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Abstract

The present paper discusses the results of an explorative study on the impact of translation 
revision procedures on the process and product of revision. The aim of this research is 
twofold. First, it is to establish which translation revision procedures are worth comparing in 
the experimental setting of the main study. Second, it is to determine whether it is opportune 
to allow the subjects in the planned extended experiment to revise on paper, in addition to 
revising on screen. Regarding the former question, it seems reasonable to compare four 
particular revision procedures, which are applied by professional revisers and recommended 
by translation scholars. As far as the latter question is concerned, it may be interesting to 
leave the revisers the choice. However, when it comes to the methodology of the main 
research – in which revision processes will be analysed through keystroke logging and think 
aloud protocols –, this approach has several drawbacks. 

1. Introduction

With the publication of a new European norm for translation services in 2006 (European 

Standard EN 15038. Translation services – Service requirements [European Committee for 

Standardisation 2006]), the practice of translation revision will probably become 

progressively more frequent. This is confirmed by researchers who have recently been 

publishing on this topic. For instance Künzli (2007b: 116), having studied the revision 

performance of professional translators using Think Aloud Protocols, states that “the demand 

for translation revision will probably grow rather than diminish”. Similarly, Mossop (2007:

6), who dedicated a whole article to empirical studies of revision in the July issue of the 

Journal of Specialised Translation (http://www.jostrans.org), argues that “the revision of the 

work of other translators may become increasingly important, at least in Europe, with the 

publication in 2006 of the new standard EN 15038 Translation services – Service 

requirements”. In the same publication, Martin (2007: 61) presents a similar argument. 

Finally, also Mossop (2006) explains, in an article on the effects of computerization on 
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translation, that the translation process sometimes takes the form of a revision process. For 

example when the source text is a ‘collage’, forcing the translator to use existing target text 

pieces and revise them.

According to the EN standard (European Committee for Standardisation 2006: 11), 

revising translation is a compulsory part of the translation process and the reviser is not the 

translator: “The Translation Service Provider shall ensure that the translation is revised. The 

reviser shall be a person other than the translator […]”. This type of revision is what will be 

referred to in this paper as ‘translation revision’. The standard gives a definition of translation 

revision in the chapter dedicated to terms and definitions: “to revise: to examine translation 

for its suitability for the agreed purpose, compare the source and the target texts and 

recommend corrective measures” (European Committee for Standardisation 2006: 6).

Interestingly, as noted by Mossop (2007: 2), there seems to be some vagueness as to 

what the revising process implies. The standard mentions indeed that “the reviser shall 

examine the translation for its suitability for the agreed purpose. This shall include, as 

required by the project, comparison of the source and target texts for terminology consistency, 

register and style” (European Committee for Standardisation 2006: 11). Although the 

definition seems to impose three operations – examining the target text, comparing the source 

text and the target text and recommending changes –, the second statement might create

confusion about the necessity to have a comparative reading of source and target text, where it 

says “as required by the project”.

In view of this, it seems challenging to carry out research on the impact of the choice 

of a translation revision procedure on the process and product of revision. Currently, this issue 

is at the centre of the ongoing research project about which the present paper reports. The aim 

is to answer to some extent the following question, raised by Mossop (2007: 19): “Is there a

revising method that produces higher quality?” This paper, though, narrows the focus: it is 

restricted to the discussion of the results of an explorative study, whose aim is twofold. First, 

it is to establish which translation revision procedures are worth comparing in the 

experimental setting of the main study. Second, it intends to determine whether the subjects in 

the later experiment should be allowed to revise on paper, in addition to revising on screen. 

This particular issue was incidentally raised by Chesterman (2006: 20) in an article dedicated 

to questions in the sociology of translation.

The answers to the main research question of the ongoing research project, regarding

the impact of the choice of a translation revision procedure on the process and product of 

revision, can be relevant for academia as well as for the professional world. If translation 
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revision is to become increasingly more important, it will probably conquer a place in the 

curricula of translator training institutions. As for professionals, being able to rely on an 

empirically based procedure may be somehow reassuring when facing the choice between one

procedure and another – especially given the constraints of time pressure. 

In the following section, some of the current terminological issues surrounding the 

concept of revision will be briefly elucidated. The third part describes the method used to 

collect the quantitative and qualitative data, which are needed to answer the first and second 

preliminary research questions. This will be followed by a presentation and a discussion of 

the results. Finally, this paper explores the implications of the research results on translation 

revision procedures.

2. Terminological issues

In an article about the terminology to be used for Translation Quality Assessment, Brunette 

(2000: 180) discussed concepts specific to translation assessment – translation revision being 

one of them – in an attempt to describe and classify them, to “encourage translation scholars 

to develop, adopt and use the same language”. She concluded quoting Hatim and Mason 

(1990: 5): “A common set of categories [parameters] is needed and a set of terms referring to 

them, a metalanguage for translation studies”. About eight years later, the problem seems to 

be as salient as ever, not only as far as translation quality assessment practices are concerned, 

but also with reference to the whole discipline. Only last year, the International Journal on 

Translation Studies Target dedicated a special issue (19, 2) to the question of metalanguage in 

Translation Studies. According to Marco (2007), one of the contributors, Translation Studies 

is a young discipline with no adequate consensus among specialists about its object of study 

and therefore about its terminology. Consequently, it will not come as a surprise that there is a 

halo of fuzziness around the concept of revision as well, as will be shown later. However, 

fuzziness does not need to be seen as a problem according to Pokorn (2007: 334) in the same 

issue of Target, who considers conceptual diversity as an “added value”. Snell-Hornby (2007:

322), another contributor, argues that as for as Translation Studies are concerned confusion 

must be avoided and that the important thing is to find “a compatible discourse which 

cultivates an awareness of differences in usage and where terms are clearly defined within the 

language and the school of thought for which they apply”.
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2.1. A tentative typology of revision

What exactly is ‘revision’? As was pointed out above, confusion indeed exists. In an article 

about self-revision among professional translators, Yi-yi Shih (2006: 295) argues that “there 

is not even a definite definition of ‘revision’”. Similarly, Lee (2006: 410) states that the term 

has remained vague, except in some countries like Canada. Martin (2007: 58), in his article 

about revision within the scope of risks and resources management, mentions that there is a 

“confusing array of would-be (but not-quite) synonyms increasingly used to express the 

revision concept, viz. cross-reading, checking, re-reading, proofing, reviewing, QC-ing, 

etcetera”.

Indeed, different types of revision can be identified. The so-called New Rhetoric 

Formula, as used by Nord (2005: 41) in her model of text analysis in translation (relating to 

who revises what, when, how, and why), appears to be an effective tool. In addition, and just 

like it is the case of the concept of translation, the concept of revision can be studied both as a 

product and a process. A few attempts at producing a typology of revision have been made in 

Translation Studies. To my knowledge, they all come from the applied Translation Studies 

branch of the well-known Holmes/Toury map: Horguelin and Brunette (1998) in their 

Pratique de la révision, a textbook on revision; Brunette again (2000) in her article about 

translation quality assessment practices, mentioned above, and Mossop (2007) in an article 

about empirical studies of revision, also mentioned above. A few other recent articles about 

revision have also dealt with the problematic definition of the concept of revision, e.g. Yi-yi 

Shi (2006) and Lee (2006).

To distinguish revision within Translation Studies from revision in other disciplines, 

the first step to be taken is to define its object of study, i.e. the what-question from the 

Rhetoric Formula. This is also the first distinction made by Horguelin and Brunette (1998: 3): 

either the text under examination is a translation, or it is not a translation. The next question is 

that of the subject undertaking the action, namely the who-question. In the case of a translated 

text, either the person who revises is also the one who translated the text, or it is somebody 

else. The when-question refers to the moment of revising: in the case of a translation being 

revised by the translator itself, the revision process can take place either during the translation 

process, or after the translation process. Yet, whatever the case may be, the process of 

revising will have to take place before delivery to the client. Otherwise, the activity cannot be 

considered as revision, for it is another assessment procedure completed on a final text (see 

Brunette’s assessment procedures classification table in Brunette 2000: 172). If the person 
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revising is not the translator, the revision process will normally take place after the translation 

process. The how-question deals with the way the revision process is organised, i.e. with 

revision procedures – which can be very diverse. Finally, the why-question refers to the 

function of the revision. 

The following part of this paper examines the terminology used in the Translation 

Studies literature to refer to these situations, taking the terminology of the EN 15038 standard 

and that of Translation Terminology, edited by Jean Delisle et al. (1999) as a starting point.

2.1.1. The text is a translation, the reviser is the translator

According to the EN 15038 standard (European Committee for Standardisation 2006: 11), this 

process of revising is part of the translation process and is called ‘checking’ (Vérification in 

the French version):

On completion of the initial translation, the translator shall check his/her own work. This 

process shall include checking that the meaning has been conveyed, that there are no 

omissions or errors and that the defined service specifications have been met. The translator 

shall make any necessary amendments.

In Translation Terminology (1999: 175), the term ‘revision’ refers to the following 

concepts: 

(1) a detailed comparative examination of the translated <text> with the respective <source 

text> in order to verify that the <sense> is the same in both texts and to improve the quality of 

the <target text>.

(2) a function usually assigned to an experienced <translator> for the purpose of ensuring that 

texts translated by others will measure up to the standards of professional translation. […] In 

American English, this stage of the translation document cycle is commonly referred to as 

editing, which is also closely related to review. This step may involve checking a text, 

followed by a revision or editing phase, where the text is actually corrected. 

According to the above definition, the term ‘revision’ refers either to the process of 

revising one’s own translation, or to the process of revising somebody else’s translation, 

which is a first possible confusion.



Isabelle ROBERT. “Translation Revision Procedures: 
An Explorative Study”                                                                                                                            6

© 2008. Pieter BOULOGNE (ed.). Translation and Its Others. Selected Papers of the CETRA Research Seminar in 
Translation Studies 2007. http://www.kuleuven.be/cetra/papers/papers.html

As far as the moment of this process is concerned, the European standard is clear: it 

occurs after the completion of the translation. This is also what we can understand from the 

definition of revision in Translation Terminology. The way the process should be carried out 

and its function are also implicitly present in the definition.

More generally, in Translation Studies a variety of terms is used to refer to the concept

in question:1

• checking (Graham, 1989); 

• evaluation or Content comparison and control (Sager, 1994);

• proof reading (own work) (Samuelsson-Brown, 1993); 

• revision (Gillaerts, 1993, using the Dutch “reviseren”; Sager, 1994; Pena and Hernández 

Guerrero, 1994, using the Spanish “revisión de una traducción propia”; Lorenzo, 2002, 

using the Spanish “revisión”; Breedveld, 2002, using the Dutch “revisie”; Yi-yi Shih, 

2006); 

• self-correction (Mizón and Diéguez, 1996);

• self-revision (Sedon-Strutt, 1990; Mossop, 1992, 2001, 2007; Horguelin and Brunette, 

1998, using the French “autorévision” or “relecture”; Yi-yi Shih, 2006).

2.1.2. The text is a translation, the reviser is not the translator

According to the EN 15038 standard, this process is called ‘revision’ (révision in the French 

version). In Translation Terminology, the term ‘revision’ is sometimes used to refer to this 

process. More generally, in Translation Studies a variety of terms occurs: 

• bilingual revision (Horguelin and Brunette, 1998, using the French “révision bilingue”; 

Brunette, 2003 , using the French “révision bilingue”); 

• checking (Graham, 1989; Samuelsson-Brown, 1993); 

• other-revision (Mossop, 2007, who also uses the term “revision”); 

• revision (Arthern, 1983; Mossop, 1992, 2001, 2007; Gillaerts, 1993 using the Dutch 

“reviseren”, Sager, 1994; Pena and Hernández Guerrero, 1994, using the Spanish 

“revisión de una traducción ajena”; Gile, 1995; Horguelin & Brunette, 1998, using the 

French “révision”; Rochard, 1999, 2002, 2004, using the French “révision”; Brunette, 

2000, 2002, 2003, 2007a, 2007b; Newmark, 2001; Lorenzo, 2002, using the Spanish 

                                               
1 The following list only takes into account the process of revising by the translator after the translation process. 
Considering the revision process during the translation process itself would lead to a study of translation process 
models and a variety of empirical studies, which is beyond the scope of this article.
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“revisión”; Hine, 2003; Brunette, Gagnon and Hine, 2005; Chakhachiro, 2005; Yi-yi Shih, 

2006; Parra Galiano, 2007; Martin, 2007: Prioux and Rochard, 2007);

• revision of translation work (Sedon-Strutt, 1990); 

• translation revision (Künzli, 2005b, 2006a using the German “Übersetzungsrevision”, 

2006b, 2006c, 2007a, 2007b; Yi-yi Shih, 2006).

2.1.3. The text is a translation, the reviser is not the translator: further classification

As far as the person revising is concerned, Horguelin and Brunette (1998: 4) also speak of 

révision réciproque or interrévision (révision croisée for Rochard, 2002), being a revision 

practice between peers. When the revision is carried out by a group of people, they speak of 

révision collective. Finally, the revision done by the client is called validation.

Regarding the function, I only found one classification: that of pragmatic versus 

didactic revision, proposed by Brunette (2000). Whereas the former involves training the 

translator, the latter does not and there is no contact between translator and reviser. Two years 

before, Horguelin and Brunette (1998: 4) also mentioned révision pédagogique as a form of 

didactic revision aimed at translation students and more often than not performed in the 

classroom.

With regard to the procedure, i.e. the way the revising process is carried out, I found 

only a few proposals. Mossop (2001: 116) distinguishes between unilingual re-reading and 

comparative re-reading. In contrast to the latter term, the former one means that the target text 

is not compared to the source text during the revision process. These two procedures are 

called respectively monolingual and bilingual revision in Brunette, Gagnon and Hine (2005). 

Mossop also makes a difference between a full or a partial revision, which does not seem to 

be possible within Brunette’s proposal (Brunette 2000), where both didactic and pragmatic 

revision always refer to the whole text. 

2.1.4. The text is a not a translation, the reviser is the author of the text

If the text to be revised is an original text and the revising person is its author, this process of 

revising is part of the writing process, as discussed in many publications on studies in writing 

(e.g. Alamargot and Chanquoy, 2001; Allal, Chanquoy and Margy, 2004; Pétillon and Ganier, 

2006; Horning and Becker, 2006). In these publications, this process is generally called 

‘revision’.
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2.1.5. The text is a not a translation, the reviser is not the author of the text

If the text to be revised is an original text and the revising person is not its author, this process 

of revising can be considered as a process on its own, as suggested by Laflamme (2007), who 

considers that kind of revision as a process independent of the writing process. This process is 

called révision professionnelle in French by the different authors of a book entirely dedicated 

to the topic (Bisaillon 2007a), whereas Lachance (2007) speaks of révision linguistique. The

same activity is often referred to as ‘editing’ in English, see e.g. Mossop (2001: iii): 

Editing means finding problems in a text which is not a translation, and then correcting or 

improving it, with particular attention to making the text suitable for its future readers and for 

the use to which they will put it. Revising is this same task applied to draft translations.

In the current paper, the term ‘translation revision’ will be used to refer to the process 

of revising somebody else’s translation, which is the object of the present research.

3. A note on methodology

In order to answer the first preliminary research question, namely which translation revision 

procedures seem to be worth comparing in a later experimental setting, two different methods

were used: (1) a small scale survey among Belgian translation agencies, (2) a review of the 

literature. The same methods were used to answer the second preliminary research question, 

i.e. to determine whether the subjects in the later experiment should be allowed to revise on 

paper, in addition to revising on screen.

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Which translation revision procedures are worth comparing in the experimental setting 

of the main study?

4.1.1. In theory

Strictly speaking and when considering the three different operations involved in the revision 

process according to the EN 15038 standard (to examine the source text [ST], to compare 
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source text [ST] and target text [TT], to make corrections), not less than seven translation 

revision procedures are possible. These possibilities can be sorted according to the number of 

times the target text and the source text are read: 

• the TT is read once, the ST is not read at all (or partly):

A the reviser reads the TT alone without the ST, and makes changes;

B the reviser reads the TT alone, refers to ST when he thinks there may be a problem, 

and makes changes;

• the TT is read once, the ST is read once:

C the reviser compares ST with TT and makes changes.

• The TT is read twice, the source text is read once:

D the reviser reads the TT, makes changes, then compares ST with TT, and makes 

additional changes if necessary;

E the reviser compares ST with TT, makes changes, then reads the TT and makes 

additional changes if necessary;

• The TT is read twice, the ST is read twice:

F the reviser reads the ST, then compares ST with TT and makes changes, he finally 

reads the TT again and makes additional changes if necessary;

G the reviser reads the ST, then reads the TT and makes changes, and then compares ST 

with TT and makes additional changes if necessary.

4.1.2. Small-scale survey

In 2006, I conducted a small-scale survey in Belgium among translation agencies, asking 

them how revisers revise. To make sure that the process of answering the survey would take 

as little time as possible and thus increase the chance of getting an answer, the respondents

were asked to choose between procedure E (i.e. the reviser starts the revision process with a 

comparison of the ST and TT, makes changes, and then reads the TT again to make additional 

changes if necessary), procedure D (i.e. the reviser reads the TT, makes changes, then 

compares ST with TT, and makes additional changes if necessary) or ‘another’ (in this case, 

the respondent was asked to give a description )2. 117 mails were sent and 48 valid answers 

could be analysed. From this analysis, it results that professionals seem to prefer procedure E

(56%). Procedure D comes second with 21%. 9% of those questioned apply procedure E or D. 

Their choice depends on different factors, such as their own preferences, the translator (do 

                                               
2 Originally it was intended to focus on those two procedures in which there is a comparison of ST and TT, 
hence the choice given to revisers. It is only later that it was decided to include other procedures.
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they know him/her well or not?), the type of text to be revised. Procedure C, in which the 

reviser compares ST with TT and makes changes, is used by 12% of the respondents. Then 

come procedures B and A, with respectively 5% (the reviser reads the TT alone, refers to ST 

when he thinks there may be a problem, and makes changes) and 2% (the reviser reads the TT 

alone without the ST, and makes changes). Procedures F and G seem not to be used at all. 

Obviously, this is only what revisers claim they do, and it does not necessarily 

correspond to what they really do. In this respect, the survey as a research method can be 

compared to the interview in a study about self-revision by Yi-yi Shih (2006: 300), in which 

she says that “the subjects are expressing what they believe or perceive to be their revision 

behaviours, which does not guarantee that they are the subjects’ actual revision behaviours”.

In addition, since in that survey respondents were asked to choose between procedure 

E, procedure D and another procedure, they might have been influenced by this ‘guided’ 

choice. That is why it was decided to compare these results with the results of another survey,

conducted in 2007. The aim of this second survey was to answer the second preliminary 

question, but it sheds new light on the results of the first survey. In the second survey, the 

respondents were asked to detail their use of paper or screen in the revision process. Again, to 

make sure that the process of answering the mail would take as little time as possible and thus 

increase the chance of getting an answer, the respondents were asked to simply tick off the 

revision process description that best applied to them. Not knowing beforehand which 

revision procedure they were usually applying, I had to include descriptions for different 

revision procedures, so that respondents could first select the revision procedure they used 

and then tick off the description that best suited them. It was decided to include descriptions 

Figure 1. 2006 survey
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for all four procedures that seemed to be the most frequent on the basis of the results of the 

first survey, i.e. procedures E, D, C, B. 101 mails were sent to approximately the same group

of respondents, whereupon 21 answers could be analysed. I was expecting respondents to tick 

off the description that suited them for only one or maybe two of the four procedures included 

in the mail, for the first survey had revealed that a majority of revisers seemed to use one 

particular revision procedure, or sometimes (9%) two. Surprisingly, 47.6% (10/21) of the 

respondents ticked off a description for all four procedures, which seems to imply that they 

also use them all. 28.4% (6/21) ticked off a description for only one revision procedure, which 

seems to imply that they only use one; 14% ticked off a description for three of the four 

procedures, whereas 10% did for two of them. Starting from the hypothesis that when the 

respondents ticked off a description for more than one revision procedure, they actually use 

these procedures proportionally, the following results can be obtained: 36% for procedure E, 

29% for procedure B, 20% for procedure C and 15% for procedure D. 

If the first survey results are compared to the second ones, procedure E seems to 

remain the most frequent, whereas procedure D goes down from rank two to four; procedure 

B on the contrary climbs from rank four to two. Procedure C remains on rank three. In 

addition, a comparison was made between the combined results for the procedures in which 

the target text is read once in one case and in which it is read twice in the other case. This 

leads to a 49% versus 51% situation, which seems to indicate that the way the question was 

asked in the first survey might have influenced the respondents.

Figure 2. 2007 survey
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4.1.3. Review of the literature

Although so far little research on translation revision has been carried out, as many 

Translation Studies scholars (Brunette 2007b; Künzli, 2006c; Yi-yi Shih, 2006; Lee, 2006; 

Chakhachiro, 2005; Mossop, 2001) point out, a review of the literature provides some 

answers as to the way in which revisers should revise and, consequently, as to the question of 

which procedure is to be chosen from the above list. 

According to some scholars, procedure A, i.e. the reviser reads the TT alone without 

the ST, and makes changes, should not be recommended: 

Contrary to our expectations but according to evidence, monolingual revision proved to be an 

irrational practice, even less helpful than no revision. It appeared that revisers accustomed to 

comparing translated and source texts lost their linguistic judgement when facing a “free-

standing” text and corrupted the translation from its source. (Brunette, Gagnon and Hine, 

2005: 43)

The study in question, conducted by the research group GREVIS (groupe de recherche 

en révision humaine) in Canada and the United States in 2001, is one of the few empirical 

studies on revision procedures. As will become clear in the review of the other procedures, 

the answers from Translation Studies often come from a pedagogical or practical perspective.

Procedure B (i.e. the reviser reads the TT alone, refers to the ST when he thinks there 

may be a problem, and makes changes) is mentioned by Horguelin and Brunette (1998) and 

by Mossop (2001). However, they do not seem to agree. Mossop, who calls this procedure 

unilingual revision, defines it as a procedure in which the reviser refers “to the ST only when 

a passage is questionable,” arguing that this way of revising can be very effective:

Figure 3. Comparison 2006 vs. 2007 survey
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Unilingual re-reading may well produce a translation that is not quite as close in meaning to 

the source as a comparative re-reading will produce. On the other hand, it will often read 

better because the reviser has been attending more to the flow and logic of the translation.

(Mossop, 2001: 116)

Horguelin and Brunette (1998: 39), on the other hand, describe an ideal revision 

process as one in which revision takes place in different steps: reading of the ST, comparative 

reading of ST and TT (which they call bilingual revision), correction and re-reading of the 

TT. However, they explain that in practice there is often only one reading, which is 

comparative. They concede that the bilingual revision is sometimes only a partial reading of 

the ST, carried out only when the reviser has doubts about the translation. Yet, a bit further on 

(1998: 40), they reaffirm that translation revision should be comparative because there is no 

other way to control whether the translation is accurate. This statement covers not only 

procedure B, but also procedure C (i.e. the reviser compares ST with TT and makes 

corrections) and F (i.e. the reviser reads the ST, then compares ST with TT and makes 

corrections, he finally reads the TT again and makes additional corrections if necessary).

Procedure D (i.e. the reviser reads the TT, makes changes, then compares ST with TT, 

and makes additional changes if necessary) is supported in many publications, often 

compared and preferred to procedure E (i.e. the reviser compares ST with TT, makes changes, 

then he reads the TT and makes additional changes if necessary). Parra Galiano (2007) 

proposes a translation revision procedure based on a descriptive, comparative and critical 

analysis of the translation studies literature and on three case studies. Her procedure consists 

of different steps: the reviser should know the translation brief, read the TT as if it was an 

original and without referring to ST, decide whether the revision is profitable (amount and 

type of errors, time estimation), and if it is, decide on the revision parameters and degree, and 

then revise. 

As it results from the following statement, Künzli (2006b: 13) is fully conscious of the 

importance of the choice of the procedure:

The following excerpt illustrates another issue: the question of the order in which revision 

procedures are carried out. There are some indications suggesting that from a quality point of 

view, it might be an advantage to start by reading the draft translation without looking at the 

source text: […] If revisers start by reading the draft translation without looking at the source 

text, they have the unique opportunity to avoid coming under the spell of source-language 

structures. 
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In line with this, Rochard (1999: 10) advocates a procedure where the reading of the 

target text alone is followed by a comparative reading, the first step being focused on 

coherence, the second on accuracy:

Il faut procéder à une relecture logique du texte d’arrivée dans un souci de cohérence non 

seulement interne, mais aussi par rapport aux informations et à la logique du texte de départ et 

à une relecture contrastive du texte afin de vérifier qu’il n’y a rien dans la forme linguistique 

du texte de départ qui contredise la traduction (message sous un nouvel habillage). C’est cette 

concordance logico-linguistique qui fait la fidélité au texte de départ […]

Hine (2003: 139) supports the same view, maintaining that “monolingual editing of a 

translated text is an important precursor to bilingual editing”. Also Mossop (2001: 123) is 

very clear about this: “First, all other things being equal, you should read the translation alone 

first, without comparing it to the source text”. Surprisingly, he does not seem to follow the 

same line of action when it comes to revising an original work. What he calls ‘copyediting’

(house-style, spelling, typographical errors, syntax, idiom, punctuation, usage), i.e. a ’line-by-

line, micro-level work that bears on small details of the text’, should be done “after the author 

and editor have completed 'macro-level' changes to the content and structure of the text” 

(2001: 21). If applied to translation, this procedure would imply a comparative reading first, 

to make sure that the content is accurate, before a reading of the TT. The author indeed states 

that “ensuring accuracy is a key task for revisers” (2001: 7). Finally, also Gile (1995) and 

Samuelsson-Brown (1993) support the idea of starting the revision process with a reading of 

the TT.

Procedure F (i.e. the reviser reads the ST, then compares ST with TT and makes 

changes, he finally reads the TT again and makes additional changes if necessary) appears just 

twice (Chakhachiro, 2005; Horguelin and Brunette, 1998), whereas procedure G (i.e. the 

reviser reads the ST, then reads the TT and makes changes, and then compares ST with TT 

and makes additional changes if necessary) does not seem to be recommended at all.

Mossop (2007: 19) argues that “one might expect that there is no one method that 

yields the best results (i.e. everything depends on individual psychology), but on the other 

hand the whole point of empirical studies is to determine whether such expectations are true.” 

On the basis of the survey results and on the answers from TS scholars, it seems relevant to 

compare the procedures that revisers claim to use, and the procedures that scholars 

recommend for use. In addition, and this is obviously the case among professionals where 



Isabelle ROBERT. “Translation Revision Procedures: 
An Explorative Study”                                                                                                                            15

© 2008. Pieter BOULOGNE (ed.). Translation and Its Others. Selected Papers of the CETRA Research Seminar in 
Translation Studies 2007. http://www.kuleuven.be/cetra/papers/papers.html

time is a major factor in deciding how to revise, procedures which seem too elaborate and 

time consuming, like procedure F and G, can be disqualified, as well as those procedures 

which have proven to be “irrational” (Brunette, Gagnon and Hine, 2005: 43), like procedure 

A. 

4.1.4. Identification of procedures: conclusion

In sum, it seems reasonable to compare procedures B, C, D and E. When taking the time 

factor into account, these procedures should be compared in pairs: B and C, where the target 

text is read only once, and procedures D and E, where it is read twice. Consequently, these are 

also the procedures that seem worth being compared in an experimental setting. 

In a forthcoming article dedicated to quality in translation revision, Künzli maintains 

that there seems to be no correlation between the procedure and the quality of the revision:

Und schließlich: Ob der Ausgangstext oder die Erstübersetzung zuerst gelesen wird, scheint 

nur beim juristischen Text einen Einfluss auf die Qualität (in Rangplätzen ausgedrückt) zu 

haben. Die Qualität des Translats scheint weniger davon abzuhängen, ob die Revisorin erst 

den Ausgangstext, erst die Erstübersetzung oder aber Ausgangstext und Erstübersetzung 

parallel liest, sondern davon, ob sie sich ein systematisches Vorgehen angeeignet hat, d. h. 

immer erst den Ausgangstext oder aber immer erst die Erstübersetzung liest. 

This looks like a partial answer to the research question of the ongoing research 

project at the basis of this paper. However, various aspects of Künzli’s study are different 

from the experimental setting I have in mind for the present research. For example, Künzli 

asked professional translators to revise, not professional revisers. Although he argues that 

there does not seem to be a correlation between experience and revision quality (see Künzli 

forthcoming), he provides no information as to the nature of the professional experience of 

the participants – do they have translation experience, revision experience or both? Moreover, 

his subjects all seem to apply a procedure where the TT is read twice, which is only a part of 

what I intend to do.

4.2. Second preliminary research question: the use of paper during the revision experiment

In order to answer the second preliminary research question, namely whether it would be 

appropriate, from a methodological point of view, to allow the subjects taking part in the 
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revision experiment to work on paper, two different methods were used: 1) a small scale 

survey among Belgian translation agencies, 2) a review of the literature. 

4.2.1. Small-scale survey

The analysis of the results of the survey conducted on 19 November 2007 and again on 10 

December 2007 shows a clear preference for revising on screen among the respondents. In 

total, 101 mails were sent and 21 answers received, which is a response rate of almost 21%. 

As mentioned above, the subjects were asked to simply tick off the revision process 

description that best applied to them. For example, for procedure B (i.e. the reviser reads the 

TT alone, refers to ST when he thinks there is a problem, and makes changes), they could tick 

off a description of each step of the revision process, thus generating a three-letter code. In the 

example here below, respondents could thus generate different descriptions: AAA, BBB, etc. 

A. I read the TT on screen.
B. I read the TT on paper.

A. If necessary, I refer to the ST on screen.
B. If necessary, I refer to the ST on paper.

A. I make changes on screen while I am reading.
B. I make changes on paper while I am reading and then I make these changes on screen.

For each procedure, the ‘screen only’ revision procedure (i.e. no use of paper at all, 

which means, in the example above, that description A is ticked off for each step of the 

process and that an AAA-description is generated) was used on average in 68% of the cases:

• Of the revisers who use procedure B (the reviser reads the TT alone, refers to ST when he 

thinks there may be a problem):

o 69% of the revisers work on screen only. 

o 6% do everything on paper, even inputting the changes, which is done again 

afterwards on screen. 

o The remaining 25% use paper somewhere in the process: to refer to the source text 

(19%), or to read the target text and refer to the source text (6%);

• Of the revisers who use procedure C (the reviser compares ST with TT and makes changes):

o 77% work on screen only. 

o 8% do everything on paper, even inputting the changes, which is done again

afterwards on screen. 
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o 7.5% use paper for the comparative reading (ST and TT on paper) but make the 

changes directly on screen. 

o 7.5% partially use paper for the comparative reading (ST on paper, but TT on screen) 

and make the changes directly on screen.

• Of the revisers who use procedure D (the reviser reads the TT, makes changes, then compares 

ST with TT, and makes additional changes if necessary):

o 67% work on screen only. 

o 8% do everything on paper, even inputting the changes, which is done again 

afterwards on screen. 

o 17% partially use paper for the comparative reading only (TS on paper);

o 8% read the TT on paper, make changes on screen, do the comparative reading on 

paper (ST and TT on paper), input the changes on paper and again afterwards on 

screen;

• Of the revisers who use procedure E (the reviser compares ST with TT, makes changes, then 

he reads the TT and makes additional changes if necessary):

o 61% of the revisers work on screen only; 

o 11% do everything on paper, even inputting the changes, which is done afterwards on 

screen. 

o 17% partially use paper for the comparative reading, to read the ST (thus TT on 

screen), then they make the changes on screen.

o 11% do the comparative reading on paper, read the TT on paper and input all changes 

on screen.

Figure 4. Use of paper in revision process
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As mentioned above, the respondents seem to use different revision procedures. As a 

result, not 21 (the number of respondents) but 59 descriptions of procedures (i.e. 59 different 

three-letter codes) were collected. 40 out of 59 descriptions refer to revision processes in 

which everything is done on screen (almost 68%). In 8% of the cases, everything is done on 

paper (except of course inputting the changes). In 15% of the cases, paper is used only to read 

the ST. In the remaining 9%, paper is used to read the TT or to do the comparative reading, 

but changes are made on screen.

The procedures where there is a comparative reading (C, D, E) reveal a strong 

preference for working on screen only (67%). 19% prefer a comparative reading on paper and 

when revisers choose to have only one of both texts on paper, it is always the ST (14%). In 

the light of the geometry problems raised by Mossop (2001, see below), this observation

seems logical. 

4.2.2. Review of the literature

The review of the literature on the use of word processors rather than pen and paper in 

revision comes mainly from writing process studies. Yet, the problem has been raised as well 

by some scholars in Translation Studies, such as Mossop (2001). 

A review of the literature shows that both revising methods (paper and screen) have 

their supporters, but that revising on paper seems to be preferable for different reasons. 

According to Mossop (2001: 74) in his book about revising for translators, there are different 

factors to consider before choosing to revise either on screen or on paper or both: speed, 

accuracy, eye strain, geometry. 

In as far as speed is concerned, on-screen work is probably faster “because there is no 

handwriting followed by inputting of changes (followed by checking of said changes if they 

have been input by others). However, the quality of screen displays is such that reading speed 

on screen may be slower than on the printed page” (Mossop 2001: 74). Regarding accuracy, 

“there is evidence that errors in the text can be missed because the quality of screen displays 

is not equal to the quality of print.” (Mossop 2001: 74). As for as eye strain, “print is easier on 

the eyes than the flickering screen image. In the case of translation, moving back and forth 

between two paper documents (source and translation) may be easier on the eyes than moving 

back and forth between one paper and one screen document” (Mossop 2001: 75). And finally,

with regard to geometry, Mossop (2001: 75) maintains the following: 
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[…] parallel scrolling of source text and translation, though possible, is impractical because 

you will be able to see only a few lines of each text at once. Solving this problem by using 

two screens may clutter your workspace (or be unaffordable!). One popular solution is to 

prop a print version of one text vertically on a paper holder next to the screen containing the 

text in the other language. However, you will not then be able to line the two texts up. Some 

people find they cannot do comparative re-reading unless the texts are lined up side-by-side, 

and preferably on a horizontal surface in front of them. A further 'geometry' consideration is 

that when revising, you will often be using more than just two documents. 

In her book about the monolingual revision of a text that is not a translation, by 

somebody who is not the author, Lachance (2007: 125) argues that revising on computer is 

less easy and more tiresome for the eyes, thus confirming Mossop’s view. In an article about 

revision in writing processes, i.e. the revision of a text that is not a translation, by the author 

of that text, Piolat (2007) shares this view and argues that revisers should revise on paper, 

even if they have to amend the text on screen. This is also the conclusion of Bisaillon (2007),

who describes the work of a freelance reviser, editing French texts (that are not translations, 

and of which he is not the author), organising his revision work in two steps: first on paper,

and next on screen. 

Research on writing models has often tackled the question of the impact of working on 

screen instead of paper, as Eyman and Reilly (2006: 102) note: “Since the introduction of 

computers into writing classrooms, scholars have questioned whether computer applications 

positively affect students’ writing and writing processes”. It seems that paper remains an 

important tool when revising:

Hill, Wallace and Haas agree that revising on the screen encourages localized, sentence level 

rather than global revision, but attribute this as much to inadequate task definition of revision 

as to the tools used to accomplish it (105; see also Yagelski). (Eyman and Reilly 2006: 103)

Another potential barrier to revision is the small window provided by the space on the screen: 

Daniel Kies suggests to his students that the “screen is just too small a canvas for us to get a 

sense of our draft as a whole. So printing a draft, often and regularly, is the only way to truly 

see the work holistically. A printout will allow us to better see the connections between the 

major parts of our work and to judge the work’s unity and coherence. (Eyman and Reilly 

2006: 104)
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4.2.3. Using paper and/or screen : conclusion

Again there seems to be a gap between the literature and the field: whereas scholars suggest 

that the use of paper is more reliable, it does not seem to be used that much by professionals. 

The cost of paper and the protection of the environment may play a role in that decision 

process – especially in the case of long texts. For ecological reasons, it would be better not to 

impose any method on the revisers. Yet, it is necessary to limit the different possibilities, for

revisers who revise on paper and then input their corrections on screen will probably take 

more time than those working exclusively on screen.

5. Conclusion

The present paper focused on the results of an explorative study, whose aim was twofold. 

First, it was to establish which translation revision procedures are worth comparing in the 

experimental setting of the main study. Second, it was to determine whether the subjects in

the later experiment should be allowed to revise on paper, in addition to revising on screen.

As far as the first question is concerned, it seems reasonable to compare four particular 

revision procedures, which are those that appear to be applied by professional revisers and 

those that are recommended by translation scholars: (1) the reviser reads the TT alone, refers 

to ST when he thinks there is a problem, and makes changes; (2) the reviser compares ST 

with TT and makes changes; (3) the reviser reads the TT, makes changes, then compares ST 

with TT, and makes additional changes if necessary; (4) the reviser compares ST with TT, 

makes changes, he reads the TT and makes additional changes if necessary. Regarding the 

second question, it might be interesting to leave the revisers the choice. However, when it 

comes to the methodology of the main research, in which revision processes will be analysed 

through keystroke logging and think aloud protocols, this approach has several drawbacks.

First, the use of paper cannot be associated with the use of a keystroke logging software. 

Second, filming the process would lead beyond the scope of the research.

Apart from being an answer to the preliminary research questions, the results 

discussed in this study, in particular with regard to the surveys, shed some light on the 

revision practices of professionals and on what has been published so far on the topic, even if 

the number of participants was rather low.
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