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Introducing revision as a key stage of any writipgpcess, including
translation, this paper aims at underlining its eoln the genetics of
translation. Other-revision, i.e. the activity panned by a reviser on
someone else’s translation, will be the focus of plaper, whose overall
objective is to show that when performed in a dalative modality,

revision may prove a miniature, virtual lab of tsdation genetics. With
the aid of computer tools already available, andvred-hoc solutions
hopefully to be developed, all reviser-translatoterplay in the form of
text changes, suggestions and comments can be llyismacked,

recorded and thus become an object of study. Bedieiag an invaluable
didactic tool and a hoped-for professional practiceomputer-based
collaborative revision may prove a valid method diata elicitation and
collection, and for experimental investigation hetfield of translation
genetics.

1. Introduction

While in Translation Studies a first, general distion can be made
between research in the process of translationimrits product, it all
doubles when thinking of translation from a gergepoint of view. As a
matter of fact, two different processes exist, ebdding to its own
product: the process towards the translator'svesli of what he/she
considers his/her best to the job commissioner wstoener, and the
subsequent stage or stages in which professiottads ihan the translator
are involved (the reviser being one of them), legdb the final version
of a translation.

Both processes and products in pragmatic transeldtave been
thoroughly investigated over the last half a centor so from various
approaches and perspectives within Translation @3s®esearch (e.g.,
Breedveld, 2002; Englund Dimitrova, 2005; Hansd1,3 Kunzli, 2009;
Parra Galiano, 2007a/b; Robert, 2013, 2014), antnytEditing Studies
(e.g., Allal, Chanquoy, & Largy, 2004; Bryant, 2Q00Zhesnet &
Alamargot, 2005; Horning, 2002; Horning & Becke®0B; Roussey &
Piolat, 2008). The particular case of editorigfiiiry translation and
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revision, however, has rarely been the object bbkscly research, with
very few exceptions such as Jones (2006) and Ka0i3), both
investigating the general processes and persopnakgures enacted by
literary translators of poetry and fiction respeely; Buzelin (2007), who
explored the subject from a Latourian perspectivéner study of three
literary translations “in the making”; Bogic (201®&ho analyzed the
translator-publisher relationships during the thaiien process into
English of Simone de Beauvoirlse deuxieme sexeand Siponskonski
(2013), who studied unpublishedvant-textes of Shakespeare’s
translations into Finnish by highlighting negotietibetween translators
and copyeditors and strongly advocating for thdusion of editorial
work as a subject of study in translation researlch.line with
Siponskonski's research, this paper focuses on or@lititerary
translation revision as a privileged time and spé&wme negotiation
between one’s own and other’s translation attitudggproaches and
solutions, as well as for decision-making at betktual and extra-textual
level. Revision undeniably plays a key role in thaking of a text, be it
original writing — where it is commonly, but nomitedly, referred to as
“editing” (Mossop, 2001, 2014; Pym, 2011) — or siation, and when
the revision activity is tracked and recorded ihital constituents (text
additions, omissions, replacements, shifts, almmaf comments,
suggestions, translator-reviser interaction onsiedion issues), it may
represent a treasure trove of research and studgriaiafor translation
genetics.

By complementing scholarly research contributiovith first-
hand data collected through a survey on the priofiesk practice of
editorial/literary revision in Italy (Scocchera, 18), this paper will deal
with the work of translators and revisers on tlmstations submitted to
publishers, with a particular focus on collaboratrevision as the virtual
place where both reviser and translator take aweantle in the genesis
of the published text. It is in this virtual labathtextual progress is
exposed, thus enabling researchers to observe nigt toanslation
approaches, attitudes and practices, but alsota@d)\critical, evaluative
competences and interpersonal relationships.

Finally, when this collaborative activity is penfoed as an
electronically situated practice and what takexelbetween translator
and reviser is fully tracked and recorded (a fevaneples from an
authentic revision job will be provided), it prodiscboth quantitative and
qualitative data eligible for study, analysis am@rtgulation with data
elicited through other research methods. This patienately aims at
showing how computer-based collaborative revisiam, from being a
publishing extravaganza, should consistently figuseonly as a didactic
tool in translation education and training, bubads a valid addition to
experimental investigation methodologies curreratisailable, possibly
creating a corpus of “tracked” documents to be wedesearch material
in translation studies and in translation genetics.
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2. Terminological notes on revision

In its etymology, the word “revision” — from the tira revisereand the
late Latin revidere — embraces the two complementary meanings of
“seeing anew”, i.e. to see again either somethimgpmebody, and to see
with new eyes. This further “view” on the objed what basically
happens whenever a draft editorial translation éstigg ready for
publication: the author of the translation goeotigh his/her work a
second, third, maybe even a fourth time, beforemsting it to the
publisher, hopefully having each time a new, freglk on what he/she
has done. A fully fresh vision, however, can oné duaranteed by the
reviser who, seeing the text for the first time,rkgon the text from a
privileged vantage point, looking at it with a dgtienent the translator is
usually incapable of. The reviser's “naivety” aseader allows him/her to
perform the revising activity by combining professal expertise on the
text — correcting, improving or suggesting alteives — with a focused
attention on its acceptability as a publishing picidand its potential
reception among final readers.

A brief, bilingual overview of Italian and Englisifefinitions of
the terms “revisione” and “revision” shows intenegtnuances in their
general meaning and usdgln addition to the widely accepted idea of
revision as the activity of checking, correctinglayenerally improving a
text before considering it final, the same termal& used to refer to the
assessment of a vehicle or piece of machinery tkensaire it works
properly. To revise something may also involve stillg or updating it,
in order to meet different time- or culture-relatestjuirements. While
these acceptations may also apply to some exterthdotranslation
context (a translated text needs to “work” as al-aié&d and efficient
machine in the publishing market and old transtetioften need to sound
and look younger, both in linguistic and culturakms), it is worth
illustrating how revision and revision-related terare more specifically
defined within Translation Studies as well as ia fiiofessional context.
A first line can be drawn between self-revision aotther-revision
(Mossop, 2001, 2014; Pym, 2011), where the formeairied out by the
translator on his/her own translation, either aseparate stage in the
translation process or as an on-going problem4sghénd decision-
making activity, carried out both on a “mental” é&vMossop, 2001,
2014) or on a physical support, be it paper orestreOther-revision is
the set of operations enacted by a reviser in daleorrect any mistakes
or omissions, suggest improvements and alternahations, provide
support and feedback and make sure the text cosnpligh the
publisher's requirements and with potential readengeds and
expectations. This first conceptual dichotomy asplio any translation
type and context, however its terms are commontiressed in different
ways. While a thorough overview of revision terntogy and a newly
formulated, summative definition of revision areyided in Scocchera



Computer-based collaborative revision 171

(2015), here only quick reference will be madeh® pseudo-synonyms
used in everyday translation practice. Within thardpean quality
standard EN 15038, for example — a set of process @roduct
requirements translation service providers needotdorm with if they
want to be acknowledged as quality providers —rgsifision is referred to
as “checking” and other-revision is referred to “asvision” when
involving ST/TT comparative analysis, “review” whegnmplies only TT
reading and checking. A comprehensive overview @vision
terminology in the context of translation qualisygrovided in English by
Brunette (2000) and in German by Kinzli (2014).

In the editorial/literary context, instead — bath English and
non-English speaking countries — “editing” and “gaaliting” are often
misused as synonyms for revision, sometimes indigatxactly the same
kind of textual activity, sometimes mistaking therough comparative
analysis and textual operations revision consiktsith surface changes
aimed at guaranteeing conformity to the publishédsise style (copy-
editing), or with in-depth, structural and stylisthanges carried out on a
translated text not necessarily viewed as a traoslaediting). An
exhaustive illustration of these definitions andaivithey stand for is
provided in Mossop (2001, 2014) and Paul (2009).

If considered in the context of original writingdacomposition,
“revision” tends to be used when referring to dmed and content
changes, while “editing” refers “to the correctiohmechanical features
of writing, as spelling, punctuation, capitalizatjoetc.” (Harris &
Hodges, 1995, p.68). On more general terms, ravisidescribed as

the interaction of conscious and unconscious ckoiaéters make
in a draft as they weave readable writing for resdérawing on a
balance of several kinds of self-awareness angeaific skills to

produce the finished fabric of a readable text.r(ita, 2002, p. 5)

Finally, focusing on its evaluative, corrective ahekision-making role,
revision is regarded as a fundamental process likimdls of written
productions:

It requires going back over the text at least ofureevaluation
purposes, and making changes in the text to comdwttever
problems were detected during the evaluation. [hi$ tbasic
cognitive architecture can be broken down into ousi
subprocesses (task definition, evaluation, strategjgction, text
and/or text-plan modification) which require knodde [...] and
which lead to the construction of mental repred@na. (Roussey
& Piolat, 2008, p. 765)
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3. Translation revision in theory

What follows is a brief, non-exhaustive selectidrs@me key concepts in
revision, here introduced to support an idea ofsien as the place of
negotiation and changear excellencewhere a translation moves from
embryo to fully-fledged entity. A basic illustratiof scholarly literature
in translation revision will also be provided, urdeng specific
strengths and weaknesses of research approachese#mtiologies.

3.1. Key concepts in translation revision

The birth and further development of the conceptuision is effectively
outlined in Lee (2006), who identifies in Nida tfirst translation scholar
to have shown awareness of the key role of revisimmk — with
particular reference to Bible translation — as waslits difficulties:

Revisions are in some ways a good deal more diffithan
original translations, and hence often involve yveomplex
procedures, usually because of vested interesta,(N964, p.
245)

However, it is only thanks to Munday (2001) that tkerm
“revision” becomes manifest in his version of theafslation Studies
map built upon the seminal work by Holmes (1972)hatVHolmes
defined as “translation criticism”, in Munday’s magticulates into three
different forms: reviews, evaluation of translatioevision.

When thinking of the key concepts in translativision,
regardless of textual types and contexts, one ¢abub mention the
comparative element, featuring in most definitiofsevision and felt as
a pre-requisite of any critical and evaluative \attj as indicated by
Reiss (2000):

[...] translation criticism is possible only by pensowho are
familiar with both the target and source languagaesd is
accordingly in a position to compare the transtatitirectly with
its original. In brief, translation criticism reqas a comparison of
the target and source texts (p. 3)

Another core issue in revision, especially in oftearision where a
translator's work is submitted to the reviser's laafion and then

corrected/amended accordingly, is the issueljéctivity. If we are to

agree with Delisle (1988), the control and evatratitage coming as the
third and last step of a translation cognitive pss— whose aim is to
confirm the accuracy of translation strategies anllitions adopted —
should be read as “a function of the interpretatibat preceded re-
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expression”, and as a matter of fact as “a fornintérpretation” in its
own right (p. 66). In other words, a second intetgiion taking place
after the reformulation stage and before the fotadice is made. This
view of the control and evaluation stage as a megrpretation takes on a
whole different light and meaning when the contewid evaluation
activity — that is the revision proper — is perfednby someone who is
not the translator and can therefore make his/iven choices and
interventions on the grounds of an interpretatibiath the source text
and translated text, that is different from thestator’s.

As underlined by Gile (1995) in his sequential mloaf
translation, the reviser follows a reformulatiorpothat starts with the
translated text — and not with the source texit, isSfor the translator — by
assessing its suitability for publication and tlcelwaacy in relation to the
source text. While carrying out this assessmernvigctclosely linked
with the quality of the translation, its role iretkarget market and culture,
the translator's status and reputation, the revisay be required to
follow also a comprehension — and therefore inttgtion — loop. In this
case, “revision can be said to follow in a way acess going in the
direction opposite to that followed by the tranisiat process itself.”
(Gile, 1995, p. 111)

Subijectivity of comprehension and interpretationyntlerefore
lead to a subjectivity of reformulation, and theghe reason behind
situations in which revisers may want to “imposesithown
linguistic preferences at the expense of the teaoiss decision.”
(Kiinzli, 2007a, p. 124)

To overcome the translator’s frustration at havimgindergo an “alien”

revision, and the reviser’'s frustration at beingsidered the translator’'s
arch-enemy, Chakhachiro, (2005) — as well as Hdirguand Brunette

(1998) and Mossop (2001, 2014) — strongly advocé&estranslator-

reviser communication:

The revisers’ emendations and their discussionls @i reports
to the original translator should be systematiorigier to control
their own subjectivity and achieve consensus abaubutcome
that is acceptable to all parties concerned.Zg) 2

By underlining the decision-making aspect, Chaklracimanages to
bring together different dimensions of revisiontéimpretative, analytical
and corrective ones), also adding further desegptind constructive
elements.

Decision-making in revision involves interpretatiof source-
text messages, determination of the style anduléences of the
source and target texts, the identification of #eenantic and
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stylistic problems in target texts, a descriptarproblems when
there is a need for a reviser's report, and sugyes for
alternatives. (p. 235)

The idea of a reviser’s feedback where translgtimilems and solutions
are illustrated to the translator’'s benefit is elgdinked to another core
issue in revision, that is the definition of rewisicompetencand its
components. Although overlapping to some extenh \&itmore general
definition of translation competence, whereby asevis a professional
with the same knowledge and skills as the transtatmut raised “a la
puissancen” (Horguelin & Brunette, 1998) the seminal reseavebrk
carried out by Hansen (2009a/b) identifies revisicompetence
specificity, describing it as follows:

A necessary attitude regarding revisiorfasness and necessary
skills are attentivenessas to pragmatic, linguistic and stylistic
phenomena and errors, thbility to abstract or distance oneself
from one’s own and others’ previous formulationsl éine ability
to explain and arguéor changes (2009b, p. 323)

The declarative and explanatory sub-competenceitdedcby Hansen is
at its most effective when jointly applied with vihKinzli (2006)
identifies in his three-pronged model as interpeascompetence, that is
“the ability to collaborate with the different acdoinvolved in a
translation project: translators, revisers, trai®a companies,
commissioners and/or source-text authors” (pp. 2L-An example of
these sub-competences at work will be providedutjinothe authentic
translation revision extracts illustrated in sect@®

Finally, being an evaluative, corrective and aoralive activity,
revision is inevitably linked with the idea ofuality and the need for
shared quality standards and parameters. An itilegesverview of
theoretical and general principles about quality e quality parameters
used in revision, especially within internationaiguistic contexts, is
provided by Hernandez Morin (2009b), while Parralig@a (2007b)
identifies a set of quality revision procedurenpiples and parameters
whereby the reviser should:

know the translation brief;

read the TT as if it was an original text;

assess the feasibility/profitability of the revisipb;

decide on the revision parameters and degree egfjoyr the TT;
reduce revision interventions to a minimum;

justify revision interventions;

acknowledge his/her responsibility (pp. 201-202 tragslation)

NogprwhE
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This check-list strictly refers to the translatiservice provision and
translation industry contexts and can only be abytiapplied in
editorial/literary translation. As a matter of fathe freelance reviser
working for a publisher on a revision job does mdten receive a
translation or revision brief, and is not expeddvork out the revision
profitability or to keep revision interventions gominimum. Regardless
of time and fees allowed, the reviser is expeabegrbceed with a ST/TT
comparative check, which does not necessarily résal feedback report
where revision interventions are explained andfostiffed to the
translator. A first attempt to identify qualitywvision procedures and
parameters in the editorial context was made ity by STRADE, the
Italian Association of Editorial Translators, who2013 defined a set of
“Guidelines for the Translation Production Process
(www.traduttoristrade.it/decalogo/english), belmyi that full
transparency and mutual respect on the part othall professionals
involved are guarantee of quality translator-raviselationships and
quality end-products. Among its main points are: itinportance of early
contact between translator and reviser; the for@agguage skills of the
reviser, the need to submit the revised translabae translator so that
he/she can accept/refuse/discuss any changes madastant
communication among all the professionals involvied translation
publishing.

3.2. Overview of research on translation revision

Besides focusing on the key concepts illustratexy@jscholarly research
has closely investigated revision carrying out dpsge, empirical and
experimental studies to better understand whatdrapguring this stage
of the translation process. Through technology-supegd investigation
methods such as think-aloud protocols (TAPS), egeking, keystroke
logging, screen logging and other, quantitativeadadve been elicited
and collected on translational behavior in an expamtal situation, and
also on specific issues arising during the revisiagye

When dealing with other-revision in particular, max these
methods have been employed to understand the ifbézedt revision
procedures and strategies (monolingual TT readiag comparative
ST/TT check or different combinations of both) havethe final revision
output (Robert, 2008, 2012, 2013, 2014). Similaother features of the
other-revision process have been studied such @smbination of TT
reading-aloud and ST/TT comparative check by thesee (Rochard,
2002); the ST/TT reading order before revision;réagsion time/revision
quality ratio; the incidence of necessary vs. neoessary revision
changes and finally the importance of specialisividedge in revision
(Ktnzli, 2005, 2006, 2009). TAPs have also beenleyagl to investigate
ethical aspects of the revision activity (KinzlQ0Zb), revealing the
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complex relationships between the actors involvethée translation and
revision process and the arising ethical conflatel dilemmas, often
magnified by the “relative anonymity that charaizies the interpersonal
relationships” (p. 44).

More recently, scholarly research has started twmugoon the
didactic aspects of revision, viewed not only asoal in translation
teaching and education (Mossop, 2001, 2014; Ségui®d1) , but also
as a self-standing teaching content. Having idiextifvhat characterizes
revision competence compared to a more general#tion competence
(Hansen, 2009a/b), and considering the ever-chgngeture of the
translation market, especially the translation [ghithg market where in-
house training in editing, revision and copy-edjtis no longer available
(Kruger, 2008), there is an increasing need forsien-specific teaching
and training opportunities as well as for the folamion of ad-hoc
contents, tools and methods. Despite the still téchi number of
academically-based revision courses all over therldywospecific
objectives and contents have been identified, anaihgrs, by Mossop
(1992), Hine (2003), Schjoldager, Rasmussen & TRomM&008) and
Kinzli (2006). Moreover, as part of revision-teaxchi material,
parameters check-lists and guidelines have beeressitlly developed
by Horguelin and Brunette (1998), Mossop (2001,420Parra Galiano
(2007b) and Lee (2006).

In an attempt to investigate revision process amdiyct from a
wider perspective and to account for the compleyniive and psycho-
sociological activities involved in human revisiaqualitative empirical
studies represent a precious methodological add{ttansen, 2010), as
they can collect rich data also on the agents wisien (translators,
revisers, copy-editors and their strategies, aisuand behaviours). A
further asset of qualitative investigation methoids their greater
“naturalness” compared to the average experimerset-ups of
Translation Process Research studies. As with Hiaf284.0)

Human translation processes are complex mental epses
occurring in social contexts. Any type of study tthaes to
decompose such processes into constituent isojsttedomena
and then observe and analyze them separately todletrolled”
conditions simply in order to guarantee more exastilts would
run the risk of changing the character of thesdutad processes”
and distort any results gained (p. 193)

A few examples of qualitative research in revisame provided in the
study by Shih (2006) which, although focusing onf-isvision,

investigates some key aspects of the revision peo¢eevision cycles,
drawer time, most frequent types of textual operesji procedures
employed) eliciting and collecting data throughmsiator interviews. The
same method is used by Sorvali (1998) to invesigegativity within the
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translation process and by Jones (2006) to undefsthe text-
transformation mechanisms in poetry translation.

The choice of empirical and qualitative resear@thods is also
at the basis of a recently conducted study on th&egsional practice of
editorial/literary translation revision in Italy ¢8cchera, 2015). Through
two separate, mostly open-ended questionnairesessidg revised
translators and revisers respectively, the studhediat collecting data on
three main investigation parameters regarding thents of revision
(gender, age, educational and professional backdrouworking
experience) the revision product (evaluation of te®ision output,
identification of revision needs and types of imétion) and the revision
process (time management, revision behaviourpeszkdures and their
frequency of occurrence, revision objectives angketations). Following
Lasswell's communication model as survey structboth questionnaires
were articulated into five main investigation aréa<ollect information
on the what, who, how, where and when, and whyditogal/literary
translation revision. By asking questions arisirgnt academic research,
professional practice and education in revisiontcfal of 27 and 38
questions for revised translators and revisersesely), the survey
elicited, collected and produced valuable datassnds at the core of the
research design:

. is there a shared definition of revision?

. what is the professional profile of a translatiemiser in Italy?

. does specific education/training in revision exdsts

. what revision procedures are mostly used in praiaaspractice?
. are there particularly successful or unsuccessfes®

. what is the aim of revision?

. what kind of relationship exists between translatw reviser?

A selection of data thus collected from the quest#res (a total of 80
questionnaires fully completed and returned vidil@-survey platform
or e-mail, from 55 translators and 25 revisers eetpely) will be
illustrated and commented upon in the section below

4. The professional practice of editorial/literary translation revision
in ltaly

“In an ideal world, translators should be their ogditors combining an
unlimited knowledge with a literary gift as well adast but not least — a
critical sense which would allow them to removesonply avoid any
mistakes and errors they might make. Were thisiplesghe publishers
would simply love such translators. “ (Forgi, 2014, p. 167)

The reality of editorial and literary translationpwever, is not
populated with all-knowing translators, but rathaith “human”
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translators whose work will always need revision dmymeone else. In
other-revision, a professional other than the tedos- an in-house or
freelance reviser— works on the translated texinfgrove and/or correct
it, to point out shortcomings and suggest alteweatsolutions, but

hopefully also to praise strengths and succesdfategies. Although

styles, patterns and procedures may differ accgrttirsuch variables as
revision brief, publisher's house style, textuahige target readership or
other, the importance of revision in the makingagiublished translation
is a shared belief.

The following paragraphs are meant to provide aenogw of
other-revision as a professional activity by offigri insights from
professionals and first-hand data collected thratighsurvey illustrated
in the section above, with particular referencethe translator/reviser
relationship, their professional interplay as reéear on files (through
tracked changes, comments and/or notes) and hewldys a potentially
valuable role in translation genetics.

4.1. The revised translator’s point of view

Revised translators tend to have a negative adtitadards revision (see
for example the interviews collected in CarmignaQ08, and
Manfrinato, 2008), possibly due to bad experienei#is revisers who are
said to destroy months of painstaking work inriaene of such dogmatic
principles as Fluency and Readability at all castdierSul tradurre the
award-winning translator from English into Itali&usanna Basso (2010)
shares with the readers one of such negative exmes$ where the
publisher chose to “update” an existing translatmbring it closer to the
cultural and linguistic taste of the target market:

| did not like the revision done on my translatitthwas a rushed
and unscrupolous job. | did not agree on the dati write in an

updated version of Austen’s Italian (as if sucimghéxisted) and to
do so by questionably and randomly dismiss theofiseibjunctive

or introduce a more modern vocabulary in orderctieve a better
fluency and ease of reading that | simply regardesd an

impoverishment in language quality (p. 119, my station)

When revisions are not the result of mutual agrewrbetween translator
and reviser, consequences are twice as negativéheoone hand they
jeopardize the necessary mutual trust and respattist paramount in the
translator-reviser relationship; on the other, taégct the quality of the
final product which, as with Basso,

betrays the negotiation efforts between the paitigslved. The
language and style of the translation become uneven
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discontinuous, depending on who had the upper bandeciding
revision changes and corrections. (p. 119, my kaéing)

The same point of view is shared by Petrucciolil@) who provides a
detailed analysis of revised texts where transleaiser relationship has
been difficult or null. The revision troubles bearapparent on the
revised translation, which Petruccioli describes “astale of inner
conflicts: a story told in jolts, sometimes smoatid sometimes ragged,
sometimes far too plain and sometimes totally otesda other words, an
incoherent mishmash.” (p. 87, my translation).

All things considered, the different degrees of asge that all
translators feel when their translation work undesgrevision is quite
inevitable: what they have done as professionatores a mirror of
what they are as individuals, or at least this asvithey perceive it.
Translators know that their relationship with tlettis far deeper than
what they can expect from the reviser, but aftdr thé reviser's
detachment from the translated text is what allbimgher to provide the
translation with something new and, possibly, bettd@here might be
jealousy on both sides, and because of these msnsiod negative
feelings translators think of revision as a cemspand spoiling activity,
rather than a maieutic act aimed at bringing fodivée qualities of the
translation, praising its strengths and suggestimther improvements.
However, although the translator-revisers relatigmss perceived as a
tug of war, rather than a fruitful collaboration,is generally called and
hoped for, thus confirming its necessary role i thad towards a final,
published version.

Evidence of this is provided by data showing thenglators “leave
traces” on their translated text for the revisennstimes to explain a
daring choice, sometimes to highlight an unsolveaadiation problem,
sometimes to ask for suggestion. As a matter df &dihough translators
do not necessarily need to resort to change-trgotfrtheir translations
during self-revision, the survey on the revision editorial/literary
translation in ltaly (Scocchera, 2015, see 3.2eaty that 76.4% of
responding translators use comments which are medher for
themselves as a reminder, to highlight somethinghwadouble-checking,
to make a note of a quote or a reference (38%grespecifically left for
the benefit of the reviser (52%) in order to shdwabts or difficulties, to
justify translation strategies and/or choices, tdorm about ST
inconsistencies or factual mistakes. The remainpgcentage of
respondents uses comments for both purposes.

If these figures are a sign of the translator’'snoess towards the
reviser, in professional revision there seems tditde room for real
translator/reviser collaboration, as shown in tigeire below: 43.6% of
responding translators never have contacts withréveser during the
revision stage; the same percentage of respondtaite they always
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liaise with the reviser; the remaining 12.6% sagt ttranslator-reviser
dialogue takes place only occasionally.

Translator/reviser interaction

43,6% 43,6%

M never
W sometimes

always

12,8%

Figure 1: Translator/Reviser interaction — trarstpoint of view

To encourage higher translator/reviser interactvonld not only comply
with a need strongly felt by most translators bould also represent an
important first step towards improved professiomgdtionships built on
mutual knowledge and respect. Within a translagjenetics perspective,
it would also mean creating further opportunities lhoth translator and
reviser to express their own poetics, their stiategpproach to
translation, and to illustrate the rationale belthmelr creative process.

4.2. The reviser’s point of view

In the Italian publishing market, translators dtidlve to struggle if they
want to be publicly and economically acknowledgedd it is not
uncommon that their name does not appear on thk boeer or first
pages. Revisers, though, are even more invisii. only do their
names ever appear among the contributors of aghdalitranslation, but
their activity on the text must be invisible toogaod revision shouldn’t
be heard or seen in the translated text. Finaflg, reviser’s invisibility
can be literal when the publisher decides thataastated text can be
published with no need of revision, a case whiclfais from being
uncommon.

Data collected in the above-mentioned survey shioat in the
genesis of a published translation, the revisiagestis intended by
revisers mainly as a linguistic activity, aimed @trrecting formal
mistakes and making the text more fluent and ie lvith the readers’
expectations and knowledge of the world. In othe@rds, an activity
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focused on “acceptability” (Toury, 1980) of theget text, and much
closed to the concept of editing or copy-editinguafon-translational text
(Mossop, 2001, 2014; Pym, 2011).

As part of the survey, revisers were asked to atdion which
textual and linguistic elements they more frequentiork on during
revision. Out of the 25 respondents, eleven (44igbhdt identify specific
problem-areas and said they usually dealt with dewspectrum of
linguistic, stylistic, translational and copy-eddi issues (problems of
interpretation, author’s tone and voice syntaxetiicy, calques, rhythm,
sound effects, misprints,) while those who undedirspecific types of
textual intervention indicated the following as gbomost frequently
carried out: correction of interpretation mistaK@2%) fluency (13%),
syntax and calques (11%), misprints (9%) rhythn&tépns/copyediting
issues (7%), word choice and lexical accuracy (686d finally
inconsistencies or problems of tone (3.5%)

Types of revision interventions

Tone
Inconsistencies
Choice of words
Repetitions
Copy-editing
Rhythm
Misprints
Calgues

Syntax

Fluency

Interpretation 22%

T T
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Figure 2: Most frequent types of revision interwens — revisers’ point
of view

As much as translators, revisers too were asketh$wver questions on
their interaction with translators during the résisstage. Answers show
that only 32% of them regularly interact with triaters, while 44% of
them rarely or never do so. The remaining 24% (6o0b6@5) get in touch
with translators only on given occasions, thatisihknot interpretation
doubts or to find agreement on specific solutidng, not as a general
practice. Overall, for 68% of the revisers the s$tator is not a privileged
counterpart to deal and discuss with during thasrew activity, thus
confirming data collected on the translators’ sied showing that
collaborative revision is hardly the norm in thaliin publishing market.
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Reviser/translator interaction

449%
M always

W sometimas

never

24%

Figure 3: Reviser/Translator interactiemevisers’ point of view

5. The role of collaborative revision in translation genetics

As shown by data collected through the survey aboveollaborative
revision — especially when revision changes amkéd, commented, and
explained —the making of the text is out in the ropghis magnifying
glass on what happens in revision is likely to esgpoot only linguistic,
textual or translation issues, but also editopaksonal and professional
attitudes, thus unveiling what lies behind a tratish and its genesis.

If the aim of genetic criticism since its foundatiby Hay and
institutionalization with ITEM in the Seventiests unveil the process of
artistic creation by observing and analyzing whet fproducers do and
how this relates with the complex polysystem thelhg to, the study of
the revision process and product, as well as tlmskator-reviser
relationships not only exposes a key stage in thative process of the
translated text but it also brings to surface amguistic, stylistic,
aesthetic, social and professional issues mayvine in the problem-
solving and decision-making activity it consists lbthe object of genetic
criticism “is not the existing documents but theveiment of writing that
must be inferred from them” (Deppman, 2004, p.i2)analyzing the
record of a collaborative translation revision -enthe reviser’s textual
interventions are shown together with any addiliom@mment,
explanation, justification he/she may have providewl the ensuing
response by the translator — the researcher may selveral “movements
of writing”, namely the translator’'s, the reviselsmd a third process
leading to an agreed, third piece of writing tlsathie revised translation.

Hay's idea of a plurality of processes and textd aheir
diachronous development, where “writing is not dymmnsummated in
the written work” and the text is just “a manifdégia of a process which
is always virtually present in the background, radkdf third dimension of
the written work” (Hay, 1988, p. 75, in Deppman020p. 5) is all the
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more true when the process and its product coricanslation revision.

Since in the revision of a translation we witnesstial interventions,

correction of mistakes, suggestion of alternatitrategies and solutions
and any relevant supporting/contrasting evidenseg anatter of fact we
witness that “meaningful variation” that the geaoaeiitic will want to see

in his object of study (Deppman, 2004, p. 11).

As with Munday (2013), the analysis of translaterant-textes —
including the record of a translation revisiencan give “potentially
unrivalled insights into translator decision-makKifg. 125). All the more
so, where translator-reviser collaboration, dia®@nd exchanges exist
and are well documented, they can reveal a weélihfarmation on the
translation process, strategies and attitudesalsat about professional
and personal points of view and emotions, as welleditorial and
publishing trends at large. Having the opportutotpbserve, analyze and
study not only the final product of revision, blgathe road that leads to
that final result, is like entering the virtual labtranslation genetics and
view translation from a vantage point where botbcpss and product -
with all the underlying progress stages, interiepst and interpersonal
relationships - are exposed. This idea of remisaod its output as a
virtual lab corresponds to De Biasi's definition afrough draft in a
literary production which “can be considered a®wi sf text laboratory,
in which it becomes possible to piece back togetimeessential phase of
the writer’'s work” (de Biasi, 2007). The author adbat

the rough draft enables us to be present at thiéh lf the

motivations, strategies and metamorphoses of \gritivhich more
often than not, labours precisely at effacing isdracks, and at
rendering its mechanisms untraceable, secret dolgatic in the
completed form of the definitive text. (de Bia€d0Z)

The added value of collaborative revision is tha¢ tinformation it
provides is not only around the text and its achigh, but also around
the agents involved, namely translator and reviger,relationship with
each other, with other publishing professionals aiid the world around
them. As with Buzelin (2007)

analyzing the process of translation from the yieint of a
work’s manufacture allows for documenting the ed# and
revision work done on the manuscript deliveredhgytranslators
and thereby better understanding the role of actaho
participate in the making of the text but whosdioms and
practices have so far received little attentionl¢l)

The same interest in the process of translationitaridterim products as
well as in any other complementary data and infeiomaby and around
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the translators is at the basis of the work by Rwetia(2013) on the
genesis of the ltalian translations of 114 poemE&toyly Dickinson.

However, if collaborative revision is to have awiestific value as
a means for data production and collection, a s@amdeffective research
methodology is needed. First of all, collaboratresision can provide
researchers with a macro-experimental set up wisialeal, rather than
realistic, thus making the data obtained reliabtel aisable, also in
triangulation with other sets of data elicited thgh other research
methods. Moreover, when revision is carried outaaselectronically-
situated practice, it proves an efficient meansamply with the need to
keep a tracked record of all the variables in thedlation process, thus
overcoming bias and prejudices against the uniblialof avant-texte
materials, as claimed by Filippalopoulou (2008)appr drafts and notes
tend to be “messy documents [...] loose sheets pempalesigned to
serve a short-term purpose” (p. 28).

Although computer-based collaborative revision canfully
unveil either the genetic process leading to thendator’'s output
submitted to revision, or the process behind thissee's output submitted
to the translator for acceptance/refusal (in tred veorld, translator and
reviser do not normally keep an electronically kextrecord of their own
translation/revision process and interim produdisg, translator-reviser
interaction has the power to make underlying ansgpaken problem-
solving and decision-making activities emerge. Tdgeof this “electronic
dialogue” allows to follow the progress of a tratsln towards
publication by creating at the same time a corpuslata that remain
available in the long term. Again with Munday (2p13he existence of
other material [...] and, most particularly, corresgence, may provide
clear evidence about the negotiation and locatibnpawer in the
publishing world” and “the drafts [but also a retoof collaborative
revision] should be seen as real-time and realdvaVidence of
translation revisions and doubts, sometimes withtianale for decision-
making. They constitute visible traces of the tlaiosial act.” (p. 134)

A final supporting evidence of the potential vahfecollaborative
revision as a means of data elicitation and cadactnd its fruitful
application in translation genetics comes from theearch work by
Pavlovi, N. (2009) and Pavlogj T. (2013) on “collaborative translation
protocols” (CTPs). The former researcher defihest as:

a product of collaborative translation tasks, flese tasks in
which a pair or group of people translate the sao@ce text
together, basing their decisions on mutual consenk such
tasks, the understanding of the source text mgamimd the
creation of the target text occur after individuebgnitive
processing and the interaction among the membdrsagroup.

(p. 83)
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Again, compared to other investigation methods, £Tdguarantee
increased naturalness of situation (because thegdia between different
translation participants is natural and real) dredreduction of stress that
subjects usually undergo in an experimental simatiParticipant
interaction is not prompted by the researcher buthe result of the
collaborative endeavor itself. And it is becausehis interactive nature
that participants are motivated to “express, conimenand even justify
their strategies in the process of negotiating temis for problems”
(Barbosa & Neiva, 2003, p. 152), thus making CTR&laable tool to
elicit qualitatively and quantitatively richer datsan with other research
methodologies as “the two (or more) subjects tetms} together have to
justify the suggestions they make and to crititiee suggestions made by
their partners(s)”. (Gopferich & Jaaskeldinen, 2q09.71)

When applying all this to the revision stage of thenslation
process, the recorded dialogue between the pamitspn a collaborative
translation project is replaced by the tracked méaf translator-reviser
interaction on an electronic file: the definitionf dcollaborative
translation protocols” (CTPs) may be then slightfianged into
“collaborative revision protocols” (CRPs). Howeyveihile CTPs record
an on-line dialogue, “collaborative revision praits® keep a record of a
virtual, rather than real communication exchangeha translator-reviser
written dialogue takes place off-line. This is extrely important in terms
of research validity: while CTPs present someaaitaspects in that

the mental processes they reflect differ from thental processes
of an individual who translates alone, who does hete to take
social interaction into account and who is notuaficed, either
positively or negatively, by the ideas of his orr hgartner

(Gopferich & Jaaskelainen, 2009, p. 172)

the off-line, translator-reviser exchange in “cbbaative revision

protocols” is a series of individual processeshbuéental and operational
ones, whereby participants respond and react totsngnd prompts in
their own time and according to their own line ehsoning, without

being subject to external pressures.

With all this in mind, it seems fair to encouradre fpractice of
collaborative revision not only as ethically cotraad respectful of both
the translator’ and the reviser’s individuality,tbalso as a protocol in
Translation Process Research investigation, byueirdf its assets
compared to other data elicitation and collectioold and methods and
also for the wide range of information on the pes¢groduct and agents
of translation and revision it allows to infer.
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5. 1 Computer-based collaborative revision

Collaborative revision has been extensively desdriin this paper as an
ideal means to expose the various steps of grewvtiiution or involution
of a published translation, and to unveil its baeftgreativity, its critical
stages, its necessary compromises. But for all thidoe usable in
scholarly research, especially in the field of station genetics, it needs
to leave its traces somewhere. As with de Biasl 120

the genesis of a work must have left some “tracdsdt is the
material evidencehat textual genetics seeks to find, interpret and
understand through the manuscripts. (p. 21, mgkation)

The advent of both typewriter and word-processiraftware has
somehow discouraged the production of translatisterim versions,
saving both translator and reviser endless draftd¢ marked and
corrected with pen and pencils and allowing simiget overwriting.
Computer technology, however, has only partly ingacon the
production of material to be used in genetics neseahs a matter of fact
it allows for creating electronic files where tradwal revision activity can
be recorded and subsequently worked and commenpech, ualso
choosing among different text viewing and highlightmodalities. This
is the case of Microsoft Word Revision, a basic ystful toolkit when
revising a text in that it offers key features suh editing, change
tracking, and commenting that can be easily switche and off. It is
therefore possible to have, in one file, a trackembrd of several stages
and actions: notes and comments left by translébosapport his/her own
translation strategies and solutions; the revisehHanges on the text
(omissions, additions, substitutions, permutationisis/her suggested
alternatives, notes, comments and responses taatisator's comments;
the translator/reviser exchange and any other gubesg textual
intervention. Even the narrow space of a computeeen can host a
wealth of information: the translator’'s choicese tteviser’s corrections
and /or suggestions, the translator's agreementdisagreement. In
creating a “log” of the revision activity and thysoviding written
evidence of what goes on during a crucial stage wanslation creative
process, the application of this IT tool allowsaeercome bias on the
partiality and unreliability of extra-textual matds and interim
translation products (Toury, 1995).

In corroboration of all this, an authentic examplfecomputer-
based collaborative revision is here illustratedhvthe help of a few
screenshots showing revision files and the trabistalviser interaction
on them. | was entrusted with the revision job bg ttalian publisher
Einaudi and asked to proceed as usual with thsicevof the translation
and then to submit the revision output to the feins But it turned out
to be much more complicated than this, as the ralgiext was “The
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Kraus project” and its author was Jonathan FranzEme “story” of this
revision job, as well as the genesis of the publisitranslation, is a
peculiar one: the English “original” is in fact Rm@en’s translation of a
German essay by the notoriously difficult and obscdiennese satirist
Karl Kraus. Franzen appears not only as a transfedan German, but
also as an original author, as he complementsrémslation with a rich
corpus of end-notes, which are both explanatothefranslated text and
a narrative device in their own right. The Italipablisher decided to
provide readers with an Italian translation of Kg'aessay directly from
German (by translator Claudio Groff) and with aali#in translation of
Franzen’s notes from English (by translator SiRaeschi).

The obvious difficulties arising during the trangla stage (the
coherent oneness of Franzen-translator and Fraazbior was actually
broken, so that the notes Pareschi was transtatng English referred to
an English text that no longer existed, becaussag replaced by an
Italian version translated from German) were maegditluring revision:
the Kraus-Franzen duet became in revision a questetisting of Kraus’
voice and his translator’'s and Franzen’s voicetd@adranslator’'s. My job
was to make these four voices sing in harmony, edspecting the in-
built relationships between texts and their auttw@nsslators. What is
particularly worth underlining, here, is that theonguter-based
collaborative revision modality, where the transhat revision is
submitted to the translator for his/her approvéisal/discussion, keeps
record of a very long and complex negotiation stageompanying the
genesis of the published translation. The exampies/ided below
concern the search for balance between the langussgeby Franzen as
author and the language used by Franzen as transtae need for
cultural adaptation; the coherence and consistémtyween translation
choices by the two Italian translators; the neegrtwvide Italian readers
with a text that can be loyal to all its authorsrqfs, Franzen, Groff,
Pareschi.)

Regarding the relationship between the Italian dletion from
German and the ltalian translation of the Englistes, it is interesting to
note that Pareschi wrote a separate document wdtexrepointed out
linguistic and/or semantic problems arising frone tlack of a single
author and a single translator in the Italian wersiThis example of
avant-texteecords a first stage in the translation genesescomparative
check between the Italian translation from Germach the relevant notes
translated from English, to make sure that thisglemoperationdid not
lead to discrepancies or lexical/semantic incohgesn and, if necessary,
to suggest alternative solutions. The figure besbmwws notes on how a
perfectly right Italian translation from German dasot work any more
when combined with a quotation translated fromEmglish notes or, in
another instance, how it jeopardizes the semaricevof the English
original text. In a third instance, the translagxpresses the need for a
shared translation choice.
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"Sonntagsfenilleton” come "fenilleton della domenica. per lasciare il richiamo al fevilleton che
ricorre in tutto 1l saggio.

Nota 35 (pag. 47 di libro e pdf— pag. 6 filel Claudio): Claudio traduce "Certo, il metodo di
mdividuare un Livingstone della Leopoldstad...". "dunkelsten

Leopoldstad” con ™ dellal
dipikelsten Afitka alla fine dell:

<

opoldstadt” crea un problema con la citazione del libro [
{ !
5. che non si pud tradurre "Nel buio pesto dell' Africa”

Suggerirel dunque di lasciare "tencbrosa” in entrambi 1 casi,

Pag. 53 dilibro e pdf (pagg. 7-8-9 del filel di Claudio): anche qui bisognerebbe usare "feuilleton”

¢ "fenilletonista” al posto di "elzevire” ed "elzevirista”, per mantenere la parola usata sempre da
Franzen. A meno che non si decida di cambiare tutlo, ¢ sostituire in italiano “fevilleton™ con
“elzeviro™,

Pag. 60 di libro e pdf, pag. 10 del filel di Claudio: traducendo "lizig Witzig" con "ebrevceio” si
perde tutto il senso della nota 45 di Franzen

Figure 4: Example of collaborative revisiamant-texte Notes written by
the ltalian translator from English to the Italianslator from German
on linguistic/semantic issues.

As for the collaborative revision stage, the fevaraples provided should
be able to show how the possibility to keep a teackecord of the
translator-reviser  dialogue, the revision interi@m, their

acceptance/refusal and any other additional commprdduces an
impressive corpus of quantitative and qualitatie@adon the translation
genesis. In the figure below, the different coldmsboth text and

comment sections clearly show the translator awidee participation in

the revision stage; the extent to which revisiotenventions are
accepted/refused; the subject and tone of the comsmeThe reviser's
interventions in the text are purple, while thenslator's subsequent
changes are in light blue. The proportion betweér teviser's

interventions and their acceptance/refusal by thastator can also be
taken into account as an important element in #reegis of a translation,
to indicate for example different levels of exprtor different levels of
power between translator and reviser.
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Figure 5: Example of tracked collaborative revisien revision
interventions & comments

As for the comments on the right-end margin, tret in purple contains

the reviser’s justification of a suggested lexilatrnative, to be preferred
in order to avoid an anachronistic effect of thagiaage. The second
comment, in light blue, records the translator’'stiphacceptance of the
suggested alternative and relevant motivationthénthird comment, also
in light blue, the translator raises a copy-editipgstion, that is the need
to find a number of quotations in their officighlian translation and the
relevant sources and, where missing, to provideicetranslations, the

problem being compliance with coherence and unifiyras required by

the publisher's house-style guidelines. The retgsersponse in purple
tells about a similar case previously encountemechér professional

experience and suggests a possible solution thsatisfactory both in

terms of accuracy and uniformity. This exchangpeaps particularly

interesting from a translation genetics point @wi translator and reviser
take into account both textual and extra-textualdiss in shaping a

shared final version of the translation and theyiae strategies and
solutions together. In the last light-blue commehg translator informs

the reviser of a deliberate omission, due to a daffect that cannot be
recreated in Italian.

In the figure below, comments refer to yet anotstage in the
genesis of a translation, that is the translatdingsthe author for
linguistic/semantic explanations, the author’s yefie translator-reviser
exchange on the subject and the reviser's propsskdion, eventually
accepted by the translator. It seems a particulamdgious “trace” as it
shows the author’s direct contribution to the gemesthe translation, as
well as his attitude as a writer and the respec#iationship with his
translator.
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Figure 6: Author’, translator’ and reviser's comngen

From this brief selection of examples it should dear how the
professional practice of computer-based collabaratvision should be
encouraged not only because it lays the foundatfonsfruitful and
constructive translator/reviser relationships Hab decause it represents
a valuable scholarly research tool, able to colieetealth of qualitative
and quantitative data on the revision process,interim and final
products and the attitudes/emotions/stances ofatfents involved. It
should be also clear, however, that the space amctibnalities offered
by Microsoft Word Revision may not be up to thektds the following
paragraphs a selection will be illustrated of othditing, tracking and
commenting tools that can be beneficially applied dollaborative
revision within a genetic perspective, thus enhamneind complementing
those already available to translators and revisers

6. How editing, commenting and collaborative infornation
technology can positively contribute to translationgenetics research.

The aim of this section is to outline the main &ss®ome editing,
commenting and collaborative IT tools have to offer translation
genetics research when applied to collaborativisiav.

First of all, computer-based tools that can be usembllaborative
revision fall by and large into three categories:

. Editing tools (for actual work on the text andtitscked-record)
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. Commenting tools (to annotate a text by adding de#ed or
personal comments)
. Collaborative tools (to create virtual places oatjgrms where

collaborative work is possible)

Many of these tools include both editing and comiingnfeatures, much
less present in the collaborative tools. What takyhave in common,
though, is the potential to improve and facilitatedividual and
collaborative revision, by producing at the sameetuser-friendly, easy-
to-use, tracked records for translation genetisgarch. Here follows a
brief illustration of selected tools and their addealue to translation
genetics, well knowing there is still a lot to beplred and possibly
developed.

As far as editing tools are concerned, the dateced through the
survey illustrated in section 4 show that Microdsibrd Revision Tool is
the most widespread and used among translatorsrevisers alike.
However, some of its functionalities can be impayvepgraded or
customized. Although textual change tracking is arvfethe most
important features for a revision output to be @fiely used in any
translation genetics research, it may happen tloatewvision tool or
change-tracking facility has been used during éwsion stage. A much
user-friendlier option than the Microsoft Word Caang Documents
function is provided by Changetrackéhttp://change-tracker.com), a
change-tracking freeware described in the offieiabsite as a tool “for
tracking changes in bilingual documents. It can pare many file
formats, can visualize the edits to speed up selffpeading, streamline
the linguistic quality assessment, and easily g®the evidence of TEP
to stay compliant with the client and regulatorguigement.” It is mainly
intended for translation service providers and lization agencies, but it
can be used with any kind of text.

In terms of commenting tools, what is already pded within
Microsoft Word Revision Tool can be enhanced byirgldnacros, i.e.
program add-ins that can be easily installed as gfaMicrosoft Word.
One of these is CommentAddMengavailable from the free
downloadable book Macros for Editors
at www.archivepub.co.uk/TheBook), a very usefull tahich allows to
choose a comment from a pre-defined, yet custond@zatenu. Adding a
pre-determined comment, moreover, does not prevemh typing
additional text within the comment box. What seepwrticularly
interesting of this tool in a translation genefesspective is that it may
foster and boost translator-reviser communicat®it gaves typing time
and effort. In addition to this the comment, beprg-defined, is offered
to the researcher with a sort of “identificatiorgtaa key to readily
interpret and understand the textual interventibmefers to and the
rationale behind it, leaving much less room forcspegtion. A similar
tool, allowing to tag the text with labels and adgdcomments, is called
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Proofreader Marks Add-in and is available at th#ofang address:
http://gregmaxey.mvps.org/word_tip_pages/proofreadarks_addin.ht
mi

When working on pdf files, the Adobe Acrobat Comtiram tool
provides an interesting alternative to Microsoft d/&evision. What is
especially good about comments, here, is that tmey presented in
chronological order and can be replied to withoavihg to add a new
one. Moreover, comments from the same person cagrdugped and
viewed separately. This diachronous presentaticghetranslator-reviser
interplay seems particularly important when wantitgg outline the
progress through the various stages towards ptiblica

Commenting is taken several steps ahead with Ca-(meww.co-
ment.com), a “web service for annotating, discugsnd writing texts
online”. Its main assets are compatibility with mahocument formats
for high quality import and export, but most of, ak advertised on the
website, “you can edit your text, taking in accomudification proposals
from commentators [...] Co-ment allows version mamaget. You can
switch back to a previous version any time andaliga changes between
any two versions. When you create a new one, yowkeap the received
comments or discard them.” In other words, theséufe provides a sort
of built-in archival system which any translatioengtics research would
greatly benefit from.

The last category is that of the collaborative $odhat is virtual
places or platforms where collaborative writingfiedj/revision work is
made possible. The difference with the commentowst presented so
far, is that these platforms allow for real-timajioe collaboration. One
of them is Piratepadhttp://piratepad.net/C5uG0OscJot), described as “a
web based word processor designed for working lootktively in real
time”. An alternative platform is provided by Etped
(http://etherpad.org/), advertised on its websitéaalsighly customizable
Open Source online editor providing collaborativitieg in really real-
time.” The idea behind both platforms is to provigeers with very basic
text tools (barred or underlined text) to be usedao‘pad” where the
actual editing takes place. These tools are on$pali and serve as
prompts for the discussion and further comments ¢ha take place in
the form of a “chat”. The creator of the pad cawiten colleagues and
commentators to join the platform and interact ealitime like in any
other social network. A further available optionpi®vided by Wordbee
(http://www.wordbee.com/). It introduces itself as “web-based
collaborative translation management system” and driginally meant
for translation service providers working on largechnical and
specialized translation projects involving machitnslation and
collaborative translation/revision work. As for kediorative translation in
particular, this “cloud technology” allows all thigfferent participants of
the translation cycle to collaborate in the sameudent, at the same
time. It's easy to see how this represents an asidiek to investigation
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in translation/revision genetics, because any peié@al figure involved
in the process of translation publishing may hagayaon the process and
his/her point of view or textual change will be istgred in real-time.
Moreover, real-time, on-line translator-reviserenaiction may produce
different and/or complementary results compared odf-line
communication during the revision stage and it nadgo affect the
revision process and product, and the relationsbgigreen the revision
agents.

A newly developed platform, for specific use irltdry translation,
is TLHub — acronym for Translation and Literary H{http://tlhub.org/).
It is supported, among others, by the EuropeaneBoaf Authors, the
French Centre National du Livre, and the Europesso@ations of
translators. It was officially launched in Novemi2013 in NY and
introduced as a hands-on, online workshop durieg30th edition of the
Assises de la Traduction Littéraire in Arles, F@nwhere authors
Bernard Hcepffner and Camille de Toledo translatesljised and
commented Melville’s Moby Dick. On TLhub, translegdrom all over
the world can create an account and upload theirk wior other
translators to revise or comment upon. As a trémslaiou can either
choose to upload your project in a private domaid mvite other users
to work with you, or you can allow others to publylitollow your project
and comment on the different paragraphs in youstetion. The focus of
this platform is the social aspect of translatidme idea of creating a
networking community, and the protection of authgrs Editing tools
being very limited, revision work is here much leg®rrective” in
approach and much more “constructive”. Revisionidadly takes place
as an exchange of comments, suggestions, explasamong peers, be
them translation students or translation professforit can be effectively
employed to create a collective memory of transtetito be used as an
archive both for professional purposes and for eac ones.

7. Conclusions and future developments

This paper dealt with revision as a key stage iy amting process.
Although literary trends and the progress of tetbgy have deeply
affected the way revision is done, its role in ¢femesis of a text has not
changed. When speaking of translation in parti¢cuUiaterim versions”,
as well as other records of the creative procemes Ibeen indicated as
precious, underexploited material for the studyhef translation process
and the translator’'s decision-making activity. Tleer-revision stage has
been indicated as the place and time of negatigtéy excellence, where
translator’ and reviser's views, choices and sohgi may clash, thus
hindering the progress of the translated text,oimgide, thus moving the
translated text a step forward towards publicatidnile manuscripts or
drafts, tend to be difficult to analyze and therefpose methodological
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problems in research, computer-based collaboraéivision can leave a
trace on the translation work and thus produce altiveof research
material if we are to study both the translationgesss and its product.

A brief selection of editing, commenting, and cbbaative tools
currently available was provided to prove their dfezial application in
the professional context, but most of all to strtbesr potential as means
of data elicitation and collection in the field todnslation genetics. Given
the ever-growing offer of computer-based tools apglications, the
development of ad-hoc solutions to be specificallynployed in
translation genetics might be a market reality.tiegji commenting and
collaborative functionalities already available htigoe enhanced and
complemented by other assets that best meet dotamryemd recording
needs. In addition to change-tracking and rea¢-totmmmenting, it might
be interesting, for example, to record and view theonology of all
textual interventions and comments, in order tm¥o each step forward
or backward during revision, and also to fully urstend to what extent
textual changes are the result of second thougtiteaied debate.

Finally, a need might arise for a comparative es@dmn of
computer-based tools according to various indisaediting, change-
tracking, commenting features, user-friendlinessyal impact, range of
applicability, level of customization, intrusivesgesemotional impact,
potential for improvement, costs) and for studiestiee way different
methods and tools of textual intervention during thvision stage may
affect the translation process and product and tthaslator-reviser
relationship. Translation genetics can surely herisdm advances in
such computer-based tools and their applicaticcoiaborative revision,
as this paper has hopefully contributed to underlin
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