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INVESTIGATING THE CROSS-CULTURAL IMPACT:
AN ANALYSIS OF TURKISH TRANSLATIONS OF COMMON
EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK OF REFERENCE (CEFR) THROUGH
REISS’S TEXT TYPOLOGY

ABSTRACT

The research investigates Turkish translations of Common European Fra-
mework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) from the perspective of Reiss’s text
typology. CEFR is a comprehensive document defining language teaching, lear-
ning objectives and providing testing tools designed in 2001 with the impact of
multiculturalism and multilingualism notions. The document has been translated
into 40 different languages and applied globally since then. Turkish is one of the
languages in which CEFR was translated. These translations, on the other hand,
are crucial for informing target audience regarding development and innovation
in language learning, assessment and curriculum. This study aims to shed light on
the cross-cultural impact of CEFR by analyzing its Turkish translations through
Reiss’s text typology. The study adopts the method of document analysis to exa-
mine Turkish translations of CEFR by focusing on key terms and concepts related
to language education. Based on the findings of the study, CEFR is an informative
text in terms of text typology approach and transferred to Turkish aligned with
source text in terms of its function and content. These results suggest that transla-
tors adopted a translation approach fulfilling the intended purpose of the text and
demands of the target audience considering informative text type. Additionally,
the findings of the study are also notable in that it offers a thorough understanding
of the CEFR's cross-cultural impact in Turkish setting and a systematic approach
for translators regarding text types. The research is expected to contribute to trans-
lation studies and enhance foreign language education practices and policies in
Turkey with the insights it offers.

Keywords: Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR), Text Typology, Turkish Translations of CEFR, Cross-Cultural Impact, Fo-
reign Language Education.
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KULTURLER ARASI ETKIYi KESFETMEK: REISS'IN METIN TURU
YAKLASIMI ISIGINDA AVRUPA ORTAK BASVURU METNI (AOBM)
TURKCE CEVIRISININ INCELENMESI

0z

Bu arastirmada, Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Bagvuru Metni (AOBM) Tiirkge ce-
virileri Reiss'in metin tiirii yaklagimiyla incelenmektedir. Dil 6grenme ve 6gretme
hedeflerini belirleyen ve degerlendirme araglar1 saglayan bu metin ¢ok kiiltiirlii-
lik ve ¢ok dillilik kavramlarinin etkisiyle 2001 yilinda ortaya ¢ikmistir. AOBM,
o zamandan beri diinya ¢apinda kullanilmakta ve simdiye kadar 40 farkl dile ak-
tarilmigtir. Tiirkge ise bu metnin ¢evrildigi dillerin baginda gelmektedir. Bu ¢e-
viriler, dil 6grenen ve 6gretenleri dil egitimi, miifredat, 6lgme ve degerlendirme
caligmalarina doniik yenilikler ve gelismeler noktasinda bilgilendirmesi agisindan
6nem arz etmektedir. Buradan hareketle olusturulan bu arastirma, metnin Tiirkge
cevirilerini Reiss’in metin tiirli yaklagimiyla inceleyerek AOBM’nin kiiltiirlerarasi
etkisini ortaya ¢ikarmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu baglamda yabanci dil egitimi ile ilgili
terim ve kavramlarin karsilastirmali bir sekilde incelendigi arastirmada dokiiman
analizi yontemi benimsenmektedir. Arastirmanin sonuglarina gore, icerdigi 6zel-
liklerle AOBM’nin bilgilendirici metin tiiriine ait oldugu ve erek metindeki islevi
ve igerigi bakimindan kaynak metinle uyumlu bir sekilde Tiirk¢eye aktarildig: or-
taya ¢cikmistir. Bu sonug, ¢evirmenlerin bilgilendirici metin tiirtiniin 6zelliklerini
g6z 6niinde bulundurarak metnin amacina uygun ve hedef kitlenin taleplerini kar-
silayan bir ¢eviri yaklagimi benimsediklerini gostermektedir. Ayrica, ¢aligmanin
sonuglart AOBM’nin Tiirkiye baglaminda kiiltiirler arasi etkisinin kapsamli bir
sekilde anlagilmasini saglamasi ve sistematik bir yaklagim sunmasi agisindan da
dikkate degerdir. Arastirma sonuglarinin, ¢eviri bilimine katki saglamas ve Tiirki-
ye'deki yabanci dille ilgili egitim uygulamalarini ve politikalarini gelistirmesi bek-
lenmektedir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Avrupa Ortak Bagvuru Metni (AOBM), Metin Tiirti Yakla-
sim1, AOBM Tiirkge Cevirileri, Kiiltiirleraras: Etki, Yabanci Dil Egitimi.

ek

INTRODUCTION

Every translation is carried out for a specific purpose. Depending on the sele-
cted text type, the translation approach may change in accordance with this speci-
fied goal. For instance, while a literary work incorporates creative language usage
including rhetoric and artistic style, informative or instructional texts have a more
referential style highlighting the content over the form. This distinction between
form and content is also where text types have developed.
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When the sentences that make up the text are linguistically analyzed, Chomsk-
y’s distinction between deep structure and surface structure in sentences becomes
apparent based on the text types (1965). The point to be emphasized here is what
makes the deep structure meaningful is both writer and reader. While the writer
tries to make the information s/he thinks meaningful on the surface structure, the
reader, on the other hand, tries to make sense of the referents with the existing
world knowledge. Thus, the reader aims to uncover the deep structure based on the
superficial relationship between the signified and the signifiers and to derive the
meaning through contextualizing the message (Harris, 1993).

The translator, on the other hand, reshapes the text formed in the deep and
surface structure spiral, taking into account some variables such as target culture
and target language. This point is precisely where the role of translator is getting
challenging as well. Because the translator should reform the text created in the
deep and surface structure spiral while keeping in mind the aim and function of
the text as well as demands of target audience. Translator, at the same time, should
decide on type of the text at the beginning of the translation process as another
crucial task.

The concept of text types was introduced by Katharina Reiss inspired by the
studies of linguist Bithler (1879-1963). According to Reiss, texts are categorized
as informative, expressive, operational and audio-visual (1989). The first type that
is informative texts is for conveying the information. The second type of text is
called expressive text which conveys emotions and feelings. The third type named
as operational texts is for serving practical aims such as contracts, advertisements.
The last text type, audio-visual texts, is related to the transmission of all kinds of
text concerning visual or audio media materials (Reiss, 2000).

Considering the different types of texts described above, it could be stated that
Reiss (1989) attempts to highlight the necessity of focusing on the text types in
a holistic way rather than only the word or sentence level in order to convey the
proper message of the text. Given that the Common European Framework of Refe-
rence for Languages (CEFR, 2001) is analyzed from this point, it is observed that it
has a broad content enriched with extensive terminology and innovative concepts
related to the field of foreign language education.

In order to translate such a text that includes profound information and rich
terminology, translators should be aware of type of the text and determine the
purpose and function of it as well as target audience. Within this perspective, it
might be argued that the translation of such texts related to foreign language edu-
cation is a challenge on its own as these texts include all the difficulties of transla-
tion of both technical and literary texts (Aksoy, 1999). In this respect, utilizing a
systematic and functional approach that presents solutions for potential problems
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might be beneficial for translators. Text typology introduced by Reiss (2000) could
be useful to overcome challenges and come up with solutions for possible prob-
lems that translators encounter in the process of translation of texts including wide
knowledge and rich terminology related to foreign language education. In this re-
gard, the research intends to explore Turkish translations of Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) within Reiss’s text typology. Some
of the questions to be addressed in the study are:

1.  What is the text type of CEFR within text typology approach?

2. Do the content of target text (TT) and source text (ST) align with each
other in terms of text typology?

3.  What are the translation strategies employed to adapt the concepts and
terminology of the CEFR to the Turkish cultural and educational context?

By addressing the questions above, this research offers a novel understanding
regarding intercultural transference of CEFR by offering a systematic approach.
The study also provides a framework for analyzing Turkish translations of the CEFR
through text type approach. Even though there is a lot of research regarding CEFR
creating a paradigm shift in language education, the fact that this research deals
with CEFR through the lens of translation studies makes the results of this research
valuable. It is expected that the result of the study will offer a distinctive insight
into the field of foreign language education and contribute to translation studies.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Text Typology

The act of translation is to reconstruct a text for target audience by taking into
account its type as well as its purpose, function and cultural context. The core of
such an approach in translation is functionalist translation theories. Functional
approaches have created a paradigm shift in translation studies by focusing on so-
cio-cultural context and intended purpose (Vermeer & Reiss, 2013; Venuti, 1995;
Monday, 2016). Within functionalist approach context, one of the most prominent
theories is text typology approach proposed by Reiss.

This approach provides a classification framework for texts depending on their
functions. Based on the framework of this approach, texts are divided into four ca-
tegories that are informative, expressive, operative, and audio-medial texts. In the
context of these texts, Reiss claims that the choice of translation method depends
on the type and content of the text (2000). According to Reiss, the type and con-
tent of the text should be at the forefront of the factors that the translator should
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consider in the intercultural transfer of any text since the content of the texts varies
according to their types (2000).

For instance, informative texts could be texts such as reports, reference books,
or lectures that aim to convey information in different contexts and concepts. The-
refore, primary approach for these texts should make the translation as simple and
clear as possible. However, the fact that some texts include special terminology,
technical terms or some concepts that lack equivalents in target culture could be
challenging for translation of informative texts. Accordingly, translation of target
text should include all theoretical details and relevant content. In order to be able to
convey all significant parts of the text, translators might apply translation strategies
such as literal translation, explication and addition to help transfer of source text
accurately. Thus, translators can create a balance between being comprehensible
and culturally suitable in the target language by taking into account the specific ne-
eds of target audience. The style of text, on the other hand should be “plain-prose”
(Monday, 2016; Reiss, 1989).

For expressive texts such as literary work, translators should adopt a translation
approach highlighting the aesthetic and creative elements of the texts. These kinds
of texts require a different approach than informative texts. In this context, trans-
lators might apply strategies that preserve the tone, style and voice of author. For
operative texts such as instructions, advertisements, user guides, translators should
consider function of the text by meeting special expectations of target audience.
The last category of the classification is audio-medial texts such as movies, radio
broadcasts or other forms of visual or audio media. Translators should be aware
of different elements of audio-media to transfer intended purpose for this type. In
this context, translators may employ both adaptation and literal translation, along
with creative techniques, to ensure that the translation becomes culturally enga-
ging for the target audience. The following table summarizes the main features of
text types (Reiss, 1989).

Table 1. Main Features of Text Types

Text type Informative Expressive Operative Audio-medial
Function of text Informative Expressive Representative | Informative
(Presenting obje- +
cts, information, Expressive
facts) +
Representative
Dimension of text | Rational Artistic Dialogic Conversational
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Focus of text Based on content | Based on form | Based on con- Based on content
versation + form + con-
versation as well
as audio-medial
material
Translation ‘Plain prose, Engaging Provoking the Provoking the
method Providing appropriate appropriate
explication when reaction reaction
needed
TT should convey relevant be adopting have functional | have functional
content author’s style equivalent equivalent

(Monday, 2016; Reiss, 1989)

As can be summarized in Table 1 above, determining the type of ST should be
the primary criterion for a translator since the focus of the text, the aim of the text
and the elements that determine the translation method are the type of the text. In
this context, how this research was carried out based on text typology introduced
by Reiss (1989) is explained in the method section of the study.

METHOD

As one of the qualitative research methods, the method of document analysis
was used in the research. Turkish translations of the CEFR were examined com-
paratively in detail with an emphasis on key terms and concepts related to foreign
language education.

The Universe and Sample of the Study

The universe of the study contains all text types related to foreign language edu-
cation. The sample of the study, on the other hand, includes Turkish translations of
Common European Languages Framework (CEFR).

Data Collection and Sampling

The corpus of the study includes CEFR created by Council of Europe in 2001
and its Turkish translations translated by Ministry of Education Board in 2009. It
is observed that the purpose of the both corpora cover program design, describing
language proficiency levels, language teaching, education and assessment. The data
of the study was determined by focusing on the key concepts, terms, proficiency
levels and language descriptors of the CEFR. Within this framework, the examples
are determined through stratified sampling method. The basis of this sampling
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depends on the universe into various substrata before selecting the sample and
then samples are selected out of the strata (Creswell, 2013). After sampling, the
examples are analyzed in order to reveal in-text equivalence between ST and TT in
terms of text typology approach.

Data Analysis

The in-text analysis encompasses the analysis of translation of textual content
and terminology of the CEFR according to the criteria suggested by Reiss (2000).
These are linguistic and non-linguistic components. While linguistic features inc-
lude semantic and lexical equivalence as well as stylistic and linguistic features of
text, non-linguistic elements contain time, place, receiver, target culture (Monday,
2016) In this context, after determining the type of the text, the data acquired was
analyzed in terms of its language usage, style, semantic and lexical equivalence
comparatively considering non-linguistic features of the text. Thus, in-text equiva-
lence is revealed between ST and TT.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

CEFR is a framework describing language proficiency levels and providing inst-
ruction for learning, teaching and testing languages (Cefr, 2001; Hazar, 2021). Given
that the subject matter of CEFR analyzed deeply, it is observed that the document
includes content with rich terminology and concepts related to foreign language
education. In this context, the research consists of two stages: Comparative analysis
of Turkish translations of content and comparative analysis of key terms of CEFR.
The following examples are examined and discussed within the given context.

Comparative Analysis of CEFR in Terms of its Textual Content

Based on the general features of CEFR, it is observed that it falls in the category
of informative text according to Reiss’s text typology (1977). As highlighted by Re-
iss, the main focus of these kinds of texts are transmission of information (1977).
Since these texts include terminology, the accuracy of the information transferred
is crucial. Therefore, translators should provide in-text coherence between ST and
TT as the main aim of “translation of any content-focused text” should be “pre-
serving semantic equivalence” between texts (Monday, 2016, p. 118). When CEFR
translations are taken into account within this context, it becomes evident how
crucial to convey the content of CEFR to TT. Examples regarding analogy of TT
and ST in terms of their contents and goals of CEFR are below.

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1322430 d
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Table 2. Comparison of ST and TT in Terms of Their Contents and Goals

ST

TT

“The aim of these notes is to help you to
use the Common European Framework for
language learning, teaching and assessment
more effectively, either as a language learn-
er or as a member of one of the professions
concerned with language teaching and as-
sessment” (2001, p. 4).

“Bu kitabin amaci gerek dil 6greneni olan
gerekse dil ogretimi ve degerlendirilmesi ile
ilgili mesleklerden biri ile ilgilenen sizlere dil
6grenimi, 6gretimi ve degerlendirmesi alan-
larinda Avrupa Ortak Bagvuru Metnini daha
etkili kullanmanizda kolaylik saglamaktadir”
(2009, p. 4).

“To promote, encourage and support the
efforts of teachers and learners at all levels
to apply in their own situation the principles
of the construction of language-learning sys-
tems” (2001, p. 3).

“Dil 6grenme sistemlerinin olugturulmasin-
da gegerli ilkelerin her diizeyde 6gretmen ve
ogrencilerin kendi durumlarina gére uygulan-
mast konusundaki ¢abalarmi tesvik etmek,
artirmak ve desteklemek” (2009, p.2).

“To promote research and development
programmes leading to the introduction, at
all educational levels, of methods and mate-
rials best suited to enabling different classes
and types of students to acquire a communi-
cative proficiency appropriate to their specif-
ic needs” (2001, p. 3).

“Biitiin egitim diizeylerinde 6zel ihtiyaglari-
na uygun iletisim yetenegini farkli 6grenci
tiirleri ve siniflarina kazandirmak igin gerek-
en Ogretim yontemleri ve materyalleri ortaya
koyacak arastirma ve gelistirme program-
larini olusturmak” (2009, p. 3).

Table 2 demonstrates that the aim of the CEFR is to offer information about
“language learning, teaching and assessment”,

» <«

to promote, encourage and support

the efforts of teachers and learners at all levels” and “to promote research and de-
velopment programmes” (2001, pp. 3-4). When the ST and T'T were compared in
terms of content and language usage, it was observed that the translators carried
out a translation for the purpose determined in TT. From the perspective of text
typology, it is apparent that translators’ preference was for semantic and lexical
equivalence as the correct transference of the content is the primary goal for infor-
mative texts. In relation to language usage, word choice and style of both texts, it
could be stated that translators adopted a plain and clear approach. These findings
indicate that the content of TT and ST are overlapped.
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Table 3. Comparison of ST and TT in Terms of Content of the Texts

ST

TT

“The
provides a common basis for the elabora-

Common European Framework

tion of language syllabuses, curriculum
guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc.
across Europe” (2001, p. 1).

“Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Bagvuru Metni, Avrupa
tilkelerinde dil 6gretim programlarini, program
yonergelerini, sinav ve ders kitaplar1 vb. konu-
lardaki galismalar1 yonlendirmek igin ortak bir
gergeve sunmayl amaglamaktadir” (2009, p. 1).

“The planning of language learning pro-
grammes” (2001, p. 6).

“Dil 6grenme programlarinin  planlanmasi”
(2009, p. 5).

“The planning of language certification in
terms of:

« the content syllabus of examinations;

« assessment criteria, in terms of positive
achievement rather than negative deficien-
cies” (2001, p. 6).

“Dil 6greniminin belgelendirilmesi

1. Sinav program igeriklerine

2. Degerlendirme Oolgiitlerine, (olumsuzluklar-
dan ¢ok olumlu 6zelliklerin g6z 6niine ali-narak)
gore planlanmasidir” (2009, p. 5).

In Table 3, when ST is compared to TT in terms of language usage and word

choice, it is obvious that translators favored an approach that represents the intend-
ed meaning of the TT. In this sense, translators benefit from strategies related to ex-
plaining the specific terms of CEFR in order to convey the content accurately and
completely to target culture. For instance, the expression of “language syllables”
meaning “dil miifredatlarr” is transferred to TT as “dil 6gretim programlar1” by
making the meaning as comprehensible as possible for target audience. As another
example, on the other hand, the expression of “curriculum guidelines” meaning
“miifredat yonergeleri” is translated as “program yonergeleri” by providing coher-
ence between terms in Turkish context for target audience. Based on the examples
above, when the sentences are evaluated as a whole, it is observed that the principle
of in-text coherence is provided between ST and TT. As a result, it can be stated
that translators were able to provide a comprehensible and clear translation of ST.

Table 4. Comparison of ST and TT in Terms of Key Concepts

ST

TT

“The learner does not simply acquire two dis-
tinct, unrelated ways of acting and commu-
nicating. The language learner becomes plu-
rilingual and develops interculturality. The
linguistic and cultural competences in respect
of each language are modified by knowledge of
the other and contribute to intercultural aware-
ness, skills and know-how” (2001, p. 43).

“Ogrenen kisi basit bir bicimde birbirinden
ayr1 hareket ve iletisim yollar1 edinmez. Dil
6grenen ¢ok dilli bir birey olur ve kiiltiirlerarasi
farkindalik gelistirir. Dilbilimsel ve kiiltiirel
yetiler, her dil bakimindan diger bir dilin bilg-
isi sayesinde sekil degistirir ve bu kiiltiirleraras:

farkindalik, beceriler ve teknik bilginin gelisi-

mine yardimci olur” (2009, p. 42).
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When the sentences in Table 4 are compared in terms of the concepts they
contain, it has been observed that the translators conveyed the concepts in the
source text by making use of some strategies. For instance, concepts such as “plu-
rilingual”, “linguistic and cultural competence” were transferred as “¢ok dilli”,
“dilbiligisel ve kiiltiirel yeterlik” with literal translation strategy while the term
“interculturality” is transferred as “kiiltiirleraras1 farkindalik” with addition
strategy in order to transmit the meaning of term accurately and fully. Overall, it
can be concluded that both TT and ST are compatible with each other, as the cru-
cial point for informative texts is to convey important concepts and terms entirely.

Table5. Comparison of STand TT interms of Key Terms and Adopted Language Methodin CEFR

ST

TT

“A comprehensive, transparent and coher-
ent frame of reference for language learning,
teaching and assessment must relate to a very
general view of language use and learning. The
approach adopted here, generally speaking, is
an action-oriented one in so far as it views
users and learners of a language primarily as
‘social agents’, i.e., members of society who
have tasks (not exclusively language-related)
to accomplish in a given set of circumstances,
in a specific environment and within a partic-
ular field of action” (2001, p. 9)

“Kapsamli, saydam ve tutarli olmasi istenen
bir dil 6grenme, 6gretme ve degerlendirme
basvuru metni, dil kullanimi ve &6grenimi
konusunda ¢ok genel bir bakis agisina sahip
olmalidir. Burada benimsenen yaklagim, bir
dili kullanan ve 6grenenleri 6ncelikle “sosyal
aktorler” olarak yani, gesitli durumlarda, be-
lirli bir ¢evrede ve 6zel bir hareket sahasinda
yerine getirmeleri gereken (sadece dille sinirli
da olmayan) gorevleri bulunan toplum tiyeleri
olarak gordigii i¢in genel anlamda eylem
odakl1 yaklagimdir diyebiliriz” (2009, p. 6).

“The introduction of a European Language
Portfolio with international currency is now
under consideration. The Portfolio would
make it possible for learners to document
their progress towards plurilingual compe-
tence by recording learning experiences of all
kinds over a wide range of languages, much
of which would otherwise be unattested and

unrecognised” (2001, p. 20)

“Simdi Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu’nun uluslar-
arast kullanimi tasarlanmaktadir. Portfolyo

uygulamasi,

¢ok cesitli diller icerisinde her tiir 6grenme
deneyimini kaydederek 6grenicilerin ¢ok dilli
yetiye dogru ilerleyislerini belgelendirmeyi
miimkiin kilacaktir” (2009, p. 16).

When the examples in Table 5 are compared, it is observed that both texts are
aligned with each other providing a shared goal of language teaching and learning.
For example, the term “action-oriented approach” and “social agents” highlight-
ing the role of learners are transferred into Turkish as “eylem odakli yaklasim” and
“sosyal aktorler” with literal translation strategy. The literal translation is a strategy
that is often preferred to convey the original meaning of the terms or concepts in
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the source text since it is important to convey the source text completely and accu-
rately in informative texts. However, when another example related to “European
Language Portfolio” is analyzed, the notable point is that the part “much of which
would otherwise be unattested and unrecognized” of the second sentence was
not translated. It could be stated that this circumstance might result in information
loss for target audience. This point could be regarded as a weak point as accurate
and complete translation of the content has the ultimate significance for Reiss’s
text typology. In addition to these examples, another distinctive part of CEFR is
that it provides language descriptors to evaluate learners’ proficiency in a foreign
language. Related examples are below.

Table 6. Comparison of ST and TT in Terms Language Descriptors in CEFR

ST TT

C2 “Can understand with ease C2 “Okudugu ve duydugu her seyi

“Proficient use” (2001, p. 24).

virtually everything heard
or read. Can summarise in-
formation from different
spoken and written sources,
reconstructing arguments
and accounts in a coherent
presentation. Can
him/herself

very fluently and precisely,

express

spontaneously,

differentiating finer shades of
meaning even in more com-
plex situations” (2001, p. 24).

neredeyse bir ¢aba gostermek-
Farkli kay-

naklardan yazili ve sozli olgu

sizin anlayabilir.

ve kanitlar1 tutarli bir bigimde
Ozetleyerek yeniden olusturabil-
ir. Dogal bir bigimde, son derece
akici ve kesin olarak kendi-
ni ifade edebilir ve karmagik
konularla baglantili ince anlam
farkhiliklarini  ayirt  edebilir”

(2009, p. 22)

Cl1

“Can understand a wide
range of demanding, longer
texts, and recognise implicit
meaning. Can express him/
herself fluently and sponta-
neously without much ob-
vious searching for expres-
sions” (2001, p. 24).

“fleri Diizey kullanicr” (2009, p. 22)

Cl1

“Uzun ve zorlu metinlerden
olusan genis bir basamag1 anlay-
abilir ve ortiik anlamlar kavray-
abilir. Sozciiklerini uzun uzadiya
aramak zorunda olmaksizin
dogal ve akici bir bigimde ken-

dini ifade edebilir” (2009, p. 22)
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B2 “Can understand the main B2 “Uzmanlik alanina iliskin teknik
Z ideas of complex text on both ) bir tartigma da dahil olmak iizere
1 concrete and abstract topics, a. karmagik bir metin i¢indeki so-
g including technical discus- g mut ya da soyut konularin 6ziinii
Q sions in his/her field of spe- Cl anlayabilir” (2009, p. 22)
& cialisation” (2001, p. 24). 2
z <
s =
= E
é B1 “Can understand the main i B1 “Agik ve standart bir dil kul-
02 points of clear standard input :§ lanildiginda ve is, okul, eglence,
k] s a) g1 .
= on familiar matters regularly © vd. bildik seyler s6z konusu ana
& encountered in work, school, | konular1 anlayabilir” (2009, p.

leisure, etc” (2001, p. 24). 22)

A2 “Can understand sentences A2 “Tek ctimleleri ve dogrudan
and frequently used expres- oncelik alanlariyla (soz gelimi
sions related to areas of most | & yalin ve kisisel bilgiler ve aile bil-

5 immediate relevance (e.g. ::5 gileri, aligverisler, yakin gevre, is)

: very basic personal and fam- § iligkili olarak siklikla kullanilan

g ily information, shopping, lo- =§ deyimleri anlayabilir” (2009, p.

s cal geography, employment)” g 22)

% (2001, p. 24). E

3 B

2 3

é Al “Can understand and use fa- | & | Al “Siradan ve giindelik deyislerle

N miliar everyday expressions E somut gereksinimleri kargila-
and very basic phrases aimed | £ may1 hedefleyen son derece yalin
at the satisfaction of needs of ifadeleri anlayabilir ve kulla-
a concrete type” (2001, p. 24). nabilir” (2009, p. 22)

Given that CEFR language descriptors
text typology approach, it is observed that both ST and TT share a similar aim
and function since they both provide an understanding of foreign language levels
and their complementary abilities as informative text. In relation to translation
strategies, it is viewed that literal translation is preferred by translators to assure
the accuracy of the text transferred. Overall, it could be expressed that translators
conveyed the language descriptors of CEFR effectively by considering the needs of
target audience in terms of cultural and educational context of Turkish language.

are compared in terms principles of

In light of examples illustrated above, it could be concluded that CEFR is an
informative text with the features it has. Terms, on the other hand, are another
significant part of informative texts. CEFR contains intensive terminology related
to language education. Below is comparative analysis of CEFR’s terminology.
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Comparative Analysis of CEFR’s Terminology

Terminology refers to a vocabulary related to a certain field. When CEFR is
analyzed in terms of terminology, it is observed that it has a rich terminology on
language teaching and education related to language levels, skills and assessment
in different contexts. Some of the crucial terms brought by CEFR to language edu-
cation field and their Turkish translations are presented below.

Table 7. Some Key Terms in ST and TT

ST

TT

“Al (Breakthrough),

A2(Waystage),

B1(Threshold),

B2(Vantage),

C1 (Effective Operational Proficiency) and
Cc2

(Mastery)” (2001, p. 30)

“A1 (Breakthrough): Baslangig ya da kesif diizeyi
A2 (Waystage): Ara diizey ya da Iletisimden Kop-
mama Diizeyi

B1 (Threshold): Esik Diizey

B2 (Vantage): Ileri Diizey ya da Bagimsiz
Kullanic1 Diizeyi
C1 (Effective Operational Proficiency):

Ozerk Diizey
C2 (Mastery): Ustalik Diizeyi” (2009, p. 29).

“The measurement literature recognises five
classic ways of linking separate assessments:
(1) equating; (2) calibrating; (3) statistical
moderation; (4) benchmarking, and (5)
social moderation” (2001, p. 182)

“Olgme literatiirii, bagimsiz dlgmelerin birbiriyle
iliskilendirilmesi i¢in bes yontem tanir: (1) den-
klestirme (equating) (2) ayarlama (calibrating)
(3) istatistik ayarlamas (statistical moderation)
(4) isaretleme (benchmarking) (5) sosyal ayarla-
ma (social moderation)” (2009, p. 167).

“For continuous assessment or for sum-
mative assessment at the end of a course”
(2001, p. 180)

“Siirekli degerlendirme (continuous assessment)
veya donem sonu/ diizey belirleme (summative)
degerlendirmeleri icin kullanir” (2009, p. 166).

“There are three concepts that are tradition-
ally seen as fundamental to any discussion
of assessment: validity, reliability and fea-
sibility” (2001, p. 177).

“Geleneksel olarak, ii¢ kavram herhangi bir deger-
lendirme tartigmasinin temelini olugturur: Gegerli-
lik, giivenirlilik ve verimlilik” (2009, p. 163).

“Talking in terms of the series of Council of
Europe content specifications, even if Way-
stage is situated halfway to Threshold Level
on a scale of levels, and Threshold half way
to Vantage Level, experience with existing
scales suggests that many learners will take
more than twice as long to reach Threshold
Level from Waystage than they needed to
reach Waystage” (2001, p. 17)

“Avrupa Konseyi igerik belirleme serilerine gore
konusacak olursak, Waystage diizeyler ¢izelgesinde
Threshold Level'in yarisinda ve Threshold da Van-
tage Level'in yarisinda yer almasina ragmen, mev-
cut diizey cizelgesi ile deneyim gostermektedir ki
birgok 6grenici Waystageden Threshold Levela
ulagmak i¢in Waystage’e ulagmaya gore iki kat daha
fazla zaman harcamaktadir” (2009, p. 13).
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“One influential classification, into themes, | “Threshold Level 1990, Boliim 7 de sunulan tema-
sub-themes and ‘specific notions’ is that pre- | lar, alt-temalar ve “6zellikli kavramlar” etkili bir
sented in Threshold Level 1990, Chapter 77 | siniflandirmadir” (2009, p. 51).

(2001, p. 52).

On the basis of the examples provided in the table above, it is apparent that
translators tried to transfer terms by keeping the original essence of them. In this
context when examples are analysed in a detailed way, it was noticed that direct
translation strategies such as foreignization, literal translation and transference of
the terms in their original forms were used. For instance, language proficiency
levels that are “A1 (Breakthrough), A2(Waystage), B1(Threshold), B2(Vantage),
C1 (Effective Operational Proficiency) and C2 (Mastery)” were transferred as
“Al (Breakthrough): Baslangi¢ ya da kesif diizeyi, A2 (Waystage): Ara diizey ya
da lletisimden Kopmama Diizeyi, B1 (Threshold): Esik Diizey, B2 (Vantage):
fleri Diizey ya da Bagimsiz Kullaniai Diizeyi, C1 (Effective Operational Pro-
ficiency): Ozerk Diizey, C2 (Mastery): Ustalik Diizeyi” (p. 29) to TT by being
preserved in parenthesis as well as addition and literal translation strategies.

Besides this, some terms regarding proficiency levels such as “threshold”, “van-
tage level” and “waystage” are conveyed as their original versions with foreigniza-
tion strategy. In line with these examples, it was also observed that some terms
related to language assessment such as “continuous assessment”, “summative
assessment” as “siirekli degerlendirme (continuous assessment)” and “diizey
belirleme (summative) degerlendirmeleri” were transferred in parentheses by
preserving their original form while terms such as “validity”, “reliability” and
“feasibility” (p. 177, 2001) are transferred using “literal translation” strategy as
“gecerlilik”, “giivenirlilik” and “verimlilik” (p. 163). Based on the strategies used
for the translation of terms, it can be inferred that translators adopted an approach
preserving the terms as much as possible in order to achieve lexical equivalence

between documents.

Another significant fact of transference of terms is to provide cohesion by us-
ing the same translation of the term consistently throughout the text as well as
preserving the original form of the terms (Wallerstein, 1981; Zheng, 2017). In this
sense, it is determined that there was a glossary of terms in T'T in order to enhance
cohesion between texts. The relevant example is presented in the table below.
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Table 8. Key Terms in ST and TTin the Glossary™

ST TT

accuracy and fluency dogruluk ve akicilik
action-oriented approach eylem yoénelimli / odakli yaklagim
communicative language competence iletisimsel dil yetisi
discourse competence soylem yetisi

intercultural awareness kiiltiirler aras: farkindalik
lexical competence sozvarlig yetisi

native speaker anadil konugucusu
paralinguistic dil 6tesi

plurilingualism cok dillilik

language user dil kullanicist

functional competence islevsel yeti

self-esteem Ozgiiven

sentential formulae timcesel bicimler
rhetorical effectiveness sozbilimsel etkililik
sociolinguistic competence toplumdilsel yeti, yetkinlik

(CEFR, 2009, pp. 242-259)

As some examples demonstrated in the table above, there is a glossary related
to terms and key concepts of CEFR in TT. Creating a glossary as in the example
for informative texts is beneficial since the use of the same terms throughout the
text is crucial for target readers. This is also one of the factors which increase the
coherence of the translation between ST and TT. Thus, target readers might com-
prehend complex concepts more easily as the usage of same terms in the entire
text could help retention of knowledge as well as reducing ambiguity. For these
reasons, it can be stated that the inclusion of a glossary is a valuable tool in terms of
increasing target readers’ understanding and the overall quality of translated text.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The primary aim of the research is to reveal cross-cultural impact of CEFR and
shed light on translation of informative texts in foreign language education field.
In this context, Turkish translations of CEFR were analyzed in a functionalist way
with text typology. According to the main findings of the research, it is revealed
that CEFR is an informative text and translators managed to transfer rich content
of CEFR related to foreign language education into Turkish by taking into account
its text type throughout translation.

11 See the full glossary on pages between 242-250 (CEFR, 2009).
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Upon analyzing CEFR deeply, it was observed that the aim of the text is to cre-
ate a shared understanding of foreign language education for curriculum creators,
exam designers, teachers and learners (Delibas, 2013). In this sense, it could be sta-
ted that both TT and ST have the same mission in terms of transferring knowledge
about language education. In other words, transmission of the content is the main
objective for both of the documents. In line with this view, findings of the study
indicate that translators benefitted from strategies to convey the message of the text
and also transfer the terms and concepts without any information loss.

In this regard, translation strategies such as addition, literal translation, fore-
ignization and explication are used by translators to overcome some challenges by
translators since the act of translation includes “a process of generation and selecti-
on, a problem-solving process” as well (Pym, 2003, p. 489). In terms of stylistic and
grammatical features, it is noteworthy to express that translators adopted “plain
prose” method and used concise and clear language as the mission of translation is
to convey referential context of CEFR.

Given how crucial it is for informative texts to transmit accurate content and
complete terminology, it has been viewed that the translators especially took de-
cisions to preserve the terms, and accordingly, they transferred the terms to the
target text either in their original form or by preserving them in parentheses or
translating them with “literal translation” strategy. The reason why foreignization
strategies are preferred often for translation of terms could be due to the fact that
most of terms and concepts of CEFR have not had any equivalent in Turkish con-
text yet. Therefore, translators might have chosen “imported” terms (Even-Zohar,
2002, p.169). Even though this circumstance creates challenges for translators, it
also has positive cross-cultural impact in that it informs and updates target audien-
ce about recent developments and innovations in language education field (Giin-
day & Aycan, 2018). Considering the results of the research, it could be stated that
the study is noteworthy in that it offers a distinctive perspective on cross-cultural
impact of CEFR within Turkish context from the perspective of translation studies
even though there are several studies on CEFR related to paradigm shift it cau-
sed in foreign language education (Byram & Parmenter, 2012; Celik, 2013; Hazar,
2021; Sahib & Stapa, 2021).

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The CEFR has contributed to bringing all aspects of language learning on a
common basis by giving rise to numerous new concepts and ideas regarding lan-
guage education. One of the key goals of the CEFR is to introduce these principles
and deepen language education through the concepts and ideas it includes. Based
on the objectives of CEFR, primary purpose of the research is to shed light on how
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the cross-cultural impact of CEFR is achieved in Turkish setting. In this sense, Tur-
kish translations of CEFR were analyzed and described with Reiss’s text typology.

According to findings of the study, translators adopted a translation approach
that overlaps with the information contained in the source text and target text by
considering informative text type features. In line with translation of key terms
and concepts of CEFR, it is revealed that translators benefitted from strategies such
as foreignization, literal translation, addition. This result suggests that translators
made an effort to prevent knowledge loss as some of the terms could be novel or
unfamiliar in Turkish context.

This study provides valuable insights as it highlights the necessity of determi-
ning text type and linguistic features of the texts at the beginning of translation
process. Another essential result of the study is that translators should adapt their
translation approaches and strategies according to content of the text. Last but not
least, translators should consider and put into practice the principles of Reiss’s text
typology in that it serves as a systematic framework and comprehensive guideline
for translators to overcome potential translation problems.
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