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Abstract: Writing and translation are traditionally addressed as two different objects of study.
However, they also share many characteristics - as revealed by the research carried out in the two
fields, which often uses the same methods to investigate both areas. In this introduction, it is
suggested that writing and translation can be studied as types of text production. Different
dimensions of text production are sketched as examples of research topics at the interface between
writing and translation. The two articles that follow this introduction explore two such dimensions:
competence and profiles.
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1. Introduction

Writing and translation are traditionally addressed as two different objects of study.
However, when scrutinizing the research done in the two fields, it is obvious that they
coincide in many ways. This introduction argues that writing and translation share a set
of basic characteristics, which suggests that the forms of research carried out in the two
areas could benefit from each other. At a very general level, they are both types of
human activity. This, however, does not make it easier to pin down the precise
relationship between the two disciplines, as human activity can be described at
different levels of abstraction — making a precise definition difficult to achieve (Steiner
1988: 145).

In this introduction to this special section, we will take writing and translation to
form part of a superordinate category of text production, which has adaptation as a
third member. It should be emphasized that text production is defined as a process
leading to a text. We will argue that the three categories share a set of fundamental
characteristics on the basis of which they can be characterized as members of a set
called ‘text production’, and that each member of this set varies with regard to a
number of characteristics. We propose a general definition of text production. On this
basis, we will suggest that the three types of text production behave differently with
regard to various process dimensions because they relate in different ways to pre-
existing texts. This assumption is exemplified here on the basis of the dimensions of
phases, strategies, contextual features, creativity, competence and profiles (the latter
two being central issues of the contributions of this special section).

2. The category of text production

There are different approaches to establishing category membership. According to the
classical Aristotelian view, category membership is established according to sufficient
and necessary conditions. However, not all phenomena allow a straightforward
categorization according to a set of pre-established common features. A well-known
example is Wittgenstein’s discussion of the resemblance between different types of
games. Wittgenstein (1953, 1958, section 66) pointed out that the problem with games,
when it comes to categorization, is that it is not possible to point out a property which
is common to all types of games. To overcome this problem, he suggested the concept
of family resemblance, according to which members of a category are interlinked by
overlapping similarities, but without a common property. An example of a definition
based on this idea is found in Zethsen (2009), who suggests a definition of translation
according to which translation is a non-finite discipline which does not rely on
necessary or sufficient conditions, but should be perceived as a tertium comparationis
(Zethsen 2009: 800). This definition allows the inclusion of what in translation studies
is known as intralingual translation'. A definition along similar lines is Goel & Pirolli’s
definition of design (1992: 401-402). On the basis of prototype theory’, they define
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design as a category with prototype effects in the sense of Rosch (1978). They suggest a
list of 12 features which are proposed as a template of common features. Examples of
these are temporal separation between specification and delivery, and independent
functioning of the artifact. Next, they establish a template of characteristics as a basis
for recognizing prototypical members. Prototypical members, or central members, meet
the features of the template, whereas more peripheral members do not meet all these
features (Goel & Pirolli 1992: 402).

In this special section, we put forward a broad definition of text production that
assumes a core set of characteristics shared by its members. In this sense, we assume
that it is in fact possible to establish a set of sufficient and necessary conditions for
category membership, and our definition is therefore not to be understood as a template
in the sense of prototype theory. The characteristics of the definition should be seen as
a basic substrate to which additional characteristics are added, depending, horizontally,
on the type of text production and, vertically, on the sub-type within each type of text
production. Our definition of text production is as follows:

In text production, a set of acts are realized by one or more persons with the
aim of producing a coherent written text for a target audience. Text production
is an intricate process that implies an interaction between the mental state of the
text producer and the situation in which it evolves. At a high level of
abstraction, it can be defined as a design activity.

In order for a collection of linguistic signs to be defined as a text, it must be coherent
both formally and semantically. The process of creating coherence depends on the
mental state of the text producer and the situation in which it is produced. The latter is
a complex of various factors. At an overall level, any text is produced with a goal: to
serve a given purpose with regard to the intended target audience. This can be defined
as the skopos’ (Schjoldager 2010: 153-154). The skopos of the target text is related to
the initiation of the text production. Most kinds of professional text production are
initiated by an external instruction, known as a 'brief' in the terminology of translation
studies. Other dimensions of the situation which affect the text production are the
social interaction with collaborative networks, the physical environment, and the
resources/tools at the text producer’s disposal. In today’s society, most types of text
production are carried out by the means of a wide range of digital tools, as also noted
by Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey (this volume), which affects the way in which the
text producer works. This is a shared premise of the environment of most types of
writing and translation.

As stated in our definition above, a text emerges as a result of an interaction
between the situation in which the text evolves and the mental state of the text
producer. The text producer orchestrates the process of producing a text through a
whole complex of thoughts and decisions. The nature of these depends on a
conglomerate of conditions, for example the text producer’s level of competence,
memory, knowledge and logical and creative skills.
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According to the definition suggested here, text production is a design activity. This
suggestion is based on Goel & Pirolli’s distinction between design and non-design
activities, according to which design activities can be differentiated from non-design
activities in that they have two components: a logical component and a creative
component (Alexander 1964; Archer 1969, quoted by Goel & Pirolli 1991: 397). In our
view, the logical component of writing and translation can be defined as the process in
which the text producer uses language systematically, according to the rules by which
language is composed. The creative component can be defined as the ability to use
divergent thinking (in the sense of Guilford 1971) in problem-solving. Both writers and
translators need good linguistic skills to cope with the logical component of text
production. However, writers and translators may be presented with problems that
seem insoluble if they rely solely on logical skills. In line with Pommer (2008), we will
argue that such problems require creativity for their solution: "Creativity is the key
attribute to solving seemingly untranslatable problems arising during the translation
process" (Pommer 2008: 364). Goel & Pirolli (1991: 401) mention architecture and
engineering as prototypical examples of design activities, whereas writing is
characterized as a more peripheral member because it does not imply a separation
between the design specifications and the delivery of the design object (Goel & Pirolli
1991: 403). We claim, however, that this is not necessarily true in all cases, as the
writer, or the translator for that matter, may choose to sketch a plan or the structure of
the text-production task before the composition of the actual product is initiated.

In line with the above, we would like to point out that writing, adaptation and
translation can each be ascribed additional characteristics, which turn them into three
(partly) different types of text production. The overall difference between the three types
of text production is that they relate to pre-existing texts in different ways. Translation
depends directly on a source text, whereas writing relies in a more indirect way on pre-
existing texts and on other kinds of sources. Adaptation can be seen as an 'intermediate
type' as it depends on a source text (or more than one), as does translation, but involves
a shift in text type by means of paraphrasing, revising or summarizing (Jakobsen 2005:
176)". This overall difference between the three types of text production has a number
of consequences for the nature of the process of writing, adaptation and translation. To
exemplify, it affects the way the text producer interacts with the environment in which
the text production takes place and the kinds of actions that the text producer carries
out. The following section illustrates this by sketching how writing and translation
behave with regard to different dimensions of the process.

3. Process dimensions

Numerous dimensions of text production could be outlined to show how the nature of
text production differs according to type. This section describes some of those which
are most prominently discussed in the literature of both fields: phases, strategies,
contextual features, creativity, competence and profiles.
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During text production, writers and translators go through different phases, as
evidenced by numerous studies (see for example Flower & Hayes 1980; Gopferich
2002; Jakobsen 2003; Englund Dimitrova 2005; Hayes 2012). In models and
descriptions of phases, the degree of elaborateness of the phases varies slightly from
one study to another, but they all involve the following stages: planning, drafting and
revision, which are not necessarily linear, but apply also in recursive loops. These
stages apply to both writing and translation; what distinguishes them is, among other
things, the phases that make up the stages, the strategies used in the phases, and the
writing or translation styles (as explained in Carl & Dragsted: this volume).

Both writers and translators make use of strategies, a set of actions, as a steering
force for handling challenges and problems, in order to meet goals effectively. The
word 'strategy' is used in the literature of both writing and translation, but with different
meanings, and in many cases without a proper definition. Moreover, it is in competition
with other terms such as plan, tactic, procedure, technique, maxim, and sub-process
(Gambier 2010: 412). In this introduction, we will use strategy at a general level as a
term for actions carried out in text production with the aim of reaching a goal (see
Jaaskeldinen (2009) for a similar definition). In text production, the types and amount of
strategies used may vary due to both internal and external conditions of the text
producer. With regard to the former, the use of strategies is affected by mental
conditions such as feelings, memory and the level of competence and of knowledge.
With regard to external conditions, strategies depend for example on the length,
complexity and type of text to be composed. Strategies are used in all the phases of the
process. The planning phase of both writing and translation starts with the generation of
ideas and the analysis of pre-existing texts. In translation, the text producer analyzes the
meaning of the source text and, on that basis, tries to find equivalents that convey the
meaning in the target language (with a view to the skopos). In most types of writing, the
text producer analyzes 'other' texts and/or other kinds of external (re)sources with the
aim of finding knowledge of the subject matter and background information, concepts
and linguistic inspiration, for instance. In professional text production, a different
source of information which affects the use of strategies is the end user’s needs, which
can be compared with the analysis of skopos in translation’. Because of these multiple
sources that the writer draws from, the planning phase is more fuzzy and complex in
writing than in translation. Strategies for idea generation can be assumed to loom larger
with writers than with translators, as the latter are restricted by the source text, which
determines the exposition of the subject matter of the text’. In the drafting phase,
examples of strategies carried out by the text producer are: (a) reading during writing,
where the text producer rereads the text that s/he has already produced, for example to
evaluate correctness, or as a kind of visual stimulus to plan and produce new text (Van
Waes, Leijten, & Quinlan 2009), (b) noting a tentative solution, and (c) consulting
external sources, where the text producer consults dictionaries, reference books, or the
Internet, for instance. These are strategies which can be used by both writers and
translators, but it can be assumed that the translator's searches are more focused and
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limited regarding collocations and terms, for instance. In the revision phase, the text
producer rereads the text product and evaluates it with regard to word choice, syntax,
structure, and meaning, for instance. The translator evaluates the text both in isolation
and in comparison with the source text. The latter, presumably, does not generally
apply to the writer.

At the level of the text, both writers and translators use so-called functional
strategies. Translators carry out actions at the level of words, phrases and sentences,
with the aim of transferring the message from the source text to the target text
(Schjoldager 2010: 89). Writers also employ functional strategies, but these are not
linked to linguistic expressions in the source text only, but to the meaning that the
writer wishes to convey. It should also be mentioned that the use of strategies in
adaptation depends on the degree of closeness to the source text(s); it is "a question of
degree and motivation rather than of kind", as noted by Zethsen (2009: 809).
Depending on the skopos, passages of the adapted text may depend only slightly on
source text(s), and in this case the use of strategies may be said to resemble that of
writing. When adaptation draws more closely on source text(s), translation strategies are
used and it can be assumed that the translation micro-strategy of simplification’ is used
frequently (Zethsen 2009: 808).

From the 1990s and onwards, research in writing and translation extends the focus
to include the contexts in which texts are produced, the process sociology, thereby
acknowledging that text production is the product not only of the mental processes of
the text producer, but also of the situation in which s/he is located and which
conditions the process (Bayerman 2007; Risku 2010; Schubert 2007). The context is
made up of a variety of features, such as the physical environment, collaborative
networks and technical tools, which since their arrival have led to drastic changes at
the workplace of both writers and translators. In translation, technical tools such as
machine-translation software, machine-aided translation and translation-memory
systems (Dragsted 2004, 2006; O’Brien 2010; Christensen & Schjoldager 2010, 2011)
largely determine the working conditions of translators. Google searches, dictionaries
and electronic texts are indispensable tools of both fields, but translation differs from
writing in that, in many cases, translation tasks are aided by translation-memory tools or
carried out by machine-translation systems. Aids and tools such as the above affect the
afore-mentioned phases and strategies as well as the creativity of the text producer.

When a text production task cannot be carried out relying on logical skills only, the
text producer needs to use creativity. It can be assumed that writing, generally, requires
a higher degree of creativity than translation, due to its more indirect relation to pre-
existing texts, which implies a larger degree of freedom on the part of the text producer.
The creativity of the translator, on the other hand, is restricted by the source text.
Nevertheless, it should also be mentioned that the degree of creativity required of the
text producer, in both writing and translation, also depends on the type of text at hand.
Technical communication, for example, relates in a direct way to entities in the
surrounding world, which restricts the level of independence of the text producer. In
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the production of public relation texts, on the other hand, the text producer needs to
find ways in which s/he can use language, in order to best persuade the recipient of the
text.

Two further dimensions of both writing and translation which are closely related to
each other are the competence(s) of the text producer and translator or writer profiles.
Following the seminal work of Bereiter (1980) (further elaborated by Kellogg (2008)),
writing research has focused on the way in which writing as a skill develops over time
and experience with the individual writer. Traditionally, a link has been established
between writing development and text production (Becker Mrotzeck 1997; Pospiech
2005).

While writing research has been interested in how skills are acquired and
developed, in translation studies (following in the footsteps of Holz-Manttari's (1986)
professionalization approach), interest has focused on the description of what makes a
competent professional translator and how competences relate to the self-concept of
the translators (Kiraly 2000). Numerous competence models (Risku 1998; Gopferich
2008; PACTE 2000, 2005, 2009) in the field of translation studies reflect this tendency.
Hence, competence is a well-defined concept in translation studies. The competence
definitions depart from the assumption that the level of competence conditions the way
text producers work, for example the differences between professionals and non-
experienced text producers (Gopferich & Jadskeldinen 2009).

4. Research in text production

The dimensions described in the section above have been researched by both
disciplines independently for many years’. Theoretical reflections and empirical studies
of both the internal cognitive processes and the external processes have helped the
disciplines to understand how writers and translators work and think, from the moment
they receive the task till the final text product is reached. However, not much work has
been carried out as yet aimed at comparing the results with a view to bridging the gap
between the two fields.

In order to more profoundly and systematically investigate the interface between the
three types of text production, the similarities and differences of the dimensions
described and the methods used in the fields (for instance) need to be explored in
depth. Below, we sum up some suggestions for research perspectives at the interface
between the three kinds of text production.

4.1  Models of phases and strategies in text production

Studies of the phases and strategies of text production can take different perspectives.
Writing research and translation research have developed different models of phases
and strategies. A fundamental line of new research could be to theoretically compare
and discuss these models’. To our knowledge, models for adaptation have not been
developed, so an emergent line of research would be to discuss the extent to which the
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models of writing and translation apply to adaptation, and the extent to which the
concept of adaptation might constitute a suitable bridge between the fields. A different
and potentially promising approach is to deductively test the models in comparable
empirical studies in the three fields. The empirical line of research could also be
extended to explore how the structure of phases and strategies used by text producers is
affected by cognitive properties such as competence and memory (see Section 2).

4.2  The effect of context on text production

In the early years of process research, the focus of studies of writing and translation was
on the cognition of the text producer. In recent years, however, the focus has changed
to include contextual features as well. In a text-production perspective, different
comparable studies of the text producer’s interaction with context can be envisaged: (a)
the text producer’s interaction with technical tools, (b) the text producer’s interaction
with humans, (c) the text producer’s interaction with the physical environment.

4.3 Research methods

In order to bring the research in the two fields together, the research methods
themselves need to be discussed as well. Studies of writing and translation traditionally
employ the same sets of methods. These range from verbalizations, retrospective
interviews and observation, to electronic tools such as keystroke logging, eye-tracking
and screen capture. These methods are used in (often small-scale) experiments and to a
lesser degree in field studies. We have claimed (Dam-Jensen & Heine 2009) and
empirically tested (Heine & Koch 2009; Dam-Jensen 2012) that they can be beneficially
used in the text-production didactics of both fields. In the same line of argument,
Massey & Ehrensberger-Dow (2011) suggest that the application of process tools in
teaching may stimulate reflection and awareness on the part of the student and,
furthermore, give translator trainers insights into both the individual and the collective
translation behavior" (see also Heine 2012 with a similar approach for writing). With
regard to keystroke logging, it is symptomatic that each field has developed its own
software program. In writing, Inputlog and Scriptlog are frequently used (Van Waes &
Leijten 2006; Van Waes, Leijten, Wengelin & Lindgren 2012), whereas in Northern
European translation studies, Translog (Jakobsen 1999, 2003, 2007) is the most
commonly used tool. An interesting line of research involves an exploration of the
advantages and disadvantages of the tools, both with regard to their applicability to
experiments versus field studies and with regard to their use in triangulation with other
(electronic) research tools.

4.4 Didactics of text production

A different and as yet largely unexplored line of research into the didactics of text
production is how writers can benefit from translation skills and vice versa (Dam-
Jensen, Heine & Schrijver (in prep.)). Possible hypotheses to investigate could be (a)
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that due to the fact that the writer works with more freedom than the translator, writing
training would teach the translation student to work more freely with the language
without the contamination of a source language, and (b) that, due to the fact that the
translator, unlike the writer, works under the direct restrictions of the source text, the
teaching of translation would increase the writing student’s ability to handle specific
word-choice challenges, for instance.

The discussion of and suggestions for research topics sketched here is by no means
exhaustive, but should rather be understood as an attempt to stimulate research into the
boundaries of an overall research field of text production, thereby stimulating
interdisciplinary research, in line with one of the mandates of the Journal of Writing
Research (JoWR).

5. Preview of this special section

This special section is a first attempt to address some of the research issues sketched
above. The two articles which follow this introduction address two dimensions of text
production: competence and profiles.

In "Indicators of translation competence: Translators’ self-concepts and the
translation of titles" in this special section, Ehrensberger-Dow and Massey apply a
multi-method approach to the translation and translation-process analysis of the
translation of titles. The methods used comprise keystroke logging, screenshot
recording, eye-tracking, retrospection and interviews, methods which are also used in
writing research. The application of this method-mix ensures rich data for the
comparison of title translations by beginners, MA students and professional translators.
The self-concept data of the participants is evaluated and sheds light on competence in
general and on the way experience is gained.

Traditionally, writing research has suggested that writers embody one or more
elements of different writer types (Boehm 1993; Opdenacker, et al. 2009; Scheuermann
2012), often ranging from broad planner types to patchwork writers. Thus far, studies of
translation strategies have shown that translators also display different ways of carrying
out production tasks; but formalized translation types (like the afore-mentioned writer
types) are not recognized in translation studies yet. The contribution by Carl and
Dragsted, "Towards a classification of translator profiles based on eye-tracking and key-
logging data", in this special section, is a first attempt to systematically analyze
translation profiles on the basis of the similarity assumption. Carl and Dragsted
compare translation based on eye-tracking and key-logging data of students and
professionals with the aim of identifying translator profiles. It is hypothesized that
different translation styles exist which are independent of the difficulty of the translation
task, and they also construct groups consisting of locally-oriented and globally-oriented
profiles and compare these groups with known profiles from writing research.



DAM-JENSEN & HEINE - WRITING AND TRANSLATION PROCESS RESEARCH | 98

Notes

1. Translation studies uses the term intralingual translation in accordance with
Jakobson (1959, 2000). It is defined as the translation from one code to another
within the same language (Zethsen 2009: 808). It can be assumed to have overlaps
with what in other areas is known as adaptation.

2. It should be mentioned that prototype theory is not the same as family resemblance,
but that the two approaches resemble each other, for example in that they do not
adhere to the traditional 'necessary and sufficient conditions' definition of
categorization.

3. It should be mentioned that the skopos approach to translation is the result of a
paradigmatic shift from an equivalence-based framework to translation to a
functionalist framework (the skopos concept is based on the seminal work of Reiss
and Vermeer (1984) and Nord (1997)). The skopos approach has recently also been
used to explain the connection between technical translation and technical
communication (Van Vaerenbergh 2012).

4. See also references to Gile (1995) and Immonen & Makisalo (2010) in Carl &
Dragsted (this volume) on differences between writing and translation due to links
to pre-existing texts.

5. This, presumably, does not apply to many types of literary texts.

6. This applies regardless of whether the macro-strategy is source-text oriented or
target-text oriented, in the sense of Schjoldager (2010: 71-81).

7. Simplification is an example of a micro-strategy in translation analysis. The
strategies are termed differently in translation studies, and a multitude of
taxonomies is available (see for example Vinay & Darbelnet 1958; Zethsen 2006;
Schjoldager 2010).

8. In the area of adaptation, process research is still incipient.

9. Which to our knowledge has not been done extensively yet, although attempts have
been made to look into the similarities and differences between the models (Heine
and Schubert (forthcoming)).

10. This is also noted by Gile (1995) and Kelly (2005).
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