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Abstract
Conducted within Venuti’s framework of domestication and foreignization as
the two major translation strategy, following a descriptive model of research,
this thesis mainly concerns around translator’s employment of domestication
while translating culture-specific items (CSIs) and being invisible. To help to
find out whether or not domestication necessarily leads to translator’s
invisibility, taxonomy of types of SCIs was adopted from Newmark’s, Tomalin
and Stempleski’s, and Espindola and Vasconcellos’ taxonomy. All SCIs were
extracted and examined to see whether or not the translator domesticated them
or foreignized. One hundred and eighty nine instances were extracted; of which
one hundred and three instances were domesticated and eight six were

foreignized.

Based on the findings of this research, it was inferred that domestication was
not the absolute translation strategy employed by translators. Translators
employed domestication and foreignization simultaneously while translating
SCls. Even in translating instances of the same type, they treated differently;
they domesticated some of them and foreignized the rest. Maybe it can be said
that while domestication is not the absolute translation strategy employed, so

translators cannot be that invisible always assumed.
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Chapter 1:

Introduction



1.1 Introduction

As we know, each translator, in the process of translating, employs some
strategies. Based on the text-type, the audience, and the purpose of the
translation, the translator may unconsciously employ, for example, from among
these strategies: House’ Overt and Covert translation, Newmark’s
Communicative vs. Semantic translation, Nida’s Formal vs. Dynamic
translation, Vinay and Darbelnet’s Oblique vs. Direct translation, Venuti’s

Foreignization and Domestication, which is my focus in this study.

Schleiermacher (cited in Munday, 2001, p.28), the German philosopher and
founder of modern protestant theology and of modern hermeneutics, gave a
lecture in 1813, where he said that “in my opinion, there are only two [methods
of translating]. 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.”

These two methods proposed by Schleiermacher were summarized into two

strategies: ‘foreignization’ and ‘domestication’, suggested by Lawrence Venuti.

Through employing Foreignization strategy, the translator tries to preserve
cultural and linguistic differences thus he ‘moves the reader towards the author’.
But by employing domestication strategy, he erases any trace of the foreign

culture so that he could make the text familiar to the reader thus he ‘moves the



author towards the reader’, and this effort, according to Venuti (1992, p.5),

leads to the translator’s ‘self-annihilation’ and therefore, his invisibility.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

It is believed that the more the translator is invisible, the most successful the
translation is, and the most it deserves to be praised. According to Venuti (1992,
p.4), “the originality of a translation rather lies in self-effacement, a vanishing
act, and it is on this basis that translators prefer to be praised.” The Italian
translator, William Weaver (Cited in Venuti, 1992, p.4) says that “a reviewer
neglects to mention the translators at all, the translator should take this omission
as a compliment: it means that the reviewer simply was not aware that the book
had been written originally in another language. For a translator, this kind of
anonymity can be a real achievement.” This study hopes to succeed in showing
that it seems to be a little impossible to domesticate a book in totality because of
some CSIs which do not lend them to domestication. So translating a book
employing domestication and foreignization simultaneously is something

inevitable, and translators role are more highlighted with this viewpoint.

1.3 Background of the Problem

Venuti (1995) believed that through domestication the translator makes the text
familiar to the reader and in this way he produces a text that is like an original

and in so doing, he becomes invisible. Since then, it was always assumed that



domestication leads to the translator’s invisibility. Little research has been done
on this aspect of Venuti’s theory, namely, invisibility of translator. Researches
done in Iran are something different from the present study. Four researches

were done in the Allameh Tabataba’i University including:

1) Leila Hosseini’s research under the title of ‘Domestication and
Foreignization Procedures in English-Persian Translation of Novels’ (2007):
she tried to explore the notions of domestication and foreignization. She studied
and compared three Persian novels with their translation in English and three
English novels in Persian with their translations in English. She tried to answer
these questions: 1) whether translation is dichotomous in terms of domestication
and/or foreignization? 2) Whether domestication is the dominant and desired
translation method peculiar to the Anglo-American translators or not? She
found out that domestication and foreignization are equally employed and

domestication is not peculiar to the Anglo-American translators.

2) Aboozar Emrani’s research under the title of ‘Foreignization and
Domestication in the English Translation of the Holy Qur’an’ (2008): the
researcher tried to delve into the issue of the “foreignization and domestication”
proposed by Venuti (1995), in the English translation of noble Qur’an. He had
two questions: 1) which one, domestication and foreignization, is the most
frequent strategy in the English translations of Qur’an? 2) What is the scope of

applying foreignization and domestication in the English translations of Qur’an?



He found out that foreignization is the most frequent strategy employed in the

English translation of Qur’an.

3) Katayoon Pakatchi’s research under the title of ‘Foreignization and
Domestication in the English Translation of Children’s Literature’ (2008): The
researcher tried to investigate the degree and tendency of domestication and
foreignization in translation of the children’s literature and its relationship with
the passing of time. The researcher analyzed and compared four original classic
English and American fantasy stories with their two translations from cultural
point of view. She was after answering these two questions: 1) Are translations
of children’s literature more domesticated or more foreignized? 2) Is period of
time when translation is done a determining factor in this respect? She found
out that children’s literature is more domesticated but at the present time it is

more foreignized and time is a determining factor in this respect.

4) Habib Zarei’s research under the title of ‘Domestication and Foreignization
in Literary Translation with a Focus on English-Persian Translation of Novels’
(2008): The researcher in this study tried to find the different criteria of
domestication and foreignization, and which strategy of translation the

translators employed mostly before and after revolution in their translation.



1.4 Significance of the Study

As Venuti mentioned in his book, Rethinking Translation (1992), when
criticizing a text domesticated, reviewers do not mention the name of the
translator as it is an original book and it is for most because the translation is
fluent. In this way domestication leads to the self-effacement of the translator
and therefore her/his invisibility. Domestication in Iran is an under-researched
topic. Its examination will put light on the local aspects of the issue. Indeed we
need to explore how and to what degree Venuti’s concept of invisibility

corresponds to our local situation.

1.5 Purpose of the Study

This study is after finding whether or not domestication necessarily leads to the
translator’s invisibility. In so doing, attempt is made to show that domestication
IS not an absolute translation strategy and it is employed along with
foreignization. The reason might be that some CSIs do not lend themselves to
domestication, or the translator prefers not to domesticate them. Thus, when
domestication is not an absolute strategy, it can be said that translators are not

that invisible always assumed.

1.6 Research Questions

1) Does domestication, necessarily, lead to the translator’s invisibility?

2) What are the implications?



1.7 Hypothesis

Domestication is not an absolute translation strategy, so it cannot make the

translator absolutely invisible.

1.8 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study 1s Venuti’s model. He (1995) believes
that there are two strategies of translation: foreignization and domestication. To
identify the CSls, a taxonomy of SCI is adopted from among the taxonomies
introduced by Newmark (1998), Espindola and Vasconcellos (2006), and

Tomalin and Stempleski (1993)

Table 1.1 Taxonomy of CSls proposed by Newmark

Classification of Culture-specific ltems

Ecology (flora, fauna, winds etc.)

Material culture (artifacts, food, clothes, houses and towns, transport)
Social culture (work and leisure)

Organizations, customs, ideas (political, social, legal, religious or artistic)
Gestures and habits

Table 1.2 Taxonomy of CSls proposed by Espindola and Vasconcellos

Classification of Culture-specific ltems

Toponyms 7. Local institution
Anthroponyms 8. Measuring system
Forms of entertainment 9. Food and drink
Means of transportation 10. Scholastic reference
Fictional character 11. Religious celebration
Legal system 12. Dialect




