I

PALGRAVE STUDIES IN TRANSLATING AND INTERPRI
SERIES EDITOR: MARGARET ROGERS /

[/

Pseudo-
retranslation

Mehmet Yildiz




Palgrave Studies in Translating and Interpreting

Series Editor
Margaret Rogers
School of Literature and Languages
University of Surrey
Guildford, UK



This series examines the crucial role which translation and interpreting in
their myriad forms play at all levels of communication in today’s world,
from the local to the global. Whilst this role is being increasingly recognised
in some quarters (for example, through European Union legislation), in
others it remains controversial for economic, political and social reasons.
The rapidly changing landscape of translation and interpreting practice is
accompanied by equally challenging developments in their academic study,
often in an interdisciplinary framework and increasingly reflecting
commonalities between what were once considered to be separate
disciplines. The books in this series address specific issues in both translation
and interpreting with the aim not only of charting but also of shaping the
discipline with respect to contemporary practice and research.



Mehmet Yildiz

Pseudo-retranslation

palgrave

macmillan



Mehmet Yildiz
English Language and Literature
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University

Canakkale, Ttrkiye

ISSN 2947-5740 ISSN 2947-5759  (electronic)
Palgrave Studies in Translating and Interpreting

ISBN 978-3-031-64513-6 ISBN 978-3-031-64514-3 (eBook)

https://doi.org,/10.1007 /978-3-031-64514-3

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s), under exclusive licence to Springer
Nature Switzerland AG 2024

This work is subject to copyright. All rights are solely and exclusively licensed by the
Publisher, whether the whole or part of the material is concerned, specifically the rights of
translation, reprinting, reuse of illustrations, recitation, broadcasting, reproduction on
microfilms or in any other physical way, and transmission or information storage and retrieval,
clectronic adaptation, computer software, or by similar or dissimilar methodology now
known or hereafter developed.

The use of general descriptive names, registered names, trademarks, service marks, etc. in this
publication does not imply, even in the absence of a specific statement, that such names are
exempt from the relevant protective laws and regulations and therefore free for general use.
The publisher, the authors and the editors are safe to assume that the advice and information
in this book are believed to be true and accurate at the date of publication. Neither the
publisher nor the authors or the editors give a warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to
the material contained herein or for any errors or omissions that may have been made. The
publisher remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

This Palgrave Macmillan imprint is published by the registered company Springer Nature
Switzerland AG.
The registered company address is: Gewerbestrasse 11, 6330 Cham, Switzerland

If disposing of this product, please recycle the paper.


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-64514-3

To Prof: Mine Yazici



CONTENTS

1 Introduction 1
2 Intertextuality 7
3 The Study 33
4 Case Study 1: Pseudo-retranslation and “Hopelessness” 43
5 Case Study 2: Pseudo-retranslation and “Constructivism” 71
6 Case Study 3: Pseudo-retranslation and “Silence” 97

7 A Case Revisited: Evidence for Prospective Intertextuality 127

8 Conclusion 145

Index 149

vii



Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

2.1
2.2

4.1

4.2

4.3

5.1

5.2
5.3

5.4
6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4

6.5
6.6
7.1

L1sT OF FIGURES

Intertextuality in translation (Nord, 2006: 39)

The prototext (bold outline) and its metatexts in different
languages (Farahzad, 2009: 129)

Testimony in two roles (Greco, 2021: 41). S speaker,

H hearer

Trajectory of knowledge acquisition through translation and
distribution through pseudo-retranslation

Trajectory of knowledge acquisition through translation and
distribution through pseudo-retranslations: The case of APA
and “hopelessness”

An overall picture of textual interrelations between source
translation and pseudo-retranslations

Intertextual similarities at a rate of 1.00

Trajectory of knowledge acquisition through translation and
distribution through pseudo-retranslations: The case of
Brooks and Brooks (1993, 1999)

Co-citation (Garfield, 1988: 162)

Intertextual similarities at a rate of 1.00

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.90-0.99

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.80-0.89

C2007A and (pseudo-retranslations of) its pseudo-
retranslations (N = 28)

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.70-1.00 (N = 44)
Intertextual associations within the corpus (N = 54)
Intertextual similarities at a rate of 1.00

16

18

64

65

66

76
78

81
87
102
104
108

110
115
116
137

ix



X  LIST OF FIGURES

Fig. 7.2

Fig. 7.3

Fig. 7.4
Fig. 7.5

Trajectory of knowledge acquisition through translation
and distribution through pseudo-retranslations: The case of
Drmrod

Similarity rates for K2004UA’s pseudo-retranslations and
their pseudo-retranslations (N = 11)

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.90-0.99

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.80-0.89 (N = 13)

137

138
140
142



Table 3.1

Table 4.1

Table 4.2

Table 4.3
Table 4.4

Table 4.5

Table 4.6

Table 4.7

Table 4.8

Table 4.9

Table 4.10
Table 5.1

Table 5.2

Table 5.3

List oF TABLES

An example of tabulated similarity rates

Corpus of texts containing pseudo-retranslations of APA’s
list of causes and symptoms of hopelessness based on an
assumed source (N =9)

Reconstructed source text and T1999M’s Turkish text and
English back-translation®

Similarity rates between texts within the corpus (N = 9)
Comparison of the source translation and the most recent
work showing reordering of “items” over time

Order of items and omissions and mergers as presented in
the corpus texts

T1999M, Y2007M, E2012A, Y2016M, and Y2018M
back-translated

T1999M, A2007PD, Y2007M, E2012A, Y2016M,
B2017G, Y2018M, U2020M, and G2021M back-
translated®

Distorted knowledge in T1999M*

Similarity rates between T1999M and its pseudo-
retranslations and between its pseudo-retranslations
Y2007M’s rates of similarity

Corpus of Brooks and Brooks’ five guiding principles of
constructivism (N = 24)

English sources for the assumed original Turkish translation
from Brooks and Brooks (1993) and Brooks and Brooks
(1999)

Itemisation in Brooks and Brooks (1993), D1997B, and
U2019M®

40

44

46
48

48

49

51

52

53

55
57

72

73

74

xi



Xii  LIST OF TABLES

Table 5.4
Table 5.5

Table 5.6
Table 5.7
Table 5.8
Table 5.9
Table 5.10
Table 6.1
Table 6.2
Table 6.3
Table 6.4
Table 6.5

Table 6.6
Table 6.7

Table 6.8
Table 6.9

Table 6.10
Table 6.11

Table 7.1
Table 7.2
Table 7.3
Table 7.4
Table 7.5

Table 7.6
Table 7.7

Intertextual similarities at a rate of 1.00 (N = 17)
Contents of Brooks and Brooks (1993) and back-translated
D1997B and OB2005BC*

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.90-0.99 (N = 4)
Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.80-0.89 (N = 4)
AK2004B’s generation of knowledge from D1997B and its
appropriation by O2007A, OT2010A, and M2017A*
Co-occurring sources and pseudo-retranslations®

Textual operations in items from E2001M (back-translated)
and its four-pseudo-retranslations of E2001M (relating to
the characteristics of constructivist teachers)

Corpus of Pinder and Harlos’ five dualistic functions of
silence (N = 54)

Five dualistic functions of silence by Jensen (1973) and
Pinder and Harlos (2001)*

Intertextual similarities at a rate of 1.00 (N = 5)
Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.90-0.99 (N = 30)
Contents of the oldest and newest works in the four
clusters®

Intertextual similarities at rates of 0.80-0.89 (N = 34)
Contents of the oldest and newest works (C2007A and
J2020M)? in Table 6.6

Contents of C2007A, K2012M, and A2014PD?

Contents of C2007A, E2010PD, C2014PD, Tu2017M,
and T2019BC?

Intertextual similarities at rates below 0.70 (N = 11)
Matching contents of C2007A, B2015WP, C2015PD,
SU2016PD, and K2017A

Corpus of Drmrod’s [sic] six metacognitive skills (N = 23)
In-text and end-of-text references to Drmrod /Dromrod?
Ormrod’s (1990) six items and K2004UA’s Turkish
translation and its back-translation into English®
Transformation of K2004UA into D2021A over 17 years
including descriptions of textual procedures?

Overlapping contents of K2004UA, GB2010A, and
SY2012A¢

K2004UA’s similarity rates below 0.70 (N = 5)
02020M’s modifications compared to K2004UA

79
80
81

83
88
92
99
100
101

103

105
107

108
111

113
118

122
128
130
131
134
140

142
143



®

Check for
updates

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Abstract This chapter first offers a brief history of the conceptualisation
of pseudo-retranslation and a chronicle of the research on pseudo-
retranslation from its identification as a distinct research topic to the pres-
ent book, accounting for how my previous research has led the way for this
book. Lastly, it presents a chapter-based overview.

Keywords Pseudo-retranslation ® Conceptual origin ® Pseudo-
retranslational intertextuality ® Epistemic pollution ® Corrupted
scientific communication

I have been professionally translating academic texts—particularly from
Turkish into English—for about 20 years now. In November 2017, I was
commissioned to translate a PhD candidate’s manuscript on metacogni-
tive skills and teacher training. This is where I happened to come across
my first case—as detailed in Chap. 7—of what I have come to call “pseudo-
retranslation”. Over time, as I translated texts of this kind, I made a habit
of referring back to the English material cited in Turkish academic works
in Turkish translation. My purpose was to check the accuracy of the trans-
lation, especially when it was a struggle to make sense of the translated
citation. My suggestion to the thesis author was then to cite the original

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature 1
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English material, in which case I wouldn’t need to translate a faulty Turkish
translation back into English.

In that one particular translation job, as I read a translated citation from
a reference source shown as “Drmrod (1990)”, I had difficulty under-
standing it and re-read it to make sure that I understood the segment
correctly before moving on to translate it. I read the preceding sentences
that I had already translated and the subsequent paragraph to put the seg-
ment at stake into context. I sensed that something was not quite right.
The references section listed an entry for Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human
learning. New York: Macmillan. 1 copy-pasted it in the Google search bar
by putting Drmrod, J. E. and Human learning in double quotation marks.
Google suggested a corrected search item, which was Ormrod, J. E. (1990).
Human learning. New York: Macmillan. After a few more attempts to find
the book Human Learning by J. E. Drmrod and seeing that Google kept
correcting my keywords, I came to understand that the book’s title was
Human Learning: Principles, Theories, and Educational Applications and
it was authored by Jeanne Ellis Ormrod. Then, after finding the relevant
item cited in the Turkish manuscript (a six-item list of metacognitive skills)
on page 292 of Ormrod’s book, I informed the author of the erroneous
reference and suggested using the correct form of the reference and citing
the original list in English instead of translating it. She agreed to this, and
now she has a bibliography with the correct name and the correct title, as
well as the correct version of the citation.

After submitting the translation to her, I wondered about the cause of
this referencing error and performed an online search to identify the typo-
graphical error. Drmrod appeared in many other academic works written
in Turkish. Moreover, I observed that the Turkish academic works includ-
ing this error also featured verbatim the erroneous translation of Ormrod’s
six-item list of metacognitive skills. In order to study this further, I began
to search Turkish journal and thesis databases for similar cases to create a
corpus for a post-doctoral research project.! When conducting this
research to compile my corpus, I identified verbatim intertextual appro-
priations across many Turkish works and noticed that several authors used
the same translation, predominantly containing translation errors, in their
works, presenting it as their own (re)translation.

'T would like to thank the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Texas at
Austin, USA, for hosting me as a visiting scholar from September 2018 to August 2019.
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I knew that a new problematisation would require representative termi-
nology for a sound conceptualisation: what should I call this practice that
takes scholarly “short-cuts”? The authors in my corpus purported to have
translated source material into Turkish from an English original but what
they had actually done was to take an existing Turkish translation of that
work from the academic work of other Turkish authors, which means that
they did not refer to the original foreign source text at all. In other words,
the resultant wording in Turkish originated from a mock process of
retranslating. This tactic was only revealed when I attempted to translate
the Turkish citation back into English and established discrepancies by
tracking down the actual original sources. This is how and why I came up
with the term “pseudo-retranslation”.

The first account of pseudo-retranslation, based on the Drmrod case, is
set out in an article published in 2021: “In Search of Patient Zero: Pseudo-
Retranslation in Turkish Academic Works” (Yildiz, 2021). In this paper, I
define pseudo-retranslation as “an academic author’s appropriation of (a
portion of) another’s translation to present it as a (re)translation of a given
source text and the text resulting from this act” (ibid.: 258). A comple-
mentary paper, titled “Identification of Morphological, Lexical, and
Syntactical Obfuscating Elements in Pseudo-Retranslations”, identified
the textual procedures in pseudo-retranslations that are instrumentalised
to conceal the source translation (Yildiz, 2020). This paper re-analyses the
Drmrod case for a different research purpose, revealing textual procedures
typical of pseudo-retranslation. In these two articles, I used the software
program WCopyfind to produce qualitative data (e.g., textual overlaps)
and quantitative data (e.g., similarity rates between texts), comparing one
online article and its 15 pseudo-retranslations. In the latter case, I opera-
tionalised a cut-oft value of 0.70 for convenience by referring to Turell
(2004 ). But it was also shown that pseudo-retranslations could be observed
at similarity rates below this value.

In a third paper (Yildiz, 2022)—“Pseudo-Retranslation: A Novel
Perspective on Translational Intertextuality”—this same cut-off value is
used to analyse a new corpus which consists of 27 works that feature a
common theme (Rokeach’s five assumptions about the nature of human
values in Turkish). It investigates the intertextual properties of pseudo-
retranslations by using WCopyfind and a more robust software program,
namely R (Ver. 4.0.4), to produce more reliable similarity rates and to
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create graphs of intertextuality. In this paper, the definition of pseudo-
retranslation is revised as follows: “an academic author’s partial or com-
plete use of another academic author’s translation [...] presenting it as a
(re)translation of a given source text” (2022: 270).

These three papers have given birth to the research topic of this book
and laid the theoretical groundwork to investigate the subject from a well-
grounded perspective. To recap, the intertextuality of pseudo-retranslations
is explicated in Yildiz (2021) and Yildiz (2020); then in Yildiz (2022),
pseudo-retranslational intertextuality is problematised, meaning that the
intertextual characteristics of pseudo-retranslation are examined; interdis-
ciplinary, inter-genre intertextuality across cases of pseudo-retranslation is
discussed; and the potential of pseudo-retranslations to disseminate aca-
demic knowledge in a distorted form is clearly pointed out.

This brief overview opens the way for another study to investigate fur-
ther three significant research topics, which are (a) intertextuality in
pseudo-retranslation, (b) the dissemination of flawed scholarly knowledge
created by translation through pseudo-retranslations, and (c) the interplay
between the two. The first topic is featured in Chap. 2, which discusses
how intertextuality is a textual property by focusing on its inevitability and
indispensability for the creation of text per se, and why intertextual opera-
tions are needed for the production of academic texts. The chapter also
addresses the accumulation of academic knowledge, and outlines which
types of intertextuality are applicable in academic text production. The
chapter concludes by explaining how translation and retranslation develop
and expand intra- and interlingual networks of intertextuality and broad-
ens the conceptualization of intertextuality by foregrounding the contri-
bution of pseudo-retranslation to intertextuality within and across scientific
disciplines and text types.

Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of how the texts in the four
corpora studied in each following chapter were selected, what the corpora
are, and what analytic procedures were employed. Performing the analyti-
cal procedures to process the four corpora, Chaps. 4, 5, 6, and 7 attend to
the research motives (b) and (c) above.

Chapter 4 deals with the contribution of pseudo-retranslations to the
corruption of academic communication by causing “epistemic pollution”
(Levy, 2018, 2022) through knowledge acquisition and knowledge distri-
bution by analysing the corpus comprising one source translation of a list



