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EsTHER ALVAREZ DE LA FUENTE, UNIVERSITY OF VALLADOLID
RaquEeL FErRNANDEZ FurrTEs, UNIVERSITY OF VALLADOLID

In Search of the Initial Translator in Translation
and Bilingualism Studies!

1. Introduction: Broadening the Notion of Translation

Translation has been informally and broadly perceived as a commu-
nicative act that involves the transfer of meaning of a text from one
language into another. According to this definition, translation is seen
as a process by means of which an equivalence of meaning between
two texts is established. This process has been dealt with in the litera-
ture on translation studies from at least two different perspectives:
(1) in the more traditional approach, the equivalence process refers to
the semantic, pragmatic and stylistic identity between the two texts,
the original text and the target text (e.g. Delisle, 1984; Toury, 1984);
this viewpoint, which we may refer to as an externally-oriented ap-
proach to translation, implies a prescriptive approach towards this
process whose starting point is a series of a priori formal criteria that
the translator must meet in order to interpret the original text correct-
ly and deliver a good translation; (2) under a more communicative
perspective, the equivalence process rendering any translation has a
more dynamic nature in the sense that, in this rather internally-ori-
ented approach (e.g. Nida, 1964; 1976; Seleskovitch, 1976, Rabadan
Alvarez, 1991), the reproduction of a message is specially linked and
ultimately constrained in a way by the intended interlocutors; that
is, the semantic-pragmatic components would weigh more than the
mere formal ones in this equivalence process. This last perspective
involves then a shift from the text itself towards the speaker and, in
particular, towards the speaker the translation is intended for.

1 This review stems from the works done at the uvalal research group (Univer-
sity of Valladolid Language Acquisition Lab) with the funding obtained from
the Spanish Ministry of Education and Science [HUM2007-62213/FILO].
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These two approaches to the study of translation involve at least
three important aspects that deserve further consideration and that
point to an expansion of the term translation itself and the way it
has been traditionally perceived; in particular, issues that refer to
the how, the what and the who in this equivalence process such as
the following: translation modes (oral versus written), translation
themes (specialized or not) and translation doers (professional or
not). In the first place, even though in most definitions of translation
a textual basis is assumed (Neubert & Shrieve, 1992), whether it is
the centre of the process or not, it should be taken into account that,
as Tymoczko (2007: 55) states, “[a text] cannot be taken simply as a writ-
ten document or else most translation events in the world past and present
— namely instances of oral interpreting — would be eliminated”. This im-
plies that translation concerns the transfer not only of written words
(traditionally referred to as “translation”) but also of oral utterances
(“interpretation”), and in this way the term translation is seen as the
umbrella term for both equivalence modes.

In the second place, most translation theorists have focused on
specific translation forms depending on the type of source texts to be
translated (literary, legal, medical, scientific, business, etc.) and this
could be considered as a reason why translation studies have identi-
fied the concept of “translator” with either a professional mediator,
formally trained in the translation field in general (or in specialized
fields), or a bilingual speaker aiming at becoming an expert in the
translation activity (Toury, 1995). However, though this has been the
main trend in translation studies, other types of non-professional
and non-specialized situations involve the use of translations. In this
respect, the types of translations done by bilinguals (both children
and adults) in daily situations have been studied by a not inconsid-
erable group of translation researchers of whom Harris (1977, 1980a,
1980b, 1992, 2009) could be seen as the main exponent. These non-
professional translations have often been termed natural translations
(Harris, 1973-2009; Harris & Sherwood, 1978; Lozes-Lawani, 1994;
Bullock & Harris, 1997; Sherwood, 2000), naive translations (Mala-
koff, 1991; Harris, 1992) or brokering (Knapp-Potthoff & Knapp, 1986;
1987; Tse, 1996; Walichowski, 2001; Orellana et al., 2003a; 2003b; Hall,
2004; Orellana, 2009), depending on whether the studies in question
adopt a more empirical, metalinguistic or sociolinguistic approach.
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Finally, going a step beyond the internally-oriented approach
to translation where the speaker occupies a prominent position in
the equivalence process, we might consider not only the speaker for
whom the translation is intended but crucially the speaker that actu-
ally builds up or performs this translation activity (Harris, 1980b;
Toury, 1984; 1986; Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991; Lérscher, 1992). This
approach involves a shift of perspective since what is at stake here
is not the a priori criteria a translator has to comply with when trans-
lating (both those affecting the text or the interlocutor, as discussed
above) but rather the internal mechanisms that are activated in the
speaker’s bilingual mind to produce a translation.

These three aspects (and possibly some others) involve a neces-
sary expansion not only of the term translation itself, with the con-
sideration of different modes, different themes and different actors,
but most importantly of the study of this phenomenon to incorpo-
rate not only the analysis of the final product (the translation) but
also that of the internal process that leads the speaker to decode a
message in one language and code it in a different language. All of
the above leads us to point to some basic features of any translation
process and among them the following should be included: a bilin-
gual speaker, a message, an intention to communicate and a recipi-
ent. This being so, translation studies as a discipline could focus on
different translation processes such as the following: that of profes-
sional translation (PT) done by professionally trained bilinguals, in-
volving specialized texts (scientific, technical, literary, etc.) and aim-
ing at providing an equivalent text according to some established
theoretical criteria (semantic, functional, textual, etc.); that of trans-
lations done by professionals-to-be, that is, students who are being
trained in the formal properties that constrain specialized PTs; and
that of natural translation (NT) involving the translation “done by bi-
linguals in everyday circumstances and without a special training for it”
(Harris, 1977: 6). These and other types of translation processes share
some properties and, at the same time, exhibit some idiosyncratic
properties whose study sheds light on the translation process itself.

In this respect, the present review chapter departs from this
broader concept of translation, which involves a common frame-
work for different translation processes, and aims at providing an
account of the main studies conducted on a specific translation phe-
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nomenon referred to as natural translation (NT) (Harris, 1977) and
seen in the example in (1).

(1) Melanie: ﬁ’aquel wat%h out! Thf,‘re’(s1 areally fierce dragon behind you.
s gonna chop your head off. eve i
Raquel: de Lgté 0s reis? i feveryone giggles]
[what are you laughing at?]
Melanie: nada, nada, de nada.

_ [nothing, nothing, at nothin
Melanie: you guys gonna tell her?
Simon:  mama te ha dicho que habia un dragén

eh detrds de tu espalda.
[Mum has told you that there was a
dragon behind your back]
Raquel:  no me digas no.
[really?no], .
Leo: te iba a cortar 11l cabeza!
[it was going to cut your head off]

Spanish

g]Spanish

Spanish

_ o [5,03]2

(FerFulice, Fernandez Fuertes & Liceras, 2009)
The example in (1) is part of the FerFuLice corpus in CHILDES
(MacWhinney, 2000) and, as studied by Alvarez de la Fuente (2007),
it shows how a set of bilingual twins, Simon and Leo, act as linguis-
tic mediators between an English speaker (Melanie) and a Spanish
speaker (Raquel). Cases like this one, produced when the children
were 5 years and 3 months old, involve no specific instruction in
translation and thus no professional or specialized knowledge as in
PT could be attributed. However, cases like this one point to the ex-
istence of translation processes other than PT.

'Taking as a point of departure the example in (1) and concen-
trating on non-PT, the present paper is organized as follows: section
2 offers an account of different studies that have adopted a socio-
linguistic approach to the study of non-PT which is referred to as
language brokering; section 3 deals with the analyses conducted on
how children translate and, in this way, it focuses on the emergence
and development of translation competence; section 4 concentrates
on different proposals put forward to account for how adults trans-
late and, in particular, for the development of instructed translation;
finally, section 5 points to some general conclusions on non-PT that
are derived from the previous reviews.

2 Theageat which the example was produced by the children appears in square
brackets. Following the convention, it should be interpreted as “year;month”.
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2. Language Brokering: NT in Social Settings

Tymoczko (2007: 79) states that

narrowing the conditions for translation (...) is effectively impossible: almost
any condition used to exclude types of interlingual and textual transmutation
as not being translations will also exclude certain forms of translation that are
attested in the historical record.

A case in point of these forms of translation would be the transla-
tions done by the usually referred to as non-professional interpreters
or language brokers (Tse, 1996; Hall, 2004; Hall, 2003-2005; Harris,
2009). These interpreters are bilingual speakers, adults (Knapp-Pott-
hoff & Knapp, 1986; 1987; Miiller, 1989; Wandensjo, 1998; Valero-
Garcés & Sales-Salvador, 2007; Harris, 2009), adolescents or children
(Shannon, 1990a; 1990b; Bullock & Harris, 1997, Walichowski, 2001;
Orellana et al., 2003a; 2003b; Valdés, 2003; Bayley et al., 2005; Dorner
et al., 2007; 2008; Orellana, 2009; Angelelli, 2010), who come from
immigrant communities and act as interpreters for their families in
diverse social and specialized contexts (educational, legal, cultur-
al, medical, commercial, etc.). From the sociolinguistic perspective
these studies adopt, these translators are considered as mediators
that allow two interlocutors to communicate culturally and linguisti-
cally, being this twofold “conversion of meanings” (Harris, 2009) an
essential component of language brokering and, specifically, of NT,
as can be seen in the examples in (2).

(2a)Doctor: How do you feel about returning to
work on the first of September?
Leti:  First of September? That's when we re going to school?
Doctor: No. I want your mom to respond. How does
she feel about returning to work?
Leti:  Oh... que cdmo se sentiria si va a trabajar el primero
de septiembre. [addressing her mother]?
[how would you feel about going to work
the first of September?], .
Mother: Dile que yo no me siento bien
pero si él quiere mandarme que. ..
[tell him that I feel well but if he wants to send me then...]
Leti:  She doesn’t feel well, but if you want
to send her it’s ok with her.
Doctor: Well, we don’t want to send her if she’s
not going to be able to work.

Spanish
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Mother: Qué dice, Leti?
[what is he saying, Leti?],
Leti:  Que no la quiere mandar st #o puede trabajar.
[he doesn’t want to send you if you can’t work],
panis} [11’00]
(Shannon, 1990a)

(2b) Teacher:  ;Quién va a respetar las reglas hoy? Levanta
la mano si vas a respetar las reglas hoy.
[who is going to respect the rules today? raise your
hand if you are going to respect the ru{,es today], ..
Norberto: Raise your hand if you want to respect the rules.”
[5;00-6;00]
(Olmedo, 2003)

(2¢) Ms. Salinger: And another thing is, Maria is just, you know she’s
just really a wonderful classmate, um, student in
class. She’s very very helpful with the other students.
She’s always enthusiastic. She asks a lot of questions,
um, you know, she’s just very delightful to have in
class. It's been very enjoyable to, have her as part of
our, our group. You want to try this one, Matia?

Maria: Dice que voy bien en todo! Y que participo y decir
preguntas a los nifios y ayudarles. Y, that's all.
[she says that I'm doing well in everything!
And that I participate and to say questions to
the children and to help them. And, .

° ]Spanish

[8;00-12;00]
(Orellana, 2009)

The examples in (2) reflect how different English/Spanish bilingual
children act as mediators in a variety of situations. In (2a), as it ap-
pears in Shannon (1990a), an 11-year-old child, Leti, goes to the doc-
tor with her mother and mediates between her mother (Spanish
speaker) and the doctor (English speaker). In the study by Olmedo
(2003), Norberto, in (2b), translates into Spanish what the teacher
says in English for one of his classmates. And Maria, in (2c), as dis-
cussed by Orellana (2009), is urged to translate by her teacher so that
her parents can understand what the teacher has just said about her
progress at school.

Some of the studies on brokering have recorded translation lon-
gitudinal data (Orellana, 2009)° and others have shown translation
practices reported in interviews and journals where adults or chil-

3 Theattempt was not without difficulties, as Orellana (2009: 139-40) acknowledges
herself: “we were reluctant to be too invasive with our observations and record-
ers (...) and securing completely ‘natural’ data was difficult if not impossible”.
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dren recount their experiences as translators (Shannon, 1990a; 1990b;
Valdés, 2003; Orellana et al., 2003a; 2003b). The main focus is placed,
in both cases, on the social interactions involved in the translation
performance, like those in (2), and on the learning effects of this activ-
ity in adolescents and children. In particular, greater emphasis is put
on the social and cognitive implications and motivations of this type
of translation activity and interlinguistic and intercultural mediation.
However, these studies are not concerned with how these children
actually translate and the properties that define the translation proc-
ess as such and that lie behind these language-brokering encounters.

3. Translation Competence Emergence: the Role of NT
in the Linguistic Development of Bilingual Children

The studies on language brokering referred to in the previous section
point to a relationship between being bilingual and being able to me-
diate between two cultures/languages. In fact, this is what triggers
the whole brokering situation: the young generation of immigrants
that acquire English and that can then translate for their parents who
cannot speak English (in the case of the English/Spanish examples in
2 above). The relationship between bilingual competence and trans-
lation competence has been the focus of attention of different stud-
ies (Harris & Sherwood, 1978; Harris, 1980b; Toury, 1986; Srivastava
& Gupta, 1989; Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991; Lorscher, 1992). Some of
them even argue that not only does it exist a correlation between
bilingualism and the capacity of translating but also a reciprocity be-
tween both linguistic phenomena: all translators must be bilingual
and all bilinguals can translate (Harris & Sherwood, 1978; Harris,
1980b). What these studies suggest is that the translation ability is
part of bilingualism in such a way that a speaker develops his bilin-
gual competence through language exposure and language use and
this bilingual competence includes, among other properties, the use
and development of his translation competence through the interac-
tion between his two languages and between them and his socio-
linguistic context. When adopting this perspective, we turn from a
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rather socially-oriented approach, like that followed in the studies
on language brokering, to a more internally-oriented one where the
bilingual speaker (child or adult) and, in particular, the speaker’s bi-
lingual competence is the main research interest.

In this respect, Harris (1980a; 1980b) analyses the production of
children that have acquired their two languages either from birth or
from early childhood (that is, L1 bilinguals)* as reported in the first
studies about child bilingualism (Ronjat, 1913; Leopold, 1939-1945; Raf-
fler-Engel, 1970; Swain, 1972; among others). The analysis of these data
leads Harris (1973; 1977; 1980a; 1980b) to conclude that these children
can translate naturally, even at very early ages as emergent bilinguals.

Different studies both from the field of translation studies
(Toury, 1986; Lorscher, 1992; Darwish, 2000; among others) and from
the field of bilingual acquisition (Harris, 1980a; 1980b; Malakoff &
Hakuta, 1991; Malakoff, 1991; 1992) have set to test whether, and if
so how, translation competence develops and how it interacts with
the process of bilingual acquisition. We include below a reference to,
on the one hand, studies that deal with the role of translation equiva-
lents in the organization of both languages in the mind of the bilin-
gual child and, on the other hand, studies centred on how translation
competence and bilingual competence interact along the bilingual
acquisition developmental process.

3.1 The role of NT in early bilingual acquisition: translation equivalents

Research on bilingual first language acquisition was concerned in
the 1980s and 1990s with whether simultaneous bilingual children
distinguish between their two language systems from very early on
or rather whether an initial stage in which both languages conflated
into one was present before actual language separation took place®.

4 The term “bilingual” comprises different types of linguistic profiles depending
on the age of exposure to the two languages, the linguistic skills at stake, etc.
(see Meisel, 2001; and Butler & Hakuta, 2004 for an overview). We use the term
L1 or simultaneous bilingual to refer to those speakers who have acquired the
two languages simultaneously from birth in a natural context and who are,
therefore, different from L2 or sequential bilinguals, who have acquired their
L1 from birth and then their L2 at a later age, usually in an institutional context.
5  Different labels, other than the ones used here, can be found in the literature
to refer to these hypotheses: the one-system hypothesis versus the two-system
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Along this debate®, different studies established a direct link between
the development of bilingual competence and that of translation
competence, which is our main concern here, and, in particular, with
regards to how the bilingual lexicon was organized in the mind of
the bilingual child.

According to the unitary language system hypothesis (e.g. Ron-
jat, 1913; Leopold, 1939-1949; Volterra & Taeschner, 1978; Redlinger
& Park, 1980; Taeschner, 1983; Vihman, 1985; Saunders, 1988, Toribio
& Brown, 1995), the fact that bilingual children are able to translate
from one language into another evidences they possess bilingual
awareness and, thus, two different lexicons. Since translations do not
appear in the data in an early developmental stage (before the age of
2,00), these authors conclude that in this initial stage children do not
distinguish between the two languages. In later stages (between 2,00
and 3;00 years of age), when the production of translations like those
in (3) is attested, children are said to start to differentiate between
their two languages.

(3a) Melanie: look, what's that?
Leo: oveja.
[Sheep]Spanish .
Melanie: how does mommy say oveja? do you know?
Leo: sheep. 2:02]
(FerFulLice corpus)

(3b) Father: Now, ne reste pas ici, il fait trop froid, va voir Deda.
[don’t stay here, it's very cold, go and see Freda],
Louis:  Papas Zimmer ist zu kalt [to Dedal].
[daddy’s room is very cold], 2061

(Ronjat, 1913)

(3c) Father: Der Balg kann wohl noch etwas aufbleiben [to mother].
[the rascal can stay up a little longer],
Hildegard: Mama, Papa says you can keep me up {to her mothe[rZ]..H]
(Leopold, 1939-1949)

hypothesis (Romaine, 1989), the unitary language system hypothesis versus
the differentiated language system hypothesis (Genesee, 1989).

6  The language differentiation hypothesis has been favoured over the I.anguage
fusion hypothesis on both theoretical and empirical grounds (see Meisel, 2001
for a review).
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The capacity to translate involves, as seen in (3), that children can un-
derstand one language (Spanish in 3a, French in 3b and German in
3¢) and reproduce the same content into the other language (English
in 3a and 3¢, and German in 3b), thus adapting to their interlocutor
as well.

However, under the language differentiation hypothesis (e.g.
Lindholm & Padilla, 1978a; Genesee, 1989; Meisel, 1989; De Hou-
wer, 1990; 1995; Lanza, 1992; 1997; Quay, 1995; Genesee et al., 1995;
K&ppe & Meisel, 1995; Paradis & Genesee, 1996; Johnson & Lancas-
ter, 1998; Wapole, 2000; Meisel, 2001; Genesee, 2003; Meisel, 2007), bi-
lingual children can differentiate both languages from the first stages
of their linguistic development. As their bilingual competence is still
in development, it has an effect on the quantity and the type of trans-
lations found in their linguistic production, usually one-word lexical
units, like those in (4).

(4a) Mother: ~ Was hat Papa im Mund?
[what does dad have in his mouth?]
Louis: Pfeife. e

[ i e] erman
Father: (S’uEestgce que c’est que ca?
[what is it?],
Louis: Pipe.
[p lpe]French
[1,08]
(Ronjat, 1913)
(4b) Melanie:  you want the water?
Leo: uh.
Melanie:  can you say water?
Melanie:  what is this [holding up the cup of water]?
Leo: ah! [reaching for the cup]
Melanie:  water?
Leo: ah! [getting frustrated]
[Melanie puts the cup on Leo’s tray]
Melanie: mommy’s going to take this zucchini away, okay
[taking the zucchini off Simon’s tray]?
Leo: agua.
[water]SpaniSh
[1,02]

(FerFuLice corpus)

These data point to the existence of translations (lexical pairs) in very
early stages of acquisition, as early as the holophrastic or one-word
stage. Within bilingual acquisition literature (e.g. Pearson et al., 1995;
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Genesee et al., 1995; Nicoladis & Genesee, 1996; Pearson, 1998; Nico-
ladis & Secco, 2000; Nicoladis, 2001; De Houwer, 2006), these units
are normally referred to as translation equivalents (words from two
languages that have the same meaning). Those translation equiva-
lents that appear close in the discourse, like the ones in (4) above, or
within the same utterance, as the ones in (5) below, are of special in-
terest for us here since they reflect a bilingual metalinguistic aware-
ness linked to a translation activity.

(5a) Michael:  Un autre Johnnie. Another one.

another Johnnie
[ J ]French [3,06]
(5b) English Investigator: What are they called?
Michael: Des bonbons. A candy.
[the chocolates], .
[3,09]
(Swain, 1972)

These cases of NT have been termed differently in the bilingualism
literature (i.e. duplication, lexical pairing, self-correction, reformula-
tion), which indicates a certain trend to avoid the use of the term
“translation” to refer to this particular linguistic production. In this
way, Redlinger and Park (1980) refer to cases like those in (6) as du-
plication where the children, Danny and Henrik, use two equivalent
words in their two languages within the same utterance and without
pauses between them.

(6a) Danny:  She is painting malen da.
[painting there] .
[1,11-2,06]
(Redlinger & Park, 1980)
(6b) Henrik:  Oui ja.
[ es] renc [ es] erman
Y lpencn [1;11-2,06]
(Redlinger & Park, 1980)

Vihman (1985) and Paradis et al. (2000) refer to juxtaposed transla-
tion equivalents as a type of code switching where there is a repeti-
tion of the same message in two languages, as in (7):

) Sleeping dodo. .
[sleeping], .. [sleeping].
PG L giish PG lrenct [2,00-3,06]
(Paradis et al., 2000)
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Finally, Lanza (1997), analyzing the conversations maintained be-
tween an English/Norwegian bilingual child and her parents, points
out how the child uses a communicative strategy called self-repair
when the situation demands it, that is, when the child has to repair
breakdowns in a conversation with her mother, as (8) shows:

(8a) Mother:  The cow! What's the cow doing right there?

Siri: Spis.
[eat]Norwegian
Mother:  Hm?
Siri: eat.
[2,07]
(Lanza, 1997)
(8b) Melanie: ~ you wanna make something with the blocks?
Simon: si.
. [yeS]Spanish
Melanie:  what would you like to make?
Simon: douse [: house].
Melanie:  two?
Simon: casal
[hOUSG! ]Spanish
[2,01]

(FerFulLice corpus)

These and other examples point to the fact that bilingual children
can exhibit appropriate translation equivalents depending on the
language of their interlocutor, which has been considered as an evi-
dence that they can differentiate between their languages from very
early stages of their bilingual development (Pearson et al., 1993; Gen-
esee et al.,, 1995; Quay, 1995; Deuchar & Quay, 2000; Alvarez de la
Fuente, 2007; Alvarez de la Fuente & Fernandez Fuertes, in press);
that is, the translation ability that bilingual children show along their
linguistic development has been taken as a typical characteristic of
the bilingual acquisition process. At the same time, the spontaneous
and daily lexical translations performed by these children play an
important role in the debate between the unitary system hypothesis
versus the differentiated language system hypothesis, evidencing
the separation of their two languages from the very initial stages in
their bilingual acquisition process (Swain, 1972; Swain & Wesche,
1975; Bergm,an, 1976; Lindholm & Padilla, 1978b; Fernandez Fuertes
et al.,, 2007; Alvarez de la Fuente, 2007; Alvarez de la Fuente & Fern-
andez Fuertes, in press).
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3.2 NT as an inherent characteristic of bilingualism:
bilingual competence and translation competence parallelism

The parallelism between the bilingual competence and the transla-
tion competence, in the case of simultaneous bilingual children, goes
beyond the lexical pairings discussed above. In fact, since Harris
(1977) stated that all bilinguals are able to translate naturally, many
studies both in the field of bilingualism and in that of translation
have been devoted to examine the relationship between bilingual
competence and translation competence in bilingual speakers pay-
ing special attention to the necessary linguistic requirements for the
development of both competences and the possible interactions be-
tween them. In particular, we will refer below to three sets of studies,
chronologically ordered, which have used different types of data for
their analyses (spontaneous versus experimental data; L1 bilingual
versus L2 bilingual child data). ‘

Harris and collaborators (Harris & Sherwood, 1978; Harris,
1980a; 1980b) have taken the translations produced by bilingual chil-
dren as reported in pioneer studies on child bilingualism (Ronjat,
1913; Leopold, 1939-1949; Swain, 1972; Fantini, 1985) as the focus of
their analysis in order to show how translation competence devel-
ops in line with bilingual competence. The analysis of the sample of
spontaneous NT cases produced by Michael, a simultaneous bilin-
gual child taken from Swain’s (1972) study, leads Harris to conclude
that a bilingual child goes through five stages in the development
of his translation capacity: pre-translation, intrapersonal autotransla-
tion, interpersonal autotranslation, transduction and conscious trans-
lation, as exemplified by Harris (1980b) with data like those in (9):
(9a) Pre-translation

Michael:  Comb, peigne, Peigne et comb.
[comb... comb and], .
[3,03]

(Swain, 1972)

(9b) Intrapersonal autotranslation
Louis: Schiff bateau [seeing a ship going through a river].

[Sh‘lp erman Shlp renm]
¢ frend [1;08]
(Ronjat, 1913)"

7 Harris (1980b) does not include an example of intrapersonal autotranslation
but he does so in Hatris & Sherwood (1978) from which example (9b) is taken.
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(9¢) Interpersonal autotranslation
Michael:  Itold you it's Marcel’s.
French researcher: C'est ton ours, oui.

[it's your bear, yes]
Michael:  Non, c’est a Marcel.
[no, it's Marcel’s)

French

French

[3,01-4;01]

(Swain, 1972)
(9d) Transduction
English researcher: Ask her if she has any eggs.
Michael: T as-tu des oeufs [to French researcher]?
[do you have any eggs?],,
[3;02]
(Swain, 1972)

(%e) Conscious translation
English researcher:  Tell her that the wolf knocked on the door.
Michael: Elle a dit a fait ca, pis apres y a entre [to French researcher].

[she has said that she has done this and
after that she has entered]

French [ 3, 07]
(Swain, 1972)
According to Harris, these cases also lend support to the early differ-
entiation hypothesis in that children are aware of the two languages
they are acquiring as well as of the links that could be established
between them through bidirectional translations. Also, throughout
these five stages, the bilingual child shows a development in his
translation competence and so he is able to use different translation
strategies that go from what Harris terms transcodification (the trans-
lation of linguistic structures) to interpretation (the translation of the
message or sense of the utterance). Although the five developmental
stages put forward by Harris have been further refined (Alvarez de
la Fuente, 2007), his work makes a strong proposal for the interrela-
tion between bilingual awareness and translation activities.
Malakoff (1991; 1992) and Malakoff and Hakuta (1991) take as a
point of departure the concept of translation competence proposed
by Harris and Sherwood (1978) and they go a step forward arguing
that, as a metalinguistic and communicative ability inherent to bilin-
gualism, NT requires not only a competence in two languages but
also the evaluation of meaning equivalences and the representation
of the linguistic form of the structures underlying those equivalenc-
es. That is, natural translators must have a metalinguistic awareness
that interacts with their translation competence.

The Initial Translator 25

In order to reach these conclusions, these authors analyse the
experimental data obtained from a group of L2 bilingual children
aged 9 to 12 and elicited through a written task conducted in an aca-
demic context. This set of data is, therefore, very different from the
spontaneous NT cases produced by L1 bilingual children in daily
conversations with their parents that Harris analyses. In spite of this,
the conclusions obtained by Malakoff and Hakuta and Harris and
Sherwood with regards to tying bilingual competence and transla-
tion competence go in the same direction. And so the use of a variety
of translation strategies (periphrasis, reformulations, etc.) is equally
attested in these L2 data.

However, due to the nature of the data they analyse and, in par-
ticular, to the type of test they use to elicit the data (the translation
of 20 sentences) and the unbalanced status of the two languages (L1
versus L2), these authors move away from Harris and Sherwood’s
approach in some respects. For Malakoff and Hakuta translation
competence is similar to other linguistic competences (speaking, lis-
tening, writing and reading) in that it improves thanks to an input
based on translation tasks where the children have to translate some
sentences, like the one in (10), designed specifically “to elicit source
language errors, that is, errors that reflect interference of the structure or
phrasing of the source language sentence” (Malakoff, 1992: 521).

(10) Source language: ] ‘ai une grande maison bleue
Literal translation: I have a big house blue

The sentences in (10), thus, evidence a potential area of interference
since the relative order between nouns and their adjectives in French
and English is different: adjectives tend to appear pre-nominally in
English but post-nominally in French. With examples like the one in
(10) children are instructed on how to resolve conflicting grammati-
cal properties between the two languages in order to translate cor-
rectly. This explicit instruction together with the written mode that
these academic tasks involve make these data differ from the natural
input and the oral modality that characterize the L1 bilingual data
discussed by Harris. A further important difference relates to the fact
that Malakoff and Hakuta's studies deal with L2 bilingual children
whose competence in the two languages is unbalanced. According to
the authors, this is what makes these children not to have a conscious
knowledge of the linguistic differences between their two languages.
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However, the fact that these L2 bilingual children are able to
render a message using two different languages implies they must
have some sort of metalinguistic knowledge, much in the same way
L1 bilinguals do. So that what enables these speakers to translate is
not an explicit knowledge tied to a formal instruction or a profes-
sional context (Srivastava & Gupta, 1989; Bialystok, 2001), but an im-
plicit or intuitive knowledge of “abstract aspects of linguistic struc-
tures” (Bialystok, 2001: 124) in both languages. However, in a direct
comparison with L1 bilinguals, Malakoff and Hakuta (1991) argue
that these 1.2 children’s translations are not completely adequate be-
cause they lack proficiency in their L2 and so their linguistic compe-
tence is in a way defective. In fact, Malakoff (1991) concludes that L1
bilinguals have a greater cognitive control on the translation activity
within an academic context because of their experience as translators
in a familiar context.

The third set of studies we would like to discuss here pertains
to analyses conducted on longitudinal spontaneous data. The emer-
gence and development of both the bilingual and the translation com-
petences finds a perfect framework in this type of data where we can
put to the test whether the complexity of translation productions in-
creases as proficiency in the two L1s increases. Although pioneering
studies and more recent ones (e.g. Ronjat, 1913; Leopold, 1939-1949;
Fantini, 1985; Vihman, 1985; Saunders, 1988; Lanza, 1988; Dépke,
1992; Koppe & Meisel, 1995; Comeau & Genesee, 2001; Albrecht,
2004) include cases where L1 bilingual children use their translation
ability in order to maintain a conversation, like those in (11), none of
them focused specifically on NT but rather on code-switching. In fact,
in some of these studies (e.g. Vihman, 1985) the existence of some
translation production is acknowledged but no example is provided
and no further information supplied so that it is impossible to com-
pare these NT cases to others produced by other bilingual children.

(11a) Ivar: Oh der kann nich fahr(en) der auto.
[Oh this one can’t move the car]
French speaker:  Qu ‘est-ce qu elle a fait 1'auto la voitiire?
[what has it done the auto the car?]
Ivar: peut peut pas rouler.
[(it) can can not move)] . .

French

[2,07]
(Koppe & Meisel, 1995)
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(11b) Siri: Klappe hand.

[Clap] orwegian
Mother: Hm?
Siri: Clap hand.
Mother: Did you clap your hands?

Siri: mm.
[2;02]
(Lanza, 1988)
(11c) Alx: There’s water right there.
Investigator: Quoi?
[What?]FrenCh
Alx: Water!

Investigator: Je comprends pas.
[I don’t understand],
Alx: De l'eau!

[Water ! ] French

53;02;
(Comeau & Genesee, 2001

What the examples in (11) actually reflect is the existence of NT cases
in the longitudinal spontaneous production of these bilingual chil-
dren, from very early stages and involving different language pairs.
However, to the best of our knowledge, very few studies have been
conducted on NT through the analysis of longitudinal data except
for Harris (1980a and 1980b) and a few others (Alvarez de la Fuente
and colleagues; Beckmannova, 2004)°. )

In particular, Alvarez de la Fuente (2007) and Alvarez de la
Fuente and Fernandez Fuertes (in press) conduct a study of NT
along the lines of Harris (1980a; 1980b) and Harris and Sherwood
(1978). These authors analyse the longitudinal linguistic production
of a set of English/Spanish L1 bilingual twins from the FerFuLice
corpus (Fernandez Fuertes & Liceras, 2009) available in CHILDES
(MacWhinney, 2000). These works offer a pioneering study both in
bilingual acquisition and translation literature because of three main
reasons: first, because the longitudinal period they cover is 4 years
(since the twins were 2;0 up to 6;03 years old); second, because the
data involve mainly spontaneous production but a set of experimen-
tal data is also included (in which the children are induced to act as

8  Swain's studies (Swain, 1972; Swain & Wesche, 1972; Swain, 1973; Swain et al,,
1974) include experimental production data from a bilingual child as well but
she is not interested in the analysis of NT production itself but rather on how
to use this type of productions to investigate how certain question structures
are acquired by the child in her study.
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interpreters between two monolingual speakers); and third, because
of the linguistic analysis carried out, which examines the develop-
ment of the children’s genuine translation abilities that have not
been learned through formal instruction. In this last case, the authors
propose a series of variables that render the linguistic and contextual
patterns that the children follow when they translate orally. Their
analysis shows that both children use a range of linguistic and com-
municative strategies which enable them to translate when the situa-
tion demands it, as in (12), where Simon translates into Spanish what
he has just said to his mother in English so that his Spanish-speaking
father gives him what he wants.

(12) Simon: Mommy I want my lollipop I want to suck m lollipop.
Melanie:  After breakfast. yoTipop d P

Leo: My lollipop...
[the boys go off camera with their father]
Simon: Yo quiero mi chupa chups [to his father].

[T want my IOHipOp]spanish [3
(FerFulLice corp’US}

A total of 172 NT cases are retrieved and studied from a longitudinal
perspective so that it is evident that the NT outputs produced by
both children show a development in their translation competence
hand in hand with that of their bilingual competence: the initial stage
(2,00-3;00) is characterized by the use of lexical pairings, like that in
(13a), while in more advanced stages (4,09-6,03) NTs reflect they are
fully sensitive to the linguistic properties of both languages and the
meeting of specific contextual needs, as in (13b).

(13a) Melanie: what's that?
Simon:  pavo.

[turkey] .
Melanie: what’s tf{’étsiioney?
Leo: turkey.

[2;02
(FerFuLice corpus

(13b)  [context: the researchers and the twins are playing with an English/
Spanish bilingual poster on the weather, seasons, days of the week,
months, etc. and they have to mark the corresponding box for the
weather, the day, efc. The twins are asked to act as interpreters
between the English monolingual researcher and the Spanish
monolingual one
Susana:  is she gonna mark them all?
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Esther:  qué?
[What?]Spanish [
Simon:  que no tienes que marcar todas!

[that you don’t have to mark them alll], . (411
(FerFuLice Corp,usg

One of the linguistic proposals these authors put forward is con-
cerned with the development of the twins’ translation competence
and, in particular, with the grammar-interpretation mapping that
shapes the NT activity (see Alvarez de la Fuente & Fernandez
Fuertes, in press). This mapping implies that children are able to sep-
arate both languages from very early stages of their bilingual devgl—
opment (thus arguing for the differentiation hypothesis discussed in
3.1. above). And, most importantly, this mapping involves thai they
are able to keep an adequate conceptual-semantic relationship be-
tween the source utterance and the target utterance, while observing
the grammatical properties of the two languages and maintaining
the communicative equivalence as the essential component of their
translations, as pointed out by Harris (1980a), Malakoff and Hakuta
(1991) and Malakoff (1992), and as the examples in (14) show.

(14a) [context: Simon tries to turn on a toy but he cannot do it]
Simon: no puedo no puedo.
[Tcan't Ican’t], . .. ) '
Melanie: how do you say 1o puedo in English?

Simon: help. [2:05
(FerFuLice corpus;

14b) [context: they are playing a card game and Tocid, one of
(40 [the English }s,peak%rs?pfts a book in front of his cards]
Simon: 1o valen muros.
[you can’t put walls]spanish
Susana:  what? sorry? . ]
Raquel:  Simon, hay que decirles cudles son las normas,
hay que decirles que no valen muros.
[Simor, you have to tell them which are the norms,
you have to tell them that the;r can’t put walls], .
Raquel:  tienes que decirselo en inglés ok?
[you have to tell them in English], .,
Simon: you can’t do that [to Todd].
Todd: you can’t do that? what?
Simon: you can’t put things there because
then you can’t see anything...

[5;05;
(FerFuL.ice corpus
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In short, what Alvarez de la Fuente and her colleagues propose is to
take into account the translations done by bilingual children in order
to analyse the mechanisms and strategies they use when translating,
and, more specifically, to describe how their translation competence
emerges, which properties define it and how it evolves. The idea be-
hind this type of analysis is Hatris” (1980b: 611) proposal that “the
data from translatology (the scientific study of translation) should
be drawn primarily from NT instead of from literary, technical and
other professional or semi-professional genres of translation”.

4. NT Performed by Adults:
Natural Translators versus Professionals

In line with the previous quotation by Harris (1980b), as well as with
Harris (1980b) and Harris and Sherwood’s (1978) proposals, differ-
ent translation theorists have also set to investigate how non-profes-
sional translators translate and, specifically, adult speakers who are
being trained in translation.

Two main opposing views are discussed below with regards to
how PT and NT are related: that of Toury’s (1986) who argues that
only PTs should be considered real translations; and that of Srivas-
tava and Gupta’s (1989) and Lorscher’s (1992) who rather argue for a
more comprehensive notion of translation in which both PT and NT
have their place.

In particular, Toury (1986) agrees with Harris and Sherwood
(1978) that a human being has a universal innate ability to translate
which coexists with bilingualism. However, he differs from them
when stating that both phenomena (translation ability and bilingual-
ism) do not evolve in a parallel way and that being bilingual does
not imply being able to translate (as also argued by Delisle, 1984;
Newmark, 1988; Hurtado Albir, 1999; PACTE, 2005; among others).
In fact, according to his argumentation, bilingual competence is the
starting point of translation competence and, at the same time, it is a
previous and essential condition, although not sufficient, for the de-
velopment of translation competence: an academic training in trans-
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lation is also necessary so that translation competence evolves into an
expert knowledge with a social function®.

From this perspective, Toury considers that Harris reduces NT
(at least the one done by bilingual children) to a mere competence of
languages when in fact it is an additional competence (much in line
with Malakoff and Hakuta). That is, the knowledge of certain lan-
guages by itself does not make a bilingual speaker proficient in trans-
lating. Certain extralinguistic factors (especially social and cultural
ones) also need to come into play: what he calls the native translator
must receive a formal and specialized training (nurture) together with a
dynamic professional experience as a translator to fill the gap between
his innate predisposition (nature) and the development of translation
competence so that he can become a professional translator (and not
just a bilingual with an innate predisposition to translate).

Toury’s study (1984) is concerned with the teaching of transla-
tion in an institutional context and so he considers translation as a
linguistic {mainly written) activity with certain textual and stylistic
characteristics that appear at different linguistic levels (lexico-gram-
matical, semantic, textual, sociolinguistic and pragmatic). By the
same token, a translator is said to be an L1 or L2 adult bilingual who
has been trained as a translator and become so in order to fulfil a cer-
tain social function. Therefore, according to Toury (1986) and other
authors (Shreve, 1997; Darwish, 2000; Wei, 2000; Azbel Schimdt, 2005,
etc.), NT is not considered a type of translation or even translation per
se because it is not developed in an academic or professional context.

Other researchers, however, make an attempt to distinguish PT
from non-PT while considering both as translations although with
a different status. The rationale goes as follows: in the case of child
natural translators, they are developing their linguistic competences
(both bilingual and translation ones) and, from a pragmatic perspec-
tive, their translations are adapted to the contexts and participants
of the communicative interaction, fulfilling a social function within a
familiar and daily context. At the same time, bilingual children need

9 This social function would not apply, according to Toury (1986), to the one ful-
filled by language mediators or brokers [see section 2] because, even though
their translations are motivated by certain social needs, they do not receive for-
mal instruction in translation so that their translations are not adequate from a
textual viewpoint and are not socio-culturally acceptable either, as Toury argues.
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not become professional translators, and so comparing NT with PT
would amount to compare monolingual acquisition and the resourc-
es used by a monolingual child with those used by a philologist,
for example. This is what Srivastava and Gupta (1989) propose by
establishing the following parallelisms: (1) monolingual speaker —
linguist; and (2) bilingual speaker ~ expert in translatology. In other
words, we are dealing with the same phenomenon, that of transla-
tion, which exhibits different idiosyncratic properties depending on
different factors and, thus, it should not be reduced to a simple hi-
erarchy (NT at the bottom versus PT at the top) or to a quality scale
(NTs are worse than PTs). Instead both should be treated as basically
the same linguistic communication package.

Along the same line, Lorscher (1988; 1992) proposes a typologi-
cal distinction as the basis of his functional model of translation com-
petence: he takes into consideration not only the intrinsic nature of
translations but also the social and communicative contexts where
these translations are performed. Specifically, Lérscher (1992) sug-
gests that translation ability is a rudimentary ability that derives nat-
urally from bilingualism but it does not necessarily have to develop
into a more elaborated (i.e. professional) type of skill. Therefore, he
goes for a more comprehensive definition of the term translation so
that depending on the social and communicative contexts (i.e. extra-
linguistic factors) as well as on the different intrapersonal factors (i.e.
type of bilingual, nature of instruction, etc.), different forms of trans-
lation emerge: the rudimentary translation or mediation (performed
by natural translators), the pedagogical translation (by L2 learners or
translation apprentices) and the professional translation (by transla-
tion professionals)®.

Lorscher’s (1992) proposal derives from a comparative analysis
of translation experimental data from both 1.2 bilinguals and natu-
ral translators. In particular, he compares the translations done by
L2 learners in their initial stage of their L2 acquisition process with
the auto-translations done by natural translators although in a for-
mal rather than in a natural context (a classroom setting instead of a

10 Sayols Lara (2002) considers these three different types of translation
do not have to be necessarily included in a continuum because, for in-
stance, L2 bilinguals do not start as natural translators (since they are
not L1 bilinguals).
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home setting). He concludes that L2 learners’ partial competence en-
ables them to translate but in a superficial and literal way, rendering
products where formal textual equivalences take priority over com-
municative ones. Although these types of translations have a didac-
tic purpose (assessing the linguistic competence in the L.2), Lorscher
(1992) confirms that they would be as interesting as NTs in order to
analyse the development of translation competence itself.

The studies referred to above exemplify the polarized considera-
tion of the translation activity. The main trend, especially in the later
years, goes, however, in the direction of pointing out the differences
and similarities that exist between both types of translations (i.e. PT
and NT) while establishing a permanent connexion between them.
In this way, PT is a high valued activity carried out by trained pro-
fessionals who have to adhere to certain norms of translation, while
NTs are rudimentary mediations whose main aim is to communicate
a message in an acceptable and comprehensible way rather than to
follow translation standards, as defended by Harris (1992).

Within this context, two main lines of analysis could be discussed
which try to shed light on two crucial aspects of translation by ana-
lysing adult data: how linguistic competence affects translation com-
petence in the case of L2 speakers; and how L1/L2 bilinguals” transla-
tions are different from those performed by professional translators.

4.1 NT as a method to infer the representation of bilingual memory

Parallel to the way translation equivalents are used to infer how the
bilingual lexicon is organized in the mind of bilingual children (see
section 3.1. above), research conducted on experimental psycholin-
guistics has also used NT as a tool to analyse how access to the L2
lexicon is achieved in the case of adults (Potter et al., 1984; De Bot,
1992; Kroll & Sholl, 1992; De Groot et al., 1994; Kroll & Stewart, 1994;
Sholl et al., 1995; Kroll et al., 1998; Gollan & Kroll, 2001; among oth-
ers). By using experimental tests based on images designation, se-
mantic categorization and oral translations from the L2 to the L1 (di-
rect) or from the L1 to the L2 (inverse), these studies investigate how
the lexicon is organized in the L2 bilingual’s mind and what type
of lexical or conceptual connection is established between the two
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languages. In most of these experimental tasks, L2 bilingual adults
or L2 adult learners have to translate a word in one language into the
other (production test) and they have to decide whether both words
are translation equivalents (recognition test).

The results of these experimental data lead to the proposal of
two different models that try to capture the connections between the
lexical representation of the L1 and the L.2. In this way, the word-as-
sociation model establishes that the relationship between the L1 and
the L2 is lexical in nature, so that the access to concepts or meanings
of L2 words is produced through a process of translation in which
the equivalent L1 words are activated. In the case of the conceptual-
mediation model, the L1 and L2 lexicons have access to a common
conceptual representation in an independent way, so that translation
between both languages would take place by accessing directly the
conceptual level of the L2 word.

The general conclusion these studies reach is that all bilinguals,
regardless of the level of competence in both languages, are able to
access the concepts of L2 words. On this view, they suggest that both
models (i.e. word-association and conceptual-mediation) account for
this reality but they describe different stages in the 1.2 developmental
process: in the L2 learning process, bilinguals have to go through an
initial stage where they access the meaning of the L2 words through
the L1 and, as they acquire a higher proficiency in the L2, the concep-
tual mediation between both languages will increase, although the
lexical connections will stay active.

This proposal can have important applications to the analysis
of the bilingual acquisition process (especially that related to L2 ac-
quisition). However, authors such as Pavlenko (2000) consider that
translation tasks do not constitute a method sensitive enough to dif-
ferentiate the diverse types of bilinguals, since most of the partici-
pants in the psycholinguistic studies mentioned before are usually
adult L2 apprentices but not L1 bilinguals. In this last case, as de-
fended by De Groot et al. (1994), the distinction between direct and
indirect translation would have to be reconsidered. In any case, the
main contribution of these studies lies in their emphasis on how the
bilingual lexicon is organized, that is, on the internal requirements
that shape translations as performed by different types of bilingual
speakers.
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4.2 NT in empirical translation studies:
L1 against L2 bilingual and professional adults’ performance

The investigation of the translation process developed in Lorscher’s
works (1988; 1992) provides a psycholinguistic empirical framework
based on the comparison of the translation performance of different
groups of participants and designed to reach a variety of goals. Dif-
ferent studies follow this methodology and, in particular, they have
mainly followed two lines of investigation: the written translation
process'! (Jadskeldinen, 1993; Gerloff, 1988; Jaaskeldinen & Tirkko-
nen-Condit, 1991; Kiraly, 1995; Englund Dimitrova, 2005, etc.) and
the translation strategies that participants use during this process in
order to solve translation problems (Krings, 1986; 1987; Tirkkonen-
Condit, 1990; Lorscher, 1992; Séguinot, 1991; Jensen, 1999, etc.). Apart
from computer programs and translation diaries, most of these re-
search studies are conducted with the method called Thinking-Aloud
Protocol (TAP) that consists on asking participant(s) to verbalize their
thoughts while they are translating.

Both research approaches are also interested in the differences
between experienced and novice translators and interpreters’ per-
formance. Data from professional translators are, thus, compared to
either translation students (Jadskeldinen, 1993; Tirkkonen-Condit,
1990; Jadskeldinen & Tirkkonen-Condit, 1991; Kiraly, 1995; Jensen,
1999; Dragsted, 2005), or foreign languages students (Krings, 1986;
1987; Konigs, 1987) or untrained bilinguals (Gerloff, 1988; Dillinger,
1994; Christoffels et al., 2003; Gémez Hurtado, 2005; Macizo & Bajo,
2006; Cossato, 2008'2). The empirical work is diverse and, in the ma-
jority of the cases, participants are tested using both written and oral
translation tasks.

11 Although empirical translation research has focused mostly on written trans-
lation, there are also empirical studies that deal with interpretation, such as
Moser-Mercer (1994), Padilla et al. (1995), Péchhacker (1995), Gambier et al.
(1997), Jiménez (1999), Christoffels et al. (2003), etc.

12 Cossato’s (2008) work merits further attention because it is the only reference
found (apart from Lorscher’s (1988, 1992)) where there is an attempt to show
the differences between professional interpreters and young untrained bilin-
guals, with a special reference to bilingual children’s perception of their role as
interpreters.
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Results point to two not necessarily opposing views. On the one
hand, most works point out that formation and experience are im-
portant factors when translating and that is why it has traditionally
been said that bilinguals have difficulties in this type of activity (Von-
Raffler, 1970; Kirstein, 1972; Steiner, 1975; Wei, 2000; among others).
Also, as Gopferich and Jadskeldinen (2009) defend, experience in
translation helps solve problems of high lexical and grammatical
complexity, and also makes speakers take into consideration aspects
such as the function and the audience of the translation product and
so it makes them produce less literal translations. On the other hand,
other works hold that there are few or no differences between both
groups and, then, training in translation does not necessarily imply
a better performance (Dillinger, 1994; Kiraly, 1995; Christoffels et al.,
2003).

However, although interesting as a source of information about
how translation competence works, these studies have been the ob-
ject of criticism specially related to the type of data used and how
these are interpreted. In particular, Orozco (2002) and Gopferich and
Jaaskeldinen (2009) point out three important factors: (1) the methods
of data elicitation do not render authentic situations in the sense that,
for instance, in TAP participants have to translate and, at the same
time, think aloud, so the activity itself is not natural and one action
could be said to interfere with the other; (2) the groups of participants
from one study to the next are too heterogeneous to be compared so
that professionals may have a very short or long previous experience
on translation, translation students could belong to different course
levels, foreign language students can have different degrees of profi-
ciency in their L2 and, finally, most of the time bilinguals are in fact
L2 and not L1 bilinguals; and (3) none of these studies shows the
actual development of translation competence from one stage (stu-
dents, for example) to the next (professionals). In fact, recent empiri-
cal investigations on translation (e.g. Azbel Schmidt, 2005; Gépferich
et al,, 2007) have started using longitudinal data in order to actually
analyse the development of translation competence.
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5. Concluding Remarks

During the past 25 years, the branch of translation studies which fo-
cuses on investigating translation processes empirically has grown
into a substantial area of research. The results obtained can reveal
but a fraction of the complex phenomena involved in translation but
they offer a more comprehensive picture of what translation is and
what is behind the translation process itself.

In this chapter, we have offered a review of works conducted on
a specific type of translation, NT, as the one done by bilinguals with
no formal training in translation. The amount of studies conducted
on different aspects of NT shows how translation is a complex phe-
nomenon that necessarily involves linguistic, social, cultural, psy-
chological and developmental factors.

With the incorporation of the study of NT in the field of transla-
tion, a shift has been progressively made from a rather externally-
oriented approach, in which formal criteria were the centre of atten-
tion, to a socially-oriented approach, where the speaker is placed at
the forefront of the debate and, in particular, the speaker’s ability to
mediate in a linguistically and culturally adequate context, to finally
reach an internally-oriented approach where the way the two lan-
guages of the bilingual (either child or adult, L1 or L2) are mentally
represented is the main research interest since this representation is
what actually shapes the type of translation activity a bilingual pro-
duces (either NT, PT or any other).

As we have presented, some studies focus on the models of
translation competence development and how they can account for
the way L1 and L2 bilinguals, and non-professional translators in
general, translate (Harris, 1980a; 1980b; Toury, 1984; 1986; Srivastava
& Gupta, 1989; Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991; Lorscher, 1992; Alvarez
de la Fuente, 2007). From this perspective, the main contribution is
made by Harris” proposal (1977, 1980b, 1992) that the study of NT
should be at the basis of the scientific study of translation since it is a
natural ability previous to the development of a professional ability.
That is, bilingual children, as “initial” translators, are considered as
the stem source of the analysis of translation in a natural state, since
they use certain innate mechanisms that would constitute the basis
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of any translation activity. At the same time, this natural translation
competence does not have to develop necessarily into a professional
competence (much in the same way not all speakers become philolo-
gists) but it can be used as an interesting reference for translation
theorists since it constitutes the emergence of an innate ability and
since it comprises the bare essence of translation. In this sense, the
study of NT done by bilingual children or adults (both in sponta-
neous and experimental situations) and the linguistic strategies in-
volved in this phenomenon are a necessary source of information
in order to observe how translation competence emerges and how
its development interacts with the development of L1/L2 bilingual
language acquisition. This information of the “natural” translation
process would surely both benefit the understanding of the PT proc-
ess as well as help in the elaboration of specific learning programs
on how to translate. In this sense NT contributes to offer a broader
picture of what translation actually involves.
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