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Abstract: The generd idea that trandations tend to be more explicit than non-trandations (the
broad “explicitation hypothesis’) is one of the few apparent discoveries that have been made by
Trandation Studies. Developed by Klaudy in relation to trandation directionality and processes
of implicitation, the hypothesis has been refined in such a way that we can now distinguish

fairly well between explicitation required by different language systems (where explicitation in
one direction is idedly matched by implicitation in the other) and explicitation as a feature of
the trandation stuation itsdf (where the relation between explicitation and implicitation is
asymmetric). In these terms, specifically asymmetric explicitation has been hailed as a potentia

trandation universa. In its wider formulations, the explicitation hypothesis nevertheless
remains hampered by conceptua imprecision and idedlisms of stable meaning, as if there were
just one thing, obvious to dl, that could then be made explicit or implicit. These problems in

turn lead to a wide range of possible reasons why explicitation could be a feature of trandation.
Many of these reasons can nevertheless be regrouped within the frame of risk management. One
can thus posit that trandators orient reference systems in order to manage the risks of non-
cooperaion in communication, and that they tend to be risk-averse because of the cultural

reward system that often structures their professiona tasks. This approach can offer arationalist
explanation for explicitation while doing away with considerable semantic idedism.

An optional and personal introduction

first met Professor Klaudy in.... No, he date would be irrdlevant. She was far too

auspicious and important, even exotic, for any meeting of minds. | remember being

more than a little in awve. Sightly later, if my memory serves me wdl, | heard her
goeek in a freezing Hungarian town cdled Szombathely, a a conference organized in
November 1992 by the charming and much regretted Janos Kohn. It was a smal
seminar room, everyone around one table, and Professor Klaudy is speaking, yes, about
explicitation (cf. Klaudy 1993). Gideon Toury is a one end of the table. | suspect we
ae not understanding much about explicitation, for want of enough Hungarian and
Russan to follow dl the examples. We try to keep up. It seems dl very, wel, linguidtic.
The man players ae language systems, they are the ones that tdl trandators to be
explicit or otherwise. Professor Toury asks about this a the end. Professor Klaudy
replies, | think, that only systemic explicitation could be made an object of generd
dudy, or something like that. Therefore we should study the condrants of language
systems. A good answer, perhaps, since Saussure had sad as much in his Cours de
linguistique générale: there can be no systematic study of parole. Or so | thought at the
time.



More than twelve years have passed since then. There have been many contacts,
many vidts to Budapest. | could probably now cal Professor Klaudy by her first name,
dthough | tend to prefer more respectful versons. Much has changed in Trandation
Studies as wdl. The problems of the explicitation hypothess, which | only vagudy
grasped in Szombeathely, are now curioudy centrd to the development of our discipline.
We have learned to didtinguish the study of trandation from the study of comparative
linguigics, so we have accepted that a whole range of trandaion shifts occur quite
independently of the demands of language systems. So much for Saussure. Yes, we may
now engage in the sysematic study of parole, of wha trandators specificaly do with
language. Explicitation is now bound to the study of the norms of trandationd
behavior; it is a candidate for satus as a universa or even law of trandation. Further,
the use of corpus linguistics has brought in new ways of testing the hypothess. And this
in turn has contributed to observations of other things that dl trandators might tend to
do: their texts are gpparently longer, their language is sad to have less varidion, they
are wont to leave things out, and so on. Professor Klaudy’s work on the explicitation
hypothesis has been in the front line of these developments. It is in that wake that we
dare ask afew smple questions.

L ocating the explicitation hypothesis

Explicitetion was described by Vinay and Dabenet in 1958 as “the process of
introducing informeation into the target language which is present only implicitly in the
source language, but which can be derived from the context or the Stuation” (1995: 8).
As such, the process could concern any kind of textua materia whatsoever.

What then became known as the “explicitation hypothess’ was formulated by
Blum-Kulka in 1986 (cited here in a 2001 reprint). In its historica development, the
hypothesis broadly Sates that a trandation will be more explicit than a corresponding
norttrandation, which may be ether the source text or a padld text in the target
language. Exactly what this term “explicit” means is then cause for debate Much
depends, we suspect, on the kinds of things we accept as examples of explicitation. Part
of Blum-Kulka s origind claim was based on cohesion markers:

The process of interpretations performed by the trandator on the source text
might lead to a TL [target language] text which is more redundant than the
source text. This redundancy can be expressed by a rise in the level of cohesve
explictness in the TL text. This argument may be dated as “the explicitation
hypothesis’, which postulates an observed cohesve explicitness from SL
[source language] to TL texts regardiess of the increase traceable to differences
between the two linguisgic and textual sysems involved. It follows that
explicitation is viewed here asinherent in the process of trandation. (2001: 300)

This formulation is worth close attention. Note that the place of explicitation is marked
out as “the process of interpretation performed by the trandator”, even though actud
research then has to refer to the linguitic qualities of source texts and target texts. In
order to explain this process, we would have to work out the cognitive churnings of
interpretation, not just the datistics of textua occurrence. Further, the observetion is
redricted to “cohesve explicitness’, to the markers that knit texts together. The
hypothesis as formulated does not drictly concern dl those uses of language that refer
to things beyond the text or the turns in a conversation (which we may regard as parts of
a text). It need not address problems of culturd reference, even though Blum-Kulka



certainly looks a such cases. Third, Blum-Kulka need not presume to know what those
markers mean. In a sense, hey could have no meaning beyond their function as textud
pointers. The explictation hypothess thus need not involve bringing out, developing,
refining, oecifying or normdizing semantic content  involving anything beyond  the
text. The only result of explicitation is thus “redundancy”, the unnecessary repstition of
something that is dready there. As far as semantic content goes, repetition is about as
empty asyou can get.

This, we submit, is an intriguing formulation because it potentidly avoids most
presumptions of stable semantic content. In fact, it observes the repetition of pointers
rather than a full process of something implicit (hidden, so how can we see it?)
becoming explicit (cleer for dl, so we dl see the same?). This is dso worrying on two
counts. Firg, could it be that explicitation is observed only in such pointers (those
whose referent is only in the text) and not in anything that refers beyond the text?
Second, if repetition is the only thing we find, should we redly be taking about
explicitation a dl?

Let ustry out these questions on some further research.

Types of explicitation

Blum-Kulka's explicitation hypothess has generdly been confirmed by dudies on
trandation between different language pars (among which, Séguinot 1988, Weissbrod
1992, Klaudy 1993, Englund Dimitrova 1993. @verds 1998, Olohan and Baker 2000,
Whittaker 2004). Most of these studies do actudly concern pointers of one kind or
another. Yet they include many other things as well. And their evolving categories seem
not to correspond to the kinds of questions we want to ask.

Congder, for example, Vanderauwera's early finding that “trandators of Dutch
fiction exhibited reserve in rendering unusud and mannered imagery and word choice
in the target text” (1985: 108). This cearly concerns much more than coheson or
interna repetition. Or more recently, Tirkkonen-Condit has observed that certain verb
types and dlitics peculiar to Finnish are used less frequently in Finnish trandations then
nonttrandations (2004), a general finding supported by Gelersam (1996) for Swedish
and by Eskola (2004) for non-finite congructions in Finnish (al reported in Makjaer
2005). Such observations ae cetanly interesting; they certainly go well beyond
pointers, but is there any strong sense in which they can dl be caled explicitation? One
suspects that they are happier referring to the common observation that trandations are
“flatter” or have less vaiation, less colour, than nontrandations. Or, as we shdl say,
trandators tend to take fewer risks than non-trandators.

Some theorigs have been especidly enthusiagtic about extending the fied of
explicitation to more than pointers. Perhgps the clearest arguments in favour of such an
extenson are those formulated by Klaudy (1998, 2003), notably in her identification of
“explicitetion” and “implicitetion” as two very wide processes. Here is a recent
formulation (from Klaudy and Karoly 2003).



Explicitation takes place, for example, when a S [source-language] wit of a more
generd meaning is replaced by a TL [target-language] unit of a more specid
meaning; the complex meaning of a SL word is distributed over severd words in
the TL; new meaningful eements appear in the TL text; one sentence in the SL is
divided into two or severd sentences in the TL; or, when SL phrases are extended
or “devated” into clausesinthe TL, eic.

Implicitation occurs, for indance, when a SL unit of a more specific
meaning is replaced by a TL unit of a more genera meaning; translators draw
together the meaning of severa words, and thus SL units consgting from two or
more words are replaced by a TL unit congsting of one word; meaningful
lexicd eements of the SL text are dropped; two or more sentences in the SL are
conjoined into one sentence in the TL; or, when SL clauses are reduced to
phrasesinthe TL, etc.

These two processes are held to cover operations that are conscious or automatic,
obligatory or optiond. The relative beauties of this gpproach are that it recognizes
explication as being not the only game in town, it covers a wide range of observations
on many different levels, and it can be teted in many ways on any language pair.
Klaudy ussfully applies such tests in order to distinguish between those operations thet
are obligatory (where explication in one direction aways corresponds to implication in
the other) and those that are optional (where this correspondence is not exact or
congant). The operations that are specific to trandation, rather than to language pairs,
would then be those where the reation between explicitation and implicitation is
asymmetric. This is neat. The traditiond explicitation hypotheses can then be
reformulated as a wider “asymmetry hypothess’, according to which “explictations in
the L1? L2 direction are not aways counterbalanced by implicitations in the L2? L1
direction because trandators — if they have a choice — prefer to use operations involving
explicitation, and often fal to peform optiond implicitations’ (Klaudy and Karoly
2003).

We find this reformulation useful and degant. To illudrate the gpproach, at leest
in our understanding, we adapt two examples from Frankenberg-Garcia (2004):

Source; Frances liked her doctor.
Trandation: Frances gostava dessa médica.
Back trandation: Frances liked this [femal €] doctor.

Here the trandator into Portuguese is obliged to specify the sex of the doctor, and this
would count as explicitation (in Klaudy's sense). But the trandator into English is under
no such obligation ad may thus choose the path of implication, giving no information
corresponding to the sex of the doctor. The processes of explicitation and implicitation
ae in this case symmetricd. What we have here thus belongs to the languages in
contact, and not to the specificity of trandation.

Congder, however, the following:

Source: Vocé também gosta dela?
Trandion: So you like her too?
Literd trandation: Y ou like her too?

Here the trandator has added the entirely optional adverbid So (yes, a pointer again),
knitting the discourse together in a way that the source does not (for smilar findings in



the fidd of interpreting, see Shlesnger 1991, among others). Trandated back into
Portuguese, the adverbid can essly be retained, and is indeed quite likdy to be
retained. The reaions between explicitation and potentid implicitetion are in this case
asymmetric. This ingance of explicitation is thus to be attributed to the trandation
dtuation, and not to the languages in contact. This second kind of explicitation is a
candidate for status as atrandation universl.

Then again, what we win on the swings, we lose on the roundabouts. This wider
view of explicitation provides powerful andyticd categories, but it rases many
questions about the limits of those categories To what extent can we say tha the
doctor’s female sex is entirely due to the Portuguese language? Perhaps Frances (or the
trandator) likes her, optiondly, precisdy because of this generic qudity. And again,
who is to say thet this hepful So that orients the reader is not an outright addition by the
trandator, rather than the outing of something held in a Portuguese closet? There must
dways reman doubt about any assumption of dable semantic content, particularly
when that content is paradoxicaly held to be a once hidden and obvioudy available to
al. Tha problem was not too serious when dl we were taking about was the repetition
of pointers. But any braver notion of explicitation must address more than a few
problems in the philosophy of language.

At this point we shdl atempt to formulate our own gpproach to explicitation.
We shdl accept the wider range of the hypothesis, dedling with more than pointers. But
we shal atempt to avoid any assumption of stable sementic content. This is rather like
doing theory with one hand tied behind your back.

A model of explicitation

Here we dhdl modd explication within a risk-management framework. The am is to
provide a rdiondis explangion of why the phenomenon might occur. Here we
understand “risk” as the probability of an undesired outcome. There are many such risks
in trandation, but most of them are too contingent to be of import in a generd theory.
The grestest problems facing a trandator might be the risk of not getting paid, or of
losng the dient, or even of beng identified behind a convenient pseudonym. All of
that, however, depends on the myriad factors in specific communication Stuations. For
our purposes here, undesired outcomes are those that restrict cooperation between the
communication partners, desrable outcomes are those that enhance the potentid for
cooperation, where cooperation alows for mutua benefits (see Pym 2000).

Some trandation problems involve low risks (the possble undesred outcomes
are of limited dimensons). Others are clearly high-risk. In these terms, good trandating
would be the at of invesing low effort in solving low-risk problems, and high effort in
0lving high-risk problems. Bad trandating would be the reverse, on both counts. But
such things are peripheral to our theoretical task here.

Our examples are from a trandation that we recently carried out from German
into English. This dlows for a cetan degree of quditaive introspection. We
nevertheess beieve the model can be extended beyond the data.

Let us accept that any dretch of text can be interpreted by an indefinite number
of further dretches of text, adl of them potentidly correct. This is a basc verdon of
Quines thess of the indeterminacy of tramdation (1960), compdtible with Blum-
Kulka's evocation of the text's “meaning potentia” (2000: 304). Condder, for example,
the following dgring, teken from the title of the atide in Geman (Kujaméki:
forthcoming):



1. Sdbstvergtandlich besteht ein gewisses Interesse fir Finnland, aber ...
This could be interpreted by:

2. Of course thereis acertain interest for Finland, but. ..

3. Naturaly thereisa certain interest for Finland, buit. ..

4. Obvioudy there fill exists a certain interest in Finland, but. ..

5. Of course here in Finland there exists a certain interest, but. ..

6. It is saf-explanatory that a certain interest for Finland is till standing, bui. ..
7. Of course here there exists a certain interest for Finland, but. ..

And so on.

Such dternatives are easly generated by automatic trandation processes. As one
sudent put it & a recent seminar in Tarragona, “the machine produces endless correct
trandations, and then we have to decide which one is correct”. But how do we
determine this kind of human “correctness’? Here we admit that al of the above
versons are correct in one way or another, but that some are more high-risk than others.
The idea of a comfortable human “correctness’ usudly turns out to be a low-risk
interpretation. And that is perhaps what we are looking for here.

The solving of trandation problems may be seen as a process of generating such
dternatives and then sdecting one of them as the trandation (Pym 2003). The use of
explicitation would then be away of handling those problems so as to manage the risks.

In our series of possble renditions, there is consderable variation in some
places and none in others. How would this variation relate to risk? “Ein gewisses
Interesse’ is dways “a cetan interest”, and “Finland’” is dways “Finland’. For us
there is no red trandation problem to be solved in those cases, and thus very little risk.
In other places, there is condderable variation but it is somehow nonproblematic. “Of
courss’, “naturdly”, “obvioudy” and so on can dl be used interchangeably, and no
great risk isrun.

In further cases, however, there is variation of a rather more high-risk kind.
Congder the case of “Interesse fur Finnland”. This could be rendered as “interest for
Finland” or, more normdly, as “interest in Finland’. The choice of one trandation or
the other is important here because a series of further dternatives depend on it, some of
them with highly undesred outcomes. If we choose “interest in Finland”, which is
linguigicdly more acceptable, the reader may be led to believe tha the interest itsdf is
located in Finland (as in rendition 5). That assumption is quite plausble on the bass of
the data at hand, but will soon be contradicted as the reader finds that the whole article
discusses interests located in Germany. On the other hand, if we choose “interest for
Finland” we may sound strange but there is a least no risk of swapping Germany for
Finland. So which are we to choose? Our find rendition in this case was.

8. Of course Germans have acertain interest in Finland, but. ..

Why did we insart this reference to “Germans’? We could argue tha the information
was implicit in the source, snce the phrase appears again within the text (no longer just
the title), in the mouth of an explictly German publisher. The insation of “Germans’
(or even of “we Germans’) would thus be a case of explicitation. However, there is
much further information that could equaly be seen as implicit. We could have put, for
indance “We right-wing Germans who believe in the unity of Nordic peoples sill have



deep ideologicd interests in manipulating the Germanic image of Finland”. Now that is
explicit! But it would not be a happy title.

Clearly, much more is a sake here than a ample move from implicit to explicit
information. By insating this paticular piece of implict text (“Germans’), we sought
to redrict the potentid ambiguity of the prepodtion “in” (“a certan interest in”). In
effect, we chopped short one path of potentid interpretative connections in order to
direct the reader down another. We thus reduced the risk of one reading by enhancing
the probability of another. And that, we propose, is a good reason for using
explicitation, and not just in this particular case.

Let us be very careful about what we are saying here, or rather, about what we
are not saying. We have not clamed, for indance, that there is just one correct rendition
of the source text. We have smply located a kind of trandation problem that opens up
more than one dring of further interpretations, and we have assumed that the trandator
decides, a no matter what level of awareness, tha one interpretative path is more
cooperdive than others. We have thus dlowed that the trandator will invest a specid
efort (such as introducing the term “German”) in order to minimize the risk of an
undesired interpretation. In this case the gpecid effort has teken the form of
explicitation.

This kind of logic can ds0 explan other cases of explicitation. The following
example is fromthe same trandation:

9. ...sdesof Slja [Sllanpd&s novd Nuorena nukkunut, The Mad Silja/ Falen Adeep
While Y oung, 1931].

Here the German origind just mentions Silja, the German name of the novd. Tha name
has to be retained, snce the sdes figures given in the co-text refer to tha German
trandation. Neverthdless the reader with no German and less Finnish is likdy to have
trouble grasping what is going on here. We have thus made some information explicit,
indeed redundant (close atention to the co-text done could retrieve the name of the
author Sillanpdé and the fact that the book is a novd). Then we have dso added the
name of the origind Finnish nove, which turns out to be dgnificantly different from the
German, and the two titles under which it was rendered into English, where it might
ring some bdls for our Englis+language reader. All this in order to avoid the risk of
leaving the reader entirdy in the dark. If we logt the reader, we would lose the
possbility of cooperation.

Note that in this example we could make a digtinction between explicitation (the
nove and the noveis) and something further, perhaps amplification (the different
names for the nove, garnished from the trandator's research on texts beyond the
source). Blum-Kulka (2001) in fact uses something smilar when she atempts to
diginguish between “text-based” and “reader-based” explicitation. Yet such distinctions
ae hard to maintan conggently. When we insat the term “novel” and we repest the
name of the novdigs, ae we not doing essentidly the same work as the gpparently
redundant coheson makers with which asymmetric explicitetion has long been
asociated? That is, cooperation with the recever may be the generd am of
explicitation, even in cases where the linguigtic materid is dearly referentid in nature,

One find example from the same trandation, just to raise a few questions about
implication aswdl:

10. Dagegen muss ich Ihnen offen sagen, dass ich gegen das dritte Kapitd ,,Herbstliche
Ereignisse die dlergrossten Bedenken habe



11. On the other hand | mugt tell you openly that | have the greastest doubts about the
third chapter.

This is a German publisher taking about the same novd. In the source text, the third
chapter has a name, “Herbstliche Ereignisss’, which could be rendered as “Autumn
Events’, or “Experiences’, or “Occurrences’. Why have we chosen to omit the name of
the chapter? Wel, if we had transcribed the German name (which would be correct,
gnce the publisher is commenting on the German trandation), it would probably not
mean anything to the English reader. In fact, it could compound further unwanted
reactions (eg. “lI have no idea what's going on here because | don't reed German”).
Alternatively, we could have spend a few hours looking for the standard English
trandation of that chapter, so as not to leave the reader stranded. Yet if we did that, not
only would we have wasted our efforts on a low-risk problem, but the reader could
believe that the German publisher is commenting on an English trandation of the text.
That would open up interpretative paths full of further unnecessary risks. Far better, in
this case, to omit the name, avoid the complications, and steer the reader adong a surer
and smpler path. Such might be the logic of implicitation. It too avoids risks.

Explaining explicitation

Let us accept, for the sake of an argument, that al the researchers agree that there is
such a thing as optiond (“asymmetric’) explicitation, tha it is conggdently more
frequent in trandations than is implicitation, and tha it is a feature of the trandation
gtuation rather than of the languages in contact. Now, why should this be s0? What
possble explanaions can we dtribute to this phenomenon? Although explanation is one
of the many areas of Trandaion Studies that we have to work on serioudy, in this case
there isno red shortage of potential approaches. Let uslist just afew.

Vinay and Darbelnet actudly offered a rich explanation when they clamed that
trandators “lengthen their texts out of prudence but aso out of ignorance (1995: 193) —
a posgitive reason (prudence is a classca virtue) and a negative one (ignorance is not).
The ignorance pat ensues logicdly from the traditiond prescriptive idea that
trandations should not read like trandations, SO anything specific to trandation must be
negative. Explicitation would be pat of the generd “over-trandaing” that Mounin
identified way back in 1963 — something that happens when trandators know no better.
That idea has long been surpassed by the age of Destriptive Trandation Studies. |If
trandators do it, it is probably because they are trandators, not necessarily because they
are stupid (unless, of course, al trandators are stupid). What we are then Ieft with is this
one term “prudence’, about which we would like to know more.

Other explanations are more psychologica or cognitive in nature. One might
suppose that trandators are exceptional because they are both readers and writers at the
same time (or hearers and speskers, in the case of interpreting). This Stuation would 1)
meke them especidly aware of the difficulties of congructing meaning (because they
are trying to make sense of the source text), 2) put them in a podtion where they can
solve those problems in an explicit way by writing down markers for everything they
have just congtrued, and 3) do this a a time when the congtruction process is very fresh
in their mind. More bluntly, trandators would want to help readers because they, the
trandators, are dso readers (cf. Chesterman 2004). This genera idea finds some support
in research by Whittaker (2004), where instances of explicitation are found to incresse
in passages marked by grester discursve complexity. The harder the source text, the



harder the trandator works, and the more likely they are to make their renditions
explicit. One could further hypothesize that trandators do this because they are focusing
on smdler textud units than are non-trandators, so they tend to worry about problems
that others would solve by applying principles of charity. Who but a trandator would
worry about the ambiguities of “acertaininterest in...”?

Such cognitive explanations gain credence from an gpplication of relevance
theory. Here we could argue that trandaors provide more “communicative clues’ than
non-trandators because their receivers have fewer shared culturd references than do the
recavers of the source text. This entirdy logicd explanation was intimated by Eugene
Nida long ago as a way of understanding why trandations are often longer than ther
sources. Strangely, it is recognized but more or less devaued by Gutt (1991), who tends
to view excessve communicative clues in terms of over-trandation. Gutt would rather
make the recaivers work. The research suggests that not al trandators agree with him.

One further kind of explanation invokes the notion of language universas. If
explicitation is held to be a universd of trandation, then it may not require (or even be
avalable to) any other kind of explandtion. It smply is in the same way that the
“language faculty” smply exisds as the object of study for Chomsky and followers.
Explicitation may then exig in the same way as proposed trandation universds such as
“normdization” and “dImplification” would exis dongdde it, no metter how much
these various processes might contradict or push agangt esch other. Such clams to
universd  datus, without atention to further explandtion, rase the spectre of a
generation of trandaion scholars busy observing corpora without thinking  about
people. Mamkjaer (2005) intimates that this kind of universdism is unacceptably
vague, and mosgtly better handled by the concept of norms anyway.

On her podtive sde, Madmkjaer (2005), echoing something of Blum-Kulka
(2000: 312), seeks a kind of cognitive explanation based on Grice's Cooperation
Principle, dthough the connection remains difficult to follow. One might generdly
admit that trandaors provide more “communicative clues’ than non-trandators, they
are somehow more cooperative. But why should that be s0? Perhaps we could back this
up with presuppositions like those of Simeoni (1998), who broadly sees trandators as
being in subservient postions, with less power than their communication partners, and
therefore somehow more given to working so that others do not have to work. But do
we redlly know about the powers of al trandators, and about al trandation Stuations?

This drangdy connects with a patid explanation offered by Blum-Kulka,
where she tries to explain the difference between reader-based explicitation and text-
basad explicitation:

For reader-based shifts, the trandator is in the podtion of the practitioners of
preventive medicinee his role is to foresee the possbilities of “damage’ to
interpretetion in the TL and to apply means to minimize them. With regard to text-
based chifts the trandator is in the pogtion of the phydcian administering
treetment: in this area, accurate diagnoss is the necessxry first condition to
successful trestment. (2001: 309)

Let us not worry too much about the digtinction between the categories (in our view
they overlgp consderably). The andogy is of interest in itself. To say that the trandator
is “in the pogtion” of a doctor is to map out a gpace of ethical action, in much the same
way, and udng the same basc andogy, as Cheterman’s cdl for a “hieronymic oath”
for trandators (2001). These are gpparently not just things that trandators do; they are
things that trandators should do as part of their professon. Further, beyond the ethics,



the pogtions of doctors are mapped out socidly, in terms of regulated behaviour. To be
“in the pogtion of” is to operae with a range of variable condraints, many of which are
non-cognitive.

Any and dl of these explanations are possble; none of them is wrong; and the
same could be sad for any cocktal mixing these and damilar ingredients. Our purpose
here is not to decide between these explanations in any radical way. We will ke happy
enough to pick up a few threads and weave them into our generd theory of cooperation
and risk.

So why explicitation?

The éements are there prudence, Gricean cooperation, relevance to a new reception
gtuation, the ethics of sarvice (subservience), damage control or remedy. For al of
these things, we could say that trandators have reasons to be risk-averse; or they are
given to minimizing risks, or they do not want to take risks in ther own name. This
hypotheticd risk averson would then be our generd explanation for explicitation (and
for quite a few other behaviord patterns as well). To that we can add a second and
entirdly compatible reason: dnce trandation involves communicetion into a context
with fewer shared references, it involves greater risks than nontrandation, which does
not consgtently have this feature. And where there are greater risks, there are greater
opportunities for risk minimization, dthough cdearly not obligations. Our mode can
thus shift explicitation into the terminology of risk management, where much more
remainsto be said.

S0 is explictation a universa of trandation? Is it something that al trandators
do because they are dl risk averse? Not necessarily. We would prefer to see risk
averson as a rationa consegquence of the kinds of dtuations in which trandators work,
in certain cultures and in terms of certain norms. If trandaors are made to work in such
a way that they are pendized for instances of non-cooperation and are not rewarded for
taking risks in order to achieve vaues beyond cooperation, then they will logicdly tend
to be risk-averse. Such a gtuation might be of the kind observed by Leonardo Bruni in
1405, when he complained that authors aways get the praise for what is good and
trandaors merely recelve the blame for what is wrong (Bruni 1928: 102-104). With this
kind of reward gdructure, pat of Western discursve formations since the Renaissance,
trandators will tend to cover al bets and avoid the fireworks. With another kind of
reward dructure (such as that operative in the locdization of advertiang, for instance),
we would not expect to find such risk averson, nor pronounced explicitation.

That, a leadt, is a hypothess to be tested. And that is as far as we risk delving
into the depths of the trandating mind, or aspiring to the heights of the empty universal.
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