
Date: April 16, 2020  
From: Kenneth Ruthven  

Re: Response to Multilingual Project Material 
 
I have made some observations, not just about translation from (English as) the source language into 
a target language, but about (related issues of) choice and use of terminology in the source language. 
 
“Did you find easily an equivalent word in your language? In this case, could you give, in English, a 
definition of this equivalent word?” (extract of the Translating issues report)  
In many scientific domains, there is no attempt to 'translate' key terms: rather, they are transposed 
directly from the language of origin. There remains, of course, the challenge of conveying the 
meaning/definition of the 'untranslated' term in the target language (as there is in the source 
language). FQ (Fundamental Question): Why not retain key terms from the source language? 

 
“If it was impossible to find a relevant translation, what did you do (e.g. leaving the English name, or 
giving a complementary explanation in a footnote)?” (extract of the Translating issues report) 
As noted above, this is the crucial task that remains even if one takes over terms from the source 
language. But, to achieve scientific precision, it is a task that is necessary also in the source language.  
In wider terms, then, I think that it would be worth consulting the literature not just on 
technical/specialised translation (between languages), but on technical/specialised communication 
(within a language). 

 
Resource: in the source language, of course, there is already an issue when a word is chosen as a 
key term which already admits a range of meanings, not all of which may be compatible with the 
intended scientific use, or convey it with sufficient precision. 
c.f. dictionary definition of 'resource': e.g. https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/resource 
FQ: In such circumstances, why not 'mark' key terms in some way to indicate the specialised 
usage intended? e.g. reSource 

Document: Equally, even in the source language, where a key term is based on appeal to some kind 
of metaphor, there is a potential problem of lack of transparency in the metaphor. 
c.f. dictionary definition of 'document': e.g. 
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/document 
FQ: In such circumstances, why not 'mark' key terms in some way to clarify the metaphor? 
e.g. resource-scheme-document, abbreviated, say, to res-sch-doc. 

Genesis: Already a rare word, with specialised uses, in English. Already used in combination as 
'documentational genesis' to clarify intended sense. 
Established translations of appropriate specialised usages may guide choice of term in target 
language. 

Scheme/operational invariants: Already specialised psychological terms. If intended to be used in this 
sense, then accepted practice of translation in that specialised domain should be followed. 

Instrumentation/ Instrumentalisation: How essential are these as key terms, given the emphasis 
within DAD on the notion of 'document' rather than that of 'instrument'? How much of the 
conceptual/technical apparatus of the instrumental approach is actually actively used in DAD studies? 

Resource system: Range of current usages of term, even within DAD (c.f. Ruthven 2019) 
FQ: Does this concept need a sharper definition before it can become a key term of DAD? And 
would that sharper definition point to a more precise term (or phrase)? 

 


