71dE Fel9 494’ Adst 2 4y

Tolt - o]dEx
(@]

1. A&

7142 F2](Gideon Toury)e] ‘8914 (acceptability)’< Z3Hd(adequacy)’
3 #-Z o] Fo] A HABHALA A|&E] & <29(free translation) ¥} 2]
A(literal translation)’e] UlH<& H|HH o2 FESlH = dH] A|=EdA] v F
€ 7idolth webA o] g A2 A-24 2=n|Z(Jean-René Ladmiral)®] <
HAFe) 2K sourcier) ¥ FEFAHcibliste)’, ZH 2 W] TE](Lawrence Venuti)2]

* AR o]dE ntigta BolEREY wg HAA-A: erasme@korea.ac.kr

1) FlolA] ‘acceptability’ 7Hde] W2 8147 8-90] AMEEH D St} & =%
A 2 Fo9 ‘acceptability’ S ‘29402 |1Al 3t} ol F&|(Toury
1995: 172) AH1o] o] MEE ol EEel 04747]- UHE3E acceptance 38

reception?t R S Axdta A AddA] HIEE Aotk ojv] HlwEe g W
Il A& ‘receptionS ‘480l £71% Rol| s 2ol glenz 84
olthe WYL Mg £55 dod + Stk



2 WSl o Fl 42

‘o]=r8l(foreignization) ¥f Al=rSHdomestication)’, &|ohd] d-(Juliane
House)9] ‘2/&4 W (overt translation) ¥} WA M (covert translation)’ &
o gt B & 9tk BEF%= QA|E(Bruno Osimo) 59 22l WA}

APdelE <8170l B 2ol AelEa k.

“Acceptability : one of the two elements of the dichotomy adequacy /
acceptability introduced by the Israeli scholar Gideon Toury. This
dichotomy 1is strictly related to the first kind of translation norms Toury
identified, that is to say “initial norms”. As Leuven-Zwart said, by “initial
norms” Toury meant “the translator’s (conscious or unconscious) choice
as to the main objective of his translation, the objective which governs all
decisions made during the translation process”. The dichotomy is based
on the translator’s subjection to the norms coming from the prototext or
to those coming from the metatext. In the former case, the translation will
tend toward adequacy, while in the latter it will tend toward acceptability.
In other words, according to Toury’s distinction, adequacy is the
adherence to source text norms, while acceptability is the adherence to

norms originating in the target culture.”2)

g, Tl 894 g WeHrld Agsia e EF g
(Malclom Williams)oll W29 o] /g2 Felo] Hojdz et =
gol Ha glom, 1 SAd tigk defrt A o] FolAA] ear itk

“The definition of acceptability and of the means of determining it are
matters of ongoing debate and there is precious little agreement on
specifics.” (Williams 2004: XIV).
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2) Bruno Ossimo et al. <http://www.trad.it/dictionary.htm>
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4) BFw QAR 5o 2Rl Hfet Abdel vehd <814 3 A gl el
A= Fe7t o] F AdE =Y A2 HoJglrt “one of the two elements of the
dichotomy adequacy / acceptability introduced by the Israeli scholar Gideon Toury.”
(Bruno Ossimo et al.2] acceptability 2 adequacy ¥

5) Toury(1995: 56-61) Z=.

6) Toury(1978: 87-89) 3=
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Zle] o7t AR ez WolgolA|aL 9l =ty

ghH, glel Hlo]~H ZE(Rachel Weissbrod 1998)9} B2 3| 27F(Theo

Hermans 1999)= A9/t 8914 0] F2lo] SAA]1 7ido] ohyzt ofg}
ul2 o]E_ZFolZ(Itamar Even-Zohar)9}e| 3% 2 ¢l ARl ZAo=z IHFsla
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“Norms, more than any other factor, determine the position of translations
on an imaginary axis between two extreme possibilities — adequacy and
acceptability. According to Even-Zohar and Toury, adequacy means a

functional equivalence between source and target text.” (Weissbrod 1998:
3).

“Acceptability. Assimiliation to the norms and values of the receiving (or
‘target’) culture. For Even-Zohar and Toury it represents one of two

theoretical extremes (the opposite pole is ‘adequacy’) to which translations
tend. [...]

Adequacy. Retention of the features and textual relations of the original in
a translation. For Even-Zohar and Toury it represents one of two

theoretical extremes (the opposite pole is ‘acceptability’) to which
translations tend. (Hermans 1999: 163)
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“The term ‘adequacy’ in this sense was introduced by Prof. Itamar
Even-Zohar a few years ago (cf.,, e.g., Even-Zohar, 1971: 47, 1975: 43)

9)

Shbe] 23 =R (T ERAGY Wol2 8914, 20100004 FAH SR TRl
29 (Chang Nam Fung 2010: 261)l] wt=wd, F2lo] 8914 Hde ZejA|~H o]
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(Toury 1980: 116, note 6).
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“[...], Toury took the notion of adequacy form Even-Zohar, who defined

an ‘adequate’ translation as one which “realizes in the target language the
textual relationships of a source text with no breach of its own [basic]
linguistic system”, as Toury (1995: 56) translates Even-Zohar’s Hebrew.”
(Hermans 1999: 76).

B AN APYE olmzert AR Posgon, Tt AT
e A AT DA 99 g elehs §oig Agow
Ageha e Wl gk

“Adequacy” was originally defined by Even-Zohar as the “reproduction of
the dominant textual relations of the original” (Even-Zohar 1990: 50).
Toury seems to have been the first to use the term “acceptability” to
replace “non-adequacy” as the opposite of “adequacy”. (Chang Nam Fung
2010: 260).
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“It is only reasonable to assume, of course, that in practice the decision

made will generally be some combination of (or compromise between)

these two extremes, such as an adequate translation with certain

reservations, or under certain conditions, deriving from the target norms.”
(Toury 1978: 89).

“It is the inherent difference between adequacy and acceptability which
explains the inevitable occurrence of interlanguage in translation : it is the
outcome of the actual “combination of (or compromise between) these
two_extremes”(Toury, 1978a : 89)” (Toury 1979: 227).

“It is the inherent difference between adequacy and acceptability which
explains the inevitable occurrence of interlanguage in translation: it is the
outcome of the actual “combination of (or compromise between) these
two_extremes(Toury, 1978: 89).” (Toury 1980: 75).
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“Whereas adherence to the norms of the original determines the adequacy

of translation as compared to it, adherence to the norms of the target
determines its acceptability in the target linguistic and/or literary

polysystems as well as its exact position within them.” (Toury 1978:
88-89).

“Thus, whereas adherence to source norms determines a translation’s
adequacy as compared to the source text, subscription to norms
originating in the target culture determines its acceptability.” (Toury 1995:
56-57).
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“Since the concept of translation includes not only adequacy and
acceptability postulates, but also an equivalence postulate, it is obvious

that the variation and changeability of the concept of translation between
adequacy and acceptability involve a corresponding variation of translation
equivalence. In other words, the study of actual manifestations of
translation equivalence (or of translation equivalence as an empirical
phenomenon) is tantamount to the study of its intermediate position
between absolute adequacy (which is possible only in an SL utterance,

ST) and absolute acceptability (which is possible only in a TL
utterance).” (Toury 1980: 75).

OE 9, $ele E OE 19 294 o] goi7t 9l Heede ta
g2 FoEan oS @A "ok 71 19783 1979d(1980, p. 759
gelek dAel o] AFolM A g2 e FHol ¢l A
(reading as the original) ¥} ‘&= Th2 Y702 9= Z(reading as an original)’
o= FoH7|= g

“Thus, this “value” contains requirements deriving from two essentially
different sources, often incompatible, if not diametrically opposed to one
another. (In this connection, one might recall the semi-popular formulation
of this opposition as being between “reading as an original” and “reading

as the original”.” (Toury 1978: 85).

“It is well known that translation involves and reflects a tension between
two incompatible postulates : an adequacy postulate, dictating maximal
representation of a pre-existing text composed in another language, and an
acceptability postulate, dictating the appropriate position of TT within the
relevant target system(s). This opposition is sometimes semi-popularly
formulated as being between “reading as the original” and “reading as an

original”. Thus, every actual translation occupies a certain position
between these two postulated extremes.” (Toury 1979: 227).
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ofefe] 19804 ﬂ%ﬂm Fole AP 8P e AR 7H(an
adequacy postulate)’, ‘891”4 7Md(an acceptability postulate) ©|ZHs ZHOZ
el 9lom 19811 de] Folx= o] FE(these poles), ‘F =E(two

extremes)’©|2} Aot Stk o|F % Fole HHS a4 dfsid F /i
ek Fol s Alxsta e & Aok

“It is well known that translation involves and reflects a tension between

two incompatible postulates: an adequacy postulate, dictating maximal

representation of a preexisting text composed in another language, and an
acceptability postulate, dictating the appropriate position of TT within the

relevant target system(s).” (Toury 1980: 75).

“Since the concept of translation includes not only adequacy and
acceptability postulates, but also an equivalence postulate, it is obvious

that the variation and changeability of the concept of translation between
adequacy and acceptability involve a corresponding variation of translation
equivalence. In other words, the study of actual manifestations of
translation equivalence (or of translation equivalence as an empirical
phenomenon) is tantamount to the study of its intermediate position
between absolute adequacy (which is possible only in an SL utterance,

ST) and absolute acceptability (which is possible only in a TL
utterance).” (Toury 1980: 75).
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S M-S FRIP R IHshe FE(1980: 559 &
1981'19] Q180 w2, ofw gt

“Since no translation is either entirely “acceptable” (because it owes at
least something to the alien adequacy pole) or entirely “adequate” (owing
to the obligatory pole of acceptability), one of the main objects of
translation analysis is to determine its actual position between these poles,
or its “combination of (or compromise between) these two extremes”
(Toury 1981: 23).

JFTE o714 fele R AR 389l e] ARl FEE 4F
o] ‘F& WYoR tsta e AL ofdrigke E OE oiE F2 W
o §itt. a8y O 7| W9 (Descriptive Translation Studies)®] ©]&27}2
A, 1A e] Aol sl AekS dele e AFshe AFCR ojn| & deA
AR 271 shARE ofef o] Qlgoelx FlE 4= glRo] Felof 8PS 1
AAAAME oln] dZFe] MAH7F WA= HHE 7Ee2 AHEE vt Sle
'5‘}3}. Tdev of71A Fejrh Eeke Hrke 8914 thg Hrtolw, Aet

o] gk ke ol BR s WAt RF YA 17t dete BHrte
FFAAR A B #E 2 s fEle 9 "ok

Jl-ﬂ O_u >’lﬂ

“Thus, even though it was not stated in so many words, what they were
required to assess was not really ‘the translations’, but just one aspect
thereof; namely, their acceptability in the target system. Of course, there
is nothing basically wrong with rating translations in terms of their
acceptability. The point is only that the kind of acceptability thus assessed

is not altogether clear, much less so controlled: Is it the translations’

acceptability as texts in the target language - or as translations in(to) it?”
(Toury 1979: 229).
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£ oAM= Zrl Zeleul(Palma Zlateva 1990), M= A 2~EH TH Andrew
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3.1. Z0h Z2teHt

Zn} Zee|ulPalma Zlateva)w F2l9| A3 A 8IS o B

T AgeR sta, el sddelE mEd A3 & B4
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4
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¥
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FYE Fiais)d LEX, Z 8914 Zo VA Weve] 99 et vt
grEz Q98 4 drka 2

“Let me note, at the outset, that the terms ‘adequacy’ and ‘acceptability’
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as used in this paper do not allow for a statement like the following: ‘A
translated text can be located on an axis between the two hypothetical
poles of adequacy (source text oriented) or acceptability (target language
oriented)’ (Toury, 1980: 34). Such a statement seems to exclude the
possibility that a translated text could ever be both adequate to the
original and acceptable in the target language, since a +adequate
translation will always be a —acceptable one. This logically leads to the
conclusion that the only translated text to satisfy the conditions for being
a metatext will be a translated text situated right in the middle of this
axis, where we can only have zero adequacy and zero acceptability”
(Zlateva 1990: 29).

W, St Feke I3 MEEAERA S M tig
“EE o] WA MY HAEQ 8RS o] MY AFHe] I
FElofof ) (Zlateva 1990: 29)= Zlolth ofdl| wie}, 1= AT FA
L7Fsg WMol EAlah o] M3 Tl AMgeke A idS
ol Tgsta vk WA A3 difE = M eR T <8914 il
¢ © 9(mistranslation)’ & A|FgtT},

“I have accepted the basic notions of ‘adequacy’ and ‘acceptability’ but I
have tried to prove that they are not polar opposites.

Instead of an axis with ‘adequacy’ and ‘acceptability’ as its poles, |
suggest another axis, or rather, a cline with ‘adequacy’ as one pole and
‘mistranslation’ as the other.” (Zlateva 1990: 36).

el FEe A4 3% A4 Adel g ZepEvke] 24 8§
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“It is only reasonable to assume, of course, that in practice the decision

made will generally be some combination of (or compromise between)

these two extremes, such as an adequate translation with certain

reservations, or under certain conditions, deriving from the target norms.”
(Toury 1978: 89).

“It is the inherent difference between adequacy and acceptability which
explains the inevitable occurrence of interlanguage in translation: it is the
outcome of the actual “combination of (or compromise between) these
two_extremes (Toury, 1978: 89).” (Toury 1980: 75).

Zepvlel A3 oole) F && weEsEwAe] Welg o
% ZMe] d%ow A9AA s, AT 8L BAld 2 el

APsA) ek of el EEHel e o WBEE oA} o

3.2. HEF MAED

Loz Eglo A sidd tigh HgddA] Esle] <8014 sde
4= JA7lE F4% A= A=F A ~ERKAndrew Chesterman)s =
Att 2w T AR Jdol Ay e R4l vl vt 2ol ¢

worL Sltt.

“The choice of the source language as initial norm leads to a translation
that is “adequate”, and the choice of target language norms to one that is
“acceptable”. (This use of the term “adequate” has been adopted by some
scholars but is avoided by others on account of its ambiguity: still others
use “adequate” to mean what Toury means by “acceptable”. I shall
henceforth avoid the term.)” (Chesterman 1997: 64).

S0 MW, ‘A dHadequate) ©lh= S0l T4 AMEE AE
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SHacceptable)’©] W2 AREE 3L §i7lel o]Ydt RIS AR o] &
719)8te AER th AAHTEE wrbA] o2 Tl <A

AHES 2713 HE goj@Ale] 8214 Jidel g 1o it
T glo, AzEeAE A E Hio] H7] uido] ohdrt Azt
Ty o] HE Tl o] ARl dial vt 9A-S vERE ¥ A7
o A2 Uik AASHA] & Ho] AlzElnte] FEjo tigh vl Zt= o
AZ AHE 4 et

3.3. H2 d=20tA

g2 3| 27F~(Theo Hermans) GA] <A AT E A 2Hta v 2 &

29| ‘A get W H(adquate translation)’ 7Nl thet Blge A gt} 22

© Fe7t dgsta e AT &S a1 AdA A
asiel BEAQ BAE AV

“Its most problematic aspect concerns the polar alternatives ‘adequacy’
and ‘acceptability’ mentioned under the ‘initial norm’ The problems are
conceptual and terminological.” (Hermans 1999: 76).

slzitse] AZe] Had Uu Mol EAlehe % FHE okt o] ¥
ol el oa EESE PAOE A% AgHD JLelE BT, T
2o FEAES ATIME EkaelE 97k BARH: Aolth me 4
2 o ke QHAFA T BEAG

“Another objection to the terms ‘adequate’ and ‘acceptable’ is simply that
they are unfortunate because hopelessly confusing, as already mentioned
in Chapter 5. Not only are both terms frequently used in their standard
sense, but even writers following Toury’s lead have been led astray
(Zlateva 1990 is one instance). I share the reservations which Andrew
Chesterman (1997: 64) expressed in this respect, and will avoid the terms.
If alternatives are required, we could replace the pair ‘acceptable’ versus
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‘adequate’ with ‘target-oriented’ versus ‘source-oriented’, ‘prospective’
versus ‘retrospective’ or a similar set.” (Hermans 1999: 77)
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4.1.1. ek3g 28l grEH

kAl ~gl SAEF(Anne-Christine Hagstrom)< 2=f-<] H Heks o
T AwollA Fe7k AHske 7 8o, 5 A 9“"“3 = 7 Yooyt 2
8= ‘S7Néquivalence)’ 7N33 Ao AZAAA HESIL it} TAEH
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“Dynamic equivalence in translation is far more than mere correct
communication of information. In fact, one of the most essential, and yet
often neglected, elements is the expressive factor, for people must also
feel as well as understand what is said. (Nida et Taber 1969: 25).
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“Il est donc évident que les deux types d’équivalence chez Nida et la
traduction acceptable et adéquate chez Toury ne représentent que les péles
extrémes d’une échelle de traductions possibles. Les deux chercheurs
admettent que, étant donné les contraintes inhérentes de la traduction, ces
poles ne sont que des indicateurs de direction, impossibles a atteindre
dans leur absolu.” (Hagstrom 2002: 47)
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“Nous avons également 1’ambition de faire une évaluation de 1effet
global des stratégies adoptées sur la position du texte d’arrivée vis-a-vis
des parametres traduction adéquate et traduction acceptable.” (Hagstrom
2002: 67)

4.1.2. vl 7H|2

AR ST F4] & TT FAolgte S84 F 71 o
oA Ferh Wl &S TT HTFE 272 F U= ZAolth ot
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“Les normes initiales : a ce niveau, le traducteur choisit d’adhérer soit
aux normes pésentes dans le texte source, soit aux normes qui
prédominent dans la culture cible. L’adésion aux premicres détermine
I’adéquation de la traduction au texte source, tandis que 1’adhésion aux
secondes détermine I’acceptabilité de la traduction dans la culture cible.”
(Guidére 2008: 100).
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“L’approche cibliste de la qualité : elle part du principe qu’une bonne
traduction est une traduction acceptable par le public cible.” (Guidere
2008: 101)

4.13. T dEldx
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ettt 19 ol A7k dE|davt Fele 894 Mds d&st Al
ghgh FRoA] A Eh

“Acceptability (in translation) : Quality of translation in relation to norms
originating in the target culture (Toury 1981: 53-69).” (Williams 2004:
159).

2L
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“Thus, even though it was not stated in so many words, what they were
required to assess was not really ‘the translations’, but just one aspect
thereof; namely, their acceptability in the target system. Of course, there
is nothing basically wrong with rating translations in terms of their

acceptability. The point is only that the kind of acceptability thus assessed

is not altogether clear, much less so controlled: Is it the translations’
acceptability as texts in the target language - or as translations in(to) it?”
(Toury 1979: 229).
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“the definition of acceptability threshold leads us to that of the translation
quality standard itself. Only recently has there been any discussion in
translation studies of what exactly translation quality standards are.”
(Williams 2004: XVIII).
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“an acceptable translation is one that fully conveys the argument
macrostructure of the source text and is therefore free of critical defects.”
(Williams 2009: 13-14).
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“Acceptability. This term is proposed by Toury to refer to the relation of
the translation with the target system (1995: 57). In his view, the text
will be appropriate whether the reader accepts it. From my point of view,
this parameter is closely related to the figure of the ‘reader’ (Rabadan
1991: 79), which has been proposed in some approaches because
translation quality appears to depend on the reader’s reaction to the text.”
(Rodridriguez Rodridriguez 2007: 58).

o] W SAge] Y2
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“Norms determine the function of the translated text which should be
compared with that of the source text. In addition to this, they are
supposed to establish the adequacy or acceptability of the translation
(Toury 1995: 56-57). A degree of acceptability from the reader of the
target text seems always required in order to acquire an appropriate
translation. By contrast, adequacy focuses on the source text, and involves
the norms and rules of the source text. An appropriate translation must lie
in the middle position between the two possibilities.” (Rodridriguez
Rodridriguez 2007: 28).
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“It is only reasonable to assume, of course, that in practice the decision
made will generally be some combination of (or compromise between)
these two extremes, such as an adequate translation with certain

reservations, or under certain conditions, deriving from the target norms.”
(Toury 1978: 89).
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“A translation is supposed to be never entirely acceptable to the target
culture because it always introduces new information and defamiliarizing
forms to that system, nor is any translation entirely adequate to the
original version, for the cultural norms frequently produce shifts from the
source text structures.” (Rodridriguez Rodridriguez 2007: 28)
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“Since no translation is either entirely “acceptable” (because it owes at

least something to the alien adequacy pole) or entirely “adequate” (owing
to the obligatory pole of acceptability), one of the main objects of
translation analysis is to determine its actual position between these poles,
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or its “combination of (or compromise between) these two extremes”
(Toury 1981: 23).
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[Abstract]

Gideon Toury’s notion of acceptability and its interpretations

Koo, Hana - Yi, Yeong-Houn

(Korea University)

Unlike its opposing concept, “adequacy”, “acceptability” is a concept that
was first defined in translation studies by Gideon Toury. Here, adequacy can
be connected with the source text (ST) whereas acceptability may be related to
the target text (TT). We can therefore consider these concepts as a binary
concept of translation studies, along with ‘overt vs. covert’, ‘sourcier vs.
cibliste’, ‘foreignizing vs. domesticating’, etc. On the one hand, the notion of
acceptability has been criticized by Palma Zlateva, Andrew Chesterman and
Theo Hermans because of its ambiguity. On the other, this concept is
interpreted differently by Mathieu Guidére, Malcolm Williams, and Beatriz
Rodriguez Rodriguez in the Occident, and by Sang-Won Lee, Hyunju Jeon,
and the Research Group of Korea University for the Evaluation of Korean
Translations of French Great Literature. We will argue that these conflicts of
interpretation derive mostly from the ambiguity of Toury’s very definition of
acceptability. We can therefore say that, as a concept, it is rather problematic
and controversial than clear. However, acceptability is one of the main
concepts representing the trend of TT-oriented research today, so we must
continue to examine it in detail. To find out the reasons for the diversity of
interpretation of Toury’s acceptability, it is necessary to study how acceptability
is used in other theories in translation studies and in the theories of translation

evaluation that make active use of this notion.
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» Key Words: Acceptability, Adequacy, Gideon Toury, Initial norms, Conflicts of
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