitive aspects of translation from a
chronological perspective. Considering the latest developments in the field,
the scholars proposed to delineate four formative “phases” (the same term
was reiterated by Jakobsen (2017) in his general account of the translation
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process research in the same volume) in the evolution of methodology in
TPR, which will be briefly covered in the next sections.

2.5.1. The first phase: explorations with think-aloud protocols

Alves and Hurtado Albir (2017) refer to the phase as “predominance in the use
of think-aloud protocols”, and state that it lasted for about a decade, from the
mid-1980s to the mid-1990s (Alves and Hurtado Albir 2017, 542). Think-aloud
protocols (TAPs) are an introspective method borrowed from psychology
(Ericsson and Simon 1984; Bérsch 1986) and used to study the conscious
mental processes in their relation to a certain task.*® Ericsson and Simon (1984)
treated human cognition as an information processing system, and believed
that it was possible to retrieve and verbalize the information processed in the
short-term memory concurrently with a given task. Thus, the method consisted in
participants verbalizing their thoughts in the course of completing a certain task.

In Translation Studies, the method was taken over by Krings (1986) in his
attempt to explore what was going on in the translator’s mind in the process of
translation. Like most of the other pioneers of empirical translation process
research, Krings (1986) viewed translation as a decision-making and problem-
solving activity. He aimed to identify the types of problems translators faced
and the strategies they used to overcome those problems. The analysis of the
protocols allowed Krings (1986) to compose a list of problem indicators, such as
the use of reference materials, pauses, the instances of hesitation while looking
for potential translation variants, and solutions monitoring, etc. (Bernardini
2001,246). Krings (1986) also identified five strategies that translators applied
as soon as a problem appeared: (1) comprehension (reliance on inferences
or reference materials), (2) equivalent retrieval (by means of associations),
(3) equivalent monitoring (testing the meaning hypothesis through the
comparison of the source text item and the target text item), (4) decision-
making (choosing the appropriate solution from a range of possibilities), and
(5) reduction (sacrificing some of the features of the source text) (Bernardini
2001, 246). As Krings ([1995] 2001) was further interested in post-editing,
he extended the number of strategies to over 200 (Jakobsen 2014, 70).

In asimilar study using TAPs, Gerloff (1986) classified the “text-processing
strategies” into the categories of “problem identification, linguistic analysis, stor-
age and retrieval, general search and selection, text inferencing and reasoning,

28 The method is also known as “concurrent verbalisation” (Bernardini 2001), “verbal reporting”
(e.g. Jadskeldinen 2011) or “introspection” (e.g. Saldanha and O’Brien 2014).
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text contextualisation, and task monitoring” (Bernardini 2001, 246). Apart from
strategies, Gerloff identified seven “units of analysis” in translation, ranging
from the level of a morpheme to that of discourse (Bernardini 2001, 249).
Lorscher (1991) reported on one of the largest TAP studies, where 48
language learners with German as their mother tongue and English as their
first foreign language produced 52 target text verbalizations in both directions.*
Lorscher defined a translation strategy as “a potentially conscious procedure
for solving a problem faced in translating a text, or any segment of it” (Lérscher
1991, 8), and suggested that the translation process is composed of a range of
strategies, each including a set of smaller steps, and both strategies and steps can
appear in different combinations. Despite high individual variability, though,
Lérscher (1991) believed it was possible to generalize about the emergence of the
taxonomies of translation strategies as based on those different combinations.
Shifting the focus from language learners to professional translators,
Séguinot (1989, 1996) conducted several case studies to analyze the TAPs of
professional translators, as well as learners with varying degree of language
proficiency (Séguinot 1991). The findings revealed four strategies that may
be considered characteristic of a professional translator: “interpersonal
strategies (brainstorming, correction, phatic function), search strategies
(dictionaries, world knowledge, words), inferencing strategies (rereading
ST and TI®°, consulting) and monitoring strategies (rereading ST and TT,
consulting, comparing)” (Bernardini 2001, 247). Séguinot (1996) claimed
that the strategies were randomly repeated, and that translation proceeded
mostly on the sentence level and was interrupted by doubts and long pauses.
It becomes evident that the early insights into the cognitive aspects of the
translation process were mostly confined to the study of translation strategies
with language learners as research subjects. However, viewing translation
as a decision-making process, “for which the flow chart was a suggestive
analogy” (Jakobsen 2014, 69), was not enough and further investigations
comparing novices’ and professional translators’ performance with the help
of TAPs were destined to appear within the first generation of research.
Lorscher (1996) presented one of the first comparative studies using verbal
protocols to tap into the differences between the cognitive processes of
foreign language students and professional translators. He found that the
translation processes of non-professionals and professionals have a lot in
common with regard to the type and quality of strategies employed, yet the

29 The participants’ task was to translate a written text in the spoken form, i.e. perform sight
translation.
30 “ST”and “TI” are the widely accepted abbreviations for “source text” and “target text.”
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quantitative characteristics (such as the number and distribution of strategies)
differ quite substantially. In addition, Lorscher (1996) stated that the two
groups take divergent “process-oriented approaches to the translations”
(Lorscher 1996, 30). For instance, Lérscher (1996) observed that professional
translators monitored their target text production more extensively than
non-professionals, revising their output even when the problem had not been
previously detected. He referred to the phenomenon as “ex post realization
of translation problems” (Lérscher 1996, 31) and believed it to be one of
the most characteristic features of proficiency in translation. Among other
important findings, Lorscher (1996) concluded that professional translators
mostly followed the sense orientation as opposed to the form orientation
displayed by foreign language learners; the former group paid more attention
to conveying the source text style and the relevant qualities of the text type,
while the latter group mainly concentrated on resolving the problems they
encountered. Professional translators were able to deal with larger source text
segments, i.e. units of translation, and adopted a more global perspective on
problem-solving, whereas non-professionals focused on overcoming problems
of alocal type, e.g. lexical transfer, which Lérscher (1996, 31) explained by
their “lack of competence in SL or TL”.3! With his contribution into studying
the translators’ conscious mental processes happening during the translation
task, Lorscher (1996) made an important step that encouraged other scholars
to further embark on the more in-depth investigations of the issue.

Jaaskeldinen (1993) developed Lérscher’s (1991, 1996) ideas and differenti-
ated between local and global translation strategies, the former concerned
mostly with resolving lexical problems, and the latter dealing with the issues
such as style, the expectations of the target audience, etc. In her theoretical
discussion, Jidskeldinen (1993) assumed that the local strategies should be
more illustrative of non-professional behavior that is also less coordinated
and pre-planned than that of professionals.

In her later research, Jidskeldinen (1996) compared the findings of two
methodologically similar studies by Gerloff (1988) and herself (Jadskeldinen
1990). Jadskeldinen (1996) observed that the level of the participants’ compe-
tence and experience in translation did not correlate with the quality of their
translations, i.e. some novices and laymen outperformed professionals in both
studies. However, the time and effort that the authors of the best-quality target
texts devoted to the translation task did bear fruit. The researcher, therefore,
concluded that the duration of the translation process is a poor indicator

31 “SL”and “TL” are the widely accepted abbreviations for “source language” and “target
language.”
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of proficiency, and the professional translators do not necessarily perform
better than non-professionals. Jdiskeldinen (1996) went on to suggest that
professional translators invest more time and effort particularly in non-routine
tasks (those that are thematically or otherwise unfamiliar to the translators)
and use more automatic processing in routine ones (those that the translators
are more experienced in and used to), whereas novices are “blissfully unaware
of their ignorance” (Jiiskeldinen 1996, 67), so they often translate faster and
encounter fewer problems than professionals irrespective of the task type.
Jadskeldinen referred to this observation as the “developmental stages” (ibid.)
in translation competence. The other important point that Jidskeldinen (1996)
mentioned was the impact of affective factors, such as translators’ motivation
and emotional engagement in the task, on the quality of their performance.
Similar findings were reported by Laukkanen (1996), Tirkkonen-Condit
(1997), and Tirkkonen-Condit and Laukkanen (1996).

Despite the fact that introspection allowed investigating the cognitive
processes in translation, researchers soon acknowledged the limitations of
the method (cf. Fraser 1996; Jakobsen 2003). For instance, professionals
verbalized considerably less than students, which could be explained by
their increased problem sensitivity, better monitoring skills and greater
awareness of the need to switch from less conscious “automatic” to the more
conscious “marked” processing whenever a problem occurred. Moreover,
research during the next TPR phases revealed that concurrent verbalizations
slowed down the participants’ translation process by around 25% (Krings
[1995] 2001; Jakobsen 2003), had a negative influence on segmentation
(Jakobsen 2003), and created additional cognitive load (Jakobsen 2014).
Jakobsen (2003), however, found that the think-aloud condition did not
influence the amount of time that the translators devoted to the process of
self-revision. Still, the first generation of research was not methodologically
confined to concurrent verbalizations, but also featured dialogue protocols,

IPDR (integrated problem and decision reporting) and retrospection,®* as

32 Dialogue protocols consist in two participants translating the text together and voicing their
thoughts at the same time. The method proved to be particularly efficient in translation didactics,
asithelped trainees improve their own translation strategies through cooperation with colleagues
(cf. Hénig 1995; Kussmaul 1995). IPDR (Integrated Problem and Decision Reporting) is another
method that was found to be unfitting for research due to the incomplete data it generated (cf. Gile
2004; Pavlovi¢ 2009), but appeared to be useful in translation training. It involves participants
writing down their ideas regarding different problems they encounter and solutions they offer and
eventually decide on as they perform the translation task. Retrospection is a popular method that
requires from participants to report on their translation processes immediately after they have
finished the task. The method has been extensively used in experimental settings in combination
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well as interviews, questionnaires and translators’ diaries, which all yield
“soft, qualitative and subjective” (Gopferich and Jaiskeldinen 2009, 172)
types of data. The more objective and “hard” methodology is associated with
the beginning of the new generation of translation process research, when
the researchers focused on more specific research questions and started
combining different methods through triangulation.

2.5.2. The second phase: narrowing the focus with keylogging
and triangulation

According to Alves and Hurtado Albir (2017), the second phase spanned from
the late 1990s to around 2005, and was connected with the “introduction of
technological tools and of a multi-methodological paradigm (triangulation)”
(Aves and Hurtado Albir 2017, 543). Jdiskeldinen (2011) and Alves (2015)
associated the beginning of the second phase with the arrival of keylogging.
Jakobsen (2014) and then Alves and Hurtado Albir (2017) rightly noticed that
the invention of Translog initiated the beginning of what is now understood
as translation process research proper, which “works within a behavioral-
cognitive experimental paradigm” and “seeks to answer one basic question:
by what observable and presumed mental processes do translators arrive at
their translations?” (Jakobsen 2017, 21).

Fueled by the ambitious aim of providing a more detailed and in-depth analy-
sis of the translation process, Jakobsen and Schou (1999) invented Translog, the
keylogging program, “in response to a personal research frustration with trying
to make sense of think-aloud data” (Jakobsen 2014, 72). The program recorded
all keyboard and mouse activities produced in the process of translation (or
any other written task), with a replay function that enabled a researcher to
view the production of the text with all the editorial changes and pauses as
they appeared in real time. It is hardly possible to provide a better account of
Translog functions than the inventor himself did in the following excerpt:

The basic technique of keystroke logging is simple. The main function ofa
keylogging programme is to record what key was struck exactly and when.
From alog of this information, the translation process (strictly the typing
process) can be replayed any number of times at different speeds, if relevant,
and can also be shown in a linear representation with all the keystrokes,

with the other methods, e.g. keylogging, and provides rich data for analysis depending on the
research aims (cf. Englund Dimitrova and Tiselius 2009; da Silva 2015).
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including deletions, insertions, corrections, editorial changes, mouse
movements, and so on, together with indications of the duration of all, or
aselected number of, time intervals between keystrokes. Instead of having
only the end product, the researcher has access to a record of the entire

typing process by which the final product emerged. (Jakobsen 2017, 29)

The history of the program has already witnessed four versions: Translog 2000
(Jakobsen 1999 and Schou), Translog 2006 and two updates (versions 2.0 and
2.24) of Translog-1I (Carl 2012), with the latest one enabling Chinese and
Japanese characters and having been adjusted to combine with eye-tracking,
another methodological development that appeared at the turn of the third
phase of TPR and will be discussed later in the chapter. The Translation Studies
Bibliography Online returns 48 hits* for “Translog” as a search term and
features the application of the tool to explore such issues as the influence of
dictionary use on translation quality (Livbjerg and Mees 1999), translators’
coping tactics while translating under time pressure (Jensen 1999; Jensen
and Jakobsen 2000), comparing the methods of think-aloud and keylogging
(Jakobsen 2003), the advantages of triangulation of methods (Alves 2003),
inferential decision-making in translation (Alves and Gongalves 2003),
post-editing effort in machine translation (O’Brien 2005), the differences
between expert translators and novices with regard to segmentation and speed
(Jakobsen 200S; Dragsted 2005), and creativity in translation (Heiden 2005).
The overview of the Translog-related publications in the second phase of TPR
studies point to the leading role of the researchers at the Copenhagen Business
School, the birthplace of the program, in the improvement and promotion of the
tool, as well as in introducing innovations in research designs and methodology.
Owing to its numerous advantages in investigating the translation process
empirically, the method will also be used in the present study.

As the popularity of keylogging was increasing, other methods such as
screen-recording, retrospective protocols, questionnaires and interviews, if
relevant to the research questions explored, also found their way into TPR
at this stage. The introduction of triangulation (Alves 2003) to Translation
Studies encouraged researchers to combine different tools and methods
in order to obtain more reliable data and interpret the results in a more

comprehensive and objective manner.3*

33 The dataisvalid as of 20 July 2020.

34 Triangulation is a method of combining “several instruments of data gathering and analysis”
(Alves 2003, 7) in order to investigate the central research question. It originally comes from
geometry, but has been adapted for use in social sciences, psychology, and recently, in Translation
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Among the most notable contributions of the second phase of TPR was
Jakobsen’s (2002) division of the translation process into orientation, drafting
and end revision, with the identification of translation-specific behavioral
patterns. In particular, translation students were found to devote more time
to the drafting stage than professionals, who preferred revising their transla-
tions at the end revision stage more extensively than students. The study was
ground-breaking not only in a scientific, but also in a terminological sense,
with the type of revisions that a translator would typically introduce at the
drafting phase being referred to as online revisions, and those introduced after
the first draft was finished as end revisions.

Another important finding was reported by Dragsted (2005), who studied
the issue of cognitive segmentation in novices and professional translators.
The researcher defined cognitive segmentation by the size and nature of
translation units (or “segments”), and the speed of their production. It was
hypothesized that the difficulty of the task would influence the three variables,
as well as “trigger a more novice-like behavior in professional translators”
(Dragsted 2005, 51). The results of statistical testing showed no significant
effects with regard to production speed, whereas the source text difficulty
was found to have an influence on the size and nature of translation segments
as hypothesized. An important observation was made with regard to the
nature of translation units, whereby novices processed mostly on the lexical
level irrespective of the text type, as opposed to professional translators who
were able to shift from clause to lexical level whenever the text was more dif-
ficult. On the basis of her findings, Dragsted (2005) proposed to differentiate
between two cognitive processing styles, analytic and integrated, the former
characterized by “short average segment size, low production speed and long
pauses, processing at word/phrase level, many single-word segments, and few
exceptionally long segments,” and the latter by “long average segment size,
high production speed and short pauses, processing at clause/sentence level,
few single-word segments, and many exceptionally long segments” (Dragsted
2008, 66). In case of a difficult (unfamiliar) text, both professionals and
students resorted to the analytic processing mode, and while dealing with
an easy text professional translators employed the integrated processing
mode, but novices still preferred the analytic one. In her conclusions, though,
Dragsted (2005) admitted to discovering considerable individual variations
in both groups of participants, which was one of the factors that forced the
researcher to subtract the end revision phase in her evaluation of production

Studies. In the third phase triangulation in TPR became even more common and often referred
to as a “multi-method approach.”
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flow. This is an interesting observation, which might be relevant to the present
book, as it shows that self-revision time is one of the variables that might be
associated with the translators’ individual processing style in addition to the
cognitive styles revealed by Dragsted (2005).

Inspired largely by Ivir’s (1981) “literal-translation-default-hypothesis” and
Toury’s law of interference (Toury 1995a), as well as a meta-analysis of some of
the TPR studies using different methodology (e.g. TAPs in Tirkkonen-Condit
2002; Translog in Martikainen 2001), Tirkkonen-Condit (2005) put forward
the “monitor model” of the translation process. According to the model, literal
rendering is a default translation procedure that is supervised by the monitor,
which interrupts the automatic processing whenever a problem appears. Carl
and Dragsted (2012) put the model to experimental testing by comparing 10
text-copying sessions and 15 translation sessions recorded with Translog 2006,
which collected keystroke and gaze movement data. Behavioral data showed that
the unproblematic (“unchallenged,” Carl and Dragsted 2012, 144) translation
process and text copying had a similar number of source text fixations measured
by the eye-tracking method,*® whereas pauses and source text fixations were
longer and more frequent in the translation condition, which corroborated the
hypothesis that the monitor intervenes more in the process of translation than
in text copying. Based on their findings, Carl and Dragsted (2012) arrived ata
“surprising conclusion that comprehension does not precede, but follows text
production” (Carl and Dragsted 2012, 144). It seems obvious, however, that
producing a translation variant cannot be possible without understanding the
source text unit, which casts doubts on Carl and Dragsted’s (2012) conclu-
sion. The data might have in fact suggested that the literal default procedure
occurs as a result of parallel comprehension and production processes, and
once comprehension is disturbed, the monitor interferes and modifies the
process, which might account for longer source text fixations and pauses in
translation. The explanation seems to complement Dragsted’s (2005) cognitive
styles, whereby the integrated style involves flexible shifting from the fast and
automatic to the controlled and more conscious processing patterns.

Englund Dimitrova (2005) combined the methods of concurrent verbaliza-
tion with keylogging to tap into the individual translation process profiles of
nine participants with varying degrees of proficiency: professional translators,
translation students and foreign language students.>® Englund Dimitrova

35 The method of eye-tracking will be discussed in section 2.5.3.

36 Englund Dimitrova (200S) used ScriptLog in her study, which is a keylogging program
similar to Translog, but more extensively used in writing research. Another popular keylogging
program is Inputlog.



THE TRANSLATOR’S PERSONALITY IN TRANSLATION PROCESS RESEARCH 89

(2005) observed that all of her participants resorted to literal renderings
in their translation process irrespective of their level of experience, which
corroborated the “literal translation hypothesis.” The researcher surmised that
writing down the immediate target language variant might serve translators
to reduce cognitive effort. Englund Dimitrova (2005) noticed, however,
that professional translators wrote down the literal version more frequently
than students and used it “as an intermediate step in their process” (Englund
Dimitrova 2005, 232), probably because they were better equipped with
the tools to deal with literal translation afterwards. The researcher went
on to suggest that literal translation “can be assumed to have an important
role in actually allowing them [professional translators] to process larger
units, since writing down a part of a sentence in the TL liberates STM?’
capacity for the processing of further parts of the sentence” (ibid.). On the
basis of translators’ behavioral data at different stages of the translation
process, Englund Dimitrova (2005) proposed to distinguish between different
profiles of translators, which due to their relevance to the present book will
be discussed in detail in chapter 3.

Thus, the introduction of keylogging (Jakobsen and Schou 1999) was a
turning point for the experimental paradigm in TPR, which allowed research-
ers to distinguish between different stages of the translation process and
tap into the issue of cognitive segmentation in translation. Moreover, the
new method encouraged the investigation of the role of pauses as indicators
of task complexity (cf. Schilperoord 1996). The researchers were intrigued
by identifying what was going on during the pauses, so the field opened to
eye-tracking, the empirical method in cognitive psychology, which came to
be extensively used together with keylogging and retrospective protocols
during the third phase of TPR development.

2.5.3. The third phase: methodological integration and the
introduction of eye-tracking

The third phase in Alves and Hurtado Albir’s (2017) classification covers
the period from 200S to 2010 and is associated with the “consolidation of
the multi-methodological paradigm (triangulation) and the introduction of
eye-tracking” (Alves and Hurtado Albir 2017, $43). Mufioz Martin (2014a)
chose the period from 2006 to 2013 for his extensive review of the TPR

37 STMstands for “short-term memory” here.
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publications, as it was in 2007 when the EST?® community gathered for
the Congress in Ljubljana “with the motto Why Translation Studies Matter”
(Mufioz Martin 2014a, 51). The scholars then agreed on the fact that one of
the main factors causing Translation Studies research to move forward is
the emergence of robust experimental studies into the process of translation
within the cognitive and psycholinguistic paradigms. Mufioz Martin (2014a)
provided a rough calculation®® of the TPR publications and marked a positive
trend in the quantity of contributions, which “raises hopes that we are getting
closer to understanding how the translators’ minds work during translation”
(Jakobsen 2017, 22). Much of the hopes can be attributed to the integration
of eye-tracking, which was introduced to Translation Studies (O’Brien 2006)
to explore the issue of cognitive effort involved in translation as an informa-
tion processing activity. According to the “eye-mind hypothesis” (Just and
Carpenter 1984), the item that the eye is fixated on is being simultaneously
processed by the mind. The hypothesis, however, needs to be interpreted
with caution, as the eye very often either lags behind or precedes the actual
processing, which means that “the eyes seem to behave somewhat like a dog
on aleash held by the mind rather than there being a perfectly straightforward
relationship” (Jakobsen 2017, 34). Nonetheless, the use of eye-tracking has
exerted considerable influence on the study of the nature of the translation
process by allowing researchers to contemplate the type and distribution of
cognitive effort invested by translators.

Motivated by the possibility of methodological integration, researchers
were able to revisit some of the earlier investigated issues and pursue new
ones. All in all, Mufoz Martin (2014a, 52) mentioned that such research
problems as translation competence and expertise, mental load and linguistic
complexity, writing, revision and meta-cognition, as well as advances in
research methods, were frequently raised in TPR. The multi-methodological
paradigm and the triangulation of results allowed researchers to tap into such
issues as the type of cognitive effort translators expend while using translation
technology (O’Brien 2006), pauses as indicators of cognitive effort (Immonen
2006), the role of meta-cognition (Alves et al. 2009), the distribution of
user activity data (Carl et al. 2008), and the characteristics of translation
competence (Alves and Gongalves 2007; Gopferich and Jiiskeldinen 2009;
PACTE 2008, 2009).

38 EST stands for the European Society for Translational Studies, an international society that
promotes research on translation and interpreting.

39 Mufioz Martin (2014a, 52) admits that he only considered publications that appeared in
indexed journals or edited volumes.
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In a study comparing translation with monolingual text production, Im-
monen (2006) looked at the differences in time use and pause patterns. The
data were collected with Translog followed by retrospective protocols from a
sample of 18 professional translators. The statistical analyses of the data revealed
that translation and monolingual writing differed in terms of pause length at all
linguistic levels, with translation proceeding slower at word and clause levels,
and monolingual writing being a faster process at the levels of a sentence and a
paragraph. Immonen (2006) accounted for the findings with the difference in
segmentation units, whereby “translation requires more time for word choice
and clause formation, while text production requires more processing on
larger text structures” (Immonen 2006, 333). Another important observation
concerned the allocation of time to the revision and monitoring phase, which
was found to be considerably longer in translation than in writing. The findings
of the study implicitly corroborate the “monitor model” (Tirkkonen-Condit
2005) as regards the continuous supervision of the monitor that controls the
default rendering procedure, which in turn influences the length of pauses at
word and phrase levels, and then requires careful revision of the target text at
the end revision stage of the translation process.

Another important contribution to the study of the translation process was
made by Jakobsen and Jensen (2008), who compared four different types of
reading tasks (for comprehension, for translation afterwards, for simultaneous
sight translation, and for simultaneous written translation) in a group of six
translation students and six professional translators using eye-tracking. The
data showed that gaze behavior was clearly influenced by the reading purpose,
which might be accounted for by the fact that “a fair amount of pre-translation
probably enters into the reading of a text as soon as it is taken to be the source
text for translation” (Jakobsen and Jensen 2008, 116).

Alvesetal. (2009) reported on an exploratory study based on the triangula-
tion of eye-tracking, keylogging and retrospective verbalizations to get an
insight into the meta-cognitive activities involved in the translation processes
of professional translators. Alves et al. (2009) pursued three goals in their
research: (1) to test for data reliability as based on average fixation lengths
obtained from two different filters; (2) to explore the impact of directionality
on the time devoted to the three stages of the translation process and the
number of fixations; and (3) to get an insight into the levels of meta-cognitive
activity involved in direct translation by looking at retrospective verbalizations
produced while dealing with a particular cohesive device. With regard to
the first methodologically oriented goal, the data revealed that the minimal
threshold of 175 ms for the average fixation rate works equally well for both
the process data and retrospective protocols. As for the second dimension,
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directionality was found to have no significant effect on the time variable
in both tasks, but when the process was subdivided into the three stages
(orientation, drafting, end revision) the effect was revealed on revision time
in the inverse translation task regardless of the order of texts. It was also found
that participants spent more time on translating the first text irrespective of
the task type (direct or inverse translation). The eye-tracking data showed
that the number of fixations might not be a useful variable in evaluating cogni-
tive load related to directionality, at least with the complex methodological
basis chosen for the study. As regards the third goal, the translators were
mostly commenting on the problems they encountered and the solutions
they found during the drafting phase, and were largely reluctant to answer
guided questions at the last stage of the experiment. The study therefore
showed the positive value of data triangulation in an attempt to investigate
the (meta-)cognitive aspects of the translation process.

Carl et al. (2008) proposed and then Carl and Jakobsen (2009) verified
a different example of triangulation, which involves the integration of the
translation process and product data. The researchers proposed to align a
translation unit (TU) extracted from a combination of keystroke logging
and eye-tracking data, with the corresponding alignment unit (AU) in the
translation product. The two units were considered to be the indicators of
the dynamic cognitive processes involved in translation (TUs) and static,
product-based outcomes (AUs), which altogether formed user activity data,
defined as “any kind of data which is consulted or generated by a translator
during a translation session” (Carl 2009, 226). To meet the general aims of
the study, the complex alignment procedure was designed to explore the
way to identify, quantify and qualify translation problems with a final aim
of predicting them, and subsequently enabling more efficient integration of
translation tools into human translation production. One of the observations
reported by Carl and Jakobsen (2009) concerned the high individual vari-
ations in the duration of and the amount of activities performed at the end
revision stage of single units, which may be of relevance to the present study
in that it shows that the translator’s personality characteristics may play a
role in the translator’s process of end revision (Jakobsen 2002).

Although the current overview of research is by no means complete, it makes
it possible to conclude that the third phase of the development of TPR was
marked by a clear tendency towards “objectification” (Wilss 2004) of research
and findings due to extensive methodological (e.g. keylogging, eye-tracking and
retrospection, Alves et al. 2009) and data (e.g. translation process and product
data, Carl and Jakobsen 2009) triangulation. It is worth noticing that TPR
opened up to the use of additional methods such as screen, video and audio
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recording in order to better capture different phenomena in the translation
process. The trend required the elaboration of more robust hypotheses and
experimental designs, as well as the application of statistical analyses to ensure
the generalization and reliability of findings. Such a comprehensive approach to
discovering the nature of the translation process as based on the behavioral data
from the actual translator’s performance made researchers aware of the need
to consider the role of the biological (in particular, neurological), situational
and non-cognitive factors involved in the process of target text production.

2.5.4. The fourth phase: embodied cognition and further
dialogue between disciplines and methodologies

Alves and Hurtado Albir (2017, 544) characterized the fourth phase by the “focus
on interdisciplinarity, convergence of tools, and development of applications,”
and chronologically placed it in the period from the early 2010s to the present
date. Among the issues being explored during the fourth phase of the TPR
development are the human translation styles based on data triangulation (Carl
etal. 2011), the comparison of translation and monolingual text production in
terms of pauses (Immonen 2011), translation competence acquisition (PACTE
2011; Gépferich et al. 2011), the comparison of the processes of post-editing
of human translation and machine translation (Carl et al. 2015), the evolution
of translation as a human skill (Whyatt 2012), directionality in translation
(Ferreira 2014), and the links between affective and non-cognitive aspects
of translator’s personality and translation performance (Hubscher Davidson
2009; Lehr 2013; Rojo and Ramos 2016; Lehka-Paul and Whyatt 2016, etc.).*?

Carl et al. (2011) reported on an experiment triangulating process and
product data obtained from the keylogging (Translog, Jakobsen and Schou
1999) and eye-tracking methods. Carl et al. (2011) based their translation
styles on the behavioral data from the three translation phases (orientation,
drafting, end revision). As for the initial orientation, Carl et al. (2011) identified
such patterns as: (1) “systemic initiation orientation,” which entails consistent
reading of the ST before getting down to the TT production; (2) “skimming,”
characterized by the quick reading of the ST; (3) “quick planning,” where only
the first few sentences or phrases are read before the first key is pressed; and
(4) “head-start,” which means that translators skip the preliminary reading
stage. With regards to the drafting stage, the researchers differentiated between

40 Foracomprehensive account of the findings related to the issue of personality and translation
performance, see section 1.8.
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the following behaviors: (1) “large-context planning,” which involves reading
whole sequences or sentences far ahead in the ST; (2) “small-context planning,”
whereby only a few words ahead are fixated on; (3) “backtracking,” marked by
the re-fixations on the already translated units; and (4) “non-backtracking,”
by which the translated units are not systematically re-fixated. As regards the
revision phase, which was divided into online revision (revision performed
during the drafting stage, measured by the number of deleted keystrokes)
and end revision (measured by the number of keystrokes deleted after the
draft has been finished, and the duration of the end revision phase), Carl et al.
(2011) referred to the following revision styles: (1) “online revision preferred”
(most of the revision is performed while drafting the TT); (2) “end revision
preferred” (20% of the total task time or more is devoted to end revision); and
(3) “constant revision” (the first two styles combined). When the differences
between the behavioral patterns of professional translators and novices were
considered, preliminary results showed that the professional translators
preferred systematic initial orientation, large-context planning and online
revising, and novices went for head-starting, small-context planning and end
revising (Carl and Buch-Kromann 2010). Further empirical evidence (Drag-
sted and Carl 2013) for the different translation styles based on process data
with special attention to self-revision patterns will be reviewed in chapter 3.

Inlight of the most recent developments in cognitive psychology, Munoz
Martin (2016) “reembeds” translation process research by diverging from the
view of the mind as an information-processing system to that of embodied
cognition, i.e. “a paradigm inspired by 4EA cognition, i.e. an embodied, embed-
ded, extended, enactive, affective approach to the mind” (Mufioz Martin 2016,
9). Translation begins to be studied as a contextualized entity in its (inter-)
dependence with the functioning of the brain, translation ergonomics and the
use of technology, emotions and affective states, etc. For instance, Garcia et
al. (2016) propose an insight into the neurological basis of translation-related
mental activities with the help of a variety of sophisticated methods. Their
tentative findings suggest that the neurocognitive mechanisms that accompany
translation and interpreting processes are situated in the cognitive domains
that serve multiple purposes. In the same volume, Ehrensberger-Dow and
Heeb (2016) argue that the translator’s working conditions might affect the
translation process and the quality of the outcome in different ways, and thus
encourage research into translation ergonomics.

As the previous sections have shown, the early empirical investigations into
the cognitive aspects of translation focused on comparing the performance of
novice translators or foreign language students and professional translators
to tap into such phenomena as problem-solving and decision-making, the use
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of relevant translation strategies, text segmentation, etc. The studies tried not
only to reveal the cognitively efficient and relevant translation behaviors, but
also to identify the differences between the types of behaviors that may occur
as a result of different levels of expertise in translation. In other words, the
comparative (nomothetic) approach in experimental designs aimed to tacitly
explore the trajectory of translation competence development and acquisition
that eventually leads to expertise in translation (cf. “expertise trajectory” in
Lajoie 2003). Research into translation competence and expertise has been
quite extensive (Mufioz Martin 2014b), as it supplements the knowledge of what
atranslator does in the process of translation with what it actually takes to be a
translator in terms of both cognitive and non-cognitive characteristics. As the
present book presents an experimental study with a nomothetic design and aims
to contribute to understanding the psychological basis for the development
of translation competence and expertise, the next section will focus on the
discussion of the leading empirical and theoretical studies into these constructs.

2.6. The role of the translator’s personality in translation
competence and expertise development

Mufioz Martin (2014b, 55) noticed that researchers conceptualize “whatever
itis thatleads some people to translate or interpret well” in different ways. For
example, Bell (1991) and Neubert (1994) viewed translation competence as
a multicomponent construct composed of the knowledge of the source and
target languages, subject knowledge, and the ability to decode and encode the
source text message in a target language. Risku (1998) assumed that compe-
tence is something that only experts have, i.e. competence is a sub-component
of expertise. Conversely, Englund Dimitrova (2005, 16) understood the
concept of expertise as a sub-category of the overarching construct of transla-
tion competence. Shreve (2006) referred to competence as the translator’s
ability to activate the numerous task-specific cognitive resources, which may
further evolve into expertise. Alves and Gongalves (2007, 28) differentiated
between “narrow-band” and “broad-band” translators, with the link between
the two being “a cline that entails a set of cognitive behaviors” that range from
merely linguistic transfer in narrow-band translators to the use of higher-rank
meta-cognitive operations by broad-band translators. Thus, Alves (2015,
25) suggested that “expertise in translation would be a term which better
accounts for the complexities entailed in the behavior of expert translators.”

Muiioz Martin (2014b) explained that much of the terminological ambigu-
ity derives from the fact that competence is originally a linguistic construct,
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and expertise belongs to the field of cognitive psychology. While translation
competence seems to be mainly referred to as a complex set of expert knowledge
that translation students should gain in the course of their translation training
(cf. PACTE 2003; Gopferich and Jaiskeldinen 2009), expertise in translation
involves the translator’s ability to apply the set of expert knowledge so as to
“yield sustained outstanding performance” (Mufioz Martin 2014b, 55), i.e.
consistently produce high quality translations. Even though the element of
sustained quality of performance is related to translation expertise, empirical
studies often report on “the uncomfortable finding that professional translators
do not always produce high-quality translations” (Jiaskeldinen 2010, 219). In
an attempt to explain it, Jidskeldinen (2010) proposed to differentiate between
the concepts of expertise and professionalism, as not all professionals become
experts that display consistently superior performance. The above definition of
expertise also implies that experts might perform quicker, more automatically
and invest less cognitive effort than novices. However, research into both
writing and translation processes have shown quite the opposite. For instance,
Gerloff (1988) observed the “translation-does-not-get-easier” phenomenon, in
which successful translators displayed more effortful processing than novices or
less successtul professionals. Thus, the trajectory from translation competence
to expertise in translation appears to involve a lot of intermediate steps that
among other things depend on the translator’s individual predispositions.

The development of both competence and expertise in translation requires
the activation of a range of cognitive and attitudinal factors, motivation,
personality traits, abilities and aptitudes (Mufioz Martin 2014b; Kuznik
and Hurtado Albir 2015). Thus, the following sections will seek to identify
the possible role of the translator’s personality in translation competence
and expertise development by analyzing the findings of some of the process-
oriented studies into the above constructs.

2.6.1. The PACTE project: holistic research into translation
competence and its acquisition

The aim of the PACTE group is to identify the competences needed to
translate, to trace the process of their acquisition, as well as to establish links
between translation competence and the quality and efficacy of translation
performance.*! Therefore, the project relies on the data obtained from both

41 PACTEisanacronym that stands for the fulltitle of the project (both in Spanish and in English),
the Process in the Acquisition of Translation Competence and Evaluation (PACTE 2011, 317).
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translation process and product, which are then triangulated to maximize
the reliability of the findings.

PACTE considers translation competence to be a kind of expert knowledge,
which is composed of declarative (know-what) and procedural (know-how)
knowledge (cf. “organized knowledge” in Wilss 1996). The latter type is
believed to be dominant due to the nature of the translation process, in which
translation strategies play an important role. According to the researchers,
translation competence is a complex entity that includes several interconnected
sub-competences, the most important being the “strategic sub-competence.”

Of the five sub-competences outlined in the PACTE model (Figure 6,
left), only the “instrumental,” “strategic” and “knowledge about transla-
tion” sub-competences are considered to be translation-specific, whereas
the other two (“bilingual” and “extra-linguistic” sub-competences) are
regarded as typical of any profession that a bilingual can practice. The “in-
strumental” sub-competence includes the procedural knowledge of different
translation-related resources and their application (computers, the Internet,
encyclopedias, corpora, etc.). The declarative knowledge of the translation
profession, the relevant regulations and the functions of the translated texts
comprise the “knowledge about translation” sub-competence. The “strategic”
sub-competence, which the PACTE group considers the most important, is
related to the procedural knowledge that consists in monitoring the translation
task, the choice of efficient problem-solving methods and the evaluation of
decisions. As for the “psycho-physiological component,” with its particular
relevance to the present study, the PACTE group defines it as follows:

Different types of cognitive and attitudinal components and psycho-motor
mechanisms. They include: (1) cognitive components such as memory,
perception, attention and emotion; (2) attitudinal aspects such as intel-
lectual curiosity, perseverance, rigour, critical spirit, knowledge of and
confidence in one’s own abilities, the ability to measure one’s own abilities,
motivations, etc.; (3) abilities such as creativity, logical reasoning, analysis
and synthesis, etc. (PACTE 2003, 58)

The examples of the “attitudinal components” enlisted by the PACTE group,
in particular “intellectual curiosity,” “perseverance” and “rigour,” may well
be defined as personality traits** and fit into the dimensions of Openness to
Experience and Conscientiousness in the Big Five and HEXACO inventories.
Despite the fact that the PACTE group considers the psycho-physiological

42 See section 1.3 for more details on the trait approach in personality psychology.
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Figure 6. (left) PACTE translation competence model (adapted from PACTE 2003,
59); (right) PACTE translation competence acquisition model (adapted from PACTE
2000, 104).
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component to be universal for all language experts, the list of rather precise
useful “attributes” shows that there might be a special “toolkit” of cognitive and
non-cognitive features that might be particularly useful for the development
and acquisition of translation competence.

In their translation competence acquisition model (Figure 6, right),
the PACTE researchers emphasized the importance of the integration of
the sub-competences included in the translation competence model, and
acknowledged the role of the learning environment. Thus, the acquisition
of translation competence is regarded to be “a dynamic, spiral process that,
like all learning processes, evolves from novice knowledge (pre-translation
competence) to expert knowledge (translation competence)” (PACTE 2003,
49). The claim was supported by Gopferich (2009, 177), who also related it
to the findings in the field of expertise studies and cognitive psychology.

The empirical research initiated by the PACTE group is still in progress,*
but the tentative findings include the following:

43 The first phase (the validation of the translation competence model) has already finished and
the results have been compiled into a publication (Hurtado Albir 2017), and the second phase
is currently ongoing with an ambitious plan to recruit 130 translation trainees in a longitudinal
study of translation competence acquisition. The updates are available on the website of the
PACTE project at http://grupsderecerca.uab.cat/pacte/en.
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- Translators display a dynamic approach to translation, i.e. they focus
more on the function and message of the source text rather than on the
linguistic correspondence (PACTE 2008, 118);**

- Thereis a positive correlation between the acceptability of solutions and
the total time taken to translate in the direct translation task (PACTE
2008, 124);

- Translators rely on “predominantly internal support,” i.e. they prefer
making decisions based on their (internal) cognitive resources, but also
consult some additional resources to check their meaning hypothesis;
ininverse translation, though, translators rely more on external support
(PACTE 2009, 227);

- Directionality may affect translation quality (PACTE 2009, 227);

— Directionality may affect the perception of the difficulty of translation
problems (inverse translation appears to be more challenging for transla-
tors) (PACTE 2011, 339);

—  The participants’ perceived quality of their translations and the accept-
ability scores do not correlate, which leads to the conclusion that “the
difficulty of the translation of a text and their [participants’] perception
of the quality of their performance have to do with personality traits
such as self-esteem, self-criticism, and so forth — psycho-physiological
components in PACTE’s theoretical model” (PACTE 2011, 339).

The last finding seems to be particularly relevant for this study, as it aims
to identify the personality traits that are important for the development of
translation competence, and determine the degree of their impact on the
quality of the translation product, and thus contribute to the area which was
not empirically investigated in the PACTE project.

2.6.2. The TransComp project: longitudinal study into translation
competence and its acquisition

The development of translation competence was traced in TransComp, a
process- and product-oriented longitudinal study inspired by Hénig’s (1995)
cognitive model of the translation process, PACTE’s (2003) exploratory studies

44 Atthe stage of data analysis, the PACTE group put forward the variable of “Dynamic Translation
Index,” which is the relationship between “the dynamic concept of translation, a dynamic approach
to the translation of a specific text, and a dynamic approach to the translation problems posed in
the text, (...) and the acceptability of solutions found to these problems” (PACTE 2011, 46).
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and the findings of expertise research. It was designed as a longitudinal study
“in the strictest sense of the term” (G&pferich 2009, 26), understood by the
researchers as “investigations into the development of translation competence
analyzing the translation behavior (1) of the same subjects (2) at regular inter-
vals (3) over alonger period of time” (Gopferich and Jiaskeldinen 2009, 183).
Such an experimental design was necessary in order to fulfil one of the major
goals of the project, which was to investigate “the development of translation
competence in its continuity” (emphasis in the original) (Gépferich 2009, 26).

Gopferich (2008) proposed the translation competence model (TransComp,
Figure 7), which shares both similarities and differences with the PACTE
model. Both models locate the “strategic (sub-)competence” in the center of the
diagram, giving it more dominance and emphasizing its role in the acquisition
of translation competence.* Similarly, both PACTE and TransComp models
agree on the importance of the “psycho-physical disposition” (TransComp
model, Figure 7) or the “psycho-physiological components” (PACTE model,
Figure 6) in acquiring translation competence, namely “a critical spirit and
perseverance in solving translation problems may accelerate the development
of translation competence” (Gopferich 2009, 23). Importantly, both models
place the component at the foundation of their diagrams, but the TransComp
model adds two other building blocks to this foundation: (1) “translation
norms and assignments,” and (2) “the translator’s self-concept and professional
ethos.” Among other differential features, the TransComp model contains five
as opposed to PACTE’s four (sub-)competences, the additional one being “the
psycho-motor competence.” According to Gépferich (2009, 22), it includes
abilities required for reading and writing effectively, such as touch-typing skills.
The “tools and research competence” and “communicative competence in at
least 2 languages” in the TransComp model seem to be different from PACTE’s
respective “instrumental sub-competence” and “bilingual sub-competence” in
amerely terminological sense. The “domain competence” in the TransComp
modelis similar to PACTE’s “extra-linguistic sub-competence,” but it is perhaps
more translation-specific in that it integrates both general world knowledge and
specialized knowledge required to understand and convey the meaning of the
source text. Finally, the “translation routine activation competence” is unique
to the TransComp model, and it includes “the knowledge and the abilities to

45 One of the differential features is that the PACTE model (Fig. 6) refers to the elements of
the translation competence model as “sub-competences,” whereas the TransComp model (Fig. 7)
features them as separate “competences.” On the one hand, this might be merely a terminological
issue, but on the other hand, the TransComp model might in such a way give more power to
separate elements and emphasize the fact that they might be developing in a nonlinear fashion
for different individual reasons.
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Figure 7. TransComp translation competence model (adapted from Gopferich 2008,
155).
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recall and apply certain — mostly language-pair-specific - (standard) transfer
operations (or shifts) which frequently lead to acceptable target-language
equivalents” (Gopferich 2009, 22).
Some of the most notable empirical findings of the TransComp project
include:
- Throughout the experiment, translation trainees displayed non-strategic
behavior irrespective of the degree of translation training as opposed to
professional translators, whose decision-making was highly strategic.
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— By the fourth semester of translation training, students had fewer
comprehension problems, which might be explained by the increased
L2 competence.

- Asfor the variables of creativity and routine, trainees’ creativity levels
increased only after the fourth semester, which was also connected with
the decrease in routine behavior. Conversely, professional translators
used their “switch competence,” i.e. the combination of high creativity
levels and high routine levels.

- Intheir decision-making processes, professional translators invested less
cognitive effort and managed to produce more satisfactory decisions than
the translation trainees. However, the quality of high-effort decisions did
not differ considerably in translation students and professional translators,
which might indicate that the latter were still in the process of gaining
expertise in translation.

To sum up, the results showed that there was a certain stagnation in the trainees’
translation competence development from the first to the fourth semester of
their training, which Gopferich (2013) explained as “a shift in the allocation
of their cognitive resources that does not yet have an effect on the translation
quality of their output” (Gépferich 2013, 73). This suggests that the development
of translation competence is a dynamic and nonlinear process, which may be due
to the fact that “individual sub-competences may not develop at the same pace,
nor will they always develop in a linear manner” (Gopferich 2013, 62). Thus,
the longitudinal project of TransComp made a valuable contribution into the
understanding of the intermediate steps in the acquisition and development of
translation competence. The role of the translator’s personality, though generally
acknowledged, was not empirically investigated within the framework of the
project. This creates a gap in research that the present study will try to fill.

2.6.3. Munoz Martin’s situated construct of translation expertise

Placing particular emphasis on the need to study the cognitive behavior of
experts in translation, Mufioz Martin (2014b) proposed a multidimensional
construct of a situated translation and interpreting expertise (STIE). Inline
with Ericsson and Charness (1994, 731) and the advancements in expertise
research in cognitive psychology, Mufioz Martin (2014b, 3) defined an expert
as somebody who delivers “consistently superior performance on a specified
set of representative tasks for the domain,” and thus expertise as “the bulk of
cognitive resources and skills leading to that superior performance” (ibid.).
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Figure 8. Five dimensions of situated translation expertise adapted from Muioz
Martin (2014b, 18).
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In his proposal of the structure of the complex concept of translation
expertise (Figure 8), Muiioz Martin (2014b, 18) outlined five major dimen-
sions or “scopes into a complex behavior:” (1) knowledge (mainly declarative
knowledge that is related to long-term memory, which can be activated upon
request, depending on a given context); (2) adaptive psychophysiological
traits (e.g. multitasking in interpreting, touch-typing in translation; they
become “second nature” or “traits” with repeated exposure to specific tasks);
(3) problem-solving skills (both controlled and intuitive processes that
involve the analysis of a given situation, the generation and evaluation of
possible solutions); (4) regulatory skills as part of meta-cognition (described
as “conscious, intentional metacognitive monitoring and control activities”
(Mufioz Martin 2014b, 26) that in a sense correspond to the “strategic (sub-)
competence” in the PACTE and TransComp models); and (5) self-concept,
whose operational definition provisionally includes the interconnected
notions of self-awareness, situation awareness and self-efficacy.

The researcher went on to state that the notion of expertise is only a “re-
search artefact” (Mufioz Martin 2014b, 8), so explaining translation behavior
by means of expertise might appear futile. As a hypothetical construct, though,
it may be used to account for some of the differences in the data obtained from
subjects with different levels of experience in translation. Following Ericsson
and Lehmann (1996, 277), Mufioz Martin (2014b) considers expertise to
be “maximal adaptation to task constraints,” which only becomes relevant
if situated in a domain-specific task. Moreover, expertise is conditioned by
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the type of behavior it is related to. The scholar, thus, proposed a tentative
research-driven taxonomy of translation behaviors that consists of three
“minimal layers” (Mufioz Martin 2014b, 11): (1) translation task models
(e.g. sight translation, consecutive interpreting, written translation); (2)
component sub-tasks (e.g. drafting, self-revision, post-editing); and (3)
cognitive processes involved in the execution of certain translation tasks
and sub-tasks (e.g. memory, cognitive load). To get a clearer understanding
of each of these layers, it is important to analyze both process and product
data, which is the type of experimental design that the fourth generation of
TPRis particularly concerned with.

Allin all, the suggested taxonomy of translation behaviors may help to
fit different research projects in the complicated network of empirical stud-
ies within cognitive translatology (Mufioz Martin 2010). The relationship
between the different types of behavior and the psychological aspects of
the translator’s personality is one of the issues that remain to be empirically
explored.

2.7. Conclusions

Chapter 2 has shown that the translator’s personality may be one of the ele-
ments involved in the activation of a complex set of meta-cognitive processes
in the translator’s mind. An overview of the selected models of the translation
process has pointed to the prominent role of the “macrostrategic” (Hénig
1995) meta-cognitive operations of monitoring and evaluation in the translation
process, which have also been placed at the center of both the PACTE and
TransComp competence models in the form of a “strategic competence.”
On the one hand, monitoring and evaluation contribute to the translator’s
decision-making in the translation process. On the other hand, they are
directly related to the quality of the final translation output. Referring to
Muiioz Martin’s (2014b) “minimal layers,” it appears that the component
sub-task that may reflect the interplay of the two operations is self-revision, as it
incorporates decision-making and evaluation activities (“cognitive processes,”
Muiioz Martin 2014b) that contribute to the shaping of the final translation
product. Importantly, almost every empirical investigation into the translation
process placed particular emphasis on the process of self-revision, which was
found to be modified by the level of competence and experience in translation
(e.g. Jddskeldinen 1996; Jakobsen 2002; Immonen 2006) and subject to
considerable individual variations (e.g. Dragsted 2005; Carl and Jakobsen
2009; Carl et al. 2011). It was possible to reveal the extent of the individual
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variations using the method of keylogging, which will also be applied in the
present study.

The above discussion suggests that there may be room for the translator’s
personality characteristics in guiding the translator’s process of self-revision.
In addition, it may be worthwhile to look into the translator’s personality
traits as the factors that contribute to the development and acquisition of
translation competence and expertise. This type of research would be an
interdisciplinary endeavor belonging to the fourth phase of TPR, in which
personality psychology and translation process research are combined using
multi-method approaches. Thus, chapter 3 will narrow the focus of the book
to the discussion of self-revision as a product-shaping stage of the translation
process that might be potentially influenced by the translator’s personality-
related features.






Chapter 3
Self-revision as a product-shaping
stage of the translation process

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of the chapter is to provide arguments supporting the assumption
of the role that the individual personality-related characteristics play in the
process of self-revision. As a sub-task and a stage of the translation process,
self-revision involves constant monitoring and evaluation on the part of the
translator. Self-revision is, therefore, particularly related to the decision-
making processes in translation, and also contributes to the quality of the
final translation output. Thus, the discussion of the process of self-revision will
focus on its core cognitive components: decision-making and quality assurance,
and their potential links with the translator’s personality. The chapter begins
with the presentation of the concept of revision in writing research, which is
the point of departure for many empirical studies of self-revision in translation.
The chapter then introduces the concept of “self-revision” in the translation
process, and provides its working definition for use in the present research. In
this context, the relationship between self-revision and decision-making, as
well as self-revision and quality assurance is explained. The chapter unfolds
with an overview of studies into various aspects of self-revision within the
translation process research paradigm. Next, the process of self-revision is
discussed in relation to translator profiling. The chapter ends with a summary
of the main findings connected with the translator’s self-revision process and
their relevance to the present research proposal.

3.2. The concept of revision in writing process research

Similar to the two major orientations or objects of research in Translation
Studies, writing research was primarily involved in studying the products
(i.e. written texts) until the shift of focus in the 1970s towards the process
of writing (Fitzgerald 1987, 482), in particular its cognitive aspects. The
concept of revision as an integral part of the writing process has also been
defined with regard to the product and process orientations, the former viewed
as any traceable corrections introduced into the text (“external revision,”
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Murray 1978, 91), and the latter as the mental operations involved in the
problem-solving activity of revising the text (“internal revision,” ibid.). In the
most recent studies, however, researchers seem to have come to a consensus
about the importance of combining the two perspectives in order to receive
a fuller understanding of what revision entails.

While the need for the integration of the product and process perspectives
was established on the conceptual level, the writing researchers still strug-
gled with the terminological distinction between the mental and text-based
revision-related operations. For instance, Hayes and Flower (1983) introduced
the term “reviewing” to address “the act of evaluating either what has been
written or what has been planned” (Hayes and Flower 1983, 209), and sug-
gested that revisions appear as a result of the reviewing process which is
mediated by reading and editing. Hayes and Flower (1983) suggested that
the writing process consists of the dynamic and nonlinear stages of planning,
translating —i.e. verbalizing ideas — and reviewing, all of which are controlled
by the monitor function that supervises the efficient switch between the stages.
Hayes (1996) reinterpreted the earlier writing model and outlined three
" “reflection”
and “text production,” whereby “reflection” largely performed the former

cognitive processes involved in writing — “text interpretation,

“reviewing” function. Adding to the terminological confusion, Scardamalia
and Bereiter (1986) referred to “reprocessing” as everything that goes on in the
writer’s mind, and revision as a special example of reprocessing, implemented
in a given text. Regardless of the nature of the relationships between the
internal and external revision, the scholars seem to agree on the fact that
it is a cognitively complex activity that allows for recursiveness, i.e. writers
can activate different sub-processes such as text production or editing on
demand, switching smoothly from one to the other.

Another feature shared by different approaches is the origin of revisions
in writing, which are believed to stem from the discrepancies between the
pre-planned and the actually written text. Fitzgerald (1987, 484) identified
three major steps in the trajectory of how a writer proceeds from identifying
the discrepancies to actually introducing corrections into the text:

(1) Theidentification of discrepancies between the intended and instantiated
text, whereby the knowledge of what the “good writing” means, the
ability to recall and activate relevant knowledge, and the ability to take
the reader’s perspective are important;

(2) Diagnosing the problem and determining the type of remedy to be
introduced;

(3) Introducing the necessary changes with a view to improving the quality
of the text.
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Thus, Fitzgerald’s (1987) three stages of the process of revision point to
the writer’s engagement in the decision-making activity (stages 1 and 2),
which is largely determined by the individually assumed quality standards
(stage 3). Alamargot and Chanquoy (2001) proposed to reinforce the function
of revision, which consists not only in checking and improving the texts, but
also in the writer’s need to create certain “mental representation(s) during
the writing activity” (Alamargot and Chanquoy 2001, 100). In other words,
writers should, on the one hand, decide on their own quality standards,
and, on the other hand, develop a critical spirit that is able to ensure that the
standards are actually met. Thus, engaging in revision processes may help
writers to become more confident in the quality of their outputs.

The observation leads the discussion to consider Scardamalia and Bereiter’s
(1983) educational view of revision. According to it, revision is a self-regulatory
process that proceeds in the cycles of the mental procedures of “compare,”
“diagnose” and “operate” (commonly referred to in writing research by the
acronym C.D.0.), which happen recursively during the writing process. Ac-
cording to the authors, the C.D.O. is activated once there is a conflict between
the initially planned and the actually written text (cf. Fitzgerald 1987). Refer-
ring to the previously discussed concepts of internal and external revisions,
the C.D.O. integrates both, with the first two sub-processes being evaluative
(“compare” and “diagnose”) and primarily internal, and the “operate” activity
consisting in the choice of tactics and its implementation, i.e. external revision.
The advantage of the C.D.O. procedure lies in the fact that there is empirical
evidence supporting its effectiveness. Scardamalia and Bereiter (1983) asked
a group of schoolchildren to apply the C.D.O. technique after each sentence
in their writing assignment and the results showed that children revised more
systematically, but the quality of their output was not influenced. The C.D.O.
technique may thus be considered a valid descriptive and didactic framework
for practicing revision systematically as a part of the writing process.

From the perspective of cognitive science, Hayes et al. (1987) proposed the
most comprehensive procedural model of revision in writing to date (Figure 9).

The authors believed that revision appears as a result of the interplay of the

» «

highly controlled cognitive processes of “evaluation,” “choice of strategy” and
“execution” (which roughly correspond to Fitzgerald’s (1987) revision stages,
and Scardamalia and Bereiter’s (1983) C.D.O. technique), and knowledge
stored in the writer’s long-term memory. Importantly, knowledge in the
model is both declarative (domain knowledge, familiarity with the text
genre, linguistic and pragmatic knowledge) and procedural (knowledge
of the possible remedial tactics). Hayes et al. (1987) therefore showed that

revision is a cognitively challenging and complex process realized in a series
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Figure 9. Cognitive model of revision adapted from Hayes et al. (1987, 185).
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of interdependent operations. Alamargot and Chanquoy (2001) summarized
the model in relation to its predecessors, and revisited the definition of revision
to include the existing theoretical and practical findings:

The revisions applied to the text are therefore the concrete result of a
very complex internal activity, in which many decision-making stages
are involved, which possibly result in a written correction. Thus, the
revision appears as a largely strategic activity (and therefore conscious,
not automatized), necessitating from the reviser to operate some choices
through his/her available knowledge, to make use of a certain number of
very strategic options, while looking at the mental representations of the
task. The revision could then be qualified as “a decisional activity that is
controlled at a metacognitive level” [emphasis in the original]. (Piolat 1990,
186, translated by and quoted in Alamargot and Chanquoy 2001, 110)
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Figure 10. Faigley and Witte's (1981) taxonomy of revisions adapted from Alamargot
and Chanquoy (2001, 101).
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Formal changes (conventional editing Meaning preserving changes (paraphrases)
revisions)
Spelling Addition
Tense Deletion
Number and modality Substitution
Abbreviation Permutation
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SEMANTIC REVISIONS
Microstructural changes (minor revisions) Macrostructural changes (major revisions)
Addition Addition
Deletion Deletion
Substitution Substitution
Permutation Permutation
Distribution Distribution
Consolidation Consolidation

Alamargot and Chanquoy (2001), however, referred to Hayes (1996), who
suggested that personality, motivation and affective factors such as individual
differences and emotions, as well as external situational factors, might have
an influence on the choice of the revision behavior. Still, more research is
needed in order to test the claim.

The internal cognitive processes are difficult to capture, but the external
revisions are traceable in the writing process. Several classifications of external
revisions have been proposed. Hayes et al. (1987) differentiated between
different types of revisions as based on the following criteria: (1) the kind
of revision operation (e.g. additional, deletion, substitution); (2) the level of
the text where revision takes place (text surface, i.e. mechanical corrections,
and text depth, i.e. semantic modifications); (3) the place of revision in the
writing process (e.g. planning, drafting); and (4) the position of revision in
the text (at the beginning, at the end, in the middle).

Chanquoy (1997) proposed a more general framework for the analysis of
revisions by dividing them into “surface revisions” and “deep” or “semantic
revisions.” The former comprised spelling and other low-level corrections,
and the latter referred to the modifications on higher linguistic levels of word,
clause, sentence and text. The classic and by far the most detailed taxonomy
of revisions can be attributed to Faigley and Witte (1981), who accounted for
both micro- and macro-level corrections in their classification (Figure 10).

In the model, surface revisions are considered to be superficial modifica-
tions that include formal changes (e.g. spelling, morphological corrections)
and meaning-preserving changes with six possible revision operations.
Semantic revisions are those that modify and change the meaning and
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eventually the initial function of the text. The model has been adapted and
applied to meet the needs of the present study, and it will receive more detailed
coverage later in the book.

In view of this classification and the above theoretical discussion, Alamar-
got and Chanquoy (2001, 118) suggested that the surface revisions potentially
require less cognitive effort and can therefore appear without interrupting the
production flow, whereas semantic revisions activate more cognitive resources
and therefore either interfere in the writing process or take place mostly at
the final revision stage once the first draft has been finished. In support of
the claim, Chanquoy (1997) found that revisions introduced while drafting
were mostly surface corrections, and those that appeared at the post-drafting
stage were mostly meaning modifications. In the distribution of cognitive
resources, writing and translation processes are similar, so the statement
might also be relevant for the discussion of the results of the present study.

Although scarce, attempts have been made to empirically investigate the
sub-processes of revision in order to determine the behaviors that lead to
high-quality writing. In particular, revision has been studied in relation to the
writer’s individual expectations, the quantitative (number of revisions) and
qualitative (type of revisions) characteristics, and the writer’s competence
levels. Barlett (1982) found that schoolchildren diagnosed problems and
corrected the texts written by their peers more considerably than those written
by themselves, whereas Bracewell et al. (1979) in a similar study showed that
it was mostly spelling mistakes that accounted for the difference between
the self- and other-revision.*¢

Several groups of scholars found that the number of revisions correlates with
the age and the level of competence in writing. In particular, more competent
and older writers displayed the tendency to introduce a lot more revisions
than less competent and younger writers (Faigley and Witte 1981; Maynor
1982; Scardamalia and Bereiter 1986), although individual variations were
reported.

A series of empirical investigations showed that age and level of competence
correlate with the type of changes, i.e. more competent and older writers
concentrated more on semantic, syntactic and content-based corrections,
whereas less competent writers focused more on spelling and other lower-level
errors (Faigley and Witte 1981; Ash 1983; Levin et al. 1985, etc.). Evidence
also suggests that more competent writers produced more revisions while

46 Intranslation process research, a similar observation was made by Hansen (2008) who claimed
that translators often seem to “fall in love” with their translations, which might eventually hinder
the activation of the self-monitoring activities important for successful translation performance.
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writing the first draft than after it has been completed (Bridwell 1980; Faigley
and Witte 1981), although some contradicting findings and high individual
variations were reported as well (Faigley and Witte 1981; Fitzgerald and
Markham 1987). Another interesting finding was discovered by Butler-Nalin
(1984), who claimed that there might be an effect of the text genre on the
number of revisions. In the study, a group of advanced students introduced
more corrections when writing on topics that involved analytical processing
(e.g. reviews) than those that required mere reporting of facts (e.g. news
stories). The finding, however, requires further research.

Probably the most obvious function of revision (in the integrated process
and product sense) is to improve the quality of the final output. Fitzgerald
(1987) found that higher writing quality is positively related to the number
of revisions in competent writers, and negatively related or unrelated in
incompetent writers. Moreover, skilled writers whose writing outputs scored
highly for quality tended to have more varied types of revisions (e.g. more
semantic and content-based revisions). When both findings are considered,
it might appear that “the critical aspect of revision with regard to quality is
not merely how much is done or how many revisions are made, but what is
done and which revisions are made” (Fitzgerald 1987,497). The conclusion is
another proofin favor of combining the quantitative (e.g. number of correc-
tions) and qualitative (e.g. type of corrections) aspects of revision behaviors.

Apart from the benefits that revision brings to the quality of the final output
of the writing process, it also seems to have valuable pedagogical implications
(cf. Alamargot and Chanquoy 2001). In particular, the internal “Socratic-like
dialogue” (Vosniadou and Brewer 1987) involved in revision appears to
contribute to the writer’s self-awareness and knowledge (Fitzgerald 1987,
499), which simultaneously relate to an increased level of writing competence
and expertise. All of these findings seem to relate to the views on self-revision
expressed in translation process research that will be discussed in the next
section, and are particularly relevant to the present study.

3.3. The concept of self-revision in translation process
research

Much like the concept of revision in writing process research, its counterpart
in translation process research is characterized by terminological confusion
and a variety of interpretations (cf. Robert 2008). Unlike in writing process
research, though, the confusion does not seem to stem from the multiple
labels of conceptually similar phenomena, but from the complex nature of
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revision behaviors discussed in professional translation settings on the one
hand, and academic research on the other.

With regard to professional terminology, the currently binding Interna-
tional Quality Standard for Language Service Providers, ISO 17100,*” which
came into force in November 2015, refers to four different revision-related

“revision,” “review” and “proofreading.” Of the four
services, only the first one (“checking”) is provided by the translator, and is

activities, i.e. “checking,

largely similar to the revision activities employed in writing and discussed
above. The other two functions, “revision” and “review,” differ in terms of
the examination procedure and the type of specialist who performs it. In
particular, “revision” involves the bilingual editing of the target text against
the source text done by the other linguist (not the translator), and “review”
consists in the monolingual editing of the target text with a special focus
on its suitability for the intended purpose, which is usually performed by a
domain specialist. “Proofreading” is the final step in the translation service
cycle usually made by the specialist whose task is to examine the revised text
and ensure that all the necessary corrections have been introduced before
printing. Allin all, the Standard suggests that in order to optimize work on
a particular translation assignment, there should be three other specialists
who engage in revision-related activities apart from the translator.

The different roles discussed above allow for the distribution of cognitive
load and professional responsibility, the greatest part of which rests on the
translator at the beginning of the translation cycle, i.e. during the “checking”
phase. In addition, the above revision roles contribute to translation quality
assurance, as was also demonstrated in the synonymous use of “revision”
and “quality control” by Gouadec (2007) and Mossop (2014) in their books
devoted to the practical aspects of the translation profession. Thus, revision
in translation practice serves to optimize the decision-making process and
improve the final quality of translations.

In his pioneering research into revision practices in translation, Mos-
sop (1982, 6) proposed to differentiate between revision-related activities
performed by translators themselves and those done by other specialists.
The researcher suggested referring to the translator’s editing process as
“self-revision” (“checking” in ISO 17100), and to that of the other experts as
“other-revision” (“revision,” “review” and “proofreading” in ISO 17100). As
the present study aims to identify the role of the translator’s personality in
the process of translation, further discussion will concentrate on the process
of self-revision only.

47 Official webpage of the Standard: https://www.iso.org/standard/59149.html.
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Mossop (2007, 109) defined “self-revision” as “that function of professional
translators in which they identify features of the draft translation that fall short
of what is acceptable and make appropriate corrections and improvements.”
The issue of “acceptability” in translation is mediated by a number of factors,
among which are the translation brief, the formal and stylistic requirements
of the source text, the target language material, the translator’s own quality
standards, etc. Toury (1995b, 216) claimed that translators impose individual
norms and quality standards on themselves in their translation practice,
and self-revision occurs once “translators do not attain a result which they
are willing to accept (under the norms they have subjected themselves to).”

Due to the translators’ struggle between the external and internal quality
standards that guide their decision-making process, Toury (1995b) argued
that such a cognitively complex activity could not happen “in one fell swoop,
but rather in a series of shorter moves” (emphasis in the original) (Toury
1995b, 216). Similar to the distinction between the internal (happening
in the mind) and external (modifications traceable in the text) revisions in
writing research, Toury further distinguished between the “moves” made in
the mental space and studied through TAPs (“internal negotiation,” Toury
1995b, 218), and those that are “committed to paper” (emphasis in the original)
(ibid.). In a similar vein, Mossop (1982) differentiated between “mental
editing” and corrections traceable in the text. He also noticed that a certain
amount of revision, either mental or text-bound, can be done while drafting
the translation, and some of the changes may appear at the “post-drafting”
stage, after the first version of the translation has been finished:

Changes can be made in a drafted sentence just after it is written down.
Indeed, we all probably do a certain amount of mental “editing” before
we write down a first draft. And theoretically, I suppose there is no limit
to this. That is, it is conceivable that some people might have the mental
ability to carry out the whole revision procedure either in their heads before
they have written anything down, or else just after they have composed
the draft of a sentence. In this case, no distinct revision stage would be
required. The translator would sense what the finished text would read
like while composing it. But this ability, if it exists, is probably very rare.
(Mossop 1982, 6)

In his meta-analysis of the recent research into self-revision in translation,
Mossop (2007, 19) again referred to the kind of “ability” mentioned in the
quote above and argued that the translator’s choice of different revision
behaviors may well depend on the translator’s own preferences, or “individual
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psychology.” Indeed, the self-revision behavior has many times been found
to form part of the translators’ “idiosyncratic regularities” (Mufioz Martin
2014b, 59) or “translation profiles” that are habitually displayed across differ-
ent translation situations. As the idea is particularly relevant for the present
research, it will be referred to in detail later in the chapter.

Toury (1995b) paid particular attention to the role of text-bound revisions
introduced while drafting as the “intermediate stops along the way” (Toury
1995b, 216) that might be helpful in reconstructing the act of translation
through “archaeological excavations” (ibid.). In the analysis proposal, Toury
(1995b, 218) used six alternative terms to refer to those “constitutive layers
of the translation act” (ibid.), namely “interim/tentative solutions/versions/
alternatives/replacements/outputs.” He also observed that translation
proceeds in the dominant direction, which is “generally forward-bound,”
i.e. a translator mostly moves towards the end of the text rather than goes
back in translation. Yet Toury (1995b) argued that it does not follow a linear
progression (cf. Lorscher 1991), but may rather be characterized by the “loops
of various sizes: going back part of the way in order to resume the forward
movement from another point” (Toury 1995b, 225). This was an important
observation, which was taken up in the next generation of empirical insights
into the translation process on the whole and self-revision in particular.

While the study of “mental editing” with TAPs did not prove as effective
as expected (cf. Jakobsen 2003), the investigation of corrections “committed
to paper” (Toury 1995b, 218), or rather to the keyboard, seemed attainable
with the advancement of keylogging. In particular, the Translog program
(Jakobsen and Schou 1999) enabled Jakobsen (2002) to trace the “interim
versions” as they took shape in real time, and propose the terms “online
revisions” to refer to modifications introduced while preparing the first full
draft of the translation, and “end revisions” to those implemented after the
first draft has been completed (Jakobsen 2002, 193).48

Among the avenues that Mossop (2007, 18) encourages researchers to
investigate empirically is the issue of why translators overlook certain types
of errors, and suggests that it may be worth looking into the translator’s
self-concept (cf. Kiraly 1995) in relation to self-revision. In particular, Mossop
(ibid.) believes that some translators may be better at identifying micro
errors (e.g. typos), and others macro errors (e.g. semantic incongruences).

48 Jakobsen (2002, 193) divided the transition process into the “orientation,” “drafting” and
“end revision” stages, and Mossop (2014, 167) used the terms “pre-drafting,” “drafting” and
“post-drafting” stages. To avoid repetitions of the word “drafting” in the analysis part, the present
study adopts Jakobsen’s (2002) terminology.



SELF-REVISION AS A PRODUCT-SHAPING STAGE OF THE TRANSLATION PROCESS 17

Based on his experience as a teacher of translation, Mossop (ibid.) stated
that some translators make certain types of corrections (e.g. typographical,
morphological, and other lower-level modifications) during the drafting stage,
and others during the end revision stage (e.g. lexical, syntactic, stylistic, or
other higher-level adjustments). He also predicts that correlating the type
of revisions done during different stages of the translation process with the
quality of the final output may “bring insightful results” (Mossop 2007, 19).

The above discussion of different aspects of the concepts of revision in
writing process research and self-revision in translation process research lead
to the formulation of the complex working definition of “self-revision” that
will be used in the present study:

Self-revision is a decision-making and quality-assuring activity performed
by a translator, and it may be influenced by the translator’s personality
characteristics.

The definition implies that self-revision functions as a bridge between the
translation process (as a decisional activity, cf. Piolat 1990) and product (asa
quality-assuring activity). Moreover, the translator’s personality features may
impact, for instance, the sequences of decisional actions (e.g. some translators
prefer revising while drafting, and others during the end revision stage) in the
translators’ process of self-revision. In addition, personality traits (forming
part of the “psycho-physiological components” in the PACTE model) may
be related to the individual quality standards that may eventually influence
the quality of the final translation outputs (cf. PACTE 2011, 339).

The ways to operationalize text-bound self-revision in empirical research
may be presented in the form of answers to the following research questions:
(1) Why does self-revision occur? (2) How does self-revision occur? (3)
When does self-revision occur? (4) What type of self-revision occurs? The
section continues with an overview of contributions devoted to these areas,
offers possible implications of their findings and relates them to the aims of
the present research.

3.3.1. Why does self-revision occur?

While revisions in the writing process are believed to appear as a result of
discrepancies between the intended and instantiated text, in the translation
process they may stem from the incongruences between the source and the
target text, and be moderated by a number of other factors, among them the
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translator’s individual quality standards (Toury 1995b; Mossop 1982,2007).
Shih (2015) used the introspective method in her qualitative case study,
in which the end revision processes of two young professional translators
were analyzed. The participants produced more comments evaluating their
tentative decisions than those related to problem recognition, which prompted
Shih (2015, 85) to suggest that the translators have their own internalized
“appropriateness thresholds” for decision-making in translation.

Trying to explain the nature of self-revisions from the meta-cognitive
perspective, Tirkkonen-Condit (2005) in her “monitor model” of the
translation process followed Ivir (1981) and Toury (1995b) by arguing that
revisions could be the traces of the translator’s self-monitoring ability, or the
“monitor function,” which generates “conscious decision-making to solve the
problem” (Tirkkonen-Condit 2005, 408), caused by the interruption of the
“default literal translation” procedure. The other empirical insights attempted
to explain the nature of self-revision by means of the translator’s cognitive
adaptation behavior (Buchweitz and Alves 2006), the traces of uncertainty
management (Angelone 2010), and the degree of cognitive effort (Dragsted
2012) involved in translation.

Buchweitz and Alves (2006) conducted a methodologically complex
empirical study combining keylogging, retrospective protocols and screen
recording in order to investigate the cause of recursiveness in the transla-
tion process. Buchweitz and Alves (2006) defined recursiveness in line with
cognitive studies into text production as the translator’s tendency to move
around the text back and forth as it unfolds and produce “revision keystrokes”
(Jakobsen 2003) where necessary (cf. “non-linear translation progression,”
Toury 1995b). According to Jakobsen (2003), the number of “revision
keystrokes” reflects global self-revision patterns displayed during both the
drafting and end revision stages. In their study, Buchweitz and Alves (2006)
measured recursiveness by means of Jakobsen’s (2003, 82) formula for the
calculation of “revision keystrokes” per 100 keys logged: the total number
of revision keys (text elimination statistics in Translog, mouse and cursor
movements) divided by the total keystrokes and multiplied by 100. To better
illustrate the concept of recursiveness in the translation process, Buchweitz
and Alves (2006) compared it to a spindle, or a spinning frame:

The spindle is used to twist into thread the rough fibres from a mass of wool,
and though it is a very repetitive process, after a while, from a mass of fiber,
a tightly spun thread of wool is created. Recursiveness can be just that.
It may appear that the writer is stuck in one segment of the text or going
back several times to different parts of the text, but sometimes it actually
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represents the writer’s concern with (and ability of) putting together a
tightly-woven text. (Buchweitz and Alves 2006, 246)

Trying to “untangle” the “tightly-woven” translation process, Buchweitz and
Alves (2006) considered the following variables: the number of revision
keystrokes, the total number of pauses, and the number of translation units.
The translation units were understood in line with Alves et al. (2000) to be
the markers of cognitive rhythm in that they reflect the cases of uninterrupted
processing between longer pauses (a five-second threshold was adopted for
the study). The experiment was conducted on a sample of 10 participants
with different levels of experience in freelance translation. The task was
to translate 100-150-word fragments of journalistic articles from English
(the participants’ L2) into Portuguese (their L1) and vice versa. Retrospec-
tive protocols followed the translation task. The findings revealed that the
translation into the participants’ L2 was more time-consuming and broke
down the translation process into more translation units, but higher revision
rates were only identified in a group of more experienced informants in the
L2 translation task. Considering this, Buchweitz and Alves (2006) concluded
that recursiveness as a measure of the translator’s self-revision process occurs
as a result of the translator’s degree of cognitive adaptation to the increasing
difficulty of the translation task.

Angelone (2010, 18) in his study into the translator’s uncertainty man-
agement strategies argued that translators engage in certain “diagnostic
behaviors” such as revisions, cursor movements, deletions, and pauses
whenever a translation problem occurs. According to Angelone (2010), a
translation problem may be related to comprehension, transfer or production
processes, and is associated with a kind of deficiency in the translator’s cogni-
tive resources when dealing with a certain textual property at a given level
(e.g. aword, a collocation, a syntactic structure). The translator’s temporal
inability to deal with any of the problems was defined as a state of “cognitive
indecision” or “uncertainty” (Angelone 2010, 18), marked by a range of
behavioral characteristics that Angelone (2010) sought to investigate. To
achieve this, one professional translator and three translation students took
part in the study in which the methods of TAPs and screen-recording were
used. The participants were asked to verbalize their translation processes
while translating a S0-word excerpt from a travel guide. Angelone (2010)
examined the variations at the textual (e.g. lexical, syntactical) and behavioral
(problem recognition, solution proposal and evaluation) levels, and the locus
of translation activity (comprehension, transfer and production). The data
analysis suggested that the professional’s meta-cognitive activities were more
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organized with some clearly identifiable sequences of problem recognition,
solution proposal and evaluation,*® and a high percentage of problem recogni-
tion strategies. Translation students displayed more disrupted bundles of
meta-cognitive behaviors, and a high concern for solution evaluation, even
when the problem has not been successfully recognized. In conclusion,
Angelone (2010) argued that there was an expertise effect on the degree and
the kind of meta-cognitive strategies involved in the translators’ uncertainty
management. The conclusion, though, needs to be supported by further
empirical insights using keylogging and eye-tracking, as the introspective
method might be insufficient to conclude on the issue. Notably, the think-
aloud protocols did not reveal any significant findings with regard to the
solution proposal strategies, which might be better captured and analyzed
with the keylogging method, which the present study aims to undertake.
Similar to the complex triadic concept of “cognitive translation units”
discussed by Angelone (2010), Dragsted (2012) referred to self-revisions as
the indicators of cognitive effort in translation. Dragsted (2012) focused on
the issue of problem-solving in translation, and hoped to correlate the product-
(variations in the target text) and process-based (keylogging and eye-tracking
data) indicators of difficulty (i.e. problem-solving) that would reflect the degree
of cognitive effort involved. The experiment was conducted on a group of eight
translation students at the Copenhagen Business School with Danish as their
L1 and English as their L2. All participants had to translate the same 100-word
text from English into Danish. The data were gathered using the keylogging
and eye-tracking methods, and analyzed statistically in the R environment. The
following variables were considered: (1) target text variation (three high varia-
tion words were selected for the analysis with five to eight variations per eight
participants); (2) target text modifications (both online and end revisions); (3)
gaze time; (4) eye-movement regressions and re-fixations; and (5) pause length.
Strong correlations were found between the product-based variable (target text
variations) and all other process-based variables except for the number of target
text modifications. Dragsted (2012) explained the finding by suggesting that
the consideration of different intermediate versions might not necessarily be
reflected in the translator’s typing activity, but take place in his/her mind, “the
problem space” (Dragsted 2012, 95). On the other hand, Buchweitz and Alves’
(2006) idea of cognitive adaptation to the task difficulty, which was reflected in
the higher recursiveness rates in more experienced translators, indicates that
there may be an expertise effect together with the individual variations in the

49  Angelone (2010) referred to problem recognition, solution proposal and evaluation as “cognitive
translation units.”



SELF-REVISION AS A PRODUCT-SHAPING STAGE OF THE TRANSLATION PROCESS 121

patterns of self-revision behavior (e.g. more experienced translators may be
more willing to release their short-term memory capacities by testing different
tentative solutions in the written form, cf. Englund-Dimitrova 2005).

To sum up, the selected empirical studies have shown that self-revision
may not only occur as a result of the discrepancies between the externally and
internally imposed translation norms and quality standards, but also because
of the higher-rank meta-cognitive processes, such as cognitive adaptation to
the translation task difficulty, uncertainty management, and cognitive effort
invested in decisional activities when dealing with a translation problem.
On identifying the possible causes of self-revision in translation, the chapter
proceeds with an overview of studies into how translators revise.

3.3.2. How does self-revision occur?

The issue of how translators revise their own works is primarily a matter of

practice and individual working routine, but there have been attempts to

arrange the list of self-revision practices into the series of self-administered
and self-paced “steps” (Mossop 1982, 6), “quality control checks” (Gouadec

2007, 74), or “tasks” (Mossop 2014, 183). Mossop (1982, 6) summarized the

self-revision practices into the following three-step procedure:

(1) Step 1: read a couple of paragraphs of the target text without looking at
the source text. According to Mossop (1982), this step is important for
the identification of the stylistic and linguistic flaws of the translation,
and for making the translation sound more natural to the target reader.

(2) Step2:readasentence or so of the target text and compare it to the source
text. This step helps to determine whether any omissions or mistranslations
have been made and introduce the respective amendments to the target
text. At this point it is important to switch between Steps 2 and 1 in order
to ensure that all the newly introduced revisions fit smoothly into the flow
of the text (in terms of morphology, grammar, punctuation, etc.), and
the terminology and language are appropriate. The whole of the drafting
stage is characterized by the constant switch between Steps 1 and 2.

(3) Step 3: go back to the unresolved problems, prioritize them and choose
the appropriate remedial strategies.

To effectively deal with the unresolved items, Mossop (1982) suggests consid-
ering six basic strategies: (1) do more research (time-consuming, so it should
be applied to the higher-priority problems); (2) omit (whenever a concept is
unimportant); (3) invent (refers to the cases when no “official” term exists
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in the target language; sometimes a footnote with detailed explanations can
be useful); (4) fudge (in case of hesitations as to the appropriateness of the
expression, or if more than one option is possible, it is advisable to choose one
and, if necessary, explain the other(s) in a footnote); (S) question mark (only
to be resorted to in extreme cases of indecision); (6) correct source text (if
the author has made a mistake which may affect the reader’s reception of the

target text, it is sometimes advisable to amend and explain the mistake in a

footnote). Mossop (1982) pointed out that the distribution of steps across the

drafting and end revision stages is an individual matter and no rigid sequence
of procedures could possibly be imposed upon the translators.

Adopting a more qualitative stance on the self-revision procedures,
Gouadec (2007, 74) proposed to differentiate between the types of “quality
control checks” that a translator has to perform:

—  Material quality checks (making sure that no omissions have taken place
and all formal specifications have been adhered to);

- Language, style and register quality checks (checking for the appropriate-
ness of use and homogeneity of language and style);

—  Technical-factual-semantic quality checks (checking for the adequacy
of the factual information rendered);

—  Transfer quality checks (checking whether all the relevant and significant
source text elements have been preserved in the translation in compliance
with professional standards and the client’s specifications);

- Homogeneity and consistency checks (harmonization) (checking for
the full homogeneity of phraseology, terminology, style and register of
the target text).

Similar to Mossop (1982), Gouadec (2007) left the arrangement of the “quality
checks” to the individual translator.

In a more recent publication devoted to the practical issues of revising and
editing for translators, Mossop (2014) suggested that translators differ in the
way they integrate their self-revision practices into the phases of pre-drafting,
drafting and post-drafting in their translation processes. What follows are
the five tasks that the translators interchangeably engage in while translating
(Mossop 2014, 183):

— Interpreting the source text;

- Composing the target text;

— Doing the research required for the previous two tasks;

- Checking the draft translation for mistakes and correcting them;

- Reviewing the translation taking into account the implications of the
brief and the reception of the intended users.
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Mossop (2014, 183) referred to the distribution of tasks over the phases as a
translation strategy, and believed that translators differ in the strategies they
adopt for routine tasks. However, the translators’ routine behavior may be
also be subject to change depending on the difficulty of the translation task,
the deadlines imposed, the translator’s level of knowledge of the topic, etc.
Mossop (2014) distinguished between two types of strategies: source text
comprehension strategies and translation production strategies. As regards the
former, some translators may prefer reading the source text and conducting
the necessary research before drafting the translation, while others may be
more willing to take only a quick glance at the source text and immediately
start composing the translation, leaving most of the research and major
amendments for the post-drafting stage (or “end revision,” Jakobsen 2002).

To describe the translation production strategies, Mossop (2014, 183)
adapted Chandler’s (1993) writing styles or “default approaches” metaphori-
cally denoting the Architect, the Steamroller, and the Oil-Painter profiles.
According to the typology, Architects do a lot of mental planning before
deciding on the final version of translation. Conversely, Steamrollers tend
to write down the translation immediately after reading the source text unit
without giving it a second thought, and proceed to the next one. The difference
between Steamrollers and Oil-Painters lies in fact that the latter “translate-
by-revising” (Mossop 2014, 184), i.e. they jot down their tentative versions
and revise them before proceeding to the next unit. Thus, Architects with
their mental planning and Oil-Painters with their “translation-by-revising”
tend to produce fairly ready translation outputs by the end of the drafting
phase, whereas Steamrollers usually have an extended end revision phase
following the first draft. Mossop (2014, 185) admits, though, that during the
end revision stage the translators (especially Architects and Oil-Painters) may
want to introduce a different type of changes, as they “get a more synoptic
view of the text, and certain macro-level problems that were not evident when
focusing on individual sentences may be identified as needing revision.” The
role of self-revision strategies in building translator profiles will be discussed
later in the chapter due to its relevance to the present study.

The statement brings the discussion to the type of changes that translators
make during different stages of the translation process. Mossop (2014) believed
that some translators focus on drafting the translation quickly, and only amend
the language parameters, spending most of the end revision time on bringing
the target text into agreement with the source text. Other translators tend to
focus on the transfer elements while drafting the translation, leaving the micro
changes for the end revision phase. Mossop (2014) advised translators to try out
different self-revision procedures in order to work out the optimal approach.
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The characteristic feature of the self-revision strategy employed by Oil-
Painters is the “backtracking behavior,” which involves correcting a previously
written portion of the target text under the influence of the further reading
of the source text. The alternative term referring to the type of behavior is
“recursiveness,” which was addressed in the study by Buchweitz and Alves
(2006) and discussed in the previous subsection. While Buchweitz and Alves
(2006) were interested in providing an explanation for the translator’s recursive
behavior, Ferreira (2014) wanted to investigate whether the translation direc-
tion and the text type would affect the translator’s recursiveness patterns (cf.
Mossop 2014, 183). The additional question posed in the study concerned
the type of modifications introduced by the translators (lexical and syntactic
changes or typographical corrections). The participants were eight professional
translators with Brazilian Portuguese (L1) and English (L2) as their working
languages and a minimum of six years of experience in translation (both L1
and L2 translation). The experiment was conducted in two sessions (and two
conditions, respectively) that differed in the type of texts that translators
were to translate. In Session 1 the two texts were on similar topics, therefore
a stronger facilitation effect was expected, and in Session 2 the texts were on
different topics, which was supposed to trigger stronger directionality effect.
The texts were counterbalanced in both conditions. The researcher expected
to observe more recursive movements in the texts on the same topics than
on different topics due to the facilitation effect. The second hypothesis was
sought to corroborate Buchweitz and Alves’ (2006) findings in that more
recursive movements were supposed to be found in L2 translation in the second
condition. As regards the type of modifications, which were traced with both
the keylogging program (Translog) and the retrospective protocols, Ferreira
(2014) expected that the facilitation effect would have an impact on the number
oflexical and syntactic modifications and spontaneous solutions in the second
text in Session 1. In the second condition, Ferreira (2014) hypothesized that
more lexical and syntactic problems and spontaneous solutions would be found
in L2 translation. Recursive movements comprised the backspace and delete
keystrokes, as well as navigation (mouse and cursor) movements recorded by
Translog. Only the movements that lead to revisions of the target text (either
typographical corrections or lexical and syntactic modifications) were included
in the statistical analyses, whereas all the other recursive movements classified
as “false” were not considered at the analysis stage. The results revealed that
the participants indeed made more recursive movements when dealing with
the texts on the same topic irrespective of directionality, which may be due
to the facilitation effect. When the total number of recursive movements
was considered, higher rates were found in L1 than in L2 translation, which
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suggests that the participants may have been more critical towards their L1
(Ferreira 2014, 119). In the second condition (with the texts on different
topics), though, more recursiveness movements were found in L2 translation,
which supports Buchweitz and Alves’ (2006) idea of cognitive adaptation to
the difficulty of the task. Correlation analyses showed that the participants
displayed different recursiveness patterns when dealing with the same topics,
and similar patterns when translating the texts on different topics, which hints
at the idea that “recursiveness is indeed related to the individual characteristics
of the translators” (Ferreira 2014, 118). With regard to the type of modifications,
more verbalizations related to lexical and syntactic changes were articulated
in L1 translation in the first condition, and the opposite effect was observed
in the second condition, which might support the effect of directionality on
the increasing cognitive load in L2 translation. In conclusion, the empirical
study reported by Ferreira’s (2014) supported Mossop’s (2014) ideas about
the potential effect of the level of the translator’s familiarity with the text
type and the effects of directionality on the self-revision behavior, with some
interesting implications related to the similarities of revision patterns in the
condition where different text types were administered. The finding points
to the other claim made by Mossop (2007, 19) that self-revision behavior may
well depend on the translator’s “individual psychology.”

In an interview study into the end revision practices employed by 26 profes-
sional non-literary translators, Shih (2006, 203) discovered that deadlines and
continuous time pressure imposed on translators make them limit their end
revision stage to a minimum (or skip it altogether), or, in the case of longer
or more challenging texts, subject their translations to the “drawer time” of
one day on average. Shih’s (2006) observation shows that external real-life
circumstances and professional demands may also influence the translator’s
self-revision behavior. It also raises the issue of when translators revise their
translations, which will be addressed in the following subsection.

3.3.3. When does self-revision occur?

Jakobsen’s (2002) division of the translation process into the three stages
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of “orientation,” “drafting” and “end revision” gave way to the distinction
between corrections introduced at the drafting stage and referred to as “online
revisions,” and those made at the end revision stage, i.e. “end revisions.”
Jakobsen (2002) also revealed that the groups of professional translators
and students differ in terms of when they revise their translations: the end

revision stage was found to take longer in the group of professional translators,
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but they also appeared to introduce fewer revisions at this stage than the
translation students. In his following study comparing the introspective
and keylogging methods, Jakobsen (2003) discovered that out of the three
variables considered (translation speed, segmentation, and the amount of self-
revision), only self-revision was left unaffected by the think-aloud method.*°
The finding suggests that translators have their “individual working styles”
(Jakobsen 2003, 82), which may be observable in the translators’ approach to
self-revision. The claim would be then taken up in further empirical research
into “translation styles” or “translator profiles,” discussed later in the chapter.

>«

The idea of the relationship between the translators’ “working styles”
and their approach to self-revision inspired Antunovié¢ and Pavlovi¢ (2011)
to design an empirical study to explore the issue. As the researchers were
particularly interested in self-revision, they wanted to control all the other
variables with the exception of the translator’s competence in the source
language. Ten graduate students of English (their L2) and Swedish (their
L3) were asked to translate two fragments of the same EU text into Croatian
(their L1). Since all of the participants acquired Swedish at university level,
source language competence was expected to influence certain aspects of the
translation process, but others were supposed to remain unchanged irrespec-
tive of source language competence. According to Hypothesis 1, the timing of
revisions and their distribution over the phases of the translation process were
expected to remain stable and therefore illustrate the “habitual translation
behavior of the individual” (Antunovi¢ and Pavlovi¢ 2011, 218). As regards
Hypothesis 2, the type and the number of self-revisions were hypothesized
to differ due to the different levels of source language competence. The data
were collected using Translog, the keylogging program. The first hypothesis
was supported by the data, whereas the second hypothesis was not. In fact,
“remarkable similarities” (Antunovi¢ and Pavlovi¢ 2011, 231) were found
between the types of revisions introduced in both conditions (translation from
L2 and L3) when classified according to the linguistic levels (orthographical,
morphological, lexical, syntactical and text levels). Interestingly, the lexical
and syntactic revisions were the most numerous in both conditions (cf.
Englund Dimitrova 2005). To sum up the above, the types of revisions may
also be regarded as elements of the translators’ individual styles. The next
subsection will therefore present an overview of selected studies into the
types of self-revisions.

50 Inthe study, the number of self-revision keystrokes was calculated using the formula discussed
previously in the study by Buchweitz and Alves (2006), so it reflects the amount of self-revision
done on the whole, without reference to the specific stages in the translation process.
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3.3.4. What type of self-revision occurs?

While the knowledge of why, how, and when revisions occur in the translation
process makes it possible to sketch the picture of the translator’s self-revision
behavior, it seems to be incomplete without the understanding of the types
of revisions made. With keylogging programs such as Translog, researchers
are able to analyze all the interim versions introduced by the translator, but
“only the detailed ‘manual’ scrutiny of the log files, [however], would make it
possible to find out how much text revision was mere correction of typos, and
how much was the result of second thought about the translation” (Jakobsen
2003, 82). Although the undertaking may appear challenging, quite a few
researchers and research groups have attempted to investigate the issue.

Jakobsen’s (2003) statement quoted above implicitly indicates that research-
ers may prioritize revisions differently: some prefer excluding typographical
revisions (“typos”) from the analysis (e.g. Englund Dimitrova 2005; Malkiel
2009), others favor their inclusion (e.g. Jakobsen 2003; Mufioz Martin 2009).
The proponents of excluding typos argue that correcting these minor errors
sheds “little or no light on the translation process” (Malkiel 2009, 159),
but rather on the translator’s computer skills, and can therefore disrupt the
analysis. In support of including typos, Jakobsen (2003, 81) pointed to the
importance of the translator’s meta-cognitive skills (e.g. self-monitoring
abilities) in correcting them. Mufioz Martin (2009, 169) suggested that
analyzing typographical revisions might reflect the flow of the translator’s
cognitive processing in a way that “typos might hint to situations where
cognitive resources have been reallocated to support other mental activities,
such as evaluating and problem solving.” Both types of methodological
decisions, though, are primarily dictated by the aims and research hypotheses
of a given study. In an attempt to illustrate both approaches, Malkiel’s (2009)
and Mufioz Martin’s (2009) studies are further discussed in detail.

In her study Malkiel (2009) initially adopted a prescriptive approach
and tried to predict the type of text modifications that translators would
make while translating from Hebrew into English. To achieve this, Malkiel
(2009) conducted a contrastive analysis of the two languages, made a list
of language-specific problems (e.g. the position of the adjective, tense and
aspect, prepositions, etc.) and expected that such textual elements as false
cognates, lexicalizable strings and culture-bound expressions would be
difficult for translators to deal with in the given language pair. The partici-
pants were 16 first-year translation students, eight of them native speakers
of English and the other eight native speakers of Hebrew. The task was to
translate two journalistic texts of approximately the same length (c. 330
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words) from Hebrew into English. Both texts contained the same number
of problematic items as revealed by contrastive analysis. The main variable
of “self-corrections” included both online and end revisions, although minor
typographical corrections were excluded from the statistical analyses. All
revisions were then divided into those that correct (1) grammar, (2) meaning,
and (3) cases were the word or phrase was typed, then deleted and then
retyped again verbatim (Malkiel 2009, 153). Once the types of revisions
were identified, they were further categorized into those that either serve
to correct errors or to “fine-tune (or refine) the target text” (Malkiel 2009,
157). The findings revealed that 20% of all self-corrections were predictable
in the translation from Hebrew into English. Although half of the students
worked into their L1 and the other half into L2, no significant effects of
directionality were found. One of the unexpected and important findings
was that the students did not make any corrections to the culture-bound
items, despite the fact that the majority of revisions were of the “refining”
type. The researcher also observed that a lot of self-corrections consisted in
replacing a word or a phrase with a synonym, which, according to Malkiel
(2009), shows that the young translators “seem to view the translation as a
decision-making process.” Malkiel (2009) encourages further research into
the concept of self-revision, and anticipates that it might be worthwhile to
analyze the relationship between self-corrections and translation quality, as
well as determine which types of revisions appear at the different stages of
the translation process and lead to better quality.

While Malkiel’s (2009) study presented a predominantly typological
approach to studying self-revisions in translation, Mufioz Martin (2009)
attempted to analyze the functions of typographical corrections in both
self- and other-revision from the cognitive perspective. The study reported
on the results of a detailed quantitative and qualitative inspection of 44
Translog files of self- and other-corrections in the translations (from English
into Spanish) done by four advanced translation students. The analysis
focused on interventions as “interruptions of the typing stream followed by
any keyboard activity not aimed at adding information to the draft after the
rightmost point” (Mufioz Martin 2009, 172), i.e. corrections introduced to
the earlier translated piece of text, and missed phenomena as those correc-
tions which were supposed to be introduced but were eventually left out
by the participant. The major types of interventions were then classified
according to their function as modifications of the infralexical (e.g. up-
percase instead of lowercase), lexical (e.g. proper names), and supralexical
(e.g. grammatical adjustments and punctuation) units (Mufioz Martin
2009, 174). The results showed that the translators had a lot more missed
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phenomena when revising their own translations than the translations of
others. Mufioz Martin (2009, 176) explained the finding by the fact that
translators deal with text interpretations that they are supposed to formulate
already during the drafting stage, so self-revisions may require “shallower
mental processing” than other-revision. The other important observation
concerned the fact that all participants showed similar patterns of revision
behavior irrespective of the task type (self- or other-revision). The finding
suggests that self-revisions and typos in particular reflect the translator’s
“desired state of the final text” and her/his individual views on translation
quality (Mufioz Martin 2009, 170).

The above overview of studies indicates that the translator’s process of
self-revision quite often depends on her/his own individual working habits
and routines, as well as both self-imposed and prescribed quality standards.
Consequently, the knowledge of why, how, when and what type of self-revisions
are introduced may be particularly important for translator profiling, which
the next section will concentrate on.

3.4. Therole of self-revision in translator profiling

It is assumed that the frequently reported individual variations in the

translation process data constitute certain sets of recurrent “idiosyncratic

regularities” (Mufioz Martin 2014, 59) that can be classified so as to form the

translator’s “individual working styles” (Jakobsen 2003, 82). What follows

is a chronological list of the most important contributions devoted to the

description of such regularities and “styles” with a special focus on the role

of self-revision.>! In the literature, several general terms have been suggested

to refer to the concept of “styles:”

~  “Process profiles” (Jaiskeldinen 1999; Englund Dimitrova 2005);

- “Translator profiles” (Tirkkonen-Condit 2002; Alves and Vale 2011);

- “Production styles” (Asadi and Séguinot 2005);

- “Translation styles” (Carl et al. 2011; Dragsted and Carl 2013) or “indi-
vidual translation styles” (Hansen 2013).

Englund Dimitrova (2005) presented an in-depth analysis of her “explorative,
hypothesis-generating” case study into the translation processes of nine
participants with different levels of translation expertise, which allowed

51 The overview is confined to the contributions written in the languages that are available to
the author of the monograph, as well as to those that display a process-oriented perspective.
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her to differentiate between five “process profiles.”>> With regard to the
methodology applied, Englund Dimitrova (2005) used keylogging (ScriptLog)
and think-aloud methods in the translation task from Russian (L2) into
Swedish (L1). In her analysis part, Englund Dimitrova (2005) concentrated
on the three stages of the translation process, which were referred to in line

» «

with Hayes et al. (1996) as “pre-writing,” “writing” and “post-writing,” and
the three cognitive processes related to the stages — “initial planning,” “text
generation” and “revising.” The participants’ self-revision process was analyzed
on the basis of the following variables: (1) when the revisions were made
(writing or post-writing phase); (2) the type and number of revisions made on
average and per each stage of the translation process; and (3) the participants’
verbalizations related to revisions. In addition to analyzing translation process
characteristics, the “product perspective” (Englund Dimitrova 2005, 113)
allowed revisions to be classified into several types, according to the respective
linguistic levels, i.e. orthographical, morphological, lexical, syntactic, content, and
other (unspecified) revisions. The variables were correlated with the amount
of translation expertise, but no significant expertise effect was found (cf.
Jakobsen 2003). The typological analysis of revisions revealed that the lexical
and syntactic corrections were the most numerous at the writing stage, with
the professional translators’ corrections outnumbering those of students in the
syntactic type. At the post-writing stage, however, all participants produced
the largest number of lexical revisions, followed by the categories of content
revisions in professional translators and syntactic revisions in students. Malkiel
(2009) made a similar observation about the prevalence of lexical revisions,
and suggested that this points to the translator’s view of translation as a
primarily decision-making process. The idea that the experienced translators
produced more content and syntactic revisions may indicate that they have
a more “globally-oriented approach” to translation (cf. Dragsted and Carl
2012) and therefore pay more attention to the higher-order linguistic levels.

The other important observation in Englund Dimitrova’s (2005) study
referred to the literal renderings that very often served as intermediate steps
for professional translators and some of the students in their translation
process. Englund Dimitrova (2005) summarized the finding as the “literal
translation hypothesis,” which is in a way similar to Tirkkonen-Condit’s
(2005) “monitor model” of the translation process, where literal translation is
treated as a default translation strategy. Chesterman (2011, 30) noted that the
analysis of the translator’s tendencies to produce literal renderings may allow

52 The participants were: two senior professional translators, two junior professional translators,
two translation students, and three language students.
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researchers to formulate “individual translation styles” and even optimize
revision procedures. Chesterman (2011) believes that some translators in
their processes of self-revision tend to “deliteralize,” i.e. proceed from literal
towards less literal translation variants, while others tend to “reliteralize,” i.e.
start with a more general version and then bring it closer to the source text.
According to Chesterman (2011), the different revision routines may depend
on a range of factors, such as language pairs, text type, working conditions,
and even the translator’s personality type.

In Englund Dimitrova’s (2005) study, the literal translations were
subsequently dealt with in one of the following ways, which were earlier
identified by Krings ([1995] 2001) in his study of translators’ post-editing
strategies: (1) verbalized in the form of “mental notes” and then revised at
the post-writing stage; (2) written down and corrected immediately; or (3)
written down and then revised at the post-drafting stage. Englund Dimitrova
(2005) concluded that “one important aspect of professional competence
and expertise in translation is to be able to handle literal translations in the
process: to use them, in order to minimize cognitive effort, but also to apply
appropriate procedures for evaluation and, if necessary, revision” (emphasis
added) (Englund Dimitrova 2005, 234).

As regards the number of revisions during the writing and post-writing
stages, the data showed considerable variations with some consistent patterns
displayed at the individual level. Interestingly, the same participants who
scored the highest number of revisions at the writing stage had similar patterns
at the post-writing stage, which lends support to the concept of the largely
consistent “process profiles.”

Englund Dimitrova (2005, 151) proposed two major approaches to the
concept of profiles: participant-driven (the stable sets of individual process
features), or data-driven (more general, whereby the individual process
features may differ depending on the type of the translation task). The
researcher believes that more extensive research involving different text
types is necessary to test the data-driven approach. Considering the small
number of participants, though, Englund Dimitrova’s (2005) profiles reflect
the participant-driven approach. Englund Dimitrova (2005) proposed to
differentiate between five process profiles based on the characteristics of the
three stages of the translation process. The first two profiles are characterized
by a relatively short writing stage (less than 40% and about 50% of all time
respectively) with many revisions, and an extensive post-writing stage with
many revisions, and only differ in the duration of the pre-writing stage (longer
in Profile 1). The divergent feature of Profile 3 is alonger writing stage in com-
parison to Profiles 1 and 2. Englund Dimitrova (2005, 152) affiliates the first
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three profiles with Krings’ category of “correctional planners” (Krings [1995]
2001, 530) identified in the context of analyzing the translator’s post-editing
process and characterized by writing down many intermediate solutions and
revising them (either) immediately or during the post-writing stage. Profile 4
has along writing stage with few revisions, and a short post-writing stage with
very few revisions, so it is comparable with Krings’ ([1995] 2001, $30) category
of “anticipatory planners,” defined by alot of mental planning and evaluation.
Profile S has an extensive writing stage with a lot of revisions and a long
post-writing stage with many revisions, so it is somewhere in-between the two
categories of Krings’ ([1995] 2001) “planners.” The characteristics of the five
profiles, as well as Krings’ ([1995] 2001) distinction between “correctional”
and “anticipatory planners” correspond to the above-mentioned observations
of Mossop (1982, 2014) and Toury (1995b) regarding different sequences of
“mental editing” and text-bound corrections preferred by different translators.
All things considered, Englund Dimitrova (2005) made a detailed account of
anumber of process characteristics that may be worth including in translator
profiles, but the number of participants and the variability in the level of
translation expertise hardly allow the results to be generalized.
Controlling for group homogeneity, Asadi and Séguinot (2005) offered
an insight into the translation strategies of nine professionals dealing with a
medical text. The study was conducted in the professional translators’ work
settings with Camtasia studio, the screen-recording program that traced
process data, installed on their computers. Both concurrent and retrospective
protocol sessions were conducted. The aim of the study was to identify the
general patterns and shortcuts that translators use in their everyday practice
in order to produce a high-quality translation output with the least amount
of time and effort invested in it (cf. “minimax strategy,” Levy [1967] 2000).
One of the general behavioral patterns revealed at the analysis stage was
the translators’ tendency to either translate a unit of text mentally and type
it afterwards or translate and revise while translating the text. Asadi and
Séguinot (2005) referred to the two patterns as the cognitive production
styles of “prospective thinking” and “translating on-screen” (cf. Mossop 1982;
Toury 1995b; Krings [1995] 2001; Englund Dimitrova 2005). One of the
informative peculiarities of the “prospective thinking” style concerns better
handling of the problematic translation segments, which was explained by the
translators’ ability to “make text-level decisions and plan ahead” (Asadi and
Séguinot 20085, 528). The on-screen translators, on the other hand, managed
shorter translation units and displayed a lot of backtracking behavior, most
often revising the translated unit right after typing it. Once the larger segment
was translated, the “on-screen” translator would introduce changes on the
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lexical and syntactic levels “to reflect [their] growing comprehension” of the
source text (Asadi and Séguinot 20085, 530). “Prospective thinkers” made
mostly spelling and lexical corrections with a smaller total number of revisions
while drafting, whereas “on-screen translators” made a lot more lexical and
syntactic modifications apart from spelling. The researchers explained that
the “on-screen translation” employs online revision “as a shortcut” (ibid.),
which allows typing faster and monitoring the writing process as reflected in
the translators’ numerous text modifications, and probably reducing cognitive
load, as suggested by Englund Dimitrova (2005).

The triangulation of the screen-recording and think-loud data allowed
Asadi and Séguinot (2005) to conclude that the majority of participants
in their study were combining different strategies, and it is therefore more
reasonable to place them on a strategy continuum rather than assign themto a
specific translation style. The continuum proposed by the researchers could
be most generally described by three strategic patterns: (1) the translation
drafting strategy; (2) the drafting and checking strategy; and (3) the revisions
strategy. The first strategy consists in quickly preparing the first draft with
some online revision, and leaving the text to be revised later, which resembles
Mossop’s (2014) “steamrolling” strategy. The drafting and checking strategy
means preparing the draft with a moderate number of revisions, and leaving
some of the unresolved problems for the end revision stage. And finally,
the translators who adopt the revision strategy have a clear aim of already
producing a well-revised translation at the drafting stage, which corresponds
to Mossop’s (2014) “oil-painting” process profile.

The discussion of the results from the standpoint of a strategy continuum
driven by data analysis allowed Asadi and Séguinot (2005) to claim that “each
translator’s process is a unique combination of cognitive style, translating
experience, technical skills and world knowledge, which cannot be fit into
the static categories we had hoped to find” (Asadi and Séguinot 2005, 539).
Indeed, the translation process seems to be moderated by a variety of factors
and translation situations, but the only consistent pattern that emerged from
the data was the translators’ tendency to use either the cognitive production
style of “prospective thinking” or that of “on-screen translating.” Moreover,
the pattern corresponds to the above-discussed conclusions of Krings ([1995]
2001), Englund Dimitrova (2005), and Mossop (2007, 2014). The fact that
translators characterized by these cognitive styles may still display a combina-
tion of different strategic patterns shows that (1) the translators’ “individual
psychology” (Mossop 2007) might prompt them to activate certain patterns
of cognitive behavior, which (2) may help them adjust to the requirements
of a given translation task.
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Alves and Vale (2011) aimed to identify the prototypical patterns of
professional translators’ drafting and revision behaviors. To achieve this,
the researchers tracked the change of micro translation units into macro
translation units and their distribution over the stages of the translation
process. The keylogging (Translog) and screen-recording (Camtasia) data
of 12 professional translators’ processes were taken from CORPRAT, the
Corpus on Process for the Analysis of Translations (Pagano et al. 2004),
whose unique functions consists in storing five types of files (keylogging,
eye-tracking, screen-recording, retrospective protocols and questionnaires)
for further data triangulation. To automatize the analysis process, LIT-
TERAE, the annotation and search system, was developed. During the
experiment, the professional translators were working either from English
(six participants) or German (six participants) into Brazilian Portuguese
(their L1). The participants were allowed to use online resources and did
not have time limitations.

According to their earlier study (Alves and Vale 2009), a translation unit
is an uninterrupted production string separated from the rest by pauses
before and following it. Hence, a micro translation unit can be defined as a
text production segment that includes all “online” (Jakobsen 2003) additions,
deletions and other modifications referring to the same ST segment, whereas
a macro translation unit is a set of micro translation units all referring to the
same ST segment and comprising production and revision operations made
both while drafting and at the end revision stage. On the basis of data analysis
Alves and Vale (2011, 111-12) identified three types of macro units: (1) P1,
where the cognitive processing patterns are traceable only while drafting; (2)
P2, where processing patterns appear only once while drafting and continue
at the end revisions stage; and (3) P3, where processing patterns occur more
than once while drafting and then again at the end revision stage. With a view
to discovering prototypical behaviors, calculations were made as regards the
distribution of the macro translation units over the drafting and end revision
stages. Thus, whenever the P1 pattern appeared six times more often than
the P2, the translator was assigned the profile of a “Drafter;” in the reverse
situation, the translator was considered to be a “Reviser.” Interestingly, only
four of the 12 professional translators belonged to the “pure” profiles (two
“Drafters” and two “Revisers”), while others belonged to the mixed type
(“Drafter/Reviser”). The mixed type was divided into two sub-profiles on
the basis of the prevailing processing patterns: a “Drafter Recursive Reviser”
with the P3 pattern dominating, i.e. the same text segment was revised both
online and at the end revision stage; and a “Drafter Non-Recursive Reviser”
with no specific processing pattern identified. Thus, Alves and Vale (2011)
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concluded that the P1 pattern differs from the other two with regard to the
attention focus: P1 is concerned with text production per se, and P2 and P3
are focused on revising. Alves and Vale’s (2011) findings are comparable
with those of Asadi and Séguinot (2005) in terms of the idea of a translation
strategy continuum that may be characterized by different production styles.

While the world of professional translation is becoming increasingly tech-
nological, Carl etal. (2011) believed that designing more advanced translation
tools would hardly be possible without understanding the peculiarities of
“human translation styles.” Therefore, the study involving 12 professional
translators and 12 MA translation students was designed to tap into the
patterns of translation behaviors and eventually develop the taxonomy of
translation styles. The participants translated three texts from English (their
L2) into Danish (their L1) without the opportunity to use Internet resources
for additional research. The process data were gathered using Translog and an
eye-tracker, and further aligned with the corresponding ST segment in order
to track the translators’ processing patterns (Carl and Jakobsen 2010). For the
sake of analysis, the translation process was divided into the stages of initial
orientation, drafting and end revision. The translation style was defined as a
combination of behavioral patterns that reflect (1) the translator’s approach
to initial orientation, (2) the way of planning the drafting of translation, and
(3) the translator’s preference for online or end revision. Considering the
aims of the present study, only the behavioral patterns related to self-revision
will be discussed.

The analysis of the data allowed the researchers to differentiate between
three behavioral patterns of (1) online revision (all of the text modifications
are made while drafting), (2) end revision (20% or more of the total transla-
tion time is spent on end revision), and (3) constant revision (a mixture of
the first two types). Notably, the patterns are similar to the three process
profiles identified by Alves and Vale (2011). Correlating the results with the
participants’ amount of expertise, Carl et al. (2011) suggested that professional
translators generally prefer end revision (although half of the “end revisers” in
the experiment were in fact found to be “constant revisers”), and translation
students prefer online revision.

Dragsted and Carl (2013) revisited the findings of Carl et al. (2011) in
a follow-up study and analyzed the variables with regard to the increasing
difficulty of the translation task (cf. Buchweitz and Alves 2006). The three
texts used for the experiment had different levels of difficulty, from the easiest
one (text A) to the most complicated (text C). Dragsted and Carl (2013)
hypothesized that the translator profiles would be revealed on the basis of
the combinations of individual process characteristics that remain stable
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irrespective of the text difficulty, and that the translation style might be
related to the expertise level.

The analysis of the translators’ self-revision processes (measured as the
deletions of characters) showed that all translators applied online revision
to a different extent, and only some of the translators (three professionals
and five students) resorted to deletions at the end revision stage. However,
(Dragsted and Carl 2013, 148) claimed that end revision could also serve
the purpose of reviewing translations and suggested that “a more accurate
measure of end revision effort is the time after the drafting phase relative to
the time spent during drafting.”

Having analyzed the participants’ initial orientation and drafting behavior
on the basis of the eye-tracking data (gaze time, fixations and regressions),
and revision patterns on the basis of the keylogging data (the quantity of
online and end revisions and the duration of the end revision stage), Dragsted
and Carl (2013) were able to conclude that the individual translator profiles
remain stable irrespective of the level of text difficulty (cf. Buchweitz and
Alves 2006; Ferreira 2014). The process characteristics shared by all transla-
tors (both students and translators) allowed Dragsted and Carl (2013) to
differentiate between two general translation styles depending on the type
of focus: predominantly local or predominantly global. The former consists
in no or a very short initial orientation (“head-start or quick-planning”), a
word- or phrase-level locus of attention (“narrow-context planning”), and
mostly the preference for online revision. The global focus is defined by a
longer initial orientation stage (“systematic planning or scanning”), sentence
planning while drafting (“large-context planning”), and the prevailing end
revision behavior (Dragsted and Carl 2013, 149). The data did not show clear
support for the hypothesis related to the expertise effect, although some of
the professional translators were found to display more extensive end revision
behavior in comparison with translation students. However, Dragsted and
Carl (2013) explained that this might be due to the time pressure, which was
imposed on the participants, and suggested that translation students might
have been forced to skip the end revision stage in some of the cases (Dragsted
and Carl 2013, 150). Tellingly, another unexpected finding concerned the
fact that most of the professional translators displayed a tendency towards
local orientation during drafting, and a more global orientation during end
revision stage. Dragsted and Carl (2013, 150) argued that this might be
explained in terms of the expertise effect, as “professional translators are
able to produce TT [target text] more quickly, and without referring to more
than the immediate context of what they are translating, unless a production
problem appears” (cf. Tirkkonen-Condit 2005; Englund Dimitrova 2005).
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Trying to reconcile the translation process and product orientations,
Hansen (2013) poses the following key questions: “How can we identify
successful translation processes that lead to good translations? What traits,
abilities, qualifications and skills characterise a successful translator?”
(Hansen 2013, 49). In order to address these questions, Hansen (2013)
designed a longitudinal study, for which the first experiment (Hansen
1997) was conducted on a sample of more than 40 graduate translation
students at the Copenhagen Business School. The data for the study were
gathered with the combination of the methods of keylogging, retrospec-
tive protocols, and individual discussions after the translation task. The
participants were translating from Danish (their L1) into German (L2), and
vice versa. The quality of the translated text was then evaluated. The data
analysis revealed that translation students each have their own “individual
competence patterns (ICPs), a combination of individual conditions, which
shape both their style of translation during the translation process and
the translation product itself” (Hansen 1997, 207, as quoted in Hansen
2013, 50). Hansen (1997) illustrated ICPs by the translator’s tendencies
to either start translating quickly and introducing a lot of changes, or first
thinking over the variants and then writing down with only a few changes
afterwards. Having observed such individual patterns among translation
students, Hansen (1997) sought to determine whether the same participants
would demonstrate such patterns later in their professional life. In 2007,
another experiment with 28 professionals of the previous group of 47
students was conducted. The texts were different from those used in 1997,
but the directionality as well as other conditions were preserved. As the
researcher was interested in the processes that lead to high-quality transla-
tions (Hansen 2013), a detailed analysis was conducted on a sample of four
participants (as students and later as professionals). The translation process
was divided into the stages of “preparation,” “writing” and “revision” in line
with Krings’ terminology (1986). Hansen (2013, $3) classified self-revisions
according to the text unit and the amount of attention invested: (1) changes
and corrections at word level; (2) revisions in sentences and context during
the writing phase and the revision phase (“pragmatic, lexical, idiomatic,
stylistic, syntactic or orthographic revisions beyond the level of individual
words); and (3) reformulations during the writing and revision phases
(some particularly complicated text segments that involve higher-rank
modifications).

The analysis revealed that the individuals’ translation process habits
remained almost the same in the course of 10 years. In fact, the participants
were found to show similar process patterns as in the first experiment, which
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enabled Hansen (2013) to conclude about the existence of translation styles
independent of the level of translation expertise. In view of her findings,
Hansen (2013) believed that it is essential that the students’ individual styles
of translation be respected during translation training, because certain “cogni-
tive processes, as required for translating, were perhaps already present in
the participants’ personality from the outset” (Hansen 2013, 62). One of
Hansen’s (2013) suggestions for future research concerns the linguistic and
stylistic analysis of the types of revisions, which may add some interesting
characteristics to the description of the translation styles.

As evident from the above overview of selected contributions on translation
styles, researchers seem to agree on the idea that translators display certain
recurrent patterns of self-revision irrespective of language pair, directional-
ity, and even, unexpectedly so, the level of expertise. In particular, some
translators tend to focus more on the text production process and produce
most of the corrections at the drafting stage, while others tend to concentrate
on refining the text after the first draft and produce more revisions during
the end revision stage. It is therefore important to understand the possible
origin of such different self-revision patterns, which might well be rooted in
the translator’s “individual psychology” (Mossop 2007, 19) and personality
(Chesterman 2011; Hansen 2013).

Conclusions

The overview of literature on the translator’s self-revision process has indi-
cated that it is a source of decisional action the aim of which is to ensure the
desired translation quality. A number of researchers (Mossop 1982; Toury
1995b; Malkiel 2009; Carl et al. 2011; Dragsted and Carl 2013, etc.) observed
that translators differ with regard to their preferred cognitive processing
patterns while making decisions during self-revision. The patterns may be
identified on the basis of the duration of the drafting and end revision stages,
as well as the number and the type of corrections introduced at the two
stages. It has been suggested that the translator’s personality may account
for the individual working habits displayed in self-revision. Research into the
relationship between the translator’s personality and the decisional activity
in the translation process, i.e. self-revision, is, however, scarce. In addition,
this type of research would benefit from the assessment of the translation
quality, asitis related to self-revision and the translator’s self-imposed quality
standards.
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Summarizing the findings of research into self-revision in translation,
the following questions may be worthy of further investigation within the
framework of the combined process and product approach to the translator’s
self-revision process:

- What is the role of the translator’s personality in the process of
self-revision?

— Do the individual self-revision patterns remain the same in different text
types?

- Whatis the relationship between the translator’s personality, individual
self-revision patterns and translation quality?

These and other questions will be addressed in the experiment designed to
construct the psychological profile of a translator, and to establish the possible
links between the translator’s personality, the translation process and the
translation product, with the translator’s self-revision process under scrutiny.






Chapter 4
Relationship between the translator’s
personality, translation process
and product

41. Introduction

Toury (1995b) argued that in order to avoid the “dubious statements” about
translation strategies and procedures, “ways should be sought to break down
both fictitious constructs, ‘the translator’ and the ‘translation process’, into
their components and start relating them to each other” (Toury 1995b, 216).
Thus, the experiment has been designed so as to break down (1) the concept
of the translator’s personality into traits and psychological functions, (2) the
translation process into the relevant characteristics of self-revision, and (3) the
translation product into the quality assessment scores. The findings of the study
will contribute to the understanding of the potential role of the psychological
features of the translator’s personality in the translation process and product.

Chapter 4 begins with the description of the aims of the study and its
methodological basis, and continues with the introduction of the hypotheses
and the variables selected to operationalize the core concepts. It then presents
the experimental procedure and the participants, as well as the tools and
materials used in the study. The chapter culminates with the analysis of
the data and the discussion of results. It ends with a general discussion, an
overview of the limitations of the study, potential areas of future research,
and the didactic considerations.

4.2. The aims of the study

The present study aims to investigate the role of the translators’ personality

traits and psychological functions related to decision-making (discussed in detail

in chapter 1) in the translator’s self-revision behavior during the translation

process, and the quality of the translation product. To this end, the following

aims have been set:

- Firstly, the study seeks to identify whether translators differ from the
representatives of other professions in the distribution of their personal-
ity traits. The aim has been inspired by the “person-organization fit”
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assumption (Pervin 1989),%* and serves to build a psychological profile
of the translator’s personality.

- Secondly, the study intends to analyze the impact of the translators’
preferred psychological functions on the self-revision process in translation.

- Finally, the purpose of the study is to explore the role of the translator’s
personality (traits and functions) in the selected characteristics of the
translation process (i.e. self-revision) and the quality of the translation
product. As a secondary focus, the study seeks to contribute to the answer
to the intriguing question of whether translators with certain personality
characteristics are more predisposed to translating certain text types.

To sum up, the study presents an attempt to investigate the relationship
between the personality-related characteristics of the translator’s “self-
concept” (Kiraly 1995; Mufioz Martin 2010) or the “psycho-physiological
components” (PACTE 2003), the translator’s “individual working styles”
(Jakobsen 2003) reflected in the decisional self-revision activity, and the
translation product quality.

4.3. Hypotheses

Bearing in mind the aims of the present study, five hypotheses have been
formulated. Hypothesis 1 seeks to explore whether translators differ from
the representatives of the other professional fields in terms of the distribution
of their personality traits. To the best of the author’s knowledge, the present
study is the first to compare the translator’s personality with that of other
experts whose professional fields are not related to translation or linguistics.
The hypothesis and Figure 11 illustrating it are provided below.

Hypothesis 1: In their distribution of personality traits, translators differ from
the representatives of other professions.

As has already been mentioned, the “person-organization fit” (Pervin 1989)
assumption holds that people with a certain distribution of personality traits
are more attracted to certain professions. Moreover, traits are considered
to be useful in predicting the quality of performance in academic and oc-
cupational settings. Thus, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that translators
possess a certain set of personality characteristics that (a) attract them to the

53 Seesection 1.7.2 for details.
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Figure 11. The illustration of Hypothesis 1.
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profession, and (b) help them survive and progress in their professional lives.
In other words, it is hypothesized that the set of dominant personality traits
of translators will be different from that of the other experts.

While Hypothesis 1 aims at describing the translator’s personality in
quantitative terms and constructing a general psychological profile of a
translator, Hypotheses 2—4 look into the role of the translator’s preferred
psychological function in her/his performance during self-revision. In par-
ticular, Hypothesis 2 addresses the issue of the role of Jung’s ([1921] 1971)
decision-related psychological functions in the duration of the end revision
stage in the process of translation.

Hypothesis 2: The translator’s preferred decision-related psychological function
influences the duration of the end revision stage.

Aspointed out in chapter 1, Jung’s ([1921] 1971) four dichotomous functions
(Sensing-Intuition, Thinking-Feeling) are the qualitative personality charac-
teristics that are believed to guide people’s behavior in terms of information-
gathering (Sensing-Intuition), and decision-making (Thinking-Feeling)
across different situations. Jung ([1921] 1971) also suggested that each person
tends to prefer one of the two dichotomous functions. As the present study is
particularly concerned with the translator’s decisional behavior displayed in
self-revision, only the second dichotomy of Thinking—Feeling is considered in
the study. The behavioral characteristics of the two functions differ: people
with the Thinking preference tend to base their decisions on rules, the logical
and analytical approach, and those with the Feeling preference rely on the
analysis of the values and the consequences of decisions in a given context.
Moreover, the Thinking types are often described as task-oriented, and the
Feeling types as process-oriented. In view of this, it is hypothesized that the
Thinking types will go through the drafting stage rather quickly, conveying
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the denotative meaning first, and then spend more time on the end revision
stage, modifying their decisions. The Feeling types, on the other hand, are
expected to spend more time on the drafting stage and consider each of the
intermediate versions a few times before arriving at a final decision, and then
spend little time on the end revision stage. As Hypothesis 2 refers to the
temporal characteristics, Hypothesis 3 concerns the translator’s approach
to dealing with intermediate versions at the drafting and end revision stages
before arriving at the final decisions.

Hypothesis 3: The translator’s preferred decision-related psychological function
influences the number of eliminations introduced at the drafting and end revision
stages.

Hypothesis 3 attempts to predict that the translators with the Thinking prefer-
ence will not only spend less time on the drafting stage, but also introduce fewer
deletions at this stage. At the end revision stage, though, it is expected that the
Thinking types will reconsider their earlier choices and have more deletions
at this stage. Due to their process orientation, the Feeling types are expected
to type in more intermediate versions and therefore have more deletions at
the drafting stage and fewer at the end revision stage. The next hypothesis
seeks to classify the types of corrections introduced at the drafting and end
revision stages in relation to the translator’s preferred psychological functions.

Hypothesis 4: The translator’s preferred decision-related psychological function
influences the type of corrections introduced at the drafting and end revision stages.

Since the Thinking type translators are expected to spend less time and in-
troduce fewer deletions at the drafting stage, it is also expected that they will
focus mostly on fixing the lower-level problems, i.e. making orthographical,
morphological, grammatical, punctuation and layout corrections (“surface”),
at this stage. The meaning-related and text-based (higher-level, “deep”)
problems will be resolved at the end revision stage by the Thinking types. The
Feeling type translators, on the contrary, are expected to be more concerned
with the semantic and syntactic levels while drafting the translation, which
will result in more “deep” corrections at this stage. The end revision stage,
which is expected to be rather short (Hypothesis 2) and with only few dele-
tions (Hypothesis 3), will be mostly devoted to introducing the lower-level
“surface” corrections by the Feeling types.

As one of the independent variables is also the text type, the differences
outlined in Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 will be examined not only between the
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Figure 12. The illustration of Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4.
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preferred psychological functions (Thinking and Feeling), but also between
the two text types (expressive and informative).>* The nature of influence of
the text type variable remains an exploratory part of the hypotheses, as, to
the best of the author’s knowledge, the issue of the relationship between the
text type, psychological functions and self-revision patterns has so far been
under-researched. Figure 12 illustrates Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4, which all refer
to two independent variables (IV), each of them with two levels, and nine
dependent variables (DV).5°

Finally, Hypothesis S seeks to look into the relationship between the
translator’s psychological profile (personality traits and psychological functions)
as part of her/his translation competence and expertise and the quality of
the translator’s outputs. Hypothesis S reads as follows:

Hypothesis 5: The translator’s dominant personality traits and psychological
functions form part of their translation competence and expertise, and altogether
contribute to high translation quality.

As pointed out in chapter 1, previous psychological research has shown
that a person’s dominant personality traits may predict the outcomes of
her/his academic and occupational performance. Chapter 2 has shown that

54 See the Tools and materials section (4.8.1) for further details about the extracts representing
the two text types.

55 The other abbreviations in the figure stand for the following: “TH” for the Thinking function,
“F” for the Feeling function, “E” for the expressive text type, and “I” for the informative text type.
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the psychological characteristics of the translator’s personality contribute
to the development of their translation competence and expertise. Thus,
Hypothesis S attempts to tap into the psychological profiles (the dominant
traits and psychological functions) of the translation trainees and practicing
translators whose translations of the two texts have been evaluated as being
ofhigh quality. Additionally, Hypothesis 5 looks into the potential impact of
the preferred decision-related psychological function (Thinking or Feeling)
on the quality of the translations of the two texts. This will help to establish
whether different decision-making functions, whose influence on the self-
revision process is tested for in Hypotheses 2—4, may also account for the
differences in the final quality of translations. This is in line with the view of
self-revision as a quality-assuring process presented in chapter 3.

The five hypotheses altogether aim to tap into the psychological profile
of a translator. In order to verify the hypotheses and conduct statistical
analyses of the data, an important step was to recruit participants into each
of the experimental groups. The descriptions of the methodological basis for
the study, research design, variables, participants and tools and materials are
provided in the following sections of the chapter.

44. Methodological basis

The present study is an interdisciplinary endeavor that combines the meth-
odology from the fields of personality psychology and translation process
research. Psychometric testing has been used to measure the translator’s
personality traits and identify the preferred psychological functions. To track
the translator’s self-revision process, the keylogging method has been applied.
The method of self-report questionnaires has served to collect the relevant
background information about the informants, as well as their views on the
role of personality in one’s professional life, their approach to the translation
process and the self-evaluation of their performance in the experimental tasks.
Translation quality assessment has been introduced with a view to tapping
into the relationship between the translator’s personality features and the
quality of her/his translation performance.

Allin all, the multi-method approach has been adopted to reach the aims
of the study. The approach combines participant-, process- and product-
based methods (Saldanha and O’Brien 2014) into a complex methodological
framework that allows looking into the role of the translator’s personality in
self-revision as a key product-shaping stage of the translation process.
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4.5. Research design

The study adopts a multi-factorial design with the following between-subject
factors: (1) experimental group membership (translators and non-translators in
Hypothesis 1, translation trainees and practicing translators in Hypotheses 2-4),
and (2) the psychological function (Thinking or Feeling) in Hypotheses 2—4.
The within-subject factor used for Hypotheses 2—4 was the text type (expressive
and informative), as all of the participants had to translate both texts during
the experiment. Importantly, the nature of the study is exploratory, as it taps
into an area that has received little attention from scholars so far.

4.6. Variables

In the study, three independent variables (inputs) and nine dependent variables
(outputs) have been considered in different combinations with reference to
the five hypotheses. Each of the variables is presented in detail below.

4.6.1. Independent variables

The independent variables selected for the experiment were the following: (1)
experimental group membership, (2) psychological functions, and (3) text type.

Overall, three experimental groups took part in the study: translation
students, practicing translators and other professionals. To test Hypothesis
1, the groups of students and practicing translators were first merged into
one and juxtaposed with the group of other professionals, thus forming one
independent variable (factor) with two levels (translators and non-translators).
This was ensured in order to tap into the differences between translators
and the representatives of other professions in terms of the distribution of
personality traits, irrespective of their expertise level (cf. Hansen 2013). In
such a case, between-group analysis was performed. To explore the issue
further, two other types of between-group comparisons were performed:
(1) the group of translation students was compared with the group of non-
translation students in terms of their personality traits, and (2) the groups
of practicing translators and non-translators were compared with regard to
the same variables. The two comparisons were made in order to check for
any age and expertise effects, and tap into the possible interactions between
personality and occupation.
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The other hypotheses refer to translators only, so the variable of experimen-
tal group membership was again treated as a factor with two levels (translation
students and practicing translators). Such a design was necessary in order to
explore whether self-revision behavior is predominantly personality-based, as
suggested in the previous studies (e.g. Jakobsen 2003; Mossop 2007; Hansen
2013), and therefore whether certain tendencies can be observed irrespective
of the level of expertise in translation, or vice versa — whether the effect of
expertise dominates that of the personality characteristics.

The variable of the psychological functions was selected with regard to
Jung’s ([1921] 1971) personality typology theory and the study of the four
dichotomous psychological functions that influence people’s behavior. As
the present experiment concentrates on the translator’s self-revision behavior
and its decisional properties (e.g. Piolat 1990; Mossop 2014; Shih 2015), only
the dichotomy related to decision-making was considered. The functions
within the dichotomy are referred to as “Thinking” and “Feeling,” whereby
the former involves analytical and logical handling of information in order to
reach the desired outcomes, and the latter means arriving at decisions on the
basis of the analysis of values they represent in a given context (cf. 1.4). The
translation students and practicing translators were divided into the Thinking
and Feeling types depending on their preferred decision-making function
received from the MBTI (Myers-Briggs Type Indicator) psychometric test.
Thus, the variable of the psychological functions is an independent variable
with two levels (Thinking and Feeling).

The third independent variable of the text type was included in order
to understand (1) whether there is any correlation between the dominant
personality trait(s) and higher quality of the translation of certain text types,
and (2) whether the translators display the same or different self-revision
patterns depending on the text type. The independent variable (factor) of
the text type comprised two levels: the expressive and the informative text
types (cf. Reiss [1971] 2000). Further information about each of the texts is
provided in the Tools and materials (4.8) section later in the chapter.

4.6.2. Dependent variables

The following dependent variables were included in the analyses:
(1) Personality traits (domains and facets);

(2) The duration of the end revision stage;

(3) The number of deletions introduced during the drafting stage;
(4) The number of deletions introduced at the end revision stage;
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(5) The number of “surface” corrections introduced during the drafting
stage (“surface online”);

(6) The number of “deep” corrections introduced during the drafting
stage (“deep online”);

(7) The number of “surface” corrections introduced at the end revision
stage (“surface end”);

(8) The number of “deep” corrections introduced at the end revision
stage (“deep end”),;

(9) The translation product quality scores.

The traits (cf. 1.7) as stable personality characteristics were chosen in order to
investigate the “person-organization fit” assumption (cf. 1.7.2). According to
this assumption, the representatives of certain professional fields differ from
other types of professionals in their distribution of personality characteristics,
which attract them to and assist them in their area of expertise. Out of a
number of different personality characteristics such as motivation, aptitudes,
skills, etc., traits were selected as those that reflect the psychological part of
one’s personality and can be retrieved on the basis of the psychometric tests.
The HEXACO Personality Inventory (Ashton and Lee 2007) was used to
measure six major domains (higher-level traits) of personality traits, each
containing four facets (lower-level traits).*® Both the domains and facets
were the dependent variables in the study. The reason for including both
higher- and lower-rank personality descriptors is the psychologists’ claim
about the importance of considering the facets for a more comprehensive
interpretation of the traits” distribution, especially in the context of the
HEXACO inventory (Ashton and Lee 2005).%

The dependent variables from (3) to (8) refer to the different characteristics of
self-revision, which were previously reported to constitute the translators” indi-
vidual working patterns in the translation process.>® As all of these characteristics
are behavioral in their nature and reflect the decisional processes, it is assumed
that they may be the outcomes of the different decision-making psychological
functions (Thinking or Feeling), described above. Previous empirical and
observational studies showed that two major types of self-revision behavior
can be distinguished: the translators either introduce most of the revisions
while drafting the translation and spend little time on the end revision stage,

56  See the Tools and materials section (4.8.2) for further details about the HEXACO Personality
Inventory.

57 Seesection 1.3.5 for more details about personality domains and facets.

58 Seesections 3.3.1-3.3.4 for more details about the possible ways to operationalize self-revision.
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or prepare the first draft rather quickly and then introduce most of the changes
at the time-consuming end revision stage. The two types of revision behaviors
address the questions of when and how much self-revision is performed, and
the present study supplements these with the type of corrections introduced
at the two stages. Thus, the potential effects of the preferred decision-related
psychological function, Thinking or Feeling (independent variable), are ana-
lyzed with reference to the distinction between the two major revision styles,
operationalized with the help of the dependent variables from (3) to (8).

Prior to introducing the process-related dependent variables, it is important
to note that the present study relies on Jakobsen’s (2002) division of the
translation process into three consecutive stages: orientation (preparation
before starting to type in the first draft), drafting (the actual writing of the
first draft), and end revision (after the draft translation of the source text has
been finished). With regard to the temporal characteristics of self-revision, the
variable of the duration of the end revision stage was selected. As the drafting
phase consists not only of decisional activities, but also of information search
and analysis (“mental editing,” Mossop 1982), the present study chose to
concentrate solely on the duration of the end revision stage, which may be
more indicative of decision-making in the translation process. To understand
how much revision is performed at the drafting and end revision stages, the vari-
able of the number of deletions (i.e. deleted characters recorded by Translog)
introduced at the two stages was included in the analysis.

With a view to supplementing the quantitative behavioral characteristics
with the qualitative ones, the dependent variable of the type of corrections
(“surface” and “deep”) made during the drafting and end revision stages was
introduced. The term “correction” as applied in the present study can be
roughly defined as a combination of deletions and insertions (received from
Translog) that serves to modify a translation decision. The type of correction
is identified on the basis of Flower and Hayes’ (1971) typology of revisions,
which is widely accepted and used in writing process research.” All corrections
introduced in the process of translation and during the end revision stage were
analyzed with regard to the two major types of revisions — “surface” and “deep”
revisions. The former type refers to the corrections of spelling, morphology
and grammar, as well as punctuation and text layout, leaving the semantic
and syntactic levels unchanged. The latter type involves the modifications
of meaning and the change or adjustment of the syntactic structures. The
distinction between “surface” and “deep” corrections (cf. Chanquoy 1997)
allows classifying each of the introduced changes and providing the counts

59 See the Data analysis section (4.10) for further details.
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of each of the two types per participant, per translation process stage and per
text. The analysis of the process-based variables (from (3) to (8)) is possible
with the help of the Translog keylogging program (Jakobsen and Schou 1999),
whose functions are discussed in detail in the Tools and materials (4.8) section.

Driven by the assumption that the dominant personality traits may influ-
ence the outcomes of academic and professional performance, the dependent
variable of the translation product quality was included in the analysis. Each of
the translation outputs was evaluated against a specifically designed assessment
scale adapted from Williams (2009) and presented in detail in the Data analysis
(4.10) section below. Two teachers of translation and two potential readers
performed the assessment. Such a scheme was designed with the intention of
providing a more objective measure of translation quality, in which the evalua-
tion carried out by a potential user of translation is also considered. The feature
of double assessment is innovative in this type of research, and may therefore
be an additional merit of the present study. Moreover, the consideration of the
translation product quality make it possible to generalize about the possible
relationship between the translator’s personality (traits and psychological
functions), the translation process (the preferred self-revision behavior) and
the translation product (quality). The chapter continues with the section on
the groups of participants and the explanation of the sampling methods.

4.7. Participants

The study recruited participants with the help of two types of participant
sampling methods: convenience (Saldanha and O’Brien 2014, 24) and snowball
sampling (Mellinger and Hanson 2017, 13).5° The former method was applied
to invite student informants, and the latter worked for all the others. In total,
30 translation students, 17 practicing translators and 94 representatives of
other professions took part in the study. The group of novices consisted of 30
first-year Mater’s students of the translation-training program at the Faculty of
English at Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan. All of the participants had
Polish (L1) and English (L2) as their major working languages. The students
took partin the experiment as part of one of the translation courses conducted

60 According to Saldanha and O’Brien (2014, 24), the method of convenience sampling is probably
the most popular in Translation Studies, as it consists in recruiting participants who are available
to the researcher. As a result, the majority of studies rely on data collected from a sample of
translation students. On the other hand, the method of snowball sampling involves inviting
participants who then invite their colleagues or friends (in a “snowball” fashion), which works
well among practicing translators.



152 PERSONALITY MATTERS

at the Faculty of English. The target of collecting the data from 30 trainees
was set in order to ensure that inferential statistics could be performed. The
experiment was conducted in three rounds over three consecutive academic
years: (1) 10 students took part in 2014/2015, (2) eight students in 2015/2016,
and (3) 12 students in 2015/2016. All novices took part in the experiment at the
end of the second semester of their translation-training program (May-June).
There were 23 female and seven male participants in the group of translation
students, whose ages ranged from 22 to 31 years old (M =23; SD = 1.7).

Additionally, the group of 17 professionals took part in the experiment.
The initial plan was to invite 30 practicing translators to ensure that the
samples were balanced, but, unfortunately, the lack of remuneration for the
participation in the project, as well as the frequently reported lack of time
on the part of the translators, made it difficult to implement the original
plan for the number of professionals in the sample. The following inclusion
criteria were observed to recruit practicing translators: (1) the participants
had been engaged in translation practice for at least three years prior to
the experiment, and (2) irrespective of the employment type (full-time
or part-time), they were actively engaged in the translation profession, i.e.
they regularly (on average weekly) received translation commissions. With
regard to the employment type criterion, nine translators reported that they
were engaged part-time, and eight full-time. Their areas of expertise were
diverse, from specialized medical texts to technical instructions, and three
participants indicated that they had some experience in translating literary
texts. To reach the targeted sample size, the experiment was conducted in
two sessions: (1) seven practicing translators took partin May 2015, and (2)
10 translators participated in May—June 2017. All of the practicing translators
had Polish (L1) and English (L2) as their major working languages. There
were 11 female and six male participants in the group. Their ages ranged from
27 to S4 years old at the time of the experiment (M = 36; SD = 8.1), and their
experience in translation from five to 30 years (M = 14; SD = 7.7).

With a view to testing the “person-organization fit” assumption, 94
representatives of other professions took part in the study. The reason for
recruiting such a large sample of non-translators is the creation of a data
pool from which a smaller sample could be further extracted for the needs
of the present study. In addition, the data pool can be used in future studies
aiming to establish the psychological profile of a translator. Convenience
sampling was used to recruit participants in the group of non-translators, i.e.
colleagues from Poznan University of Technology allowed the author of the
study to gather data during some of their seminars and classes; the data were
also collected in students’ dormitories, as well as at the private enterprises
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that the author had access to. The main inclusion criterion was the absence
of the translation and linguistic factors in their areas of expertise, and the
group was mixed, comprising both students and employed professionals in
order to resemble the composition of the joint group of translation trainees
and practicing translators. The occupational fields included architecture,
engineering, finance and business administration, building and construction,
archaeology, teaching (other than foreign languages and translation), and
political science. All participants had Polish as their native language, and
their ages ranged from 19 to 51 years old (M = 28.1; SD = 9.6).

4.8. Tools and materials

All tools and materials used in the study can be roughly classified into two
groups with regard to their relation to (1) the translation task, or (2) the
personality measurement. The first group consists of the two extracts of different
text types (materials) and Translog-11, the keylogging program (tool). The
second group comprises two psychometric tests (tools), the HEXACO Per-
sonality Inventory (Ashton and Lee 2009) and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBT1), measuring traits and psychological functions respectively. A self-report
questionnaire, which was administered at the end of the experiment, is a tool
thatincorporates the characteristics of both groups, since it included questions
about the participants’ approach to the translation process and the evaluation
of their performance during the experimental tasks, as well as questions
regarding their views about the role of personality in the translation profession.

4.8.1. Tools and materials related to the translation task

Two text types were selected for the study: an expressive text that aims to “com-
municate an artistically organized content,” and an informative text that seeks
to “communicate content” in line with Reiss’s ([1971] 2000, 163) functional
approach to text typology. The choice of the two text types was dictated by the
scarcity of research into the relationship between the translator’s personality
characteristics and her/his approach to translating different text types.

An extract from Maugham’s (1988)°! short story Gigollo and Gigolette
represented the expressive text type in the study (Appendix B). It was a

61 The story was reprinted several times in different editions, the first one appearing in the first
volume of Maugham’s Collected Short Stories in 1963.
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description of an upper-class, international group of guests at an extravagant

Riviera party, where a stuntwoman was supposed to dive into a shallow tank

filled with water with blazing petrol on top. The extract was a 246-word

paragraph that contained 12 sentences and 20.5 words per sentence on average.

According to the Flesch-Kincaid readability test, which uses the measures

of word and sentence length, the extract obtained a reading ease score of 71.2

points, which can be interpreted as “plain English, easily understood by 13- to

15-year old students.”? From the viewpoint of stylistic analysis, though, the
text contained a number of devices:

- Anaphora, aliterary device that consists in the repetition of the first words
of the sentence later in the text in order to achieve an artistic effect. In the
extract, the phrase it was appeared at the beginning and then at the end
of the paragraph, and there was/were was repeated four times throughout
the whole extract. The use of there as a type of an indefinite subject at
the beginning of the clause allows foregrounding the actual subject and
placing more emphasis on it. Also, the anaphoric repetition of syntactic
structures adds to the ease of reading and perception.

—  Epithet, a stylistic device that modifies the subject. Simpson (2004, 162)
distinguishes between three types of epithets: qualitative, colors, and
classifying. Two of the three types of epithets appear in the chosen extract:
(a) qualitative: long and lean (Lord and Lady), gaunt (woman), bluff, military
and hearty (man), beautiful (game), scornful (look), calm and silent (sea),
majestic (gait), and (b) classifying: short upper (lip), dining (table).

~ Oxymoron, a stylistic device that consists in combining words that have (or
seem to have) opposite meanings in order to produce an artistic effect, and
make the reader think in an innovative way. To describe the character of one
of the guests, a broker by profession, Maugham (1988) used a combination
of qualitative epithets bluff, military and hearty, whereby the first two have
neutral or even negative connotations, and the third element introduced
a contrast that showed the unexpected positive feature of the man.

- Simile, a stylistic device based on the direct comparison of objects in
order to illustrate their features, and usually expressed with the help of
the “is like” (or “as ... as”) formula (Simpson 2004, 163). There are two
examples of a simile in the extract: (a) to be as tight as drums, and (b) a
face like a Peruvian mask that has been battered by the storms of ten centuries.
Simile () refers to the fact that two of the guests were ready to eat dinner
with anyone who would offer them a free meal, and would therefore be
so full by the end of the day that their clothes would become very tight

62 See https://readable.io.
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and close-fitting.®> Simile (b) invites the reader to compare the face of
one of the guests with an age-old Peruvian mask that used to be beautiful
and colorful, but the beauty of which has faded as time went by.

Thus, despite the high reading ease score, the extract is stylistically challeng-
ing, which compensates for the “plain English” evaluation obtained in the
readability test. In addition, conveying the stylistic complexity of the text
requires a creative approach in translation.

The informative text type was represented by an extract from Article 3
of the former version of the Treaty on European Union (Appendix B).%*
The extract was 269 words long and contained 16 sentences, each with 16.8
words on average. The Flesch-Kincaid reading ease score was 36.9, which
means “difficult to read.” The score can be explained by the dominance of
the words that contain more than two syllables in comparison with those
used in the expressive text. The text could be particularly challenging due to:
(1) its formulaic nature, e.g. the use of typical cliché expressions connected
with economy and politics (internal market, sustainable development, balanced
economic growth, price stability, full employment, social justice, equality between
women and men, etc.), (2) the use of shall as a modal verb that states one’s
determination to achieve certain aims and implement tasks, and (3) complex
syntax, e.g. long and complex sentences with a lot of subordinate clauses. Thus,
unlike the expressive extract, the informative one could pose translation
problems connected with vocabulary and syntax.

It should be noted that the fact that the two texts rendered different scores
in the Flesch-Kincaid reading ease test was not a deliberate choice of the
researcher, but an objective piece of evidence of the different characteristics
of the two text types. The Flesch-Kincaid reading ease test is based on the
formula that considers word, syllable and sentence length. The formula,
however, disregards the semantic dimension, which is particularly relevant
in the expressive text. Hence, even though the Flesch-Kincaid reading ease
test defined it as “plain English” and much easier to read than the informative
text, it did not take into account the stylistic features that may challenge the
comprehension of the otherwise simple text. Longer words and a greater
number of sentences in the informative text do not make the informative
text semantically challenging, since the language of the European Union
should by definition be clear and understandable to all its citizens. Thus, the
main difference between the two texts consists not so much in their formal

63 See https://idioms.thefreedictionary.com/tight+as+a+drum for additional explanation.
64 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/
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components such as word, syllable and sentence length, but in the semantic
and pragmatic differences between the two text types, which was particularly
important for the present study. Moreover, the observation that readability
scores are not good indicators of translation difficulty was made in other
studies (Jensen 2009; Sun and Shreve 2014).
Asregards the tools related to recording the translation task, Translog-II
(Carl2012), the keylogging program, was used in the study. Translog-II is one
of the most recently updated versions of the program created by Jakobsen and
Schou (1999). It consists of two interrelated components, Translog User and
Translog Supervisor. The former serves to record the writing process in real
time without interrupting the workflow, and the latter supports the project
creation, replay and analysis functions. While creating a project file, it is
possible to adjust the arrangement of the source and target text windows to
the needs of a given study (top—bottom, left-right layouts), insert the source
text, and configure the experiment and connect with an eye-tracker if needed.
Once the data has been recorded with Translog User, it is possible to replay it
in Translog Supervisor, which generates four types of data (Carl 2012, 154):
(1) Statistics concerning the user activity data, which includes total task
duration, the number of eliminated characters, the number of text
production characters (inserted + deleted characters), navigation and
mouse movements, text production and all user events per minute;

(2) User view, the replay of the translation session as it progressed in real
time. The replay can be switched on at different speeds;

(3) Linear view, a plot of all user activity data including pauses;

(4) Pause plot, which provides detailed information about the length and the
distribution of pauses in a given session.

To sum up, Translog-II provides a detailed record of the keyboard and mouse
activities during the translation process. In the present experiment, the
top—bottom arrangement of the source and target text windows was used.
Statistical data and the user and linear views were found to be particularly
valuable at the data analysis stage.®> As the tools and materials used during
the translation task have been presented, what follows is a description of
those related to personality measurement.

65 Inorder to facilitate the analysis of the types of revisions, TranslogDecoder was used. The
main function of the program is to convert the Linear view data into the editable spreadsheet
format. The program was created within the framework of the ParaTrans project, which was
carried out at the Faculty of English at Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan and funded by
the Polish National Science Centre (UMO - 2012/07/E/HS2/00661) (cf. Whyatt et al. 2016).
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4.8.2. Tools and materials related to personality measurement

The list of the psychometric tests and their sources are provided in Appendix

A.The HEXACO Personality Inventory (Ashton and Lee 2009) was selected

to measure personality traits in the study for several important reasons: (1)

it is the most up-to-date extension of the Big Five psychological dimensions;

(2) despite being comparatively new, it has already won international acclaim

among psychologists; (3) it is being currently cross-validated in different

studies and in different languages; (4) it has already been translated into

24 languages, and Polish (the participants’ L1) was one of the first seven

languages that the test was officially translated into (Ashton et al. 2004a);%¢

and (S5) unlike many other psychometric tests, it is publicly available for

use.%” The test measures six higher-rank psychological domains, each of them

containing four lower-rank facets presented below:

- Honesty-Humility domain, represented by the facets of Sincerity, Fairness,
Greed-Avoidance and Modesty;

- Emotionality domain, represented by the facets of Fearfulness, Anxiety,
Dependence and Sentimentality;

- Extraversion domain, represented by the facets of Social Self-Esteem, Social
Boldness, Sociability and Liveliness;

—  Agreeableness domain, represented by the facets of Forgiveness, Gentleness,
Flexibility and Patience;

- Conscientiousness domain, represented by the facets of Organization,
Diligence, Perfectionism and Prudence;

—  Openness to Experience domain, represented by the facets of Aesthetic
Appreciation, Inquisitiveness, Creativity and Unconventionality.

The test was administered in Polish and contained 60 statements that the
participants were supposed to evaluate depending on whether they “com-
pletely disagree” (“1”) or “strongly agree” (“S”) with them on a Likert scale.
The average amount of time spent on completing the test was 10 minutes, as
observed by the experimenter.

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was the second psychometric
test used in the study. It was the online adapted version of the original MBTT
test designed by Briggs Myers (1962) and based on Jung’s ([1921] 1971)

66 The Polish translation of the HEXACO Personality Inventory was done by Professor Piotr
Szarota from the Polish Institute of Psychology.
67 See www.hexaco.org.
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personality typology.®® The version is publically available for free at www.
humanmetrics.com, and it has already been used for research purposes (cf.
Hubscher Davidson 2009). The test measures Jung’s ([1921] 1971) four
qualitative personality dimensions, each containing a pair of dichotomous
functions. The present study focuses specifically on the third dimension
comprising two decision-making functions, Thinking and Feeling. The test
contains 64 statements in English (participants’ L2), with five available
evaluations that range from “YES” to “NO” on a Likert scale. As observed
by the experimenter, the participants spent an average of 10 minutes on
completing the test.

4.8.3. Self-report questionnaires

The questionnaires were designed so as to collect (1) some background
information about the participants (e.g. age, duration of translation training/
practice), (2) their approach to the translation process, (3) the self-assessment
of their performance in the experimental tasks, and (4) their views on the
role of personality in translation. All in all, the questionnaire was prepared
in English and consisted of three main parts related to points (2), (3) and (4)
above, each of them containing three, two and four questions respectively.
Most of the questions were of the multiple-choice type with an option “other”
that enabled participants to add their own answers. The question related to
the students’ professional choice was open. The average amount of time that
the participants spent on the self-report questionnaire was seven minutes,
as observed by the experimenter. The application of each of the tools and
materials described so far is presented in the next section.

49. Experimental procedure

The experiment was conducted in one of the available language laboratories

at the Faculty of English at Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan. The

following experimental procedure was established:

- Before the experiment started each participant received a code name so
as to avoid potential experimenter’s bias.

~  The participant was given detailed instructions (Appendix C) concerning
the use of Translog User for the translation task. The instructions were

68 Seesection 1.4 for more details on Jung’s approach to personality and the history of the MBTL.
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also printed out and placed on the desk next to the computer that the
participant was working on.

- The participant received the two texts for translation. S/he was asked
to translate in a way that met her/his individual translation quality
standards. The extracts with some immediate background information
were printed out and placed on the desk next to the computer that the
participant was working on. The participant would also see the source
text in Translog.

- The participant was asked to start translating whenever s/he felt ready. The
participants were not pressed for time and could proceed at the pace they
found the most comfortable. The order of the texts was counterbalanced
so as to avoid the effect of the task order.

- Once the participant had finished translating the first text, s/he was sup-
posed to press the “Stop logging” button in the Translog User interface and
ask for the researcher’s assistance in saving the translation and opening
the next translation task in Translog.

—  On finishing the translation task, the participant was invited to fill out
the paper version of the HEXACO Personality Inventory in Polish.

- The next step consisted in completing the online version of the MBTI
test in English. Upon completing the test, the participant was asked to
copy the permanent link and save it into the respective document on the
computer s/he was working on.

- The participant was then asked to complete a self-report questionnaire
in English (cf. 4.8.3).%°

With a view to gathering the necessary number of data points, the experiment
ran in three sessions, from May 2015 to June 2017. The same experimental
procedure was adhered to in all the sessions. For the sake of convenience,
translation trainees were recorded in groups, and practicing translators
were recorded individually. The experimenter was present during each of
the sessions in order to provide guidance to the participants and ensure that
the procedure was consistently followed. No problems with the equipment,
the tasks or the materials were reported, and all the data were collected
accordingly. The process of data analysis is described in the next section.

69 The self-report questionnaires for students and practicing translators are provided in Ap-
pendices D and E respectively.
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4.10. Data analysis

Once the data were collected, the process of analysis was divided into four
main parts: (1) the analysis of data related to the translation process, (2)
the translation quality assessment, (3) the calculation of results of the two
psychometric tests, and (4) statistical analyses of the data with regard to the
five hypotheses. The section describes the activities involved in each of the
main parts of the data analysis.

4.10.1. Translation process data analysis

The Statistics function of the Translog Supervisor program was used to gener-
ate data for the process-related dependent variables of (1) the duration of the
end revision stage, and (2) the number of online and end deletions. The Linear
view function served to collect data about the types of revisions performed
during the drafting and end revision stages.

In order to further classify revisions, Faigley and Witte’s (1981) taxonomy
of revisions, originally designed for the writing process research (cf. 3.2), was
adapted to the needs of the present study. Faigley and Witte (1981) proposed
to view revision as a complex process, and identify the types of revisions
depending on both their causes and effects. In their complex approach, the
scholars start with the distinction between revision changes that affect the
meaning of the text (“text-based changes,” Figure 13) and those that do not
(“surface changes,” Figure 13). Such a classification is particularly relevant
for the analysis of the writing process, because sometimes writers may come
under the influence of new ideas and resort to the modifications of content
that meaningfully change the first draft. Referring to the translation process,
translators are subordinated to the primacy of the source text and cannot take
liberties to change the original meaning. Consequently, Faigley and Witte’s
(1981) understanding of the distinction between meaning-affecting and
meaning-not-affecting revisions does not seem to apply to the description of
those performed in the translation process. However, it does seem reasonable
to consider the broad category of “surface changes” (meaning-not-affecting
revisions) in the translation-based taxonomy of revisions.

Faigley and Witte (1981) further divided “surface revisions” into (1) “formal
changes” that include lower-level (especially phonetic and morphosyntac-
tic) modifications of spelling, grammar, punctuation and text layout, and
(2) “meaning-preserving” or higher-level (lexical, semantic and syntactic)
changes that incorporate synonymic substitutions, word order changes, etc.
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Figure 13. Translation process-based taxonomy of revisions adapted from Faigley
and Witte (1981).

— Orthography ‘ — Addition

—  Morphosyntax J ] Deletion

— Punctuation ‘ — Substitution
] Permutation
] Consolidation
— Distribution

Bearing in mind the peculiarities of the translation process, the distinction
is conceptually suitable, but requires some terminological adjustments.
In particular, there seems to be no point in referring to the higher-level
changes as “meaning-preserving” in translation, as the task of the translator
primarily consists in preserving the meaning of the source text, irrespective
of the cause of revisions that need to be introduced. Considering this, the
present study proposes to refer to the original class of “formal changes” as
“surface changes,” and to the class of “meaning-preserving changes” as “deep
changes.” Figure 13 presents the adaptation of Faigley and Wittes’s (1981)
classical taxonomy of revisions to the needs of the analysis of revisions in
the translation process.

To explain each of the sub-categories, Table 2 below provides a brief
definition of each of the revision types and examples from the translations
analyzed in the present study. Notably, the revisions were analyzed as chunks
of insertions and deletions depending on their cause and function in the
translation process.

Overall, the 47 participants in the two texts introduced 10,357 revisions
that were classified into the above sub-categories at the analysis stage. As the
translation process data analysis has been presented, the next section dwells
upon the issue of translation product quality assessment.
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Table 2. Translation process-based taxonomy of revisions with definitions and

Translog-generated examples.”®

Term

Definition

Example

Surface revisions

Orthography

Morphosyntax

Punctuation

correction of spelling
mistakes, typos, font size

adjustment of inflections,
prefixes and suf-

fixes, morphosyntactic
alignment

correction of
punctuation

wychudz«ta, nadr<szar[«pnigta-zebem

Toseeebytoess 4 4a-[-32.557][v][A]-reprezentacu
<yjnassesimprezae

Szkotkassess[V][A]«s[V]
[A]ec0-t 4 €<« 0 twarzyes.

Deep revisions

Addition

Deletion

Substitution

Permutation

Consolidation

Distribution

explicitation of meaning
by adding more words
to the first translation
variant

eliminating words or
parts of the phrase due
to a change in the trans-
lation strategy or other
meaning adjustments

synonymic replacements

word order
rearrangement

combining two simple
sentences into a complex
one

dividing a complex
sentence into simple
ones

wepr<<ramach-us<<«przysl«--tugi--[v][a][¥]
[A][VI[A][V][A]eeeeeeseespecjalnehj < «j-

stotowanies 4 €a«sigessee A 4 A€z seee 4 -kim
kolwiek

gotow-uczyé«nic¢-Pa-- 4 4- < 444 <4<«2ro
bi¢.ze

ylipewni,ze-do-pdtnocy-beda«[-01:03.243]

napiecisjakestrunal-14.196][v][A]- « 4 4 €4 €<«
<<<<«
—————eedo-pdtm-<«nocy

Obecny-bylk<<t-na-mi<<nim-angielski-Lor
deeezezW0jg ¢ 4 44 <€ <sW0j3+[-14.571]dama-
seeqeeeObOsjEs € 444+ € 4+:0DO+je- 444«
sesssssseQesces €+0D[26.364] A AeseeeswysOCU Ay
sisszczupli

Przestalisgracsseeeesiees 4 q.sKelnereeeeezeprzyja
znym-usmieczheme«-za «<odproadzitsja-do
«stolika

70 The examples come from the Linear view tool in Translog-II Supervisor. The symbols stand

for the following: “«€” - back space; “.” — a 1s pause; “[+32.557]” — a pause that lasted longer than

10s (32sand 557 ms); “[V][A]” —a mouse click; “—” - cursor activity (forward) (from the Translog

Manual available at ht.'tps://sites.google.com/site/centretranslationinnovation/translog—ii).


https://sites.google.com/site/centretranslationinnovation/translog-ii

TRANSLATOR’S PERSONALITY, TRANSLATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT 163
4.10.2. Translation quality assessment

To assess the quality of translations, Williams’ (2009) argumentation-centered
approach to translation quality assessment (TQA) has been adapted to the
needs of the present study. Williams’ (2004, 2009) TQA approach is holistic,
qualitative-centered and top-down (Waddington 2001) in comparison to the
error-based, quantitative-centered and bottom-up TQA models such as SICAL
and LISA (Martinez Mateo 2014, 76). In other words, the approach consists
in first defining the main idea of the text as a unit, i.e. its macrostructure, and
then seeks to identify its core elements that “support it and are subordinate to
it” (Liu and Zhao 2016, 558). The approach is originally based on philosopher
Toulmin’s (1964) theory of argument structure, according to which “all texts
present an argument macrostructure comprising up to six key elements”
(Williams 2009, 11). An argument is a message that the author aims to
convey to the potential reader, and its elements are the means by which the
author presents the message, i.e. the use of grammar, vocabulary, style and
register, etc. In translation, conveying the main message (“argument”) of
the source text along with its components should be the translator’s primary
aim, which shows that the argumentation-centered approach may provide
a viable solution in trying to evaluate both the pragmatic (text-based) and
linguistic (unit-based) features of the target text.

The practical advantage of Williams’ (2009) approach consists in the fact
that it allows its users to provide the quantitative assessment of translation
quality. The multi-criteria model applied to Williams’ assessment scheme
enables values (or “weights”) to be assigned to the different elements of the
argument depending on the peculiarities of a given text. Such a “weighting
procedure” not only enables the assessment scheme to be adjusted to the needs
of a certain study and/or a given text type, but also makes it possible to avoid
situations where the final quality score is affected by the less relevant grading
parameters (e.g. when the “layout” parameter receives the maximum number
of points and overrides the “style and register” parameter in an expressive
text). Moreover, it allows a “minimum weighted score” to be established as a
boundary indicating that a translation has reached an acceptable quality level.
According to Williams (2009, 19), the term “acceptable” may be extended
to “acceptable for publication,” and refers to the type of quality that reflects
professional standards in the industry. Considering this, the application of
Williams’ (2009) TQA model for research purposes requires setting additional
benchmarks that would allow distinguishing between different types of
translation quality (high, good, satisfactory, fair and poor). This seems to be
particularly relevant to the studies that involve the evaluation of translations
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done by participants with different levels of expertise (students and practicing
translators) such as the present one.

The first step in implementing Williams’ (2009) approach involves analyz-
ing the source text in order to define the argument and its pragmatic function,
and the underlying elements that constitute the argument (Drugan 2013, 61).
The situation where the choice of the argument, its elements (“parameters”)
and the “weights” assigned to them depends on the user of the method (in
this case, the researcher) has both advantages and disadvantages. On the
one hand, it makes the assessment scheme adjustable to different texts and
task requirements. On the other hand, it adds a certain degree of subjectivity
to the analysis, which is probably unavoidable in research involving TQA.
Thus, two assessment schemes have been specifically designed for each of the
two typologically different texts used in the experiment. The weights have
been assigned in accordance with the importance and the relevance of the
chosen parameters to the main argument in a given text, and are explained
later in the section. The weighted assessment scheme for the expressive text
is provided in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Weighted assessment scheme for the expressive text.

Parameter Weight Quality Minimum weighted Final
(/10) Score (/10) score (/100) score

Argument (pragmatic 3 30

effect)

Vocabulary use 2 16

Grammar 1 8

Stylistic devices 3 24

Coherence / Cohesion 1 8

Total 10 /10 86 /100

According to Williams (2009, 18), the total weight of all parameters is 10,
and it needs to be reallocated to each of the parameters by the researcher. The
most important parameter is the “argument” in line with the argumentation-
centered approach, so it has been assigned the weight of “3.” In the text, the
“argument” reflects the author’s intention to introduce to the readers the
upper-class audience at the Riviera party by placing particular emphasis on
the creative description of the guests’ personalities. For the sake of clarity,
the “argument” parameter was explained to the markers in terms of the
“pragmatic effect” that the target text produces.
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On the basis of the analysis of the source text, the following elements of
the argument were identified: (1) vocabulary use, (2) grammar, (3) stylistic
devices, and (4) coherence and cohesion. As the stylistic devices such as
anaphora, simile, oxymoron, etc. (cf. 4.8.1) are particularly important in
conveying the “artistically organized content” (Reiss’s [1971] 2000, 163) of
the expressive text, they have been assigned the weight of “3.” The weight of
“2” has been given to “vocabulary use,” because one of the essential elements
in the description of the elegant guests was the sophisticated vocabulary used

» «

by the author (e.g. “the impression of integrity,” “the serried throng on the
dance floor”). The parameters of “grammar” and “coherence and cohesion”
have received the weight of “1,” as both of them were probably the least decisive
in conveying the main argument in the text. The former parameter referred
to the appropriate use of grammar structures, and the latter consisted in
analyzing the ease of reading the target text as a coherent whole.

To calculate the “minimum weighted score” (Williams 2009, 18), the
weight of the “argument” is multiplied by 10 (the maximum number of points
it can receive in the assessment), and the weights of the other parameters are
multiplied by 8, which is the minimum “acceptable” number of points per
parameter for the translation to be considered of “high” quality. The minimum
“acceptable” score that allows a translation to be identified as being of “high”
quality is 86 points for the expressive text. Thus, the quality benchmarks used
for assessing translations in the study are the following:

- 286 points: high quality

- 76-85 points: good quality

- 66-7S points: satisfactory quality

- 56-6S points: fair quality

— <SS points: poor quality (not acceptable)

The benchmarks are related to the scores (max. 10) that could be assigned by
the markers for each of the parameters according to the following assessment
scale:

- 9-10: excellent

- 7-8:good

- 5-6:satisfactory

- 3-4:fair

- 1-2:poor

To obtain the final score for a given parameter in the scheme, the weight
was multiplied by the quality score assigned by the marker (e.g. “stylistic
devices:” 3 (“weight”) x 9 (“quality score” given by the marker) = 27 points).
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The “total” mark for the translation was calculated as a total sum of all the
scores obtained per each parameter.

A similar assessment scheme was designed for the informative text. Table 4
gives the details of the weighted scheme.

Table 4. Weighted assessment scheme for the informative text.

Parameter Weight Quality Minimum weighted Final
(/10) Score (/10) score (/100) score

Argument (pragmatic 3 30

effect)

Vocabulary use 2 16

Grammar 2 16

Style and register 2 16

Coherence / Cohesion 1 8

Total 10 /10 86 /100

In the informative text, the “argument” consisted in outlining the main aims
of the European Union. As the main element in the scheme in line with the
approach, the “argument” parameter has been given the weight of “3.” The
following elements of the “argument” have been selected as based on the
analysis of the source text: (1) vocabulary use, (2) grammar, (3) style and
register, and (4) coherence and cohesion. The parameters of “vocabulary
use,” “grammar” and “style and register” have obtained the weight of “2,” as
the communication of informative content requires the equally successful
use of relevant vocabulary, grammatical structures and the style of an official
document. Due to the fact that the extract was composed of five different
thematically organized objectives presented in the form of a numbered list,
the parameter of “coherence and cohesion” was probably less important
for the macrostructure, so it has received the weight of “1.” All in all, the
“minimum weighted score” for the informative text was 86 points. The rest
of the assessment procedure, including the quality benchmarks and the
individual scores, is the same as for the expressive text.

The markers were provided with the assessment scheme (in English) for
each translation (Appendix F). Before the assessment began, the experimenter
conducted a meeting during which the source texts were presented to the
markers and analyzed. The assessment schemes were supplemented with
detailed instructions on how to assess each of the parameters. The written
instructions enclosed in the assessment sheets were formulated as questions,
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e.g. “Argument (pragmatic effect)” (expressive text): “Does the translation
convey the message encoded by the author?” The students’ and practicing
translators’ translation outputs were all coded and mixed so that the markers
could not be biased by the translator’s level of expertise.

Similar assessment schemes with simplified instructions were translated
into Polish and delivered to the potential readers. In contrast to the markers’
assessment procedure, potential readers did not have access to the source
texts and were only asked to read the translated texts as originals.

As aresult of the assessment process, each text was assessed four times —
two scores were given by the professional markers, and the other two scores
were assigned by the potential readers (47 participants x 2 texts X 4 markers
= 376 assessment schemes).

4.10.3. Personality data analysis

The results of the participants’ HEXACO Personality Inventories were
calculated manually on the basis of the authors’ instructions provided in
the scoring keys available at www.hexaco.com. For each of the domains and
facets, a participant could receive a maximum of five points. Facets were
calculated as mean scores for the two or three sentences representing certain
facets in the questionnaire, and domains were calculated as grand means of
the facets that constitute a given domain. As regards the MBTI psychometric
test, the results were automatically calculated by www.humanmetrics.com,
and then saved by the researcher in each of the participant’s coded folders.

4.10.4. Statistical data analyses

Once entered into the spread sheets, the data underwent statistical analyses
using the “R Studio” software environment and the “R” programming lan-
guage, as well as JAMOVI, the new integrated statistical package built on
the R statistical language and freely available at www.jamovi.org.

411. Results of the experiment
The section starts with the presentation of results obtained from the statistical

testing of the data as related to each of the five hypotheses, and continues
with an overview of the participants’ answers to the self-report questionnaire.


http://www.hexaco.com
http://www.humanmetrics.com
http://www.jamovi.org
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411.1. Hypothesis1

Hypothesis 1 aimed to test whether translators differ from non-translators in
their distribution of personality traits. The potential differences were tested ac-
cording to the hierarchical structure of personality that includes the higher- and
lower-level traits (or “domains” and “facets”) as proposed by the authors of the
HEXACO Personality Inventory (Ashton and Lee 2009). First, a mixed group
composed of translation trainees and practicing translators (in total referred to
as “translators”) was compared with a group of non-translators that also included
both students and experienced professionals. This was done in order to test for
the potential differences between the distribution of the personality traits in
translators and the representatives of other professional fields regardless of their
expertise level. Next, the group of translation students was compared with a
group of non-translation students so as to reveal the initial personality-related
predispositions that might prompt students to choose translation as their
major. Finally, the group of practicing translators was compared with a group
of non-translators with regard to their personality traits in order to account for
the possible impact of the translators’ professional life on their personalities.

To start with, the groups of translators (N = 47) and non-translators (N =
95) were balanced in terms of the number of participants to ensure that the
effectis not influenced by unequal sample size. The set.seed command in the
“R” statistical environment was used to generate 53 random numbers out of
95 (set.seed (1:95, 53)). The new randomly compiled group of non-translators
(N =53, M age =28.7, SD age = 10.05) was further compared with a group of
translators comprising both translation trainees and practicing translators (N
=47, M age =27.7,SD age ="7.9) in terms of (1) higher-order traits or “domains,”
and (2) lower-order traits or “facets.” The results of the Shapiro-Wilk normality
test per each of the six higher-rank personality traits indicated that except
for the Conscientiousness domain (“Conscien,” W = .966, p = .011), all the
other data were normally distributed.”!

Analyses of variance conducted for each of the domains showed that there
was the main effect of the experimental group (translators vs. non-translators)
only on the distribution of the Conscientiousness trait, F (1,98) = 5.98,p =
016, np? = .058. Post-hoc comparisons showed that the group of translators
(Mdn = 3.8) had significantly higher scores on the Conscientiousness domain
than the group of non-translators with a medium effect size (Mdn = 3.6), U
=887,p =013, r=-0.49.

71 Ifthe normality test returns significant results, the assumption of normality is violated and
nonparametric statistics should be used.
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The next step was to compare the groups of translators and non-translators
with regard to the scores on the lower-level traits or “facets” obtained from the
HEXACO Personality Inventory. The analyses of variance were performed
with experimental group as a between-subject factor. The main effect of the
group on the distribution of the lower-level facets of Fearfulness, F (1, 98)
=5.51, p =.021, np® = .053, Patience, F (1, 98) = 4.60, p = .034, np?> = .04S,
Perfectionism, F (1,98) = 3.85, p =.053, np* = .038, and Creativity, F (1, 98)
=4.68, p = .033, p* = .046, was found. The mean values of each of the above
facets illustrating the differences between the groups of translators and
non-translators are provided in Table S.

Table 5. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of
Fearfulness, Patience, Perfectionism, Creativity in the groups of translators and
non-translators.

Group N Mean sD
Fearfulness Non-translators 53 2.85 0.668
Translators 47 3.20 0.842
Patience Non-translators 53 3.29 0.779
Translators 47 3.65 0.908
Perfectionism Non-translators 53 3.56 0.740
Translators 47 3.86 0.816
Creativity Non-translators 53 2.96 1.020
Translators 47 3.42 1.118

Aspost-hoc comparisons, nonparametric Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted,
because the data were not normally distributed (the Shapiro-Wilk normality test
was significant for each of the above facets). The results of the Mann-Whitney
U tests showed translators are significantly more Fearful (Mdn translators =
3.3, Mdn non-translators = 3.0), U= 942, p = .03S, r = -0.47), more Patient (Mdn
translators = 3.5, Mdn non-translators = 3.5), U = 911, p = .019, r = -0.43), more
Perfectionist (Mdn translators = 4.0, Mdn non-translators = 3.7), U= 962, p =
.048, r=-0.39,and more Creative (Mdn translators = 3.3, Mdn non-translators =
2.7), U=919, p = .024, r = -0.43, than non-translators. The facets represent the
higher-level domains of Emotionality (Fearfulness), Agreeableness (Patience),
Conscientiousness (Perfectionism) and Openness to Experience (Creativity).

As the groups of translators and non-translators were both mixed in terms of
the participants’ age, it was suggested that the group of student translators should
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be further compared with a similar group of student non-translators, and the
group of practicing translators should be compared with a group of practicing
non-translators. Such analyses would account for the potential personality-
related reasons for students’ choice of the translation profession, and the possible
influence of the translation profession on the translators’ personality traits.

To achieve this, 30 student non-translators were selected from the general
group of 95 non-translators based on their age and student status, and 17
practicing non-translators were selected from the same sample based on
similar criteria (age, status: “employed”) for the group to be comparable
with that of practicing translators. Again, similar analyses were performed
with regard to the same hierarchy of higher-level traits and lower-level facets
obtained from the HEXACO Personality Inventory.

First, the group of student translators (N = 30, M age = 23.4, SD age = 1.7) was
compared with the group of student non-translators (N =30, M age = 22.4, SD age
=1.04) as for the distribution of the higher-level personality domains. Analyses
of variance were conducted on each of the domains, and the main effect of the
experimental group was found on the distribution of the Emotionality trait, F
(1,59) =892, p =.004, np? = 0.131. The post-hoc comparisons revealed that the
scores on the Emotionality scale were significantly higher in the group of student
translators (M = 3.52, SD = 0.56) than in the group of student non-translators
with alarge effect size (M =3.12, SD = 0.5),  (60) = 2.81, p =.007, d = 0.72.

Next, the same groups were compared with regard to the distribution of
facets. The analyses of variance identified the main effect of the experimental
group on the distribution of the facets of Fearfulness, F (1, 58) = 10.4, p =.002,
11p2 =0.131, Anxiety, F (1,59) = 8.92,p=.004, qu =0.131,and Patience, F (1, 59)
=8.92, p=.004, np*> = 0.152. The relevant mean values are provided in Table 6.

Table 6. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of
Fearfulness, Anxiety and Patience in the groups of student translators and student
non-translators.

Group N Mean sD
Fearfulness Non-translators 30 2.74 0.650

Student translators 30 3.36 0.827
Anxiety Non-translators 30 345 0.855

Student translators 30 4.02 0.978
Patience Non-translators 30 3.30 0.761

Student translators 30 3.78 0.827
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The Shapiro-Wilk normality test for the three facets was then conducted,
and it revealed that the data were not normally distributed. The nonpara-
metric Mann-Whitney U test was used as post-hoc group comparisons. The
translators significantly outscored non-translators on the scale of Fearfulness
(student translators, Mdn = 3.5, student non-translators, Mdn = 2.7), U = 244,
p=.002, r=-0.83 (large effect size), and Anxiety (student translators, Mdn =
4.25, student non-translators, Mdn = 3.5), U =293, p = .019, r = -0.62 (large
effect size) facets, which represent the higher-level Emotionality domain.
Student translators were also found to be significantly more Patient (student
translators, Mdn = 3.5, student non-translators, Mdn = 3.5) than student
non-translators, U = 302, p =.026, r = -0.6 (large effect size), which is the
facet that belongs to the Agreeableness domain.

The next step was to compare the group of practicing translators (N = 17,
M age = 35.8, SD age = 8.1) with the group of non-translators (N = 17, M age
= 38.8, SD age = 7.32) in the distribution of both higher-level personality
domains and lower-level facets. As regards the personality domains, the main
effect of the experimental group was on the Agreeableness, F (1, 32) = 5.77,
p=.023, 11p2 =0.157,and Openness to Experience, F (1, 32) = 18.1,p <.001,
np® = 0.368, domains. Table 7 shows the mean values of the two traits in the
groups of practicing translators and non-translators.

Table 7. Mean values and standard deviations: personality domains of
Agreeableness and Openness to Experience in the groups of practicing translators
and non-translators.

Group N Mean SD
Agreeableness Non-translators 17 3.35 0.543
Practicing translators 17 2.83 0.699
Openness to Non-translators 17 3.22 0.591
Experience
P Practicing translators 17 3.95 0.354

Student’s t-tests (the data followed normal distribution according to the
Shapiro-Wilk test) were then conducted as post-hoc tests to compare the
two groups on the two domains. The group of practicing translators (M =
3.95, SD = 0.35) scored significantly higher on the Openness to Experience
domain than the group of non-translators (M = 3.22, SD = 0.59), t(34) =
4.2,p <.001, d = 1.48 (very large effect size), whereas the group of practicing
non-translators (M = 3.35, SD = 0.54) outscored the group of translators
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(M =2.83, SD = 0.7) on the Agreeableness domain, #(34) = 2.4, p =.023, d
= 0.84 (large effect size).

The verification of Hypothesis 1 proceeded with the comparison of the
groups of practicing translators and non-translators in terms of the distribution
of facets as the lower-level personality descriptors. The analyses of variance
revealed the main effect of the experimental group on the facets of Gentleness,
F(1,32) = 10.1, p = .003, np* = 0.246, Flexibility, F (1, 32) = 10.0, p =.003,
11p2 = 0.244, Perfectionism, F (1, 32) = 5.57, p=.02S, qu =0.152, Aesthetic
Appreciation, F (1,32) = 10.3, p =.003, ﬂpz =0.250, and Inquisitiveness, F
(1, 32) = 13.9, p < .001, np* = 0.310. The relevant mean values are provided
in Table 8.

Table 8. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of
Gentleness, Flexibility, Perfectionism, Aesthetic Appreciation and Inquisitiveness

in the groups of practicing translators and non-translators.

Group N Mean SD
Gentleness Non-translators 17 3.35 0.730
Practicing translators 17 243 0.917
Flexibility Non-translators 17 3.32 0.460
Practicing translators 17 2.72 0.630
Perfectionism Non-translators 17 3.44 0.436
Practicing translators 17 3.92 0.729
Aesthetic Non-translators 17 3.47 0.960
Appreciation Practicing translators 17 4.44 0.750
Inquisitiveness Non-translators 17 3.59 0.690
Practicing translators 17 4.38 0.500

The Shapiro-Wilk normality test revealed that with the exception of the facets
of Aesthetic Appreciation (W = 0.935, p < .001) and Inquisitiveness (W =
0.936, p <.001), all the other data were normally distributed. Therefore, both
parametric (Student’s t-tests) and nonparametric (Mann-Whitney U tests)
statistics were used as post-hoc comparisons. The group of translators scored
significantly higher on the facets of Perfectionism, t(34) = 2.4, p =.003, d =
.82 (large effect size), Aesthetic Appreciation (Mdn translators = 4.75, Mdn
non-translators = 3.5), U = §8.5, p = .005, r = 1.1 (very large effect size), and
Inquisitiveness (Mdn translators = 4.25, Mdn non-translators = 3.5), U = 49,
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p=.001, r=1.3 (verylarge effect size). The results show that non-translators are
significantly more Gentle, £(34) =3.18, p=.003, d = 1.1 (very large effect size),
and Flexible, t(34) = 3.16, p =.003, d = 1.1 (large effect size). The dominant
facets among the practicing translators belong to the Conscientiousness
(Perfectionism) and Openness to Experience (Aesthetic Appreciation and
Inquisitiveness) domains, and those prevailing in the group of non-translators
come from the domain of Agreeableness (Gentleness and Flexibility).

Thus, the results of testing Hypothesis 1 showed some intriguing personal-
ity differences between the representatives of the translation profession and
those of other professional fields. In particular, the translators were found
to be more Conscientious than non-translators. Moreover, some telling
personality differences in terms of the Emotionality trait were found between
the students whose career choice had already been made in favor of translation
and those who had chosen a different career path. Also, it was established that
practicing translators are more Open to Experience and less Agreeable than
the experts in other professional fields, which might point to the interaction
between personality and professional life. The next section presents the results
of testing Hypothesis 2 related to the self-revision process.

411.2. Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 marked the shift from describing the translator’s personality
in general to investigating the specific role of the translator’s psychological
functions in the process of self-revision. In particular, Hypothesis 2 tapped
into the possible influence of the decision-related personality functions
(Thinking or Feeling) identified by the MBT1 test on the duration of the end
revision stage. Based on the descriptions of the functions, it was assumed that
the Thinking type translators would spend more time on the end revision
stage than the Feeling type translators.

Following the approach adopted to test Hypothesis 1, novice and practicing
translators were first combined and treated as one group representing the
translation profession. Next, the role of personality functions in the dura-
tion of end revision was considered separately in the groups of translation
students and practicing translators. The first independent variable was the
psychological function (between-subject factor with two levels, Thinking and
Feeling. The second input variable was the text type (within-subject factor
with two levels, expressive and informative), which was introduced in order
to verify whether personality functions play a role regardless of the source text
type. In the mixed group, another dependent variable was the experimental
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group membership (translation students, practicing translators), which was
introduced in order to test for the expertise effect. The dependent variable
was the duration of the end revision stage.

In the mixed group composed of translation trainees and practicing transla-
tors, 30 Feeling and 17 Thinking participants were identified on the basis of
the results of the psychometric test (MBTI). The mean values of the duration
of the end revision stage in the translations of the two text types produced
by all translators are provided in Table 9. The group is divided according to
the participants’ preferred psychological function (Feeling or Thinking). The
duration of the end revision stage is provided in seconds.

Table 9. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the end
revision stage (s) in the two texts in the mixed group per psychological function
(F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).

Group N Mean SD
Expressive End Revision Stage  F 30 233 241
TH 17 516 588
Informative End Revision Stage F 30 245 307
TH 17 453 397

The mixed-effects (within and between) analysis of variance returned the
main effect of the between-subject factor of the preferred psychological
function (Thinking or Feeling) on the end revision time in both text types,
F(1,45) = 7.18, p = .01, np? = 0.143. The expertise effect, F (1,4S5) =3.7,p =
061, np* = 0.079, and the text type effect, F (1, 45) = 0.242, p = .626, np* =
0.006, were not found.

According to the Shapiro-Wilk normality tests, the data were not normally
distributed (expressive text, W= 0.667, p < .001, informative text, W =0.783, p <
.001), and nonparametric post-hoc tests (Mann-Whitney U test) were performed
to test for the differences between the Thinking types and the Feeling typesin
terms of the duration of the end revision stage. The results showed that the groups
of the Feeling type (Mdn expressive = 172, Mdn informative = 143) and Thinking
type translators (Mdn expressive = 405, Mdn informative = 359) significantly
differed in the duration of the end revision stage in both the expressive text, U
=154, p=.026,r=-0.71 (medium effect size), and in the informative text, U =
154, p =053, r=-0.609 (medium effect size). All in all, Thinking type translators
spent significantly more time on the end revision stage in both text types.
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Similar analyses were then performed in the group of novices and practic-
ing translators separately in order to verify whether the personality-related
differences remain independent of the level of expertise. There were 19 Feeling
types and 11 Thinking type participants in the group of translation trainees.
Table 10 provides the mean values of the distribution of the given output
variable in the group of translation students divided per their preferred
psychological function. The values refer to both text types, expressive and
informative.

Table 10. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the end
revision stage (s) in the two texts in the group of translation students per
psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).

Group N Mean SD
Expressive End Revision Time F 19 181 212
TH n 418 299
Informative End Revision Time  F 19 190 186
TH n 391 301

The mixed-effects analysis of variance showed the main effect of the psycho-
logical function on the variable of the duration of end revision stage in both
text types, F (1,28) = 7.12, p = .013, p? = 0.203. The post-hoc comparisons
were nonparametric, as the data were not-normally distributed. The group
of the Feeling type (Mdn = 126) novices differed from the Thinking type
(Mdn = 405) novices in the amount of end revision time spent during the
translation of the expressive text, U =40, p =.006, r = -0.96. The differences in
the duration of end revision stage in the informative text were not significant,
U=62,p=.071,r=-0.86.

The final step in the verification of Hypothesis 2 consisted in comparing
the group of Feeling type practicing translators and Thinking type practicing
translators with regard to the end revision time in both texts. On the basis
of the MBTT test, the practicing translators were divided into two groups of
11 Feeling types and five Thinking types. Due to a very small sample size
and not normal distribution, the results of the tests should be treated with
extra caution. Both the mean and median values of the duration of the end
revision stage (s) in the group of practicing translators in the two texts are
given in Table 11.
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Table 11. Mean, median values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the
end revision stage (s) in the two texts in the group of practicing translators per

psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).

Group N Mean Median sD
Expressive F 1 324 206 270
TH 6 694 407 932
Informative F n 340 135 441
TH 6 566 410 548

The mixed-effects analysis of variance showed no significant effect of the
psychological function on the dependent measure, F (1, 15) = 1.93, p = .185,
np® = 0.114, and no within-subject effects of the text type, F (1, 15) = 0.117,p
=.737,np*=0.008. Thus, despite the telling differences between the Thinking
and the Feeling type practicing translators in terms of the end revision time
observed in the mean and median values, there is not enough evidence to
suggest that the differences are significant.

Figure 14 summarizes the results obtained from testing Hypothesis 2. As
the data were not normally distributed and nonparametric statistics were
used to test for the differences between groups, the median values of the
duration of end revision stage are provided in the figure. The participants
in all three groups (mixed, translation students, practicing translators) are
divided according to their preferred psychological function into the Feeling
(“F”) and Thinking (“TH”) types. The durations of end revision stage in the
two text types (expressive and informative) are given in the figure.

Allin all, Hypothesis 2 has been partially supported by the data. In
particular, the predicted significant differences in the duration of the end
revision stage between the Feeling and the Thinking type participants were
found in the mixed group composed of novices and practicing translators in
both text types, and in the group of translation trainees only in the expressive
text. Notably, the effect of the preferred psychological function was found to
be significant in the mixed group, whereas the effect of the expertise level was
not. The finding indicates that the decision-related psychological function
may account for the differences in the duration of the end revision stage more
than the translators’ level of expertise. It may also be inferred on that basis
that the absence of significant results of hypothesis testing in the group of
practicing translators might have been due to a small sample size. The next
section continues to explore the role of the translators’ preferred psychological
functions in the process of self-revision.
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Figure 14. Hypothesis 2: lllustration of results in the mixed group, translation
students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
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411.3. Hypothesis 3

The assumption under Hypothesis 3 was that Thinking type translators
would introduce more deletions at the end revision stage in comparison to
the Feeling types. The translators with the dominant Feeling function, on
the other hand, were expected to delete more during the drafting stage than
their Thinking counterparts. Similar to Hypothesis 2, the between-subject
independent variable was the psychological function (Feeling or Thinking),
and the within-subject independent variable was the text type. In the case of
the mixed group (translation students and practicing translators), the input
variable of experimental group membership was considered.

The dependent variables were the following: (1) the number of online dele-
tions in the expressive text, (2) the number of online deletions in the informative
text, (3) the number of end deletions in the expressive text, and (4) the number
of end deletions in the informative text.”” Online deletions are those produced
at the drafting stage, and end deletions are those made at the end revision
stage, after the first draft has been finished.

First, the data from the mixed group composed of translation trainees
and practicing translators were analyzed. The mean values of online and
end deletions made in the two texts by all participants grouped per their
preferred psychological function (Thinking, Feeling) are given in Table 12.

72 As mentioned earlier in the Data analysis section, one deletion represents one eliminated
character as identified by Translog.
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Table 12. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions
made in the two texts by all participants per psychological function (F = Feeling,
TH =Thinking).

Group N Mean SD
Expressive Online Deletions F 30 345.0 199.6
TH 17 220.1 101.7
Expressive End Deletions F 30 39.0 41.4
TH 17 95.2 86.4
Informative Online Deletions F 30 269.1 133.2
TH 17 2397 99.3
Informative End Deletions F 30 32.2 41.4
TH 17 62.9 717

The repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted for the within-
subject variables of the text type represented by the online deletions in the
expressive text and online deletions in the informative text, and the between-
subject variables of (1) the psychological function (Thinking, Feeling) and
(2) the experimental group membership (translation students and practicing
translators).

No within-subject effects on the given variable were found, F (1, 45) =
1.33, p =255, np? = 0.030. As for between-subject effects, they were not
significant either for the preferred psychological function, F (1, 45) = 2.42,
p =.127,np? = 0.053, or for the experimental group membership, F (1, 45) =
0.402, p = .529, yp? = 0.009.

The mixed-effects analysis of variance was further performed for the
variables of end deletions in the expressive text and end deletions in the informa-
tive text, and the between-subject factors of (1) the psychological function
(Thinking, Feeling) and (2) the experimental group membership (translation
students, practicing translators). The within-subject effect of the text type
indicates that the translators introduced a different number of end deletions
depending on the text type, F (1, 45) = 4.54, p =.039, np* = 0.095. To illustrate
the difference, the mean values of end deletions in both texts introduced by
all participants regardless of their preferred psychological function are provided
in Table 13. It is possible to observe that all participants made more end
deletions in the expressive text than in the informative text, which was also
supported in the post-hoc comparisons, t(47) = 2.13, pyouferroni = -039, d =
0.308 (small effect size).
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Table 13. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): end deletions made by all
participants in the two texts.

Expressive End Deletions Informative End Deletions
N 47 47
Mean 59.4 43.3
SD 66.5 55.6

Also, the main between-subject effect of the psychological function was re-
vealed, F (1,45) = 10.28, p =.003, np* = 0.193. Further post-hoc comparisons
showed that the Thinking types introduced significantly more end deletions
(M =158.2,SD = 147.9) than the Feeling types (M = 71.2, SD = 68.2) in both
texts, t(47) = -3.21, Pponfersoni = -003, d = -0.908 (large effect size). When the
differences in the number of end deletions were tested for separately in the
two texts due to the within-subject effect of the text type, it was revealed that
the Thinking types introduced significantly more deletions in the expressive
text (Mdn = 66), than the Feeling types (Mdn = 20.5), U = 149, p =.019, r
=-0.916.

In addition, there was the effect of experimental group membership on the
number of end deletions in both texts, F (1, 45) = 6.35, p = .016, np*> = 0.129.
Post-hoc comparisons showed that practicing translators (M = 72.1, SD =
79.6) introduced significantly more deletions at the end revision stage than
translation students (M = 39.5, SD = 45.01), t(47) = -2.52, Poonferroni = 016, d
=-0.748 (large effect size).

To sum up, in the mixed group of student translators and practicing transla-
tors, the main effect of the preferred psychological function, Thinking or
Feeling, was found to be significant only for the number of end deletions.
The effect of experimental group membership, which represents the level
of expertise in translation, was revealed for the variable of end deletions as
well. The two types of effects show that the translators’ deletion activities
during the end revision stage may be influenced by both their cognitive
functions and expertise level. In particular, the Thinking type participants
deleted significantly more at the end revision stage in both texts than the
Feeling types, and the practicing translators introduced more deletions at
this stage than translation students. The Thinking type participants made
considerably more deletions during the end revision of the expressive text
than the Feeling types, which reflects the influence of the text type. Next,
similar analyses were conducted in the groups of translation students and
practicing translators separately.
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The mean values of online and end deletions introduced by the translation
students in both texts are provided in Table 14.

Table 14. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions
made in the two texts by translation students per psychological function
(F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).

Group N Mean sD
Expressive Online Deletions F 19 380.8 220.5
TH " 200.3 97.3
Expressive End Deletions F 19 34.5 36.8
TH n 77.0 68.1
Informative Online Deletions F 19 294.3 148.3
TH " 235.8 116.0
Informative End Deletions F 19 23.8 24.8
TH " 38.1 41.2

Asregards online deletions in the two texts, no within-subject effects of the
text type were revealed, F (1, 28) = 0.630, p = 434, np? = 0.022. The mixed-
effects analysis of variance showed the main effect of the between-subject
factor of the psychological function on the number of online deletions in
both texts, F (1,28) = 5.07, p = .032, np® = 0.153. The post-hoc comparisons
indicated that the Feeling type students introduced more online deletions
than the Thinking type in general, £(30) = 2.25, Pyouferroni = -032, d = 0.97.
Further analyses showed that the Feeling type participants (Mdn = 345)
introduced significantly more online deletions than the Thinking types
(Mdn =209) in the expressive text, U = 167, p =.016, r = 0.97, but not in the
informative text, U= 128, p =.33, r = 0.425.

When the end deletions introduced by the students were analyzed, the
main within-subject effect of the text type indicated that student translators
introduced a different number of end deletions depending on the text type, F
(1,28) =9.59, p =.004, np?> = 0.255. According to the post-hoc comparisons,
all participants made significantly more end deletions in the expressive text,
M =50.1, SD = 53.1, than in the informative text, M = 29.0, SD = 31.9, t(30)
= 3.1, Phonferroni = 004, d = -0.84.

It was also found that student translators differed with regard to the number
of end deletions in both texts due to the main effect of the between-subject
factor of the preferred psychological function, F (1,28), p =.048, np* = 0.132.
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Post-hoc comparisons revealed that the Feeling types made significantly fewer
end deletions than the Thinking types in both text types, £(30) = -2.06, df =
28, Phonferroni = -048. Moreover, the Thinking types (Mdn = 57) outnumbered
the Feeling types (Mdn = 27) in terms of end deletions made in the expressive
text, U= 58.5, p = .05, r = -0.845, but not in the informative text, U = 84.5,
p=4r=-0452.

Thus, the group of novices showed the expected personality-related self-
revision patterns in terms of the measured variables analyzed in Hypothesis 3.
However, all novices introduced significantly more deletions at the end
revision stage in the expressive text regardless of their decision-making
psychological function.

Finally, the impact of the dominant psychological function on the given
input variables was tested for in the group of practicing translators. The mean
values of online and end deletions made by the practicing translators in the
two texts are given in Table 15.

Table 15. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions
made in the two texts by practicing translators per psychological function (F =
Feeling, TH = Thinking).

Group N Mean SD
Expressive Online Deletions F n 283.0 146.2
TH 6 256 108.2
Expressive End Deletions F n 46.9 49.3
TH 6 129 112.0
Informative Online Deletions F n 2255 92.4
TH 6 247 67.3
Informative End Deletions F n 46.7 59.1
TH 6 109 96.1

It is worthy of note that the mean values of end deletions made in the group
of practicing translators are greater than in the group of translation students,
as shown in Tables 14 and 15. This suggests that the practicing translators
may have developed the skill of systematically revising their drafts during
the end revision stage.

When the mixed-effects analysis of variance was performed for the number
of online deletions in the expressive and informative texts, no within, F (1,
15) = 0.828, p = .377, np* = 0.052, and between-subject effects, F (1, 15) =
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Figure 15. Hypothesis 3: lllustration of results in the mixed group, translation
students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking, expr = expressive
text, inf = informative text).
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0.004, p = .952, np? = 0.0, were found. The results, though, may have been
different had the sample size been larger.

With regard to the number of end deletions introduced by the practicing
translators, no within-subject effects of the text type were revealed, F (1, 15) =
0.368, p =.553, np* = 0.024, but the main effect of the psychological function
was found, F (1, 15) =4.43, p =.053, p* = 0.228. Post-hoc comparisons showed
that the Feeling type translators made significantly fewer end deletions in
both text types than the Thinking types, t(17) = -2.10, Phonferroni = 053, d =
-1.07. The Thinking type practicing translators made significantly more end
deletions (Mdn = 119) in the expressive text, U= 18.5,p =.052, r=-1.07, than
the Feeling types (Mdn = 18).

Allin all, Hypothesis 3 was partially corroborated by the analysis of data.
The summary of results is provided in Figure 15.

The influence of the preferred decision-related psychological function
on the variable of online deletions introduced in both texts was significant
only in the group of translation trainees. Notably, the shared feature of the
results of analyses across all the three samples (mixed group, translation
students and practicing translators) is the main effect of the psychological
function on the number of deletions introduced at the end revision stage in
the translation of both texts, where the Thinking types made more deletions
than the Feeling types. An interesting finding was that practicing translators
made significantly more end deletions than translation students in both
texts, which shows that the level of expertise may have an impact on the
number of deletions at the stage of end revision. The effect of the text type



TRANSLATOR’S PERSONALITY, TRANSLATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT 183

was found to account for the variance in the end deletions in the group of
students, whereby more deletions were introduced during the translation of
the expressive text. The results of testing Hypothesis 3 complement those of
the Hypothesis 2, as they support the expectations that the Thinking type
translators spend more time on the end revision stage and introduce more
deletions at this stage.

411.4. Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 sought to identify the differences in the types of corrections
that the Feeling and Thinking types introduce during the drafting and end
revision stages. It was assumed that the Feeling types would make more
meaning-related changes during the drafting stage and less during the end
revision stage than the Thinking type translators.

The analyses started with tapping into the differences between the
Feeling and Thinking type participants in the mixed group of novices and
practicing translators, and then continued with separate analyses in the
two groups. The between-subject factors continued to be the psychological
function (Thinking and Feeling) and the experimental group membership
(translators and practicing translators, only in the mixed group), and the
within-subject factor was the text type (expressive and informative). The
following dependent variables were considered in the analysis of Hypothesis
4: (1) surface online corrections in the expressive text, (2) surface online correc-
tions in the informative text, (3) deep online corrections in the expressive text,
(4) deep online corrections in the informative text, (S) surface end corrections
in the expressive text, (6) surface end corrections in the informative text, (7)
deep end corrections in the expressive text, and (8) deep end corrections in the
informative text. The mixed-effects analyses of variance were conducted
four times per each sample (mixed group, translation students, practicing
translators), each time considering a different set of dependent variables (1
and 2,3 and 4, 5 and 6,7 and 8).

First, the mixed group composed of students and practicing translators was
analyzed. Table 16 presents the mean values of each of the above variables in
the mixed group of translation students and practicing translators divided
according to their preferred psychological function (Feeling or Thinking).
The values for both text types are given.
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Table 16. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made

in the two texts by all participants per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH =

Thinking).
Group N Mean SD
Expressive Surface Online F 30 66.37 40.54
TH 17 47.8 20.6
Informative Surface Online F 30 66.57 33.35
TH 17 57.2 23.2
Expressive Deep Online F 30 37.67 19.47
TH 17 26.6 12.9
Informative Deep Online F 30 26.90 15.27
TH 17 26.4 15.1
Expressive Surface End F 30 5.07 4.86
TH 17 12.8 10.8
Informative Surface End F 30 7.87 10.06
TH 17 14.6 13.1
Expressive Deep End F 30 6.57 5.69
TH 17 18.0 12.9
Informative Deep End F 30 577 6.89
TH 17 12.7 13.8

As already mentioned, the mixed-effects analysis of variance was conducted

over the four sets of dependent variables. The results were as follows:

@

©)

No within-subject effects of the text type, F (1, 45) =2.66,p = .11, np*=
0.058, or between-subject effects for either the psychological function, F
(1,45) =1.7,p =.198, np*>= 0.038, or the experimental group membership,
F(1,45) =0.37, p = .547, np* = 0.009, were found for the variable of surface
online corrections in the two texts.

A within-subject effect of the text type was revealed for the deep online
revisions, F (1, 45) = 4.83, p = .033, np? = 0.101. Post-hoc comparisons
indicated that significantly more deep online corrections were introduced
in the expressive text, M = 33.7, SD = 18.1, than in the informative text, M
=26.7,SD = 15.1, by all participants, £(47) = 2.2, Pyonferroni = 033, d = 0.63.
There were no between-subject effects of the psychological function, F (1,
45) = 1.08, p =305, p> = 0.024, or the experimental group membership,
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F(1,4S) =2.88, p =.097, np? = 0.063, on the number of deep online
corrections in the two texts.

(3) There was a main between-subject effect of the preferred psychological
functions on the number of surface end corrections in both text types, F
(1,45) =7.2,p=.01, np*>=0.143. According to the post-hoc comparisons,
the Feeling type translators made significantly fewer surface end cor-
rections in both texts, M = 6.47, SD = 7.48, than the Thinking types,
M =137, SD = 11.95, t(45) = -2.68, Pyouerroni = -01, d = -1.02. Neither
between-subject effects of the experimental group membership, F (1, 45)
=1.22, p = 275, np?> = 0.028, nor within-subject effects of the text type
on the number of surface end corrections, F (1, 45) = 3.86, p = .056, np?
=0.082, were revealed.

(4) No within-subject effect of the text type on the number of deep end
corrections was found, F (1, 45) = 3.46, p = .07, np*= 0.075.

(5) There was a between-subject effect of the psychological function on the
number of deep end corrections in both texts, F (1, 45) = 13.9, p < .001,
np® = 0.244, with post-hoc comparisons showing that the Feeling types
introduced significantly fewer deep end corrections, M = 6.17, SD = 6.29,
in both texts than the Thinking types, M = 15.35, SD = 13.35, t(4S) =
-3.73, Ponferroni < -001, d = -0.7 (large effect size). No between-subject
effect of the experimental group membership on the number of deep
end corrections was found, F (1, 45) = 2.57, p = .115, np? = 0.057.

Thus, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported in the mixed group of translation
trainees and practicing translators. This especially refers to the expectations
concerning the type of corrections introduced at the end revision stage. It is
worthy of note that the expertise level was not found to have an impact on
the types of corrections considered in the analysis.

Next, the hypothesis was tested in the sample of novices. The mean values
of all types of corrections introduced by translation trainees in both text
types are presented in Table 17.
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Table 17. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made in

the two texts by translation students per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH =

Thinking).
Group N Mean SD
Expressive Surface Online F 19 64.26 29.29
TH " 45.3 17.0
Informative Surface Online F 19 66.00 28.51
TH 1" 53.6 17.9
Expressive Deep Online F 19 41.63 20.34
TH n 26.4 13.5
Informative Deep Online F 19 32.16 15.79
TH " 27.8 17.3
Expressive Surface End F 19 4.26 3.84
TH " 12.7 12.1
Informative Surface End F 19 6.26 8.73
TH n 12.8 12.6
Expressive Deep End F 19 5.42 497
TH 1" 16.7 12.9
Informative Deep End F 19 4.79 5.66
TH n 10.2 1.4

The results of the mixed-effects repeated measures analyses of variance were

as follows:
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No within-subject, F (1, 28) = 3.07, p = .091, np?> = 0.099, or between-
subject effects, F (1, 28) = 2.91, p =.099, np? = 0.094, were found for the
surface online corrections in the two texts.

No within-subject, F (1, 28) = 1.63, p = .213, np® = 0.05S5, or between-
subject effects, F (1, 28) = 2.91, p =.099, np?> = 0.094, were found for the
deep online corrections in the two texts.

The main between-subject effect of the psychological function on the
number of surface end corrections in both text types was found, F (1,
28) =5.62, p =.02S, np? = 0.167. Post-hoc comparisons indicated that the
Feeling type students made significantly fewer surface end corrections, M
=5.26,SD = 12.57, than the Thinking types, M = 12.75, SD = 12.35, in both
texts, t(30) = -2.37, Pvonferroni = -02S, d = -1.07. The Thinking types (Mdn
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=9) introduced significantly more of such corrections in the expressive
text than the Feeling types (Mdn = 4), U = 46, p =.012, r = -1.07. There
was no within-subject effect of the text type on the given variable, F (1,
28) =0.54, p = 469, np* = 0.019.

(4) There was the within-subject effect of the text type on the number of deep
end corrections regardless of the participants’ psychological function, F (1,
28) =4.23, p =.049, np*>= 0.131. According to the post-hoc comparisons,
all students made more meaning-related corrections at the end revision
stage in the expressive text, M = 9.57, SD = 10.17, than in the informative
text, M = 6.77, SD = 843, £(30) = 2.06, Ppoyjorroni = 049, d = 1.3.

(5) Moreover, the main between-subject effect of the psychological function
on the number of deep end corrections was found, F (1, 28) =9.75, p =
.004, np? = 0.288. The Thinking type students made significantly more
of such corrections in both texts, M = 13.45, SD = 12.2, than the Feeling
type students, M = 7.8, SD = 5.3, £(30) = -3.12, Pyonfersoni = -004, d = -0.66.
Also, the Thinking types (Mdn = 13) made more deep end corrections
than the Feeling types (Mdn = 4) in the expressive text, U=37.5,p =
004, 7 =-1.3.

Similar to the results obtained in the mixed group, the analyses into the
types of revisions introduced by translation trainees showed that the role
of the dominant psychological function reveals itself the most at the end
revision stage.

The last step in the verification of Hypothesis 4 consisted in analyzing
the types of revisions in the group of practicing translators. The mean values
of all types of corrections introduced by practicing translators in both text
types are presented in Table 18.
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Table 18. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made
in the two texts by practicing translators per psychological function (F = Feeling,
TH =Thinking).

Group N Mean SD
Expressive Surface Online F 1 70.00 56.56
TH 6 52.5 27.27
Informative Surface Online F 1 67.55 41.97
TH 6 63.7 31.59
Expressive Deep Online F 1 30.82 16.53
TH 6 27.2 13.14
Informative Deep Online F 1 17.82 9.16
TH 6 237 111
Expressive Surface End F 1 6.45 6.22
TH 6 12.8 9.00
Informative Surface End F n 10.64 11.96
TH 6 18.0 14.46
Expressive Deep End F 1 8.55 6.53
TH 6 20.3 13.81
Informative Deep End F 1 7.45 8.65
TH 6 17.3 17.53

The results of the mixed-effects repeated measures analyses are as follows:

(1) No within-subject, F (1, 15) = 0.57, p = 462, np® = 0.037, or between-
subject effects, F (1, 15) = 0.24, p = .628, np?> = 0.016, were found for the
surface online corrections in the two texts.

(2) No within-subject, F (1, 15) = 2.81, p = .114, np? = 0.158, or between-
subject effects, F (1, 15) = 0.06, p = .80S, np* = 0.004, were found for the
surface deep corrections in the two texts.

(3) No within-subject, F (1, 15) = 2.48, p = .136, np® = 0.142, or between-
subject effects, F (1, 15) = 2.45, p = .138, np? = 0.140, were found for the
surface end corrections in the two texts.

(4) The main effect of the psychological function on the number of deep
end corrections was discovered, F (1, 15) = 4.73, p = .046, np? = 0.240.
Post-hoc comparisons showed that the Feeling type practicing translators
introduced significantly fewer deep end corrections, M = 8, SD = 7.59,
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in both texts than the Thinking type translators, M = 18.8, SD = 15.6S,
t(17) = -2.18, Pponferroni= -046, d =-1.23. In particular, the Thinking types
(Mdn =119) made more deep end corrections in the expressive text than
the Feeling types (Mdn = 18), U = 18.5, p = .052, r = -1.07.

To sum up, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported by the data. The effects of the
preferred psychological functions were only significant for corrections intro-
duced at the end revision stage. In view of this, Figure 16 presents a summary of
results obtained from testing Hypothesis 4 in the three groups of participants.

The only consistent effect of the psychological function that occurred in all
groups (mixed group, translation trainees, practicing translators) referred to
the number of the meaning-related corrections introduced at the end revision
stage. In particular, the Thinking type participants introduced more deep
end corrections in the expressive text than the Feeling type participants. In
the mixed group and in the group of translation trainees, the psychological
function also had an effect on the number of surface corrections introduced
at the end revision stage. The effect of the text type was found in the same
groups for the number of deep end revisions. Relating the findings obtained
as aresult of testing Hypothesis 4 with those of Hypotheses 2 and 3, it appears
that the preferred decision-related function has a particularly strong influence
on the duration of the end revision stage, the number of deletions and the
type of corrections (especially those connected with semantic and syntactic
changes) introduced at this stage. What remains to be identified is whether the
dominance of either of the two psychological functions may also account for
the quality of the final translation outputs, which will be tested in Hypothesis 5.

Figure 16. Hypothesis 4: lllustration of results in the mixed group, translation
students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking, expr = expressive
text, inf = informative text).
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411.5. Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 aimed to investigate the role that the translator’s dominant
personality traits and psychological functions play in producing high-quality
translations, considering that the traits and functions form part of the transla-
tor’s competence and expertise. Due to the fact that “sustained quality” of
performance should be one of the essential elements of translation expertise
(Munioz Martin 2014b), it was assumed that the practicing translators would
produce higher-quality translations of both texts than trainees. It was also
expected that high levels of the translator’s dominant personality traits in
both of the experimental groups (as revealed by testing Hypothesis 1) would
be found in the psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good”
quality translations (cf. 4.10.2). The expectation was shaped by evidence
from psychological research showing that certain dominant personality
traits are related to the quality of academic and occupational performance
of individuals.”?

Hypothesis S also sought to explore whether the preferred decision-related
psychological functions, apart from behavioral differences tested for in
Hypotheses 2—4, may also account for the differences in the quality of the
translators’ performance in the two texts. This was suggested due to the
quality-assuring function of the self-revision process treated as a decisional
activity in translation and discussed in chapter 3. Finally, Hypothesis 5
aimed to qualitatively describe the psychological profiles of the authors of
the highly evaluated translations in both groups of participants (practicing
translators and translation trainees) as based on their dominant personality
traits and psychological functions.

The first step in testing the hypothesis was to analyze the translation
quality scores given by the markers and the potential readers. As already
mentioned, each of the two translated texts received four scores: two scores
by two markers, and the other two scores by two potential readers. Table 19
provides the mean translation quality scores given by the four raters (markers
and potential readers) for the translations of the two texts done by the students
and practicing translators.

73 Seesection 1.7 for the discussion of research into the issue.
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Table 19. Mean translation quality scores: two texts, four raters, translation
students and practicing translators.

TQA scores

Group/Text Type Marker1 SD Marker2 SD Reader1 SD Reader2 SD

Students/Expressive 65.3 12.5 68.8 14.5 75.6 8.9 76.3 10.3

Students/Informative 70.2 10.1 66.3 14.5 78.6 6.5 78.4 9.8

Pr.translators/ 75 929 71.8 10.2 80.9 10.5 86.5 8.1
Expressive

Pr.translators/ 791 1.2 80.5 12 75.2 79 80.3 1
Informative

In order to identify whether the raters agreed in their assessment of the
translations, the interclass correlation coefficient was calculated. The data
did not follow a normal distribution, so Spearman’s rank-order correlation
was used to test for interrater agreement. There was a significant positive
correlation between the scores given by the two markers in their assessment
of the expressive text translated by students, r,(28) = 466, p =.009, and of the
informative text translated by students, r,(28) =.651, p <.001. Similarly, both
readers agreed in their assessment of the expressive text translated by the same
group, r,(28) = .381, p =.038, and of the informative text in the translation of
students, r,(28) =.513, p =.004. Significant positive correlations were also found
between the markers’ scores for the expressive text translated by the practicing
translators, r,(15) = 461, p = .045, and for the informative text translated by
the same group, r,(15) =.929, p < .001. The two readers agreed on the quality
scores given to the practicing translators for their translations of the expressive
text, r,(15) =.392, p = .047, and of the informative text, r,(15) = .840, p < .001.

Importantly, no correlations were found between each of the markers’ and
the potential readers’ quality scores given for the two texts translated by the
trainees and practicing translators. The primary aim of having the quality
assessment done by markers and potential readers was to make the evaluation
more objective by involving readers as the potential users of translations. The
absence of the correlation confirms that translation teachers and potential
readers perceive translations differently due to their different levels of aware-
ness of the translation quality standards. In addition, the translation teachers
had access to the source text, so they were able to evaluate the translations
more adequately and critically than the potential readers, whose evaluations
were based on their reception of the text. Although the absence of agreement
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could have been expected, it was important to support the assumption by
means of evidence from the data. For the sake of clarity of hypothesis testing,
further analysis will only consider the scores given by the two markers. As
there was a strong positive correlation between the scores given by the two
markers, the quality scores were averaged to obtain one quality score per each
translated text (referred to below as the “TQA score”). Table 20 presents the
number of translations in each category as based on the quality benchmarks
that were set to meet the needs of the present study (cf. 4.10.2).

Table 20. The number of translations done by translation students and practicing

translators as based on the quality benchmarks.

Quality Benchmark/Text Type Translation Students Practicing Translators
High/Expressive 2 1
Good/Expressive 5 6
Satisfactory/Expressive 6 7
Fair/Expressive 13 2
Poor/Expressive 4 0
High/Informative 1 4
Good/Informative 7 7
Satisfactory/Informative 13 4
Fair/Informative 6 2
Poor/Informative 3 0

Table 20 shows that an equal number of seven participants in both groups
produced “high” (students — two, practicing translators — one) and “good”
(students - five, practicing translators - six) quality translations of the expres-
sive text. It should be noted that among translation students the number
represents 23% of the total number of student participants, and among
practicing translators 41%. The greatest number of students (13, 43% of the
total) produced “fair” quality translations of the expressive text, whereas the
translations of the other 41% (seven) of the practicing translators were rated
as “satisfactory.” As for the quality of the translations of the informative text,
eight students (27% of the total) and 11 practicing translators (65% of the
total) produced “high” (students — one, practicing translators — four) and
“good” (students — seven, practicing translators — seven) quality outputs.
As in the translation of the expressive text, 13 students (43% of the total)
produced translations of the informative text that were rated as “satisfactory.”
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The practicing translators did not produce any “poor” quality translations in

the markers’ assessment, while there were four (13% of the total) and three

(10% of the total) students whose translations of the expressive text and the

informative text respectively were rated as “poor.”

The next step was to test whether there was an effect of the expertise level
and the dominant psychological functions (between-subject factors) on the
quality scores for the two texts (within-subject factors). The repeated measures
analysis of variance showed the following results:

(1) There was a main between-subject effect of the expertise level on the
translation quality scores for the translations of both texts, F (1, 45) =
8.017, p = .007, np* = 0.160, with practicing translators receiving higher
scores than translation students. The mean values and standard deviations
are given in Table 19 above.

(2) There was no between-subject effect of the preferred psychological function
on the quality assessment scores for both texts, F (1,45) =0.308, p > .05,
np? = 0.007.

(3) The within-subject effect of the text type was found, F (1, 45) = 4.188, p
=.047, np* = 0.091. Post-hoc tests showed that all participants translated
the informative text (M = 71.9, SD = 11.9) better than the expressive text
(M = 694, SD = 10.6), t(46) = -2.05, Pyopfersons = -047, d = 6.05.

The final stage in testing Hypothesis 5 consisted in analyzing the psychological
profiles of the authors of “high” and “good” quality translations of the two
texts in both groups of participants. The category of “high” quality translations
includes those outputs that comply with professional standards and are
acceptable for publication with only minor changes. As the participants of the
study differed in their level of translation competence and expertise, it was
important to also consider the “good” quality translations, i.e. those that are
quite successful, but have not yet met the rigorous quality standards in the
industry and according to Williams’ (2009) assessment scheme (cf. 4.10.2).

In the group of translation students, the trait of Emotionality and the facets
of Fearfulness, Patience and Anxiety were found to be dominant as a result of
testing Hypothesis 1. Tables 21 and 22 provide the values for the above trait
and facets (measured by HEXACO on a Likert scale from “1” to “5”), and
the preferred decision-related psychological function (measured by MBTT)
of the translation students who produced “high” (>86 points) and “good”
(76-85 points) quality translations of the expressive text (Table 21) and the
informative text (Table 22). The data in the tables are arranged according to
the rating of translations, starting from those with the highest to those with
the lowest scores in the chosen quality categories.
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Table 21. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality
translations of the expressive text among translation students.

Participant  Psychological Emotionality Fearfulness Patience Anxiety TQA

Code Function score
PS30 Feeling 4.5 4.3 35 5 89
PS9 Feeling 3.5 37 35 3 86
PS26 Feeling 4.2 2.7 3.5 5 85.5
PS29 Feeling 3.6 37 4 3.5 83
PS25 Feeling 4.2 4 4.5 4.5 82
PS28 Thinking 3.6 3.7 4.5 2.5 80
PS17 Feeling 4.2 4 4.5 4 79

Table 22. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality
translations of the informative text among translation students.

Participant  Psychological Emotionality Fearfulness Patience Anxiety TQA

Code Function score
PS9 Feeling 35 3.7 3.5 3 86.5
PS28 Thinking 3.6 37 4.5 2.5 81
PS7 Thinking 3.2 3 4.5 5 80
PS25 Feeling 4.2 4 4.5 4.5 80
PS26 Feeling 4.2 2.7 3.5 5 79
PS30 Feeling 4.5 4.3 3.5 5 78
PS10 Thinking 2.8 23 5 4.5 77
PS24 Feeling 4.3 4.3 3.5 5 76.5

Five out of seven students who produced “high” and “good” quality transla-
tions of the expressive text also translated the informative text well, which
points to the level of their translation competence development in compari-
son to their fellow students. When the data on the preferred psychological
functions in the two tables are compared, it is possible to observe that the
Feeling function prevails among the authors of the “high” and “good” quality
translations of the expressive text (six out of seven students). As regards
the successful translators of the informative text, five out of eight also had
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Feeling as their dominant psychological function for decision-making.”* The
authors of the “high” and “good” quality translations of the expressive text
(Table 21) also had higher mean scores on the scales of the Emotionality trait
(M = 4, SD = 0.4) and the facet of Fearfulness (M = 3.7, SD = 0.5) than the
mean values in the whole group of translation students (Emotionality, M =
3.4,SD = 0.6, Fearfulness, M = 3.4, SD = 0.8). The mean levels of the facets of
Patience (M =4, SD = 0.5) and Anxiety (M = 3.8, SD = 1) among the successful
translators of the expressive text differed only slightly from the group means
(Patience, M = 3.8, SD = 0.8, Anxiety, M = 4, SD = 1). The authors of the
“high” and “good” quality translations of the informative text had higher
mean values (Emotionality, M = 3.8, SD = 0.6, Fearfulness, M = 3.6, SD =
0.7, Patience, M = 4.1, SD = 0.6, Anxiety, M = 4.4, SD = 1) for all of the above
traits and facets than the respective group means. To sum up, the translation
students who produced “high” and “good” quality translations of the two
texts mostly had the dominant Feeling function for decision-making, and
scored high on the scales of the personality traits and facets that were found
to be dominant among the translation students. Next, a similar qualitative
analysis of the psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good”
quality translations produced by the practicing translators is conducted.

As aresult of testing Hypothesis 1, the trait of Openness to Experience
and the facets of Perfectionism and Aesthetic Appreciation were found to
be dominant among the practicing translators. Tables 23 and 24 show the
values for the above trait and facets (measured by HEXACO on a Likert scale
from “1” to “S”), and the preferred decision-related psychological function
(measured by MBTI) of the practicing translators who produced “high” (>86
points) and “good” (76-8S points) quality translations of the expressive text
(Table 23) and the informative text (Table 24). As in Tables 21 and 22, the
data below are arranged according to the rating of the translations.

74 Notably, there were more Feeling type (19) than Thinking type (11) trainees in the sample.
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Table 23. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality

translations of the expressive text among practicing translators.

Participant  Psychological Opennessto Perfectionism Aesthetic TQA
Code Function Experience Appreciation score
PT9 Thinking 3.6 4.3 4 920
PT16 Feeling 4.3 3 3.7 85
PT8 Thinking 4.3 4.3 34 81
PT6 Feeling 3.6 33 3.6 79.5
PT7 Feeling 3.7 33 39 79.5
PT3 Feeling 4.2 3 35 78.5
PT1 Feeling 4.5 47 49 76.5

Table 24. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality

translations of the informative text among practicing translators.

Participant  Psychological Opennessto Perfectionism Aesthetic TQA
Code Function Experience Appreciation score
PT12 Thinking 39 3.7 4.1 97.5
PT6 Feeling 3.6 33 3.6 91.5
PT4 Feeling 4.1 4.3 4.1 89
PT16 Feeling 4.3 3 37 88
PT13 Feeling 4.3 47 4.6 85.5
PT2 Feeling 4 4.3 38 83.5
PT8 Thinking 4.3 4.3 34 81
PT1 Feeling 4.5 4.7 4.9 80
PT9 Thinking 3.6 4.. 4 79
PT17 Thinking 39 4.7 4.4 78.5
PT5 Feeling 3.3 2.3 3.6 77

Out of seven practicing translators who produced “high” and “good” quality

translations of the expressive text, five also did well with the informative

text. The observation hints at the conclusion that these translators have

reached the level of translation expertise that involves “sustained quality”

of their performance regardless of the text and task type. The majority of the
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successful translators of the expressive text had Feeling as their preferred
decision-related psychological function (five), and only two were classified
as the Thinking types. Among the authors of the “high” and “good” quality
translations of the informative text (11 practicing translators in total), seven
participants had Feeling and four had Thinking as their dominant psychologi-
cal function. Importantly, there were six Thinking type participants in the
group of practicing translators in general. This shows that the decision-related
Thinking function may be more characteristic of the translator of the texts
that convey appellative or other functional (informative texts) rather than
creative (expressive texts) types of content, which may be more suitable
for the translator with the preference for the Feeling function. However,
it should be noted that among those translators who managed to deliver
“sustained quality” in their translation of both texts, two were Thinking
and three were Feeling types, which probably indicates that being an expert
involves being able to adjust one’s psychological profile to the demands of a
given task. This conclusion may be supported by the fact that the practicing
translators who produced “high” and “good” quality translations of the
expressive text did not score higher on the scales of the translator’s dominant
trait and facets (Openness to Experience, M = 4, SD = 0.4, Perfectionism,
M =3.7,8D = 0.7, Aesthetic Appreciation, M = 3.9, SD = 0.5) than the group
in general (Openness to Experience, M = 3.9, SD = 0.4, Perfectionism, M
= 3.9, SD = 0.7, Aesthetic Appreciation, M = 3.9, SD = 0.4). A similar situa-
tion was observed among the successful translators of the informative text
(Openness to Experience, M = 4, SD = 0.4, Perfectionism, M = 4, SD = 0.8,
Aesthetic Appreciation, M = 4, SD = 0.5; mean values in the sample are the
same as above). This is an interesting observation, which indicates that the
psychological characteristics of an individual may be related to the quality of
one’s performance at the stage when one’s professional competences are still
developing, but further “person-situation” interaction in one’s professional
life may lead to the construction of a certain psychological profile, which is
related more to the demands of the profession in general rather than the quality
of performance in particular. Thus, the relationship between personality and
translation quality in the group of practicing translators might be mediated by
other factors such as exposure to different text types, domain knowledge, etc.

Allin all, Hypothesis S was partially corroborated by the data analysis. The
quality of the practicing translators’ outputs of both text types was assessed
as being significantly higher than the quality of the students’ translations.
Thus, the expertise effect on the quality of the translations was significant. The
absence of the statistically significant effect of the preferred decision-related
psychological function (Thinking or Feeling) on the quality of translations
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of the two text types in the two groups of participants indicates that transla-
tors (regardless of their expertise level) may activate different cognitive
processing patterns in the process of translation, but there is no evidence to
claim that either of the patterns is more effective in producing a high-quality
translation. However, most of the students and practicing translators who
produced “high” and “good” quality translations of the expressive text had
Feeling as their preferred psychological function, which suggests that the
Feeling type translators may be better psychologically equipped for the
translation of texts that require a creative approach. Thus, the results of
statistical testing might have been different had the sample sizes been more
balanced. The qualitative analysis of the psychological profiles (traits/facets
and decision-related functions) of the successful translators of both texts in
both samples allowed the possible conclusion to be drawn that the dominant
personality traits may contribute more to translation quality at the beginning
of one’s translation competence development than at the stage when a certain
level of translation expertise has already been developed. In particular, the
translation students who produced “high” and “good” quality translations
of the two texts scored on average higher on the personality trait and facets
(Emotionality, Fearfulness, Patience and Anxiety) that were found to be
dominant among translation trainees (cf. 4.11.1) than the group of translation
students overall. To supplement the discussion of the findings revealed as a
results of testing Hypotheses 1-5, the chapter continues with the report on
the participants’ answers to the self-report questionnaire.

412. Results of the self-report questionnaires

The self-report questionnaires, distributed at the end of the experiment, may
provide supportive evidence for the role of the translator’s personality in
translation. The questionnaires prepared for novices and practicing translators
differed only in the Background information section, whereby the students were
asked about the duration of their translation training and the reasons why
they had chosen to become translators, and the practicing translators received
questions about the duration of their translation practice, their type of employ-
ment (full- or part-time), and the text types they usually translated.”> What
follows is an overview of the students’ and practicing translators’ responses
arranged according to their relevance to the five hypotheses presented above.

75 Seesection 4.7 on Participants for more details about the translators’ duration of experience,
employment type, and the texts they specialisze in.
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4.12.1. Questions related to Hypothesis 1

In order to understand the factors that attracted the students to the translation
profession, one of the first questions in their self-report questionnaire was:
“Why have you chosen to become a translator?” The question was open, and
some of the students responded in similar ways, which allowed keywords
to be identified according to which the answers were analyzed. Figure 17
presents an account of the students’ responses to the question generalized
by the keywords.

Out of 30 novices, nine stated that their career choice was driven by the
fact that translation is primarily a mind-broadening occupation, and eight of
them admitted that they had a knack for English and foreign languages on
the whole (English language). Interestingly, one of the students even came up
with a formula that combined the first two reasons: “a knack for languages +
very broad interests = translation.”

The opportunity to work alone and “avoid people” (six), as well as the level
of remuneration (six, well-paid) shared the next position in the students’
list of reasons for their professional choice. Some of the students (five) also
mentioned that they would be happy to work from home (home office), and
that they enjoyed translation because it is a creative job (four). Finally, three
informants pointed to the role of personality in their career choice, some of the
students referring to it explicitly, and others explaining that they were “shy”

Figure 17. A summary of the students’ answers to the question “Why have you
chosen to become a translator?”

I have chosen to be a translator, because ...

creative job 4
English language 8
home office 5
mind-broadening 9
other 5

persanality I———— 3

well-paid 6

working alone 6
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Figure 18. Participants’ answers to the question “Is personality important in
professional life?”

Is personality important in professional life?
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and wanted to “work at their own pace.” Some other reasons indicated by the
students were: “Translation enables communication between cultures,” “My
dream has always been to become aliterary translator” or “I want to feel like
the second author of a given text,” “I enjoy creative writing, but I often lack

» «

ideas,” “I have good memory, and the job is challenging,” and “Translation
involves the pragmatic use of language and it is better than teaching.”

The next question related to Hypothesis 1 aimed to collect the informants’
views on the role of personality in the translation profession. Again, it was
open and general, and read as follows: “Is personality important in professional
life?” Figure 18 presents the summary of responses.

A substantial majority of students (24) agreed that personality is an im-
portant element in one’s professional life with comments such as “ultimately,

» «

whatever we do all boils down to our personality,” “some traits are highly
welcome,” “in certain professions, personality does help to a great extent,”
and “it is essential for people to feel comfortable at work and personality
has a biginfluence on that.” Three students reported that either personality
did not play a role in one’s professional life or “personality features can be
modified so as to suit a given profession,” and the other three were unsure
about their opinion on the issue.

In a similar vein, most of the practicing translators (11) claimed that person-
ality does play a role in one’s profession, and six of them stated that they were
not completely sure about it, providing comments such as “50/50.” However,
none of the practicing translators denied the importance of personality.
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Figure 19. Participants’ selection of the translator’s dominant personality traits.
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In order to better understand the participants’ image of the translator’s
personality, they were provided with a list of the 24 facets from the HEXACO
Personality Inventory (which they were not aware of) in the next question.
The task was to choose two that would best represent the translator’s dominant
traits. Figure 19 summarizes the participants’ choices.

In the case of the students, prominence was given to the creativity facet
(16), and patience received second place (12). Organization was mentioned
by a slightly smaller number of participants (10), followed by inquisitiveness
(eight), diligence (six), perfectionism (four) and flexibility (three).

In the group of practicing translators, diligence was the leading facet (10),
with inquisitiveness (six), creativity (five), and patience (five) coming next. The
facet of organization was mentioned four times, perfectionism three times
and sincerity once.

To sum up, the students’ choice to pursue the career of a translator appears
to be driven primarily by their wish for self-development and improvement
of their language skills. It was, however, an intriguing finding that some of
the students particularly appreciate the opportunity of working alone and
avoiding contact with other people in the translator’s professional life.

Another key finding was that a decisive majority of both translation
students and practicing translators agreed on the importance of personality
in one’s profession. When asked to describe the translator’s personality,
however, the students” and practicing translators’ versions differed. The
novices seem to have a more romantic view of the translator’s personality
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Figure 20. Participants’ answers to the question “Which adjective best describes
the translation process?”
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and prioritized the traits of creativity (Openness to Experience domain) and
patience (Agreeableness domain). According to the practicing translators, it
is diligence in the Conscientiousness domain that a translator needs most,
followed by facets in the domain of Openness to Experience (inquisitiveness
and creativity). Thus, the practicing translators with their experience in the
field are more pragmatic in their description of the translator’s personality
from the psychological perspective.

The second part of the questionnaire is more specifically related to the
informants’ views on the role of personality in the translation process. The
answers to the questions relevant to Hypotheses 2—4 are analyzed in the
next section.

4.12.2. Questions related to Hypotheses 2-4

The first question in a series of those related to the translation process (and
implicitly to self-revision) was an introductory one and meant to prepare the
participants for the other questions. It read as follows: “Which adjective best
describes the translation process?” The participants’ answers are summarized
in Figure 20.

When asked to choose one of the three options — “creative,” “mechanical”
and “other” — the majority of students (23) stated that translation is a creative
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Figure 21. Participants’ answers to the question “Which part of the translation
process do you enjoy the most?”
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process, and only two of them referred to translation as a mechanical process.
Similarly, practicing translators mostly described translation as a creative task
(13), and as few as three of them opted to label it “mechanical.” Notably, five
novices and one practicing translator chose the option “other” and all claimed
that the description of the translation process depends on the source text type.

The next question intended to ask more specifically about the participants’
favorite part of the translation process in order to understand how they
prioritize the activities they are involved in while translating. The optional
answers either implicitly referred to the stages of the translation process
(“preparatory reading” to orientation stage, “writing” to “drafting,” and “final
editing and proofreading” to “end revision”), or to the particular (cognitive)
processes involved in translation (making decisions, solving problems, looking
up new words, looking for information). The students were not limited in the
number of options they could select. Figure 21 presents the distribution of
the informants’ answers to the question.

Most of the students mentioned that they enjoyed looking up new words
(13), and revising (11), “because it enables us to improve the translation” (a
comment by one of the students). Some of the students liked making decisions
(10) “that we [translators] are responsible for,” solving problems (seven), and
preparing for the translation at the orientation stage (seven). Only one student
admitted to enjoying the whole of the translation process, and only one stated
that s/he preferred information search to the other activities.
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Figure 22, Participants’ answers to the question “What do you base your translation
decisions on?”
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In the case of practicing translators, they appeared to be more involved in
the cognitive processes of decision-making (nine) and problem-solving (eight),
followed by word search (four) and the end revision stage (four). One of the
translators found the drafting process to be enjoyable, and the other one
stated that the whole of the translation process was interesting for him/her.

Looking more precisely into the participants’ decision-making processes
related to self-revision, the next question was implicitly based on Jung’s ([1921]
1971) dichotomy of decision-related psychological functions of Thinking and
Feeling. The question aimed to identify whether the participants preferred to
base their decisions on proof, which is more characteristic of those with the
dominant Thinking function, or feel, which is typical of the Feeling function
dominant personalities. A dictionary entry was provided as an example of
proof, and the feeling of correctness as that of feel. The informants also had the
option other, where they could provide their own alternative response. The
answers are presented in Figure 22.

Half of the students (15) chose the option “other” and indicated that they
needed both feel and proof to base their translation decisions on. Twelve of
the students stated that they relied on proof, and two students mentioned that
the basis for their decisions differed depending on the text type (e.g. “in case
of literary translation, I go for feel, but in specialized texts I need proof™).
One of the 30 novices admitted to relying on feel without any reservations. If
the answers to this question are compared with the results of the MBTI test,
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six out of 12 students who marked proof as their preferred decision-making
mode turned out to be Thinking types according to the MBT1I results, and
the other six appeared to be Feeling types. The student who reported to rely
mostly on the feel for the correct decision, was classified as a Feeling type in
the MBT1 test. Among the trainees who claimed that both feel and proof are
important, 10 were Feeling types and five were Thinking types. Both students
who mentioned that their decision-making depends on the type of the source
text were Feeling types according to the results of the psychometric test.

In the group of practicing translators, seven participants stated that they
relied on proof, and an equal number of four translators opted either for feel
or provided an alternative option of “both.” Similar to the students, two of
the practicing translators reported that the basis for their decisions differed
depending on the text type. Comparing the participants’ answers to the results
of their MBT1 test, it appeared that four out of seven translators who opted
for proof were Thinking types, and the other three Feeling types. All four
translators who reported their preference for feel were classified as Feeling
types in the test, similar to the two participants who claimed that the basis
for their decisions depends on the text type. Out of the four participants that
stated that they relied on both feel and proof, two were Thinking types and
the other two were Feeling types.

Allin all, both translation students and practicing translators defined
translation mainly as a creative process. However, the two groups prioritized
the components of the translation process differently. Most of the translation
students especially enjoyed word search and revision for the fact that these
activities contribute to the quality of their translations. Conversely, the
majority of the practicing translators took particular pleasure in the cognitive
processes of decision-making and problem-solving. The finding may be related
to the idea that novices are still at the stage of developing their translator self-
concept (Kiraly 1995; Mufioz Martin 2014) and the relevant sub-competences,
so they pay particular attention to extending their vocabulary and improving
their translation performance. The practicing translators, on the other hand,
focus on the cognitive processes of decision-making and problem-solving,
probably because their established self-concept helps them to refer to their
experience in making the most appropriate decisions in order to produce
high quality translations. Thus, while translation students seem to treat
the process of translation as an opportunity to develop their professional
competences and expertise, practicing translators take a more task-oriented
approach and use their expertise to make decisions and solve problems in
translation. This assumption may be further supported by the other finding
connected with the informants’ basis for their decision-making in translation.
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Students reported that they either relied on both feel and proof, or only proof,
which possibly indicates that they want to learn from each translation task,
so they need to support their decisions with some solid proof that they find
in external resources. Almost half of the practicing translators mentioned
that they mostly relied on proof, and the other half were divided between feel
and both. Such a distribution of answers may point to the translator’s ability
to activate different decision scenarios depending on the demands of the
task, e.g. the text type.

The presentation of the informants’ answers to the self-report questionnaire
continues with the questions related to Hypothesis S. The responses are
analyzed in the next section.

4.12.3. Questions related to Hypothesis 5

The final part of the questionnaire concerned the translation task that
the participants were dealing with in the course of the experiment. As an
introductory question, the informants were asked to indicate which of the
two text types they enjoyed translating more. The summary of the answers
is provided in Figure 23.

A greater majority of students (21) reported that they enjoyed translating
the informative text more, and nine students preferred the expressive text.
As regards practicing translators, the answers were almost equally divided
between expressive (nine) and informative text types (seven), and one person
enjoyed both (one).

In order to understand the difficulties that the participants faced while
translating, the next question was: “What did you find the most challenging
to render?” It was possible to mark more than one option, as well as to provide
an alternative answer. The summary of responses is given in Figure 24.

The students’ answers were almost equally divided between “difficult
vocabulary” (17) and “stylistic features” (15), the former pertaining more to
the terms in the informative text, and the latter to the stylistic devices used in
the expressive text. All of the alternative answers referred to the informants’
wish to work more on their translations.

Referring to the group of practicing translators, a substantial majority
found “stylistic features” to be the most challenging, and only three of the
translators admitted to having problems with “difficult vocabulary.” Both
practicing translators who selected the option “other” stated that they found
“complex syntax in the informative text” to be particularly difficult.
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Figure 23. Participants’ answers to the question “Which text did you enjoy
translating more?”
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Figure 24. Participants’ answers to the question “What did you find the most
challenging to render in the translation tasks?”
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Figure 25. Participants’ answers to the questions “Are you satisfied with your
translations?”
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Finally, the participants were asked to evaluate their translations by answer-
ing the question “Are you satisfied with your translations?” The results of
their self-assessment are presented in Figure 25.

Most of the students (20) admitted that they were not very happy with the
quality of their translations and chose the option “50/50,” while seven of them
gave a positive evaluation of their performance in the tasks. A few novices
(three) were self-critical enough to claim that their translations did not meet
their own quality standards. To understand whether there is any relationship
between subjective (translator’s own) and objective (markers’ and readers’)
assessment, the students’ self-evaluations and the quality scores awarded by
markers and potential readers were compared using inferential statistics. It
was found that the translations of the expressive text produced by the students
who were satisfied with their own performance received significantly higher
scores by potential readers (M = 76.7, SD = 4.18) than markers (M = 61.6, SD
=11.1), £(10) = -3.286, p = .044. A possible explanation for this finding may
be that the students who are more confident in their performance results
may produce translations that seem to be of higher quality (cf. PACTE 2011),
unless the potential user has access to the source text (as the markers did)
and is able to identify the faults related to the requirements of the task.

In the case of practicing translators, the self-assessment scores were divided
between those who were not completely satisfied and wanted to work more
on the texts (nine), and those who considered their translations to be of
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good quality (seven). One of the practicing translators expressed her/his
dissatisfaction with the translations, but still received one of the highest scores
from both markers and potential readers for both tasks (Markers expressive = 90
Readers qypresive= 86, Markers jugormative = 79, Readers i formative = 96).

To sum up, translation students found the translation of the informative
text more enjoyable, even though most of them reported that they liked
the creative part of the translator’s job. It must have been easier for them to
deal with the terminological problems of the informative text than with the
stylistic features of the expressive text. It may be inferred from their answers
that the majority of the translation students wanted to work more on their
translations, and only some of them claimed that they were happy with their
outputs. The practicing translators almost equally distributed their preferences
for the two text types, but most of them stated that stylistic features were the
most challenging to render. This finding supports the earlier assumption that
practicing translators due to their experience in translation may concentrate
on the higher-order task-specific problems, e.g. stylistics. The practicing
translators were divided on the issue of quality, some of them being not very
satisfied and others expressing their general approval of the translations.

As the results of the experiment with regard to each of the five hypoth-
eses, and the summary of the participants’ responses to the questions in the
self-report questionnaires have been presented, the chapter proceeds with
the discussion of results. The discussion will summarize the results of the
experiment in relation to the ideas expressed in the theoretical chapters.

4.13. General discussion of results

The present experimental study was designed so as to explore the role of
the translator’s personality dispositions, i.e. traits and the psychological
decision-related functions, in the translation process and product. To achieve
this, Hypothesis 1 sought to identify the translator’s dominant personality
traits, Hypotheses 2—4 investigated the role of the psychological functions
in the process of self-revision, and Hypothesis 5 tapped into the relationship
between the translator’s psychological profile and the quality of her/his
translation performance.

According to the results of testing Hypothesis 1, there is enough evidence to
suggest that translators differ from the representatives of the other professions
in terms of the distribution of their personality traits (Figure 26).

In particular, translators were found to be considerably more Conscien-
tious than the other individuals regardless of their level of expertise. The
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Figure 26. Hypothesis 1 corroborated: lllustration of results.
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dominance of the lower-level component of Perfectionism belonging to
the Conscientiousness trait was then repeated in further comparisons of
practicing translators and practicing non-translators. However, neither the
trait (Conscientiousness) nor the facet (Perfectionism) was found dominant
among translation students.

According to the description of the facet provided by the authors of the
HEXACO Personality Inventory,’ Perfectionism is responsible for people
being meticulous in handling details at work, i.e. high scorers tend to be par-
ticularly concerned with checking for mistakes and constantly improving their
performance. The description of the facet may be related to the participants’
answers to the self-report questionnaire, where the majority of the practicing
translators admitted to being most involved in the decision-making and
problem-solving processes in translation. As discussed in chapter 2, one of the
key definitions of the translation process assumed that it is a decision-making
and problem-solving activity (Levy [1967] 2000; Wilss 1996) characterized
by constant self-monitoring (Honig 1995; Kiraly 1995), and quality control
(Gouadec 2007; Mossop 2014).

In personality psychology, the trait of Conscientiousness is believed to be
associated with task-related endeavors (Ashton and Lee 2007). Moreover, the
domain was found to be the strongest predictor of academic and occupational
attainment among all other traits (Ackerman and Heggestad 1997; Shiner
et al. 2003; Noftle and Robins 2007), especially in the areas where high
self-organization and goal-setting are appreciated. Another important feature
of the trait is its relationship with executive control activated in the prefrontal
cortex in the brain (Nigg 2000). The elements of executive control such
as working memory, problem-solving and decision-making (Hernandez
2015) are particularly relevant in the process of translation, and their level of
activation may therefore be higher in translators than the other professionals

76 Available at www.hexaco.org.
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studied in the present project. Although Diamond et al. (2014) addressed
the issue of cognitive control in the bilingual brain in an exploratory study, it
remains to be investigated in more detail in future empirical studies combining
neuroscience and translation process research.

The fact that the trait of Conscientiousness was not found to be dominant
among translation trainees may probably be accounted for by the developmen-
tal changes in the students’ personality characteristics (“intrinsic maturational
position,” Costa and McCrae 2000). Furthermore, Conscientiousness levels
are believed to increase across the lifespan (Roberts et al. 2006), which may
possibly mean that Conscientiousness among translation students would
increase with age and professional practice. Importantly, it was the facet of
Perfectionism, but not the Conscientiousness domain on the whole, which
was found to be dominant among practicing translators. This suggests that
both translators and non-translators may have already developed their
Conscientiousness levels to a certain degree, but the facet of Perfectionism
may be particularly relevant in translation practice. This finding may indicate
that translation practice may have an effect on the translators’ personalities,
and support the “life course position” in personality development (Roberts
etal. 2006). The assumption needs to be tested in longitudinal studies into
the non-cognitive personality characteristics of translators.

Apart from the facet of Perfectionism within the Conscientiousness
domain, the trait of Openness to Experience and the facets of Aesthetic
Appreciation and Inquisitiveness were found to be characteristic of practicing
translators. It has been reported that Openness to Experience may have
predictive power in areas that require creativity (Ackerman and Heggestad
1997; Ashton et al. 2000; Barrick et al. 2003), verbal aptitude (Noftle and
Robins 2007), as well as the ability to work under unstable working conditions
(Rothmann and Coetzer 2003). All of the above job characteristics can be
associated with the translation profession. In addition, the trait of Openness to
Experience correlates with the function of Intuition in the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (McCrae and Costa 1989), which supports the results obtained by
Hubscher Davidson (2009), who observed that Intuitive types outperformed
Sensing types in the translation task.

As regards the issue of personality development, the levels of Openness
to Experience are believed to increase in the period from adolescence to
adulthood and then remain stable up until a decrease in the mid-50s (Roberts
et al. 2006). This may explain the absence of Openness as a dominant trait
among translation students, who might be still at the stage of developing it,
and account for the dominance of the trait among the practicing translators.
In view of the intrinsic maturational position, both practicing translators and
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non-translators may have already developed a certain level of the trait, but
among practicing translators it remained central. As in the case of the facet
of Perfectionism, the high level of Openness to Experience among practicing
translators may indicate that the translators’ professional practice may have
an impact on their personalities in line with the “corresponsive principle” of
personality development (Caspi et al. 2005). In other words, certain traits may
be “activated” in response to the situational factors (Tett and Burnett 2003).

The idea of translators being focused on eliminating mistakes and improving
their work, which involves being critical and self-evaluative, can be associated
with the fact that the practicing translators were found to be less Agreeable
than the other professionals. In particular, translators scored significantly
lower on the facets of Gentleness and Flexibility. By definition, the two facets,
as well as the Agreeableness domain on the whole, are primarily connected
with the people’s ability to cooperate with others. Individuals who score low
on the Gentleness facet tend to be more critical in their evaluations of others,
and low scorers on the Flexibility facet have a tendency to be more determined
and argumentative. Moreover, Agreeableness trait in personality psychology
research was found to have predictive power in occupations that involve exten-
sive contact with others (Salgado 1997; Judge et al. 1999), which is definitely
not the case in translation practice today, when exchanges with clients are done
predominantly online. Importantly, Roberts et al. (2006) found that people
generally become more Agreeable with age, so the fact that the translators
scored lower on Agreeableness may indeed point to the interaction between
intrinsic personality dispositions and external situational variables. Thus, it is
possible to surmise that translators become more critical towards others, but
also probably towards themselves, which is what the translation profession
often entails. The element of self-doubt and self-criticism was also revealed
in the way translators (both students and practicing translators) self-assessed
their performance in the tasks, since a decisive majority in both groups stated
that they were not entirely satisfied with their translations.

Looking into the “person-organization fit” assumption, the trait of
Emotionality was found to be particularly high in the group of translation
trainees in comparison with non-translation students. In particular, transla-
tion trainees scored significantly higher on the facets of Fearfulness and
Anxiety within the Emotionality domain. According to the descriptions of
the facets, high Anxiety levels refer to one’s ability to notice problems, even
minor ones, and high Fearfulness levels point to one’s inclination to avoid
harm and stressful situations in interpersonal contacts. Another characteristic
non-cognitive feature of translation students was the facet of Patience within
the Agreeableness domain. Highly Patient individuals are believed to be
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able to inhibit negative emotions and anger and remain calm in stressful
situations. It may be inferred, therefore, that it is partially due to being initially
predisposed to problem-solving, self-control and emotion regulation that
students are attracted to translation profession, where they solve problems
and avoid potentially stressful contact with others. In the course of their
translation practice, translators also activate certain “defence mechanisms”
(Barboni 1999) that seem to be rooted in their personalities.

This significance of the above trait and facets was also supported by the
students’ answers about the reasons for their choice to become translators.
Most of the students wanted to improve their English skills and expand
their horizons, but they also expressed their preference for working at home
and avoiding cooperation with people. The mind-broadening element of
translation was again reflected in the students’ answers concerning their
wish to learn new words in the process of translation and improve their work
during end revision.

As regards the dominance of Emotionality in the group of translation
students, it should be noted that those students who produced “high” and
“good” quality translations of both texts also had the highest scores on the
scale of the Emotionality trait and the facets of Fearfulness, Anxiety and
Patience. The finding needs to be related to the results of a recent study by
Cifuentez-Férez and Fenollar-Cortés (2017) into the translator’s emotion
regulation and expressivity. It was reported that those students who were able
to suppress their emotions (potentially high on Fearfulness and Agreeable-
ness) performed better than those who did not. Psychological research shows
that Emotionality may predict successful performance in individuals with
high cognitive abilities scores (Perkins and Corr 2005). Further research is
needed into the influence of emotions and affective states on the outcomes
of the students’ translation training. Whether there is a relationship between
the dominance of the Emotionality trait and the text type among translation
students is another area that requires further investigation.

Allin all, the verification of Hypothesis 1 shows that the individuals
who are initially predisposed to emotion regulation and control may be
inclined to choose translation as their major. They later develop into highly
conscientious professionals who are also open to new experience, as well as to
self-criticism and determination to succeed. Such a psychological profile of a
translator is similar to the one proposed by Henderson (1987, 123), who was

» «

the first to notice that translators are “emotionally stable,” “conscientious,”
“self-sufficient” and “controlled,” but did not manage to prove that these are
also the psychological features that may differentiate translators from the

representatives of the other professions.
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Figure 27. lllustration of Hypotheses 2-4: partially corroborated.
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In Hypotheses 2—4, the role of the decision-related psychological func-

tions of Thinking and Feeling was verified in the process of self-revision as a
decisional activity, which may be potentially influenced by the translator’s
“individual psychology” (Mossop 2007, 19). In the mixed group composed of
translation students and practicing translators, there were 30 Feeling and 17
Thinking type participants. The prevalence of the Feeling function-dominated
translators supports the assumption of Schweda Nicholson (2005), who
surmised that translators are more likely to reconsider different translation
variants with their Feeling function, as opposed to interpreters who need to
rely on analytical thinking and produce the translations as quickly as possible.

The role of the preferred psychological function (Thinking or Feeling) was
found to be particularly prominent at the end revision stage for all participants.
Ashypothesized, the translators with the dominant Thinking function spent
considerably more time on the end revision stage, introduced more deletions
and made more meaning-related changes at this stage of their translation
process (Figure 27).

The individual variations at the end revision stage have been reported
many times in translation process studies (e.g. Jakobsen 2003; Englund
Dimitrova 2005; Carl et al. 2011; Dragsted 2011). As the results of the present
study have shown, the variations may be related to the translator’s dominant
psychological functions connected with decision-making. It should also
be noted that the stage of end revision allows translators to concentrate on
improving their translations and making final decisions in line with their
individual “appropriateness thresholds” (Shih 2015). According to Honig
(1995), this is also the stage where the “macrostrategy” has most probably



TRANSLATOR’S PERSONALITY, TRANSLATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT 215

already been developed for a given translation task, and the translator is
ready to complete the translation in line with her/his own quality standards.

The results of the present study indicate that the different “translation
production styles” (Mossop 2014) or “cognitive styles” (Asadi and Séguinot
2005) displayed during end revision may be based on the translator’s preferred
decision-related psychological function. For instance, the Thinking type
translator may be more likely to show the behavioral pattern of a “Steamroller”
(Chandler 1993), an “anticipatory planner” (Krings [1995] 2001), a “prospec-
tive thinker” (Asadiand Séguinot 2005) and an “end reviser” (Carl et al. 2011).
The Feeling type translator may be associated with an “Oil-Painter” (Chandler
1993), a “correctional planner” (Krings [1995] 2001), an “on-screen translator”
(Asadiand Séguinot 2005) and an “online reviser” (Carl et al. 2011).

The effect of expertise level (or experimental group membership) was only
found to be statistically significant for the variable of the number of end
deletions with practicing translators deleting more than translation students
at the end revision stage in both texts. This may support Gerloff’s (1988)
“translation-does-not-get-easier” assumption and Lorscher’s (1996) “ex post
realisation of translation problems” hypothesis, which may be revealed not so
much in the duration and the type of corrections made during end revision,
but in the number of deletions introduced.

An effect of the text type was found for the variable of the number of end
deletions in the mixed group and in the group of translation trainees, and
the number of meaning-related (“deep”) corrections introduced while draft-
ing and during end revision in the same groups. In each of these cases, the
participants invested more time and made more deletions and corrections
in the expressive text. This might indicate that the text appeared to be more
challenging and required more effort from the participants. This finding may
be referred to Buchweitz and Alves’ (2006) study, where higher self-revision
rates were explained by means of the translator’s cognitive adaptation to the
task difficulty. The absence of the effect in the group of practicing translators
may be either due to the small sample size, or because the translators were
able to adjust their processing modes more effectively than students (cf.
Dragsted 2005).

When the group of practicing translators was analyzed separately, the
variable of the duration of the end revision stage was not affected by the preferred
psychological function. The absence of the effect, which was observed in
the mixed group of novices and practicing translators, and in the group
of translation trainees as well, may have several explanations. Firstly, the
sample of practicing translators may have been too small for the inferential
statistics tests to reach significance levels. Secondly, some translators may have
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incorporated their revision stage into the drafting process, which has been
reported in previous studies (cf. the category of “constant revisers,” Carl et
al.2011). In order to remove doubts, though, it would be advisable to repeat
the experiment with a larger sample of practicing translators.

Inline with the expectations, the Feeling type translators introduced more
deletions at the drafting stage than the Thinking type translators in the group
comprising novices and practicing translators, and in the group of translation
trainees analyzed separately. The absence of the effect in the group of practic-
ing translators may also have been due to the reasons discussed above. The
issue remains to be clarified in further studies. A similar observation refers to
the variable of surface corrections introduced at the end revision stage, where
the effect was absent in the group of practicing translators.

Hypothesis S aimed to tap into the participants’ psychological profiles in
relation to the quality of their translation performance. The results of the statisti-
cal tests have shown that there is no evidence to suggest that the translator’s
preference for one of the decision-related functions (Thinking or Feeling) is
associated with higher translation quality. This may be accounted for by the fact
that the preferred decision-making function may better predict the behavioral
patterns identifiable in the process of translation (Hypotheses 2-4), especially
at the end revision stage, but it does not necessarily influence translation quality.
The variable that was found to have an effect on the quality of translations is
the expertise level, i.e. practicing translators generally outperformed students
in both texts. This supports the idea that sustained quality of performance is
one of the elements of expertise in translation (Mufioz Martin 2014b). The
qualitative analysis of the psychological profiles of the translation students who
produced “high” and “good” quality translations of both texts has shown that
these participants also scored higher on the scales of the trainees’ dominant
personality traits revealed as a result of testing Hypothesis 1 (Emotionality
trait, the facets of Fearfulness, Patience and Anxiety). It has also been identified
that the majority of the translation trainees and practicing translators who
successfully translated the expressive text had Feeling as their dominant
decision-related function. A similar observation was made by Furnham and
Medhurst (1995), who found that it was the Feeling rather than the Think-
ing function that was characteristic of psychology students who performed
well in their studies. The practicing translators who produced “high” and
“good” quality translations did not score higher on the scales of the translator’s
dominant personality traits than the rest of the group. This may indicate that
their personality traits have already been “activated” (Tett and Burnett 2003)
asaresult of exposure to the translation profession, and other factors, such as
domain knowledge, experience, etc., contribute more to translation quality.
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Based on the above discussion of results, it is possible to conclude that
translators do possess a certain set of personality traits that attract them to
the profession, and differentiate translators from the other professionals.
Due to the interplay of natural maturational factors and external situational
variables, the personalities of novices may potentially adjust to the require-
ments of the translation profession. The role of the translator’s psychological
functions of Thinking and Feeling was found to be significant at the end
revision stage, whereby certain distinct self-revision modes were identifiable
depending on the preferred decision-related function. Different self-revision
modes, however, do notlead to a different quality of the translation products.
As regards the translator’s predisposition to translate certain text types, it
is only possible to suggest on the basis of the results of the study that the
Feeling type participants dealt better with rendering the artistic content of
the expressive text type.

413.1. Limitations of the study and further research avenues

The section will point to the limitations of the present study and future areas
of research. Due to its interdisciplinary character, the study would have greatly
benefited from a close cooperation with the Faculty of Psychology. First and
foremost, it would have granted access to a wider range of psychometric tests
that are only accessible to qualified psychologists. For instance, it would
have ensured that the official version of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
was used in the study. Another advantage of the joint effort would have been
a more comprehensive interpretation of results of the psychometric tests in
their relation to the task-related behavior and its outcomes. In addition, such
cooperation would have possibly resulted in a more detailed analysis of the
psychological aspects of the translator’s personality that might have been
overlooked. The research would have also benefited from the use of more
sophisticated statistical models, which would help to identify the predictive
power of the personality characteristics considered in the study. All in all,
further research into the issue of the translator’s personality needs to be
conducted in a joint interdisciplinary project with a team of researchers
specializing in translation, psycholinguistics and psychology.

As regards the participants of the study, more rigid inclusion criteria for
practicing translators would be necessary. It would be important to ensure
that the translators who take part in the experiment do not specialize only in
one particular area, and that translation is their main source of income. This
would have contributed to the homogeneity of the group. In addition, the
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results of statistical testing could have been more powerful had the sample sizes
(translation students and practicing translators) been balanced. In particular,
it would have been useful to recruit a larger sample of practicing translators.
However, satisfying such criteria would have been difficult under the time
and financial constraints of the PhD project. It should be mentioned, though,
that the initial plan was to have 60 participants in total, with 30 participants
in each group (translation students and practicing translators). Unfortunately,
recruiting practicing translators appeared to be a difficult task considering the
lack of funding for the project. Thus, the findings of the present study should be
treated primarily as an invitation and inspiration to conduct similar studies with
balanced and larger sample sizes. This claim particularly refers to Hypothesis
1, the aim of which was to build a psychological profile of translators.

In order to explore the issue of whether literary and non-literary translators
differ in terms of their dominant personality traits, which was a secondary
aim of the present book, it would have been important to recruit a group of
literary translators as another population sample. The absence of this group
in the study makes it hard to draw any conclusions regarding the potential
relationship between personality and one’s predisposition to translate certain
text types. The findings of the present study, however, make it possible to
speculate that the students with the dominant Emotionality trait are probably
more likely to efficiently deal with the texts that require a creative approach
in their future professional practice.

The analyses would have probably been more effective had the texts chosen
for the experiment been shorter, c. 100-150 words. This would have also
saved the researcher some time for a warm-up session in Translog that would
ensure that all participants got used to the interface of the program, as well
as the keyboard and the mouse in the laboratory. This would have possibly
increased the ecological validity of the study.

Furthermore, the analysis of the translation process data would have
probably benefited from the focus on the rich points of each text. This would
allow the researcher to trace the number and types of corrections, as well
as their distribution across the stages of the translation process in a more
controlled way. In the context of future research into the translator’s process
of self-revision, it would also be interesting to evaluate the types of corrections
in relation to the quality of the final translation products. In other words,
it seems to be worthwhile not only to classify revisions according to the
linguistic level, but also evaluate their role in the final quality of translations.
In a global sense, this kind of analysis would allow the two types of quality
identified by Jaiskeldinen (2016), translation process quality and translation
product quality, to be correlated.
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Finally, it would have been beneficial to relate the questions in the self-
report questionnaire more closely to each translation task. In particular,
asking the participants to comment on the specific problems they faced while
translating two different texts would allow the researcher to better understand
the nature of the individual decisions made by the translation students and
practicing translators. To achieve this, replaying the Translog files and asking
participants to comment on their decisions would have been appropriate.
This would have been possible, however, had the source texts been shorter.

The consideration of the above-mentioned limitations of the present study
in future research may contribute to the quality of the findings and facilitate
their interpretation. It should also be mentioned that the results of the present
study point to the significant impact of the preferred psychological functions
on the process of end revision, which is closely related to the completion
of the translation task. Thus, it might be informative to tap into the role
of executive functions as goal-directed cognitive processes (e.g. working
memory, attentional control, cognitive flexibility) in the translator’s approach
to self-revision.”” Research into the executive functions of translation students
and practicing translators might also contribute to the understanding of
the development of the translator’s self-concept that includes the necessary
competences and leads to expertise in translation.

4.13.2. Didactic implications

The findings of the present study may be useful for the teachers of translation,
who might want to pay attention to the emotional side of their students’
personalities and make them aware of the role that personality plays in their
professional practice. Furthermore, translation teachers may feel inspired to
consult the students about the personality-related reasons for the differences
in their self-revision patterns, and motivate them to try out different revision
practices in order to choose those that they would feel most comfortable with
in their later translation practice.

Translation trainees may find the information about the role that their
personality characteristics plays in their professional practice particularly

77 Working memory helps to activate the relevant information in the long-term memory store that
is related to previous knowledge and expertise; attentional control is responsible for monitoring
the selection and evaluation of the relevant information that is important for the successful
completion of the task (Kormos 2015, 372-73); and cognitive flexibility is the ability to switch
between different cognitive activities (Hernandez 2015, 553).
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intriguing, as it could increase their self-awareness and help them build their
working self-concept. Moreover, knowledge about the potential interaction
between their personalities and profession may help translation trainees
better understand the requirements of the field.

Taking a more global perspective, the findings of the study point to the
need to introduce a course on Translation Psychology to the translation training
curriculum. The course may not only make students aware of the role of
the complex cognitive processing involved in translation, but also motivate
them to conduct experiments and find out more about the “black box” of the
translator’s mind. Moreover, a course on Translation Psychology may bridge
the gap between translation theory and practice, which is in fact one of the
main tasks of the process-oriented approach to translation.



Concluding remarks

This monograph aimed to contribute to the understanding of the role of
the translator’s psychological characteristics in the translation process and
product, which makes it an important contribution to Holmes’s ([1972] 2000)
“psycho-translation studies” and Bell’s (1991) “theory of translation and
translating.” As an interdisciplinary endeavor combining translation process
research and personality psychology with multi-method approaches, it may
be placed in the fourth phase of TPR development. With regard to Munoz
Martin’s (2014b) research-driven taxonomy of translation behaviors, the study
investigated the relationship between the cognitive process of decision-making
reflected in self-revision as a sub-task of written translation, and the translator’s
preferred psychological functions. The translators’ psychological profiles were
then analyzed in relation to the quality of the translators’ performance.

Chapter 1 presented an overview of the personality approaches in psychol-
ogy, paying particular attention to the trait and typological approaches due
to their relevance to the present study. Chapter 1 also reviewed existing
research into the psychological aspects of the translator’s personality in
Translation Studies. Chapter 2 looked into the potential role of the translator’s
personality in the cognitive processes involved in translation, as well as in the
development of translation competence and expertise. It also reported on the
methodological advancements in TPR that lead to some of the most impor-
tant findings related to the “black box” of the translator’s mind. Chapter 3
tapped into the potential role of the translator’s personality in the process
of self-revision as a decisional activity in the translation process that also
performs a quality-assuring function. Chapter 4 reported on an experimental
study designed with a view to investigating the relationship between the
translator’s personality, the translation process and the translation product.
In particular, the study aimed to identify the dominant personality traits of
translation students and practicing translators. It also sought to tap into the
role of the translator’s preferred psychological function on selected aspects
of the self-revision process. Finally, the psychological profiles of the most
successful translators were analyzed.

The study used the methods of psychometric testing (HEXACO and
MBTI), keylogging (Translog-11, Jakobsen and Schou 1999) and self-report.
In addition, translation quality was evaluated on the basis of the specifically
designed assessment sheets adapted from Williams (2009). The participants
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in the study were 30 translation students and 17 practicing translators, whose
task consisted in translating two extracts of different text types in Translog-II
(expressive and informative, Reiss [1971] 2000). Additionally, 94 representa-
tives of other professions took part in the experiment and completed the
HEXACO personality test. This was necessary so as to identify the dominant
personality traits of the translation students and practicing translators.

The findings of the study revealed that the characteristic feature of the
psychological profiles of translation students is the dominance of the Emotional-
ity trait, which might be also relevant to the quality of their performance. The
practicing translators were found to be more Open to Experience and less
Agreeable than the representatives of other professions who participated in the
study, which might indicate that translation practice as an external situational
factor may also contribute to the shaping of the translators’ personalities as they
develop their translation competence and expertise. Regardless of their expertise
level, all translators were more Conscientious than the other individuals, with a
particular dominance of the facet of Perfectionism. Notably, the facet was also
found to be dominant in the group of translation trainees, which might point
to its importance at the early stages of translation competence development.

As regards the dynamic characteristics of both personality and translation,
the role of the preferred decision-related psychological function (Think-
ing or Feeling) was found to be particularly important at the end revision
stage, whereby consistent behavioral self-revision patterns were identified.
In particular, the analytical Thinking types spent more time on the end
revision stage and introduced more deletions and more meaning-related
changes than the Feeling types. Different process characteristics, however,
do not necessarily lead to different translation quality, which is a fortunate
finding showing that many other experience- and field-related variables may
account for the quality of the final translation outputs.

To sum up, the present study not only points to some of the intriguing
relationships between non-cognitive and cognitive personality characteristics
and translation, but also lends support to the concept of “reciprocal determin-
ism” of personality and situational factors in psychology (Bandura 1999), thus
making Translation Studies “not only a borrower, but also alender” (O’Brien
2013, 14). The findings of the study may be particularly informative for transla-
tion teachers, who might wish to raise their students’ awareness of the role
of the translator’s personality in their future professional practice. Further
research should be carried out in order to tap into the relationship between
the translator’s executive functions and their translation performance, as
well as between the quality of corrections introduced by the translators in
the translation process and the final quality of their translations.



Appendix A

Personality tests used in the study:

(1) HEXACO Personality Inventory, 60-Item Version (in Polish), developed
by Ashton and Lee (2009), http:// hexaco.org/hexaco-inventory.

(2) Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Jung Typology Test adapted from the
original Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, in English), http://www.human-
metrics.com/personality.


http://hexaco.org/hexaco-inventory
http://www.humanmetrics.com/personality
http://www.humanmetrics.com/personality
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Expressive text

It was a representative Riviera party. There was an English Lord and his
Lady, long and lean both of them, who were prepared to dine with anyone
who would give them a free meal. They were certain to be as tight as drums
before midnight. There was a gaunt Scotch woman, with a face like a Peruvian
mask that has been battered by the storms of ten centuries, and her English
husband. Though a broker by profession, he was bluff, military, and hearty. He
gave you an impression of such integrity that you were almost more sorry for
him than for yourself when the good thing he had put you on to as a special
favour turned out to be a dud. There was an Italian countess who was neither
Italian nor a countess, but played a beautiful game of bridge, and there was
a Russian prince who was ready to make Mrs Barrett a princess and in the
meantime sold champagne, motor-cars, and Old Masters on commission. A
dance was in progress, and Mrs Barrett, waiting for it to end, surveyed with
a look which her short upper lip made scornful the serried throng on the
dance floor. It was a gala night and the dining tables were crowded together.
Beyond the terrace the sea was calm and silent. The music stopped and the
head waiter, affably smiling, came up to guide her to her table. She swept
down the steps with majestic gait.

Extract from W. S. Maugham’s (1988) short story Gigolo and Gigolette.
Story background: two cabaret entertainers gathered a high-class audience
described in the extract. Stella, a stuntwoman and a show-star, is going to dive
into a shallow tank filled with blazing petrol.

Informative text

Article 3

(1) The Union’s aim is to promote peace, its values and the well-being of its
peoples.

(2) The Union shall offer its citizens an area of freedom, security and justice
without internal frontiers, in which the free movement of persons is
ensured in conjunction with appropriate measures with respect to external
border controls, asylum, immigration and the prevention and combating
of crime.
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(3) The Union shall establish an internal market. It shall work for the sustain-
able development of Europe based on balanced economic growth and
price stability, a highly competitive social market economy, aiming at
full employment and social progress, and a high level of protection and
improvement of the quality of the environment.

(4) It shall promote scientific and technological advance. It shall combat
social exclusion and discrimination, and shall promote social justice
and protection, equality between women and men, solidarity between
generations and protection of the rights of the child.

It shall promote economic, social and territorial cohesion, and solidarity
among Member States.

It shall respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversity, and shall ensure
that Europe’s cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhanced.

(5) Inits relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote
its values and interests and contribute to the protection of its citizens.
It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of
the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair
trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human rights, in
particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict observance and
the development of international law, including respect for the principles
of the United Nations Charter.

Extract from: The Treaty on European Union, Article 3.7

78 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:C:2008:115:0013:0045:en:P
DE.


http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:0013:0045:en:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:0013:0045:en:PDF

Appendix C

Experiment instructions:

BASIC GUIDELINES

(1) Please do your translations in Translog, the keylogging software used
to trace your translation process. Listen carefully to the instructor and
follow her guidelines. Should any questions/hesitations regarding the
program arise, feel free to address her or other lab workers. Do not forget
to save your log file when you finish the tasks.

(2) Please do the translation of full extracts to ensure validity of your results.

(3) Ifthereisanythingyouneed, ask the instructor or other lab workers, but
do not disturb your fellow-participants.

SPECIFIC GUIDELINES - TRANSLOG

(1) To start the experiment, find the Translog-II User icon on the desktop
and open it.

(2) Click Fileand choose PerTrans_textl.project file and then Open (Otwérz).

(3) Go to the Startlogging option in the menu which appeared on the screen.
The top-to-bottom layout will appear with the source text at the top and
the space for your translation at the bottom.

(4) Once you are ready, start translating.

(5) When you finish, click the Stop logging button in the upper left corner of
the screen.

(6) Save yourlog file to the desktop and use the following sample title: Code
name_textl. The code names are on yellow stickers next to the keyboard.

(7) Follow the same steps with the second text (project name: PerTrans_text2.
project)

(8) Save the second log file to the desktop and use the following sample title:
Code name_text2.

GOOD LUCK!
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SPECIFIC GUIDELINES

RETROSPECTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE AND PSYCHOMETRIC

TESTS

(1) Right after finishing your translation, inform the instructor about it.

(2) Youwill receive the paper version of the personality test in Polish. Please
follow the instructions given.

(3) Putyour test into the folder on your desk.

(4) Create a Microsoft Office document and sign it with your Code name.
Save it to the desktop.

(5) Then go to www.humanmetrics.com and choose Jung Typology Test.

(6) Answer the questions and click Score it.

(7) Under your results there will be an option permanent link to bookmark
or share; click it and then save the link to the document created before.

THANKYOU!
YOU HAVE DONE A GREAT JOB!


http://www.humanmetrics.com

Appendix D

PhD thesis on: %

The relationship between the
psychological aspects of the

translator’s personality and _’

translation performance

Prepared by

Olha Lehka-Paul, MA

PhD student

Supervised by

Dr hab. Bogustawa Whyatt, Prof. UAM
Department of Psycholinguistic Studies

PARTICIPANT’S FORM (STUDENTS)
RETROSPECTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE AND SELF-REPORT

PARTICIPANT’S CODE:

PART 1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Instructions: Please answer the following questions about yourself.

(1) Age:

(2) Duration of translation training:

(3) Why have you chosen to become a translator?

(4) How do you feel about your translations? (Are you normally satisfied
with your results, do you enjoy the process?)
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PART 2. TRANSLATION AND PERSONALITY
Instructions: Read the questions carefully and give answers that best reflect

your views. Provide extended answers if possible.

(1) Is personality important in professional life?

(2) From the list below, select TWO traits that in your opinion describe

translators best:
sincerity tearfulness social self-esteem  forgivingness
anxiety social boldness modesty gentleness
greed avoidance dependence sociability flexibility
sentimentality  aesthetic appreciation  diligence fairness
organization perfectionism inquisitiveness liveliness
prudence patience creativity unconventionality

(3) Which adjective best describes the translation process: “creative,” “me-
chanical,” “other (= provide your own answer)”?

(4) Which part of the translation process do you enjoy the most (e.g. prepara-
tory reading, writing, final editing and proofreading, making decisions,
solving problems, looking up new words, looking for information)? Why?

(5) While making decisions in translation, what do you base them on: your feel
for the right word (feeling of correctness) or proof (e.g. dictionary entry)?
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PART 3: TASK-SPECIFIC REPORT
Instructions: Please report on the translation tasks you have just completed.

(1) Were the texts chosen for the study interesting for you?
- yes,Iliked themalot.
- quite interesting, but not exactly to my taste.
- notinteresting at all.
- other:

(2) Which text did you enjoy translating more?
—  expressive type (extract from the literary work)

—  informative type (extract from the EU Treaty)
- both

(3) What did you find the most challenging to render in the translation tasks?
- difficult vocabulary
- stylistic features
- other:

(4) Are you satisfied with your translations?
- yes
- 50/50
- no
- other:

(5) Provide more feedback/comments on the experiment if you like.

THANKYOU FORYOURPARTICIPATION!
CONGRATULATIONS! TODAY YOU HAVE DONE A GOOD THING! @
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PhD thesis on: %

The relationship between the
psychological aspects of the

translator’s personality and _’

translation performance

Prepared by

Olha Lehka-Paul, MA

PhD student

Supervised by

Dr hab. Bogustawa Whyatt, Prof. UAM
Department of Psycholinguistic Studies

PARTICIPANT’S FORM (PR. TRANSLATORS)
RETROSPECTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE AND SELF-REPORT

PARTICIPANT’S CODE:

PART 1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Instructions: Please answer the following questions about yourself.

Age:

(1) For how long have you been practicing translation? (please indicate the
number of years in brackets)

below 1 year

1-3 years

4-7 years

8-10 years

ARSI S e

over 10 years

(2) What is the form of your professional employment in translation?
1. part-time
2. full-time
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(3) What are the text types that you usually translate?
1. literary works

2. functional (medical, economic, law, etc.)
3. advertising

4. publicist

S. other:

(4) What are your working languages? (please indicate language pairs)
1.
2.
3.

PART 2. TRANSLATION AND PERSONALITY
Instructions: Read the questions carefully and give answers that best reflect

your views. Provide extended answers if possible.

(1) Is personality important in professional life?

(2) From the list below, select TWO traits that in your opinion describe

translators best:
sincerity tearfulness social self-esteem  forgivingness
anxiety social boldness modesty gentleness
greed avoidance dependence sociability flexibility
sentimentality  aesthetic appreciation  diligence fairness
organization perfectionism inquisitiveness liveliness
prudence patience creativity unconventionality

(3) Which adjective best describes the translation process: “creative,” “me-
chanical,” “other (= provide your own answer)”?
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(4) Which part of the translation process do you enjoy the most (e.g. prepara-
tory reading, writing, final editing and proofreading, making decisions,
solving problems, looking up new words, looking for information)? Why?

(5) While making decisions in translation, what do you base them on: your fee!
for the right word (feeling of correctness) or proof (e.g. dictionary entry)?

PART 3: TASK-SPECIFIC REPORT
Instructions: Please report on the translation tasks you have just completed.

(1) Were the texts chosen for the study interesting for you?
- vyes, Iliked them alot.
- quite interesting, but not exactly to my taste.
- notinteresting at all.
- other:

(2) Which text did you enjoy translating more?
—  expressive type (extract from the literary work)
— informative type (extract from the EU Treaty)
- both

(3) What did you find the most challenging to render in the translation tasks?
- difficult vocabulary
- stylistic features
- other:

(4) Are you satisfied with your translations?
- yes
- 50/50
- no
- other:
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(5) Provide more feedback /comments on the experiment if you like.

THANKYOU FORYOURPARTICIPATION!
CONGRATULATIONS! TODAY YOU HAVE DONE A GOOD THING! @
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TQA sheet (markers): Expressive text
(adapted from Williams’ Weighted ARTRAQ Grid 2009)

PARAMETER WEIGHT QUALITY MINIMUM WEIGHTED  FINAL SCORE
(/10) SCORE (/10) SCORE (/100) (/100)

ARGUMENT 3 30

(PRAGMATIC EFFECT)

VOCABULARY USE 2 16

GRAMMAR 1 8

STYLISTIC DEVICES 3 24

COHERENCE/COHESION 1 8

TOTAL 10 /10 86

Assessment scale:
9-10 — excellent
7-8 — good

5-6 — satisfactory
3—4 - fair

1-2 - poor

Explanation of parameters:

Argument (pragmatic effect): Does the translation convey the message
encoded by the author?

Vocabulary use: Has the translator made adequate translation choices? Does
the lexical inventory correspond to the style of the original?

Grammar: Does the translator adhere to the grammar rules of the target
language (Polish)? Are the grammatical structures used efficiently throughout
the text?

Stylistic devices: Have the original stylistic devices been successfully
rendered? Do they conform with the stylistic norms of the target language?
Coherence / Cohesion: Does the translation read smoothly (in terms of
sentence structure, text layout and organization)?
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TQA sheet (markers): Informative text

PERSONALITY MATTERS

(adapted from Williams’ Weighted ARTRAQ Grid 2009)

PARAMETER WEIGHT QUALITY MINIMUM WEIGHTED  FINAL SCORE
(/10) SCORE (/10) SCORE (/100) (/100)

ARGUMENT 3 30

(PRAGMATIC EFFECT)

VOCABULARY USE 2 16

GRAMMAR 2 16

STYLISTIC DEVICES 2 16

COHERENCE/COHESION 1 8

TOTAL 10 /10 86

Assessment scale:
9-10 — excellent
7-8 — good

5-6 - satisfactory
3—4 — fair

1-2 - poor

Explanation of parameters:

Argument (pragmatic effect): Does the translation convey the original

message?

Vocabulary use: Has the translator made adequate translation choices? Does
the lexical inventory correspond to the style of the original?

Grammar: Does the translator adhere to the grammar rules of the target
language (Polish)? Are the lexical structures used efficiently throughout

the text?

Style and register: Do the style and register of the target text conform with

the norms of the administrative style in the target language (Polish)?
Coherence / Cohesion: Does the translation read smoothly (in terms of
sentence structure, text layout and organization)?



Abstract

In the dissertation, self-revision is viewed as both the decision-related stage of
the translation process and the “quality-assurance procedure” (Mossop 2014)
of the emerging translation product. Such a view of self-revision allows the
quantitative translation process data and qualitative translation product
assessment data to be combined using multi-method approaches. Similarly, the
concept of personality is referred to as a set of its quantitative characteristics —
personality traits — and qualitative characteristics — personality types. Bringing
together personality psychology and translation, the study fits into the recent
interdisciplinary paradigm of “Translator Studies” (Chesterman 2009), or
“cognitive translatology” (Mufioz Martin 2010), whereby the translator with
her/his psychological and cognitive features appears at the forefront.

The process characteristics of the translator’s self-revision behavior, such as
the duration of the final revision and the number and the type of corrections
introduced, have often been found to form the translators’ “individual working
styles” (Jakobsen 2003; Carl et al. 2011; Hansen 2013) or “profiles” (Dragsted
and Carl 2012). Mossop (2007, 19) suggested that these most probably depend
on the translators’ “individual psychology,” and Hansen (2013) revealed
that the individual revision styles are already present during translation
training and survive later in the translator’s professional practice. It remains
unclear, though, (1) whether and how the decision-related psychological
functions (Jung [1921] 1971) influence the translator’s preference to display
certain self-revision behaviors and (2) whether the translator’s dominant
psychological functions and personality traits contribute to the quality of the
translation products.

The translation process data were collected with Translog, the keylogging
program (Jakobsen and Schou 1999), and the personality-related data were
gathered with the help of the relevant psychometric tests measuring personal-
ity traits (HEXACO) and psychological functions (MBTI). The present
empirical study revealed that the preferred decision-related psychological
function does play a role in the process of self-revision, especially at the end
revision stage, but does not correlate with translation quality. In particular, the
Feeling type personalities spent less time on the end revision stage, introduced
fewer changes at this stage and made fewer meaning-related corrections than
the translators with the dominant Thinking function. Thus, the “working
styles” seem to be influenced by the translator’s preferred decision-making
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functions. As regards the personality traits, it has been found that transla-
tors are generally more Conscientious and Open to Experience, but less
Agreeable than the representatives of other professions who participated
in the study. An important observation concerned the fact that translation
students scored higher on the scale of Emotionality than their peers in the
sample, which points to the need to further explore the role of affective factors
in translation training. No relationship was found between the translator’s
dominant personality traits and translation quality, which means that the
other factors, such as the level of expertise in translation, domain knowledge
and task-related experience, better contribute to the quality of translation
than the translator’s personality characteristics. All in all, the results of the
study may be particularly informative for translation teachers, who might
become aware of the role that individual personality characteristics play in
the trainees’ choice of the profession, and in their approach to the decisional
aspects of the translation process reflected in self-revision.



References

Abdolrezapour, Parisa. 2013. “The Relationship between Emotional Intelligence
and EFL Learners’ Writing Performance.” Procedia — Social and Behavioural
Sciences 70: 331-39.

Ackerman, Philip L. and Eric Heggestad. 1997. “Intelligence, Personality, and
Interests: Evidence for Overlapping Traits.” Psychological Bulletin 121(2): 219-45.

Adler, Alfred. 1920. Praxis und Theorie der Individualpsychologie: Vortrige fiir Arzte,
Pychologen und Lehrer. Munich: Bergmann.

Alamargot, Denis and Lucile Chanquoy. 2001. Through the Models of Writing.
Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Allport, Gordon W. 1937. Personality: A Psychological Interpretation. New York: H. Holt.

Allport, Gordon W. 1961. Pattern and Growth in Personality. New York: H. Holt.

Allport, Gordon W. 1962. “The general and the unique in psychological science.”
Journal of Personality 30: 405-22.

Allport, Gordon W. and Henry S. Odbert. 1936. Trait Names: A Psycho-lexical Study.
New York: Psychological Review Company.

Alves, Fabio. 1995. Zwischen Schweigen und Sprechen: Wie Bildet sich eine Transkulturelle
Briicke? Eine Psycholinguistisch Orientierte Untersuchung von Ubersetzungsvorgdngen
zwischen Portugiesischen und Brasilianischen Ubersetzern. Hamburg: Dr. Kovac.

Alves, Fabio. 2000. “Unidades de tradugdo: O que sao e como operalas.” In Traduzir
com Autonomia: Estratégias para o Tradutor em Formagdo, edited by Fabio Alves,
Celia M. Magalhiaes and Adriana S. Pagano, 29-38. Sao Paulo: Contexto.

Alves, Fabio, ed. 2003. Triangulating Translation: Perspectives in Process-Oriented
Research. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Alves, Fabio. 201S. “Translation Process at the Interface. Paradigmatic, Theoreti-
cal, and Methodological Issues in Dialogue with Cognitive Science, Expertise
Studies, and Psycholinguistics.” In Psycholinguistic and Cognitive Inquiries into
Translation and Interpreting, edited by Aline Ferreira and John W. Schwieter,
17-41. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Alves, Fabio and Amparo Hurtado Albir. 2010. “Cognitive Approaches to Transla-
tion.” In Handbook of Translation Studies, edited by Yves Gambier and Luc van
Doorslaer, 28-35. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Alves, Fabio and Amparo Hurtado Albir. 2017. “Evolution, Challenges, and Perspec-
tives for Research on Cognitive Aspects of Translation.” In The Handbook of
Translation and Cognition, edited by John W. Schwieter and Aline Ferreira, 537-5S.
Hoboken: Wiley Blackwell.



242 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Alves, Fabio and José Luiz Gongalves. 2003. “A Relevance Theory Approach to the
Investigation of Inferential Processes in Translation.” In Triangulating Transla-
tion: Perspectives in Process-Oriented Research, edited by Fabio Alves, 25-42.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Alves, Fabio and José Luiz Gongalves. 2007. “Modelling Translator’s Competence:
Relevance and Expertise under Scrutiny.” In Translation Studies: Doubts and Direc-
tions. Selected Papers from the IV Congress of the European Society for Translation
Studies, edited by Yves Gambier, Miriam Schlesinger and Radigundiz Stolze,
41-55. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Alves, Fabio and Daniel Couto Vale. 2011. “On Drafting and Revision in Translation:
A Corpus Linguistics Oriented Analysis of Translation Process Data.” Translation:
Corpora, Computation, Cognition. Special Issue on Parallel Corpora: Annotation, Exploi-
tation, Evaluation 1(1). http://www.blogs.uni-mainz.de/fb06-tc3/vol-1-no-1-2011/.

Alves, Fabio, Adriana Pagano and Igor da Silva. 2009. “A New Window on Transla-
tor’s Cognitive Activity: Methodological Issues in the Combined Use of Eye-
tracking, Keylogging and Retrospective Protocols” In Methodology, Technology
and Innovation in Translation Process Research. A Tribute to Arnt Lykke Jakobsen
(Copenhagen Studies in Language 38, edited by Inger M. Mees, Fabio Alves and
Susanne Gopferich, 267-91. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Anderson, Cameron, John P. Oliver, Dacher Keltner and Ann M. Kring. 2001. “Who
Attains Social Status? Effects of Personality and Physical Effectiveness in Social
Groups.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 81(1): 116-32.

Angelone, Erik. 2010. “Uncertainty, Uncertainty Management and Metacognitive
Problem Solving in the Translation Task.” In Translation and Cognition, edited
by Gregory Shreve and Erik Angelone, 17-40. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Antunovi¢, Goranka and Natasa Pavlovi¢. 2011. “Moving on, Moving back or
Changing it Here and Now: Self-revision in Student Translation Processes from
L2 and L3.” Across Languages and Cultures 12(2): 213-34.

Apostal, Robert A. 1991. “College Students’ Career Interests and Sensing-Intuition
Personality.” Journal of College Student Development 32: 4-7.

Asadi, Paula and Candace Séguinot. 2005. “Shortcuts, Strategies and General
Patterns in a Process Study of Nine Professionals.” META: Translators’ Journal
50(2): 522-47.

Ash, Barbara H. 1983. “Selected Effects of Elapsed Time and Grade Level on the
Revisions in Eighth, Tenth, and Twelfth Graders’ Writing.” Dissertation abstracts
43(12): 3830A.

Ashton, Michael C. and Kibeom Lee. 2001. “A Theoretical Basis for the Major
Dimensions of Personality.” European Journal of Personality 15(5): 327-353.
Ashton, Michael C. and Kibeom Lee. 200S. “A Defence of the Lexical Approach

to the Study of Personality Structure.” European Journal of Personality 19: 5-24.


http://www.blogs.uni-mainz.de/fb06-tc3/vol-1-no-1-2011/

REFERENCES 243

Ashton, Michael C. and Kibeom Lee. 2007. “Empirical, Theoretical, and Practical
Advantages of the HEXACO Model of Personality Structure.” Personality and
Social Psychology Review 11(2): 150-66.

Ashton, Michael C. and Kibeom Lee. 2008. “The HEXACO Personality Factors in
the Indigenous Personality Lexicons of English and 11 other languages.” Journal
of Personality 76(5): 1001-54.

Ashton, Michael C. and Kibeom Lee. 2009. “The HEXACO-60: A Short Measure of
the Major Dimensions of Personality.” Journal of Personality Assessment 91: 340-45.

Ashton, Michael C., Kibeom Lee, and Lewis R. Goldberg. 2004a. “A Hierarchical
Analysis of 1,710 English Personality-Descriptive Adjectives.” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 87: 707-21.

Ashton, Michael C., Kibeom Lee, Philip A. Vernon and Kerry L. Jang. 2000. “Fluid
Intelligence, Crystallized Intelligence and the Openness/Intellect Factor.” Journal
of Research in Personality 34: 198-207.

Ashton, Michael C., Kibeom Lee, Marco Perugini, Piotr Szarota, Reinout E. de Vries,
Lisa Di Blas, Kathleen Boies and Boele De Raad. 2004b. “A Six-Factor Structure
of Personality-Descriptive Adjectives: Solutions from Psycholexical Studies in
Seven Languages.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 86: 356-66.

Back, Mitja D., Stefan C. Schmukle and Boris Egloft. 2006. “Who is Late and Who
is Early? Big Five Personality Factors and Punctuality in Attending Psychological
Experiments.” Journal of Research in Personality 40(S): 841-48.

Bandura, Albrecht. 1999. “A Social-Cognitive Theory of Personality.” In Handbook
of Personality: Theory and Research, edited by Lawrence A. Pervin and Oliver P.
John, 154-96. 2nd edition. New York: The Guilford Press.

Barbizet, Jacques. 1968. “Les Bases Neuro-Anatomiques de la Genése de la Significa-
tion dans de Langage Oral.” In Mécanismes Cérébraux du Langage Oral et Structure
des Langues, edited by Robert Husson, H. et al., 51-62. Paris: Masson & Cie.

Barboni, Thilde. 1999. “Inconscient et Traduction.” In Théorie et pratique de la
traduction 3, edited by Christine Lejeune. Mons: Le Ciephum, 23-33.

Barrick, Murray R. and Michael K. Mount. 1991. “The Big Five Personality Dimen-
sions and Job Performance: A Meta-Analysis.” Personnel Psychology 44: 1-26.
Barrick, Murray R. and Michael K. Mount. 1996. “Effects of Impression Management
and Self-deception on the Predictive Validity of Personality Constructs.” Journal

of Applied Psychology 81: 261-72.

Barrick Murray R., Michael K. Mount and Judy P. Strauss. 1993. “Conscientiousness
and Performance of Sales Representatives: Test for the Mediating Effect of Goal
Setting.” Journal of Applied Psychology 78: 715-22.

Barrick, Murray R., Michael K. Mount, and Rashmi Gupta. 2003. “Meta-analysis
of the Relationship between the Five-Factor Model of Personality and Holland’s
Occupational Types.” Personnel Psychology 56: 45-74.



244 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Barrick, Murray R., Greg L. Stewart, Mitchell Neubert and Michael K. Mount. 1998.
“Relating Member Ability and Personality to Work Team Processes and Team
Eftectiveness.” Journal of Applied Psychology 83: 377-91.

Bartlett, Elsa]. 1982. “Learning to Revise.” In What Writers Know, edited by Martin
Nytrand, 345-63. New York: Academic Press.

Bell, Roger. 1991. Translation and Translating: Theory and Practice. London: Longman.

Bennett, J.and G. Burch. 2007. “Team Leader Personality, Team Climate and Relations
in the Team.” Paper presented at the Association of Industrial Relations Academics
of Australia and New Zealand (AIRAANZ) Conference, February 2007.

Bernardini, Silvia. 2001. “Think-Aloud Protocols in Translation Research. Achieve-
ments, Limits, Future Prospects.” Target 13(2): 241-63.

Bernstein, Douglas A. and Peggy W. Nash. 2008. Essentials of Psychology. 4th edition.
Boston: Houghton Miftlin Company.

Block, Jack and Adam M. Kremen. 1996. “IQ and Ego-resiliency: Conceptual and
Empirical Connections and Separateness.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 70(2): 349-61.

Blum-Kulka, Shoshana. 1986. “Shifts of Cohesion and Coherence in Translation.” In
Interlingual and Intercultural Communication: Discourse and Cognition in Translation
and Second Language Acquisition Studies, edited by Juliane House and Shoshana
Blum-Kulka, 17-35. Tiibingen: Gunter Narr.

Boies, Kathleen, Kibeom Lee, Michael C. Ashton, Sophie Pascal and Adelheid A.
M. Nicol. 2001. “The Structure of the French Personality Lexicon.” European
Journal of Personality 15: 277-95.

Bono, Joyce E. and Timothy A. Judge. 2004. “Personality and Transformational and
Transactional Leadership: A Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Applied Psychology 89: 901-10.

Bontempo, Karen and Jemina Napier. 2011. “Evaluating Emotional Stability as a
Predictor of Interpreter Competence and Aptitude for Interpreting.” Interpreting
13: 85-108S.

Bontempo, Karen, Jemina Napier, Laurence Hayes and Vicki Brashear. 2014. “Does
Personality Matter? An International Study of Sign Language Interpreter Disposi-
tion.” Translation and Interpreting 6(1): 23-46.

Borgatta, Edgar. 1964. “The Structure of Personality Characteristics.” Behavioural
Science 12: 8-17.

Borsch, Sabine. 1986. “Introspective Methods in Research on Interlingual and
Intercultural Communication.” In Interlingual and Intercultural Communication:
Discourse and Cognition in Translation and Second Language Acquisition Studies, edited
by Juliane House and Shoshana Blum-Kulka, 195-209. Tiibingen: Gunter Narr.

Bracewell, Robert J., Carl Bereiter and Marlene Scardamalia. 1979. “A Test of Two
Myths about Revision.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association, San Francisco.



REFERENCES 245

Briggs Myers, Isabel. 1962. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator: Manual. Palo Alto:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Briggs Myers, Isabel and Peter B. Myers. 1995. Gifts Differing: Understanding Personal-
ity Type. Palo Alto: Davies Black Publishing.

Buchweitz, Augusto and Fabio Alves. 2006. “Cognitive Adaptation in Translation:
An Interface between Language Direction, Time, and Recursiveness in Target
Text Production.” Letras de Hoje. Porto Alegre 41(2): 241-72.

Bullock, Wesley A. and Kirby Gilliland. 1973. “Eysenck’s Arousal Theory of In-
troversion and Extraversion: A Converging Measures Investigation.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 64(1): 113-23.

Burger, Jerry M. 2010. Personality. 8th edition. Wadsworth: Cengage Learning.

Busato, Vittorio V., Frans J. Prins, Jan J. Elshout and Christiaan Hamaker. 2000.
“Intellectual Ability, Learning Style, Personality, Achievement Motivation and
Academic Success of Psychology Students in Higher Education.” Personality and
Individual Differences 29(6): 1057-68.

Butler-Nalin, Kay. 1984. “Revision Patterns in Students’ Writing.” In Contexts for
Learning to Write: Studies for Secondary School Instruction, edited by Arthur N.
Applebee, 121-15. Norwood: Ablex.

Caprara, Gian Vittorio and Marco Perugini. 1994. “Personality Described by
Adjectives: The Generalizability of the Big Five to the Italian Lexical Context.”
European Journal of Personality 8(5): 357-69.

Cardy Robert L. and Kenneth P. Carson. 1996. “Total Quality and the Abandonment
of Performance Appraisal: Taking a Good Thing too Far?” Journal of Quality
Management 1(2): 193-206.

Carl, Michael. 2009. “Triangulating Product and Process Data: Quantifying Align-
ment Units with Keystroke Data.” In Methodology, Technology and Innovation in
Translation Process Research. A Tribute to Arnt Lykke Jakobsen (Copenhagen Studies
in Language 38), edited by Inger M. Mees, Fabio Alves and Susanne Gépferich,
225-47. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Carl, Michael. 2012. “Translog-II: A Program for Recording User Activity Data for
Empirical Translation Process Research.” International Journal of Computational
Linguistics 3(1): 153-62.

Carl, Michael and Arnt Lykke Jakobsen. 2009. “Towards Statistical Modelling of
Translators” Activity.” International Journal of Speech Technology 12(4): 125-38.

Carl, Michael and Barbara Dragsted. 2012. “Inside the Monitor Model: Processes of
Default and Challenged Translation Production.” Translation: Corpora, Computa-
tion, Cognition. Special Issue on the Crossroads between Contrastive Linguistics,
Translation Studies and Machine Translation 2(1): 127-45.

Carl, Michael and Matthias Buch-Kromann. 2010. “Correlating Translation Product

and Translation Process Data of Professional and Student Translators.” Paper



246 PERSONALITY MATTERS

presented at Annual Conference of the European Association for Machine Transla-
tion, Saint-Raphaél, France. http://www.mt-archive.info/EAMT-2010-Carl.pdf.

Carl, Michael and Moritz J. Schiffer. 2017. “Models of the Translation Process.”
In The Handbook of Translation and Cognition, edited by John W. Schwieter and
Aline Ferreira, 50-71. Hoboken: Wiley Blackwell.

Carl, Michael, Barbara Dragsted and Arnt Lykke Jakobsen. 2011. “A Taxonomy of
Human Translation Styles.” Translation Journal 16: 2. http://translationjournal.
net/journal/56taxonomy.htm.

Carl, Michael, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Kristian T. Hvelplund. 2008. “Modeling
Human Translator Behaviour with User-Activity Data.” Proceedings of the
12th EAMT Conference, 22-23 September 2008, Hamburg, Germany, 21-26.

Carl, Michael, Silke Gutermuth and Silvia Hansen-Schirra. 2015. “Post-Editing
Machine Translation: A Usability Test for Professional Translation Settings.” In
Psycholinguistic and Cognitive Inquiries into Translation and Interpreting, edited
by Aline Ferreira and John W. Schwieter, 145-74. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Caspi, Avshalom, Terrie E. Moffitt, Denise L. Newman and Phil A. Silva. 1996.
“Behavioural Observations at Age 3 Years Predict Adult Psychiatric Disorders.”
Archives of General Psychiatry 53: 1033-39.

Caspi, Avshalom, Brent W. Roberts and Rebecca L. Shiner. 200S. “Personality
Development: Stability and Change.” Annual Review of Psychology 56: 453-84.

Casse, Pierre. 1981. Training for the Cross-Cultural Mind: A Handbook for Cross-
Cultural Trainers and Consultants. Washington: Sietar.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1946. Description and Measurement of Personality. Oxford:
World Book Company.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1950. Personality: A Systematic Theoretical and Factual Study.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1963. “Theory of Fluid and Crystallized Intelligence: A Critical
Experiment.” Journal of Educational Psychology S4(1): 1-22.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1965. The Scientific Study of Personality. Harmondsworth:
Penguin.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1971. Abilities: Their Structure, Growth, and Action. Oxford:
Houghton Mifflin.

Cattell, Raymond B. 1973. Personality and Mood by Questionnaire. New York: Jossey
Bass.

Chamorro-Premuzic, Tomas and Adrian Furnham. 2003. “Personality Predicts
Academic Performance: Evidence from Two Longitudinal University Samples.”
Journal of Research in Personality 37: 319-38.

Chamorro-Premuzic, Tomas and Adrian Furnham. 2008. “Personality, Intelligence
and Approaches to Learning as Predictors of Academic Performance.” Personality
and Individual Differences 44: 1596-603.


http://www.mt-archive.info/EAMT-2010-Carl.pdf
http://translationjournal.net/journal/56taxonomy.htm
http://translationjournal.net/journal/56taxonomy.htm

REFERENCES 247

Chandler, Daniel. 1993. “Writing Strategies and Writers’ Tools.” English Today
9(2): 32-38.

Chanquoy, Lucile. 1997. “Thinking Skills and Composing: Examples of Text Revi-
sion.” In Inventory of European Programmes for Teaching Thinking, edited by Johan
H. M. Hamers and M. Overtoom, 179-8S. Utrecht: Sardes.

Chesterman, Andrew. 2000. “A Causal Model for Translation Studies” In Intercultural
Faultlines. Research Models in Translation Studies I. Textual and Cognitive Aspects,
edited by Maeve Olohan, 15-27. Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing.

Chesterman, Andrew. 2009. “The Name and Nature of Translator Studies” Journal
of Language and Communication Studies 42: 13-22.

Chesterman, Andrew. 2011. “Reflections on the Literal Translation Hypothesis” In
Methods and Strategies of Process Research: Integrative Approaches in Translation
Studies, edited by Cecilia Alvstad, Adelina Hild and Elisabet Tiselius, 23-37.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Christensen, Alan J., Shawna L. Ehlers, John S. Wiebe, Patricia J. Moran, Katherine
Raichle, Karin Ferneyhough and William J. Lawton. 2002. “Patient Personality
and Mortality: A 4-year Prospective Examination of Chronic Insufficiency.”
Health Psychology 21(4): 315-20.

Cifuentez-Férez, Paula and Javier Fenollar-Cortés. 2017. “On the Impact of Self-
Esteem, Emotion Regulation and Emotional Expressivity on Student Translators’
Performance.” Vigo International Journal of Applied Linguistics 14: 71-97.

Corr, Philip J. and Gerald Matthews, eds. 2009. The Cambridge Handbook of Personal-
ity Psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Costa, Paul T. and Robert R. McCrae. 1985. The NEO Personality Inventory Manual.
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Costa, Paul T. and Robert R. McCrae. 1992. “Four Ways Five Factors are Basic.”
Personality and Individual Differences 13: 653-65.

Costa, Paul T. and Robert R. McCrae. 1995. “Domains and Facets: Hierarchical
Personality Assessment Using the Revised NEO Personality Inventory.” Journal
of Personality Assessment 64: 21-50.

Costa, Paul T. and Robert McCrae. 2006. “Age Changes in Personality and their
Origins: Comment on Roberts, Walton and Viechtbauer.” Psychological Bulletin
132(1): 26-28.

Credé, Marcus and Nathan R. Kuncel. 2008. “Study Habits, Skills, and Attitudes:
The Third Pillar Supporting Collegiate Academic Performance.” Perspectives on
Psychological Science 3(6): 425-453.

Da Silva, Igor Antonio Lourengo. 2015. “On a More Robust Approach to Triangulat-
ing Retrospective Protocols and Keylogging in Translation Process Research.”
In Psycholinguistic and Cognitive Inquiries into Translation and Interpreting, edited
by Aline Ferreira and John W. Schwieter, 175-203. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



248 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Davey, Graham, ed. 2011. Applied Psychology. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell Publishing.

Delisle, Jean. 1980. “L'analyse du discours comme métode de traduction.” Cahiers
de traductologie 2.

De Raad, Boele. 1992. “The Replicability of the Big Five Personality Dimensions
in Three-World Classes of the Dutch Language.” European Journal of Personality
12:19-41.

De Raad, Boele and Zso6fia Szirmak. 1994. “The Search for the ‘Big Five’ in a Non-
Indo-European Language: The Hungarian Trait Structure and its Relationship
to the EPQ and the PTS.” European Review of Applied Psychology 44: 17-24.

De Vries, Reinoult. 2012. “Personality predictors of leadership styles and the self-
other agreement problem.” The Leadership Quarterly 23(S): 809-21.

Diamond, Bruce J., Gregory M. Shreve, Alyssa Golden and Valkiria Durdn-Narucki.
2014. “Processing Speed, Switching and Cognitive Control in the Bilingual Brain.”
In The Development of Translation Competence: Theories and Methodologies from
Psycholinguistics and Cognitive Science, edited by John W. Schwieter and Aline
Ferreira, 200-38. Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Di Blas, Lisa and Mario Forzi. 1999. “Refining a Descriptive Structure of Personality
Attributes in the Italian Language: The Abridged Big Three Circumplex Structure.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 46: 451-81.

Digman, John M. and N. K. Takemoto-Chock. 1981. “Factors in the Natural Language
of Personality: Re-Analysis, Comparison, and Interpretation of Six Major Studies.”
Multivariate Behavioural Research 16: 149-70.

Dinger, Felix C., Oliver Dickhduser, Benjamin E. Hilbig, Elena Miiller, Ricarda
Steinmayr and Linda Wirthwein. 201S. “From Basic Personality to Motivation:
Relating the HEXACO Factors to Achievement Goals.” Learning and Individual
Differences 40: 1-8.

Donnellan, M. Brent and Richard W. Robins. 2009. “The Development of Personal-
ity across the Lifespan.” In The Cambridge Handbook of Personality Psychology,
edited by Philip J. Corr and Gerald Matthews, 191-205. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Dragsted, Barbara. 2005. “Segmentation in Translation. Differences across Levels
of Expertise and Difficulty.” Target 17(1): 49-70.

Dragsted, Barbara. 2012. “Indicators of Difficulty in Translation: Correlating Product
and Process Data.” Across Languages and Cultures 13(1): 81-98.

Dragsted, Barbara and Michael Carl. 2013. “Towards a Classification of Translation
Styles Based on Eye-Tracking and Keylogging Data.” Journal of the Writing Research
5(1): 133-58.

Drugan, Joanna. 2013. Quality in Professional Translation: Assessment and Improve-
ment. London: Bloomsbury.



REFERENCES 249

Duckworth, Angela and Martin E. P. Seligman. 2005. “Self-Discipline Outdoes
IQ in Predicting Academic Performance of Adolescents.” Psychological Science
16: 939-44.

Dudley, Nicole M., Karin A. Orvis, Justin E. Lebiecki and José M. Cortina. 2006.
“A Meta-Analytic Investigation of Conscientiousness in the Prediction of Job
Performance: Examining the Intercorrelations and the Incremental Validity of
Narrow Traits.” Journal of Applied Psychology 91(1): 40-57.

Dumont, Frank. 2010. A History of Personality Psychology: Theory, Science and Research
from Hellenism to the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dunning, Donna. 2001. What's Your Type of Career? Palo Alto: Davies Black Publishing.

Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen and Gary Massey. 2013. “Indicators of Translation
Competence: Translators’ Self-Concepts and the Translation of Titles.” Journal
of Writing Research 5(1): 103-31.

Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen and Andrea Hunziker-Heeb. 2016. “Investigating the
Ergonomics of Technologized Translation Workplace.” In Reembedding Translation
Process Research, edited by Ricardo Mufioz Martin, 69-88. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Elman, Jeffrey L, Elizabeth A. Bates, Mark H. Johnson, Annette Karmiloft-Smith,
Domenico Parisi, Kim Plunkett. 1996. Rethinking Innateness: A Connectionist
Perspective on Development. Cambridge: MIT Press.

EMT Expert Group. 2009. “Competences for Professional Translators, Experts in
Multilingual and Multimedia Communication.” https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/
info/files/emt competences_translators_en.pdf.

Englund Dimitrova, Birgitta. 2005. Expertise and Explicitation in the Translation
Process. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Englund Dimtrova, Birgitta and Elisabet Tiselius. 2009. “Exploring Retrospection as a
Research Method for Studying the Translation Process and the Interpreting Process.”
In Methodology, Technology and Innovation in Translation Process Research. A Tribute
to Arnt Lykke Jakobsen (Copenhagen Studies in Language 38), edited by Inger M. Mees,
Fabio Alves and Susanne Gopferich, 109-34. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Entwistle, Noel J. and Dorothy Entwistle. 1970. “The Relationship between Personal-
ity, Study Methods and Academic Performance.” British Journal of Educational
Psychology 40: 132-43.

Ericsson, Karl A. and Herbert A. Simon. 1984. Protocol Analysis: Verbal Reports as
Data. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Ericsson, Karl A. and Neil Charness. 1994. “Expert Performance: Its Structure and
Acquisition.” American Psychologist 49(8): 725-47.

Ericsson, Karl A. and Andreas C. Lehmann. 1996. “Expert and Exceptional Perfor-
mance: Evidence of Maximal Adaptation to Task Constraints.” Annual Review
of Psychology 47(1): 273-30S.


https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/emt_competences_translators_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/emt_competences_translators_en.pdf

250 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Eysenck, Hans J. [1970] 2013. The Structure of Human Personality. 3rd edition.
London: Routledge.

Eysenck, Hans J. 1990. “Biological Dimensions of Personality.” In Handbook of
Personality: Theory and Research, edited by Lawrence A. Pervin, 244-76. New
York: The Guilford Press.

Eysenck, Hans J. and Michael W. Eysenck. 1985. Personality and Individual Differences:
A Natural Science Approach. New York: Plenum.

Eysenck, Hans J. and S. B. G. Eysenck. 1964. Eysenck Personality Inventory. San
Diego: Educational and Industrial Testing Service.

Faigley, Lester and Stephen P. Witte. 1981. “Analysing Revision.” College Composition
and Communication 32: 400-14.

Farsides, Tom and Ruth Woodfield. 2003. “Individual Differences and Undergradu-
ate Academic Success: The Role of Personality, Intelligence, and Application.”
Personality and Individual Differences 34: 1225-43.

Feist, Jess and Gregory J. Feist. 2009. Theories of Personality. New York: McGraw Hill.

Ferreira, Aline. 2014. “Analyzing Recursiveness Patterns and Retrospective Protocols
of Professional Translators in L1 and L2 Translation Tasks.” Translation and
Interpreting Studies 9(1): 109-27.

Filbeck, Greg, Patricia Hatfield and Philip A. Horvath. 2005. “Risk Aversion and
Personality Type.” Journal of Behavioural Finance 6(4): 170-80.

Fitzgerald, Jill. 1987. “Research on Revision in Writing.” Review of Educational
Research 57(4): 481-506.

Fitzgerald, Jill and Lynda R. Markham. 1987. “Teaching Children about Revision
in Writing.” Cognition and Instruction 4(1): 3-24.

Fraser, Janet. 1996. “Mapping the Process of Translation.” META: Translation
Process 41(1): 84-96.

Freud, Sigmund. [1915] 2013. Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis. Translated
by G. Stanley Hall. Digireads.com.

Frink, Dwight D. and Gerald R. Ferris. 1999. “The Moderating Effects of Account-
ability on the Conscientiousness-Performance Relationship.” Journal of Business
and Psychology 13(4): 515-24.

Funder, David C. 1997. The Personality Puzzle. New York: Norton.

Furnham, Adrian and Sarah Medhurst. 1995. “Personality Correlates of Academic
Seminar Behaviour: A Study of Four Instruments.” Personality and Individual
Differences 19: 197-208.

Furnham, Adrian and Paul Stringfield. 1993. “Personality and Occupational
Behavior: Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Correlates of Managerial Practices in
Two Cultures.” Human Relations 46(7): 827-47.

Furnham, Adrian, Troy Jensen and John Crump. 2008. “Personality, Intelligence
and Assessment Centre Expert Ratings.” International Journal of Selection and
Assessment 16(4): 356-65.


http://Digireads.com

REFERENCES 251

Furnham, Adrian, Georgia Dissou, Peter Sloan and Tomas Chamorro-Premuzic.
2007. “Personality and Intelligence in Business People: Two Personality and
Two Intelligence Measures.” Journal of Business and Psychology 22(1): 99-109.

Galton, Francis. 1884. “Measurement of character.” Fortnightly Review 36: 179-8S.

Garcia, Adolfo, Ezequiel Mikulan and Agustin Ibdriez. 2016. “A Neuroscientific
Toolkit for Translation Studies.” In Reembedding Translation Process Research,
edited by Ricardo Mufoz Martin, 21-46. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gardner, William L. and Mark J. Martinko. 1996. “Using the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator to Study Managers: A Literature Review and Research Agenda.” Journal
of Management 22(1): 45-83.

Gerloff, Pamela. 1986. “Second Language Learners’ Reports on the Interpretive
Process: Talk-Aloud Protocols of Translation.” In Interlingual and Intercultural
Communication: Discourse and Cognition in Translation and Second Language
Acquisition Studies, edited by Juliane House and Shoshana Blum-Kulka, 243-62.
Tubingen: Gunter Narr.

Gerloff, Pamela. 1988. “From French to English: A Look at the Translation Process
in Students, Bilinguals, and Professional Translators.” Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Harvard University, University Microfilms International.

Gile, Daniel. 199S. Basic Concepts and Models for Interpreter and Translator Training.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gile, Daniel. 2004. “Integrated Problem and Decision Reporting as a Translator
Training Tool.” The Journal of Specialised Translation 2: 2-20.

Goldberg, Lewis R. 1981. “Language and Individual Differences: The Search for
Universals in Personality Lexicons.” In Review of Personality and Social Psychology.
Volume 2, edited by Leroy Wheeler, 141-66. Beverly Hills: SAGE Publications.

Gopferich, Susanne. 2008. Translationsprozessforschung: Stand — Methoden — Pers-
pektiven. Tibingen: Gunter Narr.

Gopferich, Susanne. 2009. “Towards a Model of Translation Competence and its
Acquisition: The Longitudinal Study TransComp.” In Behind the Mind. Methods,
Models and Results in Translation Process Research (Copenhagen Studies in Language
37), edited by Susanne Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger M. Mees,
11-37. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Gopferich, Susanne. 2010. “The Translation of Instructive Texts from a Cognitive
Perspective.” In New Approaches in Translation Process Research (Copenhagen
Studies in Language 39), edited by Susanne Gépferich, Fabio Alves and Inger M.
Mees, 5-5S. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Gopferich, Susanne. 2013. “Translation Competence: Explaining Development and
Stagnation from a Dynamic Systems Perspective.” Target 25(1): 61-76.

Gopferich, Susanne and Riitta Jaaskeldinen. 2009. “Process Research into the
Development of Translation Competence: Where are We, and Where Do We
Need to Go?” Across Languages and Cultures 10(2): 169-91.



252 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Gopferich, Susanne, G. Bayer-Hohnewerter, F. Prassl and J. Stadlober. 2011. “Explor-
ing Translation Competence Acquisition: Criteria of Analysis Put to the Test.” In
Cognitive Explorations of Translation, edited by Sharon O’Brien, 57-85. London:
Continuum.

Gouadec, Daniel. 2007. Translation as a Profession. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gram, Peter C., Bruce R. Dunn and Diana Ellis. 200S. “Relationship between EEG
and Psychological Type.” Journal of Psychological Type 65(5): 33-46.

Gray, Jeffrey A. 1987. “Perspectives on anxiety and impulsivity: A commentary.”
Journal of Research in Personality 21: 493-509.

Gray, Jeffrey A. 1991. “Neural Systems, Emotions, and Personality.” In Neurobiology
of Learning, Emotion, and Affect, edited by John Madden, 272-306. New York:
Raven Press.

Gutt, Ernst-August. 1991. Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Gutt, Ernst-August. 2000. Translation and Relevance. 2nd edition. Oxford: Blackwell.

Haas, Leona and Mark Hunziker. 2006. Building Blocks of Personality Type: A Guide to
Using the Eight-Process Model of Personality Type. California: Unite Business Press.

Halverson, Sandra. 2003. “The Cognitive Basis of Translation Universals.” Target
15(2): 197-241.

Hamilton, Esther E.1988. “The Facilitation of Organizational Change: An Empirical
Study of Factors Predicting Change Agents’ Effectiveness.” The Journal of Applied
Behavioural Science 24(1): 37-59.

Hansen, Gyde. 1997. “Success in Translation.” Perspectives: Studies in Translatology
5(2): 201-10.

Hansen, Gyde, ed. 1999. Probing the Process in Translation: Methods and Results
(Copenhagen Studies in Language 24). Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Hansen, Gyde. 2002. “Zeit und Qualitit im Ubersetzungsprozess.” In Empirical
Translation Studies. Process and Product (Copenhagen Studies in Language 27),
edited by Gyde Hansen, 29-54. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Hansen, Gyde. 2006. Erfolgreich Ubersetzen: Entdecken und Beheben von Storquellen.
Tibingen: Gunter Narr.

Hansen, Gyde. 2007. “Ein Fehler ist ein Fehler, oder ...? Der Bewertungsprozess
in der Ubersetzungs- prozessforschung.” In Quo vadis Translatologie? Ein halbes
Jahrhundert universitire Ausbildung von Dolmetschern und Ubersetzern in Leipzig.
Riickschau, Zwischenbericht und Perspektiven aus der AufSensicht, edited by Gerd
Wotjak, 115-31. Berlin: Frank & Timme.

Hansen, Gyde. 2008. “The Speck in Your Brother’s Eye — the Beam in Your Own.”
In Efforts and Models in Interpreting and Translation Research, edited by Gyde
Hansen, Andrew Chesterman and Heidrun Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 255-80.

Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



REFERENCES 253

Hansen, Gyde. 2013. “Many Tracks Lead to the Goal. A Long-Term Study on
Individual Translation Styles.” In Tracks and Treks in Translation Studies, edited
by Catherine Way, Sonia Vandepitte, Reine Meylaerts and Magdalena Bartlo-
miejczyk, 49-62. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Harris, Brian and Bianca Sherwood. 1978. “Translating as an Innate Skill.” In
Language Interpretation and Communication, edited by David Gerver and H.
Wallace Sinaiko, 155-70. Boston: Springer.

Haslam, Nick. 2007. Introduction to Personality and Intelligence. Los Angeles: SAGE
Publications.

Hayes, John R. and Linda S. Flower. 1983. “Uncovering Cognitive Processes in
Writing: An Introduction to Protocol Analysis.” In Research on Writing: Principles
and Methods, edited by Peter Mosenthal, Lynn Tamor and Sean A. Walmsley,
207-20. New York: Longman.

Hayes, John R. and Jane Gradwohl Nash. 1996. “On the Nature of Planning in
Writing.” In The Science of Writing. Theories, Methods, Individual Differences, and
Applications, edited by C. Michael Levy and Sarah Ransdell, 29-55. Mahwah:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Hayes, John R., Linda S. Flower, Karen A. Schriver, James Stratman and Linda
Carey. 1987. “Cognitive Processes in Revision.” In Advances in Psycholinguistics.
Volume 2: Reading, Writing and Language, edited by Sheldon Rosenberg. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Heaven, Patrick C. L. and Joseph Ciarrochi. 2006. “Perceptions of Parental Styles
and Eysenckian Psychoticism in Youth: A Prospective Analysis.” Personality and
Individual Differences 41: 61-70.

Heaven, Patrick C. L., Anita Mak, Jocelyn Barry and Joseph Ciarrochi. 2002. “Per-
sonality and Family Influences in Adolescent Attitudes to School and Self-Rated
Academic Performance.” Personality and Individual Differences 32(3): 453-62.

Heeb, Andrea Hunziker. 2016. “Professional Translators’ Self-Concepts and
Directionality: Indications from Translation Process Research.” The Journal of
Specialised Translation 25: 74-88.

Heiden, Tanja. 200S. “Blick in die Black Box. Kreative Momente im Ubersetzung-
sprozess: Eine experimentelle Studie mit Translog.” META: Translators’ Journal
50(2): 448-72.

Heller, Daniel, David Watson and Ross Illes. 2004. “The Role of Person Versus Situation
in Life Satisfaction: A Critical Examination.” Psychological Bulletin 130: 574—600.

Henderson, John. 1987. Personality and the Linguist: A Comparison of the Personality
Profiles of Professional Translators and Conference Interpreters. Bradford: Bradford
University Press.

Hergenhan, B. R. and Tracy Henley. 2013. An Introduction to the History of Psychology.
7th edition. Wadsworth: Cengage Learning.



254 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Hernandez, Arturo. 2015. “Neural Perspectives of Language Control.” In The Cam-
bridge Handbook of Bilingual Processing, edited by John W. Schwieter, 548-68.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Higgs, Malcolm. 2001. “Is there a Relationship between the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator and Emotional Intelligence.” Journal of Managerial Psychology 16(7):
509-33.

Holland, John L. 1996. “Exploring Careers with a Typology: What we have Learned
and Some New Directions.” American Psychologists 51(4): 397-406.

Holland, John L. 1997. Making Vocational Choices: A Theory of Vocational Personalities
and Work Environments. 3rd edition. Odessa: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Holmes, James S. [1972] 2000. “The Name and Nature of Translation Studies.” In
The Translation Studies Reader, edited by Lawrence Venuti, 172-86. London:
Routledge. (Originally published in James S. Holmes. 1988. Translated!: Papers
on Literary Translation and Translation Studies. Amsterdam: Rodopi, 66-80.).

Holmes, James S. 1988. Translated!: Papers on Literary Translation and Translation
Studies. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Hoénig, Hans G. 199S. Konstruktives Ubersetzen. Tiibingen: Stauffenburg.

Hoénig, Hans G. and Paul Kussmaul. 1982. Strategie der Ubersetzung. Ein Lehr- und
Arbeitsbuch. Ttibingen: Gunter Narr.

Hubscher Davidson, Séverine. 2009. “Personal Diversities and Diverse Personali-
ties in Translation: A Study of Individual Differences.” Perspectives: Studies in
Translatology 17(3): 175-92.

Hubscher Davidson, Séverine. 2013a. “Emotional Intelligence and Translation
Studies: A New Bridge.” META: Translators’ Journal 58(2): 324-46.

Hubscher Davidson, Séverine. 2013b. “The Role of Intuition in the Translation
Process.” Translation and Interpreting Studies 8(2): 211-32.

Hubscher Davidson, Séverine. 2016. “Trait Emotional Intelligence and Translation:
A Study of Professional Translators.” Target 28(1): 129-54.

Hurtado Albir, Amparo. 1996. “La Snsefianza de la Traduccion Directa ‘General.’
Objetivos de Aprendizaje y Metodologia.” In La Ensefianza de la Traduccién, edited
by Amparo Hurtado Albir, 31-5S. Castell6: Publicacions de la Universitat Jaume I.

Hurtado Albir, Amparo, ed. 2017. Researching Translation Competence by PACTE
Group. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Hurtado Albir, Amparo and Fabio Alves. 2009. “Translation as a Cognitive Activity.”
In The Routledge Companion to Translation Studies, edited by Jeremy Munday,
54-73.London: Routledge.

Hurtz, Gregory M. and John J. Donovan. 2000. “Personality and Job Performance:
The Big Five Revisited.” Journal of Applied Psychology 85(6): 869-79.

Immonen, Sini. 2006. “Translation as a Writing Process: Pauses in Translation
versus Monolingual Text Production.” Target 18(2): 313-35.



REFERENCES 255

Immonen, Sini. 2011. “Unravelling the Processing Units of Translation.” Across
Languages and Cultures 12(2): 235-57.

ISO 17100. 2015. https://www.iso.org/standard /59149.html

Ivir, Vladimir. 1981. “Formal Correspondence vs. Translation Equivalence Revisited.”
In Theory of Translation and Intercultural Relations, edited by Itamar Even-Zohar
and Gideon Toury, 51-59. Tel Aviv: The Porter Institute for Poetics and Semiotics.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta. 1990. Features of Successful Translation Process: A Think-Aloud
Protocol Study. Unpublished licentiate thesis, University of Joensuu, Savonlinna
School of Translation Studies.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta. 1993. “Investigating Translation Strategies.” In Recent Trends
in Empirical Translation Research, edited by Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit and John
Laffling, 99-120. Joensuu: University of Joensuu.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta. 1996. “Hard Work will Bear Beautiful Fruit. A Comparison of
Two Think-Aloud Protocol Studies.” META: Translation Process 41(1): 60-74.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta. 2010. “Are All Professionals Experts? Definitions of Expertise
and Reinterpretation of Research Evidence in Process Studies.” In Translation and
Cognition, edited by Gregory M. Shreve and Erik Angelone, 213-31. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Jaidskeldinen, Riitta. 2011. “Studying the Translation Process.” In The Oxford
Handbook of Translation Studies, edited by Kirsten Malmkjeer and Kevin Windle,
123-25. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jaaskeldinen, Riitta. 2012. “Translation psychology.” In Handbook of Translation
Studies. Volume 3, edited by Yves Gambier and Luv van Doorslaer, 191-97.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jaidskeldinen, Riitta. 2016. “Quality and Translation Process Research.” In Reembed-
ding Translation Process Research, edited by Ricardo Munoz Martin, 89-107.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke. 2002. “Translation Drafting by Professional Translators
and Translation Students.” In Empirical Translation Studies. Process and Product
(Copenhagen Studies in Language 27), edited by Gyde Hansen, 191-204. Copen-
hagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke. 2003. “Effects of Think Aloud on Translation Speed, Revision
and Segmentation.” In Triangulating Translation: Perspectives in Process-Oriented
Research, edited by Fabio Alves, 69-95. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke. 2005. “Investigating Expert Translators’ Processing Knowl-
edge.” In Knowledge Systems and Translation, edited by Helle V. Dam, Jan Engberg
and Heidrun Gerzymisch-Arbogast, 173-89. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke. 2014. “The Development and Current State of Translation Pro-
cess Research.” In The Known Unknowns of Translation Studies, edited by Elke Brems,
Reine Maeylaerts and Luc van Doorslaer, 65-88. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.


https://www.iso.org/standard/59149.html

256 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke. 2017. “Translation Process Research.” In The Handbook of
Translation and Cognition, edited by Aline Ferreira and John W. Schwieter, 21-50.
Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke and Kristian T. H. Jensen. 2008. “Eye Movement Behavior
across Four Different Types of Reading Task.” In Looking at Eyes: Eye-tracking
Studies of Reading and Translation Processing (Copenhagen Studies in Language 36),
edited by Susanne Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger M. Mees, 103-24.
Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke and Lasse Schou. 1999. “Logging Target Text Production with
Translog.” In Probing the Process in Translation: Methods and Results (Copenhagen Stud-
ies in Language 24), edited by Gyde Hansen, 9-20. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

James, William. 1890. The Principles of Psychology. http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/
James/Principles/prin10.htm.

Jensen, Astrid. 1999. “Time Pressure in Translation.” In Probing the Process in
Translation: Methods and Results (Copenhagen Studies in Language 24), edited
by Gyde Hansen, 103-19. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Jensen, Astrid and Arnt Lykke Jakobsen. 2000. “Translating under Time Pressure.”
In Translation in Context, edited by Andrew Chesterman, Natividad Gallardo
San Salvador and Yves Gambier, 105-16. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jensen, Kristian T. H. 2009. “Indicators of Text Complexity.” In Behind the Mind.
Methods, Models and Results in Translation Process Research (Copenhagen Studies
in Language 37), edited by Susanne Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger
M. Mees, 61-80. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

John, Oliver P., Richard W. Robins and Lawrence A. Pervin. 2008. Handbook of
Personality: Theory and Research (3" edition). New York: The Guilford Press.
Johnson, Megan K., Wade C. Rowatt and Leo Petrini. 2011. “A New Trait on the
Market: Honesty-Humility as a Unique Predictor of Job Performance Ratings.”

Personality and Individual Differences S0(6): 857-62.

Judge, Timothy A., Chad A. Higgins, Carl]. Thoresen and Murray R. Barrick. 1999.
“The Big Five Personality Traits, General Mental Ability, and Career Success
across the Life Span.” Personnel Psychology 52(3): 621-52.

Judge, Timothy A., Joyce E. Bono, Remus Illies and Megan W. Gerhardt. 2002.
“Personality and Leadership: A Qualitativeand Quantitative Review.” Journal
of Applied Psychology 87(4): 765-80.

Jung, Carl Gustav. [1921] 1971. Psychological Types. Collected Works of Carl Gustav
Jung. Volume 6. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Just, Marcel A. and Patricia A. Carpenter. 1984. “Using Eye Fixations to Study
Reading Comprehension.” In New Methods in Reading Comprehension Research,
edited by David E. Kieras and Marcel A. Just, 154-82. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.


http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/James/Principles/prin10.htm
http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/James/Principles/prin10.htm

REFERENCES 257

Kaiser, Robert B. and Robert Hogan. 2007. “The Dark Side of Discretion: Leader
Personality and Organizational Decline.” In Being There Even When You Are Not
(Monographs in Leadership and Management), edited by Robert Hooijberg, James
G. Hunt, John Antonakis, Kimberly B. Boal and Nancy Lane, 173-93. Emerald
Group Publishing.

Kajonius, Petri J. 2016. “Honesty-Humility Predicting Self-Estimated Academic
Performance.” International Journal of Personality Psychology 2(1): 1-6.

Karimnia, Amin and Mahsa Mahjubi. 2013. “Individual Differences and Quality
of Translation: A Personality-Based Perspective.” Psychology of Language and
Communication 17(1): 37-64.

Kim, Mi-Ran and Su-Jeong Han. 2014. “Relationship between the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator Personality Profiling, Academic Performance and Student Satisfaction in
Nursing Students.” International Journal of Bio-Science and Bio-Technology 6: 1-12.

Kinga, Szabo, Mutica Paul and Szamoskozi Sefan. 201S. “Association between
HEXACO Model of Personality Structure, Motivational Factors and Self-
Reported Creativity among Architecture Students.” Procedia — Social and
Behavioural Sciences 187: 130-35.

Kiraly, Donald. 1995. Pathways to Translation: Pedagogy and Practice. Kent: The
Kent State University Press.

Kiraly, Donald. 1997. “Think-Aloud Protocols and the Construction of a Professional
Translator’s Self-Concept.” In Cognitive Processes in Translation and Interpreting,
edited by Joseph H. Danks, Gregory M. Shreve, Stephen B. Fountain and Michael
K. McBeath, 137-60. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Kiraly, Donald. 2000. A Social Constructivist Approach to Translator Education:
Empowerment from Theory to Practice. Manchester: St. Jerome.

Kiraly, Donald. 2015. “Occasioning Translator Competence: Moving beyond Social
Constructivism toward a Postmodern Alternative to Instructionism.” Translation
and Interpreting Studies 10(1): 8-32.

Klaudy, Kinga. 1996. “Back-Translation as a Tool for Detecting Explicitation Strate-
gies in Translation.” In Translation Studies in Hungary, edited by K. Klaudy, José
Lambert, and Aniko Sohdr, 99-114. Budapest: Scholastica.

Komarraju, Meera and Steven J. Karau. 2005. “The Relationship between the Big
Five Personality Traits and Academic Motivation.” Personality and Individual
Differences 39(3): 557-67.

Kormos, Judith. 2015. “Individual Differences in Second Language Speech Produc-
tion.” In The Cambridge Handbook of Bilingual Processing, edited by John W.
Schwieter, 369-88. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Krings, Hans. 1986. Was in den Kopfen von Ubersetzern Vorgeht: Eine Empirische
Untersuchung zur Struktur des Ubersetzungsprozesses an Fortgeschrittenen Fran-
zosischlernern. Tubingen: Gunter Narr.



258 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Krings, Hans. [1995] 2001. Repairing Texts: Empirical Investigations of Machine
Translation Post-Editing Processes. Translated by Geoftrey S. Koby, Gregory M.
Shreve, Katja Mischerikow and Sarah Litzer. Kent: The Kent State University Press.

Kristof, Amy L. 1996. “Person-Organization Fit: An Integrative Review of its Concep-
tualizations, Measurements, and Applications.” Personnel Psychology 49(1): 1-49.

Kurz, Ingrid, Elvira Basel, Doris Chiba, Werner Patels and Judith Wolfframm.
1996. “Scribe or Actor? A Survey Paper on Personality Profiles of Translators
and Interpreters.” The Interpreters’ Newsletter 7: 3-18.

Kussmaul, Paul. 1996. Training the Translator. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Kuznik, Anna and Amparo Hurtado Albir. 2015. “How to Define Good Professional
Translators and Interpreters: Applying the Behavioral Approach to Studying Compe-
tences in the Field of Translation Studies.” Across Languages and Cultures 16(1): 1-27.

Lajoie, Susanne P. 2003. “Transitions and Trajectories for Studies of Expertise.”
Educational Researcher 32(8): 21-25.

Larsen, Randy and David M. Buss. 2008. Personality Psychology: Domains of Knowledge
about Human Nature. 2nd edition. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Laukkanen, Johanna. 1996. “Affective and Attitudinal Factors in Translation
Processes.” Target 8(2): 257-74.

Law, Mary, Barbara Cooper, Susan Strong, Debra Stewart, Patricia Rigby and
Lori Letts. 1996. “The Person-Environment Occupation Model: A Transactive
Approach to Occupational Performance.” Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy 63(1): 9-23.

Law, Stephanie J., Joshua Bourdage and Thomas A. O’Neil. 2016. “To Fake or Not
to Fake: Antecedents to Interview Faking, Warning Instructions, and its Impact
on Applicant Reactions.” Frontiers in Psychology 7. https://www.frontiersin.org/
articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01771/full.

Lederer, Marianne. 2010. “Interpretive Approach.” In Handbook of Translation Studies.
Volume 1, edited by Luc van Doorslaer and Yves Gambier, 173-79. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Lee, Kibeom and Michael C. Ashton. 2004. “Psychometric Properties of the
HEXACO Personality Inventory.” Multivariate Behavioral Research 39: 329-58.

Lee, Kibeom and Michael C. Ashton. 2006. “Further Assessment of the HEXACO
Personality Inventory: Two New Facet Scales and an Observer Report Form.”
Psychological Assessment 18(2): 182-91.

Lee, Kibeom, Babatunde Ogunfowora and Michael C. Ashton. 2005. “personality
traits beyond the Big Five: Are they within the HEXACO space?” Journal of
Personality 73(5): 1437-63.

Lehka-Paul, Olha and Boguslawa Whyatt. 2016. “Does Personality Matter in Transla-
tion? Interdisciplinary Research into the Translation Process and Product.”
Poznati Studies in Contemporary Linguistics 52(2): 317-49.


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01771/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01771/full

REFERENCES 259

Lehr, Caroline. 2013. “Influences of Emotion on Cognitive Processing in Translation:
A Framework and some Empirical Evidence.” Paper presented at the International
Online Workshop on Affective factors in Translation Process Research: To Feel
or not to Feel? That is the Question. Aston University, 6 December.

Lemoine, James G., Ishani Aggarwal and Laurens Bujold Steed. 2016. “When Women
Emerge as Leaders: Effects of Extraversion and Gender Composition in Groups.”
The Leadership Quarterly 27(3): 470-86.

Levin, James A., Margaret M. Riel, Robert D. Rowe and M. J. Boruta. 1985. “Muktuk
Meets Jacuzzi: Computer Networks and Elementary School Writers.” In The
Acquisition of Written Language: Response and Revision, edited by Sarah W. Freed-
man, 160-71. Norwood: Ablex.

Levy, Jif{. [1967] 2000. “Translation as a Decision Process.” In The Translation Studies
Reader, edited by Lawrence Venuti, 148-59. London: Routledge. (Originally
published in To honor Roman Jakobson. Essays on the occasion of his seventieth
birthday. The Hague: Mouton, 1171-181).

Liu, Xiyun and Youbin Zhao. 2014. “The Study on Translation Quality Assessment in
the Translation Contests Based on Malcolm Williams’ Argumentation-Centred
Translation Quality Assessment Tool.” International Conference on Humanity,
Education and Social Science, 557-60.

Livbjerg, Inge and Inger M. Mees. 1999. “A Study of the Use of Dictionaries in
Danish-English Translation.” In Probing the Process in Translation: Methods and
Results (Copenhagen Studies in Language 24), edited by Gyde Hansen, 135-50.
Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Lérscher, Wolfgang. 1991. Translation Performance, Translation Process, and Transla-
tion Strategies: A Psycholinguistic Investigation. Tiibingen: Gunter Narr.

Lorscher, Wolfgang. 1996. “A Psycholinguistic Analysis of Translation Processes.”
META: Translators’ Journal 41(1): 26-32.

Lucas, Richard E., Ed Diener, Alexander Grob, Eunkook M. Suh and Liang Shao.
2000. “Cross-Cultural Evidence for the Fundamental Features of Extraversion.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 79(3): 452-68.

McCrae, Robert. 1987. “Creativity, Divergent Thinking, and Openness to Experi-
ence.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 52(6): 1258-65.

McCrae, Robert R. and Paul T. Costa. 1987. “Validation of the Five-Factor Model of
Personality across Instruments and Observers.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 52(1): 81-90.

McCrae, RobertR. and Paul T. Costa. 1989. “Reinterpreting the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator from the Perspective of the Five-Factor Model of Personality.” Journal
of Personality 57(1): 17-40.

McCrae, Robert R. and Paul T. Costa. 1996. “Toward a New Generation of Personal-
ity Theories: Theoretical Contexts for the Five-Factor Model.” In The Five-Factor



260 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Model of Personality: Theoretical Perspectives, edited by Jerry S. Wiggins, 51-87.
New York: The Guilford Press.

McCrae, Robert R. and Paul T. Costa. 2003. Personality in Adulthood: A Five-Factor
Theory Perspective. New York: The Guilford Press.

Malkiel, Brenda. 2009. “From Antonia to My Antonia: Tracking Self-Corrections
with Translog.” In Behind the Mind. Methods, Models and Results in Transla-
tion Process Research (Copenhagen Studies in Language 37), edited by Susanne
Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger M. Mees, 149-67. Copenhagen:
Samfundslitteratur.

Martikainen, Kati. 2001. The Effect of Primary vs. Complex Distinction on Metaphor
Translation. (Unpublished PhD dissertation, Savonlinna School of Translation
Studies, University of Joensuu).

Martin, Leslie R., Howard S. Friedman and Joseph E. Schwartz. 2007. “Personality
and Mortality Risk across the Life Span: The Importance of Conscientiousness
as a Biopsychosocial Attribute.” Health Psychology 26(4): 428-36.

Martin, Ruben. 2010. Social Work Assessment. Glasgow: Leaning Matters Ltd.

Martinez Mateo, Roberto. 2014. “A Deeper Look into Metrics for Translation
Quality Assessment (TQA): A Case Study.” Misceldnea: A Journal of English and
American Studies 49: 73-94.

Maslow, Abraham Harold. 1971. The Farther Reaches of Human Nature. New York:
Penguin Books.

Maynor, L. C. 1982. “An Investigation of the Revising Practices of College Freshman
Writers.” Dissertation Abstracts 43(8): 2543A.

Maugham, William Somerset. 1988. Sixty-Five Short Stories. London: Heinemann.

Mellinger, Christopher D. and Thomas A. Hanson. 2017. Quantitative Research
Methods in Translation and Interpreting Studies. New York: Routledge.

Mischel, Walter. 1968. Personality and Assessment. New York: Wiley.

Mischel, Walter and Yuichi Shoda. 1999. “Integrating Dispositions and Processing
Dynamics within a Unified Theory of Personality: The Cognitive-Affective
Personality System.” In Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research, edited by
Lawrence A. Pervin and Oliver P. John, 197-219. 2nd edition. New York: The
Guilford Press.

Morgeson, Frederick P., Matthew H. Reider and Michael A. Campion. 2005. “Select-
ing Individuals in Team Settings: The Importance of Social Skills, Personality
Characteristics, and Teamwork Knowledge.” Personnel Psychology 58(3): $83-611.

Mossop, Brian. 1982. “A Procedure for Self-Revision.” Terminology Update 15(3): 6-9.

Mossop, Brian. 2007. “Empirical Studies of Revision: What We Know and Need to
Know.” The Journal of Specialised Translation 8: 5-20.

Mossop, Brian. 2014. Revising and Editing for Translators. 3rd edition. London:
Routledge.



REFERENCES 261

Munday, Jeremy. 2008. Introducing Translation Studies. Theories and Applications.
2nd edition. London: Routledge.

Muifioz Martin, Ricardo. 2009. “Typos & Co.” In Behind the Mind. Methods, Models
and Results in Translation Process Research (Copenhagen Studies in Language 37),
edited by Susanne Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger M. Mees, 167-91.
Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.

Mufoz Martin, Ricardo. 2010. “On Paradigms and Cognitive Translatology.” In
Translation and Cognition, edited by Gregory M. Shreve and Erik Angelone,
169-89. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Muinoz Martin, Ricardo. 2014a. “A Blurred Snapshot of Advances in Translation
Process Research.” MonTI: Minding Translation, special issue edited by Ricardo
Munoz Martin 1: 49-8S.

Muinioz Martin, Ricardo. 2014b. “Situating Translation Expertise: A Review with a
Sketch of a Construct.” In The Development of Translation Competence: Theories
and Methodologies from Psycholinguistics and Cognitive Science, edited by John W.
Schwieter and Aline Ferreira, 2-56. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing.

Muiioz Martin, Ricardo, ed. 2016. Reembedding Translation Process Research.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Murray, Donald. 1978. “Internal Revision: A Process of Discovery.” In Research
on Composing: Points of Departure, edited by Charles R. Cooper and Lee Odell,
85-103. Urbana: National Council of Teachers of English.

Neubert, Albrecht. 1994. “Competence in Translation: A Complex Skill, How to
Study and How to Teach It.” In Translation Studies. An Interdiscipline, edited by
Mary Snell-Hornby, Franz Pochhacker and Klaus Kaindl, 411-20. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Nigg, Joel T.2000. “On Inhibition/Disinhibition in Developmental Psychopathology:
Views from Cognitive and Personality Psychology and a Working Inhibition
Taxonomy.” Psychological Bulletin 126(2): 220-46.

Noftle, Erik E. and Richard W. Robins. 2007. “Personality Predictors of Academic
Outcomes: Big Five Correlates of GPA and SAT Scores.” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 93(1): 116-30.

Norman, Warren T. 1963. “Toward an Adequate Taxonomy of Personality Attributes:
Replicated Factor Structure in Peer Nomination Personality Ratings.” Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology 66: 574—83.

O’Brien, Sharon. 2005. “Methodologies for Measuring the Correlations between
Post-Editing Effort and Machine Translatability.” Machine Translation 19(1):
37-58.

O’Brien, Sharon. 2006. “Eye-Tracking and Translation Memory Matches.” Perspec-
tives: Studies in Translatology 14(3): 185-20S.



262 PERSONALITY MATTERS

O’Brien, Sharon. 2013. “The Borrowers: Researching the Cognitive Aspects of
Translation.” Target 25(1): 5-17.

O’Connor, Melissa C. and Sampo V. Paunonen. 2007. “Big Five Personality Predictors
of Post-Secondary Academic Performance.” Personality and Individual Differences
43(5): 971-90.

Ogunfowora, Babatunde, Joshua S. Bourdage and Brenda Nhuyen. 2013. “An Explora-
tion of the Dishonest Side of Self-Monitoring: Links to the Moral Disengagement and
Unethical Business Decision Making.” European Journal of Personality 27(6): $32—44.

Oh, In-Sue, Huy Le, Daniel S. Whitman, Kwanghyun Kim, Tae-Yong Yoo, Jong-Oh
Hwang and Cheon-Seok Kim. 2014. “The Incremental Validity of Honesty-
Humility over Cognitive Ability and the Big Five Personality Traits.” Human
Performance 27: 206-24.

Ones, Deniz S. and Chockalingam Viswesvaran. 1997. “Personality Determinants
in the Prediction of Aspects of Expatriate Job Success.” In New Approaches to
Employee Management. Volume 4: Expatriate Management: Theory and Research,
edited by Zeynep Aycan, 63-92. London: Elsevier Science.

Oroczo, Mariana and Amparo Hurtado Albir. 2002. “Measuring Translation
Competence Acquisition.” META: Translators’ Journal 47(3): 375-402.

PACTE. 2000. “Acquiring Translation Competence: Hypotheses and Methodological
Problems in a Research Project.” In Investigating Translation, edited by Allison
Beeby, Doris Ensinger and Marisa Presas, 99-106. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

PACTE. 2003. “Building a Translation Competence Model.” In Triangulating
Translation: Perspectives in Process-Oriented Research, edited by Fabio Alves,
43-66. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

PACTE.2008. “First Results of a Translation Competence Experiment: Knowledge of
Translation and Efficacy of the Translation Process.” In Translator and Interpreter
Training: Issues, Methods and Debates, edited by J. Kearns, 104-26. London:
Continuum.

PACTE. 2009. “Results of the Validation of the PACTE Translation Competence
Model: Acceptability and Decision-Making.” Across Languages and Cultures
10(2): 207-30.

PACTE. 2011. “Results of the Validation of the PACTE Translation Competence
Model: Translation Project and Dynamic Translation Index.” In Cognitive Explora-
tions of Translation, edited by Sharon O’Brien, 30-53. London: Bloomsbury.

Paunonen, Sampo V. and Douglas N. Jackson. 2000. “What is beyond the Big Five?
Plenty!” Journal of Personality 68(5): 821-3S.

Pavlovi¢, Natasa. 2009. “More Ways to Explore the Translating Mind: Collabora-
tive Translation Protocols.” In Behind the Mind: Methods, Models and Results
in Translation Process Research (Copenhagen Studies in Language 37), edited by



REFERENCES 263

Susanne Gopferich, Arnt Lykke Jakobsen and Inger M. Mees, 81-107.Copenhagen:
Samfundslitteratur.

Perkins, Adam E. and Philip J. Corr. 2005. “Can Worriers be Winners? The As-
sociation between Worrying and Job Performance.” Personality and Individual
Differences 38: 25-31.

Pervin, Lawrence A. 1989. Personality: Theory and Research. New York: Wiley.

Pervin, Lawrence A., Daniel Cervone and Oliver John. 200S. Theories of Personality.
New York: Wiley.

Petrides. K. V. 2009. “Psychometric Properties of the Trait Emotional Intelligence
Questionnaire (TEIQue).” In Assessing Emotional Intelligence, edited by James
D. Parker, Donald H. Saklofske and Con Stough, 85-101. Boston: Springer.

Piaget, Jean 1967. Biologie et Connaissance / Biology and Knowledge. Paris: Gallimard.

Pickering, Alan D. and Jeffrey A. Gray. 1999. “The Neuroscience of Personality.” In
Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research, edited by Lawrence A. Pervin and
Oliver P. John, 277-99. 2nd edition. New York: The Guilford Press.

Piolat, Annie. 1990. Vers l'amélioration de la Rédaction de Texte. Apport des Technologies
Nouvelles pour Larecherche et 'apprentissage. (Synthése pour |'Habilitation & Diriger
des Recherches. Université de Provence, Aix-en-Provence. France).

Pittenger, David J. 1993. “Measuring the MBT1I... and Coming up Short.” Journal
of Career Planning and Employment 54: 48-53.

Plato [370 BC] 1991. “The Republic (Translated by B. Jowett).” In Encyclopaedia
Britannica, Great Books of the Western World. Volume 6. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Pym, Anthony. 2003. “Redefining Translation Competence in an Electronic Age.
In Defence of a Minimalist Approach.” META: Translators’ Journal 48(4): 481.

Reiss, Katharina. [1971] 2000. “Type, Kind and Individuality of Text: Decision
Making in Translation (Translated by Susan Kitron).” In The Translation Studies
Reader, edited by Lawrence Venuti, 160-71. London: Routledge.

Reiss, Katharina and Hans J. Vermeer. 1984. Grundlegung einer Allgemeinen Trans-
lationtheorie. Ttibingen: Niemeyer.

Risku, Hanna. 1998. Translatorische Kompetenz. Kognitive Grundlagen des Ubersetzens
als Expertentitigkeit. Tubingen: Stauffenberg Verlag.

Risku, Hanna. 2010. “A Cognitive Scientific View on Technical Communication
and Translation: Do Embodiment and Situatedness Really Make a Difference?”
Target 22(1): 94-111.

Robert, Isabelle. 2008. “Translation Revision Procedures: An Explorative Study.”
In Translation and its Others. Selected Papers of the CETRA Research Seminars in
Translation Studies 2007, edited by Pieter Boulogne. http://www.kuleuven.be/
cetra/papers/papers.html.


http://www.kuleuven.be/cetra/papers/papers.html
http://www.kuleuven.be/cetra/papers/papers.html

264 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Roberts, Brent W. and Wendy F. DelVecchio. 2000. “The Rank-Order Consistency of
Personality from Childhood to Old Age: A Quantitative Review of Longitudinal
Studies.” Psychological Bulletin 126: 3-25.

Roberts, Brent W., Avshalom Caspi and Terrie E. Moffitt. 2003. “Work Experiences
and Personality Development in Young Adulthood.” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 84: 582-93.

Roberts, Brent W., Nathan R. Kuncel, Rebecca Shiner, Avshalom Caspi and Lewis
R. Goldberg. 2007. “The Power of Personality: The Comparative Validity of
Personality Traits, Socioeconomic Status, and Cognitive Ability for Predicting
Important Life Outcomes.” Perspectives on Psychological Science 2(4): 313-4S.

Roberts, Brent W., Kate E. Walton and Wolfgang Viechtbauer. 2006a. “Patterns of
Mean-level Change in Personality Traits across the Life Course: A Meta-Analysis
of Longitudinal Studies.” Psychological Bulletin 132: 1-25.

Roberts, Brent W., Kate E. Walton and Wolfgang Viechtbauer. 2006b. “Personality
Traits Change in Adulthood: Reply to Costa and McCrae.” Psychological Bulletin
132:29-32.

Roberts, Brent W., David A. Wood and Avshalom Caspi. 2008. “The Development
of Personality Traits in Adulthood.” In Handbook of Personality: Theory and
Research, edited by Oliver P. John, Richard W. Robins and Lawrence A. Pervin,
375-98. 3rd edition. New York: The Guilford Press.

Rojo, Ana and Marina Ramos Caro. 2016. “Can Emotion Stir Translation Skill? Defin-
ing the Impact of Positive and Negative Emotions on Translation Performance.”
In Reembedding Translation Process Research, edited by Ricardo Mufioz Martin,
107-30. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Rothmann, Sebastiaan and Elize P. Coetzer. 2003. “The Big Five Personality Dimen-
sions and Job Performance.” SA Journal of Industrial Psychology 29(1): 68-74.
Sackett, Paul R. and James E. Wannek. 1996. “New Developments in the Use of
Measures of Honesty, Integrity, Conscientiousness, Dependability, Trustworthi-
ness, and Reliability for Personnel Selection.” Personnel Psychology 49(4): 787-829.

Salama-Carr, Myriam. 2001. “Interpretive Approach.” In Routledge Encyclopedia
of Translation Studies, edited by Mona Baker and Kirsten Malmkjer, 112-14.
London: Routledge.

Saldanha, Gabriela and Sharon O’Brien. 2014. Research Methodologies in Translation
Studies. New York: Routledge.

Salgado, Jesus F. 1997. “The Five Factor Model of Personality and Job Performance
in the European Community.” Journal of Applied Psychology 82(1): 30-43.

Saucier, Gerard and Lewis R. Goldberg. 1998. “What is beyond the Big Five?” Journal
of Personality 66(4): 495-524.

Saunders, F. W. 1991. Katharine and Isabel: Mother’s Light, Daughter’s Journey. Palo
Alto: Davies Black Publishing.



REFERENCES 265

Savory, Theodore. 1968. The Art of Translation. London: Jonathan Cape.

Scardamalia, Marlene and Carl Bereiter. 1983. “The Development of Evaluative,
Diagnostic and Remedial Capabilities in Children’s Composing.” In The Psychol-
ogy of Written Language. Developmental and Educational Perspectives, edited by
Margaret Martlew, 67-95. New York: Wiley and Sons.

Scardamalia, Marlene and Carl Bereiter. 1986. “Research on written composition.”
In Handbook of Research on Teaching, edited by Merlin C. Wittrock, 778—-803.
3rd edition. New York: Macmillan.

Schilperoord, Joost. 1996. It’s about Time: Temporal Aspects of Cognitive Processes in
Text Production. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Schneider, Benjamin and D. Brent Smith. 2004. Personality and Organisations.
London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Schultz, Duane P. and Sydney Allen Schultz. 2009. Theories of Personality. 9th edition.
Wadsworth: Cengage Learning.

Schultz, Duane P. and Sydney Allen Schultz. 2016. Theories of Personality. 11th
edition. Wadsworth: Cengage Learning.

Schweda Nicholson, Nancy. 2008S. “Personality Characteristics of Interpreter
Trainees: The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTTI).” The Interpreters’ Newsletter
13: 109-42.

Séguinot, Candace. 1989. “Understanding Why Translators Make Mistakes.” Lerreur
en traduction 2(2): 73-81.

Séguinot, Candace. 1991. “A Study of Student Translation Strategies.” In Empirical
Research in Translation and Intercultural Studies: Selected Papers of the TRANSIF
Seminar, Savonlinna 1988, edited by Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit, 79-88. Tiibingen:
Gunter Narr.

Séguinot, Candace. 1996. “Some Thoughts about Think-Aloud Protocols.” Target
8(1): 75-95.

Seleskovitch, Danica. 1977. “Why Interpreting is not Tantamount to Translating
Languages.” The Incorporated Linguist 16(2).

Seleskovitch, Danica and Marianne Lederer. 1984. Intrepréter pour Traduire. Paris:
Didier Erudition.

Shao, KaiQi, WeiHua Yu and ZhongMin Ji. 2013. “The Relationship between EFL
Students’ Emotional Intelligence and Writing Achievement.” Innovation in
Language Learning and Teaching 7: 107-24.

Sharp, Daryl. 1987. Personality Types: Jung’s Model of Typology. Toronto: Inner City
Books.

Shih, Claire Yi-Yi. 2006. “Revision from Translators’ Point of View.” Target 18(2):
295-312.

Shih, Claire Yi-Yi. 201S. “Problem-Solving and Decision-Making in Translation
Revision: Two Case Studies.” Across Languages and Cultures 16(1): 69-92.



266 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Shiner, Rebecca L., Ann S. Masten and James M. Roberts. 2003. “Childhood
Personality Foreshadows Adult Personality and Life Outcomes Two Decades
Later.” Journal of Personality 71: 1145-70.

Shreve, Gregory. 2006. “The Deliberate Practice: Translation and Expertise.” Journal
of Translation Studies 9(1): 27-42.

Sidiropoulou, Maria. 1995. “Causal Shifts in News Reporting: English vs. Greek
Press.” Perspectives: Studies in Translatology 3(1): 83-98.

Sieff, Grant and Louis Carstens. 2006. “The Relationship between Personality Type
and Leadership Focus.” SA Journal of Human Resource Management 4(1): 52-62.

Simpson, Paul. 2004. Stylistics: A Resource Book for Students. London: Routledge.

Skinner, Burrhus Frederic. 1953. Science and Human Behaviour. New York: The
Free Press.

Spearman, Charles. 1904. “The Proof and Measurement of Association between
Two Things.” The American Journal of Psychology 15(1): 72-101.

Sperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1986. Relevance: Communication and Cognition. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Spranger, Eduard. [1914] 1928. Types of Men [Lebensformen]. Translated by Paul
John William Pigors. New York: G. E. Stechert Company.

Stilwell, Nancy A., Mollie M. Wallick, Sara E. Thal and Joseph A. Burleson. 2000.
“Myers-Briggs Type and Medical Specialty Choice: A New Look at an Old Ques-
tion.” Teaching and Learning in Medicine 12(1): 14-20.

Sumara, Dennis J. and Brent Davis. 1997. “Enactivist Theory and Community Learn-
ing: Toward a Complexified Understanding of Action Research.” Educational
Action Research 5(3): 403-22.

Sun, Sanjun and Gregory M. Shreve. 2014. “Measuring Translation Difficulty: An
Empirical Study.” Target 26(1): 98-127.

Sverko, Iva and Toni Babarovi¢. 2016. “Integrating Personality and Career Adapt-
ability into Vocational Interest Space.” Journal of Vocational Behaviour 94: 89-103.

Szarota, Piotr. 1995. “Taxonomy of the Polish Personality-Descriptive Adjectives
of the Highest Frequency of Use.” Polish Psychological Bulletin 27(4): 343-S1.

Tett, Robert P. and Dawn D. Burnett. 2003. “A Personality Trait-Based Interactionist
Model of Job Performance.” Journal of Applied Psychology 88(3): S00-17.

Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja. 1992. “Theoretical Account of Translation — Without
Translation Theory?” Target 4(2): 237-4S.

Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja. 1997. “Who Verbalises What: A Linguistic Analysis of
TAP Texts.” Target 9(1): 69-84.

Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja. 2002. “Translationese — A Myth or an Empirical Fact? A Study
into the Linguistic Identifiability of Translated Language.” Target 14(2): 207-20.

Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja. 200S. “The Monitor Model Revisited: Evidence from
Process Research.” META: Translators’ Journal 50(2): 405-14.



REFERENCES 267

Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja and Johanna Laukkanen. 1996. “Evaluations: A Key
towards Understanding the Affective Dimension of Translational Decisions.”
META: Translators’ Journal 41(1): 45-59.

Toulmin, Stephen. 1964. The Uses of Argument. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Toury, Gideon. 1995a. Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Toury, Gideon. 1995b. “Studying Interim Solutions: Possibilities and Implications.”
In Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, edited by Gideon Toury, 181-93.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Tupes, Ernest C. and Raymond E. Christal. 1961. Recurrent Personality Factors Based
on Trait Ratings. Lackland: Personnel Laboratory Reports.

Vermeer, Hans. J. 1978. “Ein Rahmen fiir eine Allgemeine Translationstheorie.”
Lebende Sprache 23(3): 99-102.

Vinchur, Andrew J., Jeffery S. Schippmann, Fred S. Switzer III and Philip L. Roth.
1998. “A Meta-Analytic Review of Predictors of Job Performance for Salespeople.”
Journal of Applied Psychology 83(4): 586-97.

Vosniadou, Stella and William F. Brewer. 1987. “Theories of Knowledge of Restructur-
ing in Development.” Review of Educational Research 57: 51-67.

Wacker, Jan, Mira-Lynn Chavanon and Gerhard Semmler. 2006. “Investigating the
Dopaminergic Basis of Extraversion in Humans. A Multilevel Approach.” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology 91: 171-87.

Waddington, Christopher. 2001. “Should Translations be Assessed Holistically or
Through Error Analysis?” Hermes: Journal of Linguistics 26: 15-37.

Watson, David and Lee Anna Clark. 1992. “On Traits and Temperament: General
and Specific Factors of Emotional Experience and Their Relation to the Five
Factor Model.” Journal of Personality 60(2): 441-76.

Watson, David, David Wiese, Jatin Vaidya and Auke Tellegen. 1999. “The Two General
Activation Systems of Affect: Structural Findings, Evolutionary Considerations,
and Psycho-Biological Evidence.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
76: 820-38.

Whyatt, Bogustawa. 2012. Translation as a Human Skill. From Predisposition to
Expertise. Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz University Press.

Whyatt, Bogustawa, Katarzyna Stachowiak and Marta Kajzer-Wietrzny. “Similar
and Different: Cognitive Rhythm and Effort in Translation and Paraphrasing.”
Poznati Studies in Contemporary Linguistics: Language Processing in Translation
52(2): 175-208.

Wiltshire, Jocelyn, Joshua S. Bourdage and Kibeom Lee. 2014. “Honesty-Humility
and Perceptions of Organisational Politics in Predicting Workplace Outcomes.”
Journal of Business and Psychology 29(2): 235-51.



268 PERSONALITY MATTERS

Williams, Malcolm. 2004. Translation Quality Assessment: An Argumentation-Centred
Approach. Ottawa, Canada: University of Ottawa Press.

Williams, Malcolm. 2009. “Translation Quality Assessment.” Mutatis Mutandis
2(1): 3-23.

Wilss, Wolfram. 1996. Knowledge and Skills in Translator Behaviour. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Wilss, Wolfram. 2004. “Translation Studies — the State of the Art.” META: Transla-
tors’ Journal 49(4): 777-8S5.

Wittgenstein, L. 1953. Philosophical Investigation. Philosophische Untersuchungen.
Translated by G. E. M. Anscombe. New York: Macmillan.

Zeidner, Mosche. 2009. “Personality in Educational Psychology.” In The Cambridge
Handbook of Personality Psychology, edited by Philip J. Corr and Gerald Matthews,
733-47. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



Index

A
Abdolrezapour, Parisa, 60
Ackerman, Philip L., 45-46,210-11
Adler, Alfred, 23-24
Alamargot, Denis, 109-12, 113
Allport, Gordon, 24, 27-30, 42
Alves, Fabio, 19, 70, 74, 8081, 8587, 89, 91,
93,95, 118-19, 120, 123-24, 129, 134-36,
215
Anderson, Cameron, 34
Angelone, Erik, 118, 119-20
Antunovi¢, Goranka, 126-27
Apostal, Robert A., 39, 41
approaches to personality
biological approach, 24
dispositional approach, 24
genetic approach, 22
humanistic approach, 26
psychodynamic approach, 22,23
qualitative approach, 37, 40, 41, 51, 63, 85,
112,113, 118, 122, 143, 158, 239
quantitative approach, 27, 40, 41, 63, 83,
112,113, 143,239
social-learning approach, 25,26
trait approach, 18, 21,24-25,26,27-31,
32,35,37,40,42-44,46-47,49-51,
52,55, 60,62,97, 148,168, 170, 173,
193,195, 197, 198, 211, 221
typological approach, 18, 21, 40, 41, 42,
62,63,221
approaches to translation
function-oriented, 65
process-oriented, 17, 56, 57, 65, 66, 67, 83,
96, 129, 143,220
product-oriented, 65, 76, 120
argumentation-centred approach, 163, 164
Asadi, Paula, 129, 132-33, 135
Ash, BarbaraH., 112
Ashton, Michael C., 27, 35-37, 46, 149, 153,
157,168,210,211,223

B
Babarovi¢, Toni, 37, 51
Back, MitjaD., 34
backtracking behavior, 124, 132
Bandura, Albrecht, 25-26,222
Barbizet, Jacques, 68
Barboni, Thilde, 56,213
Barlett, Elsa]., 112
Barrick, Murray R., 34, 49-50, 211
Bell, Roger, 17, 66,70-72,72,78, 95,221
Bennet, J., 50
Bereiter, Carl, 108, 109-10, 112
Bernardini, Silvia, 81, 82
Bernstein, Douglas A., 24-26, 30, 48
Big Five, 31-35,35-36, 37, 42, 44, 46, 47,
50-51,55,97,157
Block, Jack, 61
Bontempo, Karen, 61-62
Borgatta, Edgar, 31
Borsch, Sabine, 81
Bracewell, RobertJ., 112
branches of psychology
clinical psychology, 44, 56
counselling psychology, 39, 40, 44, 45, 50
educational psychology, 44
forensic psychology, 45
health psychology, 34, 44, 48
industrial and organizational psychology,
37,44, 45, 48,50
neuropsychology, 42, 44
personality psychology, 18, 21,24, 26, 27,
29,37,43,44,48, 52,58, 63,97, 105,
146,210,212,221,239
sport and exercise psychology, 45
Brewer, William F., 113
Briggs Myers, Isabel, 38, 39, 157
Buch-Kromann, Matthias, 94
Buchweitz, Augusto, 118-19, 120, 123-25,
135-36, 215
Bullock, Wesley A., 31



270

Burch, G., 50

Burnett, Dawn D., 52,212,216
Busato, Vittorio V., 47

Buss, David M., 25
Butler-Nalin, Kay, 113

C
C.D.O. technique, 109-10
Cardy, Robert L., 34
Carl, Michael, 17, 69, 86, 88,90, 92-94, 104,
129,130, 135-37, 138, 156, 214-16,239
Carpenter, Patricia A., 90
Carson, Kenneth P., 34
Caspi, Avshalom, 43, 44,212
Cattell, Raymond, 24, 27,29-32, 46, 47, 52,
SS
Chamorro-Premuzic, Tomas, 45, 46
Chandler, Daniel, 123,215
Chanquoy, Lucile, 109-12, 113, 150
Charness, Neil, 102
Chesterman, Andrew, 17, 53, 57, 58, 69, 130,
138,239
Christal, Raymond E., 31
Christensen, Alan]J., 34
Ciarrochi, Joseph, 31
Cifuentez-Férez, Paula, 61,213
Coetzer, Elize P., 50,211
cognitive effort, 89,90-91, 96, 102, 112, 118,
120,121, 131
cognitive processes in translation
decision-making, 18, 19, 38, 51, 57, 59, 67,
77,78, 81, 82, 86, 94, 101, 102, 104,
107,109, 110, 114, 115, 117,118, 128,
130, 141, 143, 146, 148, 149, 150, 158,
181, 195,204, 205, 210, 214, 216, 221,
239
problem-solving, 51, 67, 76, 77,94, 97,
103, 108, 120, 205, 210
self-evaluation, 19, 74
self-monitoring, 19, 37, 112, 118, 127,210,
252
cognitive translatology, 17, 57,239
Corr, Philip J., 24, 26,27, 30, 49, 50,213
corresponsive principle of personality
development, 44,212
Costa, Paul T., 24, 27, 31-35, 39-42, 43, 45,
46,211

PERSONALITY MATTERS

D

da Silva, Igor Antonio Lourenco, 84

Davey, Graham, 44-45

De Vries, Reinoult, 51

Delisle, Jean, 68

Diamond, BruceJ., 211

Digman, John M., 31

Dinger, Felix C., 47

directionality, 91-92, 93, 124-25, 128, 137,
138

Donnellan, M. Brent, 42-44

Donovan, John]., 50

Dragsted, Barbara, 17, 86, 87-88, 94, 104,
118, 120-21, 129, 130, 135-37, 138, 214,
215,239

Duckworth, Angela, 46

Dudley, Nicole M., 49

Dumont, Frank, 22

Dunning, Donna, 39

E

Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen, 76, 94

embodied cognition, 93-95

emotional intelligence, 17, 51, 59-60

Englund Dimitrova, Birgitta, 66, 84, 88-89,
95,126,127,129-34, 136,214

Englund-Dimitrova, Birgitta, 121

Entwistle, Dorothy, 46

Entwistle, Noel J., 46

Ericsson, Karl A, 81,102, 103

eye-mind hypothesis, 90

Eysenck Personality Inventory, 31

Eysenck, Hans J., 24,27, 30-31, 47

Eysenck, Michael W., 30-31

F

Faigley, Lester, 111, 112-13, 160-61

Farsides, Tom, 46

Feist, GregoryJ., 23-24,27-28,33

Feist, Jess, 23-24,27-28, 33

Fenollar-Cortés, Javier, 61,213

Ferreira, Aline, 93,124-25,136

Ferris, Gerald R., 49

Filbeck, Greg, 40

Fitzgerald, Jill, 107-9, 113

Five Factor Model, 31, 35, 37, 39, 41, 45, 49,
S0

Five Factor Theory (FFT), 33



INDEX

Flower, Linda S., 108, 150

Freud, Sigmund, 22-24,26

Frink, Dwight D., 49

Funder, David C., 26

Furnham, Adrian, 45, 46, 47-48, 51-52,216

G

Galton, Francis, 22, 24,28

Garcia, Adolfo, 94

Gardner, William L., 51

Gerloff, Pamela, 81, 83,96, 215

Gile, Daniel, 67, 84

Gilliland, Kirby, 31

Goldberg, Lewis R., 27,31, 35

Gongalves, José Luiz, 86, 90, 95

Gopferich, Susanne, 72, 76, 85, 90, 93, 96, 98,
99-102

Gouadec, Daniel, 114, 121, 122,210

Gram, Peter C., 40

Gray, Jeffrey A., 24,25, 42

H

Haas, Leona, 39

Hamilton, Esther, 50

Hansen, Gyde, 70, 72, 78-80, 80, 112, 129,
137-38, 147-48, 239

Hanson, Thomas A., 151

Harris, Brian, 72

Haslam, Nick, 27, 37, 41

Hayes, JohnR., 108, 109-11, 130, 150

Heaven, Patrick C. L., 31,47

Heeb, Andrea Hunziker, 76, 94

Heggestad, Eric, 45-46,210-11

Heiden, Tanja, 86

Heller, Daniel, 34

Henderson, John, 54-56, 213

Henley, Tracy B., 21-22

Hergenhan, B.R.,21-22

Hernandez, Arturo, 210,219

Higgs, Malcolm, 51

Hippocrates, 22

Hogan, Robert, 50

Holland, JohnL., 50

Holmes, James, 17, 57, 65-66, 68,221

Hoénig, Hans, 67, 72-74, 76, 78, 80, 84, 99,
104,210, 214

Hubscher Davidson, Séverine, 17, 54, 58-60,
67,93,158,211

Hunziker, Mark, 39

271

Hurtado Albir, Amparo, 19, 70, 74, 80-81, 85,
89,93,96,98
Hurtz, Gregory, SO

|

Immonen, Sini, 90-91, 93, 104

individual working styles, 121, 126, 129, 138,
142, 149,239

interactionism, 25,26, 48

Interpreting Studies, 67

interpretive theory, 68, 69

intrinsic maturational position, 43,211

1SO 17100, 114

Ivir, Vladimir, 88, 118

J
Jaaskelainen, Riitta, 17, 57, 58, 76, 80, 81,
83-84, 85,90, 96, 100, 104, 129,218
Jakobsen, Arnt Lykke, 17, 80, 81, 82, 84,
85-87,89,90,91,92-93,93, 104, 116, 118,
123,125-26, 127,129, 130, 134, 135, 142,
148, 150, 151, 156, 214, 221,239
James, William, 22
Jensen, Astrid, 86
Jensen, Kristian T. H., 91, 156
John, Oliver, 37
Johnson, Megan K., 50
Judge, Timothy A., 50,212
Jung, Carl Gustav, 23, 26, 32, 33, 37-40, 40,
42,46,47,51,57,58, 143, 148, 157, 158,
204,223,228,239
Jung’s psychological functions
Feeling, 33, 38-40, 41, 51-52, 57, 143-46,
147, 148, 149, 150, 158, 17390, 175,
194-98,204-5,214-17,222, 239
Intuition, 32, 38-40, 41, 46, 47, 51-52, 57,
62,143-46,211
Sensing, 38-40, 41, 51-52, 57, §8, 59,
143-46,211
Thinking, 33,38-40, 41, 51-52, 57, 62,
143-46, 147, 148, 149, 150, 158,
173-90, 194-98,204-§, 214-17,222,
239
Just, Marcel A., 90

K

Kaiser, Robert B., 50
Kajonius, PetriJ., 47
Karau, Steven J., 45



272

Karimnia, Amin, 58

Kiraly, Don, 17, 34, 74-77, 78, 80, 116, 142,
205,210

Komarraju, Meera, 45

Kremen, Adam M., 61

Krings, Hans, 67, 81, 84, 131-34, 137,215

Kristof, AmyL., 48

Kurz, Ingrid, 17, 56, 61

Kussmaul, Paul, 67, 84

Kuznik, Anna, 96

L

Larsen, Randy, 25

Laukkanen, Johanna, 84

Lederer, Marianne, 68, 69

Lee, Kibeom, 27, 35-37, 149, 153, 157, 168,
210,223

Lehka-Paul, Olha, 62, 67,93,229,233

Lehmann, Andreas C., 103

Lehr, Caroline, 60-61, 67,93

Levin, James A., 112

Levy, Jiri, 18, 67-68, 69, 78,132,210

lexical hypothesis, 22,24, 28

life course position, 43, 58,211

literal translation hypothesis, 89, 130

Liu, Xiyun, 163

Lérscher, Wolfgang, 69, 82-83, 116, 215

Lucas, Richard, 42

M

Mabhjubi, Mahsa, 58

Malkiel, Brenda, 127-28, 130, 138

Markham, LyndaR., 113

Martikainen, Kati, 88

Martin, Leslie R., 34

Martin, Ruben, 39

Martinez Mateo, Roberto, 163

Martinko, Mark]J., 51

Maslow, Abraham Harold, 26

Massey, Gary, 76

Matthews, Gerald, 24, 26,27, 30, 49, 50

Maugham, William Somerset, 153-54, 225

McCrae, Robert, 24,27, 31-35, 34, 35,39-42,
43,45,46,211

Medhurst, Sarah, 47-48, 216

Mellinger, Christopher D., 151

Mischel, Walter, 25-26, 48

Morgeson, Frederick P., 50

PERSONALITY MATTERS

Mossop, Brian, 18, 11418, 116, 121-25,
132-34, 138, 148, 150, 210, 214, 215, 239

Mount, Michael K., 34, 49-50

Munday, Jeremy, 67

Muiioz Martin, Ricardo, 17, 57, 76-77, 89-90,
90,94-96,102-6, 116, 127-29, 142, 205,
216,221,239

N

Napier, Jemina, 61

Nash, Peggy W., 24-26, 30,48
Neubert, Albrecht, 95

Nigg, Joel T., 42,210

Noftle, Erik E., 45-46, 210, 211
Norman, Warren, 31

o

O’Brien, Sharon, 57, 86, 90, 146, 151,222
O’Connor, Melissa C., 45
Odbert, Henry S., 28, 29
other-revision, 112, 114, 128-29

P
Paunonen, Sampo V., 45
Pavlovi¢, Natasa, 84, 126-27
Perkins, Adam E., 49,213
personality stability, 18, 21, 24, 25, 27, 29, 34,
38,42-44
personality traits, 19, 21, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 35,
43-44,45,47-48,49-50, 52, 56, 58,62,
67,96-99, 105, 117, 141-43, 145-46, 147,
149, 151,157,168, 170, 190, 195, 198, 209,
216-17,218,221-22,239
Agreeableness, 31-33,35-37, 41, 43,47,
50,51, 157,169, 171-73,202,212-13,
240
Conscientiousness, 31-33, 35-36, 41, 42,
43,45-46,47,49-51,52,53,55,61,62,
97,157, 168-69, 169, 173,202,210-11,
213,222,240
Culture, 31,32
Emotional Stability, 25, 30, 31-32, 34,
49, 61
Emotionality, 24, 35-36, 51, 157, 169-71,
173,193, 195, 198, 21213, 216, 218,
222,240
Extraversion, 24, 30-33, 36, 39, 41, 42-43,
46,47-48,50-51,52,55,57,157
Honesty-Humility, 36-37, 47, 50-51, 157



INDEX

Impulse Control, 30
Introversion, 24, 30-31, 39, 41, 47, 51, 5§
Neuroticism, 30, 31, 32, 36,42, 43,47,
49,52
Openness, 31-33, 36, 39, 41,42, 43,46, 47,
50-51, 52,61, 62,97,157,169, 171-72,
173,195, 197,202, 211-12
Psychoticism, 30
Surgency, 31
personality typology theory, 26, 148
person-organization fit assumption, 48, 52,
62,76, 141, 142, 149, 152,212
Pervin, Lawrence A., 24, 48, 142
Petrides, K. V., 60
Piaget, Jean, 68
Pickering, Alan D., 25
Piolat, Annie, 18, 110, 117, 148
Pittenger, David J., 39, 40, 42
Plato, 48
psycholexical studies, 31, 35
psychometric tests, 21,24, 27, 146, 157, 160,
217
16 Personality Factors Questionnaire (16
PF), 29, 47, 55
HEXACO, 19, 35, 36, 37,46, 47, 50-51,
97,149, 153, 157, 159, 167, 168-70,
193, 195,201,210, 221, 223,239
Holland’s (1996) Personality Inventory,
50
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI),
19,24,32,39-40, 41,47-48, 51, 52,
57-58,148,153,157,159, 167, 173-74,
175,193, 195,204, 211, 217, 221, 223,
239
NEO-PI, 32, 34,41
NEO-PL-R, 32, 46
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, 61
TEIQue psychometric test, 60

R
Ramos, Marina, 17, 61, 67,93
reciprocal determinism, 25,222
recursiveness, 108, 118-19, 120, 123-25
Reiss’ text types
expressive text, 59, 145,153, 155-56,
163-65, 166, 177-83, 175, 183-90,
206-9,215,216-17
informative text, 145, 148, 153, 155-56,
165-66, 177-83, 175, 183-90,206-9

273

operative text, 59
Reiss, Katharina, 53-54, 56, 58-59, 67, 148,
153,165,222
revision types in translation
end revisions, 87, 116, 120, 125, 128, 134,
136,189
online revisions, 72, 87, 116, 125, 184
Risku, Hanna, 95
Robert, Isabelle, 113
Roberts, Brent W., 42, 43-44, 46, 58,211,212
Robins, Richard W., 42-44, 45-46,210, 211
Rojo, Ana, 17, 61, 67,93
Rothmann, Sebastiaan, 50, 211

S

Sackett, Paul R., 49

Salama-Carr, Myriam, 68

Salgado, Jests, 50,212

Savory, Theodore, 53

Scardamalia, Marlene, 108-9, 112

Schiffer, Mortiz]J., 69

Schilperoord, Joost, 89

Schneider, Benjamin, 49

Schou, Lasse, 85, 89,93, 116, 151, 156, 221,
239

Schultz, Duane P., 24, 29, 30, 34, 37-38

Schultz, Sydney Allen, 24, 29, 30, 34, 37-38

Schweda Nicholson, Nancy, 55, 57-58, 214

Séguinot, Candace, 82, 129, 132-34, 135,215

Seleskovitch, Danica, 68, 69

self-concept, 17, 19, 33-34, 45, 49, 74-77, 78,
100, 103, 116, 142, 205, 219, 220

self-efficacy, 25-26, 103

self-revision, 17-18, 19, 78, 84, 88, 94, 104-35,
107-39, 141-51, 173, 176, 181, 190, 202,
204,209,214, 215, 217, 218-19,221-22,
222,239

Shao, KaiQj, 60

Sharp, Daryl, 38

Sherwood, Bianca, 72

Shih, Claire Yi-Yi, 118, 125, 148,214

Shiner, Rebecca L., 45, 47,210

Shoda, Yuichi, 25

Shreve, Gregory, 95, 156

Simon, Herbert A., 81

Simpson, Paul, 154-55

Skinner, Burrhus Frederic, 25

Skopos theory, 67, 70, 72



274

Smith, D. Brent, 49

source text, 72, 74-80, 81, 83, 87, 88, 91, 95,
99,100, 114, 115, 121-24, 131, 133, 150,
156, 159, 160-61, 163-65, 166-67, 173,
191,203, 205, 208,227

Spearman, Charles, 29, 191

Spranger, Eduard, 54

Stilwell, Nancy A., 52

Sun, Sanjun, 156

Sverko, Iva, 37, 51

T
Takemoto-Chock, N.K., 31
target text, 17, 59, 69, 70-74, 78, 81-84, 91,
93,114, 117,120-22,123-24, 128, 136,
156-57,163, 164-65,238
Tett, Robert P., 52,212, 216
Tirkkonen-Condit, Sonja, 67, 84, 88, 91, 118,
129,130, 136
Tiselius, Elisabet, 84
Toulmin, Stephen, 163
Toury, Gideon, 88, 115-16, 117-18, 132, 138,
141
TPR (Translation Process Research), 18, S8,
63,65-106, 85,211,221
TPR methodology
dialogue protocols, 84
eye-tracking, 88, 89,90, 92, 136
introspection, 81, 84
IPDR (Integrated Problem and Decision
Reporting), 84
keylogging, 19, 85, 86, 88, 89,91, 92,93,
105, 116, 118, 120, 124, 126, 127, 130,
134, 136,137, 146,221
multi-method approach, 53, 57-62, 63,
86,105, 146,221,239
retrospection, 84, 92
retrospective protocols, 86, 89,91, 118,
124,134,137
screen-recording, 86, 119, 133
self-report questionnaires, 19, 146, 159,
198,209
Think-Aloud Protocols (TAPs), 58, 74,
81-82, 84, 85, 86, 88, 115, 116, 119,
120,126,130
trait activation theory, 52, 62
translation competence, 19, 62, 65, 73, 76-77,
80, 84,90, 93,94-96,96-99, 99-102, 105,
145-46, 193,194, 198,221,222

PERSONALITY MATTERS

translation competence models
PACTE, 76, 80, 90, 93, 96-99, 99-102,
103, 104, 117, 142, 208
TransComp, 76,99-102, 103, 104
translation expertise, 19, 59, 60, 62, 65,
80,90,94-96, 95, 98,100, 102-6, 113,
120, 129-30, 131, 132, 135-38, 145-46,
147-48, 149, 152, 153, 164, 167, 168,
173-75, 176, 179, 182, 185, 190, 193,
196-98, 205,209, 215, 216, 219,221,222,
240
translation process models
Bell’s model, 72
Hansen’s model, 78, 79
Honig’s model, 72
Kiraly’s model, 77
monitor model, 88,91, 118, 130
Wilss’ model, 78
Translation Process Research. See TPR
translation process stages
drafting, 79, 87,92, 93-94, 104,
111-12, 115-18, 121-23, 125, 129, 131,
133-37, 138, 143-44, 148-50, 160,
177,183,203-4,215-16
end revision, 87-88,91-93,
93-94, 116-17, 122, 123, 125-26, 133,
134-37,136, 138, 143-44, 148-51,
160, 173-78, 179-83, 185-90, 213-17,
222,239
orientation, 23, 37-39, 41, 42, 51, 53-54,
56,62,65,72,83,87,92,93-94, 125,
130, 135, 136-37, 144, 150,203 -4
self-revision, 79
translation psychology, 17, 58, 66,220
translation quality, 61, 73, 76, 78, 86, 99, 102,
114, 128, 129, 138-39, 145, 146, 151, 159,
160, 163-67, 191, 193,197, 198, 216, 221,
222,239
translation strategy, 67, 79, 82, 109, 123, 124,
130,132,133, 135
macrostrategy, 72-74, 76,78, 214
Translation Studies, 17, 21-64, 65-66, 67, 81,
86-87,89-90, 107,221-22
translation styles, 93-94, 126, 129, 131, 133,
135-36, 138
translation unit, 87,92, 119, 120, 132, 134
macro, 134
micro, 134
Translator Studies, 17, 53, 57,239



INDEX

Translog, 85-88, 88, 91,93, 116, 118, 124,
126,127,128, 134, 135, 150-51, 156-57,
158-59, 160, 177,218-19,227-28,239
Translog 2006, 86, 88
TranslogDecoder, 156
Translog-11, 19, 86, 153, 156, 162, 221,

227
triangulation, 85-89,89-93,97,133, 134
Tupes, Ernest C., 31

\%

Vale, Daniel Couto, 129, 134-36
Vermeer, Hans, 67,72

Vinchur, Andrew J., 50
Vosniadou, Stella, 113

275

W

Wacker, Jan, 25

Wannek, James E., 49

Watson, David, 34, 42

Whyatt, Bogustawa, 62, 67, 93, 156,229, 233

Williams, Malcolm, 151, 163-64, 165, 193,
221,237,238

Wilss, Wolfram, 17, 67, 69, 74, 77-78, 92,97,
210

Wiltshire, Jocelyn, 50

Witte, Stephen P., 111, 112-13, 160-61

Woodfield, Ruth, 46

‘Wundt, Wilhelm, 22

VA
Zeidner, Mosche, 45, 46
Zhao, Youbin, 163






The analysis of translated texts and investigations into the
cognitive mechanisms involved in the process of translation are

burgeoning areas of research in translation studies. Personality
Matters ventures into a previously uncharted territory in its
exploration of the psychological and cognitive characteristics
of a translator. Combining psychology and translation process
research, this groundbreaking study identifies personality
traits that distinguish translators from non-translators, and
shows that the translator’s personality matters in translation,
especially in the process of self-revision. The individual
translator thus stands central in Personality Matters - making
this book a topical contribution to translation studies as it
continues to evolve in taking account of the people behind
the ubiquity of translation in the modern globalized world.

Olha Lehka-Paulis assistant professor at the Faculty of English,
Department of Psycholinguistic Studies, Adam Mickiewicz
University, Poznab, Poland.

ISBN 978-94-6270-239-4
9 ‘789462 702394“

LEUVEN UNIVERSITY PRESS




	Frontcover
	Table of Contents
	List of tables
	Table 1. A suggested taxonomy of the selected models of the translation process.
	Table 2. Translation process-based taxonomy of revisions with definitions and Translog-generated examples.
	Table 3. Weighted assessment scheme for the expressive text.
	Table 4. Weighted assessment scheme for the informative text.
	Table 5. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of Fearfulness, Patience, Perfectionism, Creativity in the groups of translators and non-translators.
	Table 6. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of Fearfulness, Anxiety and Patience in the groups of student translators and student non-translators.
	Table 7. Mean values and standard deviations: personality domains of Agreeableness and Openness to Experience in the groups of practicing translators and non-translators.
	Table 8. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): personality facets of Gentleness, Flexibility, Perfectionism, Aesthetic Appreciation and Inquisitiveness in the groups of practicing translators and non-translators.
	Table 9. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the end revision stage (s) in the two texts in the mixed group per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 10. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the end revision stage (s) in the two texts in the group of translation students per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 11. Mean, median values and standard deviations (SD): the duration of the end revision stage (s) in the two texts in the group of practicing translators per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 12. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions made in the two texts by all participants per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 13. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): end deletions made by all participants in the two texts.
	Table 14. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions made in the two texts by translation students per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 15. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): online and end deletions made in the two texts by practicing translators per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 16. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made in the two texts by all participants per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 17. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made in the two texts by translation students per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 18. Mean values and standard deviations (SD): types of corrections made in the two texts by practicing translators per psychological function (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Table 19. Mean translation quality scores: two texts, four raters, translation students and practicing translators.
	Table 20. The number of translations done by translation students and practicing translators as based on the quality benchmarks.
	Table 21. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality translations of the expressive text among translation students.
	Table 22. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality translations of the informative text among translation students.
	Table 23. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality translations of the expressive text among practicing translators.
	Table 24. The psychological profiles of the authors of the “high” and “good” quality translations of the informative text among practicing translators.

	List of figures
	Figure 1. Five-Factor Theory (Costa and McCrae 1996) adapted from Feist and Feist (2009, 425).
	Figure 2. Translation process model adapted from Bell (1991, 46).
	Figure 3. Ideal translation process model adapted from Hönig (1995, 51).
	Figure 4. Psycholinguistic model of the translation process adapted from Kiraly (1995, 101).
	Figure 5. Translation process model adapted from Hansen (2008, 264).
	Figure 6. (left) PACTE translation competence model (adapted from PACTE 2003, 59); (right) PACTE translation competence acquisition model (adapted from PACTE 2000, 104).
	Figure 7. TransComp translation competence model (adapted from Göpferich 2008, 155).
	Figure 8. Five dimensions of situated translation expertise adapted from Muñoz Martín (2014b, 18).
	Figure 9. Cognitive model of revision adapted from Hayes et al. (1987, 185).
	Figure 10. Faigley and Witte’s (1981) taxonomy of revisions adapted from Alamargot and Chanquoy (2001, 101).
	Figure 11. The illustration of Hypothesis 1.
	Figure 12. The illustration of Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4.
	Figure 13. Translation process-based taxonomy of revisions adapted from Faigley and Witte (1981). 
	Figure 14. Hypothesis 2: Illustration of results in the mixed group, translation students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking).
	Figure 15. Hypothesis 3: Illustration of results in the mixed group, translation students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking, expr = expressive text, inf = informative text).
	Figure 16. Hypothesis 4: Illustration of results in the mixed group, translation students and practicing translators (F = Feeling, TH = Thinking, expr = expressive text, inf = informative text).
	Figure 17. A summary of the students’ answers to the question “Why have you chosen to become a translator?”
	Figure 18. Participants’ answers to the question “Is personality important in professional life?”
	Figure 19. Participants’ selection of the translator’s dominant personality traits. 
	Figure 20. Participants’ answers to the question “Which adjective best describes the translation process?”
	Figure 21. Participants’ answers to the question “Which part of the translation process do you enjoy the most?”
	Figure 22. Participants’ answers to the question “What do you base your translation decisions on?”
	Figure 23. Participants’ answers to the question “Which text did you enjoy translating more?”
	Figure 24. Participants’ answers to the question “What did you find the most challenging to render in the translation tasks?”
	Figure 25. Participants’ answers to the questions “Are you satisfied with your translations?”
	Figure 26. Hypothesis 1 corroborated: Illustration of results. 
	Figure 27. Illustration of Hypotheses 2–4: partially corroborated. 

	Acknowledgements
	Introduction
	Chapter 1: Personality perspectives: From psychology to Translation Studies
	1.1.	Introduction
	1.2.	The concept of personality in psychology
	1.3.	The trait approach: the quantitative studies of personality
	1.3.1.	Allport’s pioneering study of traits
	1.3.2.	Cattell’s application of factor analysis to trait studies
	1.3.3.	Eysenck’s three personality dimensions 
	1.3.4.	Costa and McCrae’s Big Fivefactors
	1.3.5.	Ashton and Lee’s six personality dimensions

	1.4.	Jung’s personality typology: the qualitative studies of personality
	1.5.	Combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to the description of personality 
	1.6.	Personality stability and change
	1.7.	From pure to applied psychology: relevant implementations of personality research
	1.7.1.	The impact of personality on academic performance
	1.7.2.	The role of personality in industrial and organizational psychology
	1.7.3.	The impact of personality on occupational performance

	1.8.	Review of research into the psychological aspects of the translator’s personality 
	1.8.1.	Early conceptual views on the translator’s personality: 1960s–1970s
	1.8.2.	First empirical insights into the translator’s personality: 1980s–1990s
	1.8.3.	Interdisciplinary studies into the translator’s personality using the multi-method approach: since 2000

	1.9.	Conclusions

	Chapter 2: The translator’s personality in translation process research
	2.1.	Introduction
	2.2.	Major research orientations in Translation Studies
	2.3.	The translator as the main agent in the translation process
	2.4.	Selected models of the translation process
	2.4.1.	Bell’s translation process model
	2.4.2.	Hönig’s translation process model
	2.4.3.	Kiraly’s translation process model
	2.4.4.	Wilss’s translation process model
	2.4.5.	Hansen’s translation process model

	2.5.	Evolution of methodology in translation process research
	2.5.1.	The first phase: explorations with think-aloud protocols
	2.5.2.	The second phase: narrowing the focus with keylogging and triangulation
	2.5.3.	The third phase: methodological integration and the introduction of eye-tracking
	2.5.4.	The fourth phase: embodied cognition and further dialogue between disciplines and methodologies

	2.6.	The role of the translator’s personality in translation competence and expertise development
	2.6.1.	The PACTE project: holistic research into translation competence and its acquisition
	2.6.2.	The TransComp project: longitudinal study into translation competence and its acquisition
	2.6.3.	Muñoz Martín’s situated construct of translation expertise 

	2.7.	Conclusions

	Chapter 3: Self-revision as a product-shaping stage of the translation process
	3.1.	Introduction
	3.2.	The concept of revision in writing process research
	3.3.	The concept of self-revision in translation process research
	3.3.1.	Why does self-revision occur?
	3.3.2.	How does self-revision occur?
	3.3.3.	When does self-revision occur?
	3.3.4.	What type of self-revision occurs?

	3.4.	The role of self-revision in translator profiling
	Conclusions

	Chapter 4: Relationship between the translator’s personality, translation process and product
	4.1.	Introduction
	4.2.	The aims of the study
	4.3.	Hypotheses
	4.4.	Methodological basis
	4.5.	Research design
	4.6.	Variables
	4.6.1.	Independent variables
	4.6.2.	Dependent variables

	4.7.	Participants
	4.8.	Tools and materials
	4.8.1.	Tools and materials related to the translation task
	4.8.2.	Tools and materials related to personality measurement 
	4.8.3.	Self-report questionnaires

	4.9.	Experimental procedure
	4.10.	Data analysis
	4.10.1.	Translation process data analysis
	4.10.2.	Translation quality assessment
	4.10.3.	Personality data analysis 
	4.10.4.	Statistical data analyses 

	4.11.	Results of the experiment
	4.11.1.	Hypothesis 1
	4.11.2.	Hypothesis 2
	4.11.3.	Hypothesis 3
	4.11.4.	Hypothesis 4
	4.11.5.	Hypothesis 5

	4.12.	Results of the self-report questionnaires
	4.12.1.	Questions related to Hypothesis 1
	4.12.2.	Questions related to Hypotheses 2–4
	4.12.3.	Questions related to Hypothesis 5

	4.13.	General discussion of results
	4.13.1.	Limitations of the study and further research avenues
	4.13.2.	Didactic implications


	Concluding remarks
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	Appendix D
	Appendix E
	Appendix F
	Abstract
	References
	Index

	Backcover



