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HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

From the day that the Christian Church was founded, the day of Pentecost, the proclamation of the Christian message has been directed to speakers of many languages from “every nation under heaven”.
 Within a few decades the words of Jesus Christ, originally spoken in Aramaic or Hebrew,
 had been translated into Greek, the lingua franca of the Mediterranean world, and published in the familiar Gospel form.
 The four major Gospels, and the other early Christian writings which were later collected with them to form the New Testament, also contain many quotations from the Hebrew Bible translated into Greek. The Christians were not the first to translate the Hebrew Scriptures; there is a record of oral translation of the Torah from perhaps as early as the 5th century BCE,
 and the written Greek and Aramaic translations date from well before the time of Christ. But from the very start of the Christian faith the principle was established that the Holy Scriptures, even the words of God and of Christ, could and should be translated. For the early Christian vision was of a perfected community consisting of “a great multitude that no one could count, from every nation, from all tribes and peoples and languages”,
 and Scripture translation was soon seen as a means towards making this vision a reality.

As early as the 2nd century CE the New Testament was being translated into other major languages of the time, Latin, Syriac and Coptic. Ever since then Bible translation has been a continuing effort of the Christian community. The pace was modest during the Middle Ages; it is estimated that portions had been translated into 35 languages by 1500. Translation accelerated rapidly during the Reformation period and afterwards, so that by 1800 parts of the Bible had been translated into 68 languages, and by 1900 into 522 languages. During the 20th century there was further acceleration: as of the end of 2001, the full Bible is available in 392 languages, and New Testaments have been published in a further 1012 languages. Portions have been published in a further 883 languages, so the total number of languages represented was 2287.
 But, of the 6809 living languages listed by the Ethnologue
 (for 2000), there remain well over 4000 into which no part of the Bible has been translated; and so the work of Bible translation continues.

Right from the start the purpose of Bible translation has been to communicate the Christian message to the widest possible audience. Christians have never considered it sufficient to translate only for the academic elite of a country. Back in the 2nd century, the educated people of Egypt would have understood the original Greek text, but the Church wanted to communicate with the common people, and so translated the text into the various dialects of their Coptic language, although it had to adapt the previously little used Coptic alphabet in order to do so;
 and the Coptic church still exists. Similarly today, agencies which are involved in Bible translation like SIL International (formerly known as the Summer Institute of Linguistics) often have to develop alphabets for unwritten minority languages in the developing world before translating the Bible into them; otherwise the message could not be brought to the large parts of these people groups who have not learned the national language and received education in it.

Furthermore, even in early Christian times it was realised that a good Bible translation should not be a literal one. Jerome, the translator of the definitive Latin version, the Vulgate, pioneered a middle road between literalism and uncontrolled freedom, insisting that “the sense should have priority over the form”.
 Martin Luther aimed to “express the Word of God, as codified in the Bible, in the language of the common people... [this] means translating ‘freely’... However, when essential theological ‘truths’ were concerned, Luther would sacrifice this principle of intelligibility and revert, for doctrinal reasons, to word-for-word translation”.
 The great translations of the Reformation era, including the English King James or Authorised Version, used a similar approach. But the Western churches gradually became preoccupied with fine doctrinal distinctions dependent on literal renderings, and so Bible translation, where it was done, came to be dominated for several centuries by literalism or formal correspondence. 

DYNAMIC EQUIVALENCE

In the second half of the 20th century Jerome’s tradition of sense-for-sense translation was rediscovered and extended. Pioneering work such as J.B. Phillips’ New Testament translation (1959) was followed up by Good News for Modern Man (NT 1966)
 and others. Eugene Nida laid the theoretical foundations of this “new concept of translating”,
 which he called dynamic equivalence. These ideas gained rapid acceptance in the Bible translation community, such that by 1985 Don Carson could write that “dynamic equivalence has won the day”;
 however, some, especially in more conservative churches, remained strongly opposed to this innovative approach. In order to avoid certain misunderstandings, the name dynamic equivalence was later replaced by functional equivalence.
 The same general approach is also known as idiomatic translation or meaning-based translation.
 Despite increasing criticism since the 1990s, it continues to be the basis for most new Bible translation work, especially work in minority languages.

The foundation of dynamic equivalence is the conviction that a translation should be communicative. Nida and Taber start their discussion with the premises that “what one must determine is the response of the receptor to the translated message... Correctness must be determined by the extent to which the average reader for which a translation is intended will be likely to understand it correctly”.
 The original authors intended to communicate a message to their audiences, and the aim of a translation, according to this approach, is to communicate the same message to a modern audience, in a different language and a different cultural context. Communication of the message is given priority over resemblance of the translation to the original text; stylistic considerations are not ignored, but they are secondary.

Katharine Barnwell, in her widely used introductory course in Bible translation, summarises the dynamic equivalence method in terms of three “essential qualities”: accuracy, clarity and naturalness. She writes that “A good translation should be:
· ACCURATE The translator must re-express the meaning of the original message as exactly as possible in the language into which he [sic] is translating.
· CLEAR The translation should be clear and understandable. The translator aims to communicate the message in a way that people can readily understand.
· NATURAL A translation should not sound ‘foreign’. It should not sound like a translation at all, but like someone speaking in the natural, everyday way”.

As accuracy is defined not in terms of formal features but as accurate re-expression of meaning, it cannot be separated from clarity.

The quality of naturalness is perhaps the most controversial of the three. But it is central to the dynamic equivalence programme, as seen in Nida and Taber’s definition, “Translating consists in reproducing in the receptor language the closest natural equivalent of the source-language message, first in terms of meaning and secondly in terms of style”.
 But naturalness has its limits set by the requirement of accuracy, which, for example, rules out historical adaptation. Nida and Taber continue: “The best translation does not sound like a translation. Quite naturally one cannot and should not make the Bible sound as if it happened in the next town ten years ago, for the historical context of the Scriptures is important... In other words, a good translation of the Bible must not be a ‘cultural translation.’ Rather, it is a ‘linguistic translation.’ Nevertheless, this does not mean that it should exhibit in its grammatical and stylistic forms any trace of awkwardness or strangeness”.

In evaluating this, the anticipated target audience must be clearly understood. Barnwell has in mind minority groups with little or no formal education, and expects that “We are translating not only for the educated, but also for the ordinary, less-educated people... not only for Christians... for all kinds of people in the community”.
 For the less educated people the foreignness of a text, if this is reflected in a translation, will not be appreciated but will simply be confusing. It is widely recognised that in languages with a long literary tradition and a large educated readership there is a place for formal correspondence translations alongside dynamic equivalence ones;
 in most such cases, formal correspondence translations already exist, although they may be in need of revision. But there are probably no living languages in which every speaker has the level of education to read a formal correspondence translation with full understanding; and so, it may be argued, there is always a need for dynamic equivalence translation, which will at least be understood rather better, although it will never be perfectly communicative to all.

The dynamic equivalence approach has always had its critics. Generally the most vocal of such critics have been in the more conservative churches. But these have produced few coherent arguments against the principles, although specific translations have been pilloried with lists of alleged exegetical and theological errors. It is often apparent that the real fault found is that the translation is different from the traditionally accepted one, such as KJV/AV for English speakers. These critics also show their lack of appreciation of the difficulties of many less educated people, even in western countries, in understanding more literal translations, especially if they are also in old-fashioned language. More careful theological critics, such as Carson,
 have cautiously accepted Nida’s general principles of dynamic equivalence while warning against excesses which others have proposed or practised.

FOREIGNISING AND DOMESTICATION

The goal of making Bible translations which communicate the message to a wide audience is also often in tension with the aspirations of some scholars to produce translations which they consider academically respectable. And so dynamic equivalence has been criticised by such scholars. The key issue to recognise when evaluating such criticisms is that different audiences are best suited by translations of completely different types. An edition prepared for teenagers or for newly literate adults will not be suitable for high level scholarly study, nor vice versa. Unfortunately this issue is often obscured by marketing claims such as that a particular version is “one Bible for all of life... suitable for any situation”.
 Moreover, scholars often judge Bible translation methods according to the criteria they use for literary translation, without clearly recognising that most readers of the Bible read it not as literature but as an authoritative religious text and (though arguably naively) as a practical guide to life.
Many of the scholars who criticise dynamic equivalence appeal to Friedrich Schleiermacher’s much quoted argument “On the Different Methods of Translating”, that “there are only two. Either the translator leaves the author in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader towards him. Or he leaves the reader in peace, as much as possible, and moves the author towards him”.
 Schleiermacher preferred the former strategy, foreignising, to the latter, domestication, for apparently he “imagined readers so attuned to cultural diversity that they would develop an ear for translations from different languages”.
 But unlike Schleiermacher’s imagined audience, the real audiences for most Bible translations, especially into minority languages, do not have this level of sophistication, and so are likely only to be confused by foreign features in their Bibles. In some circumstances explanatory footnotes and glossaries may be helpful, but in other cases, especially with newly literate audiences, they may add to the confusion.

Many scholars today claim to follow in the tradition of Schleiermacher. According to Douglas Robinson, “these later theorists typically dualize translation and assign overtly moral charges to the two choices: either you domesticate the [source language] text, cravenly assimilate it... or you foreignize it..., and so heroically resist the flattening pressures of commodity capitalism”.
 Lawrence Venuti has considered dynamic equivalence from this background, identified it with the domestication which he deprecates, and rejected it. But his dualistic approach has stopped him appreciating how dynamic equivalence, as formulated by Nida, rejects domestication of the cultural background, while encouraging domestication of linguistic structures.
 More recent refinements of the dynamic equivalence approach may be seen as clarification of this distinction, as “an attempt to prevent overly domesticating the Scriptures, as occurs, for example, in the inappropriate use of cultural or theological substitutes, and at the same time to maintain the concern to not overly foreignize the text [e.g. by preserving source language linguistic structures] so as to alienate readers or perpetuate stereotypes about biblical language”.

Another reason why contemporary audiences and translators, especially for minority languages, might not want Bible translations to sound foreign is the legacy of colonialism.
 19th century missionary endeavours, and some more recent ones, have been widely and generally justly
 criticised for their close links with colonial expansionism, and for seeking to impose western cultural and religious forms more than to present the core Christian message. In the latter half of the 20th century, as colonialism has been a hot issue, Christian workers in developing countries have sought, with varying success, to dissociate themselves from the old paternalistic missionary methods and present themselves as servants of the indigenous peoples and churches. They have attempted to present the Christian message and to translate the Bible within the cultural expectations of the peoples they work with, as far as this is possible without distorting the message. Very often, though not always, this domestication approach has been well accepted by the indigenous peoples.
 But, as they cannot fully distinguish the foreignness of the ancient Near East from that of modern Europe and North America, they are likely to associate a foreignising translation with colonialism and reject it.

RELEVANCE THEORY AND TRANSLATION
Another important criticism of dynamic equivalence has come from the direction of relevance theory. This theory, developed by Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson,
 emphasises the inferential nature of communication. It has important implications for translation, and has been studied by many within the Bible translation community. One major issue is that relevance theory has seriously undermined the code model of communication which underlies the source-message-receptor model of translation, which is important in Nida’s detailed formulation of dynamic equivalence.
 This shows that some reformulation of these details is required in the light of advances in linguistics; but the general principle of dynamic equivalence is strengthened rather than threatened by such improvements.
A more fundamental challenge has come from Ernst-August Gutt, who, after working in Bible translation in Ethiopia, applied relevance theory to translation and published his Ph.D. thesis as Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context.
 Working within the categories of relevance theory, Gutt characterises translation as interlingual interpretive use and as the interlingual analogue of quotation.
 He makes a clear distinction between “the all too familiar language barrier... [and] the distinct second barrier of contextual differences... the primary responsibility of the translator is the mastery of the first barrier”.
 Gutt then goes on to describe the translator's responsibility to the second, contextual barrier. He accepts that translators may choose to adapt the text to overcome it,
 and he calls the result an indirect translation. But he sees this contextual adaptation (which must be distinguished from cultural adaptation e.g. of historical references
) as compromising the authenticity of the translation. So, if a translation is to claim authenticity, it must be a direct translation in which contextual adaptation is disallowed, so that “responsibility falls on the audience to familiarize themselves with the original context”.

Gutt writes concerning controversy over translation methods, “This problem of clashes of expectations shows itself with particular clarity in the case of Bible translation, because here the urge to communicate as clearly as possible is equally strong as the need to give the receptor language audience access to the authentic meaning of the original. Since the differences in cognitive environment between the source language and the receptor language audiences are generally great, these two objectives are bound to clash”.
 So the translator has to adopt one of two strategies: either “the translator wants to make the translation clear to the receptors” and produces an indirect translation; or “the translator aims at authenticity”
 and produces a direct translation. In Translation and Relevance Gutt is careful to avoid explicitly choosing between these two. But elsewhere, addressing fellow Bible translators and so in a context where he can appeal to shared theological presuppositions, he makes clear his preference for the latter.
 He writes, “translation is bound by its commitment to keep the content of the original Scripture unchanged”,
 and, concerning insertion of background information for contextual adaptation, “Our reverence for the integrity of the biblical texts and our concern for the authenticity of Bible translations require us to abandon this practice as quickly as possible and to solve the problems by other, more acceptable means”.

But putting authenticity before communicative clarity leads to a serious theoretical and practical problem. The central claim of relevance theory is that human communication is based on a simple principle of relevance. Gutt himself summarises the theory as teaching that “To be consistent with the principle of relevance, an utterance must achieve adequate contextual effects and put the hearer to no unjustifiable effort in achieving them”.
 This must apply equally to an utterance which is a translation; “If translations are not perceived as being relevant by the receptors, they will not be used”.
 Gutt offers a model of an ideal authentic direct translation without contextual adaptation, but because the contextual barriers to communication are not overcome within the text, the translation will initially be neither understood nor perceived as relevant. He accepts that “the deployment of translation may require additional measures which lie outside of but are complementary to the translation effort itself and which are designed to adjust the target audience’s context as necessary”.
 In the context of Bible translation, typically “the contextual differences are great, requiring the provision of extensive information about the socio-cultural and historical setting in which the original was written”.
 But the target audience needs to accept these additional measures. If they need to study to assimilate this “extensive information” before they can start to read and correctly understand the text, they are likely to see this as “unjustifiable effort”, and so, as relevance theory teaches, they will perceive the translation as not relevant and not use it.
 Such a translation is likely to join the already regrettably large number which have been prepared with great effort but have been used mostly to decorate shelves.

Gutt has made a helpful distinction between linguistic adaptation and contextual adaptation of a translation, which have often been confused, both in the dynamic equivalence approach and in discussions of domestication. He is right to accept the former adaptation as always necessary and to express some cautions about the latter. He is also right to point out that that it is generally impossible to provide fully adequate contextual adaptation within the text itself, without unacceptable expansion. But in his concern for authenticity, as he understands it, he seems to have downplayed the importance of successful communication of the Biblical message. The priority of successful communication is a consequence of his own theoretical framework, relevance theory; it is also the historical and continuing position of the Christian church.

An unfortunate impression has sometimes been given that relevance theory in itself requires that Bible translation must be direct translation.
 But it is clear even from Gutt’s writings that this is not true, that indirect translation is not necessarily invalid; or at least that any argument for its invalidity must come not from relevance theory but from theology. Indeed, the argument above suggests that the relevance theory actually implies the opposite.
One significant reaction to Gutt’s approach is that he fails to make it clear what either a direct translation or an indirect translation of a Bible passage would look like in practice. Gutt’s failure to give examples has surely contributed to the misunderstanding that direct translation is essentially literal translation. Tim Farrell and Richard Hoyle have attempted to fill this gap concerning indirect translation, offering a real example of how the contextual barrier might be crossed in a translation.
 In a major study, Kevin Smith has “explore[d] the viability of direct and indirect translation as approaches to Bible translation” and offered sample direct and indirect translations of the letter to Titus;
 but in his conclusions he admits that “The indirect translation (Appendix A) seems much like a regular functionally equivalent translation, lying somewhere toward the freer end of the spectrum that functional equivalence covers”, and, “The text of my direct translation (Appendix B) is not significantly different from that of other English versions that strive to balance literalness with naturalness (e.g. NRSV). The big difference concerns the notes it includes”.
 Thus Smith’s conclusions seem to refute the extravagant claims sometimes made for relevance theory.
AXES
 OF BIBLE TRANSLATION
In this paper several different attempts to make a bipolar classification of translation have been examined: the ancient distinction literal vs. free; Schleiermacher’s foreignising vs. domestication; Nida’s formal correspondence vs. dynamic equivalence; and Gutt’s direct translation vs. indirect translation. These distinctions differ from one another in several significant respects, as their proponents are careful to point out. But there seems to be a common factor underlying each of them. According to the first of each pair of strategies, the translator’s priority is to preserve the authenticity, in the sense of the word used by Gutt, of the original message; according to the second of each pair, the priority is to communicate the message to the target audience. Each distinction is based on a realisation that full authenticity and communicative clarity cannot in general both be achieved, especially where, as with the Bible, the source and target cultures are very different. So a choice must be made.

The first option is to give authenticity priority over clarity. It is sometimes suggested that only literal or formal correspondence translations are authentic. Gutt, however, links authenticity to the relevance theory concept of interpretive resemblance, which is resemblance not in form but in meaning. So, although his direct translation is not literal but includes linguistic adaptation, he concludes that “the target audience can expect to gain from direct translation as authentic an understanding of the original as it ever could across language boundaries”.
 But “as authentic... as it ever could” implies that some authenticity is necessarily lost in translation; and, as discussed above, a direct translation of the Bible can be understood only after extensive background study. One is left feeling that if authenticity is all-important to certain readers, they should take the additional step of learning the Biblical languages so that they can access the fully authentic original text. For, as Iver Larsen concludes from a different approach, “a translation neither can nor should be authentic in the primary sense of that word, because translation is different from original authorship”.
 In other words, if authenticity is the controlling criterion, the Bible is untranslatable.

But if the second option is chosen and clarity is given priority over authenticity, a completely different set of parameters comes into play. The priority becomes clear communication of the message. Contextual adaptation becomes an acceptable and necessary strategy, but the amount of it required will depend on the audience’s needs. The dynamic equivalence approach, as refined over more than forty years, seems to be, at least in general terms, the best way currently available to achieve communicative clarity. It is important to remember that dynamic equivalence continues to demand accuracy as well as clarity and naturalness. But its definition of accuracy, or faithfulness, is not the same as Gutt’s definition of authenticity; rather it is that the translation “communicates the exact meaning of the original message”.
 While dynamic equivalence demands faithfulness to historical and didactic references as well as to “the dynamics of the original”, it accepts contextual adaptation and allows that some parts of the meaning which are implicit in the original text may be made explicit in the translation. This is one of the areas in which the theory needs continuing improvement and clarification, perhaps even reformulation, in the light of Relevance Theory and other theoretical advances, as well as of ongoing experience. In particular, it would be helpful to have more specific updated guidelines on the limits of accuracy.
 But meanwhile the approach can still be used, with care.

But what of the argument that a translation, especially of the Bible, should be authentic?
 According to Gutt’s definition of authenticity, a translation with contextual adaptation is not authentic. But, as Gutt recognises, it is not always possible to make even a direct translation which perfectly resembles the original and so is fully authentic, because of linguistic differences between source and target languages; for example linguistic adaptation may require that some ambiguities are resolved and some implicit information is made explicit.
 Since no translation is fully authentic, readers whose primary concern is this kind of authenticity, such as pastors and theological students, should be encouraged to learn the original languages and read the original texts, or to refer to technical commentaries. Larsen argues that a translation can have authenticity, but only in a secondary sense of trustworthiness certified by a suitable authority, such as an accredited translation consultant; authenticity in this sense depends on communicative accuracy, for the authority must certify that “the translated text communicates the same message as the original text”.

Is there in fact a middle way? Theoreticians tend to suggest that there is not; but a look at real translations suggests that there is. John Beekman and John Callow comment, “Even though there are few, if any, translations that are completely literal or completely idiomatic, each has been produced with one or the other approach in mind”.
 For “Making a good translation always requires creative compromise in the face of conflicting demands”, which include acceptability to the audience;
 “the expectations of the intended audience are of crucial importance for the success of every Bible translation project”.
 But it is important that audience representatives should be given some training or explanation so that they can make an informed choice;
 otherwise their choice may be based on prejudice or on what an influential outsider has exhorted them to prefer. The principles are simple: first define the audience, and then help them to make an informed decision about what kind of translation will meet their needs. If they are academics or well educated church members, they may choose a formal correspondence translation or a direct translation. When the issues are properly explained, a less educated audience is likely to choose a dynamic equivalence or indirect translation
 approach. In this case continuing consultation will be necessary concerning how much contextual adaptation is required for clear communication; if rather little is necessary, the translation may appear to embody a middle way, but its theoretical background and orientation towards communication rather than authenticity should be clear.
CONCLUSIONS

In the late 20th century there has been a renewed understanding within the Christian church of its international character, forced on it by the shift of its centre of gravity away from Europe and North America. One of the characteristics which distinguishes Christianity from other major world religions is that from the start it has rejected specific ties to any one language or culture. In principle, though not always in practice, it has adapted its forms to the languages and cultures of its adherents, while guarding the meaning of its central message. This same principle has guided its best Bible translation efforts, from Jerome through Luther to the late 20th century, with its dynamic equivalence translations in major languages and its explosion of translation effort in minority languages. The same principle remains valid in the 21st century; and so Bible translation should continue to be the re-expression of a single unchanging message into the context of the many and changing languages and cultures of the world.
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� Acts 2:5, NRSV. On that first day the audience consisted only of Jews and “proselytes” (converts to Judaism) from those nations, but they spoke a variety of “native languages” (Acts 2:8). Soon the proclamation was extended to those of all races and religions (Acts 11:19,20 etc.).


� Most biblical scholars have held that Jesus taught in Aramaic. For an argument that in fact he taught largely in Hebrew, see � HYPERLINK  \l "Buth" ��Buth�.


� Most scholars date at least the Gospel of Mark before 70 CE, so within 40 years of the end of Jesus’ ministry. Some date it much earlier. The Greek translation was not always at all literal, as � HYPERLINK  \l "Jerome" ��Jerome� noticed (paragraph 7) concerning one place (Mark 5:41) where Jesus’ words are recorded in both Aramaic and Greek. Jerome also notes many examples where the New Testament quotations are literal renderings neither of the original Hebrew nor of the Septuagint Greek.


� Nehemiah 8:8. The account is set in the reign, after its 20th year, of the Persian King Artaxerxes, either Artaxerxes I (464-424 BCE) or less probably Artaxerxes II (404-359 BCE) (see � HYPERLINK  \l "Bright" ��Bright�, pp.391-402 and � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1964" ��Nida (1964)�, p.11). Some scholars question the historical authenticity of the account, but it almost certainly predates the Christian era. Even if it is essentially fictional, it is evidence that oral translation was a known practice.


� Revelation 7:9, NRSV. The point that the community includes representatives of all language groups is made six times in Revelation: 5:9, 7:9, 10:11, 11:9, 13:7, 14:6, 17:15.


� Data from the United Bible Societies, see �HYPERLINK  \l "UBS_Report"��UBS (Report)�, �HYPERLINK  \l "UBS_News"��UBS (News)�, � HYPERLINK  \l "UBS_Growth" ��UBS (Growth)� and � HYPERLINK  \l "Noss" ��Noss�, supplemented by some unpublished historical statistics from Wycliffe Bible Translators.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Grimes" ��Grimes�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ethnologue.com/ethno_docs/distribution.asp" ��http://www.ethnologue.com/ethno_docs/distribution.asp�. 417 of these languages are listed as nearly extinct and so are presumably not considered targets for translation, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.ethnologue.com/nearly_extinct.asp" ��http://www.ethnologue.com/nearly_extinct.asp�.


� According to estimates released in July 2001 by SIL International and Wycliffe Bible Translators, there is a need for Bible translation in about 3000 more languages spoken by 250 million people. This is in addition to about 1500 languages, spoken by 130 million people, in which translation work is in progress. These figures exclude some languages which are nearly extinct or where there is an adequate level of bilingualism.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Takla" ��Takla�, section IV.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1998"��Nida (1998)�, p.23; see also � HYPERLINK  \l "Jerome" ��Jerome�, paragraph 5; � HYPERLINK  \l "Robinson_Free" ��Robinson (Free)�, pp.88-89; � HYPERLINK  \l "Robinson_Literal" ��Robinson (Literal)�, pp.125-126. Unfortunately Jerome’s text did not always live up to his theory: see � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1964" ��Nida (1964)�, pp.12-13, 23.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Kittel_and_Poltermann" ��Kittel & Poltermann�, p.421; see also � HYPERLINK  \l "Luther" ��Luther�; � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1964" ��Nida (1964)� pp.14-15.


� Otherwise known as Today’s English Version; the full Bible (1976) is The Good News Bible.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�; these words are the title of chapter 1; see also � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1964" ��Nida (1964)�. In chapter 2 of the latter Nida recognised his debt to older traditions. Essentially the same principles are taught by � HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow" ��Beekman & Callow�, � HYPERLINK  \l "Larson" ��Larson�, �HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1986"��Barnwell (1986)� with � HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1987" ��Barnwell (1987)�, and � HYPERLINK  \l "de_Waard_and_Nida" ��de Waard & Nida�.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Carson" ��Carson�, p.1; see also � HYPERLINK  \l "Noss" ��Noss�.


� The new terminology was introduced by � HYPERLINK  \l "de_Waard_and_Nida" ��de Waard & Nida�, who wrote: “The substitution of ‘functional equivalence’ is not intended to suggest anything essentially different from ‘dynamic equivalence’” (p.7, see also p.36).


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow" ��Beekman & Callow� (see p.20 note 3 on this terminology) and � HYPERLINK  \l "Larson" ��Larson� (see pp.15-18) refer mostly to idiomatic translation, although Larson’s book is titled Meaning-based Translation.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�, p.1.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1986"��Barnwell (1986)�, p.23, formatting adjusted but emphasis taken from the original; see also the accompanying Teacher’s Manual, � HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1987" ��Barnwell (1987)�, pp.40-41, from where the words “essential qualities” are taken. More recent work has suggested a fourth essential quality, “perceived authenticity” or acceptability to the target audience: see � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen� and � HYPERLINK  \l "Andersen" ��Andersen�.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�, pp.12.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�, pp.12-13.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1987" ��Barnwell (1987)�, p.43.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "de_Waard_and_Nida"��De Waard & Nida� concede that “All of these varieties of translating and adapting”, including literal translation, “have a certain legitimacy for particular audiences and special circumstances” (p.42).


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Carson" ��Carson�.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "ESV" ��ESV�.


� Schleiermacher, as quoted by � HYPERLINK  \l "Venuti" ��Venuti�, p.242.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Fawcett" ��Fawcett�, p.111.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Robinson_Literal" ��Robinson (Literal)�, p.127.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Wilt" ��Wilt�, pp.149, 151-152. �HYPERLINK  \l "de_Waard_and_Nida"��De Waard & Nida� (p.41) explicitly distinguish functional equivalence, which may be understood as linguistic domestication, from “cultural reinterpretations”, which involve cultural domestication, like Clarence Jordan’s Cotton Patch Version of the New Testament. See also �HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow"��Beekman & Callow�’s discussion of the Cotton Patch Version (p.35), where this kind of cultural reinterpretation is judged to be inaccurate because of its lack of fidelity to historical references. Charles Kraft has promoted such “transculturations” while distinguishing them from translations; see � HYPERLINK  \l "Carson" ��Carson�, pp.5-7. Contextual adaptation, as described by Gutt and discussed below, can be considered as a third distinct type of domestication.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Wilt" ��Wilt�, p.152.


� If this paragraph sounds like moralising in favour of domestication, it can be taken as a balance to the “overtly moral charges” in favour of foreignising (“heroically resist the flattening pressures of commodity capitalism”), of which � HYPERLINK  \l "Robinson_Literal" ��Robinson (Literal)�, p.127, accuses Benjamin, Heidegger, Steiner, Berman and Venuti.


� There were some significant exceptions even in the 19th century. James Hudson Taylor adopted local dress and left the missionary compounds in Shanghai for the interior of China (see �HYPERLINK  \l "Steer"��Steer�). Henry Venn and Rufus Anderson taught as early as the 1850’s that churches should be “self-supporting, self-governing and self-propagating” (see for example � HYPERLINK  \l "Mathews" ��Mathews�). 


� Quoted counter-examples, e.g. in �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)� pp.182-184, 193-194, often refer to situations where church members are already using a formal correspondence translation in a national language and expect a new translation in their mother tongue to match it. But these bilingual church members are rarely typical of their people group.


� See �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, chapter 2, for an introduction to the theory.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_1964" ��Nida (1964)�, pp.120-144.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)� is the expanded second edition of this book.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�; see especially pp.105-107, 132-136, but it is hard to understand these sections without a thorough grasp of Gutt’s theoretical background and his overall argument.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.231, italics as in the original. Note that Gutt fully accepts the need to overcome the language barrier by adaptation of linguistic forms; he is not calling for a return to literal or formal correspondence translation. But his analogy between direct translation and direct quotation, whose essential feature is correspondence in form to an original utterance, has proved highly confusing. Thus even a scholar like � HYPERLINK  \l "Wendland" ��Wendland� has misunderstood Gutt’s direct translation as equivalent to formal correspondence (pp.130-131, quoting also Gutt calling an RSV quotation a direct translation).


� In practice this contextual adaptation consists largely of taking background information which is implicit in the original because it is part of the cognitive context of the original audience, and, if is not known to the target audience, making it explicit in the translation. It may also include some explanatory renderings of theologically difficult concepts. Such contextual adaptation is specifically permitted in the dynamic equivalence approach; see � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�, pp.109-112.


� Unlike contextual adaptation, cultural adaptation or cultural translation, as e.g. in the Cotton Patch Version, is explicitly not permitted in dynamic equivalence because it changes the meaning and compromises accuracy; see � HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber" ��Nida & Taber�, p.13 as quoted above, and � HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow" ��Beekman & Callow�, pp.35-36.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, his argument from p.228 explained by a quotation from p.231. Gutt associates this approach with Schleiermacher’s foreignising strategy, claiming that they share “The requirement that the readers of the translation should familiarize themselves with the historical and cultural setting of the original”. Gutt adds that “Schleiermacher does not stress that this may mean considerable work on the part of the receptor language audience” (both quotations from pp.174-175 note 4).


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.186.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.187.


� Gutt’s general preference for direct translation seems clear in the latter part of � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_1992" ��Gutt (1992)�, but at the very end he seems to back off, concluding, uncontroversially, that “the freer translation and the stricter one serve two different audiences” (p.75). See also this preference made explicit in the extract quoted by � HYPERLINK  \l "Wendland" ��Wendland�, p.135, from Winckler and van der Merwe’s proposals for “Training Tomorrow’s Translators”.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_1988" ��Gutt (1988)�, p.36.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000b" ��Gutt (2000b)�, p.52.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.35, see also pp.31-32. The italics are as in the original, but this author would choose to emphasise the same words.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Goerling" ��Goerling�, p.53.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.231, italics as in the original.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.231.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_1992" ��Gutt (1992)� himself writes that “Translations that do not fulfil the requirement of communicability, that is, that prove to be inconsistent with the principle of relevance for the receptors, run a great risk of remaining unread” (p.68). Even if some of the target audience can be persuaded, as perhaps in a church context, to accept the additional measures, communication is still likely to fail, for “Relevance theory predicts that the audience will misunderstand a passage where it seems more relevant to them to do so” (� HYPERLINK  \l "Farrell_and_Hoyle_1997" ��Farrell & Hoyle (1997)�, p.25). Information about a different culture may be learned well, but as soon as the learners return to their everyday life their knowledge about their own culture will become more easily accessible than the learned information. So, when they read or hear a translated text which can be understood in their own culture as well as in the learned culture, they will prefer the understanding in their own culture as it required less processing effort and so is more relevant. Unfortunately this is the wrong understanding. See also the similar argument of � HYPERLINK  \l "Wendland" ��Wendland�, pp.132-133. Wendland focuses on footnotes rather than external measures, but the same principles apply to both.


� For example, this seems to be the understanding of � HYPERLINK  \l "Wendland" ��Wendland�, pp.133-135.


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Farrell_and_Hoyle_1995"��Farrell & Hoyle (1995)�, p.10-12. � HYPERLINK  \l "Unger" ��Unger� criticised this example, but offered his own examples of when implicit information might be made explicit; see also the response in � HYPERLINK  \l "Farrell_and_Hoyle_1997" ��Farrell & Hoyle (1997)�.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Smith" ��Smith�; the quotation is from his abstract, p.iii.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Smith" ��Smith�, chapter 5 section 1 (pp.221,225 in my electronic copy).


� This should be understood as the plural of “axis”, i.e. axes of rotation, not as the plural of “axe”, i.e. axes to grind!


� �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.228, italics as in the original.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen�, p.42, italics as in the original. This accords with Christian understandings of the authority, “inspiration” and “infallibility” of the Bible, which generally apply such terms only to the original language texts. � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000b" ��Gutt (2000b)� appears to miss this distinction between original texts and translations when he argues from the importance of preserving the source texts that “the integrity of the historically attested biblical text is violated by the insertion of extraneous background information” (p.52).


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1987" ��Barnwell (1987)�, p.40. It is hard to find a definition of accuracy in dynamic equivalence, apart from the brief introductory ones here and in �HYPERLINK  \l "Barnwell_1986"��Barnwell (1986)�, p.23. In �HYPERLINK  \l "Nida_and_Taber"��Nida & Taber�’s glossary, “accurate” is taken as the same as “faithful” (p.198) and “faithful” is defined (p.203) in terms of “evoking... essentially the same response”, terms which have been superseded in the reformulation as functional equivalence, see the preface of � HYPERLINK  \l "de_Waard_and_Nida" ��de Waard & Nida�, p.7-8. �HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow"��Beekman & Callow� have a whole chapter on “Fidelity in Translation” (pp.33-44); the following discussion is based on this chapter and on the next one “Implicit and Explicit Information” (pp.45-66).


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Carson" ��Carson�, from outside the Bible translation community, offered some helpful suggestions on such limits, but these are already somewhat dated as they do not reflect more recent advances in linguistics.


� There is a danger here of the verbal fallacy of equivocation. One might argue that it is self-evident that a translation should be authentic, not spurious; and that according to Gutt an authentic translation is a direct translation; therefore a translation should be a direct translation, as defined by Gutt. But this is a fallacy of equivocation because “authentic” is used in the first case in a popular sense and in the second case in a specific technical sense defined by Gutt. In this paper (except in quotations) italics are used for such technical terms in an attempt to reduce the risk of such misunderstandings.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a" ��Gutt (2000a)�, p. 229; � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000b" ��Gutt (2000b)�, pp.52-53. In � HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a" ��Gutt (2000a)�, p.171, there is an apparently contradictory and quite extraordinary claim (whose substance is repeated on p.233), that a direct translation “purports to interpretively resemble the original completely in the context envisaged for the original” (this author’s emphasis). But surely the linguistic differences between languages make it quite unrealistic to expect that any translation can with any degree of completeness “lead to the same explicatures and implicatures as the original” (quoting from p.233); Gutt recognises that “the actual resemblance may fall short of expectations” (p.229), but fails to qualify these expectations. Perhaps it is because Gutt and most others have been unable to meet this impossibly high standard that they have failed to give examples of direct translation. However, if Gutt’s argument is to be understood coherently, his “completely” must be taken to mean “as completely as possible across language boundaries”, as in his definition of authenticity, on p.228 and as quoted above.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen�, p.43.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Beekman_and_Callow" ��Beekman & Callow�, p.21.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Andersen" ��Andersen�, p.12. Andersen writes in terms of “perceived authenticity”, but this is quite different from Gutt’s concept of authenticity, see �HYPERLINK  \l "Gutt_2000a"��Gutt (2000a)�, p.228 note 20; � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen� relates it to his secondary sense of authenticity (pp.42-43).


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen�, p.40.


� � HYPERLINK  \l "Larsen" ��Larsen�, pp.46-48.


� As indirect translation does not necessarily exclude cultural adaptation, the audience might need encouragement to specify historical faithfulness as a further requirement.
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